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EDITORS' INTRODUCTION 

In the wake of the orgy of self-congratulations which followed 
the 1989 crumbling of the Berlin Wall, the subsequent dis 
solution of the Soviet Union, and a series of confrontations 
perhaps forever to be captured best in Tiananmen Square in the 
image of a single individual blocking the path of an onrushing 
military tank, a wave of optimism engulfed the Western demo
cratic States. This contagious optimism was best exemplified by 
the confidence and popularity of Francis Fukuyama's claim that 
the end of history was at hand, that the future-if that word 
could still be said to have the same meaning-was to become 
the global triumph of free market economies. 

At the same time many of us felt a vague sense of foreboding ,  
a haunted sense that international changes of  such magnitude 
were as likely to result ,  at least initially, and perhaps for a long 
time to come, in transformations as malign as they are benign. 
Some of us grew tired more quickly than others of the many 
hasty postmortems of Marxism, as if the virtually global collapse 
of communism and Marxism referred to the very same thing ,  



viii EDITORS'INTRODUCTION 

especially in different times and places as well as to different 
thinkers. 

And yet, it seemed to many that the collapse of communism 
in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, as well as democratic 
insurgencies in China ,  had created a new world order. Politicians 
from George Bush to Vaclav Havel had proclaimed that the 
ideological and political alliances which structured the global 
community prior to 1 989 must now be rethought and 
restructured. Less dramatically , but just as Significantly , the 
econolllic integration of Europe beginning in 1992, and the 
continued economic growtll of Japan and the emergence of 
South Korea ,  Taiwan, and Singapore as economic forces have all 
profoundly changed the international economic , social , and 
political landscapes. The meaning and consequences of these 
changes are of vital importance to us all ; no discipline or sector 
of culture has a monopoly on potential analyses ,  much less a 
monopoly on answers. 

In response to the changing social ,  political , philosophical, 
and economic dimensions of the global community,  scholars 
and intellectuals throughout the world are rethinking the mean
ing of past verities and developing new theoretical approaches. 
Among the central contested issues: What remains of the socialist 
vision(s) after the "collapse" in 1989? Has the collapse of com
munism also spelled the death of Marxism, and of Marx as an 
important philosopher and political thinker? Have we indeed 
reached "the end of history" as Fukuyama has argued, where 
pluralistiC democracies and capitalist economies reign supreme? 
Is the future now to be simply a choice between Scandinavian
style social democracy on the one hand, and unrestrained free 
market capitalism on the other? Given the difficulties some 
democratic , free market economies are experiencing-including 
the plight of the homeless , the lack of adequate health care, 
environmental degradation, and enormous national debt 
burdens-what sort of model for the future do we have? And 
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what is one to make of the destructive, even violent "national
isms" which have followed in the wake of the collapse of com
munism, not to mention virulent forms of ethnocentrism and 
xenophobia perhaps not seen since Hitler ' s  Germany? What 
does this imply, then , about the future structure and functioning 
of the global economy and life throughout our shared world? 

What new international tensi<ms will emerge and what will be 
the nature of theoretical and political discourse as  we approach 
the twenty-first century? Who must ask such questions and to 
whom must tlley be addressed? 

In particular, how will intellectuals in the Marxist tradition 
respond, theoretically and politically, to the global transfor
mations now occurring?  How has the crisis in Eastern Europe and 
the former Soviet Union affected the way intellectuals ,  scholars , 
and government officials in those countries and around the 
world reconceive their intellectual and political projects? What is 
to be the status of Marxist social goals that informed so many 
Marxist thinkers and social revolutionaries throughout the 
world-the egalitarian distribution of income, increased work
place democracy, the end of economic explOitation and the 
eradication of class differences-given the current rush to vari
ous forms of capitalism in Eastern Europe, Russia, and China? 
Does the "end of history" also portend the end of Marxist 
theory? What is living and what is dead in Marxism? 

In October 1 99 1 ,  in an environment charged by such ques
tions ,  several of us began a conversation at the University of 
California ,  at Riverside's Center for Ideas and SOCiety, about 
what it might be like to have a conference which would not 
consist of yet another autopsy administered mostly by Anglo
phone economists and policy analysts who typically were and 
are very far from the sites of struggle and transformation. We 
wondered how our colleagues on location , so to speak, under
stand their circumstances ,  both historically and philosophically. 

We decided to convene a multinational , multidisciplinary 
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conference-"Whither Marxism? Global Crises in International 
Perspective"-which would include distinguished thinkers and 
participants from China, Russia , Armenia , Poland, Romania , 
Mexico, Germany, France, the United States and elsewhere. 
Equally important ,  i t  seemed to us Significant to provide a forum 
within which one of the most famous and influential con
temporary philosophers-Jacques Derrida-could reflect on the 
conference' s topiC, something he had not yet been able to do in 
a sustained and systematiC way in print. We thought that such a 
sustained reflection on Marx by Derrida would be of intrinsic as 
well as  historical importance. 

The conference i tself was organized and managed by the 
Center for Ideas and Society at the University of California, 
Riverside. It began on Thursday,  April 22, 1993 with Jacques 
Derrida ' s  plenary address and ended on Saturday. April 24. 

1 993. His plenary address was delivered in two parts . on the 
evenings of April 22nd and 23rd. That lecture. "Specters of 
Marx: The State of the Debt .  the Work of Mourning. and the 
New International . is the basis of the text now before you. a 
text which bears the same name; and this longer version
"augmented. clarified as Derrida says-is no less marked 
by that occasion. setting. and interlocutors than is the original 
plenary address. 

It would be inappropriate. indeed. impossible. to convey in 
summary the many specters that haunt the texts of Marx. and. 
through him. of Derrida. Here we would merely wish to 
note that in this text Derrida takes his position for a certain spirit 
of Marxism. that "deconstruction. if there is such a thing. 
always already moves within a certain spirit of Marx . It should 
also be noted that. for Derrida. in speaking of a certain spirit 
of Marx 

it i s  n ot i n  the fi rst p l ace i n ,o rder  to propose a schola rly, ph i l 
oso p h ica l  d i scou rse. 'it i s  fi rst of a l l  so as not to  flee fro m  a 
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res pon s i b i l i ty. More p rec ise ly, i t  i s  order to submit  for 
your  d i scuss ion several hypotheses on the nature of such a 
res pons ib i l ity. What i s  ours ? In what way i s  it h i sto rica l? And 
what  does it have to do with so m a ny s pecters? 

Jacques Derrida ' s  Specters of Marx: The Slate of the Debt, the Work of 
Mourning, and the New International is intended to be in conversation 
with and supplemented by its companion volume of conference 
essays , Whither Marxism? Global Crises in International Perspective. This 
second volume contains selected conference essays by Ashot 
K. Galoian , Keith Griffin and Azizur Rahman Khan, Abdul 
JanMohamed . Douglas Kellner, Andrei Marga, Stephen Resnick 

and Richard Wolff, Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, Su Shaozhi , Carlos 
M. Villas , and Zhang Longxi . 

While some of the essays are in direct conversation with the 
text of Derrida, others illustrate the force of his argument, 
whether they intend to do so or not. Specifically and telegraphic

ally , at least four points of contact emerge from Derrida ' s  Specters 
of Marx and its companion volume Whitller Marxism? (1) The 
proper names "Marx" and/or Marxism have always already been 
plural nouns , despite their grammatical form, and despite the 
fact that they have been understood as if they were rigid design

ators ; (2)  "communism" (in its own pluralities) is not the same 
as "Marxism"· (3) both communism and Marxism are histori
cally sited,  situated ,  inflected, mediated by particular traditions 
and histories; (4) the proper name "Marx" is-in a certain 
sense-entirely uncircumventable. 

The purpose of these two volumes ,  Specters of Marx and Whither 

Marxism? is to begin to address questions about the connection 
between the death of communism and the fate of Marxism. The 
volumes raise these questions in an international and inter
diSCiplinary context. Their goal is not simply to produce another 
postmortem on Marxism, nor is it simply to defend Marxism 
against its critics. Rather, these volumes,  each in its own way,  
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explpre the effects that the global crises engendered by the 
collapse of communism has had on avant-garde scholars', many 
of whom have lived through and often participated in these 
transitions  themselves. 

BERND MAGNUS AND STEPHEN CULLENBERG 



NOTE ON THE TEXT 

At the origin of this work was a lecture given in two sessions, 
April 22 and 23, 1993, at the University of California, Riverside. 
That lecture opened an international colloquium organized by 
Bernd Magnus and Stephen Cullen berg under the ambiguous 
title "Whither Marxism?" in which one may hear beneath 
the question "Where is Marxism going?" another ques tion : "Is 
Marxism dying?" 

Augmented , clarified, the present text nevertheless re tains the 
argumentative structure , the rhythm , and the oral form of the 
lecture. Notes were added later, of course . A few new develop
ments appear in square brackets. 



DEDICATION 

One name for another, a part for the whole: the historic violence of Apartheid can 
always be treated as a metonymy. In its past as well as in i ts present. By diverse 
paths (condensation, displacement, expression, or representation), one can always 
decipher through its singulari ty so many other kinds of violence going on in the 
world. At once part, cause, effect, example, what is happening there translates what 
takes place here, always here, wherever one is and wherever one looks, closest 
to home. Infinite responsibility, therefore, no rest allowed for any form of good 
conscience. 

But one should never speak of the assassination of a man as a figure, not even 
an exemplary figure in the logic of an emblem, a rhetoric of the flag or of 
martyrdom. A man's life, as unique as his death, will always be more than a 
paradigm and something other than a symbol. And this is precisely what a proper 
name should always name. 

And yet. And yet, keeping this in mind and having recourse to a common noun, 
I recall that it is a communist as such, a communist as communist, whom a 
Polish emigrant and his accomplices, all the assassins of Chris Hani, put to death 
a few days ago, April 10th. The assassins themselves proclaimed that they were 
out to get a communist . They were trying to interrupt negotiations and sabotage 
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an ongoing democratization. This popular hero of the resistance against Apartheid 
became dangerous and suddenly intolerable, it seems, at the moment in which, 
having decided to devote himself once again to a minori ty Communist Party 
riddled wi th contradictions, he gave up important responsibili ties in the ANC and 

perhaps any official pol i tical or even governmental role he might one day have held 
in a country freed of Apartheid. 

Allow me to salute the memory of Chris Hani and to dedicate this lecture 
to him. 



EXORDIUM 

Someone, you or me, comes forward and says: I would like to learn 
to live finally. 

Finally but why? 
To learn to live: a strange watchword. Who would learn? From 

whom? To teach to live , but to whom? Will we ever know? Will 
we ever know how to live and first of all what "to learn to live" 
means? And why " finally" 

By itself, out of context-but a context, always, remains open, 
thus fallible and insufficient-this watchword forms an almost 
unintelligible syntagm. Just how far can its idiom be translated 
moreover? I 

A magisterial locution ,  all the same--or for that very reason. 
For from the lips of a master this watch word would always say 
something about violence. It vibrates like an arrow in the course 
of an irreversible and asymmetrical address, the one that goes 
most often from father to son,  master to disciple, or master to 
slave (" I'm going to teach you to live") . Such an address hesti
tates, therefore: between address as experience (is not learning to 
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live experience itself? ) ,  address as education, and address as taming 
or training [dressage J .  

But to learn to live , to learn it from oneself and by oneself, all alone, 
to teach oneself to live (" I would like to learn to live finally") , is 
that not impossible for a living being? Is it not what logic itself 
forbids? To live, by definition, is not something one learns. 
Not from oneself, it is not learned from life, taught by life. Only 
from the other and by death. In any case from the other at the 
edge of life. At the internal border or the external border, it is a 
heterodidactics between life and death. 

And yet nothing is more necessary than this wisdom. It is 
ethics itself: to learn to live-alone, from oneself, by oneself Life 
does not know how to live otherwise. And does one ever do 
anything else but learn to live, alone, from oneself, by oneself? 
This is, therefore, a strange commitment, both impossible and 
necessary, for a living being supposed to be alive: "r would li�e 
to learn to live. " It has no sense and cannot he just unless it comes 
to terms with death.2 Mine as (well as) that of the other. Between 
life and death, then, this is indeed the place of a sententious 
injunction that always feigns to speak like the just . 

What follows advances like an essay in the night-into the 
unknown of that which must remain to come-a simple 
attempt,  therefore , to analyze with some consistency such an 
exordium: "I would like to learn to live. Finally " Finally what. 

If it-learning to live-remains to be done, it can happen only 
between life and death. Neither in life nor in death alone. What 
happens between two, and between all the " two 's" one likes, such 
as between life and death ,  can only maintain itself with some ghost, 
can only talk wi th or about some ghost [s' entretenir de quelque fantomeJ. 
So it would be necessary to learn spirits. Even and especially if this, 
the spectral , is not. Even and especially if this, which is neither 
substance, nor essence, nor existence, is never present as such. The time 
of the " learning to live , a time without tutelary present ,  would 
amount to this, to which the exordium is leading us : to learn to 
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live with ghosts, in the upkeep, the conversation , the company, or 
the companionship, in the commerce without commerce of 
ghosts. To live otherwise, and better. No, not better, but more 
j ustly But wi th them. No being-with the other, no socius without this 
with that makes being-with in general more enigmatic than ever for 
us. And this being-with specters would also be, not only but also,  a 
politics of memory, of inheritance, and of generations. 

If I am getting ready to speak at length about ghosts , inherit
ance, and generations , generations of ghosts, which is to say 
about certain others who are not present , nor presently living, 
either to us , in us, or outside us, it is in the name of justice . of 
justice where it is not yet, not yet there, where it is no longer, let 
us understand where it is no longer present, and where it will 
never be, no more than the law, reducible to laws or rights.3 It is 
necessary to speak of the ghost , indeed to the ghost and with it ,  
from the moment that no ethics , no politics , whether revo
lutionary or not, seems possible and thinkable and just that does 
not recognize in its principle the respect for those others who 
are no longer or for those others who are not yet there, presently 
living, whether they are already dead or not yet born. No 
justice-let us not say no law and once again we are not speaking 
here of laws4-seems possible or thinkable without the principle 
of some responsibility, beyond all living present, within that which 
disjoins the living present, before the ghosts of those who are 
not yet born or who are already dead, be they victims of wars , 
political or other kinds of violence, nationalist, racist ,  colonialist ,  
sexist ,  or other kinds of exterminations,  victims of the oppres
sions of  capitalist imperialism or any of the forms of totalitarian
ism. Without this non-contemporaneity wi th i tself of the living present, 
without that which secretly unhinges it, without this responsi
bility and this respect for justice concerning those who are not 
there , of those who are no longer or who are not yet present and 
living, what sense would there be to ask the question "where? " 
"where tomorrow?" "whither? " 
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This question arrives, if it arrives, it questions with regard to 
what will come in the future-to-come.s Turned toward the 
future, going toward it , it also comes from it , it proceeds from 
[provient de] the future . It must therefore exceed any presence as 
presence to itself At least it has to make this presence possible 
only on the basis of the movement of some disjointing, disjunc
tion, or disproportion :  in the inadequation to self. Now, if this 
question, from the moment it comes to us, can clearly come 
only from the future (whither? where will we go tomorrow? 
where, for example, is Marxism going ? where are we going with 
it?) , what stands in front of it must also precede it like its origin: 
before it. Even if the future is its provenance, it must be , like any 
provenance, absolutely and irreversibly past . "Experience" of the 
past as to come, the one and the other absolutely absolute, 
beyond all modification of any present whatever. If it is possible 
and if one must take it seriously , the possibility of the question , 
which is perhaps no longer a question and which we are calling 
here justice, must carry beyond present life, life as my life or our 
life. In general. For it will be the same thing for the "my life" or 
"our life" tomorrow," that is , for the life of others , as it was 
yesterday for other others: beyond therefore the living present in general. 

To be just :  beyond the living present in general-and beyond 
its simple negative reversal . A spectral moment, a moment that 
no longer belongs to time, if one understands by this word the 
linking of modalized presents (past present, actual present: 
"now, " future present) . We are questioning in this instant , we 
are asking ourselves about this instant that is not docile to time, 
at least to what we call time. Furtive and untimely , the apparition 
of the specter does not belong to that time, it does not give time, 
not that one : "Enter the ghost, exit the ghost, re-enter the ghost" 
(Hamlet). 

This resembles an axiom, more precisely an axiom concerning 
axiomatics itself, namely, concerning some supposedly undemon
strable obvious fact with regard to whatever has worth , value, 
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quality (axia). And even and especially dignity (for example man as 
example of a finite and reasonable being) , that unconditional dig
nity (Wiirdigkeit) that Kant placed higher, precisely [justement], 
than any economy, any compared or comparable value ,  any mar
ket price (Marktpreis) . This axiom may be shocking to some. And 
one does not have to wait for the objection : To whom, finally , 
would an obligation of j ustice ever entail a commitment, one 
will say, and even be it beyond law and beyond the norm, to 
whom and to what if not to the life of a living being? Is there 
ever justice, commitment of justice, or responsibility in general 
which has to answer for itself (for the living self) before any
thing other, in the last resort, than the life of a living being, 
whether one means by that natural life or the life of the spirit? 
Indeed. The objection seems ir refutable .  But the irrefutable itself 
supposes that this justice carries life beyond present life or its 
actual being-there, its empirical or ontological actuality: not 
toward death but toward a living-on [sur-vie] , namely , a trace of 
which life and death would themselves be but traces and traces 
of traces , a survival whose possibility in advance comes to dis
join or dis-adjust the identity to itself of the living present as 
well as of any effectivity . There is then some spirit. Spirits. And one 
must reckon with them. One cannot not have to , one must not 
not be able to reckon with them, which are more than one: the 
more than one! no more one [Ie plus d' un J. 



The time is out of joint. 
-Hamlet 
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INJUNCTIONS OF MARX 

Hamlet: Sweare. 
Ghost [beneath): Sweare. 
[They swear) 
Hamlet: Rest, rest perturbed Spirit! So Gentlemen, 
With all my loue 1 doe commend me to you; 
And what so poore a man as Hamlet is 
Doe t'expresse his loue and friending to you, 
God willing, shall not lacke: Let us goe in together, 
And still your fingers on your lippes, 1 pray. 
The time is out of ioynt: Oh cursed spight, 
That ever 1 was borne to set it right. 
Nay, come, let's goe together. [Exeunt) 

-Act I, scene V 

Maintaining now the specters of Marx. (But maintaining now 

[maintenant] without conjuncture. A disjointed or disadjusted 
now, "out of j Oint ,"  a disajointed now that always risks main
taining nothing together in the assured conjunction of some 
context whose border would still be determinable .)  

The specters of Marx. Why this plural? Would there be more 
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than one of them? Plus d'un [More than one/No more one] : this 
can mean a crowd, if not masses , the horde, or society, or else 
some po:tJulation of ghosts with or without a people, some 
community with or without a leader-but also the less tlJOn one of 
pure and simple dispersion. Without any possible gathering 
together. Then, if the specter is always animated by a spirit, one 
wonders who would dare to speak of a spirit of Marx, or more 
serious still, of a spirit of Marxism.  Not only in order to predict a 
future for them today, but to appeal even to their multipliCity , or 
more serious still, to their heterogeneity . 

More than a year ago, I had chosen to name the " specters " 
by their name starting with the title of this opening lecture. 
" Specters of Marx, the common noun and the proper name 
had thus been printed, they were already on the poster when, 
very recently , I reread The Manifesto of the Communist Party. I 
confess it to my shame : I had not done so for decades-and 
that must tell one something. I knew very well there was a 
ghost waiting there, and from the opening, from the raising of 
the curtain . Now, of course, I have just discovered, in truth I 
have just remembered what must have been haunting my 
memory : the first noun of the Manifesto , and this time in the Singu
lar, is " specter" "A specter is haunting Europe--the specter of 
communism. 

Exordium or incipi t: this first noun opens , then, the first scene 
of the first act: "Ein Gespenst geht urn in Europa-das Gespenst 
des Kommunismus . "  As in Hamlet ,  the Prince of a rotten State , 
everything begins by the apparition of a specter. More precisely 
by the waiting for this apparition. The anticipation is at once 
impatient , anxious , and fascinated: this , the thing (" this thing" ) 
will end up coming. The revenant is going to come.l It won ' t be 
long. But how long it is  taking. Still more precisely, everything 
begins in the imminence of a re-apparition, but a reapparition of 
the specter as apparition for the first time in the play. The spirit of the 
father i s  going to come back and will soon say to him " I  am thy 
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Fathers Spirit" (I , iv), but here , at the beginning of the play , he 
comes back, so to speak, for the first time . It is a first, the firs t 
time on stage. 

[First suggestion: haunting2 is historical, to be sure , but it i s  
not dated, i t  is never docilely given a date in the chain of presents , 
day after day , according to the instituted order of a calendar. 
Untimely, it does not come to, it does not happen to, it does 
not befall , one day, Europe, as if the latter, at a certain moment 
of its history, had begun to suffer from a certain evil , to let 
itself be inhabi ted in its inside, that is, haunted by a foreign guest . 
Not that that guest is any less a stranger for having always occu
pied the domesticity of Europe . But there was no inside , there 
was no thing inside before it .  The ghostly would displace itself 
like the movement of this history Haunting would mark the 

very existence of Europe. It would open the space and the 
relation to self of what is called by this name, at least since 
the Middle Ages. The experience of the specter, that is how 

Marx, along with Engels , will have also thought, described, or 
diagnosed a certain dramaturgy of modern Europe, notably 
that of its great unifying projects. One would even have to 
say that he represented it or staged it. In the shadow of a filial 
memory, Shakespeare will have often inspired this Marxian the
atricalization . Later, closer to us but according to the same 
genealogy, in the nocturnal noise of its concatenation , the rum
bling sound of ghosts chained to ghosts , another descendant 
would be Valery. Shakespeare qui genui t  Marx qui genuit Valery (and a 
few others) . 

But what goes on between these generations ?  An omission , a 

strange lapsus .  Da, then fort, exit Marx. In "La crise de l' esprit" 
("The Crisis of Spirit, 1 9 1 9: "As for us , civilizations ,  we know 

now we are mortal " ) . the name of Marx appears just once. 
It inscribes itself, here is the name of a skull to come into 
Hamlet's hands: 
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N ow, o n  an immense terrace of E l s inore , which stretches  from 
Bas el  to Co logne ,  that touches o n  the sands  of N i eu port, the 

lowlands  of the Somme, the  ch a l ky earth  of Champagne ,  the 
gra n ite earth of Alsace-the E u ropean H amlet l ooks at thou

san ds of specte rs . But  h e  i s  an  i nte l l ectua l  H amlet. He med i
tates on the l i fe and death of truths. H i s  ghosts a re a l l  the 

objects of our controvers ies; h is  remorse i s  a l l  the t it les of our 
gl ory. I f h e  se izes a s k u l l ,  it is an i l l u str ious s ku l l-"Whose 
was i t ? "-Th is  one was Lionardo. And th is othe r  s k u l l  i s  
that of Leibniz w h o  d reamed o f  u n iversa l  peace. A n d  th i s  
one was  Kant qui genuit Hegel, qui genuit Marx, qui genuit. 

H a mlet does not know what to do with a l l  these sku lls. B u t  if h e  
aba ndo ns  them! Wi l l  he cease  to be h imse lf?3 

Later, in "La politique de l '  esprit , "  Valery has just defined man 
and politics . Man : "an attempt to create what I will venture to 
call the spiri t of spirit. "4- As for politics , it always "implies some idea 
of man." At this point, Valery quotes himself He reproduces the 
page of "the European Hamlet, the one we have just cited. 
Curiously, with the errant but infallible assurance of a sleep
walker, he then omits from it only one sentence, just one ,  without 
even signalling the omission by an ellipsis : the one that names 
Marx, in the very skull of Kant ("And this one was Kant qui 
genui t  Hegel, qui genuit Marx, qui genui t ").5 Why this omission, the 
only one? The name of Marx has disappeared. Where did it 
go ?  Exeunt Ghost and Marx, Shakespeare might have noted . The 
name of the one who disappeared must have gotten inscribed 
someplace else .  

In what he says , as well as in what he forgets to say about 
the skulls and generations of spirits , Valery reminds us of at 
least three things . These three things concern precisely this thing 
that is called spirit. As soon as one no longer distinguishes spirit 
from specter, the former assumes a body , it incarnates itself, as 
spirit , in the specter. Or rather, as Marx himself spells out, and 
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we will get to this , the specter is a paradoxical incorporation , the 
becoming-body, a certain phenomenal and carnal form of the 
spirit . It becomes, rather, some " thing" that remains difficult to 
name : neither soul nor body, and both one and the other. For it 
is flesh and phenomenality that give to the spirit its spectral 
apparition, but which disappear right away in the apparition , in 
the very coming of the revenant or the return of the specter. There 
is something disappeared ,  departed in the apparition itself as 
reapparition of the departed. The spirit ,  the specter are not the 
same thing ,  and we will have to sharpen this difference; but as  
for what they have in common, one does not  know what i t  is, 
what it is presently It is something that one does not know, 
precisely, and one does not know if precisely it is ,  if it exists , if i t  
responds to a name and corresponds to an essence . One does not 
know: not out of ignorance, but because this non-obj ect, this 
non-present present, this being-there of an absent or departed 
one no longer belongs to knowledge. At least no longer to that 
which one thinks one knows by the name of knowledge. One 
does not know if it is living or if it is dead. Here is-or rather 
there is, over there , an unnameable or almost unnameable thing: 
something, between something and someone, anyone or any
thing,  some thing, " this thing, "  but this thing and not any other, 
this thing that looks at us, that concerns us [qui nous regarde], comes 
to defy semantics as much as ontology, psychoanalysis as much 
as philosophy ("Marcellus: What, ha's this thing appear 'd againe 
tonight? Barnardo: I haue seene nothing" ) .  The Thing is still invis 
ible, it is nothing visible (" I haue seene nothing") at the moment 
one speaks of it and in order to ask oneself if it has reappeared. It 
is still nothing that can be seen when one speaks of it .  It is no 
longer anything that can be seen when Marcellus speaks of it, 
but it has been seen twice. And it is in order to adjust speech to 
sight that Horatio the skeptic has been convoked. He will serve as 
third party and witness (terstis): if againe this Apparition 
come, He may approue our eyes and speake to it" (I, i) . 
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Nor does one see in flesh and blood this Thing that is not a 
thing, this thing that is invisible between its apparitions , when i t  
reappears . This Thing meanwhile looks at us and sees us not see 
it  even when it is there. A spectral asymmetry interrupts here all 
specularity . It de-synchronizes ,  it recalls us to anachrony. We 
will call this the visor effect: we do not see who looks at us. Even 
though in his ghost the King looks like himself (" As thou art to 
thy selfe ,  says Horatio) , that does not prevent him from looking 
without being seen: his apparition makes him appear still invis
ible beneath his armor ( "Such was the very Armour he had on 

" ) . We will probably not speak of this visor effect any more , at 
least not by that name, but it will be presupposed by everything 
we advance on the subject of the specter in general, in Marx and 
elsewhere. As will be spelled out later on the basis of The German 
Ideology and the argument with Stirner, what distinguishes the 
specter or the revenant from the spirit, including the spirit in the 
sense of the ghost in general , is doubtless a supernatural and 
paradoxical phenomenality , the furtive and ungraspable visibil
ity of the invisible, or an invisibility of a visible X, that non-senuous 
sensuous of which Capital speaks (we will come to this) with regard 
to a certain exchange-value;  it is also, no doubt, the tangible 
intangibility of a proper body without flesh , but still the body 
of someone as someone other. And of someone other that we will 
not hasten to determine as self, subject, person, consciousness ,  
spirit , and so forth. This already suffices to distinguish the 
specter not only from the icon or the idol but also from the 
image of the image ,  from the Platonic phantasma, as well as from 
the simple simulacrum of something in general to which it is  
nevertheless so close and with which it shares , in other respects , 
more than one feature. But that is not all , and that is not the most 
irreducible. Another suggestion: This spectral someone other looks 
at US,6 we feel ourselves being looked at by it ,  outside of any 
synchrony, even before and beyond any look on our part , 
according to an absolute anteriority (which may be on the order 
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of generation , of more than one generation) and asymmetry , 
according to an absolutely unmasterable disproportion. Here 
anachony makes the law. To feel ourselves seen by a look which it 
will always be impossible to cross ,  that is the visor effect on the 
basis of which we inherit from the law. Since we do not see 
the one who sees us, and who makes the law, who delivers the 
injunction (which is ,  moreover, a contradictory injunction) , 
since we do not see the one who orders " swear"  we cannot 
identjfy it in all certainty , we must fall back on its voice. The one 
who says "I am thy Fathers Spirit" can only be taken at his word. 
An essentially blind submission to his secret , to the secret of his 
origin : this is a first obedience to the injunction. It will condi
tion all the others. It may always be a case of still someone else. 
Another can always lie, he can disguise himself as a ghost, 
another ghost may also be passing himself off for this one. It ' s 
always possible .  Later we will talk about the society or the commerce 
of specters among themselves, for there is always more than one of 
them. The armor, this " costume" which no stage production 
will ever be able to leave out , we see it cover from head to foot, 
in Hamlet's eyes, the supposed body of the father. We do not 
know whether it is or is not part of the spectral apparition. This 
protection is rigorously problematic (problema is also a shield) for it 
prevents perception from deciding on the identity that it wraps 
so solidly in its carapace. The armor may be but the body of a 
real artifact, a kind of technical prosthesis , a body foreign to the 
spectral body that it dresses, dissimulates ,  and protects , masking 
even its identity. The armor lets one see nothing of the spectral 
body, but at the level of the head and beneath the visor, it permits 
the so-called father to see and to speak. Some slits are cut into 
it and adjusted so as to permit him to see without being seen, 
but to speak in order to be heard. The helmet , like the visor, did 
not merely offer protection : it topped off the coat of arms and 
indicated the chiefs authority , like the blazon of his nobility. 

For the helmet effect, it suffices that a visor be possible and that 
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one play with it . Even when it is raised , in fact, its possibility 
continues to signify that someone, beneath the armor, can safely 
see without being seen or without being identified. Even when 
it is raised, the visor remains, an available resource and structure, 
solid and s table as armor, the armor that covers the body from 
head to foot ,  the armor of which it is a part and to which it is 
attached. This is what distinguishes a visor from the mask with 
which, nevertheless ,  it shares this incomparable power, perhaps 
the supreme insignia of power: the power to see without being 
seen. The helmet effect is not suspended when the visor is raised. 
Its power, namely its possibility, is in that case recalled merely in 
a more intensely dramatic fashion . When Horatio reports to 
Hamlet that a figure like his father ' s  appeared "Arm' d at all 
points exactly , Cap a Pe ") , the son is worried and questions. 
He first  insists on the armor and the "Cap a Pe" ("Hamlet: Arm'd, 
say you ?  Barnardo and Marcellus: Arm'd ,  my Lord. Hamlet: From top 
to toe ? Both: My Lord, from head to foote" ) .  Then Hamlet gets to 
the head, to the face, and especially the look beneath the visor. As 
if he had been hoping that , beneath an armor that hides and 
protects from head to foot ,  the ghost would have shown neither 
his face ,  nor his look, nor therefore his identity ("Hamlet: Then 
saw you not his face? Horatio: Oh yes, my Lord , he wore his 
Beaver up" [I , iiJ ) .  

Three things , then, would decompose in analysis this single thing , 
spirit, or specter-or king, for the king occupies this place, here 
the place of the father, whether he keeps it, takes i t ,  or usurps it ,  
and beyond the return of the rhyme (for example "The Play's the 
thing/Wherein Ile catch the Conscience of the King" ) .  King is a 

thing, Thing is the King, precisely where he separates from his 
body which, however, does not leave him (contract of secession , 
necessary pact in order to have more than one body , that is ,  in order 
to reign, and , first of all , to inherit royal dignity, whether by 
crime or election : "The body is with the King , but the King is 
not with the body. The King , is a thing" ) .  
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What, then , are these three things of the thing ? 
1 .  First of all , mourning. We will be speaking of nothing else.  

It consists always in attempting to ontologize remains , to make 
them present, in the first place by identifying the bodily remains 
and by localizing the dead (all ontologization , all semanticization
philosophical ,  hermeneutical , or psychoanalytical-finds itself 
caught up in this work of mourning but, as such, it does not yet 

think it; we are posing here the question of the specter, to the 
specter, whether it be Hamlet's or Marx ' s ,  on this near side of 
such thinking) . One has to know. One has to know i t. One has to have 
knowledge [n faut Ie savoir] .  Now, to know is to know who and 
where , to know whose body it really is and what place it occu
pies-for i . t  must stay in its  place . In a safe place . Hamlet does not 
ask merely to whom the skull belonged ("Whose was it? " the 
question that Valery quotes) . He demands to know to whom the 
grave belongs ("Whose grave ' s  this ,  sir ? " ) . Nothing could be  
worse ,  for the work of mourning , than confusion or  doubt :  one 

has to know who is buried where-and i t  is necessary (to know-to 
make certain) that, in what remains of him, he remain there .  Let 

him stay there and move no more ! 
2 .  Next , one cannot speak of generations of skulls or spirits 

(Kant qui genuit Hegel qui genui t Marx) except on the condition of lan
guage-and the voice , in any case of that which marks the name 
or takes its place ( "Hamlet :  That Scull had a tongue in it, and 
could sing once" ) . 

3 .  F inally (Marx qui genuit Valery ) , the thing works , whether i t  
transforms or transforms itself, poses or decomposes itself: the 
spirit, the " spirit of the spiri.t" is work. But what is work? What is 
i ts  concept if it supposes the spirit of the spirit? Valery under
scores it: "By 'Spirit '  here I mean a certain power of transformation 
the spirit works. " 7  

So "Whither Marxism? "  That is the question the title of this 
colloquium would ask us. In what way would it be Signaling 
toward Hamlet and Denmark and England? Why does it whisper 
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to US to follow a ghost? Where ? Whither? What does it mean to 
follow a ghost ?  And what if this came down to being followed 
by i t .  always . persecuted perhaps by the very chase we are lead
ing? Here again what seems to be out front, the future, comes 
back in advance : from the past, from the back . " Something is 
rotten in the state of Denmark , declares Marcellus at the point at 
which Hamlet is preparing ,  precisely , to follow the ghost eI ' ll 
follow thee" [I , iv] ) . And he too will soon ask him "Whither? "  
"Where wilt thou lead me? speak; I ' ll go  no further. Ghost : Mark 
me I am thy Fathers Spirit ." J 

Repetition and first time : this is perhaps the question of the event 
as question of the ghost. What is a ghost? What is the effectivi ty or 
the presence of a specter, that is ,  of what seems to remain as inef
fective, virtual. insubstantial as a simulacrum? Is there there, 
between the thing itself and its simulacrum, an opposition that 
holds up? Repetition and first time, but also repetition and last 
time, since the Singularity of any first time , makes of it also a last 
time. Each time it is the event itself, a first time is a last time. 
Altogether other. Staging for the end of history. Let us call it a 
hauntology.  This logic of haunting would not be merely larger and 
more powerful than an ontology or a thinking of Being (of the 
" to he , " assuming that it is a matter of Being in the " to be or not 
to be, " but nothing is less certain) . It would harbor within itself, 
hut like circumscribed places or particular effects , eschatology 
and teleology themselves . It would comprehend them, but incom
prehenSibly. How to comprehend in fact the discourse of the end or 
the discourse about the end? Can the extremity of the extreme 
ever he comprehended? And the opposition between " to be" and 
"not  to he" ? Hamlet already began with the expected return of the 
dead King. After the end of history , the spirit comes by coming 
back [revenant] . it figures both a dead man who comes back and a 
ghost whose expected return repeats itself, again and again. 

Oh. Marx ' s  love for Shakespeare ! It is well known. Chris Hani 
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shared the same passion. I have j us t  learned this and I like the 
idea . Even though Marx more often quotes Timon of Athens , the 
Manifesto seems to evoke or convoke, right from the start ,  the first 
coming of the silent ghost ,  the apparition of the spirit that does 
not answer, on those ramparts of Elsinore which is then the 
old Europe. For if this first theatrical apparition already marked 
a repetition , it implicated political power in the folds of this 
iteration ( " In the same figure, like the King that ' s  dead , says 
Barnardo as soon as he thinks he recognizes the "Thing , in 
his irrepreSSible desire for identification) . From what could be 
called the other time, from the other scene , from the eve of the 
play,  the witnesses of history fear and hope for a return, then , 
"again" and "again, a coming and going. (Marcellus: "What , ha 's  
this thing appear 'd againe tonight?" Then : Enter the Ghost, Exi t the 
Ghost, Enter the Ghost, as before) . A question of repetition : a specter is 
always a revenant . One cannot control its comings and gOings 
because it begins by coming back . Think as well of Macbeth , and 
remember the specter of Caesar. After having expired, he returns. 
Brutus also says " again-" "Well ; then I shall see thee again? "  
Ghost : "Ay ,  a t  Philippi" (Iv, ii) . 

Now, one may very well wish to take a breath . Or let out a 
sigh : after the expiration itself, for it is a matter of the spirit .  
What seems almost impossible is to speak always of the specter, to 
speak to the specter, to speak with i t ,  therefore especially to make or  
to let a spirit speak. And the thing seems even more difficult for a 
reader, an expert, a professor, an interpreter, in short, for what 
Marcellus calls a "scholar. " Perhaps for a spectator in general. 
Finally , the last one to whom a specter can appear, address itself, 
or pay attention i s  a spectator as such. At the theater or at school. 
The reasons for this are essential . As theoreticians or witnesses ,  
spectators , observers , and intellectuals ,  scholars believe that 
looking is sufficient . Therefore , they are not always in the most 
competent position to do what is necessary : speak to the specter. 
Herein lies perhaps,  among so many others, an indelible lesson 
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o f  Marxism. There i s  n o  longer, there has never been a scholar 
capable of speaking of anything and everything while addressing 
himself to everyone and anyone , and especially to ghosts. There 
has never been a scholar who really , and as scholar, deals with 
ghosts. A traditional scholar does not believe in ghosts-nor in 
all that could be called the virtual space of spectrality. There has 
never been a scholar who, as such, does not believe in the sharp 
distinction between the real and the unreal , the actual and the 
inactual , the living and the non-living, being and non-being 
( " to be or not to be , "  in the conventional reading) , in the oppos
i tion between what is present and what is not, for example in the 
form of objectivity . Beyond this opposition, there is , for the 
scholar, only the hypothesis of a school of thought , theatrical 
fiction, literature, and speculation .  If we were to refer uniquely 
to this traditional figure of the " scholar, " we would therefore 
have to be wary here of what we could define as the illusion , the 
mystification , or the complex of Marcellus .  The latter was perhaps not 
in a situation to understand that a classical scholar would not be 
able to speak to the ghost . Marcellus did not know what the 
Singularity of a position is, let ' s  not call it a class position as one 
used to say long ago,  but the singularity of a place of speech, of a 
place of experience, and of a link of filiation , places and links 
from which alone one may address oneself to the ghost .  "Thou 
art a Scholler-speake to it, Horatio, he says naively , as if he 
were taking part in a colloquium. He appeals to the scholar or to 
the learned intellectual , to the man of culture as a spectator who 
better understands how to establish the necessary distance or 
how to find the appropriate words for observing ,  better yet, for 
apostrophizing the ghost ,  which is to say also for speaking the 
language of kings or of the dead. For Barnardo has just spied 
the face of the dead king,  he thinks he has identified it through 
its likeness ("Barnardo: In the same figure, like the King that ' s  
dead. Marcellus: Thou art a Scholler-speake to  i t ,  Horatio") . He  
does not ask hlm merely to  speak to  the ghost, but to  call it ,  
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interpellate i t ,  interrogate it ,  more precisely , to question the 
Thing that it still is: "Question it Horatio. And Horatio enjoins 
the Thing to speak, he orders it to do so twice in a gesture that is 
at once imperious and accusing. He orders , he summons at the 
same time as he conjures ("By heaven I Charge thee speake ! 
speake, speake ! I Charge thee, speake ! " ) . And in French, in fact, 
" I  charge thee" is often translated by " je t '  en conjure, which 
indicates a path where later we will see injunction crossing with 
conjuration . By charging or conjuring him to speak, Horatio 
wants to inspect , stabilize , arrest the specter in its speech: " (For 
which, they say ,  you Spirits oft walke in death)-Speake of it . 
Stay and speake.-Stop it  Marcellus. 

Inversely, Marcellus was perhaps anticipating the coming, 
one day ,  one night, several centuries later, of another " scholar. " 
The latter would finally be capable, beyond the opposition 
between presence and non-presence, actuality and inactuality , 
life and non-life, of thinking the possibility of the specter, the 
specter as possibility Better (or worse) he would know how 
to address himself to spirits. He would know that such an 
address is not only already possible, but that it will have at all 
times conditioned , as such, address in general . In any case, here 
is someone mad enough to hope to unlock the possibility of such 
an address . 

It was thus a fault on my part to have put so far out of memory 
what was the most manifest thing about the Manifesto . What 
manifests itself in the first place is a specter, this first paternal 
character, as powerful as it is unreal , a hallucination or simu
lacrum that is virtually more actual than what is so blithely called 
a living presence. Upon rereading the Manifesto and a few other 
great works of Marx , I said to myself that I know of few texts in 
the philosophical tradition , perhaps none, whose lesson seemed 
more urgent today , provided that one take into account what Marx 
and Engels themselves say (for example, in Engels '  "Preface" to 
the 1 8 8 8  re-edition) about their own possible " aging" and their 
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intrinsically irreducible historicity. What other thinker has ever 
issued a similar warning in such an explicit fashion? Who has 
ever called for the transformation to come of his own theses? Not 
only in view of some progressive enrichment of knowledge. 
which would change nothing in the order of a system. but so as 
to take into account there .  another account .  the effects of rupture 
and restructuration? And so as to incorporate in advance. beyond 
any possible programming .  the unpredictability of new know
ledge. new techniques . and new political givens? No text in 
the tradition seems as lucid concerning the way in which the 
political is becoming worldwide. concerning the irreducibility 
of the technical and the media in the current of the most think
ing thought-and this goes beyond the railroad and the news
papers of the time whose powers were analyzed in such an 
incomparable way in the Manifesto. And few texts have shed so 
much light on law. international law. and nationalism. 

It will always be a fault not to read and reread and discuss 
Marx-which is to say also a few others-and to go beyond 
scholarly " reading" or "discussion. " It will be more and more a 
fault . a failing of theoretical . philosophical . political responsibil
ity When the dogma machine and the "Marxist" ideological 
apparatuses (States .  parties. cells . unions . and other places of 
doctrinal production) are in the process of disappearing . we no 
longer have any excuse. only alibis . for turning away from this 
responsibility There will be no future without this .  Not without 
Marx. no future without Marx. without the memory and the 
inheritance of Marx : in any case of a certain Marx . of his genius . 
of at least one of his spirits . For this will be our hypotheSiS or 
rather our bias: there is more than one of them. there must be more than one 
of them. 

Nevertheless .  among all the temptations I will have to resist 
today. there would be the temptation of memory : to recount what 
was for me. and for those of my generation who shared it during a 
whole lifetime. the experience of Marxism. the quasi-paternal 
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figure of Marx , the way it fought in us with other filiations, 
the reading of texts and the interpretation of a world in which 
the Marxist inheritance was-and still remains , and so it will 
remain-absolutely and thoroughly determinate. One need not 
be a Marxist or a communist in order to accept this obvious fact. 
We all live in a world, some would say a culture , that still bears , 
at an incalculable depth , the mark of this inheritance, whether in 
a directly visible fashion or not. 

Among the traits that characterize a certain experience that 
belongs to my generation, that is, an experience that will have 
lasted at least forty years, and which is not over, I will isolate first 
of all a troubling paradox . I am speaking of a troubling effect of 
"dej a vu , and even of a certain " toujours dej a vu . I recall this 
malaise of perception, hallucination , and time because of the 
theme that brings  us together this evening : "whither Marxism?"  
For many of  us the question has the same age a s  we do. In 
particular for those who, and this was also my case ,  opposed, to 
be sure, de facto "Marxism" or " communism" (the Soviet Union,  
the International of Communist Parties, and everything that 
resulted from them, which is to say so very many things .) , 
but intended at least never to do so out of conservative or 
reactionary motivations or even moderate right-wing or repub
lican positions. For many of us, a certain (and I emphaSize certain) 
end of communist Marxism did not await the recent collapse of 
the USSR and everything that depends on it throughout the 
world. All that started-all that was even deja Vll , indubitably-at 
the beginning of the ' 5 Os .  Therefore. the question that brings us 
together this evening-"whither Marxism?"-resonates like an 
old repetition. It was already , but in an altogether different way ,  
the question that imposed itself on the many young people who 
we were at the time. The same question had already sounded . 
The same, to be sure, but in an altogether different way. And the 
difference in the sound, that is what is echoing this evening. It is 
still evening. it is always nightfall along the " ramparts , on the 



1 6  S P E C T E R S O F  M A R X 

battlements of an old Europe at war. With the other and with 
itself 

Why? It was the same question, already, as final question . 
Many young people today (of the type "readers-consumers of 
Fukuyama" or of the type "Fukuyama" himself) probably no 
longer sufficiently realize it :  the eschatological themes of the 
"end of history , "  of the "end of Marxism, of the "end of phil
osophy, of the " ends of man, of the " last man" and so forth 
were, in the ' 5 Os ,  that is ,  forty years ago,  our daily bread . We had 
this bread of apocalypse in our mouths naturally, already, just as 
naturally as that which I nicknamed after the fact, in 1 980 ,  the 
"apocalyptic tone in philosophy. 

What was its consistency? What did it taste like? It was , on the 
one hand, the reading or analysis of those whom we could nick
name the classics of the end . They formed the canon of the modern 
apocalypse (end of History , end of Man, end of Philosophy, 
Hegel , Marx, Nietzsche, Heidegger, with their Koj evian codicil 
and the codicils of Kojeve himself) . It was , on the other hand and 
indissociably, what we had known or what some of us for quite 
some time no longer hid from concerning totalitarian terror 
in all the Eastern countries , all the socio-economic disasters of 
Soviet bureaucracy, the Stalinism of the past and the neo
Stalinism in process (roughly speaking , from the Moscow trials 
to the repression in Hungary, to take only these minimal indices) . 
Such was no doubt the element in which what is called decon
struction developed-and one can understand nothing of this 
period of deconstruction, notably in France, unless one takes 
this historical entanglement into account. Thus , for those with 
whom I shared this singular period, this double and unique 
experience (both philosophical and political) , for us ,  I venture 
to say , the media parade of current discourse on the end of 
history and t�e last man looks most often like a tiresome 
anachronism. At least up to a certain point that will have to be 
specified later on. Something of this tiresomeness ,  moreover, 
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comes across in the body of today ' s  most phenomenal culture : what 

one hears , reads , and sees, what is most mediatized in Western 
capitals . As for those who abandon themselves to that discourse 
with the jubilation of youthful enthusiasm, they look like late
comers , a little as ifit were possible to take still the last train after 
the last train-and yet be late to an end of history 

How can one be late to the end of history? A question for 
today. It is serious because it obliges one to reflect again , as we 
have been doing since Hegel , on what happens and deserves the 
name of event ,  after history ; it obliges one to wonder if the end of 
history is but the end of a certain concept of history Here is 
perhaps one of the questions that should be asked of those who 
are not content just to arrive late to the apocalypse and to the last 
train of the end , if I can put it like that ,  without being out of 
breath, but who find the means to puff out their chests with the 
good conscience of capitalism, liberalism, and the virtues of 
parliamentary democracy-a term with which we designate not 
parliamentarism and political representation in general , but the 
present , which is to say in fact, past forms of the electoral and 
parliamentary apparatus . 

We are going to have to complicate this outline in a moment. 
We will have to put forward another reading of the media's 
anachronism and of good conscience. But so that one might 
better appreciate the discouraging impression of deja vu , which 
risks causing us to drop all this literature on the end of history 
and other similar diagnoses, I will quote only (from among so 
many other possible examples) an essay from 1 9 5 9  whose 
author also published a fiction already entitled, in 1 9 5 7 ,  The Last 
Man . About thirty-five years ago ,  then , Maurice Blanchot devoted 
an article, "The End of Philosophy, "  to a good half-dozen 
books from the ' 5  Os. 8 They were all testimonies from former 
Marxists or communists , and just in France. Blanchot would 

later write " On an Approach to Communism" and "Marx' s  
Three Voices. " 9  
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[I would have liked to quote here, so as to subscribe to them 
without reservation, the three admirable pages that bear the title 
"Marx 's Three Voices" [ "Les trois paroles de Marx " ] .  With the 
sober brilliance of an incomparable density, in a manner that is 
at once discreet and dazzling , their utterances are less the full 
response to a question than the measure of that to which we 
must respond today,  inheritors that we are of more than one form 
of speech, as well as of an injunction that is itself disjointed . 

Let us consider first of all , the radical and necessary heterogenei ty 
of an inheritance, the difference without opposition that has to 
mark it , a " disparate" and a quasi-juxtaposition without dialectic 
(the very plural of what we will later call Marx ' s  spirits) . An 
inheritance is never gathered together, it is never one with itself 
Its presumed unity, if there is one, can consist only in the injunc
tion to reaffirm by choosing . "One must" means one must filter, Sift ,  
criticize, one must sort out several different possibles that inhabit 
the same injunction. And inhabit it in a contradictory fashion 
around a secret. If the readability of a legacy were given , natural , 
transparent , univocal , if it did not call for and at the same time 
defy interpretation, we would never have anything to inherit 
from it. We would be affected by it as by a cause-natural or 
genetic. One always inherits from a secret-which says "read 
me, will you ever be able to do so ?"  The critical choice called for 
by any reaffirmation of the inheritance is also ,  like memory 
itself, the condition of finitude. The infinite does not inherit, it 
does not inherit (from) itself. The injunction itself (it always says 
"choose and decide from among what you inherit")  can only be 
one by dividing itself, tearing itself apart ,  differing/deferring 
itself, by speaking at the same time several times-and in several 
voices .  For example : 

I n  M arx, a n d  a lways com i n g  from M a rx ,  we see th ree k i nds  
of vo i ces gather i ng  force and  tak i ng  form,  a l l  th ree of  which 
a re necessa ry, but separated and more than  o p posed, as  i f  
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they were j uxta posed . The d i s pa rate that ho lds  them together  
des i gnates a p l u ra l i ty of demands  to wh ich ,  since Marx, every
one  who s peaks or  writes ca n n ot fa i l  to feel h i m self subjected , 
unless he is to feel himself failing in everything. (P .  1 8 ; my 
em phas i s) 

"Unless he is to feel himself failing in everything" What does 
that mean? And " since Marx" ? 

To fail in everything, it is true , will always remain possible. 
Nothing will ever give us any insurance against this risk , still less 
against this feeling. And a " since Marx" continues to designate 
the place of assignation from which we are pledged . But if there is 
pledge or aSSignation, injunction or promise, if there has been 
this appeal beginning with a word that resounds before us, the 
"since" marks a place and a time that doubtless precedes us, but 
so as to be as much in front of us as before us. Since the future, then, 
since the past as absolute future, since the non-knowledge and 
the non-advent of an event, of what remains to be :  to do and to 
decide (which is first of all , no doubt ,  the sense of the " to be or 
not to be" of Hamlet-and of any inheritor who, let us say, 
comes to swear before a ghost) . If " since Marx" names a future
to-come as much as a past, the past of a proper name, it is 
because the proper of a proper name will always remain to 
come. And secret .  It will remain to come not like the future 
now [maintenant] of that which "holds together" the "disparate" 
(and Blanchot says the impossible of a "disparate" that itself 
"holds together"; i t  remains to be thought how a disparate could 
still , itself, hold together, and if one can ever speak of the disparate 
i tself, selfsame, of a sameness without property) . What has been 
uttered "since Marx " can only promise or remind one to main
tain together, in a speech that defers , deferring not what it 
affirms but deferring just so as to affirm , to affirm justly , so as to 
have the power (a power without power) to affirm the coming 
of the event ,  its future-to-come itself 
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Blanchot does not name Shakespeare here , but I cannot hear 
" since  Marx, since Marx, without hearing,  like Marx , "since 
Shakespeare . " To maintain together that which does not hold 
together, and the disparate itself, the same disparate , all of this 
can be thought (we will come back to this incessantly as well as 
to the spectrality of the specter) only in a dis-located time of the 
present, at the joining of a radically dis-j ointed time, without 
certain conjunction. Not a time whose joinings are negated, 
broken, mistreated,  dysfunctional , disadjusted , according to a 
dys- of negative opposition and dialectical disjunction , but a time 
without certain j oining or determinable conjunction. What is said 
here about time is also valid , consequently and by the same 
token , for history ,  even if the latter can consist in repairing, 
with effects of conjuncture (and that is the world) , the temporal 
disjoining. "The time is out of joint" : time is disarticulated , dis
located , dislodged , time is run down, on the run and run down 
[traque et detraque] , deranged , both out of order and mad. Time is 
off its hinges, time is off course ,  beside itself, disadjusted. Says 
Hamlet. Who thereby opened one of those breaches , often they 
are poetic and thinking peepholes [meurtrieres] , through which 
Shakespeare will have kept watch over the English language; at 
the same time he Signed its body, with the same unprecedented 
stroke of some arrow. Now, when does Hamlet name in this way 
the dis-joining of time, but also of history and of the world, the 
disjoining of things as they are nowadays , the disadjustment of 
our time, each time ours ? And how is one to translate "The time 
is out of joint " ?  A striking diversity disperses across the centuries 
the translation of a masterpiece, a work of geniUS, a thing of the 
spiri t which precisely seems to engineer i tself [s' ingenier J .  Whether 
evil or not ,  a genius operates, it always resists and defies after the 
fashion of a spectral thing. The animated work becomes that 
thing,  the Thing that , like an elusive specter, engineers [s ' ingenie] 
a habitation without proper inhabiting, call it a haunting , of 
both memory and translation. A masterpiece always moves , by 
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definition, in the manner o f  a ghost. The Thing [Chose] haunts , 
for example, it causes ,  it inhabits without residing, without 
ever confining itself to the numerous versions of this passage, 
"The time is out of j oint. " In their plurality, the words of 
translation organize themselves,  they are not dispersed at ran
dom. They disorganize themselves as well through the very 
effect of the specter, because of the Cause that is called the original 
and that, like all ghosts , addresses same-Iy disparate demands, 
which are more than contradictory. In the French translations , 
the demands are distributed here , it seems, around several major 
possibilities. These are types. In "The time is out of joint, time 
is either Ie temps itself, the temporality of time, or else what 
temporality makes possible (time as histoire , the way things are 
at a certain time, the time that we are living ,  nowadays , the 
period) , or else ,  consequently , the monde, the world as it  turns , 
our world today ,  our today, currentness itself, current affairs : 
there where it 's going okay (whither) and there where i t ' s  not 
going so well , where it is rotting or withering,  there where it ' s  
working [�a marche] or no t  working well , there where i t ' s  going 
okay without running as it should nowadays [par Ies temps qui 
courent] . 1 0 Time: it is Ie temps , but also l 'histoire ,  and it is Ie monde , 
time, history, world. 

"The time is out of j oint" : the translations themselves are put 
"out of j oint. " However correct and legitimate they may be, and 
whatever right one may acknowledge them to have, they are all 
disadjusted, as it were unjust in the gap that affects them. This 
gap is within them, to be sure, because their meanings remain 
necessarily equivocal; next it is in the relation among them and 
thus in their multiplicity , and finally or first of all in the irredu
cible inadequation to the other language and to the stroke of 
genius of the event that makes the law, to all the virtualities of the 
original .  The excellence of the translation can do nothing about 
it. Worse yet, and this is the whole drama, it can only aggravate 
or seal the inaccessibility of the other language. A few French 
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examples from among the most remarkable, irreproachable, and 
interesting : 

1 .  "Le temps est hors de ses gonds , time is off its hinges. I I  

Yves Bonnefoy' s translation appears to be the safest. It keeps 
open and suspended, it seems, as in the epokhe of this time itself, 
the greatest economic potentiality of the formula . More tech
nical than organic , ethical , or political (which remains a gap) , 
the figure of the hinge seems to be closest to prevailing usage 
and to the multipliCity of uses of the idiom that it translates. 

2 .  "Le temps est detraque , time is broken down, unhinged , 
out of sorts. I 2 This is a rather risky translation : a certain usage 
of this French expression suggests Ie temps in the sense of the 
weather, rather than time. 

3 .  "Le monde est i l ' envers ,  the world i s  upside down. 1 3  
This "i  l ' envers" is very close to a "de travers , askew, that seems 
to be closer to the original. 

4. "Cette epoque est deshonoree, this age is dishonored. 1 4  
However surprising i t  may seem at first glance, Gide ' s  reading 
nevertheless agrees with the tradition of an idiom that, from 
More to Tennyson, gives an apparently more ethical or poli tical 
meaning to this expression. "Out of joint" would qualify the 
moral decadence or corruption of the city , the dissolution or 
perversion of customs. It is easy to go from disadjusted to unjust. 
That is our problem : how to justify this passage from disadjust
ment (with its rather more technico-ontological value affecting 
a presence) to an injustice that would no longer be ontological? 
And what if dis adjustment were on the contrary the condition 
of justice? And what if this double register condensed its 
enigma, precisely [justement] , and potentialized its superpower 
in that which gives its unheard-of force to Hamlet' s  words : 
"The time is out of joint" ? Let us not be surprised when we read 
that the OED gives Hamlet ' s  phrase as example of the ethico
political inflection . With this example one grasps the necessity 
of what Austin used to say :  a dictionary of words can never give a 
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definition , it only gives examples. The perversion of that which, 
out of joint, does not work well, does not walk straight , or goes 
askew (de travers, then, rather than d I 'envers) can easily be seen to 
oppose itself as does the oblique, twisted , wrong, and crooked 
to the good direction of that which goes right, straight, to the 
spirit of that which orients or founds the law [le droit]-and sets 
off directly , without detour, toward the right address , and so 
forth . I S Hamlet moreover dearly opposes the being "out of 
joint" of time to its being-right, in the right or the straight path of 
that which walks upright. He even curses the fate that would 
have caused him to be born to set right a time that walks 
crooked. He curses the destiny that would precisely have des
tined him, Hamlet , to do justice, to put things back in order, to 
put history, the world, the age, the time upright ,  on the right path, 
so that, in conformity with the rule of its correct functioning, 
it advances straight ahead [tout droit]-and following the law 
[le droit] . This plaintive malediction itself appears to be affected 
by the torsion or the tort that it denounces . According to a 
paradox that poses itself and gets carried away by itself, Hamlet 
does not curse so much the corruption of the age. He curses first 
of all and instead this unjust effect of the disorder, namely , the 
fate that would have destined him, Hamlet, to put a dislocated 
time back on its hinges-and to put it back right, to turn it 
back over to the law. He curses his mission : to do justice to a 
de-mission of time. He swears against a destiny that leads him 
to do justice for a fault, a fault of time and of the times , by 
rectifying an address, by making of rectitude and right ( " to set it 
right" )  a movement of correction , reparation, restitution, ven
geance, revenge, punishment. He swears against this misfortune, 
and this misfortune is unending because it is nothing other than 
himself, Hamlet. Hamlet is "out of joint" because he curses his 
own mission, the punishment that consists in having to punish, 
avenge, exercise justice and right in the form of reprisals ;  and 
what he curses in his mission is this expiation of expiation itself; 
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i t  is first o f  all that it is inborn in him, given by his birth as much as 
at his birth. Thus , it is assigned by who (what) came before him. 
Like Job (3 , 1 ) ,  he curses the day that saw him born : "The time is 
out of j oint . 0 cursed spite, lThat ever I was born to set it right ! "  
( " to set i t  right" is translated as "rej ointer" [Bonnefoy] , "rentrer 
dans l ' ordre " [Gide] , "remettre droit" [Derocquigny] , "remettre 
en place" [Malaplate ] ) . 1 6  The fatal blow, the tragic wrong that 
would have been done at his very birth, the hypothesis of an 
intolerable perversion in the very order of his destination , is to 
have made him, Hamlet ,  to be and to be born , for the right, in view of 
the right , calling him thus to put time on the right path, to do 
right, to render justice, and to redress history, the wrong [tort] of 
history There is tragedy, there is essence of the tragic only on 
the condition of this originarity , more precisely of this pre
originary and properly spectral anteriority of the crime-the 
crime of the other, a misdeed whose event and reality , whose 
truth can never present themselves in flesh and blood, but can only 
allow themselves to be presumed, reconstructed , fantasized. One 
does not, for all that , bear any less of a responsibility , beginning 
at birth, even if it is only the responsibility to repair an evil at the 
very moment in which no one can admit it except in a self
confession that confesses the other , as if that amounted to the same. 
Hamlet curses the destiny that would have destined him to be 
the man of right , precisely [justement] , as if he were cursing the 
right or the law itself that has made of him a righter of wrongs,  
the one who. like the right. can only come after the crime, or 
simply after: that is , in a necessarily second generation, originar
ily late and therefore destined to inheri t .  One never inherits with
out coming to terms with [S O expliquer avec] some specter, and 
therefore with more than one specter. With the fault but also the 
injunction of more than one . That is the originary wrong .  the birth 
wound from which he suffers , a bottomless wound, an irrepar
able tragedy. the indefinite malediction that marks the history of 
the law or history as law: that time is "out of joint" is what is 
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also attested by birth itself when it dooms someone to  be  the 
man of right and law only by becoming an inheritor. redresser of 
wrongs . that is .  only by castigating .  punishing .  killing. The mal
ediction would be inscribed in the law itself: in its murderous . 
bruising origin . 

If right or law stems from vengeance. as Hamlet seems to 
complain that it does-before Nietzsche. before Heidegger. 
before Benjamin-can one not yearn for a justice that one day. 
a day belonging no longer to history. a quasi-messianic day.  
would finally be removed from the fatality of vengeance ? Better 
than removed : infini tely foreign. heterogeneous at its source ? 
And is this day before us. to come. or more ancient than mem
ory itself? If it is difficult. in truth impOSSible. today. to decide 
between these two hypotheses. it is precisely because "The time 
is out of j oint" such would be the originary corruption of the 
day of today .  or such would be. as well . the malediction of the 
dispenser of justice. of the day I saw the light of day Is it impos
sible to gather under a single roof the apparently disordered 
plurivocity (which is itself " out of j oint" )  of these interpret
ations? Is it possible to find a rule of cohabitation under such a 
roof. it being understood that this house will always be haunted 
rather than inhabited by the meaning of the original? This is 
the stroke of genius. the insignia trait of spirit. the signature 
of the Thing " Shakespeare" to authorize each one of the transla
tions . to make them possible and intelligible without ever being 
reducible to them. Their adjOining would lead back to what-in 
honor. dignity. good aspect. high renown. title or name. titling 
legitimacy . the estimable in general . even the just . if not the 
right-is always supposed by adjoining. by the articulated gath
ering up of oneself. coherence. responsibility 1 7  But if adjOining 
in general . if the joining of the " joint" supposes first of all 
the adjoining .  the correctness [justesse] . or the justice of time. 
the being-with-oneself or the concord of time. what happens 
when time itself gets " out of j oint .  dis-jOinted. disadjusted . 
disharmonic. discorded. or unjust? Ana-chronique? 
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What does no t  happen in this anachrony ! Perhaps " the time, 
time itself, precisely , always "our time, " the epoch and the 
world shared among us , ours every day , nowadays , the present as 
our present. Especially when " things are not going well" among 
us, precisely Qustement] : when " things are going badly, when 
it ' s  not working , when things are bad. But with the other, is not 
this disjuncture , this dis-adjustment of the " it ' s  going badly" 
necessary for the good, or at least the just ,  to be announced? Is 
not disjuncture the very possibility of the other? How to dis
tinguish between two disadjustments , between the disjuncture 
of the unjust and the one that opens up the infinite asymmetry 
of the relation to the other, that is to say, the place for justice? 
Not for calculable and distributive justice. Not for law, for the 
calculation of restitution , the economy of vengeance or punish
ment (for if Hamlet is a tragedy of vengeance and punishment in 
the triangle or circle of an Oedipus who would have taken an 
additional step into repression-Freud, Jones , and so forth-one 
must still think the possibility of a step beyond repression : there 
is a beyond the economy of repression whose law imples it to 
exceed itself, of i tself in the course of a history, be it the history of 
theater or of politics between Oedipus Rex and Hamlet) . Not for 
calculable equality , therefore , not for the symmetrizing and 
synchronic accountability or imputability of subjects or objects , 
not for a rendering justice that would be limited to sanctioning, 
to restituting, and to doing right, but for justice as incalculability 
of the gift and singularity of the an-economic ex-position to 
others. "The relation to others-that is to say ,  justice, writes 
Lf�vinas . 1 8  Whether he knows it or not, Hamlet is speaking in 
the space opened up by this question-the appeal of the gift ,  
singularity, the coming of the event, the excessive or  exceeded 
relation to the other-when he declares "The time is out of 
joint . And this question is no longer dissociated from all those 
that Hamlet apprehends as such, that of the specter-Thing and of 
the King, that of the event ,  of present-being, and of what there is to 
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be, o r  not , what there i s  to do , which means t o  think, to  make do or 
to let do, to make or to let come, or to give , even if it be death . 
How does the concern with what there is to be intersect ,  in order 
perhaps to exceed it, with the logic of vengeance or right? 

A traj ectory that is necessarily without heading and without 
assurance. The traj ectory of a precipitation toward which trembles , 
vibrates , at once orients and disorients itself the question that is 
here addressed to us under the name or in the name of justice , 
surely a problematic translation of Dike. One of the most sensi
tive, though certainly not the only, places today for this Singular 
topology would be perhaps Der Spruch des Anaximander. Heidegger 
there interprets Dike as j oining, adjOining , adjustment , articula
tion of accord or harmony , Fug, Fuge (Die Fuge ist der Fug) . Insofar 
as it is thought on the basis of presence (als Anwesen gedacht) , 
Dike harmoniously conjOins ,  in some way, the j oining and the 
accord. Adikia to the contrary: it is at once what is diSjOinted , 
undone, twisted and out of line, in the wrong of the injust, or 
even in the error of stupidity. 1 9 

Let us note in passing that mit Fug und Recht commonly means 
"within rights , "rightfully , "  "rightly" versus "wrongly . "  The 
German equivalent of "out of jOint , " in the sense of disarticu
lated, dislocated, undone, beside itself, deranged , off its hinges , 
disjointed, disadjusted , is aus den Fugen, aus den Fugen gehen . Now, 
when Heidegger insists on the necessity of thinking Dike on 
this side of, before, or at a distance from the juridical-moral 
determinations of justice, he finds in his language, with the 
expression "aus den Fugen, the multiple, collected, and sus
pended virtualities of "The time is out of joint" :  something in 
the present is not going well , it  is not going as it ought to go. 

The word a-dikia i m med i ately suggests that dike is absent 
[wegbleibt] . We a re accustomed to tran s l ate dike a s  ri ght 
[Recht] . The trans lat ions  of the fragment [des Spruches, i . e .  of 
Anaxi mander] even use "pena lt ies" to t rans l ate " right. " If we 
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res ist our  own j u ri d i ca l -mora l  noti on s ,  Uuristich-moralischen 
VorstellungenJ , if we restr ict ou rselves to what comes to l a n 
guage ,  then we  hear that wherever adikia ru les  a l l  i s  not r i ght 
with thi ngs [dass es, wo sie waltet, nicht m it rechten Dingen 

zugehtJ . That means  someth i n g  is out of jo i nt [etwas ist aus 
den Fugen] . B ut of what a re we s peak ing?  Of what is p rese nt , 

l i nge r i ng  awh i le [Vomje-weilig Anwesenden] .20 

It is important to recall here, regarding the translation of 
" j e-weilig "  (" lingering awhile")  that Heidegger ' s  meditative 
writing no doubt passes through this determination of the pres
ent (Anwesend) as j e-weiHg (of the moment, of the epoch, each 
time, and so forth) , as well as through this indispensable attribu
tion as Weile (moment , passing moment, lapse of time) or weilen 
(to stay, linger, remain) . But still more important here appears to 
be the interpretation of weilen : a passage, to be sure, and thus by 
definition a transitory moment,  but whose transition comes , if 
one can say that ,  from the future. It has its provenance in what , 
by essence, has not yet come-from [provenu] , still less come about , 
and which therefore remains to come. The passage of this time 
of the present comes from the future to go toward the past, 
toward the going of the gone [l 'en aue] (Das Weilen ist der Ubergang 
aus KunEt zu Gang. Das Anwesende ist das Je-weilige) . 2 1  Heidegger con
tinues : "But where are there j ointures in what is present? Or 
where is there even one jointure [nUT eine Fuge] ? How can what 
is present [das Anwesende] without jointure be adikan , out of joint 
[aus der Fuge]

, ,
? One may,  as the translator did here, translate 

Heidegger, the reader of Anaximander, into the language of 
Hamlet : how is it possible , that which is? Namely, how is it 
possibkthat the present, and therefore time, be out of j oint? The 
rest of the interpretation cannot be reconstituted here . It would 
deserve long and minute approaches. Let us indicate merely a 
reading hypothesis and the principle of a question. Would the 
Spruch of Anaximander signify that to the presence of the present, 
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to the eon of the eonta belongs the adikia , the dis-jointure , which is 
most often translated, as Nietzsche did in this case, by injustice 
(Ungerechtigkei t) ? Can one conclude from this that there was a 
"pessimism" or "nihilism" in the Greek experience of Being ? 
Heidegger doubts it. To nihilistic pessimism, as well as to opti
mism, he opposes the " trace" of the " tragic ,  of  an essence of 
the tragic (we are never far from Oedipus and Hamlet) that 
cannot be explained in an "esthetic" or "psychological " fash
ion, 22 which also means , for Heidegger, in a psychoanalytic 
fashion. Beyond the esthetico-psychoanalytic , this trace of the 
tragic calls us to thinking, on the basis of the interpretation of 
the Being of being ,  the didonai diken . tes adikias . 23 What is this gift 
of the Dike? What is this justice beyond right? Does it come along 
simply to compensate a wrong, restitute something due, to do 
right or do justice? Does it come along simply to render justice 
or, on the contrary, to give beyond the due, the debt ,  the crime, or 
the fault? Does it come simply to repair injustice (adikia) or more 
precisely to rearticulate as must be the disjointure of the present 
time (" to set it right" as Hamlet said) ? 

The disjointure in the very presence of the present, this sort of 
non-contemporaneity of present time with itself (this radical 
untimeliness or this anachrony on the basis of which we are 
trying here to think the ghost) is ,  according to Heidegger, " said and 
not said" by the fragment of Anaximander. 24 

A .  To be sure, it says "without equivocation" (eindeutig) that 
the present (das Anwesende) , as present ,  is in adikia , that is, as 
Heidegger translates, 2 5  deranged, off its hinges , out of j oint (aus 
der Fuge) . The present is what passes , the present comes to pass Ese 
passe] , it lingers in this transitory passage (Weile) , in the coming
and-going ,  between what goes and what comes , in the middle of 
what leaves and what arrives, at the articulation between what 
absents itself and what presents itself. This in-between articulates 
conjointly the double articulation (die Fuge) according to which 
the two movements are adjoined (gefiigt) . Presence (Anwesen) is 
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enj oined (verfugt) , ordered, distributed in the two directions of 
absence , at the articulation of what is no longer and what is not 
yet .  To j oin and enjoin. This thinking of the jointure is also a 
thinking of injunction. 

B. And yet , declaring this "without equivocation, the Spruch 
also says something else-or it only says this on condition. It 
would name the disjointure (adikia) or the " injustice" of the 
present only in order to say that it is necessary didonai diken . (The 
duty or the debt of the "it is necessary" is perhaps excessive, 
even if Nietzsche translates : Sie miissen Busze zaWen , they must pay 
penalty . )  In any case, it is clearly a matter of giving. of giving 
Dike. Not of rendering justice , to render it in return by means of 
punishment, payment, or expiation, as one most often translates 
(Nietzsche and Diels) . There is first of all a gift without restitu
tion , without calculation, without accountability . Heidegger thus 
removes such a gift from any horizon of culpability, of debt, of 
right, and even, perhaps, of duty. He would especially like to 
wrest it away from that experience of vengeance whose idea, he 
says , remains " the opinion of those who equate the Just (das 
Gerechte) with the Avenged (das Geriichte) . (Which, let us say in 
passing ,  would surely not in the least disqualify ,  in this case or 
in others , a reading, for example in Hamlet, of the logic of 
vengeance, whether psychoanalytic or not, and wherever it 
remains so powerful. All the same, without depriving it of its 
pertinence, this other reading causes to appear precisely its eco
nomic closure, even its circular fatality , the very limit that makes 
possible the pertinence or correctness of this interpretation; 
this latter limit prevents one in fact from understanding the very 
things which it wants to explain : tragedy , precisely [ justement] , 
the hestitation to take revenge, the deliberation, the non
naturality or the non-automaticity of the calculation : neurosis , if 
you like .)  The question of justice, the one that always carries 
beyond the law, is no longer separated , in its necessity or in its 
aporias , from that of the gift. Heidegger interrogates the paradox 
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of this gift without debt and without guilt in a movement that I 
have evoked elsewhere . 26 He then wonders in fact, following the 
traces of Plotinus whom he does not name here, or hardly ever : 
is it possible to give what one does not have? "What does ' give' 
mean here? How should whatever lingers awhile, whatever 
comes to presence in disjunction , be able to give jointure [Wie 
soli das Je-weilige, das in der Un-Fuge west, Fuge geben kiinnen] ? Can it give 
what it doesn ' t  have? [Kann es geben, was es nieht hat?] If it gives 
anything at all , doesn' t  it give j ointure away?"27 Heidegger 's  
answer: giving rests here only in presence (Anwesen) , it does not 
signify simply to give away (weggeben) but ,  more originarily, to 
accord, that is here, zugeben which most often indicates addition, 
even excess , in any case that which is offered in supplement, over 
and above the market ,  off trade, without exchange, and it is 
said sometimes of a musical or poetic work. This offering 
is supplementary, but without raising the stakes ,  although it is 
necessarily excessive with regard to the giving away or a priva
tion that would separate one from what one might have. The 
offering consists in leaving : in leaving to the other what properly 
belongs to him or her (Solches Geben liisst einem anderen das gehiiren, 

was als Gehiiriges ihm eignet) . Now, Heidegger then specifies , what 
properly (eignet) belongs to a present, be it to the present of the 
other, to the present as the other, is the jointure of its lingering 
awhile, of its time, of its moment (die Fuge seiner Weile) . What the 
one does not have, what the one therefore does not have to give 
away, but what the one gives to the other, over and above the 
market ,  above market , bargaining, thanking ,  commerce, and 
commodity, is to leave to the other this accord with himself that is 
proper to him (ihm eignet) and gives him presence. If one still trans
lates Dike with this word "justice, and if, as Heidegger does , Dike 
is thought on the basis of Being as presence, then it would turn 
out that " justice" is first of all , and finally, and espeCially properly, 
the jointure of the accord : the proper jointure to the other given 
by one who does not have it. Injustice would be the disjointure or 
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disjoining (let u s  quote again : "Dike, aus dem Sein aIs Anwesen gedacht, 
ist der fugend-fiigende Fug. Adikia, die Un-Fuge, ist der Un-Fug") . 

This is where our question would come in. Has not Heidegger, 
as he always does , skewed the asymmetry in favor of what he in 
effect interprets as the possibility of favor itself, of the accorded 
favor, namely, of the accord that gathers or collects while har
monizing (Versammlung, Fug) , be it in the sameness of differents or 
of disagreements [differends] , and before the synthesis of a sys-tem? 
Once one has recognized the force and the necessity of thinking 
justice on the basis of the gift, that is ,  beyond right , calculation, 
and commerce, once one has recognized therefore the necessity 
(without force, precisely [justement] , without necessity , perhaps , and 
without law) of thinking the gift to the other. as gift of that 
which one does not have and which thus , paradoxically, can 
only come back or belong to the other, is there not a risk of ins crib
ing this whole movement of justice under the sign of presence, 
be it of the presence to meaning of the Anwesen , of the event as 
coming into presence, of Being as presence joined to itself, of 
the proper of the other as presence? As the presence of the 
received present , yes , but appropriable as the same and therefore 
gathered together? Beyond right, and still more beyond juridi
cism, beyond morality , and still more beyond morallsm , does 
not justice as relation to the other suppose on the contrary the 
irreducible excess of a disjointure or an anachrony, some Un
Fuge , some " out of j oint" dislocation in Being and in time itself, a 
disjointure that, in always risking the evil, expropriation, and 
injustice (adikia) against which there is no calculable insurance, 
would alone be able to do justice or to render justice to the other 
as other? A doing that would not amount only to action and a 
rendering that would not come down just to restitution? To put it 
too qUickly and to formalize in the extreme the stakes : here, in 
this interpretation of the Un-Fug (whether or not it is on the basis 
of Being as presence and the property of the proper) , would be 
played out the relation of deconstruction to the possibility of 
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justice, the relation o f  deconstruction (insofar as i t  proceeds 
from the irreducible possibility of the Un-Fug and the ana chronic 
disjointure, insofar as it draws from there the very resource and 
injunction of its reaffirmed affirmation) to what must (Without 
debt and without duty) be rendered to the singularity of the 
other, to his or her absolute precedence or to his or her absolute 
previousness , 2s to the heterogeneity of a pre- ,  which, to be sure, 
means what comes before me, before any present, thus before 
any past present, but also what , for that very reason, comes from 
the future or as future : as the very coming of the event. The 
necessary disjointure, the de-totalizing condition of justice, is 
indeed here that of the present-and by the same token the very 
condition of the present and of the presence of the present . This 
is where deconstruction would always begin to take shape as the 
thinking of the gift and of undeconstructible justice, the unde
constructible condition of any deconstruction, to be sure, but a 
condition that is itself in deconstruction and remains , and must 
remain (that is the injunction) in the disjointure of the Un-Fug . 
Otherwise it rests on the good conscience of having done one ' s  
duty , i t  loses the chance of the future , of the promise or  the 
appeal , of the desire also (that is its "own" possibility) , of this 
desert-like messianism (without content and without identifiable 
messiah) , of this also abyssal desert, . . desert in the desert, that 
we will talk about later (p. 2 0 9) ,  one desert Signaling toward the 
other, abyssal and chaotic desert, if chaos describes first of all 
the immensity, excessiveness, disproportion in the gaping hole 
of the open mouth-in the waiting or calling for what we have 
nicknamed here without knOWing the messianic: the coming of 
the other, the absolute and unpredictable singularity of the arriv
ant as justice. We believe that this messianic remains an ineffaceable 
mark-a mark one neither can nor should efface-of Marx ' s  
legacy, and doubtless of inheri ting , of the experience of inherit
ance in general. Otherwise ,  one would reduce the event-ness of 
the event , the Singularity and the alterity of the other. 
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Otherwise j ustice risks being reduced once again to juridical
moral rules, norms , or representations . within an inevitable 
totalizing horizon (movement of adequate restitution. expiation, 
or reappropriation) . Heidegger runs this risk, despite so many 
necessary precautions . when he gives priority. as he always does .  
to gathering and to the same (Versammlung. Fuge. legein, and so 
forth) over the disjunction implied by my address to the other. 
over the interruption commanded by respect which commands 
it in turn, over a difference whose uniqueness . disseminated in 
the innumerable charred fragments of the absolute mixed in 
with the cinders . will never be assured in the One. Which. 
moreover. never fails to happen also. but it happens only in 
the trace of what would happen otherwise and thus also happens . 
like a specter. in that which does not happen. Hamlet could 
never know the peace of a "good ending" :  in any case in the 
theater and in history. To be "out of j oint . " whether it be present 
Being or present time. can do harm and do evil. it is no doubt 
the very possibility of evil . But without the opening of this pos
sibility , there remains . perhaps.  beyond good and evil , only the 
necessity of the worst .  A necessity that would not (even) be a 
fated one. 

Injunctions and sworn faith : that is what we are trying to 
think here. We ought to try to understand together, to adjoin. if 
one prefers .  two signs in one. a double sign. Hamlet declares 
"The time is out of jOint"  precisely at the moment of the oath, of 
the injunction to swear. to swear together [conjurer] . at the moment 
in which the specter. who is always a sworn conspirator [conjure] . 
one more time. from beneath. from beneath the earth or beneath 
the stage. has just ordered :  "Swear. " And the sworn conspirators 
swear together ( "They swear" ) . 

We are still in the process of reading. in a certain way. "Marx's 
Three Voices. "  Let us not forget them. Blanchot reminds us that 
we are asked by them. in the first place. to think the "holding 
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together" of  the disparate itself Not to maintain together the 
disparate , but to put ourselves there where the disparate itself 
holds together , without wounding the dis-jointure, the dispersion , 
or the difference, without effacing the heterogeneity of the 
other. We are asked (enjoined, perhaps) to turn ourselves over to 
the future, to join ourselves in this we, there where the disparate 
is turned over to this singular joining , without concept or cer
tainty of determination, without knowledge, without or before 
the synthetic junction of the conjunction and the disjunction. 
The alliance of a rejoining without conjoined mate, without organ
ization, without party, without nation, without State, without 
property (the "communism" that we will later nickname the 
new International) . 

One question is not yet posed.  Not as such. It is hidden rather 
by the philosophical , we will say more preCisely ontological response 
of Marx himself It responds to what we are naming here
Blanchot does not do so-the spirit or the specter. Hidden ques
tion, we said,  for a time and to a certain degree, to be sure . But all 
these words are treacherous : perhaps it is no longer at all a 

matter of a question and we are aiming instead at another struc
ture of "presentation , in a gesture of thinking or writing, not 
the measure of a certain time. The thing happens , it ought to 
happen there where Blanchot speaks of an "absence of ques
tion, the full measure that dispenses with the void, the too-full 
made to avoid the void :  

G ivi ng  a response-a l i enat ion ,  the p r imacy of n eed , h i sto ry as  
p rocess of m ater ia l  p ractice, the tota l m a n-it n everthe less 
l eaves u ndeterm i ned or  undec ided the  questions  to wh ich  i t  

responds :  depen d i n g  on  how today's or  yesterday' s read ers 
form u l ate d ifferently that which ,  acco rd i n g  to them,  shou ld  
ta ke p l ace i n  s uch  a n  absence ofthe  q uest ion-th u s  fi l l i ng i n  a 

vo id that  ou ght rather to be i ncrea s i n gly e m ptied out-th is  
fo rm of M a rx 's  s peech i s  i nte rpreted he re as  h u man i sm ,  o r  
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even h i sto r ic i s m ,  there as  athe i s m ,  anti h u m a n i s m ,  or  even 
n i h i l i sm .  ( Pp .  1 8-1 9) 

Let us translate into this language of Blanchot the hypothesis 
we are venturing to put forward here : opened with Marx ' s  
signature as a question . but also a s  a promise or  an  appeal , the 
spectrality whose "logic" we are going to analyze will have been 
covered over (" filling in a void , "  as Blanchot says , there where 
the void "ought rather to be increasingly emptied out")  by 
Marx 's  ontological response. The response of Marx himself for 
whom the ghost must be nothing. nothing period (non-being. 
non-effectivity, non-life) or nothing imaginary, even if this 
nothing takes on a body, a certain body, that we will approach 
later. But also the response of his "Marxist" successors wherever 
they have drawn ,  practically , concretely , in a terribly effective. 
massive. and immediate fashion, its political consequences (at 
the cost of millions and millions of supplementary ghosts who 
will keep on protesting in us; Marx had his ghosts . we have ours, 
but memories no longer recognize such borders ; by definition , 
they pass through walls, these revenants. day and night, they trick 
consciousness and skip generations) . 

Needless to spell it out here, therefore. still less to insist on it 
too heavily : it is not a taste for the void or for destruction that 
leads anyone to recognize the right of this necessity to "empty 
out" increasingly and to deconstruct the philosophical responses 
that consist in totalizing . in filling in the space of the question or 
in denying its possibility. in fleeing from the very thing it will 
have allowed one to glimpse. On the contrary, it is a matter there 
of an ethical and political imperative, an appeal as unconditional 
as the -appeal of thinking from which it is not separated. It is a 
matter of the injunction itself--if there is one. 

What also resonates in "Marx' s  three voices" is the appeal or the 
political injunction, the pledge or the promise (the oath. if one 
prefers : " swear! " ) . the originary performativity that does not 
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conform to preexisting conventions, unlike all the performatives 
analyzed by the theoreticians of speech acts , but whose force of  
rupture produces the institution or  the constitution, the law itself, 
which is to say also the meaning that appears to, that ought to, or 
that appears to have to guarantee it in return. Violence of the law 
before the law and before meaning, violence that interrupts 
time, disarticulates it, dislodges it, displaces it out of its natural 
lodging : "out of j oint . "  It is there that differonce , if it remains 
irreducible, irreducibly required by the spacing of any promise 
and by the future- to-come that comes to open it ,  does not mean 
only (as some people have too often believed and so naively) 
deferral , lateness , delay, postponement. In the incoercible differ
once the here-now unfurls. Without lateness, without delay, but 
without presence , it is the precipitation of an absolute Singular

ity , Singular because differing, preCisely [justement] , and always 
other, binding itself necessarily to the form of the instant , in 
imminence and in UIgency : even if it moves toward what remains 
to come, there is the pledge [gage] (promise ,  engagement, injunc
tion and response to the injunction , and so forth) . The pledge 
is given here and now, even before , perhaps,  a decision confirms 
it. It thus responds without delay to the demand of justice. 
The latter by definition is impatient ,  uncompromising, and 
unconditional . 

No differonce without alterity , no alterity without Singularity , 
no singularity without here-now. 

(Why insist on imminence, on urgency and injunction, on all 
that which in them does not wait? In order to try to remove 
what we are going to say from what risks happening, if we judge 
by the many signs , to Marx ' s  work today, which is to say also to 
his injunction. What risks happening is that one will try to play 
Marx off against Marxism so as to neutralize, or at any rate 
muffle the political imperative in the untroubled exegeSis of a 
classified work. One can sense a coming fashion or stylishness in 
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this regard i n  the culture and more precisely in the university. 
And what  is there to worry about here? Why fear what may also 
become a cushioning operation? This recent stereotype would 
be destined,  whether one wishes it or not, to depoliticize pro
foundly the Marxist reference, to do its best ,  by putting on a tolerant 
face, to neutralize a potential force, first of all by enervating a 
corpus , by silencing in it the revolt [the return is acceptable pro
vided that the revolt , which initially inspired uprising, indigna
tion, insurrection, revolutionary momentum, does not come 
back] . People would be ready to accept the return of Marx or the 
return to Marx, on the condition that a silence is maintained 
about Marx' s injunction not j ust to deCipher but to act and to 
make the deciphering [the interpretation] into a transformation 
that "changes the world .  In the name of an old concept of 
reading, such an ongOing neutralization would attempt to con
jure away a danger : now that Marx is dead , and especially now 
that Marxism seems to be in rapid decomposition , some people 
seem to say, we are going to be able to concern ourselves with 
Marx without being bothered-by the Marxists and , why not, 
by Marx himself, that is , by a ghost that goes on speaking. We' ll 
treat him calmly , objectively, without bias : according to the 
academic rules , in the University , in the library , in colloquia ! 
We 'll do it systematically , by respecting the norms of hermen
eutical , philological , philosophical exegesis. If one listens closely , 
one already hears whispered : "Marx , you see, was despite every
thing a philosopher like any other; what is more [and one can 
say this now that so many Marxists have fallen silent] , he was a 
great-philosopher who deserves to figure on the list of those works 
we assign for s tudy and from which he has been banned for too 
long. 29 He doesn' t  belong to the communists , to the Marxists , to 
the parties-, he ought to figure within our great canon of Western 
political philosophy. Return to Marx , let ' s  finally read him as a 
great philosopher. " We have heard this and we will hear it again. 

It is something altogether other that I wish to attempt here as I 
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turn or return to Marx. I t  is "something other" to the point that 
I will have occasion instead , and this will not be only for lack 
of time and space, to insist even more on what commands us 
today, without delay, to do everything we can so as to avoid the 
neutralizing anesthesia of a new theoreticism, and to prevent a 
philosophico-philological return to Marx from prevailing. Let us 
spell things out , let us insist : to do everything we can so that it 
does not prevail, but not to avoid its taking place, because it 
remains just as necessary. This will cause me, for the moment, to 
give priority to the political gesture I am making here, at the 
opening of a colloquium, and to leave more or less in the state of 
a program and of schematic indications the work of philosophical 
exegesis , and all the " scholarship" that this "position-taking, 
today, still requires . )  

But the here-now does not fold back into immediacy, o r  into the 
reappropriable identity of the present , even less that of self
presence. Although " appeal , "violence, "rupture , Immi
nence, and "urgency " are Blanchot ' s  words in the following 
paragraph, the demand that he says is "always present" must 
implicitly, it seems to us ,  find itself affected by the same rupture 
or the same dislocation , the same " short circuit. It  can never 
be always present, it can be, only. if there is any, it can be only pos
sible, it must even remain a can-be or maybe in order to remain a 
demand. Otherwise it would become presence again , that is ,  
substance , existence, essence, permanence, and not at all the excessive 
demand or urgency that Blanchot speaks of so correctly [juste
mentJ . The "permanent revolution" supposes the rupture of 
that which links permanence to substantial presence , and more 
generally to all onto-logy: 

The second  voice is po l i t ica l :  it i s  b rief and d i rect, more than  
br ief a n d  more than d i rect, because  it short-ci rcu its every vo i ce. 
It no  longe r  carries a mea n i ng, but  a ca l l ,  a v io lence, a dec i s ion  
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of r uptu re. I t  says noth i n g  str ict ly  speak i ng ,  i t  i s  t h e  u rgency of 
what it a n no u n ces ,  bou n d  to an i m pat ient  and  a lways excess ive 
d e m a n d ,  s i nce excess i s  its o n ly m ea s u re :  t hu s  ca l l i ng to the 
strugg le  and  even (wh ich i s  what we hasten to fo rget) postu l at

i ng  " revo l ut io n a ry terror, "  reco m men d i n g  " pe rm a nent revo lu 
t ion , "  and  a lways des ignat i n g  t he  revo lu t ion  not as  a fina l  

n eces s i ty, b ut a s  imminence, s i n ce it i s  the cha racter is t ic  of the 
revo lu t ion ,  if i �  opens  and  traverses t ime ,  to offer  no de l ay, 

g i vi n g  i tse lf  to be l ived as ever-p resent demand .* 
Th i s  wa s m a n ifest, a n d  i n  a stri k i ng  m a n ner, d u ri n g  M ay 

68 .  (P .  1 9) [ B l a nchot 's  note] 

Blanchot names finally the necessary disjunction of Marx ' s  
languages , their non-contemporaneity with themselves. That 
they are "disjoined , and first of all in Marx himself, must nei
ther be denied , reduced, nor even deplored. What one must 
constantly come back to, here as elsewhere, concerning this text 
as well as any other (and we still assign here an unlimited scope 
to this value of text) is an irreducible heterogeneity, an internal 
untranslatability in some way It does not necessarily signify 
theoretical weakness or inconsistency. The lack of a system is not 
a fault there. On the contrary, heterogeneity opens things up, it 
lets itself be opened up by the very effraction of that which 
unfurls , comes , and remains to come-singularly from the 
other. There would be neither injunction nor promise without 
this disjunction. Blanchot insisted upon this at the time (between 
1 9 6 8  and 1 9 7 1 ,  therefore) in order to issue a warning not 
against knowledge but against scientistic ideology that often, in 
the name of Science or Theory as Science, had attempted to unify 
or to purify the "good" text of Marx. If Blanchot seems to agree 
here with certain Althusserian motifs ,  he is already warning 
against the risk that, according to him, was inherent in them: 

The th i rd vo ice i s  the i n d i rect one  (th u s  the l ength i est) , that of 
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sc ient ific d i scou rse .  O n  t h i s  accou nt, M a rx i s  hono red a n d  
recogn ized b y  other  rep resentatives o f  knowledge. H e  i s  t hus  a 
man  of sc ience ,  res ponds to the eth ics  of the schol a r, agrees to 
s u bmi t  h i m se lf  to a ny and  a l l  cr i t ica l  revi s i on .  St i l l ,  Capital 
i s  an  essent i a l ly s ubvers ive work. N ot so m uch because  i t  
wou l d  lead , by means of sc ient ific object iv ity, to the n eces sa ry 

con sequence of revol ut ion ;  rather  it i s  because it i nc l udes,  
without form u l at i n g  it too much , a mode of theoret ica l  t h i n k i ng  
that overtu rns  the  very i dea  of  sc ience .  Actu a l ly, ne ither sc ience 
nor th i n k i ng  emerges from M a rx 's  work i ntact .  Th i s  m u st be 
taken in the strongest sense, i n a sm uch as  science is des ig

nated there as rad ica l  tra nsformat ion of itse lf, as theory of a 
m utati on a lways i n  p l ay with i n  p ract ice,  j u st a s ,  i n  th i s  p ractice, 
the m utation  i s  a lways theoret ica l .  (Po 1 9) .  

This other thinking of knowledge , if I can put it that way , does 
not exclude science. But it overturns and overflows its received 
idea. Blanchot recognizes in this " the example of Marx . Why 
example?  We will ask even before knowing why " the example of 
Marx. " Before quoting again , let us insist on this point. An 
example always carries beyond itself: it thereby opens up a tes
tamentary dimension. The example is first of all for others , and 
beyond the self Sometimes , perhaps always , whoever gives the 
example is not equal to the example he gives ,  even if he does 
everything to follow it  in advance, " to learn how to live, as we 
were saying ,  imperfect example of the example he gives-which 
he gives by giving then what he has not and even what he is not .  
For this reason , the example thus disjoined separates enough 
from itself or from whoever gives it so as to be no longer or not 
yet example for i tself. We do not have to solicit the agreement of 
Marx-who died to this even before being dead-in order to 
inherit i t :  to inherit this or that, this rather than that which 
comes to us nevertheless by him, through him if not from him. 
And we do not have to suppose that Marx was in agreement with 
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himself ( "What i s  certain i s  that I am not a Marxist, h e  is 
supposed to have confided to Engels .  Must we still cite Marx as 
authority in order to say likewise?) For Blanchot does not hesi
tate to suggest that Marx had difficulty living with this disjunction of 
the injunctions within him and with the fact that they were 
untranslatable into each other. How is one to receive, how is one to 
understand a speech, how is one to inherit it when it does not let 
itself be translated from itself into itself? This may appear impos
sible. And, we have to acknowledge, it is probably impossible. 
But since this sums up perhaps the strange subject of this lecture 
devoted to the specters of Marx , as well as the avowed distortion 
of its axiom, permit me then to turn the objection around. Guar
anteed translatability, given homogeneity , systematic coherence 
in their absolute forms , this is surely (certainly , a priori and not 
probably) what renders the injunction, the inheritance, and the 
future-in a word the other-impossible. There must be disjunction, 
interruption, the heterogeneous if at least there must be, if there must 
be a chance given to any " there must be" whatsoever, be it 
beyond duty. 3 0  

Once again, here as  elsewhere, wherever deconstruction i s  at 
stake, it would be a matter of linking an affirmation (in particular a 
political one) , if there is any, to the experience of the impossible , 
which can only be a radical experience of the perhaps. 

So, once again , Blanchot; and in this very powerful ellipsis , in 
this almost tacit declaration , I take the liberty of underlining a 
few words there where Blanchot only underlines , but signifi
cantly , the words "multiple" and "at once, that i s ,  at the sign of 
the contradiction without contradiction , of the non-dialectical 
(or " almost" non-dialectical) difference that runs through and is 
at  work in every injunction : 

Let u s  not d eve lop these rema rks any  fu rthe r  here. The exa mp le  
of  M a rx he l p s  u s  to  u n derstand that the. voice of writ i n g, a vo i ce 
of u n ceas i n g  contestation ,  must constant ly d evelop i tse lf  and  
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break itself i n to multiple forms .  T h e  com m u n ist vo ice i s  a lways 
at once tacit and v io lent ,  po l i t ica l  and scho la r ly, d i rect, i nd i rect, 
tota l  and  fragmentary, l engthy and  almost i n stanta neous .  Ma rx 
does n ot l ive comfortably with th i s  plurality oflanguages that are 

a lways col l i d i n g  and  disjoining with each other i n  h i m .  Even if 
these l anguages seem to converge towa rd the same end , they 

could not be retranslated into each other, and the i r  heteroge ne ity, 
the d i vergence or ga p ,  the d i sta nce that d ecente rs them ,  ren 
ders them non-contem poraneous .  I n  p rod uc ing a n  effect of 
i rreduc ib le  d i stort ion ,  they ob l ige those who have to withstand 
the read i ng  (the p racti ce) of them to s u b m it themse lves to an  
cea se less  recasti ng. 

The word "sc ience"  is becom ing  aga i n  a key word . Let ' s  
adm i t  i t .  Bu t  let u s  remem ber that a lthough the re may be 
sc iences ,  the re i s  not yet sc ience, beca u se the sc ient ific ity of 
sci ence a lways rema i n s  dependent  on ideo logy, a n  ideology 
that no  part icu l a r  sc ience ,  be it h u m a n  sc ience,  i s  ab le  to 
red uce today; and  on the othe r  hand ,  l et u s  remem ber that no 
write r, even i f he i s  a M a rx i st , can turn h i m se lf  over to writ i ng  as  
to a k i nd  of knowledge (P. 1 9-20) 

So, more than thirty years ago, already , Blanchot wrote "The End 
of Philosophy " At that time, in 1 9 5 9 ,  a funerary note already 
echoed there-crepuscular, spectral , and therefore resurrectional . 
Re-insurrectional. It is indeed a question of the philosophical 
" spirit" its very process consists of visibly heading the march at 
the moment of its " disappearance" and its "putting in the 
ground, it consists of leading its own funeral procession and of 
raising itself in the course of this march , of hoping at least to right 
itself again so as to stand up ( "resurrection , "  "exaltation") . This 
wake, this joyous death watch of philosophy is the double 
moment of a "promotion" and of a "death of philosophy, a 
promotion in death . Here is philosophy-and is this absolutely 
new?-becoming its own revenant ;  it itself haunts its own places 
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more than it inhabits them. And philosophy, of course ,  is always 
more than philosophy : 

Th i s  p romotion  of p h i l osophy, wh ich  h a s  becom e  the a l l 

powe rfu l force i n  o u r  wor ld and  the shape of  ou r  d esti ny, can 
o n ly co i n ci de  with its disappearance, annou nc i ng  at least the 

begi n n i  ng  of its putting in the ground. Th i s  death of philosophy 

wo u ld be lo n g, therefo re ,  to o u r  p h i l osoph ica l  t ime .  The d eath 
d oes n ot d ate from ' 9 ' 7 , nor  even from , 857,  the yea r  in wh ich 
M a rx, a s  i f  perform i n g  a ca rn iva l test of strength ,  wou l d  have 
overtu rned the  system .  Fo r the l a st centu ry a n d  a ha l f, with h i s  
name as  w i th  tha t  of H ege l ,  N ietzsche,  and  H e idegger, i t  i s  
p h i l osophy i tse lf that has been affirm i n g  or rea l i z i ng  its own 
e n d ,  whethe r  it u ndersta n d s  that end  as the accomp l i s h m e nt of 
a bso l ute knowledge, its theo reti ca l  s u ppress ion  l i n ked to its 
p ract ica l  rea l izat i on ,  the n i h i l i st movement i n  wh ich  a l l  va l ues 
a re e ngu l fed , o r  fina l l y  by the cu l m i n at ion of meta phys ics ,  p re
cu rso r  s ign  of another  pos s i b i l i ty that does not yet have a 

n a m e. Th i s  then  i s  the s u nset that from n ow on accompan i es 

every t h i n ker, a stra n ge funereal moment which the ph i l o
soph ica l  s p i ri t  ce l eb rates i n  a n  exa ltat ion t hat i s ,  moreover, 
often  joyfu l ,  lead i n g  its s low fu nera l  process ion  d u ri n g  wh ich 
it expects ,  i n  one way o r  another, to obta i n  its resurrection .  

And of cou rse, such  a n  expectat i on ,  c r i s i s  and feast of negativ

i ty, experi e nce pushed as  fa r as  it wi l l  go to fi n d  out what 
res i sts ,  does  not to uch o n ly on  p h i l oso phy ( Pp .  292-93; my 
e m p has i s )  

Imminence and desire of  resurrection. Re-naissance or  reve

nance? At nightfall , one does not know if imminence means that 
the expected one has already returned. Had he not already 
announced himself? To announce oneself. moreover, is that not 
already to be there in some way? One does not know if the expect
ation prepares the coming of the future-to-come or if it recalls 
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the repetition o f  the same , of  the same thing a s  ghost ("What , 
ha's this thing appear ' d againe tonight? " ) .  This not-knowing 

is not a lacuna. No progress of knowledge could saturate an 
opening that must have nothing to do with knowing. Nor 
therefore with ignorance. The opening must preserve this he t
erogeneity as the only chance of an affirmed or rather reaffirmed 
future . It is the future itself, it comes from there. The future is 
its memory. In the experience of the end , in its insistent, instant, 
always imminently eschatological coming, at the extremity of 
the extreme today ,  there would thus be announced the future 
of what comes. More than ever, for the future-to-come can 
announce itself as such and in its purity only on the basis of a past 
end : beyond , if that 's possible, the last extremi ty If that 's possible , if 
there is any future , but how can one suspend such a question or 
deprive oneself of such a reserve without concluding in advance, 
without reducing in advance both the future and its chance? 
Without totalizing in advance ? We must discern here between 
eschatology and teleology, even if the stakes of such a difference 
risk constantly being effaced in the most fragile and slight 
insubstantiality-and will be in a certain way always and neces
sarily deprived of any insurance against this risk. Is there not a 

messianic extremity , an eskhaton whose ultimate event (immedi
ate rupture, unheard-of interruption , untimeliness of the infinite 
surprise, heterogeneity without accomplishment) can exceed , 
at each moment ,  the final term of a phusis , such as work , the 
production ,  and the telos of any history? 

The question is indeed "whither?" Not only whence comes 
the ghost but first of all is it going to come back? Is it not already 
beginning to arrive and where is it going? What of the future? 

The future can only be for ghosts . And the past. 

In proposing this title, Specters of Marx , I was initially thinking 

of all the forms of a certain haunting obsession that seems to 
me to organize the dominant influence on discourse today. At a 
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time when a new world disorder is attempting to install its 
neo-capitalism and neo-liberalism, no disavowal has managed to 
rid itself of all of Marx' s  ghosts. Hegemony still organizes the 
repression and thus the confirmation of a haunting. Haunting 
belongs to the structure of every hegemony 3 1  But I did not have 
in mind first of all the exordium of the Manifesto. In an apparently 
different sense, Marx-Engels spoke there already, in 1 847-48 , of 
a specter and more precisely of the . .  specter of communism" (das 
Gespenst des Kommunismus) . A terrifying specter for all the powers of 
old Europe (aIle Muchte des alten Europa) , but specter of a commun
ism then to come. Of a communism, to be sure, already namable 
(and well before the League of the Jus t  or the Communist 
League) , but still to come beyond its name. Already promised 
but only promised. A specter all the more terrifying ,  some will 
say .  Yes , on the condition that one can never distinguish between 
the future-to-come and the coming-back of a specter. Let us not 
forget that ,  around 1 848 , the First International had to remain 
quasi-secret. The specter was there (but what is the being-there of a 
specter? what is the mode of presence of a specter? that is the 
only question we would like to pose here) . But that of which it 
was the specter, communism (das Gespenst des Kommunismus) , was 
itself not there, by definition . It was dreaded as communism to 
come. It had already been announced,  with this name, some 
time ago ,  but it was not yet there. It is only a specter, seemed to 
say these allies of old Europe so as to reassure themselves ;  let ' s  
hope that in the future it does not become an actual , effectively 
present ,  manifest ,  non-secret reality . The question old Europe 
was asking itself was already the question of the future , the 
question "whither? "  "whither communism?"  if not "whither 
Marxism?" Whether one takes it as asking about the future of 
communism or about communism in the future, this anguished 
question did not just seek to know how, in the future, commun
ism would affect European history, but also ,  in a more muffled 
way , already whether there would still be any future and any 
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history at all for Europe. In  1 84 8 ,  the Hegelian discourse on  the 
end of history in absolute knowledge had already resounded 
throughout Europe and had rung a consonant note with many 
other knells [gIas] . And communism was essentially distinguished 
from other labor movements by its international character. No 
organized political movement in the history of humanity had 
ever yet presented itself as geo-poli tical , thereby inaugurating the 
space that is now ours and that today is reaching its limits , the 
limits of the earth and the limits of the political . 

The representatives of these forces or all these powers (aile 
Mochte) , namely the States , wanted to reassure themselves. They 
wanted to be sure. So they were sure, for there is no difference 
between "being sure" and "wanting to be sure . " They were sure 
and certain that between a specter and an actually present reality, 
between a spirit and a Wirklichkeit ,  the dividing line was assured. 
It had to be safely drawn. It ought to be assured. No, it ought to have 
been assured. The sureness of this certainity is something they 
shared, moreover, with Marx himself. (This is the whole story , and 
we are coming to it: Marx thought, to be sure , on his side , from 
the other side, that the dividing line between the ghost and 
actuality ought to be crossed, like utopia itself, by a realization, 
that is, by a revolution ; but he too will have continued to believe, 
to try to believe in the existence of this dividing line as real limit 
and conceptual distinction . He too? No, someone in him. Who? 
The "Marxist" who will engender what for a long time is going 
to prevail under the name of "Marxism. And which was also 
haunted by what it attempted to foreclose. ) 

Today, almost a century and a half later, there are many who, 
throughout the world, seem just as worried by the specter of 
communism, just as convinced that what one is dealing with 
there is only a specter without body ,  without present reality , 
without actuality or effectivity, but this time it is supposed to be 
a past specter. It was only a specter, an illusion , a phantasm, or a 
ghost : that is what one hears everywhere today ( "Horatio saies, 
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' tis but our Fantasie, 1 And will not let beleefe take hold of 
him") . A still worried sigh of relief: let us make sure that in the 
future it does not come back! At bottom, the specter is the 
future, it is always to come, it presents itself only as that which 
could come or come back; in the future , said the powers of old 
Europe in the last century, it must not incarnate itself, either 
publicly or in secret. In the future , we hear everywhere today ,  it 
must not re-incarnate itself; it must not be allowed to come back 
since it is past . 

What exactly is the difference from one century to the next? Is 
it the difference between a past world-for which the specter 
represented a coming threat-and a present world, today ,  where 
the specter would represent a threat that some would like to 
believe is past and whose return it would be necessary again, 
once again in the future, to conjure away? 

Why in both cases is the specter felt to be a threat? What is the 
time and what is the history of a specter? Is there a present of 
the specter? Are its comings and goings ordered according to the 
linear succession of a before and an after, between a present-past, 
a present-present, and a present-future, between a "real time" 
and a " deferred time" 

If there is something like spectrality , there are reasons to 
doubt this reassuring order of presents and, especially , the 
border between the present, the actual or present reality of the 
present ,  and everything that can be opposed to absence, 
non-presence, non-effectivity, inactuality, Virtuality, or even the 
simulacrum in general , and so forth. There is first of all the 
doubtful contemporaneity of the present to itself. Before know
ing whether one can differentiate between the specter of the past 
and the specter of the future , of the past present and the future 
present,  one must perhaps ask oneself whether the spectrality effect 
does not consist in undOing this opposition, or even this dia
lectic , between actual, effective presence and its other. One must 
perhaps ask oneself whether this opposition , be it a dialectical 
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opposition, has not always been a closed field and a common 
axiomatic for the antagonism between Marxism and the cohort 
or the alliance of its adversaries . 

Pardon me for beginning with such an abstract formulation. 
In the middle of the last century, an alliance was constituted 

against this specter, to drive off the evil. Marx did not call this 
coalition a Holy Alliance, an expression he plays with elsewhere. 
In the Manifesto , the alliance of the worried conspirators assembles ,  
more o r  less secretly , a nobility and a clergy-in the old castle of 
Europe, for an unbelievable expedition against what will have 
been haunting the night of these masters. At twilight , before or 
after a night of bad dreams , at the presumed end of history , it is a 
"holy hunt against this specter" : "All the powers of old Europe 
have joined [verbiindet] into a holy hunt against this specter [zu 
einer heiligen Hetzjagd gegen dies Gespenst] . 

It would thus be possible to form a secret alliance against the 
specter. If Marx had written his Manifesto in my language, and if 
he had had some help with it, as a Frenchman can always dream 
of doing, I am sure he would have played on the word conjuration. 
Then he would have diagnosed today the same conjuration , this 
time not only in old Europe but in the new Europe, the New 
World , which already interested him very much a century and a 
half ago, and throughout the world, in the new world order 
where the hegemony of this new world, I mean the United 
States, would still exercise a more or less critical hegemony , 
more and less assured than ever. 

The word conjuration has the good fortune to put to work and to 
produce, without any possible reappropriation , a forever errant 
surplus value. It capitalizes first of all two orders of semantic 
value. What is a "conjuration" 

The French noun "conjuration" gathers up and articulates the 
meanings of two English words-and also two German words. 

1 .  Conjuration signifies , on the one hand , "conjuration" (its English 
homonym) which itself designates two things at once : 
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a .  On the one hand , the conspiracy (Verschworung in German) of 
those who promise solemnly, sometimes secretly , by swearing 
together an oath (Schwur) to struggle against a superior power. It 
is to this conspiracy that Hamlet appeals ,  evoking the "Vision" 
they have just seen and the "honest ghost ,  when he asks 
Horatio and Marcellus to swear ( " swear ' t , "  "Consent to swear") . 
To swear upon his sword, but to swear or to swear together on 
the subject of the spectral apparition i tself, and to promise secrecy on 
the subj ect of the apparition of an honest ghost that , from 
beneath the stage, conspires with Hamlet to ask the same thing 
from the sworn : ( " The Ghost cries from under the stage: Sweare") . It is 
the apparition that enjoins them to conspire to silence the appari tion ,  
and to promise secrecy on the subject of the one who demands 
such an oath from them: one must not know whence comes 
the injunction, the conspiracy , the promised secret .  A son 
and the " honest ghost" of the father, the supposedly honest 
ghost, the spirit of the father, conspire together to bring about 
such an event .  

b .  "Conjuration" signifies ,  on the other hand , the magical incan
tation destined to evoke , to bring forth with the voice, to convoke a 
charm or a spirit . Conjuration says in sum the appeal that causes 
to come forth wi th the voice and thus it makes come, by definition , 
what is not there at the present moment of the appeal. This voice 
does not describe, what it says certifies nothing ;  its words cause 
something to happen. This is the usage encountered again in the 
words of the Poet at the opening of Timon of Athens . After having 
asked "How goes the world? "  and after the Painter has told him 
"I t  wears , sir, as it grows , the Poet exclaims :  

Ay, that ' s  we l l  known ; 
B u t  what p a rt i cu l a r  rar ity, what stra nge, 
Which m a n ifo ld  record not m atches?-See, 
M a gic of boun ty, a l l  these s p i r its thy power 
H ath conjur'd to attend .  I know the mercha nt. ( I , i ) 
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Marx evokes more than once Timon of Athens , as well as The 
Merchant of Venice, in particular in The German Ideology. The chapter 
on "The Leipzig Council-Saint Max, also supplies , and we will 
say more about this later, a short treatise on the spirit or an 
interminable theatricalization of ghosts. A certain "Communist 

Conclusion" appeals to Timon of Alhens . 3 2  The same quotation will 
reappear in the first version of A Contri bution to the Cri ti que of Poli tical 
Economy. In question is a spectralizing disincarnation . Apparition 
of the bodiless body of money : not the lifeless body or the 

cadaver, but a life without personal life or individual property 
Not without identity (the ghost is a "who, it is not of the 
simulacrum in general , i t  has a kind of body , but without prop
erty , without "real" or "personal" right of property) . One must 
analyze the proper of property and how the general property 
(Eigentum) of money neutralizes ,  dis incarnates , deprives of its 
difference all personal property (Eigentiimlichkei t) . The genius of 
Shakespeare will have understood this phantomalization of 
property centuries ago and said it better than anyone . The 
ingenium of his paternal geniality serves as reference, guarantee, or 
confirmation in the polemic , that is ,  in the ongOing war-on the 

subject ,  preCisely, of the monetary specter, value, money or its 
fidUCiary sign, gold : "It was known to Shakespeare better than 
to our theorizing petty bourgeOiS [unser theoretisierender Kleinbiirger J 

[h Jow little connection there is between money, the most 
general form of property [die allgemeinste Form des Eigentums J ,  and 
personal peculiarity [mi t der personlichen Eigentiimlichkei tJ " 3 3  

The quotation will also make apparent (as a supplementary 
benefit but in fact it is altogether necessary) a theologizing fet
ishization, the one that always links ideology irredUcibly to 
religion (to the idol or the fetish) as its principal figure, a species 
of "invisible god" to which adoration , prayer, and invocation are 
addressed ( "Thou visible god" ) . Religion , and we will come 

back to this ,  was never one ideology among others for Marx . 
What, Marx seems to say ,  the genius of a great poet-and the 
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spirit of  a great father-will have uttered in  a poetic flash , with 
one blow going faster and farther than our little bourgeois 
colleagues in economic theory, is the becoming-god of gold, 
which is at once ghost and idol, a god apprehended by the 
senses .  After having marked the heterogeneity between the 
property of money and personal property (there is " little con
nection" between them) , Marx adds , and it is not a negligible 
clarification it seems to me, that in truth they are not only differ
ent but opposed (entgegensetzt) . And it is then that , cutting into the 
body of the text and making choices that should be analyzed 
closely ,  he wrests a long passage from that prodigious scene in 
Timon of Athens (rv, iii) . Marx loves the words of this imprecation. 
One must never keep silent about the imprecation of the just. 
One must never silence it in the most analytic text of Marx. An 
imprecation does not theorize, it is not content to say how 
things are, it cries out the truth, it promises , it provokes . As its 
name indicates ,  i t  is nothing other than a prayer. Marx appropri
ates the words of this imprecation with a kind of delight whose 
signs are unmistakable. Declaring his hatred of the human race 
("I am Misanthropos and hate mankind" ) , with the anger of a 
Jewish prophet and sometimes the very words of Ezechiel, 
Timon curses corruption , he casts down anathema, he swears 
against prostitution-prostitution in the face of gold and the 
prositution of gold itself. But he takes the time to analyze, never
theless , the transfiguring alchemy, he denounces the reversal of 
values ,  the falsification and especially the perjury of which it is 
the law. One imagines the impatient patience of Marx (rather 
than Engels) as he transcribes in his own hand, at length,  in 
German, the rage of a prophetic imprecation : 

Th u s  m u ch of th i s  wi l l  m a ke 
B l ack  wh ite, fou l  fa i r, wro n g  r ight ,  
Base nob le, old young, coward va l i a nt. 



Th i s  ye l low s l ave 
Wi l l  
M a ke the hoar  l ep rosy adored 

Th i s  is it 
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Th at makes the wa ppered w idow wed aga i n .  
She who m  t h e  s p itt l e  house  and  u l cero u s  sores 
Wou ld  cast the gorge at, t h i s  e m ba l m s  and  spices 
To th '  Apr i l day aga i n  

Thou v i s i b l e  god , 
That so l d ' rest c l osest i m poss ib i l it ies  
And mak' st them k iss  

sichtbare Gottheit, 

Die du Unmoglichkeiten eng verbriiderst 

Zum Kusz sie zwingst ! 

Among all the traits of this immense malediction of maledic
tion, Marx will have had to efface, in the economy of a long 
citation, those that are most important for us here , for example 
the aporias and the double bind that carry the act of swearing 
and conjuring off into the history of venality itself At the 
moment he goes to bury the gold, a shovel in his hand, the 
prophet-gravedigger, anything but a humanist, is not content to 
evoke the breaking of vows , the birth and death of religions 
("This yellow slave/Will knit and break religions ; bless the 
accurs 'd" ) ; Timon also begs [conjure] the other, he pleads with 
him to promise, but he conjures thus by perjuring and by con
feSSing his perjury in a same and Single bifid gesture.  In truth, he 
conjures by feigning (he truth , by feigning at least to make the other 
promise. But if he feigns to make the other promise ,  it is in truth 
to make the other promise not to keep his promise, that is, not to 
promise, even as he pretends to promise :  to perjure or to abjure 
in the very moment of the oath; then follOwing from this same 
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logic , h e  begs him to spare all oaths . A s  i f  he  were saying in 
effect: I beg you De vous en conjure] , do not swear, abjure your right 
to swear, renounce your capacity to swear, moreover no one is 
asking you to swear, you are asked to be the non-oathables 
that you are ( " you are not oathable" ) , you , the whores ,  you 
who are prostitution itself, you who give yourselves to gold, 
you who give yourselves for gold, you who are destined to 
general indifference, you who confuse in equivalency the proper 
and the improper, credit and discredit ,  faith and lie, the " true 
and the false , "  oath , perjury , and abjuration , and so forth. You 
the whores of money, you would go so far as to abjure ( "for
swear") your trade or your vocation (of perjured whore) for 
money .  Like a madam who would give up even her whores 
for money. 

The very essence of humanity is at stake . Absolute double 
bind on the subj ect of the bind or the bond themselves. Infinite 
misfortune and incalculable chance of the performative-here 
named literally ("perform, "perform none" are Timon' s  words 
when he asks [conjure] the other to promise not to keep a promise , 
calling therefore for perjury or abjuration) . Force , as weakness , 
of an ahuman discourse on man. Timon to Alcibiades :  "Promise 
me friendship , but perform none. If thou wilt promise, the 
gods plague thee, for thou art a man. If thou dost not perform, 
confound thee ,  for thou art a man" (IV, iii) . Then to Phyrnia 
and Timandra who ask for gold-and whether Timon has 
any more : 

E n o u gh to m ake a whore forswear  he r  trade,  
And to make who l esomeness  a bawd . Hold u p , you s l uts ,  
You r  a pron s  mou ntant.  You a re not oathab le ,  
A lt h o u gh I know you ' l l  swear, terr i b ly  swear, 

I n to  stro ng  s h udders and to heaven ly  agues 
Th ' i m morta l  gods  that  hea r  you .  Spa re you r  oath s ;  
I ' l l  t rust to you r  con d it ion s .  Be whore s  sti l l  . . .  
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Addressing himself to  prostitution or t o  the cult of  money , to 
fetishism or to idolatry itself, Timon trusts. He gives faith, he 
believes , he indeed wants to credit ( " I ' ll trust" )  but only in the 
imprecation of a paradoxical hyperbole : he himself pretends to 
trust in that which. from the depths of abjuration . from the 
depths of that which is not even capable or worthy of an oath 
( "you are not oathable") . remains nevertheless faithful to a 
natural instinct, as if there were a pledge of instinct, a fidelity 
to itself of instinctual nature. an oath of living nature before 
the oath of convention, society , or law. And it is the fidelity 
to infidelity, the constancy in perjury . This life enslaves itself 
regularly , one can trust it to do so. it never fails to kneel to 
indifferent power, to that power of mortal indifference that is 
money. Diabolical, radically bad in that way, nature is prostitu
tion , it enslaves itself faithfully , one can have confidence here in 
it, it enslaves itself to what is betrayal itself, perjury, abjuration . 
lie. and simulacrum. 

Which are never very far from the specter. As is well known . 
Marx always described money , and more precisely the monetary 
sign, in the figure of appearance or simulacrum. more exactly of 
the ghost . He not only described them, he also defined them, 
but the figural presentation of the concept seemed to describe 
some spectral " thing, which is to say.  " someone ."  What is the 
necessity of this figural presentation? What is its relation to 
the concept? Is it contingent? That is the classic form of our 
question. As we do not believe in any contingency here, we will 
even begin to worry about the classical (basically Kantian) form 
of this question which seems to marginalize or keep at a distance 
the figural schema even as it takes it seriously . The Critique of 
Political Economy explains to us how the existence (Dasein) of 
money , metallic Dasein, gold or silver, produces a remainder. 34  This 
remainder is-it remains . precisely-but the shadow of a great 
name: "Was iibrigbleib t  ist magni nominis umbra. "The body of 
money is but a shadow [nur noch ein Schatten J . "  35 The whole 
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movement of  idealization (Idealisierung) that Marx then describes ,  
whether it is a question of  money or  of  ideo log ems , is a produc
tion of ghosts , illusions ,  simulacra , appearances ,  or apparitions 
(Scheindasein of the Schein-Sovereign and of the Schein-gold) . Later he 
will compare this spectral virtue of money with that which, in 
the desire to hoard, speculates on the use of money after death ,  in 
the other world (nach dem Tode in der andern We1t) . 3 6  Geld, Geist, Geiz: as 
if money (Geld) were the origin both of spirit (Geist) and of 
avarice (Geiz) . "Im Geld liegt der Ursprung des Geizes ,  says 
Pliny as quoted by Marx right after this. Elsewhere , the equation 
between Gaz and Geist will be joined to the chain. 3 7  The meta
morphosis of commodities (die Metamorphose der Waren) was already 
a process of transfiguring idealization that one may legitimately 
call spectropoetic. When the State emits paper money at a fixed 
rate, its intervention is compared to "magic" (Magie) that 
transmutes paper into gold. The State appears then , for it is an 
appearance, indeed an apparition; " seems now to transform 
paper into gold by the magiC of its imprint [scheint jetzt durch die 
Magie seines Stempels Papier in Gold zu verwandeln ; Marx is referring to 
the imprint that stamps gold and prints paper money] . " 3 8  This 
magic always busies itself with ghosts , it does business with 
them, it manipulates or busies i tself, it becomes a business , the 
business it does in the very element of haunting. And this busi
ness attracts the undertakers , those who deal with cadavers but 
so as to steal them, to make the departed disappear, which 
remains the condition of their "apparition. Commerce and 
theater of gravediggers. In periods of social crisis , when the 
social "nervus rerum" is , says Marx, "buried [bestattetJ alongside 
the body whose sinew it is" ( 1 3 1 ) ,  the speculative burying of 
the treasure inters only a useless metal , deprived of its monetary 
soul (Geldseele) . This burial scene recalls not only the great scene 
of the cemetery and gravediggers in Hamlet , when one of them 
suggests that the work of the " grave-maker" lasts longer than 
any other : until Judgment Day .  This scene of burying gold also 
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evokes more than once, and still more exactly , Timon of Athens . In 
Marx' s  funerary rhetoric , the "useless metal" of the treasure 
once buried becomes like the burnt-out ashes (ausgebrannte Asche) 
of circulation , like its caput mortuum, its chemical residue. In his 

wild imaginings ,  in his nocturnal delirium (Hirngespinst) , the 
miser, the hoarder, the speculator becomes a martyr to exchange
value. He now refrains from exchange because he dreams of a 

pure exchange. (And we will see later how the apparition of 
exchange-value, in Capi tal , is precisely an apparition, one might 
say a vision , a hallucination , a properly spectral apparition if this 
figure did not prevent us from speaking here properly of the 
proper. ) The hoarder behaves then like an alchemist (alchimistisch) ,  
speculating on ghosts , the "elixir of life, the "philosophers '  
stone. Speculation i s  always fascinated , bewitched by the spec
ter. That this alchemy remains devoted to the apparition of the 
specter, to the haunting or the return of revenants is brought out in 
the literality of a text that translations sometimes overlook. 
When , in this same passage, Marx describes the transmutation, 
there is haunting at stake . What operates in an alchemical fash
ion are the exchanges and mixtures of revenants , the madly spectral 
compositions or conversions . The lexicon of haunting and 
ghosts (Spuk, spuken) takes center stage. Whereas the English 
translation speaks of the "alchemist ' s  apparitions " ("The liquid 
form of wealth and its petrification, the elixir of life and the 
philosophers ' stone are wildly mixed together like an alchem
ist ' s  apparitions" ) , the French translation drops the reference 
to ghosts (spuken alchimistisch toll durcheinander) with the phrase 
"fantasmagorie d 'une folIe achimie. " 39 

In short, and we will return to this repeatedly , Marx does not 
like ghosts any more than his adversaries do. He does not want to 
believe in them . But he thinks of nothing else. He believes rather 
in what is supposed to distingu ish them from actual reality , 
living effectivity. He believes he can oppose them , like life to 
death, like vain appearances of the simulacrum to real presence. 
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He believes enough in the dividing line of this opposition to 
want to denounce, chase away, or exorcise the specters but by 
means of critical analysis and not by some counter-magic. But 
how to distinguish between the analysis that denounces magic 
and the counter-magic that it still risks being ? We will ask our
selves this question again , for example, as regards The German 
Ideology. "The Leipzig Council-Saint Max" (Stirner) also organ
izes , let us recall once more before coming back to it later, an 
irresistible but interminable hunt for ghosts (Gespenst) and for revenants 
or spooks (Spuk) . Irresistible like an effective critique, but also like 
a compulsion; interminable as one says of an analysis , and the 
comparison would not be at all fortuitous. 

This hostility toward ghosts , a terrified hostility that some
times fends off terror with a burst of laughter, is perhaps what 
Marx will always have had in common with his adversaries. He 
too will have tried to conjure (away) the ghosts , and everything 
that was neither life nor death, namely, the re-apparition of an 
apparition that will never be either the appearing or the disap
peared, the phenomenon or its contrary He will have tried to 
conjure (away) the ghosts like the conspirators [conjures] of old 
Europe on whom the Manifesto declares war. However inexpiable 
this war remains ,  and however necessary this revolution, it con
spires [ conjure] with them in order to exorc-analyze the spectrality of 
the specter. And this is today,  as perhaps it will be tomorrow, our 
problem. 

2. For " conjuration" means , on the other hand, " conjure
ment" (Beschworung) ,  namely , the magical exorcism that , on the 
contrary ,  tends to expulse the evil spirit which would have 
been called up or convoked (OED : " the exorcising of spirits by 
invocation, " the exercise of magical or occult influence") . 

A conjuration, then , is first of all an alliance, to be sure, 
sometimes a p olitical alliance, more or less secret, if not tacit ,  a 
plot or a conspiracy. It is a matter of neutralizing a hegemony or 
overturning some power. (During the Middle Ages , conjuratio also 
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designated the sworn faith by  means of  which the bourgeois 
jOined to together, sometimes against a prince , in order to 
establish free towns.) In the occult society of those who have 
sworn together [des conjures] , certain subjects, either individual or 

collective, represent forces and ally themselves together in the 
name of common interests to combat a dreaded political adver
sary, that is ,  also to conjure it away For to conjure means also to 
exorcise : to attempt both to destroy and to disavow a malignant ,  
demonized, diabolized force, most often an evil-doing spirit , a 

specter, a kind of ghost who comes back or who still risks com
ing back post mortem . Exorcism conjures away the evil in ways that 
are also irrational, using magical , mysterious , even mystifying 
practices. Without excluding, quite to the contrary, analytic 
procedure and argumentative ratiocination,  exorcism consists in 
repeating in the mode of an incantation that the dead man is 
really dead. It proceeds by formulae, and sometimes theoretical 
formulae play this role with an efficacity that is all the greater 
because they mislead as to their magical nature, their authoritar

ian dogmatism, the occult power they share with what they 
claim to combat. 

But effective exorcism pretends to declare the death only in 
order to put to death . As a coroner might do, it certifies the death 
but here it is in order to inflict i t .  This is a familiar tactic. The 
constative form tends to reassure. The certification is effective. It 
wants to be and it must be in effect .  It is effectively a performative. 
But here effectivity phantomalizes itself It is in fact [en effet] a 

matter of a performative that seeks to reassure but first of all to 
reassure itself by assuring itself, for nothing is less sure, that 
what one would like to see dead is indeed dead. It speaks in the 
name of life, it claims to know what that is. Who knows better 
than someone who is alive? it seems to say with a straight face. It 
seeks to convince (i tself) there where it makes (itself) afraid : 40 

now, it says (to itself) , what used to be living is no longer alive, it 
does not remain effective in death itself, don ' t  worry. (What is 
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going on here is a way of not wanting to know what everyone 
alive knows without learning and without knowing , namely, 
that the dead can often be more powerful than the living ;  and 
that is why to interpret a philosophy as philosophy or ontology 
of life is never a simple matter, which means that it is always 
too simple, incontestable ,  like what goes without saying , but 
finally so unconvincing ,  as unconvincing as a tautology, a rather 
heterological tauto-ontology, that of Marx or whomever, which 
relates everything back to life only on the condition of including 
there death and the alterity of its other without which it would 
not be what it is .) In short, it is often a matter of pretending 
to certify death there where the death certificate is still the 
performative of an act of war or the impotent gesticulation, 
the restless dream, of an execution. 



2 

CO N J U RIN G - M A RX IS M  

"The time is out of joint" the formula speaks of time, it also 
says the time, but it refers singularly to this time ,  to an "in these 
times , the time of these times ,  the time of this world which 
was for Hamlet an "our time, only a " this world ,  this age and 
no other. This predicate says something of time and says it in the 
present of the verb to be ("The time is out of joint") , but if i t  
says it then , in that other time ,  in the past perfect, one time in 
the past ,  how would it be valid for all times? In other words ,  
how can it come back and present itself again , anew, as the 
new? How can it be there, again, when its time is no longer 
there? How can it be valid for all the times in which one 
attempts to say "our time" ?  In a predicative proposition that 
refers to time, and more precisely to the present-form of time, 
the grammatical present of the verb to be, in the third person 
indicative, seems to offer a predestined hospitality to the return 
of any and all spirits , a word that one needs merely to write in 
the plural in order to extend a welcome there to specters. To 
be, and especially when one infers from the infinitive " to be 
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present , "  is not a mot d 'esprit but Ie mot de l 'espri t ,  the word of the 

spirit, it is its first verbal body . 

A time of the world, today, in these times, a new "world 
order" seeks to stabilize a new, necessarily new disturbance 
[dereglement] by installing an unprecedented for m  of hege mony. It 
is a matter, then, but as always, of a novel form of war. It at least 
resembles a great " conjuration" against Marxism, a "conjure
ment" of Marxism: once again , another attempt, a new, always 
new mobilization to struggle against it, against that which and 
those whom it represents and will continue to represent (the 
idea of a new International) , and to combat an International by 
exorcising it .  

Very novel and so ancient, the conjuration appears both 

powerful and, as always, worried, fragile, anxious. The ene my to 
be conjured away , for those sworn to the conjuration, is, to be 
sure, called Marxism . But people are now afraid that they will no 
longer recognize it. They quake ilt the hypothesis that, by virtue 
of one of those metamorphoses that Marx talked about so much 
("metamorphosis" was one of his favorite words throughout his 
life) , a new "Marxism" will no longer have the face by which 
one was accusto med to identify it and put it down. Perhaps 
people are no longer afraid of Marxists, but they are still afraid of 
certain non-Marxists who have not renounced Marx 's inherit
ance, crypto-Marxists, pseudo- or para-"Marxists" who would 
be standing by to change the guard, but behind features or' 
quotation marks that the anxious experts of anti-com munism 
are not trained to unmask. 

Besides the reasons j�st given, we will privilege this figure of 
conjuration for still other reasons. They have already begun to 
make their appearance. In its two concepts (conjuration and 
conjurement, Verschworung and Beschworung) ,  we must take into 
account another essential meaning :  the act that consists in 
swearing , taking an oath, therefore promising, deciding , taking 
a responsibility, in short ,  co m mitting oneself in a perfor mative 
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fashion-as well as in a more or less secret fashion, and thus 
more or less public, there where this frontier between the public 
and the private is constantly being displaced, remaining less 
assured than ever, as the limit that would permit one to identify 
the political . And if this important frontier is being displaced , 
it is because the medium in which it is instituted, namely , 
the medium of the media themselves (news , the press , tele
communications, techno-tele-discursivity, techno-tele-iconicity , 
that which in general assures and determines the spacing of public 
space, the very possibility of the res publica and the phenomenality 
of the political) , this element itself is neither living nor dead, 
present nor absent: it spectralizes. It does not belong to ontol
ogy, to the discourse on the Being of beings, or to the essence of 
life or death. It requires, then, what we call , to save time and 
space rather than just to make up a word, hauntology. We will 
take this category to be irreducible, and first of all to everything 
it makes possible : ontology, theology, positive or negative i 
onto-theology. 

This dimension of performative interpretation, that is, of an 
interpretation that transforms the very thing it interprets , will 
play an indispensable role in what I would like to say this even
ing. "An interpretation that transforms what it interprets" is a 
definition of the performative as unorthodox with regard to 
speech act theory as it is with regard to the 1 1  th Thesis on 
Feuerbach ("The philosophers have only interpreted the world in 
various ways ; the point, however, is to change it [Die Philosophen 
haben die Welt nur verschieden interpretiert; es kommt aber drauf an, sie zu 

veriindern ]")  . 
If I take the floor at the opening of such an impressive, 

ambitious, necessary or risky, others might say historic col
loqUium; if, after hesitating for a long time and despite the 
obvious limits of my competence, I nevertheless accepted the 
invitation with which'Bernd Magnus has honored me, it is not in 
the first place in order to propose a scholarly, philosophical 
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discourse. It is first of all so as not to flee from a responsibility. 
More precisely,  it is in order to submit for your discussion sev
eral hypotheses on the nature of such a responsibility. What is 
ours? In what way is it historical? And what does it have to do 
with so many specters? 

No one, it s eems to me, can contest the fact that a dogmatics is 
attempting to install its worldwide hegemony in paradoxical and 
suspect conditions. There is today in the world a dominant dis
course, or rather one that is on the way to becoming dominant, 
on the subject of Marx' s  work and thought, on the subject of 
Marxism (which is perhaps not the same thing) , on the subject 
of the socialist International and the universal revolution, on the 
subject of the more or less slow destruction of the revolutionary 
model in its Marxist inspiration, on the subject of the rapid, 
preCipitous , recent collapse of societies that attempted to put it 
into effect at least in what we will call for the moment, citing 
once again the Manifesto, "old Europe, and so forth. This domin
ating discourse often has the manic, jubilatory, and incantatory 
form that Freud assigned to the so-called triumphant phase of 
mourning work. The incantation repeats and ritualizes itself, it 
holds forth and holds to formulas , like any animistic magic. To 
the rhythm of a cadenced march, it proclaims : Marx is dead, 
communism is dead, very dead, and along with it its hopes, its 
discourse ,  its theories, and its practices. It says: long live capital
ism, long live the market ,  here 's  to the survival of economic and 
political liberalism! 

If this hegemony is attempting to install its dogmatic orches
tration in suspect and paradoxical conditions , it is first of all 
because this triumphant conjuration is striving in truth to dis
avow, and therefore to hide from, the fact that never, never in 
history, has the horizon of the thing whose survival is being 
celebrated (namely, all the old models of the capitalist and lib
eral world) been as dark, threatening ,  and threatened.  And never 
more "historic, " by which we mean inscribed in an absolutely 



C O N J U R I N G - M A R X I S M  65 

novel moment of a process that is nonetheless subject to a law of 
iterability. 

What are we doing by speaking , with these first words , of a 
dominant discourse and of an incontestable self-evidence regarding it? 

At least two things. We are obviously having recourse to received 
concepts : 

( 1 )  that of hegemony ("dominant discourse") and (2) that of 
testimony ("incontestable self-eVidence") . We will have to account 
for these and justify them. 

1 .  We have implicitly referred (particularly so as to speak of 
what no one, I presume, would dream of contesting) to that 
which everywhere organizes and commands public manifest
ation or testimony in the public space. In question here is a set 
constituted by three indissociable places or apparatuses of our 
culture : 

a. There is first of all the culture called more or less properly 
political (the official discourses of parties and politicians in f 
power in the world, virtually everywhere Western models pre
vail, the speech or the rhetoric of what in France is called the 
"classe politique" ) . 

b. There is also what is rather confusedly qualified as mass
media culture : " communications" and interpretations , selective 
and hierarchized production of "information" through channels 
whose power has grown in an absolutely unheard-of fashion at a 
rhythm that coincides precisely, no doubt not fortuitously, with 
that of the fall of regimes on the Marxist model , a fall to which it 
contributed mightily but-and this is not the least important 
pOint-in forms and modes of appropriation, and at a speed that 
also affect in an essential fashion the very concept of public space 
in so-called liberal democracies; and at the center of this col
loquium the question of media tele-technology, economy, and 
power, in their irreducibly spectral dimension, should cut across 
all our discussions. What can one do with the Marxist schemas in 
order to deal with this today-theoretically and practically-and 
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thus in order to change it? To put it in a word that would sum up 
the position I am going to defend (and what I am putting forward 
here, pardon me for saying this again, corresponds more to a 
posi tion-taking than to the work such a position calls for, pre
supposes, or prefigures) , these schemas appear both indispens
able and insufficient in their present form. Marx is one of the 
rare thinkers of the past to have taken seriously, at least in its 
principle, the originary indissociability of technics and lan
guage,  and thus of tele-technics (for every language is a tele
technics) . But it is not at all to denigrate him, it is even to speak 
in what we will still dare to call the spiri t of Marx, it is almost to 
quote word for word his own predictions, it is to register [prendre 
acte] and to confirm to say :  as regards tele-technics , and thus also 
as regards science, he could not accede to the experience and to 
the anticipations on this subject that are ours today. 

c. There is finally scholarly or academic culture, notably that 
of historians , sOciologists and politologists , theoreticians of lit
erature, anthropologists , philosophers , in particular political 
philosophers, whose discourse is itself relayed by the academic 
and commercial press, but also by the media in general . For 
no one will have failed to notice that the three places , forms, 
and powers of culture that I have just identified (the expressly 
political discourse of the "political class ,  media discourse, and 
intellectual , scholarly , or academic discourse) are more than ever 
welded together by the same apparatuses or by ones that are 
indissociable from them. These apparatuses are doubtless com
plex, differential, conflictual, and overdetermined. But whatever 
may be the conflicts , inequalities , or overdeterminations among 
them, they communicate and cooperate at every moment toward 
producing the greatest force with which to assure the hegemony 
or the imperialism in question. They do so thanks to the medi
ation of what is called preCisely the media in the broadest, most 
mobile , and, considering the acceleration of technical advances, 
most technologically invasive sense of this term. As it has never 
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done before, either to  such a degree or  in  these forms , the 
politico-economic hegemony, like the intellectual or discursive 
domination, passes by way of techno-mediatic power-that is , 
by a power that at the same time, in a differentiated and contra
dictory fashion, conditions and endangers any democracy. Now, this 
power, this differentiated set of powers cannot be analyzed or 
potentially combatted, supported here, attacked there, without 
taking into account so many spectral effects , the new speed of 
appari tion (we understand this word in its ghostly sense) of the 
simulacrum, the synthetic or prosthetic image, and the virtual 
event, cyberspace and surveillance, the control, appropriations , 
and speculations that today deploy unheard -of powers. Have 
Marx and his heirs helped us to think and to treat this phenom
enon? If we say that the answer to this question is at once yes and 
no, yes in one respect, no in another, and that one must filter, select, 
differentiate, restructure the questions , it is only in order to 
announce, in too preliminary a fashion, the tone and the general " 

form of our conclusions : namely, that one must assume the inherit
ance of Marxism, assume its most " living" part, which is to say ,  
paradoxically, that which continues to put back on the drawing 
board the question of life, spirit, or the spectral, of life-death 
beyond the opposition between life and death. This inheritance 
must be reaffirmed by transforming it as radically as will be 
necessary. Such a reaffirmation would be both faithful to some
thing that resonates in Marx' s  appeal-let us say once again in 
the spirit of his injunction-and in conformity with the concept 
of inheritance in general . Inheritance is never a given , it is always a 

task. It remains before us just as unquestionably as we are heirs 
of Marxism, even before wanting or refusing to be, and, like all 
inheritors , we are in mourning. In mourning in particular for 
what is called Marxism. To be, this word in which we earlier 
saw the word of the spirit, means, for the same reason, to 
inherit. All the questions on the subject of being or of what is 
to be (or not to be) are questions of inheritance. There is no 
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backward-looking fervor in this reminder, no traditionalist 
flavor. Reaction, reactionary, or reactive are but interpretations of 
the structure of inheritance. That we are heirs does not mean that 
we have or that we receive this or that, some inheritance that 
enriches us one day with this or that , but that the being of what 
we are is first of  all inheritance, whc;!ther we like it or know it or 
not. And that, as  H6lderlin said so well , we can only bear witness to 
it. To bear witness would be to bear witness to what we are 
insofar as we inherit ,  and that-here is the circle, here is the 
chance, or the finitude--we inherit the very thing that allows 
us to bear witness to it . As for H6lderlin, he calls this language, 
" the most dangerous of goods, given to man "so that he bears 
witness to having inherited/what he is [damit er zeuge, was er sei l 
geerbt zu haben] . "  1 

2 .  When we advance at least the hypothesis that the dogma 
on the subject of the end of Marxism and of Marxist societies is 
today, tendentially, a "dominant discourse, we are still speak
ing ,  of course, in the Marxist code. We must not deny or dis
simulate the problematic character of this gesture. Those who 
would accuse it of being circular or begging the question would 
not be altogether wrong. At least provisionally, we are placing 
our trust, in fact, in this form of critical analysis we have 
inherited from Marxism: In a given situation, provided that it is 
determinable and determined as being that of a socio-political 
antagonism, a hegemonic force always seems to be represented 
by a dominant rhetoric and ideology, whatever may be the 
conflicts between forces ,  the principal contradiction or the sec
ondary contradictions , the over-determinations and the relays 
that may later complicate this schema-and therefore lead us to 
be suspicious of the simple opposition of dominant and dominated, 
or even of the final determination of the forces in conflict, or 
even, more radically, of the idea that force is always stronger 
than weakness (Nietzsche and Benjamin have encouraged us to 
have doubts on this score, each in his own way, and especially 
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the latter when he associated "historical materialism" with the 
inheritance, precisely , of some "weak messianic force"2) .  Crit
ical inheritance : one may thus , for example, speak of a dominant 
discourse or of dominant representations and ideas , and refer in 
this way to a hi.erarchized and conflictual field without necessar
ily subscribing to the concept of social class by means of which 
Marx so often determined, particularly in The German Ideology, the 
forces that are fighting for control of the hegemony. And even 
quite simply of the State. When, for example, in evoking the 
history of ideas , the Manifesto declares that the "ruling ideas [die 
berrschenden Ideen] of each age have ever been the ideas of its ruling 
class [der herrschenden K1asse r (p. 2 6) ,  it is not out of the question 
for a selective critique to filter the inheritance of this utterance 
so as to keep this rather than that. One may continue to speak of 
domination in a field of forces not only while suspending the 
reference to this ultimate support that would be the identity and 
the self-identity of a social class , but even while suspending the 
credit extended to what Marx calls the idea, the determination of 
the superstructure as idea, ideal or ideological representation, 
indeed even the discursive form of this representation. All the 
more so since the concept of idea implies this irreducible genesis 
of the spectral that we are planning to re-examine here. 

But let us retain provisionally, for this very preliminary 
moment of our introduction, the schema of the dominant dis
course. If such a discourse tends today to be getting the upper 
hand on the new stage of geopolitics (in the rhetoric of the polit
ician' in the consensus of the media, over the most visible and 
resonant part of intellectual or academic space) , it is the one that 
diagnoses, in all sorts of tones and with an unshakeable assurance, 
not only the end of societies constructed on the Marxist model 
but the end of the whole Marxist tradition, even of the reference 
to the works of Marx , not to say the end of history, period. 
All of this would hav� finally come to term in the euphoria of 
liberal democracy and of the market economy. This triumphant 

i 
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discourse seems relatively homogeneous, most often dogmatic , 
sometimes politically equivocal and, like dogmatisms, like all 
conjurations, secretly worried and manifestly worrisome. The 
protocol of our conference evokes the example of the book by 
Francis Fukuyama, The End of History and the Last Man. 3 Is not what we 
have here a new gospel, the noisiest, the most mediatized [media
tique] , the most " successful" one on the subject of the death of 
Marxism as the end of history? This work frequently resembles, it 
is true, the disconcerting and tardy by-product of a "footnote" : 
nota bene for a certain Koj eve who deserved better. Yet the book is 
not as bad or as naive as one might be led to think by the frenzied 
exploitation that exhibits it as the finest ideo-logical showcase of 
victorious capitalism in a liberal democracy which has finally 
arrived at the plenitude of its ideal, if not of its reality. In fact, 
although it remains essentially, in the tradition of Leo Strauss 
relayed by Allan Bloom, the grammar school exercise of a young, 
industrious , but come-lately reader of Kojeve (and a few others) , 
one must recognize that here or there this book goes beyond 
nuance and is sometimes suspensive to the point of indecision. To 
the questions elaborated in its own fashion, it on occasion ingen
uously adds , so as to cover all the bases , what it calls " two broad 
responses , from the Left and the Right, respectively" (p. xxii) . It 
would thus merit a very close analysis . This evening we will have 
to limit ourselves to what concerns the general structure of a thesis 
indispensable, precisely in the very structure of its logic, in the 
formulation of its formula, to the anti-Marxist conjuration. 

It is by design, of course, that we called it a moment ago a 
" gospel. " 

Why a gospel? Why would the formula here be neo
testamentary? This book claims to bring a "positive response" to 
a question whose formation and formulation are never interro
gated in themselves. It is the question of whether a "coherent 
and directional History of mankind" will eventually lead "the 
greater part of humanity, "  as Fukuyama calmly, enigmatically, 
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and in a fashion at  once modest and impudent calls i t ,  toward 
"liberal democracy" (p. xii) . Of course, while answering "yes" 
to this question in this form, Fukuyama admits , on the same 
page, to an awareness of everything that allows one to have one ' s  
doubts : the two world wars, the horrors of totalitarianism
Nazi , fascist, Stalinist-the massacres of Pol Pot, and so forth. 
One can assume that he would have agreed to extend this disas
trous list. He does not do so, one wonders why and whether this 
limitation is contingent or insignificant. But according to a 
schema that organizes the argumentation of this strange plea 
from one end to the other, all these cataclysms (terror, oppres
sion, repression, extermination, genocide, and so on) , these 
"events" or these "facts" would belong to empiricity , to the 
"empirical flow of events in the second half of the century" 
(p. 7 0) , they would remain "empirical" phenomena accredited 
by "empirical evidence" (p. xx) . Their accumulation would in ,.. 
no way refute the ideal orientation of the greater part of humanity 
toward liberal democracy. As such , as telos of a progress , this 
orientation would have the form of an ideal finality. Everything 
that appears to contradict it would belong to historical empiric-
ity, however massive and catastrophic and global and multiple 
and recurrent it might be. Even if one admitted the Simplicity of 
this summary distinction between empirical reality and ideal 
finality, one would still not know how this absolute orientation, 
this anhistoric telos of history gives rise, very precisely in our day, 
in these days, in our time, to an event which Fukuyama speaks of as 
"good news" and that he dates very explicitly from "The most 
remarkable evolution of the last quarter of the twentieth cen-
tury" (p. xiii) . To be sure, he recognizes that what he describes as 
the collapse of the worldwide dictatorships of the right or the 
left has not always " given way to stable liberal democracies" 
(ibid.) . But he believes h� can assert that, as of this date, and this 
is the good news, a dated news, " liberal democracy remains the 
only coherent political aspiration that spans different regions 
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and cultures around the globe. This "move toward political 
freedom around the globe, according to Fukuyama, would 
have been everywhere accompanied, "sometimes followed, 
sometimes preceded, " he writes , by "a liberal revolution in eco
nomic thought . "  The alliance of liberal democracy and of the 
" free market, " there' s  the " good news" of this last quarter cen
tury. This evangelistic figure is remarkably insistent. Since it pre
vails or claims to prevail on a geopolitical scale, it deserves to be 
at least underscored. 

(We are thus going to underscore it, as well as the figure of 
the Promised Land, which is at once close to it and dissociated 
from it for two reasons that we can only indicate here in paren
theses. On the one hand , these biblical figures play a role that seems 
to exceed the simple rhetorical cliche they appear to be. On the 
other hand , they demand attention all the more so in that , in a 

fashion that is not fortuitous , the greatest symptomatic or 
metonymic concentration of what remains irreducible in the 
worldwide conjuncture in which the question of "whither 
Marxism"  is inscribed today has its place, its figure, or the figure 
of its place in the Middle East : three other messianic eschat
ologies mobilize there all the forces of the world and the whole 
"world order" in the ruthless war they are waging against each 
other, directly or indirectly; they mobilize Simultaneously , in 
order to put them to work or to the test , the old concepts of State 
and nation-State, of international law, of tele-techno-medio
economic and scientifico-military forces, in other words , the 
most archaic and the most modern spectral forces. One would 
have to analyze, in the limitless breadth of their worldwide 
historical stakes, since the end of the Second World War, in 
particular since the founding of the State of Israel, the violence 
that preceded, constituted, accompanied, and followed it on 
every side, at the same time in conformity with and in disregard of 
an international law that therefore appears today to be at the same 
time more contradictory, imperfect, and thus more perfectible 
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and necessary than ever. Such an analysis can no longer avoid 
granting a determining role to this war of messianic eschat
ologies in what we will sum up with an ellipsis in the expression 
"appropriation ofJerusalem."  The war for the "appropriation of 
Jerusalem" is today the world war. It is happening everywhere, it 

is the world, it is today the singular figure of its being "out of 
joint. " Now, still in too elliptical a fashion, let us say that in order 
to determine in its radical premises Middle-Eastern violence as 
an unleashing of messianic eschatologies and as infinite com
binatory possibilities of holy alliances [a word that must be put 
in the plural to account for what makes the triangle of the 
three religions said to be religions of the Book turn in these 
alliances] , Marxism remains at once indispensable and structur
ally insufficient : it is still necessary but provided it be trans
formed and adapted to new conditions and to a new thinking 
of the ideological , provided it be made to analyze the new 
articulation of techno-economic causalities and of religious 
ghosts , the dependent condition of the juridical at the service 
of socio-economic powers or States that are themselves never 
totally independent with regard to capital [but there is no longer, 
there never was just capital , nor capitalism in the Singular, but 
capitalisms plural-whether State or private, real or symbolic, 
always linked to spectral forces-or rather capi talizations whose 
antagonisms are irreducible] . 

This transformation and this opening up of Marxism are in 
conformity with what we were calling a moment ago the spiri t 
of Marxism. If analysis of the Marxist type remains , then, indis
pensable, it appears to be radically insufficient there where the 
Marxist ontology grounding the project of Marxist science or 
critique also i tself carries with it and must carry with i t ,  necessarily , despite 
so many modern or post-modern denials , a messianic eschat
ology. On this score �t least, paradoxically and despite the fact 
that it necessarily participates in them, it cannot be simply classi
fied among the ideologems or theologems whose critique or 

�. 
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demystification it calls for. In saying that, we will not claim that 
this messianic eschatology common both to the religions it criti
cizes and to the Marxist critique must be simply deconstructed. 
While it is common to both of them, with the exception of the 
content [but none of them can accept, of course, this epokhe of the 
content, whereas we hold it here to be essential to the messianic 
in general, as thinking of the other and of the event to come] , 
is also the case that its formal structure of promise exceeds them 
or precedes them. Well , what remains irreducible to any decon
struction, what remains as undeconstructible as the possibility 
itself of deconstruction is , perhaps ,  a certain experience of the 
emancipatory promise; it is perhaps even the formality of a 
structural messianism, a messianism without religion , even a 
messianic without messianism, an idea of justice-which we 
distinguish from law or right and even from human rights-and 
an idea of democracy-which we distinguish from its current 
concept and from its determined predicates today [permit me to 
refer here to "Force of Law" and The Other Heading] .  But this is 
perhaps what must now be thought and thought otherwise in 
order to ask oneself where Marxism is going, which is also to 
say, where Marxism is leading and where is it to be led [ou 
conduire Ie Marxisme] : where to lead it by interpreting it, which 
cannot happen without transformation, and not where can it 
lead us such as it is or such as it will have been. 

We return to the neo-evangelistic rhetoric of Fukuyama:  "we have 
become so accustomed by now to expect that the future will 
contain bad news with respect to the health and security of 
decent, democratic political practices that we have problems rec
ognizing good news when it comes. And yet, the good news has 
come" [p.xv] . The neo-evangelistic insistence is Significant for 
more reasons than one. A little further on, this Christian figure 
crosses the Jewish prefiguration of the Promised Land. But in 

order to take its distance from it right away. If the development 
of modern physics is not for nothing in the advent of the good 
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news, notably, Fukuyama tells us , inasmuch as it is linked to a 
technology that permits " the limitless accumulation of wealth" 
and "an increasing homogenization of all human societies , "  it is 
"in the first place" because this "technology confers decisive 
military advantages on those countries that possess it" [po xiv] . 
Now, although it is essential and indispensable to the advent or 
the "good n,ews" proclaimed by Fukuyama, this physico
techno-military given only leads us as far, he says, as the gates of 
this "Promised Land" :  "But while modern natural science guides 
us to the gates of the Promised Land of liberal democracy, it does 
not deliver us to the Promised Land itself, for there is no eco
nomically necessary reason why advanced industrialization 
should produce political liberty" [po xv] . 

We must be careful not to overinterpret, but let us take ser
iously the insistence of this rhetoric. What does it seem to be 
saying to us? That the language of the Promised Land, and thus 
of the land promised but refused [to Moses] is , at least by itself, ,. 
better fitted to the materialism of physics and economism. If one 
takes into account the fact that Fukuyama associates a certain 
Jewish discourse of the Promised Land with the powerlessness of 
economist materialism or of the rationalism of natural science; 
and if one takes into account that elsewhere he treats as an 
almost negligible exception the fact that what he with equanim-
ity calls "the Islamic world" does not enter into the "general 
consensus" that , he says, seems to be taking shape around " lib
eral democracy" [po 2 1 1 ] ,  one can form at least an hypotheSiS 
about which angle Fukuyama chooses to privilege in the escha
tological triangle. The model of the liberal State to which he 
explicitly lays claim is not only that of Hegel, the Hegel of the 
struggle for recognition , it is that of a Hegel who privileges the 
"Christian vision. "  If " the existence of the State is the coming of 
God into the world, as one reads in The Philosophy of Right invoked 
by Fukuyama, this coming has the sense of a Christian event. The 
French Revolution would have been " the event that took the 
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Christian vision o f  a free and equal society, and implanted i t  here 
on earth" [po 1 99 and passim] . This end of History is essentially a 
Christian eschatology. It is consonant with the current discourse 
of the Pope on the European community : destined to become a 
Christian State or super-State , this community would still belong 
therefore to some Holy Alliance. It is thus not unconnected with 
the alliance spoken of explicidy in the Manifesto which also 
named the Pope at that point. After having distinguished 
between the Anglo-Saxon model of the liberal State [Hobbes , 
Locke] and Hegelian " liberalism" that pursues first of all 
" rational recognition, Fukuyama distinguishes between two 
gestures by Kojeve. When the latter describes the perfection of 
the universal and homogeneous State, he is depending too much 
on Locke and on an Anglo-Saxon model criticized by Hegel. On 
the other hand, he is right to affirm that postwar America or the 
European Community constitutes " the embodiment of Hegel's 
state of universal recognition" [p. 2 0 3 ] .  

I n  other words , consequently and in all good logic , a Christian 
State. A Holy Alliance. 

We will not oppose some vulgarly "empirical" evidence to 
these predictive and predictable predications. We will come 
upon the problem of empiricity again later. If one considers, 
today, in Europe, the date of these declarations , those of Kojeve 
and those of Fukuyama, one has difficulty pleading attenuating 
circumstances for a book published and widely translated in 
1 992 .  And let us specify once again that it is in the name of a 

Christian interpretation of the struggle for recognition [po 1 99] , 
and thus of the exemplary European Community, that the author 
of The End of History and the Last Man [Christian man] criticizes Marx 
and proposes to correct his materialist economism, to "complete 
it" : the latter would be lacking that Hegeliano-Christian "pillar" 
of recognition or that " thymotic" element of the soul . The uni
versal and homogeneous State, the State of the end of History, 
should rest on " the twin pillars of economics and recognition" 
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[po 204-] .  As a t  the time of the Manifesto ,  a European alliance is 
formed which is haunted by what it excludes , combats , or 
represses. End of this parenthesis . The import-past or future-of 
this neo-evangelism will be spelled out later. ) 

The economist materialism or the materialism of modern phys
ics should then, in this logic , yield the stage to the spiritualist 
language of the " good news. " Fukuyama thus deems it necessary 
to have recourse to what he calls "Hegel ' s  non-materialist 
account of History, based on the 'struggle for recognition' " In 
truth , the whole book is inscribed in the unexamined axiomatics 
of this simplified-and highly Christianized-outline of the 
master-slave dialectic in the Phenomenology of Spiri t . The dialectic of 
desire and of consciousness is nevertheless presented, with an 
imperturbable confidence, as the continuation of a Platonic the
ory of thymos, relayed all the way up to Hegel, and beyond him, 
by a tradition that would pass by way of Machiavelli , Hobbes, t 

Locke, and so on , despite so many differences and disagreements 
among all these political thinkers. The Anglo-Saxon conception 
of modern liberalism would also be exemplary in this regard. It 
would in fact have sought to exclude all this megalothymia (charac
teristic of Stalin, Hitler, and Saddam Hussein [po 1 9 0]) , even if 
"the desire for recognition remains all around us in the form of 
isothymia. Any contradiction would be cancelled once a State has 
succeeded in conjugating what Fukuyama calls the " twin pil-
lars , that of economic rationality and that of the thymos or the 
desire for recognition . This would be the case, and the thing would 
have already happened , according to Kojeve at least as he is inter
preted-and seconded-by Fukuyama. The latter credits Kojeve 
with having "identified an important truth when he asserted 
that postwar America or the members of the European Com
munity constituted the embodiment of Hegel' s  state of universal 
recognition" (p. 203) . 

Let us underscore the words " important truth. They give a 
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pretty good translation of the sophisticated naivete or the crude 
sophism that impels the movement of such a book and sets its 
tone. They also deprive it of any credibility. For Fukuyama wants 
to find grist for the mill of his argument everywhere : in the 
" good news" as empirical and supposedly observable event (this 
is the "important truth" of the " embodiment of Hegel' s state of 
universal recognition")  and! or in the " good news" as simple sign 
of an as yet inaccessible regulating ideal that cannot be measured 
against any historical event and especially against any so-called 
" empirical" failure. 

On the one hand, the gospel of politico-economic liberalism 
needs the event of the good news that consists in what has 
putatively actually happened (what has happened in this last quar
ter of the century, in particular, the supposed death of Marxism 
and the supposed realization of the State of liberal democracy) . It 
cannot do without the recourse to the event ; however since, on 
the other hand, actual history and so many other realities that 
have an empirical appearance contradict this advent of the per
fect liberal democracy , one must at the same time pose this 
perfection as simply a regulating and trans-historical ideal. 
Depending on how it works to his advantage and serves his 
thesis , Fukuyama defines liberal democracy here as an actual 
reality and there as a simple ideal. The event is now the realiz
ation, now the heralding of the realization. Even as we take 
seriously the idea that a heralding sign or a promise constitutes 
an irreducible event, we must nevertheless guard against confus
ing these two types of event. A thinking of the event is no doubt 
what is most lacking from such a discourse. 

If we have been insisting so much since the beginning on the 
logic of the ghost, it is because it points toward a thinking of 
the event that necessarily exceeds a binary or dialectical logic. 
the logic that distinguishes or opposes effectivity or actuality (either 
present, empirical , living---or not) and ideality (regulating or 
absolute non-presence) . This logic of effectivity or actuality 
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seems to be of a limited pertinence. The limit, to be sure, is not 
new; it has always been leaving its mark on anti-Marxist idealism 
as well as on "dialectical materialism. " But it seems to be dem
onstrated today better than ever by the fantastic , ghostly, " syn
thetic , "  "prosthetic , "  virtual happenings in the scientific domain 
and therefore the domain of the techno-media and therefore the 
public or political domain. It is also made more manifest by 
what inscribes the speed of a virtuality irreducible to the oppos
ition of the act and the potential in the space of the event, in the 
event-ness of the event. 

Having neglected to re-elaborate a thinking of the event, 
Fukuyama oscillates confusedly between two irreconcilable dis
courses . Even though he believes in its effective realization (that 
is the "important truth") , Fukuyama does not hesitate all the 
same to oppose the ideality of this liberal democratic ideal to all 
the evidence that bears massive witness to the fact that neither 
the United States nor the European Community has attained the 
perfection of the universal State or of liberal democracy, nor 
have they even come close. (And how can one overlook, more
over, the economic war that is raging today both between these 
two blocs and within the European Community? How can one 
minimize the conflicts of the GATT treaty and all that it repre
sents, which the complex strategies of protectionism recall every 
day, not to mention the economic war with Japan and all the 
contradictions at work within the trade between the wealthy 
countries and the rest of the world, the phenomena of pauper
ization and the ferOcity of the "foreign debt, " the effects of what 
the Manifesto also called " the epidemic of overproduction" and 
the "state of momentary barbarism" [po 1 3] it can induce in so
called civilized societies , and so forth? In order to analyze these 
wars and the logic of these antagonisms , a problematics coming 
from the Marxian tradition will be indispensable for a long time 
yet. For a long time and why not forever? We indeed say a 
problematics from the Marxian tradition, in its opening and the 



80 S P E CT E R S  O F  M A R X 

constant transformation that should have and will have to 
characterize it ,  and not from the Marxist dogmatics linked to the 
apparatuses of orthodoxy. )  

Since he cannot deny, without inviting ridicule, all the vio
lence, all the injustices, all the tyrannical and dictatorial manifes
tations of what he calls "megalothymia" (excess or asymmetry 
in the desire for recognition) , since he must concede that they 
are raging in the capitalist world of a very imperfect liberal 
democracy, since these "facts" contradict the " identification" 
that he had nevertheless qualified as "an important truth, 
Fukuyama does not hesitate to slip one discourse in under the 
other. For the announcement of the de facto " good news , for its 
effective, phenomenal , historical , and empirically observable 
event, he substitutes the announcement of an ideal good news, 
the teleo-eschatological good news, which is inadequate to any 
empiricity. Once obliged to de-historicize it in this way, he rec
ognizes in this good news the language of a "Nature" (this is his 
word and one of the major concepts of the book) and identifies 
it according to "criteria" which he qualifies as " trans-historical. " 
In the face of so many disasters , in the face of all the de facto 
failures to establish liberal democracy, Fukuyama reminds us 

that he is speaking only on the "level of principles. " He would 
limit himself, he says, to defining only the ideal of liberal dem
ocracy. Recalling his first article from 1 98 9 ,  "The End of His
tory? "  he writes in fact : "While some present-day countries 
might fail to achieve stable liberal democracy, and others might 
lapse back into other, more primitive forms of rule like the
ocracy or military dictatorship, the ideal of liberal democracy 
could not be improved on" (p. xi ; the italics are Fukuyama's) . It 
would be too easy to show that , measured by the failure to 
establish liberal democracy, the gap between fact and ideal 
essence does not show up only in these so-called primitive 
forms of government, theocracy, and military dictatorship (sup
posing even, concesso non data , that all theocracy is foreign to the 
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ideal State of liberal democracy, or  heterogeneous to its very 
concept) . But this failure and this gap also characterize, a priori 
and by definition, all democracies , including the oldest and most 
stable of so-called Western democracies. At stake here is the very 
concept of democracy as concept of a promise that can only arise 
in such a diastema (failure, inadequation, disjunction, disadjust
ment, being "out of j oint") .  That is why we always propose to 
speak of a democracy to come, not of a future democracy in the 
future present, not even of a regulating idea, in the Kantian 
sense, or of a utopia-at least to the extent that their inaccess
ibility would still retain the temporal form of a future present, of a 
future modality of the living present. 

[Even beyond the regulating idea in its classic form, the idea, if 
that is still what it is, of democracy to come, its "idea" as event of 
a pledged injunction that orders one to summon the very thing 
that will never present itself in the form of full presence, is the � 

opening of this gap between an infinite promise (always unten-
able at least for the reason that it calls for the infinite respect of 
the singularity and infinite alterity of the other as much as for the 
respect of the countable, calculable, subjectal equality between 
anonymous singularities) and the determined, necessary, but 
also necessarily inadequate forms of what has to be measured 
against this promise. To this extent, the effectivity or actuality of 
the democratic promise,  like that of the communist promise, 
will always keep within it, and it must do so, this absolutely 
undetermined mesianic hope at its heart, this eschatological rela-
tion to the to-come of an event and of a singularity, of an alterity 
that cannot be anticipated. Awaiting without horizon of the 
wait, awaiting what one does not expect yet or any longer, hospi
tality without reserve, welcoming salutation accorded in advance 
to the absolute surprise of the arrivant4 from whom or from 
which one will not ask anything in return and who or which 
will not be asked to commit to the domestic contracts of any 



82 S P E C T E R S O F  M A R X 

welcoming power (family , State, nation, territory, native soil or 
blood, language, culture in general, even humanity) , just opening 
which renounces any right to property, any right in general, 
messianic opening to what is coming ,  that is, to the event that 
cannot be awaited as such , or recognized in advance therefore, to 
the event as the foreigner itself, to her or to him for whom one 
must leave an empty place, always , in memory of the hope-and 
this is the very place of spectrality. It would be easy, too easy, to 
show that such a hospitality without reserve, which is neverthe
less the condition of the event and thus of history (nothing and 
no one would arrive otherwise , a hypothesis that one can never 
exclude,  of course) , is the impossible itself, and that this condition 
of possibility of the event is also its condition of impossibili ty , like this 
strange concept of messianism without content, of the messianic 
without rnessianism, that guides us here like the blind. But it 
would be just as easy to show that without this experience of 
the impossible, one might as well give up on both justice and the 
event. That would be still more just or more honest. One might 
as well give up also on whatever good conscience one still claims 
to preserve. One might as well confess the economic calculation 
and declare all the checkpoints that ethics , hospitality, or the 
various messianisms would still install at the borders of the event 
in order to screen the arrivant. ] 

Let us return to Fukuyama. What is more original than indisput
able in his logic is the fact that this ideal is not posed as an 
infinite regulating ideal and the pole of an endless task or 
approximation ,  although often ,  and this is yet another incoher
ency , he declares that this "current trend toward liberalism, 
despite its tendency to "recede, "promises to be victorious in the 
long run" (p. 2 1  2 ;  emphasis added) . Fukuyama considers this 
ideal also as an event.  Because it would have already happened, 
because the ideal would have presented itself in its form as ideal, 
this event would have already marked the end of a finite history. 
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This ideal is at once infinite and finite: infinite , since it is distinguished 
from any determined empirical reality or remains a tendency "in 
the long run, it is nevertheless finite since it has happened, 
already, as ideal, and therefore history is over. That is why this 
book also defines itself as Hegelian and Marxist, like a kind of 
exercise in the discipline of these two masters of the end of 
history, Hegel and Marx. After having called to the witness stand 
and heard the testimony of the two masters in his own fashion 
(which, it must be said, is rather hurried) , Fukuyama has made 
his choice. He writes :  

Both H egel and M a rx bel ieved that the  evolut ion of  human  
societ ies was not open-ended , but  wou l d  end  when mank ind  
had ach ieved a fo rm of society that  sati sfied i t s  deepest and 
most fundamental longi ngs. 80th th i nkers th us posited an  
"end of h i story": for Hegel th i s  was the l i beral  state, whi le  for 
Marx it was a com m u n ist society. (P.xi i )  

So the disciple has chosen between the two masters and he 
chooses the thinker of the liberal State. In a Christian tradition, as 
we have already seen,s but also,  whether or not it seems consistent 
with this essential Christianity, in a naturalist tradition. 

Here one would have to analyze minutely this or that page, 
but we must be satisfied with just referring to them, not, 
however, without having quoted at least a few sentences. For 
example these : 

In the end ,  it wou ld  appear i m poss ib le  to ta l k  about "h i story, " 
much less a "Un iversa l  H i story, " without reference to a per
manent, trans-historica l standard ,  i .e., without reference to 
natu re. For "h i s tory" is not a g iven ,  not merely a catalogue of 
everyth i n g  that happened i n  the past, but a de l i berate effort of 
abstract ion i n  which we separate out i m porta nt from 
un im portant events. (P .  1 38) 
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Solid and durable tradition of a logic according to which natural
ism and teleologism are founded one upon the other. Fukuyama 
rejects what he serenely considers to be " the 'empirical' evi
dence presented to us by the contemporary world.  "6 "We must 
instead, he continues, "raise directly and explicitly the nature 
of the trans-historical standards by which we evaluate the good
ness or badness of any regime or social system" (p. 1 3 9) . The 
measure of all things has a single name: the trans-historical and 
natural criterion against which Fukuyama ultimately proposes to 
measure everything is called "man as man." It is a little as if he 
had never come across any worrisome question about such a 
Man, or read either a certain Marx or the Stirner whom the latter 
goes after in The German Ideology regarding the properly ghostly 
abstraction of such a concept of man, not to mention Nietzsche 
(constantly caricatured and reduced to a few miserable stereo
types :  for example, the "relativist" ! and not the thinker of a "last 
man" whom he so often named as such) , not to mention Freud 
(evoked only once as having put "human dignity" in doubt by 
reducing man to "deeply hidden sexual urges" [po 29 7] ) ,  not to 
mention Husserl-simply passed over in silence--or Heidegger 
(who would be but the "follower" of the relativist Nietzsche 
[po 3 3 3] ) , not to mention a few thinkers who are even closer to 
us , and first of all , and especially, not to mention a certain Hegel, 
about whom the least one can say is that he is not a philosopher 
of natural and trans-historical man. If the reference to Hegel 
dominates this book, that reference is never bothered by this 
obvious fact. To define this supposedly natural entity, this man as 
Man whom he talks about so blithely, Fukuyama claims to come 
back to what he calls "the first man , "  that is , to "natural man. 
On the concept of nature, on the genealogy of this concept, 
Fukuyama moreover seems unforthcoming (almost as much as 
Marx, one must add, even if the critical treatment to which the 
latter subjects the abstract concepts of Nature and Man as man 
remains a rich and fertile one) . And when, so as to speak of this 
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"natural man, " Fukuyama claims to have recourse to an "entirely 
non-materialist" dialectic issued by what he calls "a new, syn
thetic philosopher named Hegel-Kojeve, "  the artifact he proposes 
to us seems so inconsistent and insubstantial that we will give up 
devoting too much time to it this evening. Beyond its philo
sophical naivete , it must no doubt be treated precisely as an 
artifact ,  a symptomatic montage that responds to a demand, in 
order to reassure it; one could almost say it responds on demand. 
It doubtless owes its success to this soothing confusion and to 
this opportunist logic of the "good news" which the confusion 
opportunely smuggles in as contraband. 

In spite of all that, it would be, it seems , neither just nor even 
interesting to accuse Fukuyama of the fate reserved for his book. 
One would do better to ask oneself why this book, with the 
"good news" it claims to bring, has become such a media 
gadget, and why it is all the rage in the ideological supermarkets 
of a worried West where it is bought up just as, at the first � 
rumors of war, people buy sugar and oil , when there is any left.7 

Why this amplification by the media? And how is it that a dis
course of this type is sought out by those who celebrate the 
triumph of liberal capitalism and its predestined alliance With 
liberal democracy only in order to hide, and first of all from 
themselves , the fact that this triumph has never been so critical. 
fragile, threatened, even in certain regards catastrophic, and in 
sum bereaved? Bereaved by what the specter of Marx represents 
still today and which it would be a matter of conjuring away one 
more time in a jubilatory and manic fashion (a necessary phase 
of unsuccessful mourning work, according to Freud) , but also 
virtually bereaved for itsel£ By hiding from themselves all these 
failures and all these threats, people would like to hide from 
the potential-force and virtuality--of what we will call the 
principle and even, still in the figure of irony, the spirit of the 
Marxist critique. We would be tempted to distinguish this spirit 
of the Marxist critique, which seems to be more indispensable 
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than ever today, at once from Marxism as ontology, philo
sophical or metaphysical system, as "dialectical materialism, "8 

from Marxism as historical materialism or method, and from 
Marxism incorporated in the apparatuses of party, State, or 
workers ' International. But we will also distinguish it from what 
could be called, to go quickly, a deconstruction, there where the 
latter is no longer simply a cri tique and where the questions it 
poses to any critique and even to any question have never been 
in a position either to identify with or especially to oppose 
symmetrically something like Marxism, the Marxist ontology, or 
the Marxist critique. 

If a discourse of the Fukuyama type plays to good effect the 
role of channel-jamming and doubly bereaved disavowal 
expected of it ,  it is because, cleverly for some, crudely for others, 
it performs a sleight-of-hand trick : with the one hand, it accredits a 

logic of the empirical event which it needs whenever it is a 

question of certifying the finally final defeat of the so-called 
Marxist States and of everything that bars access to the Promised 
Land of economic and political liberalisms; but with the other hand, 
in the name of the trans-historic and natural ideal, it discredits 
this same logic of the so-called empirical event, it has to suspend 
it to avoid chalking up to the account of this ideal and its concept 
precisely whatever contradicts them in such a cruel fashion: in a 
word, all the evil ,  all that is not going well in the capitalist States and 
in liberalism, in a world dominated by other forces whose 
hegemony is linked to this supposedly trans-historical or natural 
(let us say rather naturalized) ideal . We will say a few words later 
about the major outlines of what is going so badly in the world 
today. As for the sleight-of-hand trick between history and 
nature, between historical empiricity and teleological transcen
dentality, between the supposed empirical reality of the event 
and the absolute ideality of the liberal telos, it can only be undone 
on the basis of a new thinking or a new experience of the event, 
and of another logic of its relation to the phantomatic. We will 
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approach this later. The logic of this novelty is not necessarily 
opposed to the most ancient ancientness. 

But once again one should not be unfair to this book. 
Although such works remain fascinating, their very incoherence 
and sometimes their distressing primitivity play the role of 
symptomatic signal which one must account for as well as pos
sible. Arousing our attention to a geopolitics of the ideological 
stakes of the moment, deploying them on the scale of the 
worldwide cultural market, works like these have the value of 
reminding us of a complication to which I alluded a moment 
ago. Let' s be specific. If all these themes of the end (end of 
history, end of man, figure of the "last man ,"  entry into a certain 
post-Marxism, and so forth) were, already at the beginning of 
the '60s, part of the elementary culture of the philosophers of 
my generation, we are not stuck today in their Simple and static 
repetition. For it is also true that from this fundamental event it '. 
was not possible to deduce, and still less to date, this other event, Ii' 
this other series of events in progress and still unanalyzed which 
came about, three decades later, at a rhythm that no one in the 
world could calculate in advance, not even a few months before. 
(In 1981, while I was imprisoned in Prague by those then in 
power, I said to myself with a naive sense of near certainty : "This 
barbarism could last for centuries ") It is this latter event-ness 
that one must think, but that best resists what is called the con
cept, if not thinking. And it will not be thought as long as one 
relies on the simple (ideal, mechanical, or dialectical) oppos
ition of the real presence of the real present or the living present 
to its ghostly simulacrum, the opposition of the effective or 
actual (wirklich) to the non-effective, inactual, which is also to 
say, as long as one relies on a general temporality or an historical 
temporality made up of the successive linking of presents identical 
to themselves and contemporary with themselves. 

This neo-liberal rhetoric, both jubilant and worried, manic 
and bereaved ,  often obscene in its euphoria, obliges us , then, to 
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interrogate an event-ness inscribed in the gap between the 
moment in which the ineluctable of a certain end was heralded 
and the actual collapse of those totalitarian States or societies that 
gave themselves the figure of Marxism. This latency period, 
which no one managed to represent to themselves much less 
to calculate in advance, is not just a temporal medium. No 
objective and homogeneous chronology can measure it . A set of 
transformations of all sorts (in particular, techno-scientifico
economico-media) exceeds both the traditional givens of the 
Marxist discourse and those of the liberal discourse opposed to 
it. Even if we have inherited some essential resources for project
ing their analysis , we must first recognize that these mutations 
perturb the onto-theological schemas or the philosophies of 
technics as such. They disturb political philosophies and the 
common concepts of democracy, they oblige us to reconsider all 
relations between State and nation, man and citizen, the private 
and the public, and so forth. 

This is where another thinking of historicity calls us beyond 
the metaphysical concept of history and the end of history, 
whether it be derived from Hegel or from Marx. This is where 
one could put to work in a more demanding fashion the two 
moments of the Kojevian postscript on post-history and post
historical animals . It would be necessary, of course, to take 
into account Kojeve ' s  sometimes genial, often naively joking 
baroquism. Fukuyama does not do so enough, even if the irony 
of certain provocations does not entirely escape him. But it 
would also have been necessary to analyze with all possible rigor 
the numerous chronological and logical articulations of that 
long and famous footnote. As he tells us in the postscript to his 
Note, Kojeve went to Japan in 1 95 9 .  (There is a French tradition, 
a kind of "French specialty" of peremptory diagnoses upon 
returning from a qUick trip to a faraway land whose language 
one does not even speak and about which one knows next to 
nothing. Charles Peguy already made fun of this vice in 1 9 13 
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when Gustave Lanson dared to claim expertise after a trip of a 
few weeks to the United States.) Upon returning from this visit 
which he made as an important public official of the European 
Community , Kojeve concluded that "post-historical" Japanese 
civilization had set out on a path diametrically opposed to the 
"American path, and this because of what he then names, in 
that profoundly offhand, nutty, and pataphysician manner which 
is, to be sure, his genius but which is also his entire responsibil
ity, " the Snobism in the pure state" of the cultural formalism of 
Japanese society. But he nevertheless maintains what is most 
important in his view, namely his previous diagnosis concerning 
properly American post-history. It's just that he will have had to 
revise something in an incredible and indecent tableau : the 
United States as the "final stage of Marxist 'communism' "The 
only thing Kojeve now puts in question is the idea that this 
American end represents , if one may say so, the ultimate figure 
of the ultimate, namely of " the Hegelian-Marxist end of His-� 
tory" as present and not as future. Revising and contesting his 
first hypothesis , Kojeve comes around to thinking that there is an 
even more final end of history, an even more eschatological end 
than the American (and even Californian , as he says somewhere) 
"happy end, and it is the more than extreme Japanese extremity 
(in the competition between the two capitalisms whose war will 
have inaugurated,  let us not forget, the era of nuclear destruc
tion!) . According to Kojeve, the final stage of communism in the 
postwar United States does indeed, as it must, reduce man to 
animality. But there is something even more chic , "snobbier, " 
there is a nee plus ultra in the end of history and that is Japanese 
post-historicity. The latter succeeds, thanks to the "snobism" of 
its culture, in saving post-historical man from his return to ani
mal naturality. Nevertheless, and one must emphasize this , des
pite the regret that caused him to think, after his 1959 trip, that 
Japan had gone furtlier, so to speak, in its race after the end of 
history, Kojeve does not put in question again his description 
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of man ' s  return to animality in the postwar United States. An 
extravagant description, not because it compares man to animals, 
but in the first place because it puts an imperturbable and arro
gant ignorance to work in the service of doubtful effects ; and it 
is on this point that it would be appropriate to compare Kojeve 's 
impudence to the incantation of those who, like Fukuyama, sing 
(as for Kojeve, he is not singing) "the universalization of West
ern liberal democracy as endpoint of human government" and 
the victory of capitalism that would have "successfully resolved" 
the "class problem, and so forth.9 Why and how was Kojeve 
able to think that the United States had already reached the "final 
stage" of "Marxist 'communism' " ?  What did he think he per
ceived there, what did he want to perceive there? Answer: the 
appropriation, in abundance, of everything that can respond to 
need or desire, the cancelation of the gap between desire and 
need suspends any excess ,  any disadjustment, in particular in 
work. It is not at all surprising that this end of the disadjustment 
(of the being "out of jOint")  "prefigures [ an] eternal present. "  
But what about the gap between this prefiguration and what it 
represents before its presence itself? 

Pract ica l l y  [th i s  "practical ly" is the grotesque s i gnature of th is 
sentent ious  verd ict] , a l l  the mem bers of a "cl ass less society" 
can appropriate there as of now [1 946 ] whatever they l i ke, 
without having  for al l that to work any more than they wish to. 

Severa l com parative tr ips (between 1 948 and  1 958) to the 
U n ited States and the USS R have left me with the imp ression 
that i f  Americans  appear to be Si no-Soviets who have gotten 
r ich ,  it is because the Russ ians  and  the Ch i nese are sti l l  but 
im poveri shed Americans ,  moreover on a rap id  road towa rd 
wealth . I was led to conc lude that the American way of life [i n 
Engl i s h  i n  the o rig in al ]  was the ki nd  of l i fe proper to the post
h i storical  per iod and  that the p resence today of the Un ited 
States i n  the World prefigu res the future "eternal present" of a l l  
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of h u man ity. Th u s  Man ' s  retu rn to an ima l ity seemed no longer 
a poss ib i l ity s ti l l  to come,  but an  a l ready present certa i nty. 

It was after a recent tr ip to J apan (1 959) that I rad i cal l y  
changed my opi n ion  on th i s  po int. 10 

Who could deny that the neo-Marxist and para-Heideggerian 
reading of the Phenomenology of Spirit by Kojeve is interesting? It 
played a formative and not negligible role, from many stand
points , for a certain generation of French intellectuals , just 
before or just after the war. Things are not as simple in this 
regard as people generally maintain, but that is not our point 
here. On the other hand, if one wants to read with some ser
iousness that which is not altogether serious, namely Kojeve ' s  
note and postscript on post-Marxism a s  post-history of human
ity, then one must still underscore at least a few points . First of 
all, the last and also most enigmatic sentence of this note, which 
we are going to quote, remains a prescriptive utterance. Who has , 
ever read it? It is perhaps the most irresistible opening in this 
"Postscript. " It defines a task and a duty [devoir] for the future of 
post-historical man, once what Kojeve calls the "Japanization" of 
the West (including the Russians) will have been realized. "Post
historical man doit . . .

. 
writes Kojeve. "Doit" what? Is "doit" to 

be translated here as "must" or "should" ?  Whatever may be the case 
concerning the modality or the content of this " devoir, " whatever may be 
the necessity of this prescription . even if it calls for eternities of 
interpretation , there is an "i t  is necessary" for the future. What
ever may be its indetermination, be it that of "it is necessary 
[that there be] the future" ["i! faut l'avenir"] ,  there is some future 
and some history. there is perhaps even the beginning of his tor
idty for post-historical Man, beyond man and beyond history 
such as they have been represented up until now. We must insist 
on this specific point preCisely because it points to an essential 
lack of specifiCity, an indetermination that remains the ultimate 
mark of the future : whatever may be the case concerning the modality or the 



92 S P E C TE R S  O F  M A R X  

content of this duty, this necessity , this prescription o r  this 
injunction, this pledge, this task, also therefore this promise, this 
necessary promise, this "it is necessary" is necessary. and that is the law. 
This indifference to the content here is not an indifference, it is 
not an attitude of indifference, on the contrary. Marking any open
ing to the event and to the future as such, it therefore conditions 
the interest in and not the indifference to anything whatsoever, 
to all content in general. Without it, there would be neither 
intention, nor need, nor desire, and so on. The concept of this 
singular indifference (difference itself) is not projected by our 
reading onto Kojeve ' s  text. The latter speaks of it. It characterizes 
in his view a future that would carry beyond what has up until 
now been called history. Apparently "formalist , this indiffer
ence to the content has perhaps the value of giving one to think 
the necessarily pure and purely necessary form of the future as 
such, in its being-necessarily-promised, prescribed, assigned, 
enjOined, in the necessarily formal necessity of its possibility
in short, in its law. It is this law that dislodges any present out of 
its contemporaneity with itsel£ Whether the promise promises 
this or that , whether it be fulfilled or not, or whether it be 
unfilfillable, there is necessarily some promise and therefore 
some historicity as future-to-come. It is what we are nicknaming 
the messianic without messianism. For lack of time, let us do no 
more than read this sentence to which, in another context and at 
another rhythm, it would have been necessary to devote all the 
meditative attention it demands : 

Which means  that even wh i le  he s peaks from now on i n  an 
adequate fash ion  of a l l  that he has been given ,  post- h i storical 
Man must/should [doit] [we underscore th i s  do;t that dou btless 
takes us back to the common condit ion of poss ib i l i ty of the two 
fo rms  of the necessa ry, must and should] cont inue to detach 
[u nderscored by Kojeve] "forms"  from thei r "contents , "  doing 
this not i n  o rder to trans -form the latter actively, but i n  order to 
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oppose himse!f[underl i ned by Kojeve] as a pu re "form" to h i m self 
and to others, taken as whatever sorts of "contents." (P. 437) 

Is it possible to reread this text of Kojeve' s  otherwise? Is it 
possible to rescue it from the crude manipulation it has received 
in the hands not so much of Fukuyama himself (who, moreover, 
is not interested in this enigmatic conclusion) , but of those who 
exploit him? Read with some sense of the actor' s  ploy, the one 
demanded by Kojeve, and therefore with more philosophical, 
political , or "ideological" vigilance, this text resists. It survives 
perhaps those who waste no time translating it and putting it on 
display as a weapon of philosophical propaganda or an object of 
prime-time media ,consumption.  The "logic" of the proposition 
just quoted might indeed correspond to a law, the law of the law. 
This law would signify the following to us: in the same place, on 
the same limit, where history is finished, there where a certain 
determined concept of history comes to an end, precisely there ' 

the historicity of history begins,  there finally it has the chance of 
heralding itself-of promising itself. There where man, a certain 
determined concept of man, is finished, there the pure humanity 
of man, of the other man and of man as other begins or has finally 
the chance of heralding itself-of promising itself. In an appar
ently inhuman or else a-human fashion. Even if these proposi
tions still call for critical or deconstructive questions , they are 
not reducible to the vulgate of the capitalist paradise as end of 
history. 

(Permit me to recall very briefly that a certain deconstructive 
procedure, at least the one in which I thought I had to engage, 
consisted from the outset in putting into question the onto
theo-but also archeo-teleological concept of history-in Hegel , 
Marx, or even in the epochal thinking of Heidegger. Not in order 
to oppose it with an end of history or an anhistoricity, but ,  on 
the contrary, in order to show that this onto-theo-archeo
teleology locks up, neutralizes ,  and finally cancels historicity. It 
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was then a matter of thinking another historicity-not a new 
history or still less a "new historicism, "  but another opening of 
event-ness as historicity that permitted one not to renounce, but 
on the contrary to open up access to an affirmative thinking of 
the messianic and emancipatory promise as promise: as promise 
and not as onto-theological or teleo-eschatological program or 
design. Not only must one not renounce the emancipatory 
desire, it is necessary to insist on it more than ever, it seems, and 
insist on it , moreover, as the very indestructibility of the "it is 
necessary. "  This is the condition of a re-politicization , perhaps 
of another concept of the political. 

But at a certain point promise and decision, which is to say 
responsibility , owe their possibility to the ordeal of undecid
ability which will always remain their condition. And all the 
grave stakes we have just named in a few words would come 
down to the question of what one understands , with Marx 
and after Marx, by effectivity, effect , operativity, work, labor 
[Wirklichkeit, Wirkung, work, operation], living work in their sup
posed opposition to the spectral logic that also governs the 
effects of virtuality, of simulacrum, of "mourning work, of 
ghost, revenant, and so forth. And of the justice that is their due. To 
put it in a few words , deconstructive thinking of the trace, of 
iterability , of prosthetic synthesis , of supplementarity, and so 
forth, goes beyond this opposition, beyond the ontology it pre
sumes. Inscribing the possibility of the reference to the other, 
and thus of radical alterity and heterogeneity, of differance, of 
technicity, and of ideality in the very event of presence, in the 
presence of the present that it dis-joins a priori in order to make it 
possible [thus impossible in its identity or its contemporaneity 
with itself], it does not deprive itself of the means with which to 
take into account, or to render an account of, the effects of 
ghosts , of simulacra, of "synthetic images, or even, to put it in 
terms of the Marxist code, of ideologems, even if these take the 
novel forms to which modern technology will have given rise. 
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That is why such a deconstruction has never been Marxist. no 
more than it has ever been non-Marxist. although it has 
remained faithful to a certain spirit of Marxism, to at least one of 
its spirits for. and this can never be repeated too often, there is 
more than one of them and they are heterogeneous.)  



3 

WEARS AND TEARS 

(Tableau of an ageless world) 

The time is out of joint. The world is going badly. It is worn but its 
wear no longer counts. Old age or youth-one no longer counts 
in that way. The world has more than one age. We lack the 
measure of the measure. We no longer realize the wear, we no 
longer take account of it as of a single age in the progress of 
history. Neither maturation, nor crisis , nor even agony. Some
thing else. What is happening is happening to age itself, it strikes 
a blow at the teleological order of history . What is coming, in 
which the untimely appears , is happening to time but it does not 
happen in time. Contretemps. The time is out of joint . Theatrical 
speech, Hamlet 's  speech before the theater of the world, of 
history , and of politics. The age is off its hinges. Everything, 
beginning with time, seems out of kilter, unjust, dis-adjusted. 
The world is going very badly, it wears as it grows, as the Painter 
also says at the beginning of Timon of Athens (which is Marx's  play, 
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is it not) . For, this time, it is a painter ' s  speech, as if he were 
speaking of a spectacle or before a tableau : "How goes the 
world?-It wears, sir, as it grows. " I 

This wearing in expansion, in growth itself, which is to say 
in the becoming worldwide [mondialisation] of the world, is not 
the unfolding of a normal, normative, or normed process. It is 
not a phase of development, one more crisis , a growth crisis 
because growth is what is bad ("it wears as it grows") ; it is no 
longer an end-of-ideologies , a last crisis-of-Marxism, or a new 
crisis-of-capitalism. 

The world is going badly, the picture is bleak, one could say 
almost black. Let us form an hypothesis . Suppose that, for lack of 
time (the spectacle or the tableau is always "for lack of time") , 
we propose simply to paint, like the Painter in Timon of Athens. A 
black picture on a blackboard. Taxonomy or freeze-frame image. 
Title: "The time is out of joint" or "What is going so badly 
today in the world." We would leave this banal title in its neutral � 
form so as to avoid speaking of crisis , a very insufficient concept, 
and so as to avoid deciding between the bad as suffering and the 
bad as wrong or as crime. 

We would add to this title of a possible blackboard picture 
merely a few subtitles. What are they? 

One might already have been shocked by the Kojevian picture 
of the state of the world and the state of the United States after 
the war. The optimism of the picture was tainted by cynicism. 
It was already insolent to say then that "all the members of a 
'classless society' can appropriate there as of now whatever they 
like, without having for all that to work any more than they 
wish to. " But what is one to think today of the imperturbable 
thoughtlessness that consists in singing the triumph of capital
ism or of economic and political liberalism, " the universaliz
ation of Western liberal democracy as the endpoint of human 
government, the "�nd of the problem of social classes" ?  
What cynicism of good conscience, what manic disavowal could 
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cause someone to write, if not believe, that "everything 
that stood in the way of the reciprocal recognition of human 
dignity, always and everywhere, has been refuted and buried 
by history" ?2 

Provisionally and for the sake of convenience, let us rely on 
the outdated opposition between civil war and international 
war. Under the heading of civil war, is it still necessary to point 
out that liberal democracy of the parliamentary form has never 
been so much in the minority and so isolated in the world? That 
it has never been in such a state of dysfunction in what we call 
the Western democracies? Electoral representativity or parlia
mentary life is not only distorted, as was always the case, by a 
great number of socio-economic mechanisms, but it is exer
cised with more and more difficulty in a public space pro
foundly upset by techno-tele-media apparatuses and by new 
rhythms of information and communication, by the devices and 
the speed of forces represented by the latter, but also and con
sequently by the new modes of appropriation they put to work, 
by the new structure of the eve�t and of its spectrality that they 
produce (both invent and bring up to date, inaugurate and reveal, 
cause to come about and bring up to light at the same time, there 
where they were already there without being there: it is the relation of the 
concept of production to the ghost that is in question here) . This 
transformation does not affect only facts but the concept of such 
"facts. "  The very concept of the event. The relation between 
deliberation and decision, the very functioning of government 
has changed, not only in its technical conditions , its time, its 
space, and its speed, but , without anyone having really realized 
it, in its concept .  Let us recall the technical , scientific , and eco
nomic transformations that, in Europe, after the First World War, 
already upset the topological structure of the res publica , of public 
space, and of public opinion. They affected not only this topo
logical structure, they also began to make problematic the very 
presumption of the topographical, the presumption that there 
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was a place, and thus an identifiable and stabilizable body for 
public speech, the public thing ,  or the public cause, throwing 
liberal. parliamentary, and capitalist democracy into crisis, as is 
often said, and opening thereby the way for three forms of 
totalitarianism which then allied, fought, or combined with 
each other in countless ways. Now, these transformations are 
being amplified beyond all measure today This process, more
over, no longer corresponds to an amplification, if one under
stands by this word homogeneous and continuous growth. 
What can no longer be measured is the leap that already distances 
us from those powers of the media that , in the 1 92 0s ,  before 
television, were profoundly transforming the public space, dan
gerously weakening the authority and the representativity of 
elected officials and reducing the field of parliamentary discus
sions , deliberations , and decisions. One could even say that they 
were already putting in question electoral democracy and polit-
ical representation such at least as we have known them up until now. If ,
there is a tendency in all Western democracies no longer to 
respect the professional politician or even the party member as 
such, it is no longer only because of some personal insuffi
ciency, some fault, or some incompetence, or because of some 
scandal that can now be more widely known, amplified, and in 
fact often produced, if not premeditated by the power of the 
media. Rather, it is because politicians become more and more, 
or even solely characters in the media's representation at the very 
moment when the transformation of the public space, precisely 
by the media, causes them to lose the essential part of the power 
and even of the competence they were granted before by the 
structures of parliamentary representation, by the party appar
atuses that were linked to it, and so forth. However competent 
they may personally be, profeSSional politicians who conform to 
the old model tend today to become structurally incompetent. The 
same media power accuses , produces , and amplifies at the same 
time this incompetence of traditional politicians : on the one 
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hand, i t  takes aways from them the legitimate power they held in 
the former political space (party, parliament, and so forth) , but, 
on the other hand, it obliges them to become mere silhouettes, 
if not marionettes ,  on the stage of televisual rhetoric. They were 
thought to be actors of politics , they now often risk, as every
one knows, being no more than TV actors. 3 Under the heading 
of international or civil-international war, is it s till necessary 
to point out the economic wars , national wars , wars among 
minorities ,  the unleashing of racisms and xenophobias , ethnic 
conflicts , conflicts of culture and religion that are tearing apart 
so-called democratic Europe and the world today? Entire regi
ments of ghosts have returned, armies from every age,  camou
flaged by the archaic symptoms of the paramilitary and of the 
postmodern excess of arms (information technology, panoptical 
surveillance via satellite, nuclear threat , and so forth) . Let us 
accelerate things. Beyond these two types of war (civil and inter
national) whose dividing line cannot even be distinguished any 
longer, let us blacken still more the picture of this wearing down 
beyond wear. Let us name with a single trait that which could risk 
making the euphoria of liberal-democrat capitalism resemble the 
blindest and most delirious of hallucinations , or even an increas
ingly glaring hypocrisy in its formal or juriditist rhetoric of 
human rights. It will not be a matter of merely accumulating , as 
Fukuyama might say, " empirical evidence, it will not suffice to 
point one's finger at the mass of undeniable facts that this picture 
could describe or denounce. The question posed too briefly 
would not even be that of the analysis with which one would 
then have to proceed in all these directions , but of the double 
interpretation, the concurrent readings that the picture seems to call 
for and to oblige us to associate. If one were permitted to name 
these plagues of the "new world order" in a ten-word telegram, 
one might perhaps choose the following ten words. 

1. Unemployment, that more or less well-calculated deregu
lation of a new market ,  new technologies , new worldwide 
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competitiveness , would no doubt, like labor or production , 
deserve another name today All the more so in that tele-work 
inscribes there a new set of givens that perturbs both the 
methods of traditional calculation and the conceptual opposition 
between work and non-work, activity, employment, and their 
contrary. This regubr deregulation is at once mastered, calcu
lated, "socialized" (that is , most often disavowed) , and irredu
cible to prediction-like suffering itself, a suffering that suffers 
still more, and more obscurely, for having lost its habitual 
models and language once it no longer recognizes itself in the 
old word unemployment and in the scene that word named for 
so long. The function of social inactivity, of non-work or of 
underemployment is entering into a new era. It calls for another 
politics. And another concept. The "new unemployment" no 
more resembles unemployment ,  in the very forms of its experi
ence and its calculation, than what in France is called the "new 
poverty" resembles poverty. il 

2. The massive exclusion of homeless citizens from any 
participation in the democratic life of States, the expulsion 
or deportation of so many exiles, stateless persons , and immi
grants from a so-called national territory already herald a new 
experience of frontiers and identity-whether national or civil. 

3 .  The ruthless economic war among the countries of the 
European Community themselves, between them and the Eastern 
European countries , between Europe and the United States , and 
between Europe , the United States , and Japan. This war controls 
everything ,  beginning with the other wars , because it controls 
the practical interpretation and an inconsistent and unequal 
application of international law. There have been too many 
examples in the last decade or more. 

4. The inability to master the contradictions in the concept, 
norms, and reality of the free market (the barriers of a pro
tectionism and the interventionist bidding wars of capitalist 
States seeking to protect their nationals, or even Westerners 
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or Europeans in general, from cheap labor, which often has no 
comparable social protection) . How is one to save one ' s  own 
interests in the global market while claiming to protect one's 
"social advantages" and so forth? 

5. The aggravation of the foreign debt and other connected 
mechanisms are starving or driving to despair a large portion of 
humanity. They tend thus to exclude it simultaneously from 
the very market that this logic nevertheless seeks to extend. This 
type of contradiction works through many geopolitical fluctu
ations even when they appear to be dictated by the discourse of 
democratization or human rights. 

6. The arms industry and trade (whether it be "conventional" 
arms or at the cutting edge of tele-technological sophistication) 
are inscribed in the normal regulation of the scientific research, 
economy, and socialization of labor in Western democracies. 
Short of an unimaginable revolution, they cannot be suspended 
or even cut back without running major risks , beginning with 
the worsening of the said unemployment. As for arms traffick
ing , to the (limited) degree that it can still be distinguished from 
"normal" commerce, it remains the largest in the world, larger 
than the drug traffic, from which it is not always dissociated. 

7 The spread ("dissemination")  of nucleat weapons , main
tained by the very countries that say they want to protect them
selves from it, is no longer even controllable, as was the case for a 

long time, by statist structures. It exceeds not only statist control 
but every declared market. 

8. Inter-ethnic wars (have there ever been another kind?) 
are proliferating, driven by an archaic phantasm and concept, by 
a primitive conceptual phantasm of community, the nation-State, sov
ereignty, borders , native soil and blood. Archaism is not a bad 
thing in itself, it doubtless keeps some irreducible resource. But 
how can one deny that this conceptual phantasm is , so to 
speak, made more outdated than ever, in the very ontopology it 
supposes, by tele-technic dis-location? (By ontopology we mean 
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an axiomatics linking indissociably the ontological value of 
present � being [on] to its situation, to the stable and presentable 
determination of a locality , the topos of territory, native soil , city , 
body in general) . For having spread in an unheard-of fashion, 
which is more and more differentiated and more and more 
accelerated (it is acceleration itself, beyond the norms of speed 
that have until now informed human culture) , the process of 
dislocation is no less arch-originary, that is, just as "archaic" as 
the archaism that it has always dislodged. This process is ,  more
over, the positive condition of the stabilization that it constantly 
relaunches. All stability in a place being but a stabilization or a 
sedentarization, it will have to have been necessary that the local 
difl'erance, the spacing of a displacement gives the movement its 
start. And gives place and gives rise [donne lieu] . All national root
edness , for example, is rooted first of all in the memory or the 
anxiety of a displaced-or displaceable-population. It is not 
only time that is "out of joint , "  but space in time, spacing. � 

9. How can one ignore the growing and undelimitable, that 
is , worldwide power of those super-efficient and properly capit
alist phantom-States that are the mafia and the drug cartels on 
every continent, including in the former so-called socialist States 
of Eastern Europe? These phantom-States have infiltrated and 
banalized themselves everywhere, to the point that they can no 
longer be strictly identified. Nor even sometimes clearly dissoci
ated from the processes of democratization (think-for example 
-of the schema, telegraphically Simplified here, that would 
associate them with the history-of-a-Sicilian-mafia-harassed
by-the-fascism -of-the-Mussolinian-State-thus-intimately -and
symbiotically -allied -to-the-Allies-in -the-democratic -camp-on
both-sides-of-the-Atlantic-as-well-as-in-the-reconstruction
of.the-Italian-Christian-democratic-State-which-has-today
entered-into-a-new-configuration-of-capital , about which the 
least one can say is that we will understand nothing of what is 
happening there if we do not take account of its genealogy) . All 
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these infiltrations are going through a "critical" phase, as one 
says , which is no doubt what allows us to talk about them or to 
begin their analysis. These phantom-States invade not only the 
socio-economic fabric , the general circulation of capital , but also 
statist or inter-statist institutions. 

10. For above all , above all , one would have to analyze the 
present state of international law and of its institutions. Despite a 
fortunate perfectibility , despite an undeniable progress ,  these 
international institutions suffer from at least two limits. The 
first and most radical of the two stems from the fact that their 
norms , their charter, the definition of their mission depend on 
a certain historical culture. They cannot be dissociated from 
certain European philosophical concepts, and notably from a 
concept of State or national sovereignty whose genealogical 
closure is more and more evident, not only in a theoretico
juridical or speculative fashion, but concretely, practically , and 
practically quotidian. Another limit is strictly linked to the first: 
This supposedly universal international law remains , in its appli
cation, largely dominated by particular nation-States. Almost 
always their techno-economic and military power prepares and 
applies ,  in other words , carries the decision. As one says in 
English, it makes the decision. Countless examples , "recent or not so 
recent ,  would amply demonstrate this, whether it is a question 
of deliberations and resolutions of the United Nations or of the 
putting into practice or the " enforcement" of these decisions : 
the incoherence, discontinuity, inequality of States before the 
law, the hegemony of certain States over military power in the 
service of international law, this is what, year after year, day after 
day,  we are forced to acknowledge.4 

These facts do not suffice to disqualify international institu
tions. Justice demands, on the contrary, that one pay tribute 
to certain of those who are working within them in the direc
tion of the perfectibility and emancipation of institutions that 
must never be renounced. However insufficient, confused, or 
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equivocal such signs may still be, we should salute what is 
heralded today in the reflection on the right of interference or 
intervention in the name of what is obscurely and sometimes 
hypocritically called the humanitarian, thereby limiting the sover
eignty of the State in certain conditions. Let us salute such 
signs even as one remains vigilantly on guard against the 
manipulations or appropriations to which these novelties can 
be subjected. 

Let us return now to the immediate vicinity of the subject of 
our conference. My subtitle, "the New International, " refers to a 
profound transformation, projected over a long term, of inter
national law, of its concepts , and its field of intervention. Just as 
the concept of human rights has slowly been determined over 
the course of centuries through many socio-political upheavals 
(whether it be a matter of the right to work or economic rights , 
of the rights of women and children, and so forth) , likewise 
international law should extend and diversify its field to include, 
if at least it is to be consistent with the idea of democracy and of 
human rights it proclaims , the worldwide economic and social 
field, beyond the sovereignty of States and of the phantom-States 
we mentioned a moment ago. Despite appearances , what we 
are saying here is not simply anti-statist : in given and limited 
conditions , the super-State, which might be an international 
institution, may always be able to limit the appropriations and 
the violence of certain private socio-economic forces. But with
out necessarily subscribing to the whole Marxist discourse 
(which, moreover, is complex, evolving ,  heterogeneous) on the 
State and its appropriation by a dominant class ,  on the distinc
tion between State power and State apparatus , on the end of 
the political . on " the end of politics , "  or on the withering 
away of the State ,5 and , on the other hand, without suspecting 
the juridical idea in itself, one may still find inspiration in the 
Marxist " spirit" to criticize the presumed autonomy of the 
juridical and to denounce endlessly the de facto take-over of 

105 



1 06 S P E C T E R S  O F  M A R X 

international authorities by powerful Nation-States ,  by concen
trations of techno-scientific capital , symbolic capital , and finan
cial capital , of State capital and private capital . A "new inter
national" is being sought through these crises of international 
law; it already denounces the limits of a discourse on human 
rights that will remain inadequate, sometimes hypocritical , and 
in any case formalistic and inconsistent with itself as long as the 
law of the market, the "foreign debt, " the inequality of techno
scientific, military, and economic development maintain an 
effective inequality as monstrous as that which prevails today, to 
a greater extent than ever in the history of humanity. For it must 
be cried out, at a time when some have the audacity to neo
evangelize in the name of the ideal of a liberal democracy that 
has finally realized itself as the ideal of human history: never 
have violence, inequality , exclusion, famine, and thus economic 
oppression affected as many human beings in the history of the 
earth and humanity Instead of singing the advent of the ideal of 
liberal democracy and of the capitalist market in the euphoria of 
the end of history, instead of celebrating the "end of ideologies" 
and the end of the great emancipatory discourses ,  let us never 
neglect this obvious macroscopic fact, made up of innumerable 
singular sites of suffering : no degree of progress allows one to 
ignore that never before, in absolute figures, never have so many 
men, women, and children been subjugated, starved, or 
exterminated on the earth. (And proviSionally, but with regret, 
we must leave aside here the nevertheless indissociable question 
of what is becoming of so-called "animal" life, the life and 
existence of "animals" in this history. This question has always 
been a serious one, but it will become massively unavoidable.) 

The "New International" is not only that which is seeking 
a new international law through these crimes. It is a link of 
affinity, suffering, and hope, a still discreet ,  almost secret link, 
as it was around 1 848 ,  but more and more visible, we have 
more than one sign of it . It is an untimely link, without 
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status ,  without tide, and without name, barely public even 
if i t  is not clandestine, without contract, "out of joint, "  with
out coordination, without party, without country , without 
national community (International before, across, and beyond 
any national determination) , without co-citizenship, without 
common belonging to a class. The name of new International is 
given here to what calls to the friendship of an alliance without 
institution among those who, even if they no longer believe or 
never believed in the socialist-Marxist International , in the dicta
torship of the proletariat , in the messiano-eschatological role of 
the universal union of the proletarians of all lands , continue to 
be inspired by at least one of the spirits of Marx or of Marxism 
(they now know that there is more than one) and in order to ally 
themselves, in a new, concrete, and real way, even if this alliance 
no longer takes the form of a party or of a workers ' inter
national, but rather of a kind of counter-conjuration, in the 
(theoretical and practical) critique of the state of internationali 
law, the concepts of State and nation , and so forth: in order to 
renew this critique, and especially to radicalize it. 

There are at least two ways to interpret what we have just called 
the "black-board picture, " the ten plagues , the mourning and 
promise it announces while pretending to expose or to count .  
Between these two interpretations , which are at once in com
petition and incompatible, how is one to choose? Why can we 
not choose? Why must we not choose? In both cases , it is a 
matter of fidelity to a certain spirit of Marxism: one, this one ,  
and not the other. 

1 .  The nrst interpretation, the most classical and paradoxical at 
the same time, would still remain within the idealist logic of  
Fukuyama. But so  as  to  draw other consequences. Let us accept 
provisionally the hypothesis that all that is going badly in the 
world today is but a measure of the gap between an empirical 
reality and a regulating ideal, whether the latter is defined as 
Fukuyama does or whether one refines and transforms the 
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concept. The value and the obviousness of the ideal would not 
be compromised, intrinsically , by the historical inadequation of 
empirical realities. Well , even within this idealist hypothesis ,  the 
recourse to a certain spirit of the Marxist critique remains urgent 
and will have to remain indefinitely necessary in order to 
denounce and reduce the gap as much as possible , in order to adjust 
"reality" to the " ideal" in the course of a necessarily infinite 
process. This Marxist critique can still be fruitful if one knows 
how to adapt it to new conditions, whether it is a matter of new 
modes of production, of the appropriation of economic and 
techno-scientific powers and knowledge, of juridical formality 
in the discourse and the practices of national or international 
law, of new problems of citizenship and nationality, and so forth. 

2 .  The second interpretation of the blackboard picture would obey 
another logiC. Beyond the "facts , "  beyond the supposed "empir
ical evidence, beyond all that is inadequate to the ideal , it 
would be a question of putting into question again, in certain of 
its essential predicates , the very concept of the said ideal . This 
would extend, for example, to the economic analysis of the mar
ket, the laws of capital, of types of capital (financial or symbolic, 
therefore spectral) , liberal parliamentary democracy, modes of 
representation and suffrage ,  the determining content of human 
rights , women' s and children ' s  rights , 6 the current concepts of 
equality, liberty , especially fraternity (the most problematic of 
all) , dignity, the relations between man and citizen. It would also 
extend, in the quasi-totality of these concepts , to the concept 
of the human (therefore of the divine and the animal) and to 
a determined concept of the democratic that supposes it (let us 
not say of all democracy or, precisely Dustement] , of democracy 
to come) . Now, even in this last hypothesis , fidelity to the 
inheritance of a certain Marxist spirit would remain a duty. 

Here are two different reasons to be faithful to a spirit of 
Marxism. They must not be added together but intertwined. 
They must be implicated with each other in the course of a 
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complex and constantly re-evaluated strategy. There will be no 
re-politicization, there will be no politics otherwise. Without 
this strategy, each of the two reasons could lead back to the 
worst ,  to worse than the bad, if one can put it that way, namely 
to a sort of fatalist idealism or abstract and dogmatic eschatology 
in the face of the world' s  evil . 

Which Marxist spirit, then? It is easy to imagine why we will 
not please the Marxists , and still less all the others , by insisting in 
this way on the spirit of Marxism , especially if we let it be under
stood that we intend to understand spirits in the plural and in the 
sense of specters , of untimely specters that one must not chase 
away but sort out, critique, keep close by, and allow to come 
back. And of course, we must never hide from the fact that the 
principle of selectivity which will have to gUide and hierarchize 
among the " spirits" will fatally exclude in its turn. It will even 
annhilate, by watching (over) its ancestors rather than (over) fi> 
certain others. 7 At this moment rather than at some other 
moment. By forgetfulness (guilty or innocent, it little matters 
here) , by foreclosure or murder, this watch itself will engender 
new ghosts. It will do so by chOOSing already among the 
ghosts , its own from among its own, thus by killing the dead: 
law of finitude, law of decision and responsibility for finite 
existences , the only living-mortals for whom a decision, a 
choice, a responsibility has meaning and a meaning that will 
have to pass through the ordeal of the undecidable. Which is 
why what we are saying here will not please anyone. But who 
ever said that someone ever had to speak, think, or write in order 
to please someone else? And if one interprets the gesture we are 
risking here as a belated-rallying-to-Marxism,  then one would 
have to have misunderstood quite badly. It is true, however, that I 
would be today, here , now, less insensitive than ever to the 
appeal of the contretemps or of being out-of-step, as well as to 
the style of an untimeliness that is more manifest and more 
urgent than ever. Already I hear people saying :  "you picked a 
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good time to  salute Marx ! "  Or else : "It 's about time ! "  "Why so 
late? "  I believe in the political virtue of the contretemps. And if a 
contretemps does not have the good luck, a more or less calcu
lated luck, to come just in time , then the inopportuneness of a 
strategy (political or other) may still bear witness, precisely Duste
ment] , to justice, bear witness , at least, to the justice which is 
demanded and about which we were saying a moment ago that 
it must be disadjusted, irreducible to exactness Dustesse] and to 
law. But that is not the decisive motivation here and we need 
finally to break with the simplism of these slogans. What is 
certain is that I am not a Marxist , as someone said a long time 
ago ,  let us recall , in a witticism reported by Engels. Must we still 
cite Marx as an authority in order to say " I  am not a Marxist" ? 
What is the distinguishing trait of a Marxist statement? And who 
can still say "I am a Marxist" ?  

To continue t o  take inspiration from a certain spirit o f  Marxism 
would be to keep faith with what has always made of Marxism in 
principle and first of all a radical critique, namely a procedure 
ready to undertake its self-critique. This critique wants itself to 
be in principle and explicitly open to its own transformation, 
re-evaluation, self-reinterpretation . Such a critical "wanting
itself' necessarily takes root, it is involved in a ground that it not 
yet critical, even if it is not, not yet , pre-critical . This latter spirit 
is more than a style, even though it is also a style. It is heir to a 

spirit of the Enlightenment which must not be renounced. We 
would distinguish this spirit from other spirits of Marxism, 
those that rivet it to the body of Marxist doctrine, to its supposed 
systemic, metaphysical, or ontological totality (notably to its 
"dialectical method" or to "dialectical materialism" ) ,  to its fun
damental concepts of labor, mode of production, social class, 
and consequently to the whole history of its apparatuses (pro
j ected or real : the Internationals of the labor movement, the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, the single party, the State, and 
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finally the totalitarian monstrosity) . For, let u s  speak a s  "good 
Marxists , the deconstruction of Marxist ontology does not go 
after only a theoretico-speculative layer of the Marxist corpus but 
everything that articulates this corpus with the most concrete 
history of the apparatuses and strategies of the worldwide labor 
movement. And this deconstruction is not, in the last analysis, a 
methodical or theoretical procedure. In its pOSSibility as in the 
experience of the impossible that will always have constituted it , 
it is never a stranger to the event ,  that is , very simply, to the 
coming of that which happens. Certain Soviet philosophers told 
me in Moscow a few years ago :  the best translation of perestroika 
was still .. deconstruction. 

For this apparently chemical analysis that will isolate in sum 
the spirit of Marxism to which one ought to remain faithful by 
dissociating it from all the other spirits-and one will observe 
perhaps with a smile that the latter include almost everything--our 
guiding thread this evening will be precisely the question of 
the ghost. How did Marx himself treat the ghost, the concept 
of the ghost ,  the specter or revenant ?  How did he determine it? 
How did he bind it, finally , after so many hesitations, through 
so many tensions and contradictions , to an ontology? What 
is this attachment of the ghost? What is the bind of this bind, 
of this ontology, with materialism, the party, the State, the 
becoming-totalitarian of the State? 

To critique, to call for interminable self-critique is still to 
distinguish between everything and almost everything. Now, if 
there is a spirit of Marxism which I will never be ready to 
renounce, it is not only the critical idea or the questioning stance 
(a consistent deconstruction must insist on them even as it 
also learns that this is not the last or first word) . It is even 
more a certain emancipatory and messianic affirmation, a certain 
experience of the promise that one can try to liberate from any 
dogmatics and even from any metaphysico-religious determin
ation, from any messianism. And a promise must promise to be 
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kept , that is, not to remain "spiritual" or " abstract, but to 
produce events , new effective forms of action, practice, organiza
tion , and so forth. To break with the "party form" or with some 
form of the State or the International does not mean to give up 
every form of practical or effective organization .  It is exactly the 
contrary that matters to us here. 

In saying that, one is in opposition to two dominant tenden
des : on the one hand, the most vigilant and most modern reinterpre
tations of Marxism by certain Marxists (notably French Marxists 
and those around Althusser) who believed that they must instead 
try to dissociate Marxism from any teleology or from any mes
sianic eschatology (but my concern is precisely to distinguish the 
latter from the former) ; on the other hand, anti-Marxist interpret
ations that determine their own emancipatory eschatology by 
giving it a metaphysical or onto-theological content that is always 
deconstructible. A deconstructive thinking, the one that matters 
to me here, has always pointed out the irreducibility of affirm
ation and therefore of the promise, as well as the undeconstructi
bility of a certain idea of justice (dissociated here from lawS) .  
Such a thinking cannot operate without justifying the principle of 
a radical and interminable, infinite (both theoretical and prac
tical ,  as one used to say) critique. This critique belongs to the 
movement of an experience open to the absolute future of what is 
coming, that is to say, a necessarily indeterminate, abstract, des
ert-like experience that is confided, exposed, given up to its wait
ing for the other and for the event .  In its pure formality, in the 
indetermination that it requires, one may find yet another essen
tial affinity between it and a certain messianic spirit. What we 
have said here or elsewhere about exappropriation (the radical con
tradiction of all "capital , "  of all property or appropriation, as well 
as all the concepts that depend on it, beginning with that of free 
subjectivity, thus of emancipation as ordered by these concepts) 
does not justify any bondage. It is, if we may say so, exactly the 
opposite. Servitude binds (itself) to appropriation. 
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Now, this gesture of fidelity to a certain spirit of Marxism is a 
responsibility incumbent in principle ,  to be sure, on anyone. 
Barely deserving the name community, the new International 
belongs only to anonymity. But this responsibility appears today, 
at least within the limits of an intellectual and academic field, to 
return more imperatively and, let us say so as not to exclude anyone, 
by priority, in urgency to those who, during the last decades , man
aged to resist a certain hegemony of the Marxist dogma, indeed 
of its metaphysics , in its political or theoretical forms. And 
still more particularly to those who have insisted on conceiv
ing and on practicing this resistance without showing any 
leniency toward reactionary, conservative or neoconservative, 
anti-scientific or obscurantist temptations , to those who, on the 
contrary, have ceaselessly proceeded in a hyper-critical fashion, 
I will dare to say in a deconstructive fashion, in the name of  a 
new Enlightenment for the century to come. And without 
renouncing an ideal of democracy and emancipation, but rather 
by trying to think it and to put it to work otherwise. 

The responsibility , once again, would here be that of an heir. 
Whether they wish it or know it or not ,  all men and women, all 
over the earth, are today to a certain extent the heirs of Marx and 
Marxism. That is, as we were saying a moment ago, they are heirs 
of the absolute singularity of a project-or of a promise--which 
has a philosophical and scientific form. This form is in principle 
non-religious , in the sense of a positive religion; it is not mytho
logical ; it is therefore not national-for beyond even the alliance 
with a chosen people, there is no nationality or nationalism that 
is not religious or mythological , let us say "mystical" in the 
broad sense. The form of this promise or of this project remains 
absolutely unique. Its event is at once Singular, total, and unef
faceable--uneffaceable except by a denegation and in the course 
of a work of mourning that can only displace, without effaCing ,  
the effect of a trauma. 

There is no precedent whatsoever for such an event. In the 
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whole history of humanity, in the whole history o f  the world 
and of the earth, in all that to which one can give the name of 
history in general, such an event (let us repeat , the event of a 
discourse in the philosophico-scientific form claiming to break 
with myth, religion , and the nationalist "mystique" )  has been 
bound, for the first time and inseparably, to worldwide forms 
of social organization (a party with a universal vocation, a labor 
movement, a confederation of s tates , and so forth) . All of this 
while proposing a new concept of the human, of society, econ
omy, nation, several concepts of the State and of its disappear
ance. Whatever one may think of this event, of the sometimes 
terrifying failure of that which was thus begun, of the techno
economic or ecological disasters , and the totalitarian perver
sions to which it gave rise (perversions that some have been 
saying for a long time are precisely not perversions , that is, they 
are not pathological and accidental corruptions but the neces
sary deployment of an essential logic present at the birth, of an 

originary disadjustment-Iet us say ,  for our part, in a too
elliptical fashion and without contradicting this hypothesis, 
they are the effect of an ontological treatment of the spectrality of 
the ghost) , whatever one may think also of the trauma in 
human memory that may follow, this unique attempt took 
place. A messianic promise, even if it was not fulfilled, at least 
in the form in which it was uttered, even if it rushed headlong 
toward an ontological content, will have imprinted an inaug
ural and unique mark in history. And whether we like it or not, 
whatever consciousness we have of it, we cannot not be its 
heirs. There is no inheritance without a call to responsibility. 
An inheritance is always the reaffirmation of a debt, but a crit
ical , selective, and filtering reaffirmation, which is why we 

distinguished several spirits. By inscribing in our subtitle such an 
equivocal expression as " the State of the debt , we wanted to 
announce, to be sure, a certain number of ineluctable themes , 
but above all that of an uneffaceable and insoluble debt toward 
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one of the spmts inscribed in historical memory under the 
proper names of Marx and Marxism. Even where it is not 
acknowledged, even where it remains unconscious or dis
avowed, this debt remains at work, in particular in political 
philosophy which structures implicitly all philosophy or all 
thought on the subject of philosophy. 

Let us limit ourselves , for lack of time, to certain traits , for 
example, of what is called deconstruction, in the figure that it 
intially took over the course of these last decades, namely the 
deconstruction of the metaphysics of the "proper, " of logocen
trism, linguisticism, phonologism, the demystification or the de
sedimentation of the autonomic hegemony of language (a 
deconstruction in the course of which is elaborated another con
cept of the text or the trace, of their originary technization, of 
iterability, of the prosthetic supplement, but also of the proper 
and of what was given the name exappropriation) . Such a decon-

@: struction would have been impossible and unthinkable in a 
pre-Marxist space. Deconstruction has never had any sense or 
interest , in my view at least, except as a radicalization, which is 
to say also in the tradition of a certain Marxism, in a certain spiri t of 
Marxism . There has been, then, this attempted radicalization of 
Marxism called deconstruction (and in which, as some have 
noted, a certain economic concept of the differantial economy 
and of exapropriation, or even of the gift, plays an organizing 
role, as does the concept of work tied to differance and to the 
work of mourning in general) . If this attempt has been prudent 
and sparing but rarely negative in the strategy of its references to 
Marx, it is because the Marxist ontology, the appellation Marx, 
the legitimation by way of Marx had been in a way too solidly 
taken over [arraisonnees] . They appeared to be welded to an 
orthodoxy, to apparatuses and strategies , whose least fault was 
not only that they were, as such, deprived of a future, deprived 
of the future itsel£ By "welded" one may understand an arti
factual but solid adherence whose very event constituted the 
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whole history of the world for the last century and a half. and 
thus the whole history of my generation. 

But a radicalization is always indebted to the very thing it 
radicalizes .9 That is why I spoke of the Marxist memory and 
tradition of deconstruction. of its Marxist " spirit. " It is not the 
only one and it is not just any one of the Marxist spirits , of 
course. One ought to extend and refine these examples , but time 
is lacking. 

If my subtitle specified the State of the debt ,  it was also in view of 
problematizing the concept of the State or the state. with or 
without capital initial . and in three ways . 

First of all , we have said it often enough. one cannot establish the 
state of a debt, for example as regards Marx and Marxism. as one 
would a balance sheet or an exhaustive record, in a static and 
statistical manner. These accounts cannot be tabulated. One makes 
oneself accountable by an engagement that selects , interprets. 
and orients. In a practical and performative manner, and by a 
decision that begins by getting caught up. like a responsibility, 
in the snares of an injunction that is already multiple, hetero
geneous,  contradictory. divided-therefore an inheritance that 
will always keep its secret. And the secret of a crime. The secret of 
its very author. The secret of the one who says' to Hamlet: 

Ghost: I am thy Fathers Sp i rit , 
Doom'd for a certa i ne  terme to wa l ke the n i ght; 
And for the day confin 'd  to fast in F i res ,  
Ti l l  the fou le cr imes done i n  my dayes of Natu re 
Are bu rnt and p u rg'd away: But  that I am forbid 
To tel l the secrets of my Prison-House ;  
I cou ld a Ta le  unfo ld  ( I ,v) . 'o 

Every revenant seems here to come from and return to the earth, 
to come from it as from a buried clandestinity (humus and 
mold. tomb and subterranean prison) . to return to it as to the 
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lowest ,  toward the humble, humid, humilated. We must pass by 
here, we too, we must pass over in silence, as low as possible to 
the earth, the return of an animal: not the figure of the old mole 
("Well said, old Mole" ) , nor of a certain hedgehog, but more 
precisely of a " fretfull Porpentine" that the spirit of the Father is 
then getting ready to conjure away by removing an "eternal 
blazon" from "ears of flesh and blood. "  

Secondly, another debt, all the questions concerning democracy, 
the universal discourse on human rights , the future of humanity, 
and so forth, will give rise only to formal, right-thinking ,  and 
hypocritical alibis as long as the " foreign Debt" has not been 
treated head-on, in as responsible, consistent, and systematic 
manner as pOSSible. With this name or with this emblematic 
figure, we are pointing to the interest and first of all the interest of 
capital in general, an interest that, in the order of the world 
today, namely the world-wide market ,  holds a mass of humanity 
under its yoke and in a new form of slavery. This happens and � 
is authorized always in the statist or inter-statist forms of an 
organization. Now, these problems of the foreign Debt-and 
everything that is metonymized by this concept-will not be 
treated without at  least the spirit of the Marxist, critique, the 
critique of the market ,  of the multiple logics of capital, and of 
that which links the State and international law to this market .  

Thirdly, lastly , and consequently, a profound and critical re
elaboration of the concepts of the State, of the nation-State, of 
national sovereignty, and of citizenship must correspond to a 
phase of decisive mutation. The latter would be impossible 
without Vigilant and systematic reference to a Marxist problem
atic, if not to the Marxist conclusions regarding the State, the 
power of the State, and the State apparatus, the illusions of its 
legal autonomy as concerns socio-economic forces, but also 
regarding new forms of a withering or rather a reinscription, a 
re-delimitation of the State in a space that it no longer dominates 
and that moreover it never dominated by itself 



4 

I N  T H E NAM E  O F  

T H E REVO L U T I O N ,  T H E  

D O U B LE BARR I CAD E  

( I m p u re " i m p u re i m pu re h istory 
of ghosts")  

J u ne, 1 848, was ,  let u s  h asten t o  say, a th i n g  apart, and a l most 
i m poss ib le  to c lass in  the p h i losophy of h i story. B ut, at 
bottom ,  what was J u ne,  1 848? A revolt of the peop le  agai nst  
i tse lf  . ;  l et us  then be permitted for a moment to arrest the 
reader' s attention u pon the two abso l utely u n ique barricades 
of wh ich we have j u st s poken these two frightfu l  m aster
pieces of c iv i l  war. The ba rricade Sa int Anto ine  was 
monstrous .  . R u i n .  You m i ght say: who built that? You 
m i ght a l so  say: who destroyed that? It was great and it 
was l itt le.  I t  was the bottomless p it  parodied upon the s pot 
by chaos come aga i n .  This  barr icade was fu rious .  It 
was h uge and l iv ing; a n d ,  as  from the back of an e lectric 
beast, there ca me from it a crack l ing  of thu nders.  The s p i rit 
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of revo l ut ion covered with its c loud that summit  whereon 
growled t h i s  voice of the people which is  l i ke the voice of God; 
a strange m ajesty emanated from that tita n i c  hodfu l  of refuse.  
It  was a garbage heap a n d  it was S i n ai". 

As we h ave said before, it attacked i n  the name of the 
Revo luti o n ,  what? the Revol ut ion.  

A mi le from there, at the corner of the Rue d u  Temple 
rose th is  obstruct ion,  which made of the street a cul-de-sac; 
an  im movable and qu iet wal l ;  nobody cou l d  be seen ,  noth i n g  
cou l d  be heard;  not a cry, n o t  a sound ,  not a breath.  A sep
u lchre the chief of that barricade was a geom eter or a 
s pectre. 

The barr icade st. Anto i n e  was the tum ult of thu nders; 
the barricade du Temple  was s i lence. There was between 
these two redou bts the d ifference between the terri b le  and 
the ominous .  The one seemed a gapi ng  mouth; the other  
a mask .  

Ad mitt i n g  that  the gloomy and  gigantic i n s urrection of 
J u n e  was composed of an a n ger a n d  an en igma;  you felt i n  
t h e  first barricade t h e  d rago n ,  a n d  beh i n d  t h e  seco n d  the 
sph i nx_ 

W H AT CAN BE DO N E  I N  T H E A B Y S S  B U T TO TA L K  

Sixteen years  te l l  i n  the s u bterranean ed ucation of the 
emeute, and J u ne 1 848 u nderstood it  far better than J u ne 
1 832. 

There were no longer giants agai n st colos s i .  I t  rese m bled 
M i lton and Dante rather than Homer. Demons attacked , 
s pectres res i sted . 

A voice from the most obscure depths of the groups ,  cried 
"C itize n s ,  let us  offer the protest of corpses.  

The name of the man who thus  spoke was n ever known 
that great anonymous always found in h u m a n  crises a n d  in 
socia l  b i rths .  

After t h e  m a n  of the people, w h o  decreed "the protest of 
corpses , "  h a d  spoken a n d  given the formu la  of the common 
sou l ,  from a l l  l i ps arose a stra n gely s ati sfied and terrib le  cry, 
fu nerea l i n  mean ing  a n d  tri u m ph a nt i n  tone: " Long l ive death! 
Let us al l  stay !"  
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"Why a l l ?" s a i d  Enjo l ras .  
"AI H AI H "  

-Victor H u go,  Les Mistrables 

Specters of Marx: The title of this lecture would commit one to 
speak first of all about Marx. About Marx himself. About his 
testament or his inheritance. And about a specter, the shadow of 
Marx , the revenant whose return so many raised voices today are 
attempting to conjure away. For it does resemble a conjuration 
or conspiracy, because of the agreement or the contract signed 
by so many political subjects who subscribe to the more or less 
clear or more or less secret clauses (the point is always to con
q uer or to keep the keys to a power) , but first of all because such 
a conjuration is meant to conjure away. One must ,  magically, 
chase away a specter, exorcise the possible return of a power held 
to be baleful in itself and whose demonic threat continues to 
haunt the century. 

Since such a conjuration today insists , in such a deafening 
consensus , that what is , it says, indeed dead, remain dead 
indeed, it arouses a suspicion. It awakens us where it would like 
to put us to sleep. Vigilance, therefore : the cadaver is perhaps not 
as dead, as simply dead as the conjuration tries to delude us into 
believing. The one who has disappeared appears still to be there, 
and his apparition is not nothing. It does not do nothing. Assum
ing that the remains can be identified, we know better than ever 
today that the dead must be able to work. And to cause to work, 
perhaps more than ever. There is also a mode of production of 
the phantom, itself a phantomatic mode of production. As in the 
work of mourning, after a trauma, the conjuration has to make 
sure that the dead will not come back: quick, do whatever is 
needed to keep the cadaver localized, in a safe place, decompos
ing right where it was inhumed, or even embalmed as they liked 
to do in Moscow. Quick, a vault to which one keeps the keys! 
These keys would be nothing other than those of the power that 
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the conjuration would like thus to reconstitute upon the death of 
Marx. We were speaking earlier of an unlocking . The logiC of 
the key in which I hoped to orient this keynote address was one 
of a politico-logic of trauma and a topology of mourning. A 
mourning in fact and by right interminable, without possible 
normality, without reliable limit, in its reality or in its concept, 
between introjection and incorporation . But the same logic, as 
we suggested, responds to the injunction of a justice which, 
beyond right or law, rises up in the very respect owed to 
whoever is not ,  no longer or not yet, living,  presently living. 

Mourning always follows a trauma. I have tried to show 
elsewhere that the work of mourning is not one kind of work 
among others. It is work itself, work in general , the trait by means 
of which one ought perhaps to reconsider the very concept of 
production-in what links it to trauma, to mourning, to the 
idealizing iterability of exappropriation, thus to the spectral spir
itualization that is at work in any toe. There is the temptation 9 
to add here an aporetic postscript to Freud's remark that linked 
in a same comparative history three of the traumas inflicted on 
human narcissism when it is thus de-centered: the psychological 
trauma (the power of the unconscious over the conscious ego, 
discovered by psychoanalysis) , after the biological trauma (the 
animal descent of man discovered by Darwin-to whom, more
over, Engels alludes in the Preface to the 1 8 8 8  Manifesto) , after the 
cosmological trauma (the Copernican Earth is no longer the center 
of the universe, and this is more and more the case one could say 
so as to draw from it many consequences concerning the limits 
of geopolitics) . Our aporia would here stem from the fact that 
there is no longer any name or teleology for determining the 
Marxist coup and its subject. Freud thought he knew, for his part ,  
what man and his narcissism were. The Marxist blow is as much 
the projected unity of a thought and of a labor movement, some
times in a messianic or eschatological form, as it is the history of 
the totalitarian world (including Nazism and fascism, which are 
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the inseparable adversaries of Stalinism) . This is perhaps the 
deepest wound for mankind, in the body of its history and in the 
history of its concept ,  still more traumatizing than the "psycho
logical" lesion (Kriinkung) produced by the blow of psycho
analysis , the third and most serious in Freud's view. ] For we 
know that the blow struck enigmatically in the name of Marx also 
accumulates and gathers together the other three. It thus presup
poses them today, even if such was not the case in the last 
century. It carries beyond them by carrying them out, just as it 
bears the name of Marx by exceeding it infinitely. The century of 
"Marxism" will have been that of the techno-scientific and 
effective decentering of the earth, of geopolitics , of the anthropos 
in its onto-theological identity or its genetic properties , of the ego 
cogi ta-and of the very concept of narcissism whose aporias are, 
let us say in order to go too quickly and save ourselves a lot of 
references , the explicit theme of deconstruction. This trauma is 
endlessly denied by the very movement through which one tries 
to cushion it, to assimilate it, to interiorize and incorporate it. In 
this mourning work in process , in this interminable task, the 
ghost remains that which gives one the most to think about
and to do. Let us insist and spell things out: to do and to make 
come about, as well as to let come (about) . 

But the specters of Marx come on stage from the other side. 
They are named according to the other path of the genitive
and this other grammar says more than grammar. The specters 
of Marx are also his. They are perhaps first of all the ghosts 
that inhabited him, the revenants with which Marx himself will 
have been occupied, and which he will have wanted in advance 
to make his thing ; which does not mean that he knew their 
secrets , nor even that he thematized in his turn the obsessive 
recurrence of what would be a theme if one could say of the 
revenant that it lets itself be posed there, exposed before you , as a theme or 
a system, a thesis or a synthesis ought to do. All of these values 
are disqualified by the specter, if there is any. 
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The specters of Marx: with these words we will name from 
now on certain figures whose coming Marx will have been the 
first to apprehend, sometimes to describe. Those that herald 
the best and whose event he will have greeted, those that arise 
from or threaten the worst ,  whose testimony he will have 
rejected. There are several times of the specter. It is a proper 
characteristic of the specter, if there is any, that no one can be 
sure if by returning it testifies to a living past or to a living 
future, for the revenant may already mark the promised return of 
the specter of living being. Once again, untimeliness and disad
justment of the contemporary. In this regard, communism has 
always been and will remain spectral : it is always still to come 
and is distinguished, like democracy itself, from every living 
present understood as plenitude of a presence-to-itself, as total
ity of a presence effectively identical to itself Capitalist societies 
can always heave a sigh of relief and say to themselves: commun
ism is finished since the collapse of the totalitarianisms of the kl 
twentieth century and not only is it finished, but it did not take 
place, it was only a ghost. They do no more than disavow the 
undeniable itself: a ghost never dies , it remains always to come 
and to come-back. 

In the Manifesto of the Communist Party, let us recall , a first noun 
returned three times on the same first page, the noun "specter" 
(Gespenst) : "A specter is haunting Europe, " says Marx in 1 848,  
"the specter of communism [Ein Gespenst geht urn in Europa--das 
Gespenst des Kommunismus]" Marx, unless it is the other one, Engels , 
then puts on stage, for the time of a few paragraphs, the terror 
that this specter inspires in all the powers of old Europe. No one 
speaks of anything anymore but this specter. All phantasms are 
projected onto the screen of this ghost (that is, on something 
absent, for the screen itself is phantomatic, as in the television of 
the future which will have no "screenic" support and will pro
ject its images-sometimes synthetic images--directly on the 
eye, like the sound of the telephone deep in the ear) . One 
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watches for the signals , the tables that turn, the dishes that move. 
Is it going to answer? As in the space of a salon during a spiritu
alist seance, but sometimes that space is what is called the street, 
one looks out for one 's goods and furniture , attempting to adjust 
all of politics to the frightening hypothesis of a visitation. 2 Poli
ticians are seers or visionaries. They desire and fear an apparition 
which they know will not present anyone in person but will 
strike a series of blows to be deciphered. All possible alliances are 
thus forged to conjure away this common adversary, " the specter 
of communism . "  The alliance signifies: death to the specter. It is 
convoked to be revoked, everyone swears [jure] only on the spec
ter, but in order to conjure it away. No one talks of anything else. 
But what else can you do, since it is not there, this ghost, like any 
ghost worthy of the name? And even when it is there, that is, 
when it is th�re without being there, you feel that the specter is 
looking, although through a helmet; it is watching , obserVing, 
staring at the spectators and the blind seers, but you do not see it 
seeing , it remains invulnerable beneath its visored armor. So one 
speaks of nothing else but in order to chase it away, to exclude it, 
to exorcise it. The salon, then, is old Europe which is gathering 
all its forces (aile Miichte des alten Europas) . If the conspirators 
attempt to exorcise or conjure away the specter, it is without 
knOWing at bottom what or whom they are talking about. For 
the conspirators , communism is a name, the holy alliance is a 
holy hunt: "All the powers of old Europe have joined [verbiindet] 
into a holy hunt [zueiner heiligen Hetzjagd] against this specter [gegen 
dies Gespenst] . 

Who could deny it? If an alliance is in the process of being 
formed against communism, an alliance of the old or the new 
Europe, it remains a holy alliance. The paternal figure of the Holy 
Father the Pope, who is then cited by Marx, still figures today in a 
prominent place in this alliance, in the person of a Polish bishop 
who boasts ,  and in this he is confirmed by Gorbachev, that he 
was not for nothing in the collapse of communist totalitarianism 
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in Europe and in the advent of a Europe that from now on will 
be what it should always have been according to him,  a Christian 
Europe. As in the Holy Alliance of the nineteenth century, Russia 
could once again take part. That is why we insisted on the 
neo-evangelism-Hegelian neo-evangelism-of a rhetoric of the 
"Fukuyama" type. It was a Hegelian neo-evangelism that Marx 
denounced with great verve and vehemence in the Stirnerian 
theory of ghosts. We will get to this later, but already here we 
must point out the intersection. We believe it is Significant. 

The specter that Marx was talking about then, communism, 
was there without being there. It was not yet there. It will 
never be there. There is no Dasein of the specter, but there is no 
Dasein without the uncanniness , without the strange familiarity 
(Unheimlichkeit) of some specter. What is a specter ? What is its 
history and what is its time? 

The specter, as its name indicates, is the frequency of a certain � 
visibility . But the visibility of the invisible. And visibility, by its 
essence, is not seen, which is why it remains epekeina tes ousias , 
beyond the phenomenon or beyond being. The specter is also, 
among other things , what one imagines, what one thinks one 
sees and which one projects-on an imaginary screen where 
there is nothing to see. Not even the screen sometimes ,  and a 
screen always has , at bottom, in the bottom or background that 
it is, a structure of disappearing apparition. But now one can no 
longer get any shut-eye, being so intent to watch out for the 
return. Whence the theatricalization of speech itself and the 
spectacularizing speculation on time. The perspective has to be 
reversed, once again : ghost or revenant, sensuous-non-sensuous, 
visible-invisible, the specter first of all sees us . From the other 
side of the eye, visor effect ,  it looks at us even before we see it or 
even before we see period. We feel ourselves observed, some
times under surveillance by it even before any apparition. 
Especially-and this is the event, for the specter is of the event-
it sees us during a visit . It (re)pays us a visit [II nous rend visite] . 
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Visit upon visit, since it returns to see us and since visitare, 
frequentative of visere (to see, examine, contemplate) ,  translates 
well the recurrence or returning ,  the frequency of a visitation. 
The latter does not always mark the moment of a generous 
apparition or a friendly vision; it can signify strict inspection or 
violent search, consequent persecution, implacable concatenation. 
The social mode of haunting, its original style could also be 
called, taking into account this repetition, frequentation . Marx 
lived more than others , we are going to make this clear, in the 
frequentation of specters. 

The specter appears to present itself during a visitation. One 
represents it to oneself, but it is not present, itself, in flesh and 
blood. This non-presence of the specter demands that one take 
its times and its history into consideration, the singularity of 
its temporality or of its historicity. When, in 1 8 47-48 , Marx 
names the specter of communism, he inscribes it in an historical 
perspective that is exactly the reverse of the one I was initially 
thinking of in proposing a title such as " the specters of Marx. " 
Where I was tempted to name thereby the persistence of a pres
ent past, the return of the dead which the worldwide work of 
mouring cannot get rid of, whose return it runs away from, 
which it chases (excludes ,  banishes , and at the same time pur
sues) , Marx, for his part, announces and calls for a presence to 
come. He seems to predict and prescribe : What for the moment 
figures only as a specter in the ideological representation of 
old Europe must become, in the future, a present reality, that is, 
a living reality. The Manifesto calls , it calls for this presentation 
of the living reality : we must see to it that in the future this 
specter-and first of all an association of workers forced to 
remain secret until about 1 8 48-becomes a reality, and a living 
reality. This real life must show itself and manifest itself, it must 
present itself beyond Europe, old or new Europe, in the universal 
dimension of an International. 

But it must also manifest itself in the form of a manifesto that 
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will be the Manifesto of a party. For Marx already gives the party 
form to the properly political structure of the force that will have 
to be, according to the Manifesto , the motor of the revolution, the 
transformation, the appropriation then finally the destruction of 
the State, and the end of the political as such. (Since this singular 
end of the political would correspond to the presentation of an 
absolutely living reality , this is one more reason to think that the 
essence of the political will always have the inessential figure , 
the very anessence of a ghost.) 

Here is perhaps one of the strange motifs we should talk about 
this evening :  What tends perhaps to disappear in the political 
world that is shaping up, and perhaps in a new age of dem
ocracy, is the domination of this form of organization called the 
party, the party-State relation, which finally will have lasted, 
strictly speaking, only two centuries , barely longer than that ,  a 
period to which belongs as well certain determined types of 
parliamentary and liberal democracy, constitutional monarchies , i 
Nazi , fascist, or Soviet totalitarianisms. Not one of these regimes 
was possible without what could be called the axiomatics of the 
party. Now, as one can see foreshadowed, it seems , everywhere 
in the world today, the structure of the party is becoming not 
only more and more suspect (and for reasons that are no longer 
always, necessarily , "reactionary, "  those of the classical indi
vidualist reaction) but also radically unadapted to the new
tele-techno-media--conditions of public space, of political life, 
of democracy, and of the new modes of representation (both 
parliamentary and non-parliamentary) that they call up. A 
reflection on what will become of Marxism tomorrow, of its 
inheritance or its testament, should include, among so many 
other things , a reflection on the finitude of a certain concept or 
of a certain reality of the party. And, of course, of its State cor
relative. A movement is underway that we would be tempted 
to describe as a deconstruction of the traditional concepts of 
State, and thus of party and labor union. Even though they do 
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not signify the withering away of the State, in the Marxist or 
Gramscian sense, one cannot analyze their historical singularity 
outside of the Marxist inheritance--where inheritance is more 
than ever a critical and transformative filter, that is, where it is 
out of the question to be for or against the State in general, its 
life or its death in general . There was a moment, in the history of 
European (and, of course, American) politics , when it was a 
reactionary gesture to call for the end of the party , just as it was 
to analyze the inadequation of existing parliamentary structures 
to democracy itself Let us put forward here with many precau
tions, both theoretical and practical, the hypothesis that this is 
no longer the case, not always the case (for these old forms of 
struggle against the State may survive for a long time) ; one must 
do away with this equivocation so that it will no longer be the 
case. The hypothesis is that this mutation has already begun; it is 
irreversible. 

The universal Communist Party , the Communist International 
will be, said the Manifesto in 1 848 , the final incarnation, the real 
presence of the specter, thus the end of the spectral . This future is 
not described, it is not foreseen in the constative mode; it is 
announced, promised, called for in a perfotmative mode. From 
the symptom, Marx draws a diagnosis and 'a prognosis. The 
symptom that authorizes the diagnosis is that the fear of the 
communist ghost exists. One gets signs of this if one observes 
the Holy European Alliance. These signs must mean something, 
namely that the European powers recognize, through the specter, 
the power of communism ("Communism is already acknow
ledged by all European powers to be itself a power [als eine 
Macht] " ) . As for the prognOSis , it does not consist in merely 
forseeing (a gesture of the constative type) but in calling for 
the advent, in the future, of a manifesto of the communist 
party which, precisely in the performative form of the call , will 
transform the legend of the specter not yet into the reality of 
communist SOciety but into that other form of real event 
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(between the legendary specter and its absolute incarnation) that 
is the Manifesto of the Communist Party. Parousia of the mani
festation of the manifest. As party. Not as party that in addition 
would be, in this case, communist, or whose communism would 
be only a predicate. But as party that would accomplish the 
essence of the party as communist party. Here is the call , namely 
the Manifesto in view of the Manifesto, the self-manifestation 
of the manifesto, in which consists the essence of any manifesto 
that calls itself: by saying "it is time, time rejoins and adjOins 
itself here, now, a now that happens to itself in the act and the 
body of this manifestation: it is "high time" that I become mani
fest, that become manifest the manifesto that is no other than 
this one here, now, me, the present is coming to pass, itself 
conjOined witness ,  here precisely is the manifesto that I am or 
that I operate in the work, in an act, I am myself but this mani
festation , at this very moment, in this book, here I am: "It is 

� high time [Es ist hohe Zeit] that communists should openly, in 
the face of the whole world, publish their views, their aims, 
their tendencies, and meet [or oppose : entgegenste1Ien] this nursery 
tale of the specter of communism [den Miirchen vom Gespenst des 
Kommunismus] with a Manifesto of the party itself " What does 
this manifesto testify to? And who testifies to what? In which 
languages? The follOwing sentence speaks of the multiplicity of 
languages : not of all languages but of a few, and of communists 
of different nationalities gathered in London. The Manifesto , says 
The Manifesto in German, will be published in English, French, 
German, Italian, Flemish, and Danish. Ghosts also speak different 
languages. national languages , like the money from which they 
are. as we shall see, inseparable. As circulating currency. money 
bears local and political character. it "uses different national lan
guages and wears different national uniforms. " 3 Let us repeat 
our question of the manifesto as speech or language of testi
mony. Who testifies to what? In what way does the "what" 
determine the "who. the one never preceding the other? 



1 30 S P E C T E R S  O F  M A R X 

Why does this absolute manifestation of self attest to itself 
[s ' atteste-t-elle elle-memeJ , while taking the side of the party, only 
by contesting and detesting the ghost? What about the ghost, 
therefore, in this struggle? The ghost that finds itself called upon 
to take sides , as well as to testify, with the helmet and visor effect? 

The s tructure of the event thus called for remains difficult to 
analyze. The legend of the specter, the story , the fable (Marchen) 
would be abolished in the Manifesto, as if the specter itself, after 
having embodied a spectrality in legend and without becoming 
a reality (communism itself, communist society) , came out of 
itself, called for an exit from the legend without entering into 
the reality of which it is the specter. Since it is neither real nor 
legendary, some "Thing" will have frightened and continues to 
frighten in the equivocation of this event, as in the singular 
spectrality of this performative utterance, namely, of Marxism 
itself (and the question this evening could be summed up as 
follows : what is a Marxist utterance? a so-called Marxist utter
ance? or more precisely : what will be from now on such an utterance? 
and who could say "I am a Marxist" or "I am not a Marxist" ?) . 

To make fear, to make oneself fear.4 To cause fear in the 
enemies of the Manifesto , but perhaps also in Marx and the Marxists 
themselves. For one could be tempted to explain the whole 
totalitarian inheritance of Marx's thought, but also the other 
totalitarianisms that were not just by chance or mechanical 
juxtaposition its contemporaries , as a reaction of panic-ridden 
fear before the ghost in general. To the ghost that communism 
represented for the capitalist (monarchist ,  imperial, or repub
lican) States of old Europe in general, came the response of a 
frightened and ruthless war and it was only in the course of this 
war that Leninism and then Stalinist totalitarianism were able to 
constitute themselves, harden themselves monstrously into their 
cadaverous rigor. But since Marxist ontology was also struggling 
against the ghost in general, in the name of living presence as 
material actuality, the whole "Marxist" process of the totalitarian 
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society was also responding to the same panic. We must, it seems 
to me, take such an hypothesis seriously. Later, between Stirner 
and Marx, we will get around to this essential ineluctability of 
the reflexive reflex, of the "make oneself fear" in the experience 
of the ghost. It is as if Marx and Marxism had run away, fled 
from themselves ,  and had scared themselves. In the course of the 
same chase , the same persecution, the same infernal pursuit. 
Revolution against the revolution as the figure of Les Miserables 
suggests. More precisely, given the number and the frequency , it is 
as if they had been frightened by someone within themselves. They 
should not have done so, we might think a little hastily. Nazi and 
fascist totalitarianisms found themselves now on one side, now 
on the other in this war of ghosts , but in the course of a sole and 
same history. And there are so many ghosts in this tragedy, in the 
charnel houses of all the camps, that no one will ever be sure of 
being on a single and same side. It is better to know that . In a 

� word, the whole history of European politics at least, and at least 
since Marx, would be that of a ruthless war between solidary 
camps that are equally terrorized by the ghost, the ghost of the 
other, and its own ghost as the ghost of the other. The Holy 
Alliance is terrorized by the ghost of communism and under
takes a war against it that is still going on, but it is a war against a 
camp that is itself organized by the terror of the ghost, the one in 
front of it and the one it carries within itself 

There is nothing "revisionist" S about interpreting the genesis 
of totalitarianisms as reciprocal reactions to the fear of the ghost 
that communism inspired beginning in the last century, to the 
terror that it inspired in its adversaries but that it turned inside 
out and felt sufficiently within itself to precipitate the monstrous 
realization, the magical effectuation, the animist incorporation 
of an emancipatory eschatology which ought to have respected 
the promise, the being-promise of a promise-and which could 
not have been a simple ideological phantasm since the critique 
of ideology itself was inspired by nothing else. 
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For, finally we must get around to this, the revenant was the 
persecution of Marx. As it was that of Stirner. Both of them , as is 
quite understandable ,  kept on persecuting their persecutor, their 
own persecutor, their most intimate stranger. Marx loved the 
figure of the ghost, he detested it , he called it to witness his 
contestation, he was haunted by it, harassed, besieged, obsessed 
by it . In him, but of course in order to repulse it, outside ofhim. 
In him outside of him: this is the place outside of place of ghosts 
wherever they feign to take up their abode. More than others, 
perhaps , Marx had ghosts in his head and knew without know
ing what he was talking about ( "Mensch, es spukt in Deinem 
Kopfer' one might say to him in a parody of Stirner) . But for this 
very reason he also did not love the ghosts he loved. And who 
loved him-and observed him from beneath the visor. He was 
doubtless obsessed by them (the word is his , as we will see) but, 
as he did against the adversaries of communism, he waged a 

merciless battle against them. 
Like all obsessives ,  he harassed the obsession. There are 

countless signs of this , each �me more explicit than the other. To 
cite only two very different examples from this rich spectrology, 
one could evoke in passing his 1 84 1  Dissertation (The Difference in 

the Philosophy of Nature of Democritus and Epicufiis) . There the very 
young Marx signs a filial dedication (for it is always to the father, 
the secret of a father that a frightened child calls for help against 
the specter : " I  am thy Fathers Spirit I am forbid/To tell the 
secrets of my Prison-House") . In this dedication, Marx addresses 
himself as son to Ludwig von Westphalen, "personal adviser to 
the government" in Trier, this "very dear paternal friend [seinen 
theuren viiterlichen Freund] .  He then speaks of a sign of filial love 
(diese Zeilen ills erste Zeichen kindlicher Liebe) as regards someone before 
whom " all the spirits of the world are called to appear [vor dem aJle 
Geister der Wdt erscheinen] " and who never recoiled in fear from the 
shadows of retrograde ghosts (Schlagschatten der retrograden Gespenster) 
or from skies often covered with dark clouds. The last words of 
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this dedication name the spirit (Der Geist) as the "great magical 
physician [der grosse Zauberkundig Arzt] " to whom this spiritual 
father entrusted himself (anvertraut) and from whom he draws all 
his strength to struggle against the evil of the ghost. It is the 
spirit against the specter. In this adoptive father, in this hero 
of the struggle against retrograde ghosts (which Marx seems 
implicitly to distinguish from the specter of progress that com
munism will be for example) , the young Marx sees the living 
and visible proof (argumentum ad oculos) that "idealism is not a 
fiction but a truth. "  

Youthful dedication? Conventional language? Surely. But the 
words are not so common, they appear calculated and the stat
istical accounting can begin. Frequency counts. The experience ,  
the apprehension of  the ghost i s  tuned into frequency : number 
(more than one) , insistence, rhythm (waves ,  cycles ,  and periods) . 
The youthful dedication continues to speak and to proliferate i$ 
itself, it appears more significant and less conventional when one 
notices , in the y�ars that follow, the relentless determination to 
denounce, that is, to conjure (away) , and with great verve, but 
also with great fascination, what The German Ideology will call the 
history of ghosts (Gespenstergeschichte) . We will come back to this 
text in a moment, it is crawling with them, a crowd of revenants 
are waiting for us there : shrouds, errant souls , clanking of chains 
in the night, groanings, chilling bursts of laughter, and all those 
heads, so many invisible heads that look at us , the greatest con
centration of all specters in the history of humanity. Marx (and 
Engels) try to straighten things out, they seek to identify, they 
pretend to count. They have trouble. 

A little later, in fact, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte 
deploys once again, on the same frequency, something like a 
spectropolitics and a genealogy of ghosts , more precisely a patri 
monial logic of the generations of ghosts . Marx never stops conjuring 
and exorcising there. He separates out the good from the bad 
"ghosts. "  Sometimes in the same sentence, he desperately tries 
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to oppose (but how difficult it is and how risky) , the " spirit of 
the revolution [Geist der Revolution]" to its specter (Gespenst) . Yes, it 
is difficult and risky. Because of the lexicon, first of all : like esprit 
and like " spirit , " Geist can also signify "specter" and Marx thinks 
he can exploit, even as he controls, its rhetorical effects. The 
semantics of  Gespenst themselves haunt the semantics of Geist. If 
there is some ghost, it is to be found precisely where, between 
the two, reference hesitates , undecidably , or else no longer hesi
tates where it should have. But if it is so difficult and risky, 
beyond any possible mastery, if the two remain indiscernible 
and finally synonymous , it is because, in Marx' s  own view, the 
specter will first have been necessary, one might say even vital to 
the historical unfolding of spirit. For, first of all , Marx himself 
inherits from the Hegelian remark on the repetition of history, 
whether one is talking about great events , revolutions, or heroes 
(the remark is well known: first tragedy, then farce) . Victor 
Hugo was also attentive, as we have seen, to the revolutionary 
repetition. A revolution repeats , and it even repeats the revolu
tion against the revolution. The Eighteenth Brumaire concludes from 
this that men make their own history, that is the condition of 
inheritance. Appropriation in general , we would say ,  is in the condi
tion of the other and of the dead other, of more than one dead, a 
generation of the dead. What is said about appropriation is also 
valid for freedom, liberation, or emancipation. 

Men make thei r own h i story [ihre eigene Geschichte] but they do 
not m a ke i t  just  as  they please [aus freien Stucken] ; they do not 
make it u nder c i rcu m stances chosen by themselves, but under 
c i rcu m stances d i rectly encountered , given and  tran sm itted 
from the past [uberlieferten Umstiinden] .  The trad it ion of a l l  the 
dead generations  [aller toten Geschlechter] weighs [/astet] l i ke a 
n ightmare on the bra i n  of the l iv ing. 

(Marx writes "lastet wie ein Alp, that is , weighs like one of 
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those ghosts that give nightmares; the French translation reads 
simply "pese d'un poids tres lourd, weighs very heavily ; as 
often happens in translations , the ghost drops off into oblivion 
or, in the best of cases, it is dissolved into approximate figures , 
for example "phantasmagoria , a word that moreover is gener
ally relieved of its literal sense which links it to speech and to 
public speech.) 

And j u st when they seem engaged in revol ut io n iz ing themselves  
and th i ngs, i n  creat ing  someth i ng  that has  never yet exi sted 
[noch nicht Dagewesenes zu schaffen] , precise ly in such periods 
of revo l ut ionary cri s i s  they anxious ly  conj u re u p  [beschworen sie 
iingstlich] the spi rits of the past to thei r serv ice [die Geister der 
Vergangenheit zu ihrem Dienste herauJ] and borrow [entlehnen] 
from them names, battle-cries [Schlachtparole] a nd costumes 
i n  order to present the new scene of world h i story i n  th i s  

e: t i me-honoured d isgu ise and th i s  borrowed language [mit dieser 
erborgten Sprache] .6 

It is indeed a matter of convoking or conjuring (beschworen) the 
spirits as specters in a gesture of positive conjuration, the one 
that swears in order to call up and not to drive away. But can one 
uphold this distinction? For if such a conjuration seems welcom
ing and hospitable, since it calls forth the dead, makes or lets 
them come, it is never free of anxiety . And thus of a movement 
of repulsion or restriction. Not only is the conjuration character
ized by a certain anxiety, it does not let itself be determined 
merely in addi tion by this anxiety (as the word iingstlich suggests) , 
is destined to the anxiety that it is . The conjuration is anxiety 
from the moment it calls upon death to invent the qUick and to 
enliven the new, to summon the presence of what is not yet 
there (noch nicht Dagewesenes) . This anxiety in the face of the ghost 
is properly revolutionary. If death weighs on the living brain of 
the living, and still more on the brains of revolutionaries . it must 
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then have some spectral density. To weigh (Jasten) is also to 
charge, tax, impose, indebt, accuse, assign, enjoin. And the more 
life there is, the graver the specter of the other becomes , the 
heavier its imposition. And the more the living have to answer 
for it. To answer for the dead, to respond to the dead . To correspond and 
have it out with [5 ' expliquer avec] obsessive haunting, in the absence 
of any certainty or symmetry. Nothing is more serious and 
nothing is more true, nothing is more exact [juste] than this 
phantasmagoria. The specter weighs [pese] , it thinks [pense] , it 
intensifies and condenses itself within the very inside of life, 
within the most living life, the most Singular (or, if one prefers, 
individual) life. The latter therefore no longer has and must 
no longer have, insofar as it is living, a pure identity to itself or 
any assured inside : this is what all philosophies of life, or even 
philosophies of the living and real individual , would have to 
weigh carefully. 7 

The paradox must be sharpened: the more the new erupts 
in the revolutionary crisis , the more the period is in crisis, the 
more it is " out of joint, " then the more one has to convoke 
the old, "borrow" from it. Inheritance from the "spirits of the 
past" consists , as always , in borrowing. Figures of borroWing, 
borrowed figures , figurality as the figure of borrowing. And 
the borrOWing speaks : borrowed language, borrowed names, says 
Marx .  A question of credit, then, or of faith. But an unstable 
and barely visible dividing line crosses through this law of the 
fiduciary . It passes between a parody and a truth, but one 
truth as incarnation or living repetition of the other, a regenerat
ing reviviscence of the past, of the spirit, of the spirit of the 
past from which one inherits. The dividing line passes between 
a mechanical reproduction of the specter and an appropriation 
that is so alive, so interiorizing, so assimilating of the inheritance 
and of the "spirits of the past" that it is none other than the 
life of forgetting , life as forgetting itself And the forgetting 
of the maternal in order to make the spirit live in oneself. These 
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are Marx's  words. It i s  his language, and the example o f  the 
language is not just any example among others. It designates 
the very element of these rights of succession. 

Th us  Luther donned the mask of the Apostle Pau l ,  the revolut io n 
of 1 789 to 1 81 4  draped itself alternately as  the Roman Repub l i c  
and  the Roman E m p i re, and the revo l ut ion of  1 848 knew noth
ing better to do than  to parody [parodieren] , now 1 789,  now the 
revo l ut ionary trad iti o n  of 1 793 to 1 795.  In  l i ke manner a begi n 
ne r  who has  lea rnt a new l anguage a lways trans lates i t  back 
into h i s  mother tongue, but he has ass i m i lated [appropri ated : 
hat er sich nur angeeignet] the sp i rit of the new language and  can 
freely express h imself i n  it [produce in i t :  in ihr produzieren] only 
when he finds h i s  way i n  it without reca ll i ng  the old and forgets 
h i s  n ative tongue in the use of the new. ( P. 1 04) 

From one inheritance to the other. The living appropriation of 
the spirit, the assimilation of a new language is already an 
inheritance. And the appropriation of another language here 
figures the revolution. This revolutionary inheritance supposes , 
to be sure, that one ends up forgetting the specter, that of the 
primitive or mother tongue. In order to forget not what one 
inherits but the pre-inheritance on the basis of which one 
inherits. This forgetting is only a forgetting. For what one must 
forget will have been indispensable. One must pass through 
the pre-inheritance, even if it is to parody it, in order to 
appropriate the life of a new language or make the revolution. 
And while the forgetting corresponds to the moment of living 
appropriation, Marx nevertheless does not valorize it as simply 
as one might think. Things are very complicated. One must 
forget the specter and the parody, Marx seems to say, so that 
history can continue. But if one is content to forget it, then the 
result is bourgeois platitude : life, that' s  all . So one must not 
forget it, one must remember it but while forgetting it enough, 
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in this very memory , in order to "find again the spirit of the 
revolution without making its specter return [den Geist der revolution 
wiederzufinden, nicht ihr Gespenst wieder umgehen machen; emphasis 
added] . 

This is the fold of "a striking difference [ein springender Unter
schied] , says Marx, between two modalities or two temporalities 
in the conjuration of the dead (Totenbeschworung) ,  in the evocation 
or convocation of the specter. One has to admit that they 
resemble each other. They contaminate each other sometimes 
in such a troubling manner, since the simulacrum consists pre
Cisely in miming the phantom or in simulating the phantasm of 
the other, that the "striking" difference strikes , precisely , at the 
origin, and leaps into view only in order to jump up and down 
before your eyes. To disappear by appearing, in the phenomenon 
of its phantasm. Marx holds to this difference, all the same, as 

he holds to life ;  he illustrates it in one of those eloquent revo
lutionary epics to which one can only do justice by reading it 
aloud, until one is out of breath. It begins thus , by the conjuration 
(Beschworung) of the dead on the scale of worldwide history 
(weltgeschichtliche Totenbeschworung) :  

Cons iderat ion  of th i s  world -h i storical necromancy [Totenbe· 
schworung] revea l s  at once a str i k i ng  d ifference. Camille 
Desmou l i n s , Danton,  Robesp ierre, Sai nt-J ust, Napoleon ,  the 
he roes as wel l  as the part ies and  the masses of the old French 
Revo l ut ion ,  performed the task of the i r  t ime [die Aufgabe ihrer 
Zeit] i n  Roman costu me and  with Roman  ph rases,  the task of 
u ncha i n i ng and  sett i ng  u p  modern bourgeois society. The first 
ones knocked the feuda l  bas i s  to p ieces and  mowed off the 
feuda l  heads which had grown on it. The other created i n side 
Fra nce the cond it ions  u nder  which free com petit i on  could 
fi rst be deve loped ,  parcel led l anded property exp loited . . .  and 
beyond the French borders . . .  ( I b id . )  
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But synchrony does not have a chance, no time is contempor
ary with itself, neither the time of the Revolution, which finally 
never takes place in the present, nor the times that follow or 
follow from it. What happens? Nothing, nothing other at least 
than forgetting. First of all this task. which was moreover the task 
of their time (die Aufgabe ihrer Zeit) , appears in a time that is already 
dislocated, disjointed, off its hinges ("out of joint" or "aus den 
Fugen") : it can present itself only through the Roman haunting ,  in 
the anachrony of antique costume and phrases. Then. once the 
revolutionary task is accomplished. amnesia necessarily sets in . 
It was already on the program of the anachrony, in the " task 
of their time. " Anachrony practices and promises forgetting. 
Bourgeois society forgets, in its sober platitude, "that ghosts 
from the days of Rome had watched over its cradle [dass die 
Gespenster der Romerzeit ihre Wiese gehiitet hatten] . A question of the 
head. as always according to Marx, a question of the head or � 
the cap- and the spirit: in the amnesiac order of capitalist 
bourgeoisie (the one that lives, like an animal . on the forgetting 
of ghosts) , the muzzle [gueule] replaces the head at the summit. 
the lard-head of a fattened, sedentary . bourgeois king, replaces 
the political and vigorous head of revolutionaries on the march. 8 

[ I ]ts rea l com manders [ihre wirklichen Heerfiihrer] sat beh ind  
the counter, and the hogheaded [Speckkopj] Lou i s  XVI I I  was  its 
pol it ica l  ch ief [ihr politisches Haupt] . Whol ly  absorbed in the 
product ion of wealth and  in peacefu l  competitive struggle, i t  no 
longer  comprehended that ghosts from the days of Rome had 
watched over its crad le. But u nheroic as bou rgeoi s  society i s ,  i t  
nevertheless took hero i sm ,  sacrifice, terror, civi l war and batt les 
of peoples to br ing it  i nto being. ( I b id . ) . 

Marx then accumulates the examples of this rhythmic anachrony. 
He analyzes its pulses and impulsions. He takes pleasure in it, 
the pleasure of repetition; on seeing him so sensitive to these 
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compulsive waves ,  one gets the impression that he is not just 
pointing his finger: he is taking the pulse of history. And he is 
listening to a revolutionary frequency. In regular bursts , the latter 
alternates conjuration and abjuration of the specters. The great 
specter of the classical tradition (Rome) is convoked (this is the 
positive conjuration) so as to allow one to rise to the height of 
the historic tragedy ,  but already also so as to hide, in the illusion, 
the mediocre content of bourgeois ambition. Then, this done, the 
phantasm is revoked, which is the abjuration; one forgets the 
ghost as if one were waking up from an hallucination. Cromwell 
had already spoken the language of the Hebrew prophets. The 
bourgeois revolution accomplished, the English people prefer 
Locke to Habakkuk. Then comes the Eighteenth Brumaire and 
the repetition repeats itself It is at this point that Marx intends to 
distinguish between the spirit (Geist) of the revolution and its 
specter (Gespenst) , as if the former did not already call up the 
latter, as if everything ,  and Marx all the same recognizes this 
himself, did not pass by way of differences within a fantastics as 

general as i t  is irreducible. Far from organizing the good schematics of 
a constitution of time, this other transcendental imagination is 
the law of an invincible anachrony. Untimely , "out of joint, even 
and especially if it appears to come in due time; the spirit of the 
revolution is fantastic and anachronistic through and through. It has to be 
so-and among all the questions that this discourse assigns to 
us , one of the most necessary would no doubt concern the 
articulation among these indissociable concepts which must, if 
not identify with each other, at least pass one into the other 
without crossing any rigorous conceptual border : spirit of revo
lution, actual reality, (productive or reproductive) imagination, 
specter (Geist der Revolution, Wirklichkei t, Phantasie, Gespenst) : 

Thus  the resu rrect ion of the dead [Die Totenerweckung) i n  
those revol ut ions served the pu rpose of g lor ifyi ng  [verherrlichen) 
the new struggles, not of parodyi ng [parodieren] the o ld ;  of 
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magn ifyi ng the given task  i n  imagi nation [in der Phantasie] , not 
of flee i ng  from its so lut ion in  rea l ity; of find i ng  once more the 
sp i r it of revo lution ,  not of mak ing its ghost wa l k  about aga in .  

From 1 848 t o  1 85 1  on ly the  ghost [Gespenst] of  the  old 
revo l ut ion wa lked about,  from M arrast, the republicain en gants 

jaunes, who disgu i sed h i m self as the o ld Ba i l ly, down to the 
adventu rer who h ides his commonp lace repu l s ive featu res 
under  the i ron  death mask  of Napoleon.  (P. 1 05) 

Marx often aims at the head-and the chief The figures of the 
ghost are first of all faces. It is a matter then of masks , if not, this 
time, of a helmet and a visor. But between the spirit and the 
specter, between tragedy and comedy, between the revolution on 
the march and what installs it in parody, there is only the differ
ence of a time between two masks. It is a matter of spirit when 
Luther takes the mask (maskierte sich) of the Apostle Paul, it is a 
matter of specter, "parody, " and "caricature" with the lard-head 
Louis XVIII or the death mask of Napoleon the Great on the face 
of Napoleon "Ie Petit. " 

One must take another step. One must think the future, that is, 
life. That is , death. Marx recognizes, of course, the law of this 
fatal anachrony and, finally , he is perhaps as aware as we are of 
the essential contamination of spirit (Geist) by specter (Gespenst) . 
But he wants to be done with it, he deems that one can, he 
declares that one should be done with it. He detests all ghosts , 
the good and the bad, he thinks one can break with this frequen
tation . It is as if he were saying to us, we who do not believe a 
word of it :  What you think you are calling so subtly the law 
of anachrony is precisely anachronistic. That fate weighed on 
revolutions of the past . Those that are coming, at present and in the 
future (namely, what Marx always prefers , like everyone, like life 
itself, and this is the tautology of preference) , those that are 
heralded already in the nineteenth century must turn away from 
the past, from its Geist as well as its Gespenst. In sum, they must 
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cease to inherit. They must no  longer even do that mourning 
work in the course of which the living maintain the dead, play 
dead, busy themselves with the dead, let themselves be enter
tained and occupied and played or tricked [jouer] by the dead, speak 
them and speak to them, bear their name and hold forth in their 
language. No, no more revolutionary memory, down with the 
monument, bring down the curtain on the shadow theater and 
funerary eloquence, destroy the mausoleum for popular crowds, 
shatter the death masks beneath the glass caskets. All of that is the 
revolution of the past. Already, still in the nineteenth century. 
Already in the nineteenth century, one must stop inheriting in 
this way,  one must forget this form of forgetting on the fre
quency of what is called mourning work, the haunting of the 
spirit as much as the haunting of the specter : 

The social revol ut ion of the n i neteenth centu ry cannot d raw its 
poetry [ihre Poesie] from the past, but on ly  from the futu re. It 
can not begi n with itself before it has stri pped off a l l  su persti
t ion about the past. Ear l ier  revo l utions  requ i red reco l lections  of 
past world h i story in order  to d u l l  themselves to the i r  own 
content [um sich aber ihren eigenen 'nhalt zu betauben] . I n  order 
to a rrive at i ts own content [um bei ihrem eignen 'nhalt anzu
kommen], the revo lut ion of the n i neteenth century m u st l et the 
dead bury the i r  dead. There the words went beyond the con
tent; here the content goes beyond the words [Dort ging die 
Phrase aber den 'nhalt, hier geht der 'nhalt aber die Phrase 
hinaus] . (P .  1 06 ;  my empha i s) 

Things are not simple by a long shot. One must lend an ear 
and read closely, reckon with every word of the language; we are 
still in the cemetery, the gravediggers are working hard, digging 
up skulls ,  trying to identify them, one by one, and Hamlet recalls 
that this one "had a tongue" and it used to sing. What does Marx 
mean? He too has died, let us not forget, and more than once, 
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precisely Oustement] , we ought to know it, it is not so easy given 
that this happens too often; we inherit from him in our fashion, 
at least from each one of his surviving words , which he could 
never have wanted us to forget without having at least some 
respectful attention for them, without having, for example, heard 
the revolutionary injunction to let the dead bury their dead, the 
imperative of an "active forgetting, " as a certain Nietzsche will 
soon put it. What does Marx mean, the dead Marx? He knew 
very well that the dead have never buried anyone. Nor have the 
living who were not also mortals , that is, who properly bear 
within themselves, that is, outside themselves , and before them
selves, the impossible possibility of their death. It will always be 
necessary that still living mortals bury the already dead living. 
The dead have never buried anyone, but neither have the living, 
the living who would be only living ,  the immortal living. The 
gods never bury anyone. Neither the dead as such, nor the living 
as such have ever put anyone in the ground . If Marx cannot not 
know this, what then does he mean? What does he want exactly 
[au juste] ? What did he want then , he who is dead and buried? He 
wanted first of all, it seems , to recall us to the make-oneself-fear of 
that fear of oneself During past revolutions , the dead ones , the 
conjuration convoked the great spirits (JeWish prophets, Rome, 
and so forth) , but only in order to forget, to repress, out of fear, 
to anesthesize itself (sich betiiuben) in the face of the violence of 
the blow it was striking. The spirit of the past protected the 
conjuration against its "own content, "  the spirit was there to 
protect it against itself Everything is concentrated therefore in 
the question of this "content" and of this "own content" to 
which Marx refers so often, three times in these few famous 
lines. The whole anachronistic dislocation plays in the inadequa
Hon between the phrase and the content-the proper content , the 
appropriate content. Marx believes in it. 

This disadjustrnent will no doubt never end. Doubtless it will 
reverse itself, and we' ll have the revolution within the revolution, 

1 43 
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the future revolution that, without mourning ,  wins out over 
the past revolution : it will finally be the event, the advent of the 
event , the coming of the future-to-come, the victory of an "own 
content" that ends up winning out over the "phrase. All the 
same, in the past revolution, when the gravediggers were alive, 
in sum, the phrase exceeded the content. Whence the anachrony 
of a revolutionary present haunted by its antique models. But in 
the future, and already in the social revolution of the nineteenth 
century still to come in Marx's  view (the whole novelty of the 
new would inhabit this social dimension, beyond the political or 
economic revolution) , the anachrony or untimeliness will not be 
erased in some plenitude of the parousia and the presence to 
itself of the present. Time will still be "out of joint. " But this 
time the inadequation will stem from the excess of its "own con
tent" with regard to the "phrase. The "own content" will no 
longer frighten, it will not hide itself, driven back behind the 
bereaved rhetoric of antique models and the grimace of death 
masks. It will exceed the form, it will break out of the clothes, 
it will overtake signs , models; eloquence, mourning. Nothing 
there will be any longer an affected mannerism, giving itself airs 
[affecte, apprete] : no more credit and no more borrowed figure. But 
as paradoxical as it seems , it is in this unleashed overflowing, at 
the moment when all the j oints give way between form and 
content, that the latter will be properly its " own" and properly 
revolutionary. By all logic , one ought to recognize it by nothing 
other than the excess of this untimely diS-identification, there
fore by nothing that is. By nothing that is presently identifiable. 
As soon as one identifies a revolution, it begins to imitate, it 
enters into a death agony. That is the poetic difference, for we 
recall that Marx tells us where the social revolution will have to 
draw forth its "poetry . "  That is the difference of poetry itself 
between the over there of the political revolution of yesterday and 
the here of the social revolution of today,  more precisely of this 
imminent today about which, alas , we know, now, today, that in 
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its tomorrow, for the last century and a half, it will have to have 
exposed itself indefinitely, imperturbably, sometimes for the 
best , more often for the worst, here rather than over there, to 
one of the most inexhaustible phraseologies of modern history: 
"Dort ging die Phrase iiber den Inhalt , hier geht der Inhalt iiber 
die Phrase hinaus. "  Yes and no, alas . 

It would, of course, have been necessary to cite more examples 
of this implacable anachrony in the Eighteenth Brurnaire of Louis 
Bonaparte (and this title, with the date, already furnishes the first 
example of bereaved parody : in what is both a family, the 
Bonapartes , and France, at the genealogical juncture of public 
and private) . We will retain only one example, closest to the 
letter, that is, to the spectral body that takes its place. This time it 
is a matter in effect of a parody of the specter itself A revolution 
begins itself to caricature the "red specter" that the counter
revolutionaries did everything to conjure (away) . The "red 
specter" was also the name of a revolutionary group.9 The 
supplementary fold that matters to us here is the one that regu
larly assures the reflexive return of a conjuration : those who 
inspire fear frighten themselves, they conjure the very specter 
they represent . The conjuration is in mourning for itself and turns 
its own force against itself 

Here is our hypothesis : well beyond an " eighteenth Brumaire" 
this has never stopped happening to what is called Marxism. Far 
from protecting it from the worst ,  this return conjuration, this 
counter-conjuration will have precipitated it more surely in that 
direction. In chapter 3 of the Eighteenth Brurnaire, Marx opposes 
once again the Revolution of 1 848 to the first French Revolution . 
A sure and effective rhetoric accumulates the traits of an oppos
ition dominated by a major figure : 1 7 89 is the ascending 
curve, audacity mounts, one goes ever farther (constitutionals ,  
Girondins , Jacobins) , while in 1 848 things follow a descending 
curve, the constitutionals conspire against the constitution , the 
revolutionaries seek to be constitutionals , and the omnipotence 
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of the National Assembly gets bogged down in parliamentarism. 
The phrase decidedly wins out over content : 

wi l d ,  i n ane  agitat ion [without content: inhaltslose Agitation] i n  
the name of tranqu i l l i ty; most so lemn preach i ng  of  tranqu i l l ity 
i n  the n a m e  of revol ut ion ;  pass ions  without truth , truths with
out pass ion ;  heroes without heroic deeds ,  h i story without 
events [Geschichte ohne Ereignisse] . (P. 1 25) 

Now, in what does this absence of events , and finally this 
ahistoricity, consist? What does it look like? Answer: an absence 
of body, of course. But who or what has lost  its body? Well, 
not a living individual , not, as one says, a real subject, but 
a specter, the red specter that was conjured (away) by the coun
ter-revolutionaries (in fact, by all of Europe : the Manifesto was 
yesterday) . That is why one must "reverse" things , invert the tale 
by Chamisso ,  "The Wonderful Story of Peter Schlemihl, the 
man who lost his shadow. Here, Marx tells us, "Men and events 
appear as inverted Schlemihls [ als umgekehrte Schlemihle J ' the 
shadow has lost its body at the moment the revolution appeared 
in the uniform of order. The specter itself, the red specter, has 
been in effect disincarnated. As if that were possible. But is that 
not also possibility, precisely [justementJ , virtuality itself? And to 
understand history, that is , the event-ness of the event, must one 
not reckon with this virtualization? Must one not think that the 
loss of the body can affect the specter itself? To the point that it is 
then impossible to discern between the specter and the specter 
of the specter, the specter searching for proper content and liv
ing effectivity? Not the night in which all cows are black, but 
grey on grey because red on red. For let us never forget that in 
describing these overturnings, inversions, conversions without 
border, Marx means to denounce appearances. His critique also 
consists in saying :  these men and these events who lose flesh like 
an inverted Schlemihl whose body has disappeared (abhanden 
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gekommen ist) , that 's  how they appear (erscheinen) , to be sure, but 
this is but an apparition, therefore also an appearance and finally 
an image, in the sense of phenomenon and in the sense of rhetorical 
figure. It remains the case that what seems to be finally an image is 
also, provisionally, the final image, what "appears in the end"  
(endlich erscheint) , grey on  grey like red on red, in  the parousia of  
this aborted revolution :  

I f  any sect ion of  h i sto ry has  been pa i nted grey on grey [grau in 
grauj . i t  is th i s .  Men and  events appea r as inverted Schlem i h l s  
[erscheinen als umgekehrte Schlemihlej . as shadows that have 
lost the i r bod ies. The revo l ut ion itse l f  pa ralyses its own bea rers 
and endows on ly its adversa ries with pass ionate forcefu lness .  
When the  " red specter" [das "rote Gespenst'1 cont inua l ly  con
j u red up and exorcised [heraujbeschworen und gebanntj by the 
cou nter- revo l utionar ies .  fina l l y  appears [endlich erscheintj, i t  
appears not with the Ph rygian  cap of ana rchy on i ts  head ,  but i n  
the u n iform of order. i n  red b reeches [in roten Plumphosenj. 
( I b id . )  

On both sides ,  between revolution and counter-revolution , 
between the democrats and Bonaparte, the war does not oppose 
only specters and conjurations, animist spells and magic incanta
tions , but simulacra of simulacra. On both sides , a specular 
reflection endlessly sends the simulacrum away, that is , defers 
up to the abyss the encounter with a living body, with the 
real, living ,  actual event, with the revolution itself. the revolution 
properly speaking, in person. This does not prevent Marx from 
giving a date. It is true that he points out , each time within 
brackets , that it is a Sunday. Now, in its very Singularity , a date 
always repeats , resuscitates the ghost of another date for which 
it mourns .  What is more, a Sunday is not just any day for 
a revolution . Hegel had already named a certain speculative 
Good Friday,  Marx gives one to see what is seen on the Lord' s  
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day, the awaited apparition, the return of the dead, resurrection 
as reapparition : 

beneficia l  consequences of the second [Sunday of the month: 
Sonntag des Monats) M ay 1 852 .  In thei r m inds  [Mess ieurs the 
Democrats) the second [Su nday o� M ay 1 852 had become a 
fixed idea, a dogma, l i ke the day on which Ch ri st shou ld 
reappear [wiedererscheiner saUte) and the m i l len i u m  begi n ,  in  
the  minds of the Ch i l i asts. As ever, weakness had taken refuge 
i n  a bel ief i n  m i racles ,  fanc ied the enemy overcome when it 
had on ly conj u red h i m  away i n  imag inat ion [in der Phantasie 
weghexte] (P. 1 07; the fi rst th ree bracketed i nsert ions  are 
M a rx's) 

And a little later-it is still Sunday, the same day, another Sunday, 
the floor is turned over to phantoms, to the phantasmagoria, 
to anathema as formula of exorcism (Bannformel) ,  to sorcery, 
the survival will have lasted but the blink of an eye-here is 
the will and testament of a people. With its own voice, with its 
own hand, an immediately blinded people signs its own death 
warrant in a Mephistophelean decree : 

the s heet l ight n i ng  of the da i ly p ress ,  the ent i re l iterature, the 
pol it ical names and  the i nte l lectua l  reputations  [die geistigen 
Renommeen] , the civi l l aw and the pena l  code, the liberU, 
egalite, Jraternite and  the second [Sunday o� May 1 8 52-al l  has 
van i shed l i ke a phantasmagoria [Phantasmagorie] before the 
s pel l [Bannforme� of a man  whom even h i s  enemies do not 
make out to be a magic ian [Hexenmeister] .  U n iversa l  suffrage 
seem s to h ave su rvived [iiberlebt) on ly for a moment, i n  order 
that with its own hand  it may make its l ast wi l l  and testment 
befo re the eyes of a l l  the wor ld and  decla re i n  the name of the 
peop l e  itse l f: "Al l that comes to b irth i s  fit for overth row, as 
noth i ng worth . "  ( I b id . )  
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What happened in this blink of an eye? How to describe 
this sleight of hand? A fake magician, as insubstantial as a sort of 
back-up ghost, auxiliary specter, or revenant on call (Louis Bonaparte) ,  
himself haunted by the quasi-paternal figure of a great specter 
(Napoleon Bonaparte and the Revolution of 1 789) , taking 
advantage of a day on duty, makes the revolution disappear, like 
a phantasmagoria , by means of a perverse, diabolical, and 
non-apparent exorcism. For if his conjuration makes the people 
disappear, it signs in fact by the same token his own disappear
ance, it signs it with his own hand : absolute alienation and now 
without body, alienation of self that appropriates in this way 
only its own death and bequeaths only the patrimony of its 
expropriation . 

Do these paradoxes correspond to a consistent and irreducible 
logic? Or must one make certain allowances? Must one allow for 
rhetoric? Is it just a matter here of seeking certain effects in what 
some (for example, Michel Henry l O) have occasionally wanted 
to qualify among the "political" or "historical" texts of Marx, 
in opposition to his "philosophical" texts? Our hypotheSiS is 
different. No doubt one must take the measure of the polemic, 
the oratorical talent, an uncommon linguistic arsenal : a panoply 
of arguments but also of images , a fantastic panoply at a time when 
people had a taste for ghosts (for a certain theater of ghosts , 
according to a historically determined scenography-every age 
has its scenography, we have our ghosts) . One must also con
sider, to be sure, the Singular involvement in the mobility of a 
highly differentiated historical , tactical , and strategic context. 
But this should not prevent one from recognizing certain invari
abIes beyond these limits. There is constancy, consistency, and 
coherence here. There are discursive layers whose stratification 
allows long sequences to remain subjacent to ephemeral forma
tions. Even if a certain structural heterogeneity remains, as we 
are constantly suggesting here, it does not divide different types 
of discourse, but rather is at work within each one of them. In its 
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philosophical form, the paradoxy of  the specter was already part 
of the program of The German Ideology and will remain on the 
program of Capital. And the fantastic panoply, while it furnishes 
the rhetoric or the polemic with images or phantasms, perhaps 
gives one to think that the figure of the ghost is not just one 
figure among others. It is perhaps the hidden figure of all figures. 
For this reason, it would perhaps no longer figure as one tropo
logical weapon among others. There would be no meta-rhetoric 
of the ghost. 

In the face of these paradoxes , what would be the task here? 
One of the tasks , at least ,  would be for example to reconstitute a 
battle plan, the spectrological map of what was, in The German 
Ideology, the most gigantic phantomachia in the whole history of 
philosophy. One would have to follow it in detail , through the 
extraordinary play and the reciprocal excesses of what Marx 
called ,  in the passages we have just quoted, an "own content" 
and a "phrase. " Pleasure ought not to lose a single spark of 
the wit, the spirit of Marx (and Engels) through and beyond 
the witticism [mot d 'esprit] , not only in the economy of the 
Witz, its features and its barbs , but through and beyond the 
trans-substantiation between Gaz and Geist. I I  

We will be able to isolate only a few traits in a long and witty 
[spirituelle] diatribe. Once again it is a question of a hunt. Anything 
close at hand is made to serve as arrow for the bow. There is 
harassment always without mercy, sometimes without respect 
for the rules of conduct (which is to say, without too much 
good faith) , of someone who is accused of belonging to that 
lineage of neo-evangelists we were talking about above. Saint 
Max (Stirner) , if one can believe Marx (and Engels) , would have 
caused the Apocalypse of Saint John to lie. Where the latter 
heralded the whore of Babylon (that other center of our Middle
Eastern ellipsis , still today) , the neo-evangelist Stirner proclaims 
man , the secret (das Geheimnis) , the unique (den Einzigen) . And then 
follows, in the desert of the spirit (die Wiiste des Geistes) , the whole 
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history of spirits, ghosts , o r  revenants : first the pure history of 
spirits (reine Geistergeschichte) , then the history of the possessed (die 
Bessesenen) as impure history of phantoms (unreine Geistergeschichte) , 
then the impure impure history of spirits (unreine unreine Geisterges
chichte) . Stimer proclaims it himself: " ever since the word 
was made flesh, since the world was spiritualized [vergeistigt] , 
bewitched [venaubert] , it is a ghost [ein SpUk] . " 1 2  Marx ironizes on 
the "Stimer" case (the proper name in quotation marks because, 
as everyone knows, it is a pseudonym) : 'Stimer' sees spirits 
[sieht Geister] . "  For, like a tourist guide or a professor, Stimer would 
claim to teach us the rules of method for a good introduction to 
ghosts . After having determined the spirit to be something other 
than (the) self ("Der Geist ist etwas Andres als Ich") , a definition, 
we dare say, not lacking in insight, Stimer poses yet another 
excellent question ("But this other, what is it? [Dieses Andre aber, was 
ist's?] ") ,  a big question which Marx, it seems , is too quick to 
scoff at and too eager to do whatever necessary to exorcise in 
his tum. All the more so in that, as Marx himself remarks in 
order to mock it easily, this question does no more than modify, 
with a supplementary "metamorphosis" (Wandlung) , the origi
nary question (die urpspriingliche Frage) , the abyssal question that 
bore in effect on the non-identity to self, on the inadequation 
and thus the non-presence to self, the dis-adjusted untimeliness 
of this thing that is called spirit .  Marx should not have made 
fun of it, but he does , and maliciously, with an ingenuousness 
that would like to appear feigned. Perhaps it is less so than it 
appears. (So let us not try to hide the fact here, although this 
is not exactly the right moment, that we take seriously the 
originality, audacity , and, precisely, the philosophico-political 
seriousness of Stimer who also should be read without Marx or 
against him; but this is not our topic here) . Marx : 

N ow, therefo re, the question a rises:  What is the sp i rit other  
than the ego? whereas the or ig ina l  question was :  What is  the 

1 5 1 
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sp i r it , owi ng  to its creat ion out  of n oth ing, other than itself 
[Was ist der Geist durch seine Schopfung aus Nichts anderes als 
er selbst] ? With th i s  Sa int  M ax j u m ps to the next "transform
ati on ." (P .  1 52;  another equ ivalent read i ng: s pir i t  i s  created 
fro m  noth i ng  other than itself) 

In its first  and simple "impurity, " the history of ghosts unfolds 
in several moments. Even before one watches from the comfort 
of one's  chair l 3 what is called the theory of specters , the proces
sion of the ghosts of concepts that would be these concepts of 
ghosts (their mere names , Marx thinks) , it is important to 
underscore that this theory betrays its origin , namely, father 
Hegel. It betrays and it betrays : It allows one to see its ancestral 
line and it is unworthy of that ancestor. It denounces that ances
tor. Stirner's  Hegelian genealogy would also be a decline of the 
son. Stirner descends from Hegel, he is haunted by the author of 
The Phenomenology of Spirit and he cannot stand it. He spits out living 
ghosts like a whale suffering from indigestion. In other words , 
he does not comprehend Hegel as well as another one of the 
descendants, guess who. The latter, just as persecuted by the 
shadow of this great father who comes back every night, ready 
also to betray him or to avenge him (it is sometimes the same 
thing) , is busy giving a lesson here in Hegelianism to brother 
Stirner. Stirner always slips into Hegelian language, he slides 
his words into "the long-familiar orthodox-Hegelian phrases " 
(p. 1 49) . But this unworthy heir has not understood the essen
tials of the will and testament, he has not read very well The 
Phenomenology of Spirit which is his inspiration and which he wants 
to give to us in a Christian version ("Saint Max intends to give us 
a phenomenology of the Christian spirit" [po 1 5 3 ] ) . What has 
he not understood ?  What is the essential? On the subject of 
the becoming-specter of the spirit, he has not seen that, for 
Hegel, the world was not only spiritualized (vergeistigt) but de
spiritualized (entgeistigt) ,  a thesis that the author of The German 
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Ideology seems to approve : this de-spiritualization is quite correctly 
(gam richtig) recognized by Hegel ,  we read. Hegel managed to 
relate the two movements, but our " saintly dialectician, "  who is 
ignorant of the "historical method, " has not learned how to do 
so. What is more, if he had been a better historian, he would 
have ended up breaking with Hegel. For the reproach against 
Stirner is both that he does not understand Hegel and-this is 
not necessarily a contradiction-that he is too Hegelian in his 
genealogy of the ghost. This bad brother sees himself accused at 
once of being the too filial son and a bad son of Hegel. 1 4  A docile 
son listens to his father, he mimes him but does not understand 
him at all , implies Marx-who would have liked to do not the 
opposite, that is , become another bad son, but something else by 
interrupting filiation. Easier said than done. In any case, the work 
ofStirner remains null and void. "But even ifhe had given us this 
phenomenology (which after Hegel is moreover superfluous) , 
he would all the same have given us nothing" (pp. 1 5 3-54-) . 

A bad son and a bad historian, Stirner would be unable to 
break with the ancestor and the precedent of the Phenomenology 
(and what is a phenomenology if not a logic of the phainesthai and of 
the phantasma, therefore of the phantom? Unless one goes to des
perate lengths , as Marx finally does himself, to try to distinguish 
between spirit and specter) . The author of The Ego and His Own 
does not see that concepts as abstract as Self-Consciousness or 
Man are religiOUS in nature . He makes of religion a causa sui , as if 
specters could move about on their own. He does not see that 
" 'Christianity ' has no history whatsoever, " no history of its 
own. It does not manage to explain, as it should have done, the 
"self-determinations" and the " developments" of " the religiOUS 
spirit" based on "empirical conditions" and "empirical causes , 
on "a  determined form of society, "determined relations of 
exchange and industry. "  He missed both the being-determined, 
therefore "necessary, "  he missed the determination (the master
word of the accusation) and more precisely the empiricity of 
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this determination. He thus misapprehended what determines 
this determination of spirit as hetero-determination. The appar
ently declared empiricism that inspires this critique always leads 
it back, in fact ,  to a law of alterity As always , empiricism has 
a vocation for heterology. One recognizes actual experience by 
its encounter with some other. Now, for having overlooked 
this hetero-determination of the Christian spirit ,  Stirner is under 
a spell, he hallucinates, he phantomalizes , one might say he 
fantasizes the spirit .  In truth, he is haunted by the Hegelian 
frequency. He is inhabited only by that. The only "alterity" of 
which he is capable is the "being-other" of the professional 
chair, " a  'being-other' of the thoughts of the Berlin professor. " 
The "metamorphoses" of Stirnerian man and world are uni
versal history incarnated in the shadow of Hegel , incorporated 
into " the body of Hegelian philosophy [in den Leib der Hegelschen 
PhilosophieJ , metamorphosed and incorporated "into ghosts, 
which only apparently are a 'being-other' of the thoughts of the 
Berlin professor. " They are only that, and they are apparently 
that. In The Phenomenology of Spiri t ,  in this Bible or this Book, Hegel 
transfigures the individual into "consciousness" and the world 
into "object . "  Life and history are thus transfigured, in their very 
diversity, into relations of consciousness to the object . It is' still a matter 
of truth and it is a phenomenologization of the truth as truth of 
consciousness that is here put in question. The history of the ghost 
remains a history of phantomalization and the latter will indeed 
be a history of truth, a history of the becoming-true of a fable, 
unless it is the reverse, a fabulation of truth, in any case a history 
of ghosts . The phenomenology (of spirit) describes ( 1 )  the rela
tion of consciousness to the object as truth or as relation to the truth 
as mere object; (2 )  the relation of consciousness ,  insofar as it is 
the true, to the obj ect; (3)  the true relation of consciousness with 
truth (wahres verhalten des Bewusstseins lur Wahrbei t) . 

This tripleness reflects the Trinity : God the Father, Christ, and 
the Holy Spirit. The spirit provides mediation, thus passage and 
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unity. It gives rise , by the same token, to the metamorphosis of 
the spiritual into the spectral : this is the very error of Saint Max. 
One therefore has the feeling that, in the critique of Stirner in 
any case, Marx is out to get the specter above all and not the 
spirit, as if he still believed in some de-contaminating purifica
tion in this regard, as if the ghost were not watching the spirit, 
as if it were not haunting the spirit , precisely, from the threshold 
of spiritualization, as if iterability itself, which conditions both 
the idealization and the spiritualization of the " idea, did not 
erase any critical assurance as to the discernment between these 
two concepts. But Marx insists on discerning. That is the price of 
the krinein of the critique. 



5 

AP PAR I T I O N O F  

T H E I N AP PARE N T  

The phenomeno log ica l "co nj u ri n g  tr ick" 

An articulation assures the movement of  this relentless indict
ment. It gives some play.  It plays between the spirit (Geist) and 
the specter (Gespenst) , between the spirit on the one hand, the 
ghost or the revenant on the other. This articulation often remains 
inaccessible, eclipsed in its turn in shadow, where it moves about 
and puts one off the trail . First of all , let us once again under
score that Geist can also mean specter, as do the words "esprit" or 
"spirit . "  The spirit is also the spirit of spirits. Next , The German 
Ideology uses and abuses this equivocation. It is its principal 
weapon. And especially , although it operates with constancy or 
consistency, and even if it is less tenable than Marx himself 
thinks , the argument that permits him to distinguish between 
spirit and specter remains discreet and subtle. The specter is of the 
spiri t ,  it participates in the latter and stems from it even as it 
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follows it as its ghostly double. The difference between the two 
is precisely what tends to disappear in the ghost effect, just as the 
concept of such a difference or the argumentative movement 
that puts it to work in the rhetoric tends to vanish. All the more 
so in that this rhetoric is in advance devoted to the polemic , in 
any case to the strategy of a hunt or chase [une chasse] . And even to 
a counter-sophistics that at every moment runs the risk of repli
eating the reply : reproducing in a mirror the logic of the adver
sary at the moment of the retort, piling it on there where one 
accuses the other of abusing language. This counter-sophistics 
(Marx as paradoxical heir of Plato, as we shall see) has to 
manipulate simulacra, mimemes, phantasms. It has to watch out 
for, so as to denounce, the maneuvers of an illusionist, the " con
juring tricks" of a prestidigitator of the concept, or the sleights 
of hand of a nominalist rhetor. 

We can try to grasp this strategy as close as possible to its 
literality, and first of all its Stirnerian literality, in what Marx calls 
the series of "conjuring tricks" (French: escamotage; German, 
Eskamotage) , which he intends to take apart at the beginning of 
"Saint Max" ("The Leipzig Council III") . I The production of the 
ghost, the constitution of the ghost effect is not simply a spiritual
ization or even an autonomization of spirit, idea, or thought, as 
happens par excellence in Hegelian idealism. No, once this autono
mization is effected, with the corresponding expropriation or 
alienation, and only then, the ghostly moment comes upon it, adds 
to it a supplementary dimension, one more simulacrum, alien
ation, or expropriation. Namely, a body! In the flesh (Leib) ! For 
there is no ghost, there is never any becoming-specter of the 
spirit without at least an appearance of flesh, in a space of 
invisible visibility , like the dis-appearing of an apparition. For 
there to be ghost, there must be a return to the body, but to a 
body that is more abstract than ever. The spectrogenic process 
corresponds therefore to a paradoxical incorporation. Once ideas 
or thoughts (Gedanke) are detached from their substratum, one 
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engenders some ghost by giving them a body. Not by returning to 
the living body from which ideas and thoughts have been torn 
loose, but by incarnating the latter in another artifactual body, a pros
thetic body, a ghost of spirit, one might say a ghost of the ghost if, 
as Marx sometimes leads one to think, the first spiritualization 
also, and already, produces some specter. But a more acute 
specificity belongs to what could be called the "second" ghost, 
as incorporation of autonomized spirit, as objectivizing expul
sion of interior idea or thought. (In this sense, there is always 
some mourning work in this incorporation of interiority, and 
death is on the program. The theory of ideology depends in 
many of its features , as we will emphasize, on this theory of the 
ghost. As Stirnerian theorem critiqued, corrected, or reversed 
by Marx, it formalizes less a process of spiritualization, the 
autonomization of spiritual ideality, than a paradoxical law of 
incorporation: the ideological as well as , mutatis mutandis , the fetish 
would be the given, or rather lent , borrowed body, the second 
incarnation conferred on an initial idealization, the incorpor
ation in a body that is, to be sure, neither perceptible nor invisi
ble , but remains flesh, in a body without nature, in an a-physical 
body that could be called, if one could rely on these oppositions, 
a technical body or an institutional body. Like the bne who says, 
from the safety of his visor, " I  am thy Fathers Spirit , "  it is even a 
visible-invisible body, sensuous-non-sensuous, and always under 
the tough institutional or cultural protection of some artifact: 
the helmet of the ideologem or the fetish under armor.) 

But that is not all . The specificity of the process can still capit
alize the spectralization. Once the ghost is produced by the 
incarnation of spirit (the autonomized idea or thought) , when 
this first ghost effect has been operated, it is in turn negated, 
integrated, and incorporated by the very subject of the opera
tion who, claiming the uniqueness of its own human body, then 
becomes , according to Marx as critic of Stirner, the absolute 
ghost, in fact the ghost of the ghost of the specter-spirit, 
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simulacrum of simulacra without end. This would be, if one 
believes Marx, the delirious and hallucinogenic moment of the 
properly Stirnerian hubris : in the name of critique ,  and some
times political critique (for Stirner also maintains a political dis
course ;  one must recall the infinite entanglement of the debate 
that formed the context of this "Leipzig Council III : Saint Max") , 
this would be but a raising of the ante of negativity, a rage 
for reappropriation, an accumulation of ghostly layers. Marx 
denounces the sophistics of this " conjuring trick" in one of the 
clearest moments of this verbose and sometimes vertiginous 
argumentation-which itself seems to give into the vertigo to 
which such tropicS necessarily lead, for a specter does not only 
cause seance tables to turn, but sets heads spinning. In truth it is a 
matter of another "Eskamotage. " Marx loves this word. Why 
does this proliferation of ghosts proceed by so many conjuring 
tricks? A conjuring trick in fact multiplies itself, it gets carried 
away with itself, and is unleashed in a series. Marx begins to � 
count them and then gives up. The word "Eskamotage" speaks of 
subterfuge or theft in the exchange of merchandise ,  but first of 
all the sleight of hand by means of which an illusionist makes 
the most perceptible body disappear. It is an art or a technique of 
making disappear. The escamoteur knows how to make inapparent. He is 
expert in a hyper-phenomenlogy. Now, the height of the conjur-
ing trick here consists in causing to disappear while producing 
"apparitions , which is only contradictory in appearance, pre
cisely, since one causes to disappear by provoking hallucinations 
or by inducing visions. Stirner has just been quoted at length and 
there then follows a nearly literal commentary, a paraphrase : 

Th us ,  the man ,  identified he re with the "un ique ,"  havi ng first 
given thoughts [den Gedanken] corporea l ity [Leibhaftigkeit] , i . e . ,  
havi n g  tra nsfo rmed them i nto s pecters [d. h. sie zu Gespenstern 
gemacht hat] now destroys th i s  corporeal ity aga i n  [zerstort er 
nun wieder diese Leibhaftigkeit], by taki n g  them back i nto h i s  
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own body, which he thus  makes i nto a body of s pecters [indem 
er sie iYl seiYlen eigneYl Leib zuriickYlimmt und diesen somit als 
deYl Leib der Gespenster setzt] . The fact that he a rrives at h i s  own 
co rporea l ity on ly through the n egation  of the s pecters, shows 
the natu re of th is  constructed corporea l ity of the m a n  [Leibhaft
igkeit des Mannes], which he has fi rst to "announce" to "h im
se lf, " i n  order to bel ieve i n  it. But  what he "an nou nces to 
h i mself" he does not even "an nou nce" correct ly. The fact that 
apart from h i s  " u n ique" body there a re not a lso to be found  i n  
h i s  head a l l  k inds of i ndependent bod ies,  s permatozoa, he 
t ra nsforms i nto the 'fable" :  I alone am corporea l  [/ch a l le in  bin 
leibhaftig] . Another conju ri ng  trick. (Pp .  1 25-26) 

The spectral effect corresponds then, according to Marx, to a 
position (Setzung) of the ghost, a dialectical position of the ghostly 
body as body proper. All of this would take place among ghosts, 
between two ghosts . Two according to Marx, while for Stirner only 
the first moment would be spectral, and the ego or I would 
sublate it in the reappropriation of a living and unique body. The 
living body, the "mine, " "my property" returns by annulling or 
taking back into it the phantomatic projections , the ideal pros
theses. This second moment marks the "destruction" or "neg
ation" of a ghost previously posed, exposed on the outside, 
objectified, namely, the idea or the thought that has been 
incorporated a first time. This first spectral incorporation is then 
negated and interiorized. The self is what takes it back within 
(zuriicknimmt) : " I "  incorporates the initial incorporation by negat
ing or destroying, by deposing the previous position from its 
objective exteriority, by de-objectifying the ghost. Obviously, 
Marx is here paraphrasing Stirner in his description of the dis
covery of self by the adolescent becoming an adult. But only up 
to the point where Marx, and not Stirner, determines the ulti
mate moment to be a ghost, the body proper of the I , the mine, my 
property (als die Meinige, als Mein Eigentum) . There where Stirner sees 
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a carnal and living reappropriation, more life (there where there 
would be no more death) , Marx denounces a hyperbolic surplus of 
spectrality, more death (there where there would be no more life) : 
since the living body, mine, the unique, is but the common 
place, the space in which thoughts or ideal , autonomized 
entities are gathered, is it not itself the "body of ghosts [Leib der 
Gespenster] " ? 

In this whirling dance of ghosts , let us try to hold on to the at 
least apparent firmness of a few obvious facts. What Stirner and 
Marx seem to have in common is the critique of the ghostly. Both 
of them want to have done with the revenant , both of them hope to 
get there. Both of them aim at some reappropriation of life in a 
body proper. This hope at least is what impels the prescriptive 
injunction or the promise of their discourses. It is perhaps even 
what gives its first determining content to the messianic formal-
ity of their call. But whereas Stirner seems to entrust this reap
propriation to a simple conversion of the self that takes back into i? 
itself (a self that in truth is nothing but this movement of interior
izing gathering) and authentically reanimates ,  in some fashion, 
the objectified ghosts , the ghost at large, Marx, for his part, 
denounces this egological body :  there, he cries ,  is the ghost of all 
ghosts ! There is the gathering place toward which all the repatri-
ated specters run: the forum or agora for all those who come 
back, for there is a lot of talking going on. Marx then prescribes 
that one proceed with the reappropriation while taking into 
account all the practical and sodal structures , all the empirico
technical detours that had produced the initial ghosts. It is not 
enough to destroy as if with a spell, in an instant, the "corporeal-
ity" (Leibhaftigkeit) of the ghosts in order to reincorporate them 
alive. This magic of immediacy, which would give life back to 
the specters by simple transition from exterior to interior body, 
from the objective to the subjective, in the simple auto-affection 
of the "I-Me," "creator and owner" of these thoughts , that is 
what Stirner seems to recommend. In the absolute certi tude of 
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the pure contact with itself, the immediacy of an "I-Me" would 
have exorcised the ghost by depriving it from then on of any 
interstice, loding, or spacing favorable to haunting. This resembles 
an epokhe, a phenomenological reduction of the ghost, but Marx 
criticizes it as a phenomenological reduction to the ghost (to the 
phenomenality or phantasm of a phantom) . The reduction as 
subj ectivization of the corporeal form of the external phantom is 
but a super-idealization and a supplementary spectralization. 
Marx quotes and comments on Stirner : 

"How I find myself' ( it s hou ld  read :  "how the youth finds  h im
self") " beh i nd  the things [D inge] , and i ndeed as  spirit [Geist] , so 
s ubsequently, too, I must find  myself" ( it shou ld  read "the man 
m ust find h i m self" ) " beh i nd the thoughts [Gedanken] ,  i .e . as 
the i r  creator and owner  [als ihr Schopfer une Eigner] . I n  the 
period of s p i r its [In der Geisterzeit] , thoughts outgrew me " (the 
youth) , "a lthough they were the offs p ri ng  of my bra i n ;  l i ke 
de l i rious fanta s ies [wie Fieberphantasien] , they floated around 
me and agi tated me greatly, a d readfu l  power. The thoughts 
became them selves corporeal [ Ie ibhaftig] ,  they were specters 
[Gespenster], l i ke God,  the Emperor, the Pope, the Father land, 
etc; by destroy ing  thei r corporeal ity [Leibhaftigkeit] , I take them 
back i nto my own corporeal ity and announce. I a lone am cor
poreal [zerstore Ich irhe Leibhaftigkeit, so nebme Ich sie in die 
Meinige zuriick und sage: Ich a l l e i n  bin leibhaftig] _ And now I take 
the world a s  it i s  for me,  as my wor ld ,  as  my p roperty: I rel ate 
everyth i n g  to myself [Und nun nehme Ich die Welt als das, was sie 
Mir ist, als die Mein ige als Mein Eigentum: Ich beziehe Alles auf 
Mich]_" (P. 1 25) 

In the story of what is being said here, in this fabulous 
reconstruction that often proceeds by simple nomination and is 
content to substitute a "pompous series of resounding names" 
for proper names (p. 1 3  1 ) ,  Marx denounces a surplus of 
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hallucination and a capitalization of the ghost : what is really 
(wirkIich) destroyed are merely the representations in their form 
as representation (VorsteIlung) .  The youth may indeed destroy his 
hallucinations or the phantomatic appearance of the bodies---of 
the Emperor, the State, the Fatherland. He does not actually (wirk
Iich) destroy them. And if he stops relating to these realities 
through the prostheses of his representation and the "spectacles 
of his fantasy [durch die Brille seiner Phantasie] , if he stops trans
forming these realities into objects , objects of theoretical intu
ition, that is , into a spectacle, then he will have to take into 
account the "practical structure" of the world : Work, produc
tion, actualization, techniques. Only this practicality, only this 
actuality (work, the Wirken or the Wirkung of this WirkIichkeit) 
can get to the bottom of a purely imaginary or spectral flesh 
(phantastische . gespenstige Leibhaftigkeit) . 

Marx seems to be warning Stirner : If you want to conjure 
away these ghosts , then believe me, I beg you De vous en conjure] , 
the egological conversion is not enough, nor is the change in 
the direction of a gaze, nor a putting into parentheses , nor the 
phenomenological reduction; one must work-practically, actu
ally. One must think work and work at it. Work is necessary, as 
is an account of reality as practical actuality. One does not chase 
away the real emperor or pope in a single blow by exorcising or 
by conjuring away [escamotant] the mere ghostly form of their 
bodies. Marx is very firm: when one has destroyed a phantomatic 
body, the real body remains . When the ghostly body (die gespenstige 
Leibhaftigkeit) of the emperor disappears , it is not the body that 
disappears, merely its phenomenality. its phantomality (Gespen
sterhaftigkeit) . The emperor is then more real than ever and one 
can measure better than ever his actual power (wirkIiche Macht) . 
When one has negated or destroyed the fantastic or phantomatic 
form (die phantastische und gespenstige Gestalt) of the fatherland, one 
has not yet touched upon the " actual relations [ wirkIiche Verhiiltnisse r 
that constitute it. In his abstract reconstruction of the various 
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stages of life, Stirner gives us but a "spectral shade" that we 
ought to " confront" with its disappeared body, for what he has 
lost in this supposed destruction of specters is quite simply his 
body, "life" and " actual reality [Wirlichkeit] . He lost his body 
out of love of his body. For this whole history remains under the 
control of the paradoxes of narcissism and the work of mourn
ing. Everything begins , everything ought to begin and begin 
again, according to the Stirnerian axiomatics, with the love of 
one 's own body ("wenn man sich leibhaftig liebgewonnen" ·  "only 
when one has grown fond of oneself corporeally" ) . One then 
mourns for the ghosts in which one had already expropriated 
oneself (ideas, objectified thoughts , and so forth) , in which one 
had already lost one 's  body and one's life. To this immediate work 
of mourning,  to this mourning for work, to this work of mourn
ing without work, to this immediately narcissistic conversion, 
Marx opposes a work on this work of mourning that liberates us 
from this hyper-phantomality: the ego of the Stirnerian body. 
This critique does not eliminate the death and expropriation at 
the heart of the living; it calls one back to what always defers the 
work of mourning,  mourning itself and narcissism. Marx merely 
determines the differance or deferral as practical and as a delay of 
reappropriation. 

Has this backward glance allowed us to distinguish between 
the voices which are sometimes so close? In the political dispute 
that Marx wants to provoke with Stirner, these voices seem to 
echo each other. If there were a confabulation for the initiated, it 
would turn around the question of who is better able to have the 
ghost' s hide: at what rhythm, according to which detours and 
strategies .  In real time, immediately, or in deferred time. Why call 
this a confabulation [conciliabule] ?2 Beneath the absolute , infinite, 
apparently definitive discord, the one that Marx insists on above 
all and that he constantly recalls as if no one wanted to believe 
him, a proximity is hidden, indeed a fearsome analogy. Let us be 
clear : fearsome for Marx. And if there is a confabulation, it is 
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because a common stake incites the polemic. It is called the 
specter. And Marx and Stirner want to be done with it. That is the 
common axiom, which is not open to discussion. One must have 
the ghost ' s  hide and to do that, one must have it. To have it, one 
must see it, situate it, identify it. One must possess it without 
letting oneself be possessed by it, without being possessed of it 
(besessen-that is the title of one of Marx's  accusations : "The Pos
sessed, " Die Besessenen [Unreine Geistergeschichte]) .  But does not a spec
ter consist, to the extent that it consists , in forbidding or blur
ring this distinction? in consisting in this very undiscernability? 
Is not to possess a specter to be possessed by it, possessed period? 
To capture it, is that not to be captivated by it? And yet Marx 
seems to agree essentially with Stirner : one must win out over 
the specter, put an end to it. The disagreement is over the means 
to this end, and over the best solution .  This disagreement [dif
ferend] over how to put the ghosts to death seems method
ological , but by definition it knows no limit: without fail , it 
becomes ontological, ethical , political . The fact remains that a 
conciliabule is a schismatic or heretical council , a secret council, a 
lively discussion. The sworn members [conjures] , who are some
times plotters , contradict each other, erect plans , ready their 
arms , or exchange secrets. There, whether or not they agree on 
strategy, all these opponents of darkness realize in vain that 
Europe is trembling in the face of a certain ghost, the one named 
by the Manifesto with its first noun; they too plot against an army 
of specters, against spectrality itself, and no doubt they all think 
it is a good war. We realize it better now: it will have taken more 
than a century before The German Ideology began to be exhumed, 
brought from beneath the earth, before one began to untangle 
the crossed threads of its roots and the knot of its complicities 
and antagonisms among Marx, Engels , Feuerbach, Stirner, Hess , 
Bauer, and so forth. This has begun but it is not over. And the 
paternal shade of Hegel continues to come back, the plot thickens 
with its first reapparition. To accuse the other, in this poisoned 
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conspiracy, is always to announce or denounce the imminence 
of its return (" if again this apparition come ") . 

For if this backward glance had made us more attuned to the 
cunning of such a "logic , " to all its disgUises, to the impregnable 
arms or armors that it provides to the phantom body ,  to the 
endless strategy to which it gives rise, we better understand 
Stirner. We better understand how and why he would have 
given himself up to this general and precipitous spectralization. 
According to Marx in any case, Stimer accepted a series of 
disguises (VerkIeidungen) of the Hegelian idea. Trusting them, 
accrediting them dogmatically (auf Treu und Glauben) , he would 
have taken them for the world itself, a world before which 
he then had to affirm himself, assert his self-worth, and to that 
end oppose himself to a non-self in the face of which he 
would reappropriate himself as living and incarnate individual 
(als leibhaftiges Individuum) . 

Stimer has often been read, in fact, as a Fichtean thinker. But 
this Ego, this living individual would itself be inhabited and invaded 
by i ts own specter. It would be constituted by specters of which 
it becomes the host and which it assembles in the haunted 
community of a Single body. Ego=ghost. Therefore "I am" 
would mean "I am haunted" : I am haunted by triyself who am 
(haunted by myself who am haunted by myself who am and 
so forth) . Wherever there is Ego , es spukt, "it spooks ."  (The idiom 
of this " es spukt" plays a singular role in all these texts , as it 
does in Freud's "Das Unheimliche. "  Its translation always fails , 
unfortunately , to render the link between the impersonality or 
the quasi-anonymity of an operation [spuken] without act , with
out real subject or object, and the production of a figure, that of 
the revenant [der Spuk] : not simply "it spooks , as we just ventured 
to translate, but " it returns , "  "it ghosts , "  " it specters. ") The 
essential mode of self-presence of the cogito would be the haunt
ing obsession of this " es spukt. " It would be a matter there of the 
Stimerian cogito in the logiC of an accusation, to be sure, but is 
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this limit impassable? Can one not extend this hypothesis to any 
cogito? The Cartesian cogito ,  the Kantian " I  think, " the pheno
menological ego cogito?3 A real presence is promised here to a 
eucharistic Narcissus. The Stirnerian living being , its unique 
Ego, would be in effect visited by its own apparition. The indi
vidual himself gives to himself his " this is my body. " Sancho
Stimer and Christ resemble each other moreover as two "beings 
of flesh [beleibte Wesen] , notes Marx who is not content just to 
underscore incessantly the Christian-Hegelian dimension of the 
enterprise and thus to recall that all phenomenology is a phe
nomenology of spirit (let us translate here : phenomenology of 
the specter) and that, as such, it cannot hide its Christian voca
tion. He also claims to analyze and take apart what is literally in 
his view a "construction. "  Now, in order to deconstruct what 
resembles a speculative edification,  sometimes merely an edify
ing discourse and a new form of right-thinking, Marx suggests 
that beneath this resemblance with Jesus Christ, the Stimerian phan
tasm projects an identification, in truth a uniqueness: "Sancho is 
the modern Christ ,  at this 'fixed idea' of his the whole historical 
construction [die ganze Geschichtskonstrucktion] is 'aimed' (p. 3 8 2) .  
A systematic study would repeatedly bring out that the theme of 
food, the Last Supper, and the host crosses the critique of lan
guage, the disguises and conjuring tricks that always consist in 
naively accrediting discursive powers (abuse of etymology that 
serves as explanation ,  play on homonyms ,  privileging of nom
ination , autonomization of language, and so forth.)4 

A question, then, must be asked, and it is a question of method, 
a second propaedeutic (Anleitung) to the vision of spirits : How 
does one transform the world into a "specter of the truth [in das 
Gespenst der Wahrheit] " ?  And how does one transform oneself "into 
something holy or spectral [in einen Geheiligten oder Gespenstigen] " ?  
This critical question is addressed first of all by Saint Max 
(Stirner) to Szeliga in the course of a fictive dialogue. The latter 
is reproached for the very thing that Marx reproaches Stimer for, 
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namely. that he should not be " surprised" when " 'he now finds 
nothing but a specter ' in himself [in sich 'nichts als einen Spuk finde'J . 
From the moment Szeliga transfigures the object into truth. he is 
no longer concerned with details .  he treats the object in general. 
he produces the thing wholesale , he installs " the first manu
facture of specters on a large scale [Eeste Gespensterfabrikation im 
Grossen] . He believes in that with which Stirner threatens him 
and the reason Stimer accuses him: conceiving the truth as spec
ter (die Wahrhei t ais Gespenst) . But this is precisely what Marx is 
reproaching Saint Max for !  He reproaches relentlessly by repro
ducing this staging of positions and oppositions that will end up in an 
"arithmetical series of opposi tions" whose "dialectical method" he 
will pretend to admire (p. 1 5 6) .  Vertiginous asymmetry : the 
technique for having visions . for seeing ghosts is in truth a tech
nique to make oneself seen by ghosts. The ghost. always. is looking at me. 5 
"Instructions in the art of seeing spirits . First of all one must become 
transformed into a complete fool, i .e .  imagine oneself [pose 
oneself: sich setzen] to be Szeliga. and then say to oneself. as Saint 
Max does to this Szeliga: 'Look around You in the world and say 
for Yourself whether a spirit is not looking at You from every
where ! '  [aus AHem Dich ein Geist anschaut!] "  (p. 1 5 2) . 

Follow my gaze. the specter seems to say witli the imperturb
able authority and the rock hardness of a Commandatore. Let us 
follow this gaze. Right away we lose Sight of it :  disappeared, the 
departed. in the hall of mirrors where it multiplies. There is not 
only one spirit watching You. Since this spirit " is"  everywhere, 
since it comes from everywhere (aus AHem) , it proliferates a priori , 
it puts in place. while depriving them of any place. a mob of 
specters to which one can no longer even assign a point of view: 
they invade all of space. Number is the specter. But in order to 
inhabit even there where one is not. to haunt all places at the 
same time. to be atopic (mad and non-localizable) . not only is it 
necessary to see from behind the visor. to see without being seen 
by whoever makes himself or herself seen (me. us) . it is also 
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necessary to speak. And to hear voices. The spectral rumor now 
resonates ,  it invades everything : the spirit of the "sublime" and 
the spirit of "nostalgia" cross all borders. "One hears , Marx 
quotes , 'millions of spirits speak through the mouths of 
people' [und man hort 'aus den Menschen Millionen Geister redenT' 
(ibid.) . A merciless spiraling movement then draws in a series of 
quotations that lead to two conclusions. Marx wants at the same time 
to extract them from Stirner's  witness-text and to use them 
against him. As always , he grabs the weapons and turns them 
back against the one who thought he was their sole owner. We 
underscore here the objections that one might be tempted to 
address to the phenomenological principle in general. Two con
clusions ,  then : ( 1 )  the phenomenal form of the world itself is 
spectral; (2)  the phenomenological ego (Me, You ,  and so forth) is 
a specter. The phainesthai itself (before its determination as phe
nomenon or phantasm, thus as phantom) is the very possibility 
of the specter, it brings death, it gives death, it works at 
mourning. 6 

Consequence, concatenation, rattle of chains , endless proces
sion of phenomenal forms that file by , all white and diaphanous , 
in the middle of the night. The apparition form, the phenomenal 
body of the spirit , that is the definition of the specter. The ghost 
is the phenomenon of the spirit. Let us cite Marx who, citing 
Stirner, wants to force him to admit that he identifies irresistibly 
with the witness-adversary whom he calls to appear, the poor 
Szeliga. The latter will have survived oblivion only in this 
insubstantial guise, he speaks only through this indirect voice . 
Everything is concentrated then in the German expression es spukt , 
which translations are obliged to circumvent. One would have to 
say: it haunts , it ghosts , it specters , there is some phantom there, 
it has the feel of the living-dead-manor house, spiritualism, 
occult science, gothic novel, obscurantism, atmosphere of 
anonymous threat or imminence. The subject that haunts is not 
identifiable, one cannot see, localize, fix any form, one cannot 
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decide between hallucination and perception, there are only dis
placements ; one feels oneself looked at by what one cannot see: 

If one has  ach ieved th is  l evel [whe re ta l k  passes th rough 
m i l l ions of sp i rits , aus den Menschen Millionen Geister reden] , if 
o ne can excla i m  with St i rne r: " Yes, ghosts a re teem ing  i n  the 
who le world Ua, es spukt in der Ganzen Welt] , then "it i s  not 
d ifficu lt to advance to the poi nt" (p .  93) where one makes the 
fu rther excla m at ion :  "On ly in i t?  No, the wor ld itse lf i s  an appar
i t ion  [Nur i n  ihr? Ne i n ,  sie seIber spukt]" ( let you r  com m u n ica
t io n  be, Yea ,  yea; Nay, nay: for whatsoever is more than these 
cometh of evi l ,  i . e . ,  a l ogical trans it i on ) , " i t  i s  the wander ing 

pse udo-body of a sp i r it , it i s  a n  appa rit io n  [sie ist der wandelnde 
Scheinleib eines Geistes, sie ist ein Spuk] . "  Then cheerfu l ly " look 
nea r  at hand  or i nto the d i stance,  you a re su rrou nded by a 
ghostly wor ld .  You see sp i rits [in die Niihe oder in die Ferne, 
Dich umgibt eine gespenstige Welt-Du siehst Geister]" [A]nd 
then  "you shou ld  not be su rpr ised" if, i n  these c i rcu mstances 
a nd fro m  the he ights of Sze l i ga l ity, you d i scover a l so that "your  
s p i rit i s  a ghost  haunt ing you r body [Deine Geist in  Deinern 
Leibe spukt] , "  that you you rse lf are a ghost [Du selbst ein 
Gespenst bistj which "awaits s a lvation ,  that i s ,  a :sp i ri t ."  Thereby 
you wi l l  h ave a rrived at the po int  where you a re capable of 
see i ng " sp i rits " and "ghosts" in "a l l "  people ,  and therewith 
s p i r it-see i ng  " reaches its fina l  goa l "  (Pp . 46-47) . 

The bas i s  of th i s  i n struct ion ,  o n ly m uch more correctly 
expressed,  is to be found  in H egel ,  inter alia , in the Geschichte 
der Philosoph ie, I I I ,  pp.  1 24, 1 25 .  (P .  1 53) 

This passage will have clarified, among other things, the 
difference between specter and spirit. It is a differance. The spec
ter is not only the carnal apparition of the spirit , its phenomenal 
body, its fallen and guilty body, it is also the impatient and 
nostalgic waiting for a redemption, namely, once again, for a 
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spirit (auf Erlosung harrt, niimlich ein Geist) . The ghost would be the 
deferred spirit , the promise or calculation of an expiation. What 
is this differance? All or nothing. One must reckon with it but it 
upsets all calculations, interests , and capital . A transition between 
the two moments of spirit, the ghost is just passing through. 
Stimer, notes Marx while citing him, takes "seriously" this 
passage of the "spirits" (in the plural) that are the "offspring of 
spirit" in the Singular (Sankt Max macht jetzt Ernst mit den "Geistern, " 
welche die "Kinder des Geistes sind") . He at least imagines this spectral
ity of everything (Gespensterhaftigkei t Aller) . To this whole pro
geniture, to all these children whose sex is never determined, 
neither by Max nor Marx (but everything suggests that they are 
brothers of the same Son, thus sons of the same Father, through 
the mediation of the same Holy Spirit) , he is content just to give 
names. Incantatory magic of onomastics and appellations controlees. 
The names are new, the concepts have aged, they drag along 
behind them a single idea: the idea that men represent, precisely by 
means of new appellations, general concepts . The whole debate 
here concerns , of course, the status of conceptual generality and 
the rough treatment it receives from Stirner, who according to 
Marx, phantomalizes it. These "representatives" (Repriisentanten) 
that are men present or represent the generality of concepts 
in "the Negroid form" (im negerhaften Zustande) . PerfidiOUS , bifid, 
the word "Negroid" does double duty. On the one hand, it 
denounces the confusion within which Stirner maintains the 
concept ,  more precisely the presentation of the concept, the 
manner in which concepts "come onstage" in the intuition: the 
indetermination of the homogeneous , in the dark element of 
a nocturnal obscurity The "Negroid state" is thus also, as some 
august ancestor had said just a little while earlier, the night in 
which all cows are black. Marx's insinuation utilizes a classic 
stratagem: when you accuse someone of being too generous with 
generality and, moreover, too preoccupied, in the penumbra, with 
ghosts , you try to conclude that the crime is one of obscurantism, 

1 7 1 



1 72 S P E C T E R S  O F  M A R X  

or even occultism. Here is someone, you then exclaim, who 
continues to believe in ghosts : he must believe in them to 
expend so much energy trying to get rid of them! In the name of 
Enlightenment and Reason, you then rise up to condemn any 
obscurity in the presentation of the general concept: "Negroid 
form" equals obscurantism plus occultism, mystery plus mysti
cism and mystification. Blackness is never far from the obscure 
and the occult. Spiritualism is but a spiritism. But , on the other 
hand, "Negroid form" might signal the enslavement of these 
pseudo-concepts that have no autonomy They are not acknowl
edged as haVing any internal necessity. For they are working 
merely as objects in the service of men, for men. "These general 
concepts appear here first of all in the Negroid form as objective 
spirits having for people the character of objects [aIs objektive, 
den Menschen gegenstiindliche Geister] , and at this level are called spec
ters or--apparitions ! [und heissen auf dieser Stufe Gespenster oder-Spuk! ]"  
(p. 1 5 7 ) . 7  

I f  the ghost is disseminated everywhere, the question becomes 
a distressing one : where does one begin to count the progeniture? 
It is again a question of the head. Who is to be put at the head of 
all those whom one gets in one 's  head? (Mensch. es spukt in deinem 
Kopfe!) At the head of the procession comes capital , the capital 
representation , the oldest Son: Man. The arch-specter, the one 
who is at the beginning and at the controls , the capital ghost 
(das Hauptgespenst) is man himself with a capital M (das Hauptgespenst 
ist natiirIich "der Mensch" selbst) . But if men exist, in this logic, only 
as representatives (Repriisentanten) of an abstract generality, an 
essence ,  a concept ,  or a spirit , of a foreign (Fremden) sacrality or 
alterity, then they are present for each other only in a ghostly 
fashion ,  as specters (nur als gespenstige, Gespenster fiir einander vorbanden 
sind) (ibid.) . Humanity is but a collection or series of ghosts. 
Docile application of the Hegelian logic? Careful recitation of The 
Phenomenology of Spirit? So Marx suggests and he amuses himself by 
having the procession, precisely, in theory. the parade of these 
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specters march across the page. With the irony of a happy 
pamphleteer and a somewhat nervous self-satisfaction, one 
whose body no doubt is worked over by some compulsive dis
avowal, he pretends to count off the specters on his fingers. For 
there would be ten of them, as if by chance. Marx only feigns to 
count them, he pretends to enumerate for he knows that one 
cannot count here. He intends precisely to give a demonstra
tion of the innumerable. These simulacra of identity are classed 
according to a logic that uses every means to confound the 
adversary. Both the grouping of sets and the discrete and ordered 
(in a row: der Reihe nach) serialization of spectral singularities. 
There is in sum, no doubt, but a single ghost, a ghost of ghosts. 
and it is but a concept ,  not even a concept, the obscure "Negroid" 
presentation of a larger concept, more englobing than all the 
others , indeed it is but a name, a metonymy that lends itself to 
any and all substitutions (the part for the whole that it then 
exceeds , the effect for the cause of which it is in turn the cause, 
and so forth) . N on:rinalism, conceptualism. realism: all of that is 
routed by the Thing or the Athing called ghost. The taxonomic 
order becomes too easy. at once arbitrary and impossible : one 
can neither classify nor count the ghost, it is number itself, it is 
numerous , innumerable as number, one can neither count on it 
nor with it. There is but one of them and already there are too 
many. It proliferates , one can no longer count its offspring or 
interests . its supplements or surplus values (the same figure in 
Greek-Plato knew something of this-associated the offspring of 
the father and the interest of capital or the Good) . 8 For the 
Singular ghost, the ghost that generated this incalculable multi
plicity, the arch -specter, is a father or else it is capital . These two 
abstract bodies are both visible-invisible. Apparitions without 
anybody [sans personneJ . That does not prevent speculation, on the 
contrary. Nor the desire to count what can no longer be counted. 
ArIthmetical desire finds there on the contrary its spur, indeed its 
very origin. And the desire to claSSify. And the hierachizing 
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compulsion that, on the other hand, does not prevent lining the 
ghosts up in a row, horizontally , like so many concepts equal 
before the law and ready to move over a level field. They are 
labelled, a number is sewn on their backs as if they were playing 
on a soccer team the night of the big final beneath the lights, 
from Ghost No. 1 to Ghost No. 1 0 . Only one of them would be 
missing ,  one may well wonder which one it is. 

We are going to count the ghosts. On Marx's fingers. But we 
cannot help asking ourselves, once again, at the opening of 
this fabulous scene : Why such relentless pursuit [achamement] ? 
Why this hunt for ghosts? What is the reason for Marx's  rage? 
Why does he harass Stimer with such irresistible irony? One has 
the impression, since the critique appears so insistent and 
redundant, both brilliant and ponderous , that Marx could go on 
forever launching his barbs and wounding to death. He could 
never leave his victim. He is bound to it in a troubling fashion. 
His prey captivates him. The acharnement of a hunter consists in 
setting out an animal lure, here the living lifeless body of a 
ghost, in order to trick the prey.9 1 have my own feeling on this 
subject (I insist that it is a feeling, my feeling and 1 have no reason 
to deny that it projects itself necessarily into the scene 1 am 
interpreting : my "thesis , "  my hypothesis , or my hypostasis, pre
cisely , is that it is never possible to avoid this precipitation ,  since 
everyone reads , acts , writes with his or her ghosts , even when one 
goes after the ghosts of the other) . My feeling, then, is that Marx 
scares himself Ese fai t  peur] , he himself pursues [il s'achame lui
meme] relentlessly someone who almost resembles him to the 
point that we could mistake one for the other: a brother, a 

double, thus a diabolical image. A kind of ghost of himself 
Whom he would like to distance, distinguish: to oppose. He 
has recognized someone who, like him, appears obsessed by 
ghosts and by the figure of the ghost and by its names with their 
troubling consonance and reference (Geist, Gespenst) . Someone 
who is besieged, like him, by the same and by another, by the 
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same that is each time another, because the identity of the ghost 
is precisely the "problem" (problema : at once question, task, pro
gram, and shield , the apotro paic armor, armor against armor, 
one helmet fascinated by the other, a duel under Visors) . I am 
describing then this feeling : that of a Marx obsessed, haunted ,  
possessed like! a s  Stirner, and perhaps more than him, which is  
even harder to take. Now, Stirner talked about all this before he  did , 
and at such great length ,  which is even more intolerable .  In the 
sense given to this word in hunting, he poached the specters of 
Marx. l o  Marx tried all the exorcisms, and with what eloquence, 
what jubilation, what bliss ! He so loved the words of the exor
cism! For these words always cause to come back, they convoke 
the revenant that they conjure away. Come so that I may chase you! 
You hear ! I chase you. I pursue you. I run after you to chase you 
away from here. I will not leave you alone. And the ghost does 
not leave its prey, namely, its hunter. It has understood instantly " 
that one is hunting it just to hunt it, chasing it away only so as to 
chase after it. Specular circle : one chases after in order to chase 
away, one pursues, sets off in pursuit of someone to make him 
flee, but one makes him flee, distances him, expulses him so as 
to go after him again and remain in pursuit. One chases some
one away, kicks him out the door, excludes him, or drives him 
away. But it is in order to chase after him, seduce him, reach 
him, and thus keep him close at hand. One sends him far away, 
puts distance between them, so as to spend one's life, and for as 
long a time as possible, coming close to him again . The long time 
is here the time of this distance hunt (a hunt for distance, the prey, 
but also a hunt with distance, the lure) . I I  The distance hunt can 
only hallucinate , or desire if you prefer, or defer proximity: lure 
and prey. 

This logic and this topology of the paradoxical hunt (whose 
figure, beginning before Plato, will have have traversed the 
whole history of philosophy, more precisely of the ontological 
inquest or inquisition) should not be treated as a rhetorical 
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ornament when one reads The Manifesto of the Communist Party: its 
first sentences , as we saw, immediately associate the figure of 
haunting with that of hunting. This is the very experience of 
conjuration . The conjuration is on all sides , in the camp of the 
powers of old Europe (who are leading a "holy hunt" against the 
communist specter) , but also in the opposite camp where they 
are also on a hunt. There, two great hunters , Marx and Stirner, are 
in principle sworn to the same conjuration. But the first accuses 
the other of betraying and serving the adversary , Christian 
Europe in sum. The first begrudges the second his having been 
the first to place the specter at the center of his system, his logic, 
and his rhetoric , even if it was only to expulse it. Isn't  that 
inadmissible? He begrudges him [II lui en veut] , he wants not to 
want the same thing as him and it is not a thing : the ghost. Like 
him, and like all those who are occupied by specters , he wel
comes them only in order to chase them. As soon as there is 
some specter, hospitality and exclusion go together. One is only 
occupied with ghosts by being occupied with exorcising them, 
kicking them out the door. That is what Marx and Stirner have in 
common: nothing other than this ghost hunt, but nothing but 
this singular nothing that a ghost remains. All the same, let us 
not forget that, unlike the spirit ,  for example, or the idea or 
simply thought, this nothing is a nothing that takes on a body. And 
since the two adversaries want to conjure away this body, noth
ing can efface in this regard a resemblance between them that is 
by definition troubling. The deconstructive critiques that Marx 
will address to the Stirnerian "historical constructions" or 
"montages" risk coming back at him like a boomerang. Whence 
the endless, relentless pursuit . Endless because it maintains itself 
by itself, it is talking with itself [il s 'entretient de lui-meme] . He 
wants to classify [classer] , he can only chase [chasser] . The pursuit 
pursues relentlessly, as we were suggesting, a kind of double or 
brother. Both of them love life, which is always the case but never 
goes without saying for finite beings : they know that life does not 
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go without death, and that death is not beyond, outside of life ,  
unless one inscribes the beyond in the inside, in the essence of 
the living. They both share, apparently like you and me, an 
unconditional preference for the living body. But precisely 
because of that, they wage an endless war against whatever repre
sents it, whatever is not the body but belongs to it, comes back to 

prosthesis and delegation, repetition, differance. The living 
ego is auto-immune, which is what they do not want to know. 
To protect its life, to constitute itself as unique living ego, to 
relate ,  as the same, to itsel( it is necessarily led to welcome 
the other within (so many figures of death : differance of the 
technical apparatus , iterability, non-uniqueness, prosthesis, syn
thetic image, simulacrum, all of which begins with language, 
before language) , it must therefore take the immune defenses 
apparently meant for the non-ego, the enemy, the opposite, the 
adversary and direct them at once for itself and against itself. Marx " 
thinks he is a better expert (a better "scholar" of ghosts) , let us @: 
recall that he says in effect to Saint Max : I know my way around 
specters better than you; the ghost is my affair [is looking at me: 
�a me regarde] , if you want to save life and conjure away the living
dead, you must not go at it immediately, abstractly, egologically, 
fantasmatically, with the word, with the language act of a phan
tasmagoreuein; you must pass through the laborious ordeal of 
the detour, you must traverse and work on the practical structures , 
the solid mediations of real , .. empirical" actuality, and so forth. 
Otherwise, you will have conjured away only the phantomality 
of the body, not the body itself of the ghost, namely , the reality 
of the State, Emperor, Nation, Fatherland, and so on. But obvi
ously, for the time of this detour, you must accept to take into 
account the autonomous , relatively autonomous body of ghostly 
reality. 

By himself pursuing this double who is in a rush to get things 
over with, and who is therefore all the more insubstantial , Marx 
always runs the risk of going after in this way his own ghost :  a 
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specter at once speculative and specular. This risk irritates him, 
so he has to keep endlessly piling on the traits , the distinctive 
traits and the polemical traits. He will never be done with it, but 
it is in order to be done with it, to close out his account that he 
counts things up. 

He counts off the other ' s  ghosts. There are ten of them. Well , 
anyway, he stops at ten. Is it simply so he can count on his 
fingers? A manual operation in view of a manual? But what is 
Marx's hand doing here, underhandedly so to speak, as Patrice 
Loraux might say? 1 2  Why ten? 

One might read the whole German Ideology, we will not do it 
here , as the inexhaustible gloss on this table of ghosts. For one 
can take it in this way, as a table, a Table of the law in ten parts , 
the specter of a Decalogue and a decalogue of specters. The new 
table is presented also as a tableau, the ironic tabularization, the 
fictive taxonomy, or the statistic of ghosts. A table of the categor
ies of the object or of being as specter in general . And yet, 
despite the stasis that is appropriate for the exhibition of a tab
leau or picture, this one knows no rest in any stability. This 
tableau of spirits moves on the model of a seance table [table 
tournante] . 1 t  begins to dance before our eyes, like a certain "table" 
in Capital which we will later see move, when its becoming
commodity opens up the dimension of secrecy, mysticism, and 
fetishism. For in this list of ghosts , in this new table whose 
capital categories stand like the counts of an indictment, the 
concepts cannot be distinguished. They are not added one to 
the other, they supplement each other and thereby pass in turn 
one into the other, each figuring a turn of the other. We cannot 
read here The German Ideology, which at bottom is but the devel
oped exposition of this table. Without even quoting the mocking 
remarks in the exclamatory style (the curious reader is referred 
to them) with which Marx accompanies each one of the ten 
apparitions, we will limit ourselves to a few observations about 
this or that distinctive trait . Whereas in the "pure history of 
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spirits [reine Geistergeschichte] , Marx had counted " ten theses , 
here, a few pages later, in the "impure history of spirits , he 
banks on [ table sur] ten ghosts : 

Gespenst No. 1 (ghost No. 1 ) :  the supreme being (das hochste 
Wesen) , God. Not a minute is wasted speaking of this " incredible 
belief, " Marx notes. Neither Stirner nor Marx, moreover, stops to 
consider the essence of believing, here the essence of faith 
par excellence, which can only ever believe in the unbelievable, and 
would not be what it is without that, beyond any "proof of the 
existence of God. 

Gespenst No. 2 :  Being or essence (Das Wesen) . [Apparently, we are 
going down: from the highest, das hochste Wesen, to the less 
high, das Wesen period. An old problem, at least since Aristotle. 
Descending hierarchy, from theology to ontology. Will it be so 
simple? Wesen remains the common concept, as we shall see, and 
the guiding thread of this classification that therefore remains i: 
essentially ontological , in truth onto-theological. ' 3] 

Gespenst No. 3 :  the vanity of the world. Nothing to say about that, 
notes Marx, except that it serves to introduce what follows , to link 
"easily , " "lightly , "  leicht with what follows. And what is lighter, 
in fact , more vain, precisely, more non-existent (here, no more 
Wesen) than the shadow and the vanity of a ghost? The vanity of 
the world,  then, just to make a link with what follows, namely 

Gespenst No. 4: good and evil beings (die guten und bosen Wesen) . Das 
Wesen has come back but , notes Marx, Max has nothing to say on 
this score, even if there is so much to be said. It is just to make a 
link with what follows , namely: 

Gespenst No. 5 :  Being and its realm (das Wesen und sein Reich) . This is 
the first determination of Being. It possesses an empire, whence 
its metamorphosis (Verwandlung) into a plurality of beings. This is 
the first birth of the plural , birth itself, the origin of number and 
progeniture. of course, the word "realm" already transfers the 
table of the commandments or the table of categories from 
Being to an evangelical ground. 
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Gespenst No. 6: beings, therefore (die Wesen) . We have passed over 
into the plural , into the proliferation of the progeniture, from 5 
to 6 ,  through metamorphosis and spontaneous generation (dass es 
"das Wesen" ist, worauf es sich Hugs in Gespenst Nr 6: "die Wesen" 
verwandelt) . 

Gespenst No. 7 :  the Man-God (der Gottmensch) . In this descending 
hierarchy, this is , in sum, the moment of conversion or revers
ibility (descent and ascension) . It is also the category of the third, 
the middle or the mediation, for the synthesis of speculative 
idealism, the hinge [charniere] of this onto-theology as anthropo
theology of the ghost. Does not the Man-God play the same role 
in The Phenomenology of Spirit ?  This articulating joint also situates the 
place of the becoming-flesh, the privileged moment of the spec
tral incarnation or incorporation. It is not at all surprising that 
Marx, following Max, devotes his longest commentary to it, 
which is also, precisely, the most relentless [acharne] , the most 
captivated .  Is not the Christic moment, and within it the eucha
ristic instant, the hyperbole of acharnement itself? If every specter, 
as we have amply seen, is dis�inguished from spirit by an 

incorporation, by the phenomenal form of a quasi-incarnation, 
then Christ is the most spectral of specters. He tells us something 
about absolute spectrality. Stirner himself would b� ready to grant 
him the Singularity of this transcendental privilege. Without this 
incarnation, would the concept of incarnation have any sense at 
all , any historical chance? Jesus is at once the greatest and the 
most "incomprehensible of ghosts" (unbegreiflichste Gespenst) . Marx 
insists on this : 

Of h i m  Sti rner is ab le to say that he  was "corpu lent" [dass er 
"be le i bt" gewesen ist) . If Sa int M ax does not bel ieve i n  Chr ist, he 
at least be l i eves i n  h i s  "actua l  corpus "  [an seiner "wirklichen 
Leib") . Accord i ng to St i rner, Chri st i nt roduced great d i stress 
i nto h i sto ry, and our  sentimental sa i nt rel ates with tea rs in h i s  
eyes ,  " how the strongest Christ ian s  have racked the i r  bra i n s  in  
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order to com prehend h i m"-Yes-"there has never been a 

specter that cau sed such mental angu ish  (P. 1 58) . '4 

It is thus easy to go from him to the "horrible being" (zum 
grauenhaften Wesen) : 

Gespenst No. 8 :  man. Here we come closest to ourselves but also 
to the most terrifying thing. It is of the essence of the ghost in 
general to be frightening. This is especially true of man, of the 
most "unheimlich" of all ghosts , a word Stirner uses that the 
French translations overlook most often and that interests us to 
the highest degree. It is the word of irreducible haunting or 
obsession. The most familiar becomes the most disquieting. The 
economic or egological home of the oikos , the nearby, the famil
iar, the domestic, or even the national (heimlich) frightens itself It 
feels itself occupied, in the proper secret (Geheimnis) of its inside, 
by what is most strange, distant, threatening. We will come back 
to this in conclusion. If Christ , that absolute specter, causes fear 
and pain, the man that this Gottmensch becomes (and man only 
arrives at himself, here, in this becoming) causes even more fear 
as he comes closer to us. He is even more spectral than the 
spectral. Man makes himself fear. He makes himself into the fear that 
he inspires. l s  Hence the contradictions that render humanism 
untenable. We see rise up here the logic of this fear of oneself that is 
guiding our remarks. The ipseity of the self is constituted there. 
No one will have escaped it, neither Marx, nor the Marxists , nor 
of course their mortal enemies, all those who want to defend the 
property and integrity of their home [chez soi] : the body proper, 
the proper name, nation, blood, territory, and the "rights" 
that are founded thereon. Marx exposes the fatefulness of this , 
but he does so in the other, precisely, exposed in the opposite, 
on the side facing, in Saint Max . 16 It has to do with the phenom
enological fold, Marx seems to suggest, with that difference, 
both decisive and insubstantial at the same time, that separates 
being from appearing. The appearing of being, as such, as 
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phenomenality of its phenomenon, i s  and is not the being that 
appears ; that is the fold of the "unheimlich" :  

Specte r No . 8,  man. Here o u r  bold writer i s  se ized with 
im med iate " horror"-"he is  terrified of h i mself" ["er ershrickt 
vor s ich selbst"] , he sees i n  every man  a "frightfu l  s pecter" [einen 
"grausigen Spuk"] , a " s i n i ster specter" [einen "unheimlichen 
Spuk"], in wh ich someth i ng  "sta lks" [in dem es "umgeht" ; the 
same word as  in the Manifesto] . H e  fee ls  h igh ly uncomfort
ab le .  The sp l i t  [Zwiespalt] between phenomenon [Erscheinung] 
and essence [Wesen] gives h i m  no  peace. He  i s  l i ke N a ba l ,  
Abiga i l 's h u s band ,  of whom i t  i s  written that  h i s  essence too 
was sepa rated from h i s  phenomena l  a ppearance ( Ib id . )  

Everything always happens closest to the head and to the chief 
This fear of oneself could have led the writer to suicide. The 
writer, the man-writer could have chased after himself, hunted 
himself down, Saint Max is ready to blow his brains out (once 
again the sign of the hunt: eine " ,Kugel durch den Kopf jagt) from the 
moment the persecution is internal and the other makes him 
suffer in the head. What saves this man from man is still another 
ghost. He remembers that the ancients " took rib notice of any
thing of the kind in their slaves. " He then thinks of the "spirit of 
the people" wherever it is incarnated. This leads him to deduce 
(Dies bringt ibn auf) the next ghost. 

Gespenst No. 9 :  the spirit of the people (Volksgeist) . There would 
be too much to say today about this deduction-not only about 
the return of national-populisms , but about what has always 
linked them, in the founding story they tell themselves, to appar
itions of revenants . The founder of the spirit of a people, one could 
show, always has the figure of a revenant-survivant, a ghost-survivor. 
It always obeys the temporality of its return. Its reapparition is 
awaited but obscurely feared. Marx speaks with so much lucidity 
elsewhere about nationalism, but here he remains very laconic. 
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He merely remarks the necessary transition toward the final 
metamorphosis: 

Gespenst No. 10: Everything. Max will have succeeded in trans
muting everything, the All itself, into a ghost ("Alles" in ein Spuk zu 

veIWandeln). So we have to stop the counting. And the recounting. 
And the story, and the fable, and the gothic novel. And the 
numerological occultism that puts on airs of Autkliirung. One has 
to admit that, forthwith [seance tenante], "all enumeration ends" 
(alles Ziihlen aufhort) once everything comes back to haunt every
thing, everything is in everything , that is, " in the class of spec
ters" (in der Klasse Gespenster). One could throw it all together in any 
order, and Stirner does not fail to do so : the Holy Spirit, truth, 
law, and especially , especially the "good cause" in all its forms 
(die gute Sache, which Marx, who is as always a lucid analyst of 
modern times, accuses Stirner of never being able to forget, as if 
he too had made of good conscience, already, a vocation and of 
rightful law a technique of personal promotion) . �' 

Stirner's exemplary fault, for which he must be judged, 
judged for the example, would be the vice of modern specula
tion. Speculation always speculates on some specter, it speculates 
in the mirror of what it produces, on the spectacle that it gives 
itself and that it gives itself to see. It believes in what it believes it 
sees : in representations. "All the 'specters' that have filed before 
us (die wir Revue passieren liessen) were representations (Vorstellungen)" 
(p. 1 60). In this sense, speculation is always theoretical and theo
logical. To explain the origin of this "history of ghosts , "  Marx 
refers to Feuerbach and to his distinction between ordinary 
theology, which believes in the ghosts of sensuous imagination, 
and speculative theology, which believes in the ghosts of non
sensuous abstraction. But theology in general is "belief in ghosts" 
(Gespensterglaube). One might say belief in general, the belief in this 
alliance of the sensuous and the non-sensuous where the two 
theologies intersect, the ordinary and the speculative. We 
will talk again later about the sensuous non-sensuous , with the 
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apparition of another table: neither the Table of the ten com
mandments , nor the table of the ten categories , but a wooden 
table this time ,  a table with four legs ,  a table with a wooden 
head. It is the birth, quite simply, of exchange-value. And we 
will have spoken of nothing other than heads , tableaux, and 
tables , and tables armed from head to toe. And the origin of 
exchange-value is the birth of capital. of mysticism and the 
secret. 

In their common denunciation, in what is at once most criti
cal and ontological about it, Marx and Saint Max are also heirs to 
the Platonic tradition, more precisely to the one that associates in 
a strict fashion image with specter, and idol with phantasm, with 
the phantasma in its phantomatic or errant dimension as living
dead. The "phantasma, which the Phaedo (8 1 d) or the Timaeus 
(7Ia) do not separate from the eidola, are figures of dead souls , 
they are the souls of the dead: when they are not hanging around 
funeral monuments and sepulchers (Phaedo), they are haunting 
the souls of certain living persons , day and night (Timaeus). Strict 
and recurrent, this coupling does not let itself be undone. It leads 
one to think that the survival and the return of the living dead 
belong to the essence of the idol. To its inessential essence, of 
course. To what gives body to the idea, but a body with a lower 
ontological content , a body that is less real than the idea itself 
The idol appears or lets itself be determined only against the 
background of death. It is doubtless a hypothesis without ori
ginality, but one whose consequence can be measured by the 
constancy of an immense tradition, or rather one must say of 
the philosophical patrimony such as it is handed down, through 
the most parricidal mutations, from Plato to Saint Max, to Marx 
and beyond. T he lineage of this patrimony is wrought, but 
never interrupted, by the question of the idea, the question 
of the concept and of the concept of the concept, the very 
one that harbors the whole problematic of The German Ideology 
(nominalism, conceptualism, realism, but also rhetoric and 
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logic, literal meaning, proper meaning, figural meaning,  and so 
forth) . And this question would be a question of life or death , 
the question of life-death, before being a question of Being, of 
essence, or of existence. It would open onto a dimension of 
irreducible sur-vival or surviving [survivance] and onto Being and 
onto some opposition between living and dying. 

What is ideology? Can one translate with regard to it the logic of 
surviving that we have just glimpsed with regard to the patrimony of 
the idol, and what would be the interest of such an operation? 

The treatment of the phantomatic in The German Ideology 
announces or confirms the absolute privilege that Marx always 
grants to religion, to ideology as religion, mysticism, or the
ology, in his analysis of ideology in general. If the ghost gives its 
form, that is to say,  its body, to the ideologem, then it is the 
essential feature [Ie propre], so to speak, of the religiOUS , accord-: .. 
ing to Marx, that is missed when one effaces the semanticl 

or the lexicon of the specter, as translations often do, with 
values deemed to be more or less equivalent (fantasmagorical, 
hallucinatory, fantastic , imaginary ,  and so on) . The mystical 
character of the fetish, in the mark it leaves on the experience of 
the religiOUS , is first of all a ghostly character. Well beyond a 
convenient mode of presentation in Marx's rhetoric or peda
gogy, what seems to be at stake is, on the one hand, the irreducibly 
specific character of the specter. The latter cannot be derived 
from a psychology of the imagination or from a psychoanalysis 
of the imaginary, no more than from an onto- or me-ontology, 
even though Marx seems to inscribe it within a socio-economic 
genealogy or a philosophy of labor and production: all these 
deductions suppose the possibility of spectral survival. On the other 
hand and by the same token, at stake is the irreducibility of the 
religious model in the construction of the concept of ideology. 
When Marx evokes specters at the moment he analyzes, for 
example, the mystical character or the becoming-fetish of the 
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commodity, we should therefore not see in that only effects of 
rhetoric, turns of phrase that are contingent or merely apt to 
convince by striking the imagination. If that were the case, 
moreover, one would still have to explain their effectiveness in 
this respect. One would still have to reckon with the invincible 
force and the original power of the "ghost" effect. One would 
have to say why it frightens or strikes the imagination , and what 
fear, imagination, their subject, the life of their subject , and so 
forth, are. 

Let us situate ourselves for a moment in that place where the 
values of value (between use-value and exchange-value) , secret, 
mystique, enigma, fetish , and the ideological form a chain in Marx's 
text, singularly in Capital, and let us try at least to indicate 
(it will be only an indicator) the spectral movement of this 
chain. The movement is staged there where it is a question, 

precisely,  of forming the concept of what the stage, any stage, 
withdraws from our blind eyes at the moment we open them. 
Now, this concept is indeed constructed with reference to a 
certain haunting. 

It is a great moment at the beginning of Capital as everyone 
recalls : Marx is wondering in effect how to describe the sudden 
looming up of the mystical character of the commodity. the 
mystification of the thing itself-and of the money-form of 
which the commodity' s simple form is the "germ. " He wants 
to analyze the equivalent whose enigma and mystical character 
only strike the bourgeois economist in the finished form of 
money, gold or silver. It is the moment in which Marx means 
to demonstrate that the mystical character owes nothing to a 
use-value. 

Is it just chance that he illustrates the principle of his explan
ation by causing a table to turn? Or rather by recalling the 
apparition of a turning table?l7 

This table is familiar, too familiar; it is found at the opening of 
the chapter on the fetishism of the commodity and its secret 
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(Geheimnis). 18 This table has been worn down, exploited, overex
ploited

' 
or else set aside, no longer in use, in antique shops or 

auction rooms. The thing is at once set aside and beside itself 
Beside itself because, as we will soon be surprised to see, the said 
table is a little mad, weird, unsettled,  "out of joint ." One no 
longer knows, beneath the hermeneutic patina, what this piece 
of wood, whose example suddenly looms up, is good for and 
what it is worth. 

Will that which is going to loom up be a mere example? Yes ,  
but the example o f  a thing, the table, that seems to loom up o f  
itself and to stand all at once o n  its paws. I t  is the example o f  an 
apparition. 

Let us take the chance, then, after so many glosses , of an 
ingenuous reading. Let us try to see what happens. But is this not 
right away impossible? Marx warns us with the first words. The 
point is right away to go beyond, in one fell swoop, the first 
glance and thus to see there where this glance is blind, to open �. 
one' s eyes wide there where one does not see what one sees. One 
must see, at first sight, what does not let itself be seen. And this is 
invisibility itself For what first sight misses is the invisible. The 
flaw, the error of first  sight is to see, and not to notice the invisi
ble. If one does not give oneself up to this invisibility, then the 
table-commodity, immediately perceived, remains what it is not, 
a simple thing deemed to be trivial and too obvious. This trivial 
thing seems to comprehend itself (ein selbstverstiindliches, triviales 
Ding): the thing itself in the phenomenality of its phenomenon, a 
quite simple wooden table. So as to prepare us to see this invisi
bility, to see without seeing, thus to think the body without body 
of this invisible visibility-the ghost is already taking shape
Marx declares that the thing in question, namely, the commod
ity , is not so simple (a warning that will elicit snickers from all the 
imbeciles , until the end of time, who never believe anything, 
bf course, because they are so sure that they see what is seen, 
everything that is seen, only what is seen) . The commodity is 
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even very complicated; i t  i s  blurred, tangled, paralyzing ,  aporetic, 
perhaps undecidable (ein sebr vertracktes Ding). It is so disconcerting, 
this commodity-thing, that one has to approach it with "meta
physical" subtlety and " theological" niceties. Precisely in order 
to analyze the metaphysical and the theological that constructed 
the phenomenological good sense of the thing itself, of the 
immediately visible commodity , in flesh and blood: as what it is 
" at first Sight" (auf den ersten Blick). This phenomenological good 
sense may perhaps be valid for use-value. It is perhaps even meant 
to be valid only for use-value, as if the correlation of these con
cepts answered to this function: phenomenology as the discourse 
of use-value so as not to think the market or in view of making 
oneself blind to exchange-value. Perhaps. And it is for this reason 
that phenomenological good sense or phenomenology of per
ception (also at work in Marx when he believes he can speak of a 
pure and simple use-value) can claim to foster Enlightenment since 
use-value has nothing at all "mysteriOUS" about it (nicht Mysterioses 
an ihr). If one keeps to use-value, the properties (Eigenschaften) of 
the thing (and it is going to be a question of property) are always 
very human, at bottom, reassuring for this very reason. They 
always relate to what is proper to man, to the properties of man: 
either they respond to men's  needs, and that is precisely their 
use-value, or else they are the product of a human activity that 
seems to intend them for those needs. 

For example-and here is where the table comes on stage
the wood remains wooden when it is made into a table: it is then 
"an ordinary, sensuous thing [ein ordinares, sinnliches Ding]. It is 
quite different when it becomes a commodity , when the curtain 
goes up on the market and the table plays actor and character at 
the same time, when the commodity-table, says Marx, comes on 
stage (auftritt). begins to walk around and to put itself forward as 
a market value .  Coup de theatre: the ordinary , sensuous thing is 
transfigured (verwande1t sich) , it becomes someone, it assumes a 
figure. This woody and headstrong denseness is metamorphosed 
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into a supernatural thing ,  a sensuous non-sensuous thing, sensuous 
but non-sensuous ,  sensuously supersensible (verwandelt er sich in 
ein sinnlich iibersinnIiches Ding). The ghostly schema now appears 
indispensable. The commodity is a "thing" without phenome
non, a thing in flight that surpasses the senses (it is invisible, 
intangible, inaudible, and odorless) ; but this transcendence is 
not altogether spiritual, it retains that bodiless body which we 
have recognized as making the difference between specter and 
spirit. What surpasses the senses still passes before us in the 
silhouette of the sensuous body that it nevertheless lacks or that 
remains inaccessible to us. Marx does not say sensuous and 
non-sensuous , or sensuous but non-sensuous; he says : sensuous 
non-sensuous ,  sensuously supersensible.19 Transcendence, the 
movement of super-, the step beyond (iiber, epekeina), is made sen
suous in that very excess. It renders the non-sensuous sensuous. 
One touches there on what one does not touch, one feels there 
where one does not feel, one even suffers there where suffering} 
does not take place ,  when at least it does not take place where 
one suffers (which is also, let us not forget, what is said about 
phantom limbs, that phenomenon marked with an X for any 
phenomenology of perception) . The commodity thus haunts the 
thing ,  its specter is at work in use-value. This haunting displaces 
itself like an anonymous silhouette or the figure of an extra 
[figurante] who might be the principal or capital character. It 
changes places , one no longer knows exactly where it is, it turns ,  
it invades the stage with its moves: there i s  a step there [il y a Id un 
pas] and its allure belongs only to this mutant. Marx must have 
recourse to theatrical language and must describe the apparition 
of the commodity as a stage entrance (auftritt) . And he must 
describe the table become commodity as a table that turns , to be 
sure, during a spiritualist seance, but also as a ghostly silhouette, 
the figuration of an actor or a dancer. Theo-anthropological figure 
of indeterminate sex (Tisch, table, is a masculine noun) , the table 
has feet, the table has a head, its body comes alive, it erects i ts 
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whole self like an institution, i t  stands up and addresses itself to 
others , first of all to other commodities, its fellow beings in 
phantomality, it faces them or opposes them. For the specter is 
social, it is even engaged in competition or in a war as soon as it 
makes its first apparition. Otherwise neither socius, nor conflict, 
nor desire, nor love, nor peace would be tenable .  

One would have to put this table on the auction block, subject 
it to co-occurrence or concurrency, make it speak with so many 
other tables in our patrimony, so many that we have lost count of 
them, in philosophy, rhetoric, poetics, from Plato to Heidegger, 
from Kant to Ponge, and so many others. With all of them, the 
same ceremony: a seance of the table. 

Marx, then, has just announced its entrance on stage and its 
transmutation into a sensuously supersensible thing, and now 
here it is standing up, not only holding itself up but rising, 
getting up and lifting itself, lifting its head, redressing itself and 
addressing itself Facing the others, and first of all other com
modities, yes, it lifts its head. Let us paraphrase a few lines as 
literally as possible before citing the translation. It is not enough 
for this wooden table to stand up (Er steht nich nur) , its feet on the 
ground, it also stands (sondern er ste1It sich-and Marx does not add 
"so to speak" as certain French translators had made him con
cede, frightened as they were by the literal audacity of the 
description) -it also stands on its head, a wooden head, for it 
has become a kind of headstrong, pigheaded, obstinate animal 
that, s tanding, faces other commodities (er stellt sich allen andren 
Waren gegeniiber auf den Kopf ) .  Facing up to the others, before the 
others, its fellows, here then is the apparition of a strange crea
ture: at the same time Life, Thing, Beast, Object, Commodity, 
Automaton-in a word, specter. This Thing, which is no longer 
altogether a thing, here it goes and unfolds (entwicke1t), it unfolds 
itself, it develops what it engenders through a quaSi-spontaneous 
generation (parthenogenesis and indeterminate sexuality : the 
animal Thing, the animated-inanimated Thing, the dead-living 
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Thing is a Father-Mother) , it gives birth through its head, i t  
extracts from its wooden head a whole lineage of  fantastic or 
prodigious creatures ,  whims, chimera (Grille) , non-ligneous 
character parts, that is , the lineage of a progeniture that no 
longer resembles it, inventions far more bizarre or marvelous 
(vie! wunder/icher) than if this mad, capricious , and untenable table, 
its head beginning to spin, started to dance on its own initiative 
[de son propre chef; aus freien Stiicken).20 Whoever understands Greek 
and philosophy could say of this genealogy, which transfigures 
the ligneous into the non-ligneous ,  that it also gives a tableau of 
the becoming-immaterial of matter. As one knows , hule, matter, 
is first of all wood. And since this becoming-immaterial of matter 
seems to take no time and to operate its transmutation in the 
magic of an instant, in a Single glance, through the omnipotence 
of a thought, we might also be tempted to describe it as the 
projection of an animism or a spiritism. The wood comes alive 
and is peopled with spirits : credulity, occultism, obscurantism� 
lack of maturity before Englightenment, childish or primitive 
humanity. But what would Enlightenment be without the 
market? And who will ever make progress without exchange
value?  

Capital contradiction. At  the very origin of capital. Immediately 
or in the end, through so many differential relays , it will not fail 
to induce the "pragmatic" double constraint of all injunctions. 
Moving about freely (aus freien Stiicken), on its own head [de son 
propre chef], with a movement of its head but that controls its 
whole body, from head to toe, ligneous and dematerialized, the 
Table-Thing appears to be at the principle, at the beginning , 
and at the controls of itself. It emancipates itself on its own 
initiative : all alone, autonomous and automaton, its fantastic 
silhouette moves on its own, free and without attachment. It 
goes into trances, it levitates ,  it appears relieved of its body, like 
all ghosts , a little mad and unsettled as well, upset, "out of 
jOint , "  delirious, capricious, and unpredictable. It appears to put 
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itself spontaneously into motion, but i t  also puts others into 
motion, yes ,  it puts everything around it into motion, as though 
"pour encourager les autres"  (to encourage the others), Marx 
specifies in French in a note about this ghost dance: "One 
may recall that China and the tables began to dance when the 
rest of the world appeared to be standing still�pour encourager 
les autres."21 

The capital contradiction does not have to do simply with the 
incredible conjunction of the sensuous and the supersensible in 
the same Thing ; it is the contradiction of automatic autonomy, 
mechanical freedom, technical life. Like every thing, from the 
moment it comes onto the stage of a market, the table resembles 
a prosthesis of itself Autonomy and automatism, but automatism 
of this wooden table that spontaneously puts itself into motion, 
to be sure, and seems thus to animate, animalize, spiritualize, 
spiritize itself, but while remaining an artifactual body, a sort of 
automaton, a puppet, a stiff and mechanical doll whose dance 
obeys the technical rigidity of a program. Two genres, two gen
erations of movement intersect with each other in it, and that is 
why it figures the apparition of a specter. It accumulates undecid
ably, in its uncanniness, their contradictory predicates: the 
inert thing appears suddenly inspired , it is all'at once transfixed by 
a pneuma or a psyche. Become like a living being, the table 
resembles a prophetic dog that gets up on its four paws , ready to 
face up to its fellow dogs : an idol would like to make the law. 
But, inversely, the spirit, soul, or life that animates it remains 
caught in the opaque and heavy thingness of the hule, in the inert 
thickness of its ligneous body, and autonomy is no more than 
the mask of automatism. A mask, indeed a visor that may always 
be hiding no living gaze beneath the helmet. The automaton 
mimes the liVing. The Thing is neither dead nor alive, it is dead 
and alive at the same time. It survives. At once cunning,  invent
ive, and machine-like, ingenious and unpredictable, this war 

machine is a theatrical machine, a mekhane. What one has just 
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seen cross the stage is an apparition, a quasi-divinity-fallen 
from the sky or come out of the earth. But the vision also survives. 
Its hyperlucidity insists. 

Challenge or invitation, "encouragement, "  seduction coun

tering seduction desire or war, love or hate, provocation of other 
ghosts : Marx insists on this a lot for there is a multiple of this 
sOciality (there is always more than one commodity, more than 
one spirit, and even more specters) and number belongs to the 
movement itself, to the non-finite process of spectralization 
(Baudelaire invoked number very well in the anthill-city of 
modern capitalism-ghost, crowd, money, prostitution-and 
Benjamin likewise in his wake) . For if no use-value can in itself 
produce this rnysticality or this spectral effect of the commodity , 
and if the secret is at the same time profound and superficial, 
opaque and transparent, a secret that is all the more secret in that 
no substantial essence hides behind it, it is because the effect is 
born of a relation (ferance, difference, reference, and differanceY, 
as double relation, one should say as double social bond. 

This double socius binds on the one hand men to each other. It 
associates them insofar as they have been for all times interested 
in time, Marx notes right away, the time or the duration of labar, 
and this in all cultures and at all stages of techno-economic 
development. This socius, then, binds "men" who are first of all 
experiences of time, existences determined by this relation to 
time which itself would not be possible without surviving and 
returning, without that being "out of joint" that dislocates the 
self-presence of the living present and installs thereby the rela
tion to the other. The same socius, the same " social form" of the 
relation binds, on the other hand, commodity-things to each 
other. On the other hand , but how? And how is what takes place on 
the one hand among men, in their apprehension of time, explained 
by what takes place on the other hand among those specters that are 
commodities ? How do those whom one calls "men, living 
men, temporal and finite existences, become subjected, in their 
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social relations, to  these specters that are relations, equally social 
relations among commodities? 

[Since temporality appears to be essential here to the process of 
capitalization and to the socius in which an exchange-value is 
merchandized while spectralizing itself, since the existence of 
the men and women inscribed in this process is determined first 
of all , in Capital ,  as temporal, let us indicate quickly , in passing , the 
possibility of an inheritance or a filiation that would deserve a 
more sustained analysis. In question is the formula that , at the 
opening of Capital , defines exchange-value and determines the 
table as "non-sensuous sensuous" thing, " sensuously supersen
sible. This formula literally recalls (and this literality cannot be 
taken as fortuitous or external) the definition of time--of time 
as well as of space-in Hegel' s Encyclopedia (Philosophy of Nature, 
Mechanics). Hegel subjects the Kantian definition to a dialectical 
interpretation, that is, to the Aufhebung. He analyzes time as that 
which is first of all abstract or ideal (ein Ideelles) since it is the 
negative unity of being-outs ide-self (like space of which it is the 
truth) . (This ideality of time is obviously the condition of any 
idealization and consequently of any ideologization and any fet
ishization, whatever difference one must respect between these 
two processes.) Now, it is in order to make explicit the move
ment of Aufhebung as temporalization of abstract and ideal time 
that Hegel adds this remark: "As space, time is a pure form of 
sensibility or of the act of intuition, the non-sensuous sensous 
[das unsinnliche Sinnliche] (�2S8; I proposed a reading of this 
passage in Margins--of Philosophy) . 22] 

The commodity table, the headstrong dog , the wooden head 
faces up, we recall , to all other commodities. The market is a front, a 
front  among fronts , a confrontation. Commodities have business 
with other commodities, these hardheaded specters have com
merce among themselves. And not only in tete-a-tete. That is what 
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makes them dance. So it appears .  But if the "mystical character" 
of the commodity, if the "enigmatic character" of the product of 
labor as commodity is born of "the social form" of labor, one must 
still analyze what is mysterious or secret about this process, and 
what the secret of the commodity form is (das Geheimnisvolle der 
Warenform) .  This secret has to do with a "qUid pro quo. " The term 
is Marx's. 23 It takes us back once again to some theatrical 
intrigue : mechanical ruse (mekhane) or mistaking a person, repe
tition upon the perverse intervention of a prompter [souffleur], 
parole soufflee, 24 substitution of actors or characters. Here the theat
rical quid pro quo stems from an abnormal play of mirrors .  There is 
a mirror, and the commodity form is also this mirror, but since 
all of a sudden it no longer plays its role, since it does not reflect 
back the expected image, those who are looking for themselves 
can no longer find themselves in it. Men no longer recognize in 
it the social character of their own labor. It is as if they were. 
becoming ghosts in their turn. The "proper" feature of specters, r. 

like vampires , is that they are deprived of a specular image, of the 
true, right specular image (but who is not so deprived?) .2s How 
do you recognize a ghost? By the fact that it does not recognize 
itself in a mirror. Now that is what happens with the commerce of 
the commodities among themselves. These ghosts that are commod
ities transform human producers into ghosts. And this whole 
theatrical process (visual , theoretical , but also optical , optician) 
sets off the effect of a mysterious mirror: if the latter does not 
return the right reflection, if, then, it phantomalizes ,  this is 
first of all because it naturalizes. The "mysteriousness"  of the 
commodity-form as presumed reflection of the social form is 
the incredible manner in which this mirror sends back the 
image (zuriickspiegelt) when one thinks it is reflecting for men the 
image of the "social characteristies of men's own labor" : such an 
"image"  objectivizes by naturalizing. Thereby, this is its truth, 
it shows by hiding ,  it reflects these "objective" (gegenstiindliche) 
characteristics as inscribed right on the product of labor, as 
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the "socio-natural properties of these things" (als gesellschaftliche 
Natureigenschaften dieser Dinge) . Therefore. and here the commerce 
among commodities does not wait. the returned (deformed. 
obj ectified. naturalized) image becomes that of a social relation 
among commodities. among these inspired. autonomous. and 
automatic "objects" that are seance tables. The specular becomes 
the spectral at the threshold of this objectifying naturalization: 
"it also reflects the social relation of the producers to the sum 
total of labour as a social relation between objects. a relation 
which exists apart from and outside the producers. Through 
this substitution [quid pro quo]. the products of labour become 
commodities. sensuous things which are at the same time 
supersensible or social" (pp. 164-65) . 

For the thing as well as for the worker in his relation to time. 
socialization or the becoming-social passes by way of this spec
tralization. The "phantasmagoria" that Marx is working here 
to describe. the one that is going to open up the question of 
fetishism and the religiOUS. is the very element of this social and 
spectral becoming : at the sallie time. by the same token. While 
pursuing his optical analogy. Marx concedes that. in the same 
way. of course. the luminous impression left by a thing on the 
optiC nerve also presents itself as objective form before the eye 
and outside of it. not as an excitation of the optic nerve itsel£ But 
there. in visual perception. there is really (vvirklich). he says. a 
light that goes from one thing. the external object. to another. 
the eye :  "physical relation between physical things. " But the 
commodity-form and the relation of value between products of 
labor in which it presents itself have nothing to do either with 
its "physical nature" or with the " thingly (material) relations" 
(dingliche Beziehungen) that arise from it. "It is nothing but the 
definite social relation between men themselves which assumes 
here. for them. the fantastic form [dies phantasmagorische Form] of 
a relation between things" (p. 165) . As we have just observed. 
this phantasmagoria of a commerce between market things. on the 
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mercatus or the agom, when a piece of merchandise (merx) seems to 
enter into a relation, to converse ,  speak (agoreuein), and negotiate 
with another, corresponds at the same time to a naturalization of 
the human socius, of labor objectified in things , and to a denatur
ing ,  a denaturalization, and a dematerialization of the thing 
become commodity, of the wooden table when it comes on 
stage as exchange-value and no longer as use-value. For com
modities, as Marx is going to point out, do not walk by them
selves, they do not go to market on their own in order to meet 
other commodities. This commerce among things stems from 
the phantasmagoria. The autonomy lent to commodities corres
ponds to an anthropomorphic projection. The latter inspires the 
commodities, it breathes the spirit into them, a human spirit , 
the spirit of a speech and the spirit of a will . 

A. of a speech first of all , but what would this speech say? What 
would this persona, actor, or character say? "If commodities could .. 
speak, they would say this : our use-value may interest men, butS' 

it does not belong to us as objects. What does belong to us as 
objects, however, is our value. Our own intercourse [Unser eigner 
Verkehr] as commodities proves it. We relate to each other [Wir 
beziehn uns] merely as exchange-values" (pp. 176-77) . This rhet
orical artifice is abyssal. Marx is going to claim right away that 
the economist naively reflects or reproduces this fictive or spec
tral speech of the commodity and lets himself be in some way 
ventriloquized by it :  he "speaks" from the depths of the soul of 
commodities (aus den Warenseele heraus) . But in saying " if commod
ities could speak" (Kiinnten die Waren sprechen) ,  Marx implies that 
they cannot speak. He makes them speak (like the economist 
he is accusing) but in order to make them say, paradoxically , 
that inasmuch as they are exchange-values, they speak, and that 
they speak or maintain a commerce among themselves only 
insofar as they speak. That to them, in any case, one can at least 
lend speech. To speak, to adopt or borrow speech, and to be 
exchange-value is here the same thing. It is use-values that do no 
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speak and that, for this reason, are not concerned with and do 
not interest  commodities-judging by what they seem to say. 
With this movement of a fiction of speech, but of speech that 
sells itself by saying , "Me, the commodity, 1 am speaking ," Marx 
wants to give a lesson to economists who believe (but is he not 
doing the same thing?) that it suffices for a commodity to say 
"Me, 1 am speaking" for it to be true and for it to have a soul, a 
profound soul, and one which is proper to it. We are touching 
here on that place where, between speaking and saying " I  am 
speaking, " the difference of the simulacrum is no longer opera
tive. Much ado about nothing? Marx cites right after this the 
Shakespeare play while making a rather tortuous use of the 
opposition between fortune (chance or destiny) and nature (law, 
necessity, history, culture) : "To be a well-favoured man is the 
gift of fortune, but to write and read comes by nature" (ibid.) .  

B. Of the will next. Since commodities do not walk in order 
to take themselves willingly, spontaneously, to market, their 
"guardians" and "possessors" pretend to inhabit these things. 
Their "will" begins to " inhabit" (hausen) commodities. The dif
ference between inhabit and haunt becomes here more un grasp
able than ever. Persons are personified by letting themselves be 
haunted by the very effect of objective haunting , so to speak, that 
they produce by inhabiting the thing. Persons (guardians or pos
sessors of the thing) are haunted in return , and constitutively, by 
the haunting they produce in the thing by lodging there their 
speech and their will like inhabitants. The discourse of Capital on 
the "exchange process" opens like a discourse on haunting
and on the laws of its reflection: 

Commodities cannot themselves go to market and perform 
exchanges in their own right. [T]heir guardians must place 

themselves in relation to one another as persons whose will 

[Willen] resides [haust] in those objects, and must behave in 

such a way that each does not appropriate the commodity of 
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the other, and alienate his own, except through an act to which 
both parties consent. (P. 178)26 

From this Marx deduces a whole theory of the juridical form of 
the pact , the pledge, the contract, and the "economic masks" 
with which persons cover themselves-and which figure but 
"the personifications of economic relations. "  

This description of the phantasmopoetic or phantasmagoric 
process is going to constitute the premise of the discourse on 
fetishism, in the analogy with the "religious world. "27 

But before we get to that, let us take a few steps backward and 
formulate a few questions. At least two. 

First of all: If what Capital is analyzing here is not only the 
phantomalization of the commodity-form but the phantomali
zation of the social bond, its spectralization in return, by means 
of a perturbed reflection, then what is one to think (still retro
spectively) of the stinging irony with which Marx treated Stirnel 

when the latter dared to speak of a becoming-ghost of man 
himself, and for himself? Of a man who became frightened of his 
own ghost, a constitutive fear of the concept that he formed of 
himself, and thus of his whole history as a man? Of a make-oneseJf
fear by which he made himself, frightening himself with the very 
fear that he inspires in himself? His history as the history and 
work of his mourning , of the mourning for himself, of the 
mourning he wears right on the surface of what is proper to 
man? And when he describes the phantomalization of the 
wooden table, the ghost that engenders ghosts and gives birth to 
them from i ts head in its head, outside of it inside of it, beginning 
with itself, departing from itself [a partir d' elle-meme] , what kind 
of reflection causes Marx to reproduce the literal language of 
Stirner, which he himself cited in The German Ideology and turned 
back, in some way, against its author, that is to say, against 
an accuser who is then charged with the indictment count 
he had himself elaborated ("After the world has confronted the 
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fantasy-making [phantasierendenJ youth (of page 20) as a world of 
his 'feverish fantasies' [FieberphantasienJ, as a world of ghosts [als 
Gespensterwelt], 'the offsprings of his own head' [eignen Gerburten 
seines KopfsJ inside his head begin to dominate him") ?28 

This question could be developed endlessly. We will interrupt 
its course and follow one of its other relays. 

Secondly: To say that the same thing, the wooden table for 
example, comes on stage as commodity after having been but an 

ordinary thing in its use-value is to grant an origin to the ghostly 
moment. Its use-value, Marx seems to imply , was intact. It 
was what it was , use-value, identical to itself The phantasma
goria , like capital , would begin with exchange-value and the 
commodity-form. It is only then that the ghost "comes on 
stage. " Before this , according to Marx, it was not there. Not even 
in order to haunt use-value. But whence comes the certainty 
concerning the previous phase, that of this supposed use-value, 
precisely, a use-value purified of everything that makes for 
exchange-value and the commodity-form? What secures this 
distinction for us ? It is not a matter here of negating a use-value 
or the necessity of referring to it. But of doubting its strict pur
ity. If this purity is not guaranteed, then one would have to say 
that the phantasmagoria began before the said exchange-value, at 
the thresh-old of the value of value in general , or that the com
modity-form began before the commodity-form, itself before 
itself The said use-value of the said ordinary sensuous thing, 
simple hule, the wood of the wooden table concerning which 
Marx supposes that it has not yet begun to "dance , "  its very 
form, the form that informs its hule, must indeed have at least 
promised it to iterability, to substitution, to exchange, to value; 
it must have made a start, however minimal it may have been, on 
an idealization that permits one to identify it as the same 
throughout possible repetitions , and so forth. Just as there is no 
pure use, there is no use-value which the possibility of exchange 
and commerce (by whatever name one calls it, meaning itself, 
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value, culture, spirit [!] , signification, the world, the relation to 
the other, and first of all the simple form and trace of the other) 
has not in advance inscribed in an out-of-use-an excessive signi
fication that cannot be reduced to the useless. A culture began 
before culture-and humanity. Capitalization also. Which is as 
much as to say that, for this very reason, it is destined to survive 
them. (One could say as much, moreover, if we were venturing 
into another context, for exchange-value :  it is likewise inscribed 
and exceeded by a promise of gift beyond exchange. In a certain 
way , market equivalence arrests or mechanizes the dance that it 
seemed to initiate. Only beyond value itself, use-value and 
exchange-value, the value of technics and of the market ,  is grace 
promised, if not given, but never rendered or given back to the 
dance. )  

Without disappearing, use-value becomes , then, a sort of 
limit, the correlative of a limit-concept, of a pure beginning �o 
which no object can or should correspond, and which therefofe 

must be complicated in a general (in any case more general) 
theory of capital . We will draw from this only one consequence 
here, among all the many other possible ones: if it itself retains 
some use-value (namely , of permitting one to orient an analysis 
of the "phantasmagoric" process beginning at an origin that is 
itself fictive or ideal , thus already purified by a certain fantastics) , 
this limit-concept of use-value is in advance contaminated, 
that is ,  pre-occupied, inhabited ,  haunted by its other, namely, 
what will be born from the wooden head of the table, the com
modity-form, and its ghost dance. The commodity-form, to be 
sure, i s  not use-value, we must grant this to Marx and take 
account of the analytic power this distinction gives us. But if the 
commodity-form is not, presently, use-value, and even if it is not 
actually present , i t  affects in  advance the use-value of the wooden 
table. It affects and bereaves it in advance, like the ghost it will 
become, but this is precisely where haunting begins. And i ts 
time, and the untimeliness of its present, of its being "out of 
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joint." To haunt does not mean to be present, and it is necessary 
to introduce haunting into the very construction of a concept. 
Of every concept, beginning with the concepts of being and 
time. That is what we would be calling here a hauntology. 
Ontology opposes it only in a movement of exorcism. Ontology 
is a conjuration . 

The "mystical character" of the commodity is inscribed before 
being inscribed, traced before being written out letter for letter 
on the forehead or the screen of the commodity. Everything 
begins before it begins. Marx wants to know and make known 
where, at what precise moment, at what instant the ghost comes on stage, 
and this is a manner of exorcism, a way of keeping it at bay: 
before this limit, it was not there, it was powerless. We are sug
gesting on the contrary that, before the coup de theatre of this 
instant, before the "as soon as it comes on stage as commodity, it 
changes into a sensuous supersensible thing, "  the ghost had 
made its apparition, without appearing in person, of course and 
by definition, but haVing already hollowed out in use-value, in 
the hardheaded wood of the headstrong table, the repetition 
(therefore substitution, exchangeability, iterability, the loss of 
Singularity as the experience of singularity itself, the possibility 
of capital) without which a use could never eVen be determined. 
T his haunting is not an empirical hypothesis. Without it, one 
could not even form the concept either of use-value, or of value 
in general , or inform any matter whatsoever, or determine any 
table, whether a wooden table--useful or saleable--or a table of 
categories. Or any Tablet of commandments. One could not even 
complicate, divide, or fracture sufficiently the concept of use
value by pointing out, as Marx does for example, this obvious 
fact: for its first presumed owner, the man who takes it to market 
as use-value meant for others , the first use-value is an exchange
value. "Hence commodities must be realized as values before 
they can be realized as use-values" (p. 179) . And vice versa, which 
makes the diachrony circular and transforms the distinction into a 
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co-implication. "On the other hand, [commodities] must stand 
the test as use-values before they can be realized as values. " Even 
if the transforma.tion of one commodity into use-value and 
some other into money marks an independent stopping point, a 
stasis in circulation, the latter remains an infinite process. If the 
total circulation C-M-C is a "series without beginning or end, 
as the Cri tique of Political Economy constantly insists,29 it is because 
the metamorphosis is possible in all directions between the use
value, the commodity, and money. Not to mention that the use
value of the money-commodity (Geldware) is also itself "dual" : 
natural teeth can be replaced by gold prostheses, but this use
value is different from the one Marx calls " formal use-value" 
which arises out of the specific social function of money. 30 

Since any use-value is marked by this possibility of being used 
by the other or being used another time, this alterity or iterability 
projects it a priori onto the market of equivalences (which are 
always equivalences between non-equivalents, of course, and @ 
which suppose the double socius we were talking about above) . In 
its originary iterability, a use-value is in advance promised, 
promised to exchange and beyond exchange. It is in advance 
thrown onto the market of equivalences. This is not simply a bad 
thing, even if the use-value is always at risk of losing its soul in 
the commodity. The commodity is a born "cynic" because it 
effaces differences, but although it is congenitally levelling, 
although it is "a born leveller and cynic" (Geborner Leveller und 
Zyniker) (p. 1 79), this original cynicism was already being prepared in 
use-value, in the wooden head of that dog standing, like a table, 
on its four paws. One can say of the table what Marx says of the 
commodity. Like the commodity that it will become, that it is in 
advance, the cynic already prostitutes itself, " it is always ready to 
exchange not only soul, but body, with each and every other 
commodity, be it more repulSive than Maritornes herself' 
(ibid. ) . It is in thinking of this original prostitution that, as we 
recall, Marx liked to cite Timon of Athens and his prophetic 
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imprecation. But one must say that if the commodity corrupts 
(art, philosophy, religion, morality, law, when their works 
become market values) , it is because the becoming-commodity 
already attested to the value it puts in danger. For example: if a 
work of art can become a commodity, and if this process seems 
fated to occur, it is also because the commodity began by putting 
to work, in one way or another, the principle of an art. 

This was not a critical question, but rather a deconstruction 
of the critical limits , the reassuring limits that guarantee the 
necessary and legitimate exercise of critical questioning. Such a 
deconstruction is not a critique of critique, according to the 
typical duplication of post-Kantian German ideology. And most 
of all it does not necessarily entail a general phantasmagoriza
tion in which everything would indifferently become commod
ity, in an equivalence of prices. All the more so in that, as we 
have suggested here and there, the concept of commodity-form 
or of exchange-value sees itself affected by the same overflow
ing contamination. If capitalization has no rigorous limit, it is 
also because it comes itself to be exceeded. But once the limits 
of phantasmagorization can no longer be controlled or fixed by 
the simple opposition of presence and absence, actuality and 
inactuality ,  sensuous and supersensible, another approach to dif
ferences must structure ("conceptually" and " really") the field 
that has thus been re-opened. Far from effacing differences 
and analytic determinations, this other logic calls for other 
concepts. One may hope it will allow for a more refined and 
more rigorous restructuration. It alone in any case can call for 
this constant restructuration, as elsewhere for the very progress 
of the critique. And this de-limitation will also affect discourse 
on religion, ideology, and fetishism. But one has to realize that 
the ghost is there, be it in the opening of the promise or the 
expectation, before its first apparition: the latter had announced 
itself, from the first it will have come second. Two times at the same 
time , originary iterability, irreducible virtuality of this space and 
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this time. That is why one must think otherwise the " time" or 
the date of an event. Again : "ha' s  this thing appear 'd againe 
tonight?"  

Would there be then some exorcism at the opening of Capital ? 
When the curtain rises on the raising of a curtain? From the first 
chapter of its first book? However potential it may appear, and 
however preparatory, however virtual , would this premise of 
exorcism have developed enough power to sign and seal the 
whole logic of this great work? Would a conjuration ceremony 
have scanned the unfolding of an immense critical discourse? 
Would it have accompanied that discourse, followed or preceded 
it like its shadow, in secret, like an indispensable and-if one can 
still put it this way-vital surviving, required in advance? A sur
viving inherited at the origin, but at every instant afterwards? 
And is not this surviving conjuration a part, ineffaceably, of the 
revolutionary promise? of the injunction or oath that puts Capital 
in motion? @: 

Let us not forget that everything we have just read there was 
Marx's point of view on a finite ddirium. It was his discourse on a 
madness destined, according to him, to come to an end, on a 
general incorporation of abstract human labor that is still trans
lated, but for a finite time, into the language of madness , into a 
delirium (Verriickheit) of expression (p. 1 69) . We will have to , Marx 
declares ,  and we will be able to, we will have to be able to put an end to 
what appears in "this absurd form" (in dieser verriickten Form) . We 
will see (translate : we will see come) the end of this delirium and of 
these ghosts , Marx obviously thinks. It is necessary, because 
these ghosts are bound to the categories of bourgeois economy. 

This madness here? Those ghosts there? Or spectrality in 
general? This is more or less our whole question-and our cir
cumspection. We do not know if Marx thought to be done with 
the ghost in general , or even if he really wanted that, when he 
declares unequivocally that this ghost here, this Spuk which Capital 
takes as its object, is only the effect of the market economy. And 
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that, as such, it ought to, it will have to disappear with other 
forms of production. 

The categories of bourgeois econo m ics consist precisely of 

forms of this kind [i.e ., delirious, M arx has just said] . They 
are forms of thought which are social ly valid, and therefore 

objective, for the relations of production belonging to this 

historically determined mode of social production, i .e. com

modity production. The whole mystery of commodities, all the 

magic and necromancy that surrounds the products of labour 
on the basis of commodity production, vanishes therefore 

as soon as we come to [escape to: f/uchten) other form s  of 

production [Aller Mystizismus der Warenwelt, all der Zauber und 
Spuk, welcher Arbeitsprodukte auf Grundlage der Warenproduk

tion umnebelt, lIerschwindet daher sofort, sobald wir zu andren 

Produktionsformen f/uchten] ( I bid.) 

This translation, like so many others, manages to efface the literal 
reference to the ghost (SpUk) . 3 1  One must also underscore the 
instant immediacy with which, as Marx would like at least to 
believe or make us believe, mysticism, magic, and the ghost 
would disappear: they wil l  vanish (indicative }i ,they will diSSipate 
in truth, according to him, as if by magic, as they had come, at 
the very second in which one will (would) see the end of market 
production. Assuming even, along with Marx, that the latter will 
ever have a possible end. Marx does indeed say :  "as soon as, 
sobald , and as always he is speaking of a disappearance to come of 
the ghost, the fetish, and religion as cloudy apparitions. Every
thing is veiled in mist, everything is enveloped in clouds 
(umnebelt) , beginning with truth. Clouds on a cold night, land
scape or setting of Hamlet upon the apparition of the ghost ("It is 
past midnight, bitterly cold, and dark except for the faint light of 
the stars" ) . 

Even if Capital had thus opened with a great scene of exorcism, 
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with a bid to raise the stakes of conjuration, this critical phase 
would not be at all destroyed, it would not be discredited. At 
least it would not annul everything about its event and its inau
gurality. For we are wagering here that thinking never has done 
with the conjuring impulse. It would instead be born of that 
impulse. To swear or to conjure, is that not the chance of think
ing and its destiny, no less than its limit?  The gift of its finitude ?  
Does i t  ever have any other choice except among several conjur
ations? We know that the question itself-and it is the most 
ontological and the most critical and the most risky of all ques
tions-still protects itself Its very formulation throws up barri
cades or digs trenches , surrounds itself with barriers, increases  
the fortifications. I t  rarely advances headlong, at  total risk to life 
and liinb [ei corps perdu] . In a magical, ritual , obsessional fashion, 
its formalization uses formulas which are sometimes incantatory 
procedures. It marks off its territory by setting out there strat
egies and sentinels under the protection of apotropaic shields, 
Problematization itself is careful to disavow and thus to conjure 
away (we repeat, problema is a shield, an armor, a rampart as 
much as it is a task for the inquiry to come) . Critical problern
atization continues to do battle against ghosts. It fears them as 
it does itself 

These questions posed, or rather suspended, we can perhaps 
return to what Capital seems to want to say about the fetish, in the 
same passage and follOwing the same logic. The point is also, let 
us not forget, to show that the enigma of the "money" fetish is 
reducible to that of the "commodity" fetish once the latter has 
become visible (sichtbar)-but, adds Marx just as enigmatically , 
visible or evident to the point of blinding dazzlement : the French 
translation to which I am referring here says the enigma of the 
commodity fetish "creve les yeux , "  literally, puts out one's eyes 
(die Augenblendende Riitsel des Warenfetischs) . 3 2 

Now, as we know, only the reference to the religiOUS world 
allows one to explain the autonomy of the ideological , and thus 
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its proper efficacy , its incorporation in apparatuses that are 
endowed not only with an apparent autonomy but a sort of 
automaticity that not fortuitously recalls the head-strongness 
of the wooden table. By rendering an account of the "mystical" 
character and the secret (das Geheimnisvol1e) of the commodity
form, we have been introduced into fetishism and the ideo
logical . Without being reducible one to the other, they share a 
common condition. Now, says Capital , only the religous analogy , 
only the "misty realm of religion" (die Nebelregion der religiiisen Welt) 
can allow one to understand the production and fetishizing 
autonomization of this form. The necessity of turning toward 
this analogy is presented by Marx as a consequence of the "phan
tasmagoric form" whose genesis he has just analyzed. If the 
objective relation between things (which we have called commerce 
between commodities) is indeed a phantasmagoric form of the social 
relation between men, then we must have recourse to the only 
analogy possible, that of religion: "It is nothing but the definite 
social relation between men themselves which assumes here, for 
them, the fantastic form of a relation between things. " Con
sequence : " In order, therefore, to find an analogy [my emphasis : Urn daher 
eine Analogie zu linden] , we must take flight [ffiichten again or already] 
into the misty realm of religion" (p. 1 65) . 

Needless to say, the stakes are enormous in the relation of 
fetishism to the ideological and the religious. In the statements 
that immediately follow, the deduction of fetishism is also 
applied to the ideological , to its autonomization as well as to its 
automatization : 

There [in the religious world] the products of the hu man 

brain [of the head, once again, of men: des menschlischen 
Kopfes, analogous to the wooden head of the table capable of 

engendering chimera-in its head, outside of its head-once, 
that is, as soon as, its form can become com modity-form] 

appear as autonomous figures endowed with a life of their own, 
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which enter into relations both with each other and with 
the human race. I call this the fetishism which attaches 

itself [anklebt] to the prod ucts of labour as soon as they are 

produced as commodities, and is therefore inseparable from 

the production of commodities. 

As the foregoing analysis has already demonstrated , this 

fetishism of the world of commodities a rises from the pecul iar 
social character of the labour which produces them. ( Ibid .)  

In other words, as soon as there is production, there is 
fetishism: idealization, autonomization and automatization, 
dematerialization and spectral incorporation, mourning work 
coextensive with all work, and so forth. Marx believes he 
must limit this co-extensivity to commodity production. In our 
view, this is a gesture of exorcism, which we spoke of earlier 
and regarding which we leave here once again our question 
suspended. @ 

The religious is thus not just one ideological phenomenon 
or phantomatic production among others. On the one hand, it 
gives to the production of the ghost or of the ideological 
phantasm its originary form or its paradigm of reference, its 
first "analogy. "  On the other hand (and first of all, and no doubt 
for the same reason) , the religious also informs, along with 
the messianic and the eschatological, be it in the necessarily 
undetermined, empty, abstract, and dry form that we are privileg
ing here, that " spirit" of emancipatory Marxism whose injunc
tion we are reaffirming here, however secret and contradictory it 
appears. 

We cannot get involved here in this general question of 
fetishization. 3 3  In work to come, it will no doubt be necessary to 
link it to the question of phantomatic spectrality. Despite the 
infinite opening of all these borders, one might perhaps attempt 
to define what is at stake here from at least three points of view : 

1 .  Fetishist phantomaticity in general and its place in Capital . 34 
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Even before commodity value makes its stage entrance and before 
the choreography of the wooden table, Marx had defined the 
residual product of labor as a phantomatic obj ectivity (gespenstige 

Gegenstiindlichkei t) .3 5  

2 .  The place of this theoretical moment in Marx's corpus. 
Does he or does he not break with what is said about the ghost 
and the ideological in The German Ideology? One may have one's 
doubts. The relation is probably neither one of break nor of 
homogeneity. 

3 .  Beyond these dimensions, which are not only those of an 
exegesis of Marx, at stake is doubtless everything which today 

links Religion and Technics in a Singular configuration. 
A. At stake first of all is that which takes the original form 

of a return of the religious , whether fundamentalist or not, 
and which overdetermines all questions of nation , State, inter
national law, human rights , Bill of RightS-in short ,  everything 
that concentrates its habitat in the at least symptomatic figure of 
Jerusalem or, here and there, of its reappropriation and of the 
system of alliances that are ordered around it. How to relate, but 
also how to dissociate the two messianic spaces we are talking 
about here under the same name? If the messianic appeal 
belongs properly to a universal structure, to that irreducible 
movement of the historical opening to the future, therefore to 
experience itself and to its language (expectation, promise, 
commitment to the event of what is coming, imminence, 
urgency, demand for salvation and for justice beyond law, pledge 
given to the other inasmuch as he or she is not present, presently 
present or living , and so forth) , how is one to think it with the 
figures of Abrahamic messianism? Does it figure abstract deserti
fication or originary condition? Was not Abrahamic messianism 
but an exemplary prefiguration , the pre-name [prenom] given 
against the background of the possibility that we are attempting 
to name here? But then why keep the name, or at least the 
adj ective (we prefer to say messianic rather than messianism, so as to 
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designate a structure of experience rather than a religion) , there 
where no figure of the arrivant, even as he or she is heralded, 
should be pre-determined, prefigured, or even pre-named? Of 
these two deserts, which one, first of all, will have signalled 
toward the other? Can one conceive an atheological heritage of 
the messianic? Is there one, on the contrary, that is more consist
ent? A heritage is never natural, one may inherit more than once, 
in different places and at different times, one may choose to 
wait for the most appropriate time, which may be the most 
untimely-write about it according to different lineages , and sign 
thus more than one import . These questions and these hypotheses 
do not exclude each other. At least for us and for the moment. 
Ascesis strips the messianic hope of all biblical forms, and even 
all determinable figures of the wait or expectation; it thus 
denudes itself in view of responding to that which must be 
absolute hospitality, the "yes"  to the arrivant(e) , the "come" to 
the future that cannot be anticipated-which must not be thli 
"anything whatsoever" that harbors behind it those too familiar 
ghosts, the very ones we must practice recognizing. Open, wait
ing for the event as justice, this hospitality is absolute only if i ts 
keeps watch over its own universality. The messianic, including 
its revolutionary forms (and the messianic is always revolution
ary' it has to be) , would be urgency, imminence but, irreducible 
paradox, a waiting without horizon of expectation. One may 
always take the quasi-atheistic dryness of the messianic to be the 
condition of the religions of the Book, a desert that was not even 
theirs (but the earth is always borrowed, on loan from God, it is 
never possessed by the occupier, says precisely Dustement] the Old 
Testament whose injunction one would also have to hear) ; one 
may always recognize there the arid soil in which grew, and 
passed away, the living figures of all the messiahs , whether they 
were announced, recognized, or still awaited. One may also con
sider this compulsive growth, and the furtiveness of this passage ,  
to be the only events on the basis of which we approach and first 
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of all name the messianic in general , that other ghost which we 
cannot and ought not do without. One may deem strange, 
strangely familiar and inhospitable at the same time (unheimlich, 
uncanny) , this figure of absolute hospitality whose promise one 
would choose to entrust to an experience that is so impossible, 
so unsure in its indigence. to a quasi-"messianism" so anxious . 
fragile. and impoverished. to an always presupposed " messian
ism. to a quasi-transcendental "messianism" that also has such 
an obstinate interest in a materialism without substance: a 
materialism of the khOra for a despairing "messianism. " But 
without this latter despair and if one could count on what is 
coming. hope would be but the calculation of a program. One 
would have the prospect but one would not longer wait for 
anything or anyone. Law without justice. One would no longer 
invite. either body or soul . no longer receive any visits . no longer 
even think to see. To see coming. Some. and I do not exclude 
myself. will find this despairing "messianism" has a curious 
taste, a taste of death. It is true that this taste is above all a taste. a 
foretaste. and in essence it is curious. Curious of the very thing 
that it conjures-and that leaves something to be desired .  

B. But also at  stake, indissociably, is the diff'erantial deploy
ment of tekhne. of techno-science or tele-technology.36 It obliges 
us more than ever to think the virtualization of space and time, 
the possibility of virtual events whose movement and speed 
prohibit us more than ever (more and otherwise than ever. for 
this is not absolutely and thoroughly new) from opposing 
presence to its representation .  "real time" to "deferred time, " 
effectivity to its simulacrum, the living to the non-living , in 
short. the living to the living-dead of its ghosts. It obliges us to 
think, from there, another space for democracy. For democracy
to-come and thus for justice. We have suggested that the event 
we are prowling around here hesitates between the singular 
"who" of the ghost and the general "what" of the simulacrum. 
In the virtual space of all the tele-technosciences, in the general 
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dis-location to which our time is destined-as are from now 
on the places of lovers , families, nations-the messianic trem
bles on the edge of this event itself It is this hesitation, it has 
no other vibration , it does not "live" otherwise, but it would no 
longer be messianic if it stopped hesitating :  how to give rise and 
to give place [donner lieu] , still , to render it, this place, to render it 
habitable, but without killing the future in the name of old 
frontiers? Like those of the blood, nationalisms of native soil not 
only sow hatred, not only commit crimes, they have no future, 
they promise nothing even if, like stupidity or the unconscious , 
they hold fast to life. This messianic hesitation does not paralyze 
any decision, any affirmation, any responsibility. On the con
trary, it grants them their elementary condition. It is their very 
experience. 

As we must hasten the conclusion, let us schematize things . If 
something seems not to have shifted between The German Ideology 
and Capital , it is two axioms whose inheritance is equally importili 
ant for us. But it is the inheritance of a double bind which, 
moreover, Signals toward the double bind of any inheritance 
and thus of any responsible decision . Contradiction and secret 
inhabit the injunction (the spirit of the father, if one prefers) . On 
the one hand, Marx insists on respecting the originality and the 
proper efficacity, the autonomization and automatization of 
ideality as finite-infinite processes of differance (phantomatic, 
fantastic, fetishistic , or ideological)-and of the simulacrum 
which is not simply imaginary in it. It is an artifactual body, a 
technical body, and it takes labor to constitute or deconstitute it . 
This movement will remain valuable, no doubt irreplaceable ,  
provided that i t  i s  adjusted, as  it will be by any "good MarXism, "  
to novel structures and situations. But, on the other hand, even as 
he remains one of the first thinkers of technics , or even, by far 
and from afar, of the tele-technology that it will always have 
been, from near or from far, Marx continues to want to ground 
his critique or his exorcism of the spectral simulacrum in an 
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ontology. It is a---critical but predeconstructive-ontology of 
presence as actual reality and as obj ectivity. This critical onto
logy means to deploy the possibility of dissipating the phantom, 
let us venture to say again of conjuring it away as representative 
consciousness of a subject, and of bringing this representation 
back to the world of labor, production, and exchange, so as to 
reduce it to its conditions. Pre-deconstructive here does not 
mean false, unnecessary, or illusory .  Rather it characterizes a 
relatively stabilized knowledge that calls for questions more rad
ical than the critique itself and than the ontology that grounds 
the critique. These questions are not destabilizing as the effect of 
some theoretico-speculative subversion. They are not even, in 
the final analYSis ,  questions but seismic events. Practical events , 
where thought becomes act Ese fait agir] , and body and manual 
experience (thought as Handeln , says Heidegger somewhere) , 
labor but always divisible labor-and shareable, beyond the old 
schemas of the division of labor (even beyond the one on whose 
basis Marx constructed so many things, in particular his dis
course on ideological hegemony:  the division between intel
lectual labor and manual labor whose pertinence has certainly 
not disappeared, but appears more limited than ever) . These 
seismic events come from the future, they are given from out of 
the unstable, chaotic , and dis-located ground of the times. A 
disjointed or dis-adjusted time without which there would be 
neither history, nor event, nor promise of justice. 

The fact that the ontological and the critical are here pre
deconstructive has political consequences which are perhaps not 
negligible. And they are doubtless not negligible , to go too 
quickly here, with regards to the concept of the political, as 
concerns the political itself 

To indicate just one example among so many others, let us 
evoke once again in conclusion a passage from The German Ideology. 
It puts to work a schema that Capital seems to have constantly 
confirmed. In it, Marx advances that beliefin the religious specter, 
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thus in the ghost in general. consists in autonomizing a represen
tation (Vorste11ung) and in forgetting its genesis as well as its real 
grounding (reaIe Grundlage) . To dissipate the factitious autonomy 
thus engendered in history. one must again take into account the 
modes of production and techno-economic exchange: 

In re l ig ion people make the i r  em p i rical  wo rld i nto a n  ent ity that 

is o n ly conceived . i m agi ned [zu einem nur gedachten, vorgestell
ten Wesen] , that confro nts them as someth ing  foreign [das 

ihnen fremd gegenubertritt] . Th is  aga i n  i s  by no mea n s  to be 

exp la i ned from othe r  concepts, from "self-consciousnes s"  and 

s i m i l a r  non sense, but from the entire h ith e rto exist ing mode of 

prod uction a nd i nterco u rse,  which is  j u st a s  i ndependent [una

bhiingig] of the p u re concept as the i nvention of the self-acti n g  

m u l e  [ i n  Engl ish i n  t h e  text] a n d  t h e  use o f  rai lways a re 

i n dependent of H egel ian ph i losophy. If he wa nts to spea k of a n  

"essence" o f  rel ig ion,  i .e . ,  o f  a m ateri a l  bas i s  o f  t h i s  i nessentia l - I,> 

ity, [d.h. von e iner materiel/en Grund/age dieses Unwesen] , then he 

should look for it n either in the "es sence of m a n "  [im "Wesen 
des Menschen '1 , n o r  i n  the pred icates of God,  but i n  the 

mater ia l  world which each stage of re l ig ious development 

finds  i n  existence (cf. above Feuerbach) . Al l  the "s pecters" 

which h ave fi led before us [die wir Revue passieren liessen] we re 

representations [Vorstellungen] . These re presentations-leaving 

aside the i r  real  b a s i s  [abgesehen von ihrer rea/en Grund/age] 
(which Sti rner  i n  a ny case l eaves as ide)-u nderstood as repre

sentati o n s  i ntern a l  to consciou sness,  as thou ghts in peo ple 's 

heads ,  tra n sferred fro m  thei r objecta l i ty [Gegenstiindlichkeit] 
back i nto the  s u bj ect [in das Subjekt zuruckgenommen]. elevated 

from substance i nto self-consciousness ,  a re obsess ions [der 

Sparren] or fixed ideas. (P. 1 60-61 )  

If  one follows the letter of the text. the critique of the 
ghost or of spirits would thus be the critique of a subjective 
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representation and an abstraction, of what happens in the head , of 
what comes only out of the head, that is, of what stays there, in 
the head, even as it has come out of there, out of the head, and 
survives outside the head . But nothing would be possible, beginning 
with the critique, without the surviving, without the possible 
survival of this autonomy and this automatism outside the head. 
One may say that this is where the spirit of the Marxist critique 
situates itself, not the spirit that one would oppose to its letter, 
but the one which supposes the very movement of its letter. Like 
the ghost, it is neither in the head nor outside the head. Marx 
knows this, but he proceeds as if he did not want to know it. In 
The German Ideology , the following chapter will be devoted to this 
obsession that made Stirner say :  "Mensch, es spukt in deinem 
Kopfe ! "  commonly translated as "Man, there are specters in your 
head! " Marx thinks it is enough to turn the apostrophe back 
against Saint Max (p. 1 60) . 

Es spukt: difficult to translate, as we have been saying. It is a 
question of ghost and haunting, to be sure, but what else? The 
German idiom seems to name the ghostly return but it names it 
in a verbal form. The latter does not say that there is some revenant ,  
specter, or ghost; i t  does not say that there i s  some apparition, der 
Spuk, nor even that it appears , but that "it ghosts , "  "it appar
itions. " It is a matter [II s '  agit] , in the neutrality of this altogether 
impersonal verbal form, of something or someone, neither 
someone nor something, of a "one" that does not act . It is a matter 
rather of the passive movement of an apprehension, of an appre
hensive movement ready to welcome, but where? In the head? 
What is the head before this apprehension that it cannot even 
contain? And what if the head, which is neither the subject, nor 
consciousness , nor the ego, nor the brain, were defined first of 
all by the possibility of such an experience, and by the very thing 
that it can neither contain, nor delimit, by the indefiniteness of 
the " es spukt" ? To welcome, we were saying then, but even 
while apprehending, with anxiety and the desire to exclude the 
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stranger, to invite the stranger without accepting him or her, 
domestic hospitality that welcomes without welcoming the 
stranger, but a stranger who is already found within (das 
Heimliche-Unheimliche) , more intimate with one than one is one
self, the absolute proximity of a stranger whose power is singular 
and anonymous (es spukt) , an unnameable and neutral power, that 
is, undecidable , neither active nor passive, an an-identity that, 
without doing anything , invisibly occupies places belonging finally 
neither to us nor to it. Now, all this, this about which we have 
failed to say anything whatsoever that is logically determinable, 
this that comes with so much difficulty to language, this that 
seems not to mean anything, this that puts to rout our meaning
to-say,  making us speak regularly from the place where we want 
to say nothing, where we know clearly what we do not want to 
say but do not know what we would like to say, as if this were no 
longer either of the order of knowledge or will or will-to-say, 
well, this comes back, this returns ,  this insists in urgency, and this 
gives one to think, but this, which is each time irresistible 
enough, Singular enough to engender as much anguish as do the 
future and death, this stems less from a "repetition automatism" 
(of the automatons that have been turning before us for such a 
long time) than it gives us to think all this, altogether other, every other , 
from which the repetition compulsion arises : that every other is 
altogether other. 3 7  The impersonal ghostly returning of the "es 
spukt" produces an automatism of repetition, no less than it 
finds its principle of reason there. In an incredible paragraph of 
"Das Unheimliche, " Freud moreover recognizes that he should 
have begun his research (on the Unheimliche, the death drive, the 
repetition compulsion, the beyond of the plesure principle, and 
so forth) with what says the " es SpUkt. " 38 He sees there an example 
with which it would have been necessary to begin the search. He 
goes so far as to consider it the strongest example of Unheimlichkeit 
("Wir hatten eigentlich unsere Untersuchung mit diesem, viel
leicht starks ten Beispeil von Unheimlichkeit beginnen k6nnen, 
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"We could , properly speaking, have begun our inquiry with this 
example of uncanniness , which is perhaps the strongest" ) . But 
one may wonder whether what he calls the strongest example 
lets itself be reduced to an example---merely to the strongest 
example, in a series of examples. And what if it were the Thing 
itself, the cause of the very thing one is seeking and that makes 
one seek? The cause of the knowledge and the search, the motive 
of history or of the episteme? If it is from there that it drew its 
exemplary force? On the other hand, one must pay attention to 
the conjuring mechanism that Freud then puts forward to justify 
himself for not having thought that he ought to begin from 
where he could have begun, from where he ought to have begun, 
nevertheless ,  him for example (you understand well what I 
mean: Marx, him too) . 

Freud explains this to us in the serene tone of epistemological, 
methodological, rhetorical , in truth psychagogical caution: if he 
had to begin not where he could have or should have begun, it is 
because with the thing in question (the strongest example of 
Unheimlichkei t ,  the "es spukt, " ghosts, and apparitions) , one scares 
oneself too much [one makes oneself fear too much: on se fai t  trop 
peur J .  One confuses what is heimliche-unheimliche , in a contradict-
0ry ' undecidable fashion, with the terrible or· the frightful (mit 
dem Grauenhaften) . Now, fear is not good for the serenity of 
research and the analytic distinction of concepts. One should 
read also for itself and from this point of view all the rest of 
the text (we will try to do so elsewhere) , while crossing this 
reading with that of numerous other texts of Heidegger. 39 We 
think that the frequent, decisive, and organizing recourse that 
the latter has to the value of Unheimlichkei t ,  in Being and Time and 
elsewhere, remains generally unnoticed or neglected. In both 
discourses , that of Freud and that of Heidegger, this recourse 
makes possible fundamental projects or traj ectories. But it does 
so while destabiliZing permanently, and in a more or less subter
ranean fashion, the order of conceptual distinctions that are put 
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to work. I t  should disturb both the ethics and the politics that 
follow implicitly or explicitly from that order. 

Our hypothesis is that the same is true for Marx' s spectrology. 
Is this not our own great problematic constellation of haunting? 
It  has no certain border, but it  blinks and sparkles behind the 
proper names of Marx, Freud,  and Heidegger :  Heidegger who 
misjudged Freud who misjudged Marx. This is no doubt not 
aleatory. Marx has not yet been received. The subtitle of this 
address could tlms have been : "Marx--das Unheimliche ."  Marx 
remains an immigrant chez nollS, a glorious , sacred, accursed but 
still a clandestine immigrant as he was all his life. He belongs to a 
time of disjunction, to that "time out of joint" in which is 
inaugurated, laboriously , painfully , tragically, a new thinking of 
borders , a new experience of the house, the home, and the 
economy. Between earth and sky. One should not rush to make 
of the clandestine immigrant an illegal alien or, what always risks 
coming down to the same thing, to domesticate him. To neutraliJ 
ize him through naturalization. To assimilate him so as to stop 
frightening oneself (making oneself fear) with him. He is not 
part of the family, but one should not send him back , once 
again, him too, to the border. 

However alive, healthy, critical , and still necessary his burst of 
laughter may remain, and first of all in the face of the capital or 
paternal ghost, the Hauptgespenst that is the general essence of Man, 
Marx, das Unheimliche, perhaps should not have chased away so 
many ghosts too quickly. Not all of them at once or not so 
simply on the pretext that they did not exist (of course they do 
not exist, so what?)-or that all this was or ought to remain past 
("Let the dead bury their dead, and so forth) . All the more so in 
that he also knew how to let them go free, emancipate them 
even, in the movement in which he analyzes the (relative) 
autonomy of exchange-value, the ideologem, or the fetish. Even 
if one wanted to, one could not let the dead bury the dead : that 
has no sense, that is impossible. Only mortals , only the living who 
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are not living gods can bury the dead. Only mortals can watch 
over them, and can watch, period. Ghosts can do so as well , they 
are everywhere where there is watching ; the dead cannot do so--it 
is impossible and they must not do so. 

That the Without-ground of this impossible can nevertheless 
take place is on the contrary the ruin or the absolute ashes ,  the 
threat that must be thought , and, why not, exorcised yet again. To 
exorcise not in order to chase away the ghosts , but this time to 
grant them the right, if it means making them come back alive, 
as revenants who would no longer be revenants , but as other arrivants 
to whom a hospitable memory or promise must offer welcome
without certainty, ever, that they present themselves as such. Not 
in order to grant them the right in this sense but out of a con
cern for justice . Present existence or essence has never been the 
condition, object, or the thing [chose] of justice. One must con
stantly remember that the impossible ( " to let the dead bury their 
dead") is ,  alas , always possible. One must constantly remember 
that this absolute evil (which is, is it not, absolute life ,  fully 
present life, the one that does not know death and does not want 
to hear about it) can take place. One must constantly remember 
that it is even on the basis of the terrible possibility of this 
impossible that justice is desirable: through but also beyond right 
and law. 

If Marx, like Freud , like Heidegger, like everybody, did not 
begin where he ought to have "been able to begin" (beginnen 
kiinnen) , namely with haunting, before life as such , before death as 
such , it is doubtless not his fault. The fault, in any case, by defin
ition, is repeated, we inherit it, we must watch over it. It always 
comes at a great price-and for humanity precisely What costs 
humanity very dearly is doubtless to believe that one can have 
done in history with a general essence of Man, on the pretext 
that it represents only a Hauptgespenst ,  arch-ghost, but also, what 
comes down to the same thing--at bottom-to still believe, no 
doubt, in this capital ghost. To believe in it as do the credulous or 
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the dogmatic. Between the two beliefs ,  a s  always , the way 
remains narrow. 

In order for there to be any sense in asking oneself about the 
terrible price to pay, in order to watch over the future, every
thing would have to be begun again. But in memory, this time, 
of that impure " impure impure history of ghosts. " 

Can one, in order to question it, address oneself to a ghost? 
To whom? To him? To it, as Marcellus says once again and 
so prudently? "Thou art a Scholler ; speake to it Horatio. 

Question it . " 
The question deserves perhaps to be put the other way : Could 

one address oneself in general if already some ghost did not come 
back? If he loves justice at least, the " scholar" of the future, the 
"intellectual" of tomorrow should learn it and from the ghost. 
He should learn to live by learning not how to make conversa
tion with the ghost but how to talk with him, with her, how to 
let them speak or how to give them back speech, even if it is in 
oneself, in the other, in the other in oneself: they are always there, 
specters , even if they do not exist, even if they are no longer, even 
if they are not yet. They give us to rethink the " there" as soon as 
we open our mouths, even at a colloquium and especially when 
one speaks there in a foreign language :  

Thou art a scholar; speak to  i t ,  Horatio. 





N OTES 

EXO R D I U M  

N ot very fa r because "apprend re a vivre" means both to teach how to 
l ive and  to learn how to l ive. (Tr. ) 

2 The express ion  here i s  "s 'expl iquer avec la mort": l itera l ly, to exp la in  
oneself with death . But the id iomatic French sense here i s  close to the 
German expression: Quseinandersetzen, to have it out with someone, 
to argue with someone, to come to gr ips with a problem, and so 
forth .  We wi l l  trans late the express ion in various ways when it recurs,  
s igna l l i ng  it i n  brackets when necessary. (Tr.) 

3 The d i st inct ion bei ng  made here is between justice and droit. The 
French term droit means both a legal system and a right, but it is often 
correctly tran s lated as s im ply l aw. Hence a certai n  poss ib le confus ion .  
Derr ida wi l l  return several t imes below to the d i sti nction he i ns i sts 
upon here between justice and droit; see note 4 below. (Tr.) 

4 O n  a d i st inction between justice and  law [droit] , on the strange 
d i ssym metry that affects the d ifference and the co- impl ication between 
these two concepts , on certa i n  con sequences that fol low from th is  
(notably as concerns a certa in  "u ndeconstuct ib i l ity" of " justice"-but 
it cou ld  be cal led by other names) , permit me to refer to my "Force of 
Law: 'The Mystica l Foundation of Authority' , "  in Deconstruction and 
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the Possibility ofjustice, eds .  D .  Cornel l ,  M .  Rosenfe ld ,  D .G .  Car lson,  
t ran s .  M. Qua i ntance (New York: Routledge, 1 992) . The French text 
wi l l  a ppea r i n  1 994. 

5 Derrida writes " I ' a-ven i r, "  wh ich spaces out the o rd i na ry word for the 
future, avenir, i nto the components of the i nfi n itive: to come. Wher
ever th is  i ns i stence recurs, we wi l l  trans l ate "futu re-to-come," but i n  
genera l one  shou ld  remember that even i n  t he  ord ina ry trans l at ion as 
s i mply  "future," avenir has the sense of a com i n g, an advent. (Tr. ) 

1 I NJ U N CT I O N S  OF MARX 

A common term for ghost or specter, the revenant i s  l itera l ly that 
which comes back. We leave it in French th roughout. (Tr.) 

2 The term hantise, trans lated here as "haunt ing, "  a l so  has the com mon 
sense of an obsess ion ,  a constant fear, a fixed idea, or  a n agging 
memory. We wi l l  conti nue  to trans l ate it s i m ply with the gerund 
"hauntin g" so  as to mainta in  a clearer l i n k  with the ghostly in 
genera l .  (Tr. ) 

3 Pau l  Va lery, " La Cri se de I 'espr it ,"  i n  Oeuvres (Par i s :  Ga l l imard , 
B i b l iotheque de la PleTade, 1 957) , voLl , p. 993 .  Ought one to have 
reca l l ed here that i n  the West, near the end of the Eu ropean pen i n su la ,  
Denmark a lmost became, preci sely a long with Eng land ,  the last State 
of the res i stance to a certa i n  Eu rope, that of Maastricht? No,  this 
corol l a ry o n  the royal head wou ld  be oriented i nstead toward other 
p l aces. Fi rst of a l l  the p laces of articu l at ion between these p ropos i 
t ions and  those of The Other Heading (B loomirigton ,  I nd . :  I nd iana 
U n ivers ity Press ,  1 992) wh ich a l so ana lyzed a treatment of the capital 
(the  ch ief and  the head) , i n  particu l a r  by Va lery, so as to rei ntroduce 
the quest ion of Europe as the question of spirit-which is to say that 
of the s pecter. And we wi l l  not fa i l  to i n s ist as  wel l ,  accord i ngly  [c'est Ie 
premier chefJ , on  a certa i n  figu re of the head, if one can put it that way, 
der Kopt and  das Haupt, on the way it returns ,  regu la rly, to i m pose 
itself in many places of Marx' s  corpus ,  and among those that are 
most hospitable to the ghost. I n  a more general and more imp l icit 
manner, the present essay pursues ear l ier  paths :  a round the work 
of mourn i ng  that would be coextens ive with a l l  work in genera l  ( i n  
part icu l a r  i n  Glas [Linco ln ,  Nebra s ka :  U n ivers ity of  Nebraska Press, 
1 986)) , on the prob lematic border between i ncorporat ion and i ntro
jection ,  on the effective but l im ited perti nence of th i s  conceptua l  
opposition ,  as wel l  as the one that separates fa i l u re from success in  
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the work of mou rn ing, the pathology and the normal ity of mourn ing 
(on these points, cf. " Fors , "  Preface to The Wolfman's Magic Word, 
by N .  Abraham and M .  Torok [M i nneapol i s :  U n ivers ity of M i n n esota 
Press ,  1 986], esp. pp .  xxi ff. , "Sh ibboleth , "  in Midrash and Literature, 
eds .  Geoffrey H a rtman and Sanford Budick [New Haven,  Ct. : Ya le  
U n ivers ity Press ,  1 986) ,  Cinders [Li nco ln ,  N ebraska: Un ivers ity of 
Neb raska Press ,  1 991 ) ,  Of Spirit: Heidegger and the Question [Ch icago: 
U n ivers ity of Ch icago Press ,  1 989), Memoires, for Paul de Man 
[ N ew York: Col u m b ia  U n iversity Press, 1 989)) , on the survivi ng  of a 
su rvival that i s  reducib le neither to l iv ing nor dyi ng (" Livi ng  On , "  i n  
Deconstruction a n d  Criticism , eds. Geoffrey H a rtman e t  a l .  [New York: 
Seabury Press, 1 979) ) ,  on the economy of debt and gift (Given Time 
[Ch icago: U n ivers ity of Ch icago Press ,  1 9 92)) .  As for the logic of spec
tral ity, i n separab le from the idea of the idea (of the ideal izat ion of 
idea l ity as effect of iterab i l ity) , i n separab le from the very motif ( l et 
u s  not say the " idea")  of deconstruct ion ,  it i s  at work, most often 
exp l i c i t ly, in a l l  the essays pub l i shed over the l ast twenty yea rs , espe
ci a l ly in Of Spirit. " Revenant" was a lso there the first nou n  (" I wi l l  
s peak of the revenant " ) . 

4 Va lery, p. 1 025 .  
5 Va lery, p .  1 029. 
6 Also it concerns us ,  it i s  ou r concern : " [ i l )  nous regarde." (Tr. ) 
7 Pau l  Va lery, Leltre sur la societe des esprits, op. c it . ,  p. 1 1 39 .  
8 La Nouvelle Revue Franfaise 8o, 1 August 1 959 
9 I n  L'Amitie (Pari s :  Ga l l imard ,  1 971 ) ,  pp. 1 09-1 7; "Marx's Three Voices , "  

trans .  Tom Keenan ,  New Political Science 1 5  (Summer 1 986) . Page 
n u m bers in the text refer to th i s  trans lation ,  wh ich has been somewhat 
mod ified here in accordance with the emphas is  on certa i n  terms. (Tr.) 

1 0  There are th ree id iomatic express ions here-fa va, fa marche, par 
les temps qui courent-that a l l  s peak of movement: go ing,  wal k ing,  
ru n n i ng. (Tr.) 
Hamlet, trans .  Yves Bonnefoy (Par is :  Ga l l i mard ,  Fo l io ,  1 9 92) . 

1 2  Hamlet, trans .  Jean M a laplate (Par is :  Cort i ,  1 99 1 ) .  
1 3  Hamlet, trans .  J u les Derocq u igny (Par is :  Les Bel les Lettres ,  1 989) .  
1 4 Hamlet, trans .  And re G ide (Par is :  Ga l l imard ,  B ib l iotheque de la  

P l e'iade, 1 959 ) .  
1 5  I m u st here refer  to  a more systematic approach to  these questions of 

law and the ob l i que (especia l l y  with rega rd to Kant) , notab ly in my Du 
droit a la philosophie ( Par is :  Ga l i lee, 1 990) , p. 80 and passim, and i n  
Passions (Par is :  Ga l i l ee, 1 993) , PP. 33ff. 
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1 6  That is ,  respectively, "to rejo i n , "  "to retu rn t o  order, "  "to put right 
aga in , "  "to put back in place . "  (Tr. ) 

1 7  O n  t h e  manner  i n  wh ich these val ues are i n  turn gathered u p  i n  those 
of the tit le, cf. my "Title (to be specified) , "  i n  Sub-Stance 31 , 1 981 . 

1 8  Emman ue l  Lev inas ,  Totalite et infini (The Hague: M a rti n u s  N ijhoff, 
1 961 ) ,  p.  62. 

1 9  " Di ke,  aus dem Sein als Anwesen gedacht, ist der fiigendfugende Fug. 
Ad i k i a ,  die Un-Fuge, ist der Un-Fug, " M a rt in Heidegger, " Der S pruch 
des Anaxi mander,"  i n  Holzwege (Frankfurt am Ma in :  K lostermann ,  
1 950) , p .  329; " Dike, thought on  the bas is  of Be ing as presenci ng, i s  
the o rderi ng  and  enjoi n i ng  Order. Adikia, d i sj u nction ,  i s  D i sorder, "  
"The Anaximander Fragment," i n  Early Greek Thinking: The Dawn of 
Western Philosophy, trans .  David Farre l l  Kre l l  and Frank A. Capuzzi 
(New York: Ha rper & Row, 1 975) , p. 43 . 

20 Holzwege, pp. 3 26-27; Early Greek Thinking, p. 4l . 
21 Holzwege, p. 323;  Early Greek Thinking, p. 37. 
22 Holzwege, p. 330; Early Greek Thinking, p .  44. 
23 I b i d .  
24 "E r  sagt es und  sagt es n icht ," Holzwege, p. 328; Early Greek Thinking, 

P · 42. 
25 Holzwege, p. 327; Early Greek Thinking, p .  4l . 
26 Cf. Given Time,  p.  2,  n. 2 and ff. , and pp .  1 59-60, n. 28, and Sauf Ie 

nom (Par is :  G a l i lee, 1 992) , pp.  83 and 1 1 2 . 
27 Holzwege, p. 329;  Early Greek Thinking, p .  43. 
28 The term used here is prevenance, which ord i na ri ly has the sense of 

thoughtfu l ness ,  cons ideration ,  k ind ness ,  but is here be i ng  taken a lso 
i n  its etymologica l  sense of "com ing  before . "  (Tr.) 

29 Th i s  is perhaps a reference specifica l l y  to the "programmes d ' agn!ga
t ion , "  that is, to the l i st of works d rawn up annua l ly by the French 
u n iversity estab l i shment for the competitive exam inat ion that q ua l i
fies the successfu l  candidates fo r advanced teach ing  positi ons  i n  each 
d i sc ip l i ne. (Tr.) 

30 Th i s  point is developed i n  Passions, op. cit. 
31 For a novel e laboration ,  i n  a "deconstructive" style, of the concept of 

hegemony, I refer to Ernesto Laclau  and Cha nta l Mouffe, Hegemony 
and Socialist Strategy: Toward a Radical Democratic Politics (London:  
Verso, 1 985) . 

32 Kar l  M a rx and Freder ick Engels, The German Ideology, in Collected 
Works (New York: I nternationa l  Pub l i shers ,  1 976) , pp. 230-3 1 .  

33 The German Ideology, p. 230. 
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34 A Contribution to  the Critique of Political Economy, chapter 2 ,  part 2 b 
("The C i rcu lation of Money") (New York: I nternat iona l  Pub l i shers, 
1 970) . 

35 Critique, p. 1 09 .  
36 Critique, p. 1 32 .  
37 ' Critique, p. 1 42. Th i s  is a semantic cha in  that we have exam ined i n  

Glas ( i n  Hegel) and i n  DfSpirit: Heidegger and the Question. 
38 Critique, p. 1 1 9  and 1 40. 
39 Critique, p. 1 34· 
40 The id iomatic express ion here i s  " (se) fa it peur, "  fri ghtens ( itself) .  

Litera l ly, however, i t  says: t o  make (itself) fright. Later, t h e  text w i l l  
explo i t  th is  l i teral ity when it descr ibes a structu re of the  se l f  as fear o r  
fright, as that wh ich makes itse lf  i nto fear. (Tr.) 

2 CO NJ U R I N G-MARXI S M  

Th i s  fragmentary outl i ne  of Ho lderi i n ' s  (1800) i s  quoted by  H eidegger 
i n  Hoiderlin und das Wesen der Dichtung, i n  Gesamtausgabe vo l .  IV  
(Fran kfurt am Ma in :  Klostermann ,  1 981 ) ,  p. 35 ;  " Holderl i n  and  the  
Essence of Poetry, " trans.  Doug las  Scott, i n  Existence and Beiflg, ed. 
Werner Brock (Ch icago: Henry Regnery Com pany, 1 949) . 

2 Benj am in  does so i n  a text that interests us here for many reasons ,  i n  
pa rticu lar  for what i t  says, a t  its begi n n i ng, about the automaton .  We 
wi l l  refer more than once to the figu re of the automaton ,  notab l y  when 
we get a roun d  to what Capital has to say about a certai n table: figu re 
of ma rket val ue, at once an a utonomous and  automaton specter, the 
i rred uci ble or ig in of capita l izations if not of capita l .  Benjam i n  begi ns 
by evok ing the story "of an automaton con structed in such a way that 
it cou l d  play a wi nn i ng  ga me of chess, answeri ng  each move of an  
opponent w i th  a cou ntermove . "  This automaton a lso s i ts  on a "tab le" 
that a system of mi rrors made appea r transparent. Then he looks for a 
ph i l osophica l  "cou nterpart" (Gegensti.ick) to th is  "device" (Apparatur) . 
I t  i s  "the puppet ca l l ed ' h i storical materi a l i sm '  ": " I t can eas i ly be a 
m atch for a nyone i f it en l i sts the services of theology, which today, as 
we know, i s  wizened and has  to keep out of s ight." The fol lowi ng  
pa ragraph names mess ia n i sm or, more precisely, mess i an i c  without 
mess ian i sm,  a "weak mess i an i c  power" (eine schwache mess;anische 
Kraft, Benj am in  underscores) . Let us quote th i s  passage for what  
i s  con sonant there, despite m any d ifferences and keep ing relative 
proport ions i n  m i nd ,  with what we a re try i ng  to say here a bout a 
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certa in  mess ian ic destitut ion ,  i n  a spectra l logic of i nheritance and 
generat ions ,  but a l ogic turned toward the future no less than the 
past, in a heterogeneous and d isjo i nted t ime.  What Benj am in  ca l l s  
Anspruch (cla im ,  appeal ,  i nterpe l l at ion ,  address) is  not fa r from what 
we are suggesti ng  with the word injunction:  "The past carries with it a 
secret i ndex [heimlichen Index) by which it i s  referred to redemption 
[Erlosung). There is  a secret agreement between past generat ions 
and the present one .  Our  com ing  was expected on earth. Li ke every 
generat ion that preceded us ,  we have been endowed with a weak 
messia n ic power, a power to which the past has a c la im [Anspruch). 
That cl a im  can not be sett led cheap ly. H i storica l materi a l i sts are aware 
of that [Der historische Materialist weisz darum)" ( "Uber den Begriff der 
Geschicht, " in lIIuminationen [Fran kfurt am Ma in :  Suhrkamp,  1 955) , 
pp. 1 83-84; "Theses on the Ph i losophy of H istory, " i n  Illuminations 
[New York: Schocken ,  1 9691 ,  pp.  253-54; trans .  modified) . We shou ld 
quote and reread here a l l  these pages-which a re dense,  en igmatic, 
burn i n g-up to the final a l l u s ion to the "chip" (shard, sp l i nter: 
Splitter) that the messi an ic  i nscri bes in the body of the at-present 
Uetztzeit) and up to the "strait gate" for the passage of the M ess iah ,  
name ly, every "second ."  For  "th i s  does not i m ply, however, that  fo r the 
J ews the futu re tu rned i nto homogeneous ,  empty time" (p. 264) . 

3 New York: The Free Press ,  1 992.  La fin de I'histoire et Ie Dernier 
Homme, the French trans lat ion by DA Cana l  (Par is :  F l ammarion) , 
was pub l i shed the same year. 

4 I .e . ,  the one who or that which arrives, or s i mply the arriv ing. Derrida 
makes extens ive use of the word in anothet tecent text, Aporias (tra ns .  
Thomas  Dutoit  [Stanford :  Stanford U n ivers ity Press, 1 993]) . We have 
left it u ntrans l ated throughout. (Tr. ) 

5 I b i d . ,  p. 203 . 
6 I b i d . ,  p. 1 39 ; the quotat ion marks a round "empi rica l "  d isa ppear when 

it is a question of "empi r ica l  evidence of cha l lenges to democracy," 
p . 288 . 

7 There i s  an a l l u s ion here to the fact that not only was Fukuya ma's 
book trans lated i nto French (and dou btless i nto other l anguages as 
wel l >  the same yea r the or igi na l  appeared (1 992) , but it was a l so 
given a lot of "p l ay" by the French media ,  i nclud ing  telev is ion 
"reviews . "  (Tr.) 

8 I n  a work that i s  remarkab le  i n  m any respects, and which I became 
awa re of, u nfo rtunately, on ly after having  written th i s  text, Etienne 
Ba l ibar  reca l l s  that  the form u la  "d ia lectica l  materi a l i sm"  was not 
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l itera l l y  used either by M arx or  Engels (La Philosophie de Marx [Par i s :  
L a  Decouverte, 1 9931, p .  4) . Among a l l  the priceless contri butions  of a 
book that a lso i nterprets and d i s places i n  a very dense fash ion  a 
whole h istory of M arx i s m  (and notab ly of French Marxi sm of the l a st 
decades) , I wi l l  p ick u p  schematica l ly those that are most pert i nent to 
me here: (1 ) The necess ity of tak ing i nto account the motif of Ma rx ' s  
" i n junction" (the word retu rns frequently, for exam ple, pp .  1 9 , 2 0 ,  24, 
and so forth ) ;  (2) the theme of the "spel l bound"  world as world of 
market-va lues (pp.  59 ff.) a round  the "non-sensuous sensuous"  
(wh ich we w i l l  ta l k  a bout l ater) ; (3) the category of i m m i n ence
whether mess ian ic  or not, in any case an utopic-(pp. 38, 39 ,  69, 1 1 8) ,  
but especia l ly that o f  "trans i ti on , " a category "gl impsed b y  M a rx" as  
"a pol itical figure of ' non-contem poraneity' to  itself of  h i storical t ime, 
yet which rema ins  i n scri bed by h i m  i n  the provisiol1al" (p.  1 04) . (O n 
"trans ition" and non-contemporaneity, cf. above, pp. 24-25) . Of 
course, it is n ot i n  a last-m inute note that one can i n itiate a d iscuss ion  
or spe l l  ou t  one ' s  agreement. To begin to  do  so,  I wou ld have to  adj u st 
what I am  attempt ing to say here, beh ind  these words ,  about the 
philosophy or  the ontology of M a rx (that wh ich remai ns  deconstruct
i ble in h is  ph i losophems) to what Bal ibar advances in La PhiloscfJhie de 
Marx: "there i s  not and  there never wi l l  be a Marxist ph i losop hY" (P .3) , 
which should not p revent one  from "seeki ng  the philosophies of 
Ma rx" (p .  7) . S ince what I am ca l l i ng here Marx 's  ph i losophy or onto
logy does not belong exactly to the space or the level of utterances 
ana lyzed by Ba l i ba r, the protocols  of a d i scuss ion ,  wherever they may 
lead, wou ld requ i re a long and deta i led e laboration .  But I hope that 
such protocols  a re readable ,  at least i n  the imp l icit state, i n  an essay 
that i s  as schematic and prel i m i nary as this one. 

9 Quoted by M ichel S u rya, " La pu i s sance, les r iches et l a  cha ri te , "  i n  
Ligl1es 1 8 ,  1 993,  pp.  2 1  a n d  29. 

10 Alexandre Kojeve, Il1troductiol1 Ii la lecture de Hegel: Lefol1s sur "La 
Phel1omel1ologie de l'Esprit" (Par is :  Ga l l imard ,  1 947) , pp. 436-37. 

3 WEARS AN D TEARS 

The text cites Fram;:ois-Victor H ugo' s  trans lation:  "Le Poete: I I  y a 
longtemps que je ne vou s ai vu . Comment Va Ie monde? Le Peil1tre: I I  
s ' u se ,  Mons ieu r, � mesure qu ' i l  croit e n  age." (Tr.) 

2 Al lan  B loom, quoted by M ichel Su rya (op. cit. , p. 30) who po i nts out 
that B loom was Fu kuyama 's  "master and laudator."  
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3 Two recent examples ,  snatched out of the stream of " i nformation ,"  
at the moment of reread ing th is  pages. They a re two more or  less 
calcu l ated "faux-pas"  whose poss ib i l ity wou ld  have been u nth i n kable 
without the cu rrent med i um and rhyth ms  of the press .  (1 ) Two cabi net 
m i n i sters attempt to infl uence a govern menta l  pol icy that is being 
form u lated (under the d i rect ion of one of their col leagues) by expla in
i ng themselves to the press (essentia l l y  the telev is ion press) on  the 
subject of a letter sa id to be " pr ivate" (secret, " persona l , "  or u nofficial) 
which they wrote to the head of the government and which they 
regret has been d ivu lged aga i nst thei r wi l l .  Des pite h i mself, and 
without tryi ng  to h ide  his d i scontent, the head of the government 
nevertheless fol lows them, fol l owed by the government, fol lowed by 
the Par l i ament. (2) Whi l e  " i m prov is ing" what looks l i ke a b l under 
du r i ng  a morn ing  rad io  i nterview, another  m i n i ster of the same gov
ernment provokes in a ne igh bori ng country a sharp reaction by its 
central bank  and a whole pol it ico-d ip lomat ic process. One  shou ld 
a l so ana lyze the rol e  played by the speed and  power of the media in 
the power of a certa i n-i ndiv idua l  and  i n ternationa l-specu lator 
who, every day, attacks or shores up  th i s  or that nationa l  currency. 
H i s  te lephone ca l l s  and h i s  l itt le remarks weigh heav i ly  i n  a l l  the 
legis l at ive bodies of the world on what is  ca l l ed the pol it ical decision 
of governments .  

4 To wh ich one wou ld  have to add the economic  dependency of the 
U . N . , whether one i s  tal k i ng  a bout its major in terventio n s  (po l it ica l ,  
socio-ed ucationa l ,  cu l tura l ,  or  m i l ita ry) o r  s i m ply i ts  adm in i strat ive 
m a nagement. Now, one must a l so acknowledge that the U . N .  is going 
th rough a serious fi nanc ia l  cri s i s .  The l a rgest States do not a l l  pay 
the i r  d ues. Sol ution :  a cam paign to attract the support of p rivate 
capita l ,  constitution of "cou nc i l s "  (associ ations  of the b iggest leaders 
i n  i ndustry, commerce, and finance) meant to su pport, on certa i n  
condit ions ,  either s poken o r  unspoken, a pol it ics of  t he  U .N .  that 
ca n  go (often ,  here or there, here rather tha n  there ,  prec isely) in the 
d i rection  of the i n terests of the market. One must underscore and 
reflect on  the fact that the pr inc ip les that a re today gu id ing i nter
nationa l  i n stitutions  often agree with such i nterests. Why, how, and 
w ith i n  what l im its do they d o  so? What do  these l i m its s ign ify? Th is  
i s  the on ly q uestion  we can pose here for the moment. 

S On these poi nts, cf. Etien ne Ba l i bar, Cinq etudes du materialisme 
historique (Par is :  M aspero, 1 974) , notab ly the cha pter on "La recti
ficat ion du  Manifeste communiste" and the pages on "The 'end of 
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pol it ics ' ," "The new defin iti on  of the State ,"  and "A new po l it ica l 
practice," pp.  83 ff. 

6 By specifyi ng "women's  and ch i l d ren ' s  rights ,"  the text i s  not 
d i sti nguish ing  them from human rights, but rather remark ing on the 
poss ib le  exclus ion  ind icated by the French express ion:  " Ies d ro i ts de 
I ' homme, " the r ights of man .  (Tr. )  

7 The phrase "en ve i l lant  (sur) ses anc�tres" puts i n  play first of a l l  the 
sense of keep ing  watch over the bod ies of the dead u nt i l  they are 
buried ,  as i s  the cu stom in France and elsewhere. (Tr.) 

8 On th is  d ifference between j u stice and  l aw [droit) , perm it me to refer  
once again to " Force of Law" (op. c i t . ,  a bove p. 1 77, n .  4) . The neces
s ity of th i s  d i sti nct ion does not enta i l  the least d i squa l ification of 
the j u rid ica l ,  its s pecificity, and the new approaches it ca l l s  for today. 
Such a d i stinction appears on the contrary to be ind i spensab l e  and 
prio r  to  any ree laborat ion.  I n  parti cu l a r, i n  a l l  the  places where one 
may remark what i s  ca l led today, more or less ca l m ly, " j u rid ica l  voids , "  
as i f  i t  were a matter of  fi l l i ng  i n  the  b lanks without re-doi ng th ings 
from top to bottom .  There i s  noth i ng  s u rpr is i n g  in  the fact that i t  
i s  most often a question of the property and proper nature of life I ia 
propril�te de l a  v ie) ,  of its i nheritance, and of its generation. (the  
scientific, j u r id ica l ,  economic,  and  pol itica l problems of  the  so-ca l l ed 
h u man  genome, gene  therapy, organ transp lants, su rrogate m others, 
frozen embryos ,  and so forth) . To be l ieve that it is  merely a matter of 
fi l l i ng  in a "ju r id ica l  void ,"  there where the poi nt is  to th i n k  the law, 
the l aw of the law, right, and j u st ice, to bel ieve that it i s  enough to 
produce new "a rtic les of the legal code" to " regu late the p rob lem, "  
wou l d  be tantamount to turn i ng  over the th i n king o f  eth ics to a n  
eth ics comm ittee. 

9 B ut what does "to rad ica l ize" mea n ?  It i s  not, by a long shot, the best 
word. It does i nd icate a movement of goi ng  fu rther, of course, a nd of 
not stopp i ng. But that is the l im it of its perti nence. The poi nt  wou l d  
b e  t o  d o  more or  less than " radica l ize," or  rather someth ing  other, for 
the stakes are precisely those of the root and its presu med u n ity. The 
point wou ld  be not to progress sti l l  fu rther into the depths of rad ical
ity, of the fu ndamenta l ,  or the origi nary (cause,  pri nc ip le, arkhe) , wh i l e  
tak i ng  another step i n  the  same d i rection .  One would try i n stead to  go 
there where the schema of the fu ndamenta l ,  of  the  origi nary, or  of  the  
rad ica l ,  i n  i t s  ontological un ity and i n  the  form i n  wh ich it conti n ues 
to govern the M a rxist critique,  ca l l s  for questions ,  proced ures of fo r
ma l ization ,  genealogical i nterpretations that are not or not sufficiently 
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put t o  work i n  what dom inates the d i scou rses that ca l l  themselves 
M arxist. N ot sufficiently i n  the thematics and in the consequence. 
For the quest ion ing unfo ld ing  of these formal izations  and of these 
genea logies affects a l m ost the whole d i scou rse, and in away that is 
not j u st "theoretica l , "  as  one  says . The stake that is  servi ng  as our 
guid i ng  th read here, namely, the concept o r  the schema of the ghost, 
was hera lded long ago, and in its own name,  across the prob lem. 
at ics of the work of mourn i ng, idea l izat ion ,  s imu l acru m, mimesis, 
itera b i l ity, the double i n ju nct ion ,  the "doub le  b i nd , "  and undecidab i l ity 
as condit ion of respons ib le  decis ion ,  a nd  so forth. 

Th is  i s  perhaps the place to underscore the fact that relations 
between Marx ism and deconstructio n  have ca l l ed forth ,  s i nce the 
begi n n i n g  of the 1 970S ,  approaches that a re various  in all respects, 
often opposed or  i r red ucib le the one to the other, but n u merous .  Too 
numerous  for me to be ab le  to do them justice here and recognize 
my debt to them.  Bes ides those works wh ich took this as their proper 
su bject (such as that of M i chael  Rya n ,  Marxism and Deconstruction: A 
Critical Articulation [Balt i more:  Johns  Hopk ins  U n ivers ity Press,  1 982] , 
or Marx est mort, by Jean ·Marie Benoist [Par is :  Ga l l ima rd ,  1 970] , the 
first part of which,  despite its title, sa lutes Marx, a ims  to be del i b· 
erate ly "deconstructive , "  and less negative than the death certificate 
wou ld  lead one to th i n k; the title of th i s  present work may be read as 
a rep ly  to that of J . -M .  Benoist, however m uch t ime it may have 
taken or left to t ime, to the contretemps-that is to the revenant) , one 
wou ld  h ave to recal l  a great n u m ber of essays that it i s  i m poss ib le to 
l i st here (those i n  particu l a r  by J . . J .  Gowl, 'T. Keenan ,  T. Lewis ,  C. 
M a labou ,  B .  Ma rt in ,  A. Parker, G. Spivak, M. Spr in ker, A. Warm insk i ,  
S .  Weber) . 

1 0  I t i s n o t  clear whether t h e  "fou le  cri mes" that happened " i n  my dayes 
of N atu re" were h i s  or  not. And th i s  i s ,  perhaps ,  the secret of these 
" secrets of my Prison-House" which it is "forb id"  to the King to revea l .  
Performatives en abyme. The oath s, the ca l l s  to swear, the in ju nctions ,  
a nd the  conju rations that then  pro l i ferate-as i n  a l l  of the p lays of  
S hakes peare, who  was a great th i n ker  and  great poet of  the  oath
s u ppose a secret, to be su re ,  some i m poss ib le  testi mony, one which 
cannot and especi a l ly m u st not be exposed i n  a confess ion ,  sti l l  less 
in a proof, a p iece of evidence, or a constative utterance of the type 
S is P.  But th i s  secret a l so  keeps the secret of some abso lute contra
d iction b etween two experiences of the secret: I tel l  you that I cannot 
te l l  you ,  I swear it, that is my first cri me  and  my first confess ion,  a 
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confess ion without confess ion .  They do not excl ude any  other  of  the 
k i nd ,  bel i eve me. 

4 I N  TH E NAM E OF TH E R EVOLUT I O N  

S igmund Freud ,  " E i ne Schwierigkeit de r  Psychoanalyse," Gesamrnelte 
Werke, Bd. X I I ,  p. 8; Sta ndard Ed it ion ,  Vol .  XV I I ,  p. 1 41 .  

2 We wi l l  approach th i s  scene below (pp .  1 47 ff.) ,  arou nd a certa i n  tab le ,  
regard i ng fet i sh izat ion as spectra l ization  of exchange-va l ue. I t  i s  the 
very open i n g, the first scene, if not the p rima l  scene, of Capital. 

3 A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy (1 859) , t r ans .  
S .  W. Ryazanskaya , ed.  Maurice Dobb (New York: I nternat iona l  
Pub l i shers, 1 970) , p. 1 07. 

4 On the express ion "fa i re peur, "  cf. above, p. 1 80, n .  40. (Tr.) 
5 Perverse logic, abyssa l  perversity of a l l  " revis ion isms" that mark  the 

end of th i s  centu ry and wi l l  doubt less conti nue  i nto the next. Of 
cou rse, there must be no l et-up in the opposition to the worst rev i
s ion i sms and n egat ion i sms ,  those whose figure and i nterests a re now 
fa i rly wel l determi ned, even if the ir  man ifestations conti n u al l y  p ro
l i ferate and  get renewed . The task wi l l  therefore always be u�ent, 
a lways someth ing to be reaffirmed. But here and there one sees 
advance s igns  of a sym metrica l pervers ity that i s  no less th reaten i ng .  
Armed with a good conscience that  i s  i m perturbable because often 
enveloped i n  ignorance or obscuranti s m ,  sheltered from any effective 
right to reponse in  the mass med ia  ( I  am th ink ing  of a certai n  rece nt 
a rt ic le by M i ch i ko Kakutan i ,  "When H istory and  Memory Are Casua l 
t i es :  Ho locaust Den i a l , "  New York Times, 30 Apri l 1 993) , there  a re 
those who are not content to profit from the ghosts that haunt o u r  
most pa infu l  memory. They a l so authorize themselves thereby, i n  
the same  e l an ,  to  manipulate with i m p u n ity, without any scru pl e ,  the 
very word " revi s ion ism."  They are p repared to use it to accuse anyone 
who poses crit ica l ,  m ethodologica l ,  ep i stemologica l ,  ph i losoph ical 
q uestions about h i story, about the way it  is thought, written, o r  esta
b l i shed ,  about the status of truth , and so forth .  Whoever cal l s  fo r 
v ig i l ance i n  the read i ng  of h i story, whoever com pl icates a l ittl e  the 
schemas accred ited by the doxa, or demands a recons ideratio n  of 
the concepts, proced u res, and p roductions  of h i storical truth or the 
presupposit i ons  of h i storiography, and  so forth, r isks bei ng  acc u s ed 
today, th rough ama lgamation, contagion , or confus ion ,  of "rev is ion 
i sm"  or  a t  least of  p layi ng  i nto some " revi s ion i sm."  Th is accusat ion i s  
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now at the d i s posal of the fi rst comer who understands noth ing  of 
th i s  c r it ical necessity, who wi shes to be protected from it, and wants 
first of a l l  h i s  or her cu l ture or  lack of cu l ture, h i s  or her certa i nties or 
be l iefs to be left u ntouched . A very d i sturb i ng  h i storical s ituation 
wh ich r isks i m pos ing an a priori censorsh i p  on h i stori cal research or 
on  h i storica l  reflection wherever they touch on sensitive a reas of our 
p resent ex i stence. I t  i s  u rgent to poi nt out that ent i re wi ngs of h i story, 
that of  th is  centu ry i n  particu l a r, i n  Europe and outside of Eu rope, wi l l  
still h ave to be i nterrogated and brought to l ight, rad ical  q uestions 
wi l l  h ave to be as ked and reformu lated without there bei n g  anyth ing 
at a l l  " revi s ion i st" about that. Let us  even say: on  the contrary. 

6 The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, i n  Karl M arx, Frederick 
Enge l s , Collected Works, vol .  1 1  (New York: I nternationa l  Pub l i shers, 
1 979) ,  pp.  1 03-04; emphas is  added. 

7 We a re obvious ly  th i n ki ng  here of the work of M ichel Hen ry (Marx in 
two vo lumes  [Par is :  Ga l l i mard, 1 976]) who c lass ifies the Eighteenth 
Brumaire, as we l l  as The Manifesto of the Communist Party and a few 
other  works, among the "pol it ica l "  or "h i storico-pol it ica l "  texts .  They 
a re, accord i n g  to Henry, less ph i losoph ica l ,  if i ndeed they a re ph i lo
soph ica l ,  because they "do not bear the ir  pri nc ip le  of i ntel l i g i b i l ity 
with i n themse lves" ( I ,  p .  1 0) .  (What does i t  mean ,  strictly s peak ing, 
for a text to bear a principle of intelligibility within itself? [ Patrice Loraux 
devotes to this strategy of M ichel  Henry several very l uc id pages of his 
book (Les Sous-Main de Marx [Pari s :  Hachette, 1 986], pp. 34-36) in the 
foreword t it led "The Theory ofTexts" ;  in part icu l a r, he reca l l s  the trad
it io n of th i s  strategy] ; has there ever been an exam ple of it? Th is  is  not 
the p l ace to d i scuss it-even though the stra nge and confident be l ief 
i n such an i m manence of i ntel l i g i b i l ity i s  not fore ign to the concept 
of l i fe that s u pports th i s  whole book.) This "h istorico-pol i t ica l"  
d i m ens ion (either weakly ph i losoph ical or non-ph i losoph ica l )  wou ld 
be man ifest, accord i ng  to Hen ry, i n  the "case notably ofthe Eighteenth 
Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, written for an American newspaper" 
( I ,  p. 1 1 ) .  N ow, th i s  l atter work does not seem to be at a l l  bou nded by 
the closure of "pol i t ica l "  or "h i storico-pol it ica l "  texts, assum ing  that 
one can accept such a prob lemat ic d i sti nction ,  in part icu l a r  i n  the 
case of a work l i ke that of Marx. N otably one finds aga i n  h i s  s pectral 
pa radoxology, the one that matters to us here, in  the most "ph i lo
soph ical" and s ign ificant texts in Henry 's  own view, for exa m ple,  as we 
wi l l  soon see, in The German Ideology. By weigh ing  and th i n ki ng  th is  
spectrology, we a re not  d i rect ly oppos ing  the ph i losophy of l i fe o r  of 
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the "rad ica l  s u bjectivity from which any objectivity is exc luded"  ( I ,  p. 
326) , nor its i nterpretation  by Henry (with whom we sha re at l east 
some concerns ,  but doubtless from a whol ly d ifferent poi nt of  view, 
about the way Marx has been read unt i l  now) . But we a re t ryi ng to 
accept the necess ity of com p l i cati ng it i n  an  abyssa l  fash ion ,  there 
where the s u p plement of an interna l -externa l  fo ld  fo rbids  s i m ply 
opposi ng the l iv ing to the non- l iv i ng. Whoever subscr ibes ,  as we 
wou ld  be tem pted to do, to the final words of the very last con clus ion 
of Hen ry 's  Marx ( "Marx 's  thought p laces us  before the abyssa l  ques
t ion : what is l i fe?")  has i ndeed to refer  to th is  abyss, wh ich is to say, to 
re-prob lematize a l l  the preced ing statements of that book wh ich i s  so 
who l l y  about the living, the living i nd iv idua l ,  living su bject iv i ty, real 
work as living work, and so forth ,  in other words, the who le  critical 
arsenal of a p rofound ly polemica l  work. For it i s  fina l l y  in the n ame of 
th is  un ivocal reference to the l iv ing that it tr ies, with great v io lence, to 
d iscred it more or less a l l  p revious read i ngs of Ma rx, and especia l ly  in 
the ir  po l i t ica l  d imens ion .  One wonders:  Why wou ld the question of 
l i fe be "abyssa l , "  precise ly? I n  other words ,  why th is  questi on ?  Does i t  
not open onto the u nthought non-self- identity of the concept or the 
bei ng  ca l led " l i fe"?  Onto the essentia l  obscu r ity, for both sc ie,ce and 
ph i l osophy, of what  i s  ca l led l i fe?  Does not  a l l  of th is  mark the i nterna l  
or externa l  l i m its, the c losu re or pr inc ip le of ru i n  of a ph i l osophy of 
l ife?  And of subjectivity, however novel its conceptua l  presentation 
may be, once it i s  d eterm i ned as essenti a l ly l ivi ng? I f  one i ntegrates 
i nto the l ife of th i s  l iv ing su bjectivity the work of negativity or- of 
objectivity, the phenomena or rather the non-phenomena of death 
and so forth ,  why pers i st in ca l l i ng  it l i fe? On the other  hand ,  we do 
not think th i s  i nte rpretat ion of bei ng or  of production as man i fest
ation-or radica l  immanence-of a l iv ing and monad i c  s u bjectivity 
(cf. for exa m ple I I ,  pp .  41 -42) , an i nterpretat ion that is fou n d  to be 
widely j u st ified in the letter of nu merous texts of M a rx, should be 
opposed by some ph i losophy of death (wh ich could c la i m just as 
many rights and  references i n  the same texts read d ifferent ly) . We are 
attempt ing  someth i ng  e lse .  To try to accede to the poss i b i l ity of th i s  
very a lternative ( l ife and/or death) , we a re  d i recti ng ou r  attent ion to 
the effects or the peti t ions of a surviva l  or of a return of the dead 
(neither l i fe nor death) on  the sole bas i s  of which one i s  ab l e  to speak 
of " l iv ing su bjectiv ity" (in opposit ion to its death) : to speak of i t  but 
also to understand that it can, itself, speak and speak of itself, leave 
traces or legacies beyond the l iv ing present of its l i fe ,  ask  (itself) 
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question s  rega rd ing  its own su bject, i n  short, a l so add ress  itself t o  the 
other  o r, if one prefers ,  to other  l iv ing i nd ivid ua l s ,  to othe r  "monads."  
For a l l  these q uesti ons ,  and such i s  the hypothes is  of our  read i ng, the 
work of the s pecter he re weaves,  i n  the shadow of a l abyr i nth cove red 
with m i r rors, a tenuous  but i n d i spensab le gu id ing  thread . 

8 The text i ntrod uces th i s  passage by poi nti ng  out that "the French 
trans lat ion most often loses these tra its ." (Tr.) 

9 Before I had found th i s  a l l u s ion  to the " red s pecter" i n  The Eighteenth 
Brumaire, Etienne  Ba l i ba r  had  a le rted me to the exi stence of a news
paper t it led The Red Specter ( "dur ing the Revolut ion of '48 
apparent ly after the J u n e  massacres that is, the s pecter of the 
dead proleta r ian  revo l utiona ries") . " 'I am announci ng  thejacquerie!' 
writes Romieu in The Red Specter. 'The proleta rians  a re ready, ly ing 
i n  ambush  in the l east l itt le v i l l age, hate and envy i n  the ir  hearts 

(cited by J. B ruhat, Le Socialisme franfais de 1848 a 1871, in 
Histoire genera Ie du socialisme [Par i s :  Presses U n ivers ita i re s  de France, 
1 972-78] , vo l .  I ,  p. 507) . "One a l so th i n ks , "  adds Ba l i bar, "of 'the 
specter of the red death'  by V i l l iers de l ' l s le-Adam,  written ,  if  I am not 
m i staken ,  after the Com m u ne, even if the ' red death ' is  not a pparently 
the same th i n g  as  the 'death of the reds '  

1 0  Cf. above, p .  1 86,  n .  7.  
"St irner d iscovers that at the end of the ancient wor ld ,  ' s p i rit' 'aga i n  
foamed and frothed over i rres i st i bly because gases' (sp i rits) [Gase/ 
Geister) 'deve l oped with i n  it ' " Marx then ana lyzes the "wonderfu l 
p lay" that Sa i nt M ax thus  descri bes (The German Ideology, i n  Marx 
and Enge ls ,  Collected Works 5 (New York: I nterriationa l  Pub l i s hers, 
1 976) , pp. 1 86-87) . Hegel had a l ready been attentive to the affin ity 
Gas-Geist: the work of death , the fermentation of the cadaver in  
decomposition  mark the passage from a ph i l osophy of natu re to a 
ph i losophy of sp i rit .  On  these themes, perm it me to refer to Glas 
(especia l ly  pp .  59 ,  9 1 , 235) and  Of Spirit (p. 99) · 

1 2  The German Ideology, p .  1 53 .  A s  i s  wel l known , Ma rx constantly weaves 
i nto h i s  polemical  remarks long quotations from Der Einzige und sein 
Eigenthum (1 845; trans l ated as The Ego and His Own) . 

1 3  The word "cha i re , "  pu l p it  o r  p rofessor ia l  cha i r, i s  a h omonym of 
"cha i r, "  flesh .  (Tr.) 

1 4  On the tang led and  overdetermi ned h i story of the re lat ions with 
Sti rner a nd on the h istorico-pol it ica l  context of th i s  polem ic, 
cf. Henri Arvon ,  Aux sources de I'existentialisme, Max Stimer (Par is :  
Presses U n iversitai res de France, 1 954) , pp. 1 28ff. 
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5 A P PA R I T I O N  O F  T H E I N APPA R E N T  

The  Engl i s h  trans l at ion of  The German Ideology reta i n s  "conjuri ng 
tr ick" for Marx and Enge ls '  term Eskamotage. We wi l l  do so as wel l  for 
obvious reasons ,  a lthough the French word "escamotage" cou ld a l so 
be t rans lated by "dodge,"  "evas ion , "  "fi lch i ng , "  "p inch i ng, "  and so 
forth .  (Tr.) 

2 The French term has the sense of a secret conversation , somet imes 
with consp i ratoria l  overtones.  See below, Derr ida 's  own gloss .  (Tr. ) . 

3 On the strangely m u rmured i m pl icat ion of death (not on ly  of an " I  a m  
morta l "  b ut of a n  " I  a m  dead" )  i n  the decla ration  of the " I  am,"  cf. my 
Speech and Phenomena (Evanston ,  I I I . :  Northwestern Un ivers i ty Press ,  
1 973) , pp .  88 ff. 

4 Cf. pp.  1 57, 449,  and especia l ly 229· 
5 I n  French, fa me regarde: it is looking at me, but  a l so more id iomatical ly, 

that' s my concern .  (Tr.) 
6 Of course, the narrow and strict concept of the phantom or the 

phantasma wil l n ever be red uced to the genera l ity of the phainesthai. 
Concerned with the or ig ina l  experience of haunt ing, a phenomen
ology of the spectra l ought, accord ing to good Husserl ian l ogic ,  t� 
i so late a very dete rm ined and re latively derived field with i n  a region al 

d i sc ip l i ne  (for exa mp le ,  a phenomenology of the image, and so forth) . 
Without contest i ng  here the legit imacy, or even the fe rt i l ity of such a 
del i m itat ion ,  we a re merely suggest ing the fo l l owing, without bei n g  
ab le  here to go a n y  fu rther: the rad ical poss i b i l ity of a l l  spectra l i ty 
shou ld  be sought i n  the d i rection that H u sser l  ident ifies, i n  such a 
su rpr i s ing but forcefu l  way, as an i ntent iona l  but  non-real [non-reel/e] 
com ponent of the phenomenological l i ved experience, namely, the 
noeme.  U n l i ke the three other  terms of the two correlat ions (noese
noeme, morphe-bule) , th is  non-real ity [non-reel/itt], th i s  i ntentiona l  
bu t  non· real i n cl u s ion of  the  noematic correlate i s  neither " i n "  the  
world nor  " i n "  consc iousness .  Bu t  it  i s  p reci sely the  cond ition of 
any exper ience, any objectivi ty, any phenomena l ity, namely, of any 
noetico-noematic correlat ion, whether or igi n a ry or mod ified . It is n o  
longer regiona l .  Without the non-real i nc lus ion  of th is  i ntentiona l  
com ponent (the refo re i ncl u s ive and non- i nc lus ive i nc lus ion :  the 
noeme i s  i n cl uded without being a part) , one  cou ld not speak of 
any manifestation ,  of any phenomenal ity in general (that bei ng-for-a· 
con sc iousness ,  that appea ri ng appearance which is  neither  co n ·  
sc iousness no r  the be ing that appears to  it) . I s  not such  an " i rrea l ity" 
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[irreellittj , its independence both i n  relation to the world and i n  rel ation 
to the real stuff of egological s ubjectivity, the very p lace of appa rition ,  
the essenti a l , genera l ,  non-regiona l  poss ib i l ity ofthe specter? I s  it not 
a l so  what i nscribes the poss ib i l i ty of the other and  of mourn ing right 
onto the p h enomena l ity of the phenomenon? 

7 When The German Ideology reca l l s  the H ege l i an  or igin of Sti rner's 
ph i losophy of  h i story, it i n s i sts on another thematics of the Negro, the 
one for which " 'The Negroid character [die NegerhaftigkeitJ represents 
antiquity, d ependence on things' (chi/d) , "  pp.  1 63 ff. 

8 Cf. The Republic, 555e. 
9 Th i s  p reci se sense of the word from venery has been g lossed over in 

everyday u s age where achamement, s 'achamer mean, as we wi l l  con
t i n u e  to trans l ate, ferocity, relent less purs u it. B ut the form of the word 
reta i n s  what is most pertinent here and wi l l  be explo ited more later: 
its l i n k  to fl esh, to the carna l ,  to chair. We wi l l  i n sert it in brackets 
whenever th i s  l i n k  needs to be underscored.  (Tr.) 

1 0 The term u s ed here is lIoler ( " i l  a IIOIt les spectres de Marx" ) .  The p lay 
i s  o n  the exact homonyms which mean "to stea l "  and "to fly, "  the 
l atter a l so  hav ing a relat ion to lIolerie, that is, hunti ng  with b i rds  of 
p rey. (Tr. ) 
The phrase i s  "chasse � I ' e lo ignement" i n  which "eloignement" cou ld  
i ndeed des ignate either the h unter' s p rey or the means of the hunt. 
The other u ntrans l atable featu re of th i s  sentence is  the l i nk  between 
" Iongtem ps" and "eloignement, " which is not repeated i n  "long time" 
and "d i stance." (Tr.) 

1 2 As we are attempti ng here to reaffirm the heritage of M a rx wh i le 
accord i ng  it or bend i ng  it to a th ink ing of the spectra l that takes 
i nto acco u nt (in particu l a r  in the pol it ical apprehens ion of the res 
publica and  its-more or less new-space) an  i rred ucib le lIirtuality 
(vi rtua l  space, v i rtua l  object, synthetic image, spectra l  s imu lacru m, 
teletech nologica l  d ifferance, idealiterability, trace beyond presence 
and  absence, and so forth) ,  we must attach great importance to what 
Patrice Loraux h imself says, i n  a wel l -chosen form ulat ion, about 
" M a rx 's  writing" as "synthetic i mage" and "vi rtua l  object . "  He i s  tal k
i ng  about a M a rxist d i scou rse that "does not, therefore, accede by 
itself to the th reshold of readab i l ity. " The written does not remain 
under  " M a rx's  hand , "  with i n  reach of h is  body that "takes pleasure i n  
ho ld ing  on to i t "  (but a l so ,  we  shou ld say, i n  not hold i ng  on to  it, and 
everyth i ng  begi ns  with th i s  other  p lea su re, wh ich i s  nevertheless the 
same) . Loraux then comments:  " But, with us  i n  mind ,  pub l i shers 
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fab ricate a com pletely other object: M arx' s  text, prod uct o f  a sophist ica l  
manipulation that must fu rn i sh  the reader  with a synthetic image of 
M a rx 's  writi ng, for the l atter i s  never but a v irtual  object, and no one  
ho ld s  it in h i s  hand" (Les Sous-main de  Marx, pp .  21 -22; emphas i s  
added) . 

1 3  As  a necessary and fasci nat i ng  task ,  one  ought of  course to  read 
St i rner beyond the extracts (wh ich a re generous ,  it is  true) that 
The German Ideology se lects and submits most often to the twist of 
sati re. One ought as wel l  to reconstitute a tradit ion or genea logy, 
wh ich trave rses  St i rner's text, of th i s  thematics of the ghost i n  the 
n i neteenth centu ry, a t  least, from Kant ( not on ly  the Kant  i nterested in  
Swedenborg, but the th i n ker  of  the transcendental imaginat ion and 
th us  of a l l  the conceptua l  th i rd terms that the fantastic i ntroduced 
between the sens ib le  and the in te l l ig ib le ,  which are so many p ro p
it ious pl aces for spectra l i ty) , to the Schopenhauer of the Essay on 
Ghosts (Versuch aber Geistersehen und was damit zusammenhiingt, 
1 851 ) ,  to N ietzsche-who had ind i rect knowledge of Stirner's texts 
and recommended them to Bau mgartner in 1 874, or  to Ma l l a rme, 
whose work keeps watch n ext to a "ghost white as a sti l l  u nwritten 
page" (Mimique) . As such a reconstitution  exceeds the l im its of oLit 
concerns here, l et us c ite at least once a few passages from The Ego 
and His Own: "The Romantics felt the attack on the very fa ith i n  G od 
rep resented by the abandon ment of bel ief i n  sp i rits and ghosts; they 
sought to remedy the fatal consequences of th is ,  not on ly by resusc i 
tat ing the wor ld of fable but especi a l l y  by 'open ing the gates to a 
h igher  world '  with the i r  s leep-wal kers , Prevorst's cla i rvoyants, etc. The 
fa ithfu l  and the Church Fathers d id  not rea l ize that by destroying  bel ief 
i n  ghosts, they were also tak ing away the bas is  of re l ig ion,  which left it  
floati ng, detached from the ground that nour ished it .  Whoever no 
longer  be l ieves i n  ghosts has  on ly to pursue h i s  u n bel ief to i ts  conc l u 
s i on  to  rea l ize that there is  no being h i dden  beh ind  th i ngs, no  ghost 
or-what comes down to the same th ing if one  u nderstands the word 
in its na ive sense-no ' sp i r it' . "  And under  the head ing  of "specter"  or  
"spook": "With ghosts, We enter i nto the rea lm  of sp i rits, of beings. 
What haunts the u n iverse, pursu ing there its secret and unfathomable 
activit ies, i s  the myster ious spook We ca l l  the Su preme Being. For 
centuries, men have given themselves the task of knowing  its natu re, 
of conceiving i t ,  of d i scover ing reality there (of proving 'the ex istence 
of God') ; it is i n  th i s  fri ghten i ng, imposs i ble, and end less labor  of 
DanaTdes that they persist, seeki ng  to change the specter into  a 
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non-specter, t h e  u n rea l  i nto the rea l ,  the spirit i nto a total person ofJlesh 
and blood. " The Ego and His Own, trans .  Steven T. Byi n gton ,  ed . John  
Ca rrol l  (N ew York: H a rper & Row, 1 971 ) .  [Th is  is  an  abridged edit ion of 
Byi ngton ' s  1 907 trans lation and does not i nc lude the passages quoted 
by Derrida .  These may be found in L 'Unique et sa ProprieU et autres 
ecrits, trans .  P. Ga l l i s sa i re et A. Sauge (Par is :  B ib l iotheque l 'Age 
d ' H omme,  1 972) , pp. 1 07 and 1 1 2  respective ly. (Tr. ) )  

14  M a rx th u s  refu ses the m i rages of Sa in t  M ax's Ch ri stian o nto-theology 
as Sa int M ax had a l ready refused the m i rages of Ch rist ian onto
theology. Both of them relentless ly pu rs ue [s'acharnent sur) ghosts, 
both of them chase and h u nt them, and they are the same except that 
M a rx's re lent less pursuit chases (those of) the re lent less other, Sa int  
Max. But both mean to chase the onto-theologica l and tr in itary spec
ter i n  the name of a more dema nd ing o ntology that not on ly no longer 
confuses the rellenant with the bei ng  a s  l iv ing body, i n  flesh and b lood, 
but especia l ly does not confuse it with that arch-ghost i n  flesh and 
blood that i s ,  as  Sa int M ax expla i n s  so  clea rly, Ch rist , God made Man 
i n  the i n carnat ion .  Marx and Sa int  Max seem to put i n  question ,  
others m ight say a l ittl e  qu ickly "deconstruct, " a n  onto-theo logical 
and Chri stia n  phenomenology; but it i s  to the extent that it i s  occu
pied, they both say, and thus i nhabited , haunted on ly by ghosts . Thei r 
"deconstruction "  is l i m ited at the po i nt at which they both oppose th is  
spectra l  onto-theology-each i n  h i s  own way b!Jt rega rd less of the 
d ifferences between them-to the hyper-phenomenological pr inc ip le 
of the flesh-and-b lood presence of the l iv ing person,  of the bei ng  
itself, of  i t s  effective and non-phantomat ic  presence, of p resence i n  
flesh  a nd b l ood.  

The program ofth is  d i s agreement i s  i n teresti ng i n  itself, to be su re, 
but it also furn ishes us  with a v irtua l  model for many debates go ing  
on  today. I t  a l so  matters to  us  for th is  reason .  

1 5  Let us  once aga in  quote Sti rner beyon d  the excerpt that Ma rx supp l ies:  
"The longi n g to make the spook com prehens ib le ,  or  to rea l ize non
sens [ i n  French in the text] , has brought about a corporeal ghost, a 
ghost or s p i rit with a rea l  body, an em bod ied ghost. H ow the strong
est and most talented Ch risti ans  have tortu red themselves to get a 
conception of th is  ghostly apparit ion !  But  there a lways rema ined the 
contrad ictio n  of two natu res, the d iv ine  and human ,  the ghostly and 
sensua l ;  there remai ned the most  wondrous s pook, a th i ng  that 
was n ot a th i n g. Never yet was a ghost more sou l-tortu r ing. But 
through Ch rist the truth of the matter had at the same t ime come to 
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l i ght, that the veritab le  sp i ri t  or ghost i s-man .  Henceforth man  
no l onger, i n  typical  cases, sh udders a t  ghosts outside h im ,  bu t  at 
h imself. In the depth of h i s  b reast dwe l l s  the spirit of sin; even the 
fa intest thought (and this is  itself a spi rit, you know) may be a d evi l ,  
etc.-The ghost ha s  pu t  on a body, God  ha s  become man ,  bu t  now 
man i s  h imself the gruesome s pook which he seeks to get beh ind ,  to 
exorcize, to fathom, to br ing to real ity and to speech ; man i s-sp i r it" 
The Ego and His Own, pp. 56-57) . 

1 6  I n  the conclusion of a book that has just appeared,  La penultieme est 
morte, Spectrographies de la modernite (Pari s :  Champ Val l on ,  1 993) , 
J ean -M ichel Rabate underscores forcefu l ly that "Marx and Engels 
pretend  not to understand the crit ica l scope of St irner's ana lyses" 
(p. 223) . Even as he den ies wanting  thu s  to " rehab i l itate 'Sa int M ax' , "  
Rabate remarkably re i n scri bes The Ego and His Own i n  a powerful 
l i neage-which is thus spectrograph ic-that the anarchist posterity 
of the book is not even close to exhausti ng  (from Shakespeare to 
Sade, M al larme, Joyce, Beckett) . 

1 7  I n  French ,  "une tab l e  tournante" refers most often t o  the sp i ritua l i st 
seance .  (Tr. ) 

1 8  Capital, trans .  Ben Fowkes (New York: Vi ntage, 1 977) , Vol .  Ch.  If 
sect. 4, pp.  1 63 ff. 

1 9  The Engl i sh  trans lat ion con ju res away th is d ifficu lty with " a  t h i ng  
which transcends sens uousness." (Tr.) 

20 "The form of wood , for i n stance, i s  a ltered if a tab le i s  made out of it. 
N everthe less the tab le  conti nues to be wood , an o rd inary, sensuous 
th i ng. But  as soon as it emerges as a commodity, it cha nges i nto a 
th i n g  wh ich transcends  sensuous n ess. I t  not o n ly stands  with its feet 
on the ground,  but, in relation to a l l  other com mod it ies, i t  stands  on  
its head ,  and  evolves ou t  of  i t s  wooden bra i n  grotesque ideas, fa r 
more wonderfu l than if it were to begin danc ing of its own free wi l l .  

The mystica l  cha racter o f  the commod ity does not therefore a ri se 
from its u se-val ue" (pp.  1 63-64) .  

21  As the ed itor s pecifies, "A reference to the s i m u ltaneous emergen ce 
i n  the 1 850S of the Ta i p i ng  revolt in Ch ina  and the craze for sp i ritua l ·  
i sm which swept over upper-class German society. The rest of  the  
world was ' stand ing sti l l '  i n  the  period of  react ion immediately after the 
defeat of the 1 848 Revo lut ions . "  Even though , as  we have remarked , 
every period has its ghosts (and we have ours) , its own experience, its 
own m ed ium ,  and its proper hau ntological media ,  even though a n  
"epocha l "  h i story of haunt ing poses the same problems,  and not by 
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ch a nce, a s  an  "epocha l "  h i story of Bei n g, th i s  comp l ication  ought not 
to forbid a n  h i storica l i nqu i ry on th is  s ubject. It shou ld merely cause 
such an i nqu i ry to be very cautious .  I t  i s  certa i n ,  for exam ple, that 
the texts of Sti rner, Marx, and Engels to which we a re referri ng  corres
pond-a nd  res pond-i n their own t ime to a powerfu l  "craze" that 
cou ld  sum mar i ly  be ca l led "med ium ist ic ." One can find soc ia l ,  ph i lo
soph ica l ,  and l i terary signs of th i s  ( let us reca l l  St i rner 's i n terest i n  
Eugene S ue's  Mysteries of Paris, t h e  "sp i ritua l i st" tem ptation s  o f  Victor 
H u go and a few others) and one can try to i so l ate, or  even exp l a i n  up 
to a certa i n  po i n t  its h i storica l s i ngu la rity. But one must not fa i l  to 
re i n sc ri be i t  in a much l a rger spectrological sequence. 

22 Trans .  Alan Bass  (Chicago: U n ivers i ty of Chicago Press, 1 982) , p.  45. 
23 The term is used in the sen se of a m istaken s ubstitution of one th ing 

for a n other, in  particu l a r  i n  the theater when characters rep ly to each 
other  out of some m isunderstand i ng, and not in the now preva lent 
sense i n  Eng l i sh  of t it for tat. The Engl i s h  trans l at ion of the passage i n  
quest ion from Capital substitutes "substitution"  for Ma rx 's  u se of  the 
Lat i n  ph rase .  (Tr.) 

24 Both a word that i s  whis pered , for example  by the prom pter [sou.ff1eur) ,  
but  a l so  a word tha t  i s  stolen or  p i nched. " La paro le soufflee" is the 
t it le of Derrida ' s  fi rst essay on Artaud,  in 1 965 ,  col lected in Writing and 
Difference, t rans .  A lan  Bass (Ch icago: U n ivers ity of Ch icago Press, 
1 978) . (Tr.) 

25 I n  the cou rse of an  admi ra ble read ing  of La Peau de chagrin, Samuel 
Weber  poi nts out th i s  vampiristic cha racter of capita l ,  th is  l ivi ng  mon
ster (beseeltes Ungeheuer) , and p recisely i n  relat ion to the spectra l 
logic of the feti sh .  Cf. Unwrapping Balzac: A Reading of "La Peau de 
chagrin" (Toronto: U n ivers ity of Toronto Press ,  1 979) , p. 86 ,  and 
especia l l y  notes 1 -3 devoted to Marx-and to Ba lzac. 

26 S i nce Ma rx was a lso ,  i n  a d ifferen t  way than Shakespeare, a th i nker  of 
the pact and  the oath,  one may con su lt what he i ron ica l ly  says about 
the oath in  The German Ideology, p .  1 62 .  

27 H owever one i nterprets th is  trajectory, it goes back at l east to what the 
th i rd of the  1844 Manuscripts says about death and the senses ,  about 
the m a n n e r  i n  which the senses become "theoret ici ans"  in the i r  very 
practice, thus  i nsens ib i l iz ing, one cou ld say, the sens ib le  and  ru i n i ng 
thereby i n  advance a" oppositions between "su bjectivi sm and  object
iv i sm ,  sp i r i tua l i sm and  materi a l i sm . "  Marx is th i n ki ng  then and ,  it 
seems to me, w i"  never cease to th i n k  that these oppos it ions ,  deemed 
i n so l ub le by a ph i losophy that wou ld  o n ly see a theoret ica l  tas k  i n  
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them,  a re and or must be l ifted by the state of society and  by socia l 
p ractice. Cf. Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, trans .  
Martin M i l l i gan  (Buffalo ,  N .Y. : Prometheus Books, 1 987) , pp .  105  ff. 

28 The German Ideology, p .  1 6 1 .  
29 See The Critique, for examp le  p .  93. 
30 Capital, p. 1 84. 
31 I n  the French trans l at ion cited by the text (ed . J ean-P ierre Lefebvre 

[Par is :  Pre sses U n ivers ita i res de France, "Quad rige" col lection ,  1 993]) , 
the  fina l  sentence of th is  passage reads :  "S i  donc nous nous  echap
pons vers d 'a utres fo rmes de production ,  nous verrons d i sparaltre 
i nstantanement tout Ie mystic isme du monde de la ma rcha n dise, 
tous les sort i leges qui voi lent d ' une  brume fantomat ique les  produ its 
du t rava i l  accomp l i  s u r  l a  base de la production marchande _"  Derrida 
then comments in his text: "With the express ion 'brume fan toma
t ique '  [ghostly fog] , the recent t rans lat ion we a re cit i ng marks ve ry wel l  
t h e  l iteral refe rence t o  t h e  ghost (Spuk) , there where s o  m any ear l ie r  
t ra n s lations regu la rly effaced i t . "  (Tr.) 

32 The Engl i s h  t rans lat ion of th i s  passage reads :  "The ridd le of the 
money fet ish i s  therefore the r iddle of the com mod ity fet ish ,  now 
become vis ib le and dazzl i ng  to our eyes "  (p. 1 87) . (Tr.) � 

33 I n  its general form, I h ave attempted to approach it e lsewhere (cf. in 
part icu lar Glas, pp.  42, 1 30 ,  206 ff. ,  222 ff_ , 237 ff.) . O n  the re lat ion 
between feti s h i sm and ideology, cf. Sarah Kofman  Camera obscura
de I'ideologie (Par is :  Ga l i lee, 1 973) , in particu l a r  what p recedes and 
fol lows " La tab le  tournante" (p. 2 1 ) ,  and Etienn e  Ba l ibar, Cinq etudes 
du maUrialisme historique, as concerns  the "theory of feti sh i sm,"  
pp .  206 ff. 

34 Cf. Ba l i bar, Cinq etudes, pp.  208 ff. 
35  In  the figu re of its sensuous materi a l i ty, the  p roper body of this 

phan tomatic objectivity takes form, hardens ,  e rects, or petrifies i tself, 
crystallizes out of a s lack and u nd ifferentiated su bstance, it i n sti tutes 
i tse lf out of an amorphous res idue :  " Let us now look at the residue 
of the prod ucts of labou r. There i s  noth i ng  l eft of them i n  each case 
but the same phantom- l i ke objectivity; they a re merely congealed 
quantit ies (Gal/erte: gelat in ,  figu re of the homogeneous mass] of 
homogeneous human  l abour, i .e . ,  of human  l abou r-power expended 
without regard to the form of its expend iture. Al l these th ings now te l l  
us  [a l l  that i s  p resented i n  them: Diese Dinge stellen nur noch dar] i s  
tha t  human labour-power has  been expended to  p rod uce them, 
human  l abou r i s  accum u l ated i n  them.  As crysta l s  [Als Kristalle] of 
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th i s  socia l  su bstan ce,  which i s  common t o  them a l l ,  they are va lues
com modity va lues" (Capital, p. 1 28) . 

O n  th is " phantomatic objectivity" (gespenstige Gegenstiindlichkeit) , 
cf. Samuel Weber (Unwrapping Balzac, p. 75) who, between Ba lzac and  
M arx, i ns i sts qu ite rightly on  the  fem in i ne  cha rater of the commodity
ch i mera. There i s  in fact more than  one s ign of th is .  But how to 
sta b i l ize the sex of a feti s h ?  Does it not pass from one sex to the 
other? I s  it  not th i s  movement of passage, whatever may be its 
stases? 
In a text that has j ust appeared, Thomas Keenan  a l so ana lyzes ,  among 
othe r  th i ngs,  what  gets " sub l imated" i n  th is  "ghostly real ity" :  " I n  
the rigor o f  the abstract ion ,  on ly  ghosts su rvive" ("The Point I s  To 
(Ex) change I t, "  i n  Fetishism as Cultural Discourse, E .  Apter and  W. Pietz, 
eds .  [ I thaca:  Corne l l  U n ivers ity Press, 1 993) ,  p .  1 68) . 

36 For al l  these motifs ,  we refer obvious ly to the work of Paul Vir i l i o, 
as wel l  as to Bernard Stiegler, La technique et Ie temps, La faute 
d'Epimethte, (Par is :  Ga l i lee, 1 994) . 

37 The pa l i n d romic  syntax h ere i s :  "tout autre est tout autre, "both "every 
other is a l together  other, "  and  "a l together other is every other. "  (Tr.) 

38 Why does Freud cons ider  haunti ng  to be "perhaps the most stri k i ng  
of  a l l  [exam ples] , "  a k i nd  of  prototype, i n  the  experience of  Unheimli
chkeit? Because many people experience " i n  the h ighest degree" (im 
allerhochsten Grade) the sense ofthe "unhe im l ich" in relat ion to death 
and dead bod ies ,  to the retu rn of the dead , and to spi rits and ghosts" 
(Geistern und Gespenstern) . But to the great chagri n of trans l ators, 
Freud wants to i l l u strate th i s  assert ion  by remarki ng  not that "es 
spukt" is so d ifficu lt to trans l ate (for the reas.o ns we ind icated above) , 
but that "some l anguages i n  use to-day can on ly render the Germa n  
express ion  'ein unheimliches Haus' by a house i n  which 'es spukt' 
[manche moderne Sprachen unseren Ausdruck: ein unheimliches Haus 
gar nicht anders wiedergeben konnen als durch dies Umschriebung: ein 
Haus, in dem es spukt)" ( "Das  U n he im l iche,"  Gesammelte Werke, XI I ,  
pp. 254-55) . I n  truth ,  " u nhe im l iche" i s  j ust a s  u ntrans latab le  as "es 
spukt ." And th is  yiel d s  awkward and i n  fact i ncomprehens ib le  tran s l a
t ions .  For examp le:  "p l u s ieu rs l angues modernes ne peuvent ren d re 
notre express ion  ' une  ma i son unheimlich' autrement que  par cette 
c i rcon l ocution :  une  ma ison hantee" (" L' l nqu ietante etrangete ,"  tra ns .  
M .  Bonaparte et  E.  M arty, i n  Essais de psychanalyse appliquee [Par is :  
Ga l l ima rd ,  1 933] , pp .  1 94-95) ; o r  aga i n :  " some languages i n  use 
to-day can  o n ly render the German express ion 'an unheimlich house' 
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by 'a haunted house' (Standard Edition ,  vol .  XVI I ,  p. 241 ) .  As fo r what 
Freud then puts forward concern ing death itself, we retu rn  to it e l se
where in order  to relate it to the d i scou rses of Heidegger and Levi nas 
on th i s  subject (cf. Aporias) . Another period , another moda l ity, another 
mode for ghosts: Freud remarks, on the same page, that d i st ingu i shed 
lectures on com mun ication  with sp i r its were showi ng a tendency to 
pro l i ferate. S u bt le m inds ,  he notes, among men of science and e spe
c ia l ly  at the end of thei r l ives, give i nto the te lepath ic or med i um i stic 
tem ptation. He knew what he was ta l k i ng  about. And s i nce Hamlet 
wi l l  have been o u r  s ubject, let us s pecify that Freud deemed its appar· 
it ion s  whol ly devoid of any power of Unheimlichkeit (GW, p. 265 ;  SE, 
p. 251 ) .  Like those of Macbeth or J u l i u s  Caesar, l i ke those in Dan te 's  
I nferno. They may be terrify ing (schreckhaft) or l ugubr ious  (duster) , 
to be su re, but  no more unheimlich than the world of Homeric 
gods.  Explanation :  l iteratu re, theatrical fict ion. Accord i n g  to Freud ,  
we adapt our j udgment to the condit ions ofjictive rea l ity, s uch a s  they 
are estab l ished by the poet, and treat "souls ,  sp i rits, and specters " 
l i ke grou nded , norma l ,  l egit i mate exi stences (vollberechtige Existen
zen) . A remark that is all the more su rpr is i ng  in that a l l  the exa m ples 
of Unheimlichkeit i n  this essay a re borrowed from l iteratu re !  if· 

39  Freud and  He idegger. I n  The Post Card (Chicago: Ch icago U ni ve rs i ty 
Press ,  1 987) , the s ignatory of Envois coup les  them l i ke two specters: 
"He re Freud and He idegger, I conjo in  them with in  me l i ke the two 
great ghosts of the 'great epoch . '  The two su rvivi ng grandfathers.  
They did not know each other, but accord i ng to me they form a 
cou p le ,  and i n  fact just because of that, th is  s i ngu la r  anach rony" 
(p. 1 91 ) .  

G iven that a revenant i s  a lways ca l led upon to come a n d  to come 
back, the th i nk i ng  of the specter, contrary to what good sense  lea d s  us 
to bel ieve, s igna ls  toward the future .  I t  i s  a th ink ing  of the past, a 
legacy that can come on ly  from that wh ich has not yet a rr ived-from 
the arrivant i tse lf. 
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