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Introduction Introduction 

L'ouverturee de la modernité 
n'estt rien d'autre que 
('ouverturee de la pensee a 
1'événementt en tant que tel, 
èè la vérité de 1'événement 
outree tout avènement de 
sens s 
J-L.. Nancy1 

"That"That  Wasn't  Possible  for  Me with  Beckett":  Derrida's  Unmet 

Challenge Challenge 

Iff it seems to us productive to bring together writers and thinkers who draw on 

similarr intellectual traditions, this is not merely on hermeneutic grounds -

becausee it helps us to understand their work, to fill in, by cross-reference the 

lacunaee where an underlying thought has been taken for granted. Rather, by 

stagingg an imaginary dialogue between two authors we want to become alert to 

issuess that, endemic to the thought of the one, might form a challenge to the 

thoughtt of the other. This work started as the search for such a challenge to the 

thoughtt of Jacques Derrida: a search that might be found in literature, and that 

wouldd put to test his ideas about the latter - not an easy task considering that 

Derridaa to a large extent owes his fame to his remarkably insightful 

interpretationss of literary works. The idea of confronting Derrida's understanding 

off literature with the work of Samuel Beckett was born the moment I read 

Derrida'ss response to an interview question about Beckett posed by Derek 

Attridgee (who was relaying it on behalf of one of his students), which I quote 

heree in its entirety. 

D.A.:: Let me move on to some specific authors and texts. In an 

intervieww you once mentioned Samuel Beckett along with other writers 

11 Jean-Luc Nancy, "Surprise de 1'événement," in Être singulier pluriet {Paris: Galilee, 1996), 188. 
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whosee texts "make the limits of our language tremble." As far as I'm 

aware,, you've never written on Beckett: is this a future project, or are 

theree reasons why you have observed this silence? 

J.D.:: Very rapidly. This is an author to whom I feel very close, or to 

whomm I would like to feel myself very close; but also too close. 

Preciselyy because of this proximity, it is too hard for me, too easy and 

tooo hard. I have perhaps avoided him a bit because of this 

identification.. Too hard also because he writes - in my language, in a 

languagee which is his up to a point, mine up to a point (for both of us it 

iss a "differently" foreign language) - texts which are both too close to 

mee and too distant for me even to be able to "respond" to them. How 

couldd I write in French in the wake of or "with" someone who does 

operationss on this language which seem to me so strong and so 

necessary,, but which must remain idiomatic? How could I write, sign, 

countersignn performatively texts which "respond" to Beckett? How 

couldd I avoid the platitude of a supposed academic metalanguage? It is 

veryy hard. You will perhaps say to me that for other foreign authors like 

Kafka,, Celan, or Joyce, I attempted it. Yes, at least attempted. Let's not 

speakk of the result. I had a kind of excuse or alibi: I write in French, 

fromm time to time I quote the German or the English, and the two 

writings,, the "performative signatures," are not only incommensurable 

inn general, that goes without saying, but above all without a "common 

language,"" at least in the ordinary sense of the term. Given that Beckett 

writess in a particular French, it would be necessary, in order to 

"respond"" to his oeuvre, to attempt writing performances that are 

impossiblee for me (apart from a few stammering [and thus oral] tries in 

somee seminars devoted to Beckett in the last few years). I was able to 

riskk linguistic compromises with Artaud, who also has his way of loving 

andd violating, or loving violating a certain French language of its 

language.. But in Artaud (who is paradoxically more distant, more 

foreignn for me than Beckett) there are texts which have permitted me 

writingg transactions. Whatever one thinks of their success or failure, I 

havee given myself up to them and published them. That wasn't possible 
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forr me with Beckett, whom I will thus have "avoided" as though I had 

alwayss already read him and understood him too well.2 

Inn what way could the work of Beckett (who incidentally was himself not unfamiliar 

withh the work of Derrida: in his L'amitié de Beckett, André Bernold mentions that he 

discussedd with Beckett the work of Derrida at length in the early to mid 1980s3) fall 

beyondd the scope of literature as understood by Derrida? The two reasons Derrida 

givess for his incapacity to respond to Beckett seem unsatisfactory. At first, he blames 

hiss sense of being in excessive proximity (and even "identification") to/with Beckett. 

Inn fact, Derrida says, it was easier to write on Artaud, whom Derrida experienced as 

"paradoxically,, more distant, more foreign" than Beckett. Yet this appears less 

paradoxicall than it might seem when we consider that a strategy pursued by Derrida 

whenn commenting on many texts is to demonstrate an inherent naïveté, or at least an 

unexpectedd ambiguity at work in a given text (after all this is considered to be a 

deconstructivee gesture par excellence: the demonstration of the impossibility of 

permanentlyy excluding the excluded, the demonstration of its return, often even as 

thee necessary presupposition): when he writes on Celan he questions the possibility 

off a unique event, when on Artaud - he dismantles his na'fve desire of absolute 

presencee on the stage, on Blanchot - to show how his writing on death is actually a 

triumphh of life. Obviously, Derrida cannot do this with respect to a text that stands in 

absolutee proximity to his thought without sabotaging his own philosophical enterprise. 

However,, this in itself does not preclude any possibility of a comment - after 

all,, Derrida could uphold a work that is remarkably close to his own enterprise as 

paradigmaticc of his own ideas, as happened in the case of his essay on Kafka's 

"Beforee the Law." The excessive proximity thus not providing a sufficient explanation, 

Derridaa ventures an additional reason for the difficulty he experiences in commenting 

onn Beckett: the shared language. Contrary to what common sense might lead us to 

expect,, shared language is a disadvantage in Derrida's project of commenting on 

literaryy works. Derrida treats his operating in a language other than that of the work 

uponn which he is commenting as an alibi (in its literal sense, "elsewhere"), necessary 

22 Jacques Derrida, "This Strange Institution Called Literature," in Acts of Literature, ed. Derek Attridge (New York 
andd London: Routledge, 1992), 60-61. 
33 André Bernold, L'amitié de Beckett: 1979-1989 (Paris:Hermann, 1992), 85-6. 
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too preserve untouched the idiom of the other work: there must be no "common 

language"" between the two. 

Itt is not at all clear why this rule of incommensurability, "no common language" 

seemss to be so pertinent to Derrida who after all commented on Mallarmé, Genet, 

Blanchot,, Flaubert and in one breath immediately admits to being capable of 

"linguisticc compromises" with Artaud. The interviewer himself does not seem to be 

thoroughlyy satisfied with this answer and presses on: 

D.A.:: Is there a sense in which Beckett's writing is already so 

"deconstructive,"" or "self-deconstructive," that there is not much left to 

do? ? 

J.D.:: No doubt that's true. A certain nihilism is both interior to 

metaphysicss (the final fulfillment of metaphysics, Heidegger would say) 

andd then, already, beyond. With Beckett in particular, the two 

possibilitiess are in the greatest possible proximity and competition. He 

iss nihilist and he is not nihilist. Above all, this question should not be 

treatedd as a philosophical problem outside or above the texts. When I 

foundd myself, with students, reading some Beckett texts, I would take 

threee lines, I would spend two hours on them, then I would give up 

becausee it would not have been possible, or honest, or even 

interesting,, to extract a few "significant" lines from a Beckett text. The 

composition,, the rhetoric, the construction and the rhythm of his works, 

evenn the ones that seem the most "decomposed," that's what "remains" 

finallyy the most "interesting," that's the work, that's the signature, this 

remainderr which remains when the thematics is exhausted (and also 

exhausted,, by others, for a long time now, in other modes). 

Withh Joyce, I was able to pretend to isolate two words (He war 

orr yes, yes); with Celan, one foreign word (Shibboleth); with Blanchot, 

onee word and two homonyms {pas). (...)4 

Onlyy in this second response do we get a glimpse of what it might be that 
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permitss Derrida's "writing transactions" with Artaud but makes them impossible 

withh Beckett. Derrida confesses that, whereas he did manage to "isolate" 

significantt words in Joyce, Celan, Blanchot, he attempted in vain to extract 

"significantt lines" from Beckett. The attempt described here fits perfectly with 

Derrida'ss conception of literature as an economical use of language, permitting 

onee to say everything by means of encoding, to set up an archive in a minimal 

space:: a word, a date so "economically" powerful that it would be able to gather 

inn itself the maximum of possible figures, references and meanings. ("The 

economyy of literature sometimes seems to me more powerful than that of other 

typess of discourse," says Derrida in the same interview). This economical motif -

thee gathering of a multiplicity of meanings in a singular trait -- constitutes half of 

Derrida'ss conception of literature (the other half being the reflection of the literary 

workk on its own universality), the whole presenting itself as an interaction of the 

singularr and the universal. If we are to accept Derrida's response as having an 

explanatoryy value then we must assume that it was not possible for Derrida to 

makee "transactions" with Beckett because his texts failed to provide an 

economicallyy potent and thus "significant" word, date or phrase - in other words, 

becausee they failed to provide the singular moment, to which Derrida could 

respondd in a pertinent way. 

Obviously,, it cannot be excluded that Derrida will address Beckett's work 

inn the future: I am merely interested in the reasons why he has "given up on 

writingg in the direction of Beckett - for the moment,"5 i.e., within the scope of his 

philosophicall project as of now. Suffice to say that in the period of time between 

thee interview and the present, Derrida has on various occasions been asked to 

appearr on conferences devoted to Beckett - and has always refused, giving similar 

reasons.. In 1994 Derrida was invited to contribute to a special edition of the Journal 

ofof Beckett Studies "Beckett in France" and, again, turned down the invitation, writing 

courteouslyy that he was unable "not only but in particular because of my inability to 

writee something that Beckett would deserve."6 This refusal, since it would be difficult 

too find a more attractive opportunity to experiment with Beckett (the special edition, 

whichh started with the idea of a special issue on Gilles Deleuze and Beckett, soon 

4Derrida,, "This Strange Institution Called Literature," 61-62. 
55 Ibid., 62. 
66 "[N]on seulement mais en particulier en raison de mon incompetence, d'écrire quelque chose qui soit digne (...) 
dee Beckett {...)"'Journal of Beckett Studies, Special Edition: Beckett in France, 4, no.1 (1994): 85. 
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evolvedd into a presentation of a broader spectrum of very innovative approaches to 

Beckett,, including a contribution by Badiou) seems to suggest that Derrida has given 

upp on the idea of writing on Beckett for good. 

However,, my concern is not merely to establish the reasons that might 

hinderr Derrida in his attempts to give a reading of Beckett. I am interested in 

whatt this impediment says about literature and in what way this could present 

itselff as a challenge to Derrida's concept of literature. With this question, the 

presentt work would like to place itself within the province of Beckett studies that 

isis interested in the relation of Beckett's work to philosophy (that area indicated 

byy the contributions of Adorno, Blanchot, Butler, Connor, Deleuze, Hill, Locatelli -

-- for a more extensive list see Anthony Uhlmann7), and within those discussions 

off Derrida that pertain to the interest of this philosopher of literature. More 

generally,, by discussing Derrida's approach to literature and addressing some 

recentt philosophical interpretations of Beckett, I would like to contribute to the 

discoursee that investigates the relation between philosophy and literature. 

Derrida'ss statements on Beckett in the interview with Derek Attridge 

provokedd in one Beckett critic an almost vehement response under the sweeping 

titlee "At Beckett's Grave (or Why Jacques Derrida Has Given Up on Writing in the 

Directionn of Beckett -for the moment)." In this manifesto-like comment that 

arguess for "reestablishing] the sense of an authorial and human presence in 

[Beckett's]] works,"8 and regretfully announces that "we obviously lack clearly 

workedd out methodologies for dealing with Beckett's art," the author - who, 

incidentally,, is also the author of the chapter "Beckett and the Philosophers" in 

thee prestigious Cambridge Companion to Beckett (1994) - ends up by accusing 

Neww Criticism, and Derrida with it, of "totalizing claims which (...) sweepingly 

proclaimm the death of the author." Whereas it is true that the complex issue of 

thee author in Beckett is largely unresolved, nothing is less true than that Derrida 

takess the idea of the "death of the author" for granted -his Parages in particular 

testifyy to the contrary (and might even turn out to be helpful to the discussion of 

thee authorial issues in Beckett). Not to mention that in Signsponge, Derrida 

speakss emphatically of "that death or omission of the author of which, as is 

77 Anthony Uhlmann, Beckett and Post-structuralism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 3. 
88 Peter Murphy, "At Beckett's Grave (or Why Jacques Derrida Has Given Up on Writing in the Direction of Beckett 
-- for the moment)," Textual-Studies-in Canada-Etudes-Textuelles-au-Canada 6 (1995). 
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certainlyy the case, too much of a case has been made"("cette mort ou omission 

dee I'auteur dont on fait, c'est Ie cas de le dire, trap grand cas").9 This should 

indicatee the amount of misunderstanding and unresolved issues we are going to 

encounterr in the Beckett - Derrida domain. 

BeckettBeckett  and the Philosophers 

Lett us consider what the Beckett scholars address as the "vexed but 

fundamentall question of Beckett's relationship to the philosophers."10 At stake is 

nott even so much the issue of Beckett's philosophical erudition, the traces of 

whichh emerge now and then in his work (Guelinx, Descartes, Spinoza, 

Schopenhauer,, Heidegger, Wittgenstein -- the latter despite Beckett's explicit 

deniall of any familiarity with his work -- are perhaps the names of philosophers 

mostt often cited in connection with Beckett), as the nature of his own, quite 

originall experiment and its meaning for philosophy. Only that explains why for 

decadess various philosophers undertook readings of Beckett's oeuvre: a brief 

glancee at Beckett bibliography will suffice to see that throughout the years, many 

attemptss have been made to read Beckett by philosophers, through philosophy, 

orr for philosophy - providing a starting point for philosophical inquiry. Some of 

thosee contributions are very short or function as a part of larger argument but 

aree influential enough to merit mention nevertheless. Among those who wrote on 

Beckettt early on, between the fifties and the seventies, were Bataille, Blanchot, 

Cavell,, Adorno, Kristeva, Cixous and Foucault (who referred to Beckett in the 

openingg lines of his influential essay "What is an Author?").11 The eighties 

broughtt responses from Deleuze, Nussbaum, Ricoeur and Lyotard.12 That 

99 Jacques Derrida, Signéponge/Signsponge, trans. Richard Rand (New York: Columbia University Press, 1984), 
bilinguall edition, 22/23. "In this respect, from the edge on which it takes place, his [Ponge's] signature will have 
foiledd those excessively loose or crude machines which are as much those of biographical and psychological 
criticismm (or literature), whatever their refinements or modernization may be, as those of formalist or structuralist 
criticismm (or literature) which encloses itself too quickly within what it takes to be the inside of the text, leaving the 
signaturee on the outside and sheltered from its being put on stage, into play, or into the abyss." 
100 John Pilling, Ed. The Cambridge Companion to Beckett (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 222. 
111 Georges Bataille, "Le Silence de Molloy," Critique 7 (1951): 387-96; Maurice Blanchot, "OLI maintenant? Qui 
maintenant?"" Nouvelle Revue Frangaise 2 (1953): 678-86; Cavell (1958) in Stanley Cavell, "Ending the 
Waitingg Game. A Reading of Beckett's Endgame," in Must we mean what we say? (Cambridge: Cambridge 
Universityy Press, 1976); Adorno (1961) in Theodor Adorno, "Trying to Understand Endgame,' in Notes to 
LiteratureLiterature (New York: Columbia University Press, 1991); Kristeva and Cixous (both in Tom Bishop and 
Raymondd Federman, Eds., Cahier de L'Herne: Samuel Beckett (Paris: Editions de I'Herne, 1976)). 
122 Deleuze gave an interpretation of Beckett's Film in Gilles Deleuze, Cinema 1 (London: Athlone Press, 
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decadee brought also numerous publications devoted to exploring relations 

betweenn Beckett and particular philosophers (Beckett and Schopenhauer, 

Beckettt and Nietzsche, Beckett and Heidegger and Beckett and Baudrillard).13 In 

thee nineties, Badiou and Deleuze gave intriguing interpretations of Beckett and 

againn Blanchot published a short text. Further, Beckett scholars and literary 

criticss also realized that they could not circumvent the philosophical issues in 

Beckett'ss work: Perloff wrote on Beckett and Wittgenstein, Uhlmann on Beckett 

andd the "post-structuralists" (especially Foucault), and, quite recently, Richard 

Lanee edited a book gathering contributions on Beckett and philosophers from 

Nietzschee to Badiou.14 

Withh her Wittgenstein's Ladder: Poetic Language and the Strangeness of the 

Ordinary,Ordinary, literary critic Marjorie Perloff pleads for a more analytic approach, trying to 

counteractt this overwhelmingly "continental" (with the exception of Cavell's essay) 

receptionn of Beckett's work. The book has been received as a turn away from so-

calledd "theory," the word that for Perloff is almost synonymous with Derrida, towards 

thee anti-theory that she associates with a Wittgensteinian mode of investigation. 

Finally,, next to the continental-analytic debate, a case apart among the 

philosophicall approaches to Beckett is the work of Alain Badiou, at odds with "all 

threee of the great currents of twentieth-century philosophy - the analytic philosophy 

descendedd from logical positivism and the later Wittgenstein, the hermeneutics 

variouslyy inspired by Dilthey, Heidegger, and Gadamer, and the poststructuralism 

developedd by Derrida and Lyotard."15 I leave aside the question whether it makes 

sensee to adhere to the strict division between the hermeneutic and the 

"poststructuralist"" strands of the continental thought; what this citation makes clear is 

thee radical otherness of Badiou's approach. Indifferent to the anti-Platonic crusade of 

1992);; Nussbaum - a reading of Beckett as an exercise in deconstructing emotions, Martha Nussbaum, 
"Narrativee Emotions: Beckett's Genealogy of Love," Ethics January (1988).; Ricoeur referred to the 
examplee of Beckett in Time and Narrative (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1984-1988); Lyotard 
writess about Beckett in "Scapeland"(Jean-Francois Lyotard, L'inhumain (Paris: Galilee, 1988)). 
133 Beckett and Schopenhauer (Ulrich Pothast, Die eigentlich metaphysische Tatigkeit. Ober 
SchopenhauersSchopenhauers Asthetik und ihre Anwendung durch Samuel Beckett (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 
1982)),, Beckett and Nietzsche (Jacquart, 1983), Beckett and Heidegger (Lance St.-J Butler, Samuel 
BeckettBeckett and the Meaning of Being (London: Macmillan Press, 1984)), Beckett and Baudrillard (Watt, 
1987). . 
144 Alain Badiou, "L'écriture du générique: Samuel Beckett," in Conditions (Paris: Seuil, 1992); Alain 
Badiou,, Beckett; L'increvable desir (Paris: Hachette, 1995); Deleuze, "L'épuisé," in Gilles Deleuze, 
CritiqueCritique et clinique (Paris: Minuit, 1993); Maurice Blanchot, "Oh tout finir," Critique 46 519-20 (1990): 635-
7;; Marjorie Perloff, "Witt-Watt: The Language of Resistance/ The Resistance of Language,"in 
Wittgenstein'sWittgenstein's Ladder (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1996); Uhlmann, Beckett and Post-
structuralismstructuralism ; Richard Lane, ed. Beckett and Philosophy, (Houndmills (etc.): Pakjrave, 2002). 
155 Peter Hallward, Badiou. A Subject to Truth (Minneapolis, London: University of Minnesota Press, 2003), xxiv. 
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thee recent continental thought, Badiou takes Plato (his particular reading of Plato, 

thatt is) as his example and a guiding hand. Having charged Heidegger and most of 

thee contemporary French thinkers including Derrida, with the "fetishism of literature,"16 

--- "since Nietzsche, all philosophers claim to be poets, they all envy poets, they are 

wishfull poets or approximate poets, or acknowledged poets, as we see with 

Heidegger,, but also with Derrida or Lacoue-Labarthe"17 - Badiou sets out to free 

philosophyy from what he sees as its subservience to literature, without however 

renouncingg the interest in literature. One of Badiou's examples being Beckett, I will 

inquiree to what extent Beckett's work contributes to Badiou's project of a critique of 

thee relation of philosophy (and of Derrida in particular) to literature. 

TheThe Relationship  between  Philosophy  and Literature 

"Youu are not a serious philosopher! If you continue, you will be placed in a 

departmentt of (...) literature,"18 cautions an imaginary opponent in Derrida's 

dialoguee entitled Monolingualism of the Other. The apparently excessive 

importancee he attaches to the potential of literature to question philosophical 

discoursee often awakens in Derrida scholars the urge to shelter his image from such 

"obscure"" areas as the literary. They find it necessary to separate his thought from 

thiss part of his interests, to treat him as becomes a "serious philosopher," to protect 

him,, against his own choices and interests, from what he himself, amused, 

addressess as the risk of being relegated to a "department of rhetoric or literature." 

Thiss warning, or risk, can only be intimidating if "a serious philosopher" 

experiencess it as a menace. 

Andd indeed, many a self-respecting philosopher takes the threat of being 

relegatedd to the department of literature very seriously. It is one thing to admire 

literature,, having an alibi of operating in a distinct region of the philosophical 

166 Alain Badiou, Manifesto for Philosophy (Albany, NY: SUNY Press, 1999), 66. 
177 Ibid., 70. 
188 Jacques Derrida, Monolingualism of the Other or the Prostesis of the Origin (Stanford, California: Stanford 
Universityy Press, 1998), 4. "[V]ous n'êtes pas un philosophe sérieux! Si vous continuez, on vous mettra 
danss un département (...) de littérature,"Jacques Derrida, Le monolinguisme de I'autre (Paris: Galilee, 1996), 
18.. In what follows where double sources are provided, the first page number refers to the English translation, the 
secondd to the French original. 
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discourse.. It is another to be exiled from that region to a discipline that has as its 

taskk to understand and explain literature. For, the "serious philosopher" will say, 

itt is a discipline in which rhetoric is stronger than sustained argument, a 

disciplinee that deals with the practically lawless (for its singular law eludes us). 

Andd if we agree that it is lawless, does this not make it therewith open (or 

closed)) either equally to everyone, or worse - arbitrarily and whimsically? 

Butt can philosophy do without the examination of literature? The 

controversiall relation between philosophy and literature is known to have 

oscillatedd between such dramatically opposite positions as Plato's suggestion to 

banishh the poets from the ideal state and Richard Rorty's perception of 

philosophyy as a genre of literature. The controversy is by no means recent: to 

makee literature disappear was one of the very early desires of philosophy --

Plato'ss Republic testifies to this.19 Even though Plato's argument can hardly be 

foundd convincing by contemporary readers of literature - as Gadamer already 

pointedd out20 -- the impact of that ancient condemnation of poetry is, rightly or 

wrongly,, still felt. The often-heard complaint from the departments of aesthetics 

iss that, after Plato, 

[t]hee history of philosophy has alternated between the analytical effort 

too ephemeralize and hence defuse art, or, to allow a degree of validity 

too art by treating it as doing what philosophy itself does, only 

uncouthly.21 1 

Besidess Plato, Kant too is being addressed here, on the grounds that his notion 

off "purposiveness without a purpose"22 refuses art any bearing on life, and 

Hegel,, for presenting art as "philosophy in one of its self-alienated forms, 

199 Contrary to what is often thought, Socrates' condemnation of poets reported in the dialogue does not 
hingee only on the argument that poetry is imitation "thrice removed from the truth" ("must we not infer that 
alll those poetical individuals, beginning with Homer, are only imitators: they copy images of virtue and the 
likee but the truth they never reach?"19). Imitation can still be vindicated provided it serves to display the 
exemplaryy ethos. The ultimate argument is pedagogic: since the poet, in his role of an imitator is 
moreover,, "concerned with an inferior part of the soul (...), we shall be right in refusing to admit him (the 
poet)) into a well-ordered Sate, because he awakens and nourishes and strengthens the feelings and 
impairss the reason." Republic, X [605a- 605b]. 
200 Hans-Georg Gadamer, "Plato and the Poets," in Dialogue and Dialectic: Eight Hermeneutical Studies on Plato 
(Neww Haven, London: Yale University Press, 1980), 41. 
11 Arthur C. Danto, Philosophical Disenfranchisement of Art (New York: Columbia University Press, 1986), 1-21. 

222 Immanuel Kant, Critique of Judgement, trans. J.H. Bernard (New York: Hafner Press, 1951) 73. 
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thirstingg for clarity as to its own nature." In other words, Hegel attempts to 

demonstratee that "art is philosophy in its embryonic form."23 

Especiallyy when applied to Hegel, such an interpretation can be 

questionedd or at least lends itself to be modified in a significant way. What if 

literaturee were like a thorn in philosophy's side from the very beginning, forcing it 

too develop a whole defense mechanism, a mechanism that we now consider to 

bee the essence of philosophy? The status of literature would no longer be merely 

thatt of historical precedence (by virtue of which art is now overtaken by the 

philosophyy for which it paved the way) but rather the inalienable priority of a 

quasi-transcendentall kind. To understand literature would be for philosophy to 

understandd its own forgotten and feared premises. One corollary of such a shift 

inn perception would be not only that literature can function as a field of 

philosophicall inquiry but also that philosophy needs to examine its own relation 

too literature. 

Onn the other hand, there is another way of looking at the relation between 

philosophyy and literature: not in terms of philosophy's responding to the crisis 

causedd by literature (this is how we could interpret Plato's concern with the 

"demoralizing"" effects of literature) but of literature's responding to the crisis in 

philosophy.. The latter is what happened during the first significant 

rapprochementt between philosophy and literature in the early German Romantic 

movement.. The authors of The Literary Absolute made it clear that Romanticism, 

andd in particular Friedrich Schlegel's attempt to elaborate a concept of the 

"fragment"" published in 1798-1800 in the journal Athenaeum (pursued later 

underr the title "Ideas" but also preserved in about ninety remaining notebooks) 

"iss comprehensible only on a philosophical basis, in its proper and unique 

articulationn with the philosophical."24 Jena Romanticism, as it is called now, is of 

importancee to us because it can be treated as the origin of the modern notion of 

literaturee that at the same time is inextricably linked to philosophy. Nancy and 

Lacoue-Labarthe'ss reading of the Athenaeum "Fragments" shows literature to 

havee originated as a response to a certain philosophical crisis (namely, the 

Kantiann interest in the presentation of Ideas, which can be seen as a project 

233 Mark Edmundson, Literature against Philosophy, Plato to Derrida (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1995),, 8. 
244 Philippe Lacoue-Labarthe and Jean-Luc Nancy, The Literary Absolute: The Theory of Literature in German 
RomanticismRomanticism {Albany, NY: SUNY Press, 1988). 
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pursuedd implicitly throughout the three Critiques25). In virtue of its having 

originatedd as a response to philosophy, the received concept of literature must to 

ann extent be philosophical. 

Thesee two examples, one of philosophy establishing itself in a gesture of 

self-defensee against literature and the other of the modern notion of literature 

establishingg itself in response to philosophy, show that philosophy and literature, 

ratherr than competing with each other have from the beginning been engaged in 

aa productive exchange. The later Heidegger pushed this idea to the extreme, by 

claimingg that as much as the task of the poet is quasi-philosophical, the task of 

thee philosopher is quasi-poetic: "all thinking is dichtend ('inventive'), but not all 

thinkingg is dichterisch ("poetic") nor is it denkerisch ("thoughtful'). But great 

philosophyy is denkerisch-dichterisch, both thoughtful and poetic."26 This postulate 

becamee especially relevant after the Kehre, which required a transformation of 

languagee from propositional to poetic: it was after all - as Heidegger himself 

acknowledgedd in the "Letter on Humanism" - the problem of language that made 

himm interrupt the itinerary he set with Being and Time. In Heidegger's eyes only 

"poietic"" language was able to present an alternative to the metaphysical 

languagee of Being and Time, and to succeed in saying Being as Time, in its 

historicityy (Seynsgeschichtlichkeit).27 

Howw does one embark on a project concerning the relation between 

literaturee and philosophy? To approach it by defining the two domains (i.e., by 

determiningg or identifying their essential qualities) would be self-defeating, 

consideringg that, even if we assume that it is possible to pinpoint the qualities 

thatt are essential for philosophical discourse (e.g., sustained argument, clarity of 

exposition),, this is not possible for literature — since it is the destination of 

literaturee to overcome and exceed its own essence. At least, this is the 

destinationn of a certain kind of literature. It does not hold for all of what is 

commonlyy taken to belong to the category of literature, but both more and less 

Rodolphee Gasché, "Ideality in Fragmentation," Friedrich Schlegel: Philosophical Fragments (Minneapolis, 
London:: University of Minnesota Press, 1991), xxix. 
266 Michael Inwood's Heidegger Dictionary, (Oxford: Blackwell, 1999), lemma "poiesis" gives as the source of this 
quotee and translation Martin Heidegger, Nietzsche II: The Eternal Recurrence of the Same (San Francisco: 
Harperr and Row, 1984), 208. On closer examination the source turned out to be erroneous, I would be grateful 
forr suggestions as to where where it might be found (and especially, too, any sources detailing the English 
translationn of the terms in question). 
277 See Daniela Vallega-Neu, "Poietic Saying," in Companion to Heidegger's Contributions to Philosophy, eds. 
Scottt et al. (Bloomington, Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 2001). 
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thann that. At stake here are the texts that, in Derrida's words, "make the limits of 

ourr language tremble," and that includes works as different as Joyce's Ulysses, 

St.. John's Apocalypse and Plato's Phaedo: not all that commonly passes for 

literaturee but also not only that. The works named here belong to three different 

canonss and not accidentally so, because for Derrida the dividing line between 

philosophyy and literature passes not between sets of works commonly 

associatedd with those discourses but rather cuts through each individual work. 

Thee rethinking of the dividing line in terms of "another criterion (...) can and must 

destroyy the great ensembles that give us Plato, Descartes, Kant, Hegel on one side, 

andd Homer, Shakespeare, Goethe on the other. (...) The relation to language is 

differentt in each case."28 We are urged by Derrida to consider each work's relation to 

naturall language as singular, independent of whether it belongs to the canon of 

literaturee or philosophy. 

Iff we look more closely we shall find a Platonic literature that is not the 

literaturee of Hegel, and a Shakespearean philosophy that is not the 

philosophyy of Dante, Goethe or Diderot. What we have, then, is an 

enormouss research program, in which the received - or receivable -

categoriess of academic scholarship must not be trusted.29 

Accordingg to Derrida, there are no strict divisions and no essential difference 

betweenn literature and other discourses. This is not to say that there is no 

differencee between those discourses at all. There is no essential difference, but 

theree is an institutional difference. It is in virtue of the latter that Derrida can add: 

[l]ff literature is somehow privileged here in my eyes, it is on the one 

hand,, because it thematizes the event of writing and on the other hand, 

becausee of what, in its political history, links literature to the 

authorizationn in principle to "say everything" - which in a unique fashion 

11 Jacques Derrida and Maurizio Ferraris, A Taste for the Secret (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2001), 11. 
'Ibid.,, 11-12. 
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relatess it to what we call truth, fiction, simulacrum, science, philosophy, 

law,, right and democracy.30 

Ass an institution different from other institutions, literature functions 

differentlyy from them, setting for itself different goals and standards: to reflect on 

thee event of writing, or contest all possible limits to what can be said. In 

"thematizingg the event of writing," literature addresses itself, revealing that it is 

bothh an institution and a counter-institution {"a la fois institution et contre-

institution"),, taking place in the space of difference that an institution produces 

withh itself, ("placée a l'écart de I'institution, a Tangle que I'institution fait avec 

elle-mêmee pour s'écarter d'elle-mêmë™). It is this, both self-reflexive and self-

differingg positioning of itself of literature that allows it to be critical not only with 

respectt to itself but also with respect to other institutions. This institutional 

affiliation,, which has at least as much to do with the expectations we have with 

respectt to literature (with the way we read it) as with the plain content of a 

literaryy work, is what still makes it possible for us to retain some distinction 

betweenn "philosophy" and "literature." 

Derrida'ss claim that literature can say everything (and we can reasonably 

takee him to imply here that other institutions, philosophy among them, cannot), 

mightt be taken to suggest that the literary prerogative is all-encompassing, 

makingg its realm include the realm of philosophy: everything that is said 

(includingg philosophy) can be treated as literature, whereas the reverse is not 

thee case for philosophy. However, Derrida always speaks of literature in terms of 

workss that have a philosophical potential (which would make literature, as he 

understandss it, a part of philosophy as much as philosophy is a part of 

literature).. One might object that it is not certain that all literary works have this 

potentiall - however, Derrida's glossing those works as ones that have the ability 

too "say everything" makes them necessarily include philosophy. As long as a 

literaryy work is able to "say everything" it must be able to "convey philosophy" 

"[S]ii la littérature garde ici quelque privilege è mes yeux, c'est d'une part en raison de ce qu'elle 
thématisee de l'événement d'écriture et d'autre part de ce qui, dans son histoire politique, la lie a cette 
autorisationn principielle de 'tout dire' qui la rapporte de facon unique è ce qu'on appelle la vérité, la 
fiction,, Ie simulacre, la science, la philosophie, la loi, Ie droit, la democratie."Jacques Derrida, "Une "folie" 
doitt veiller sur la pensee," Magazine Littéraire 286 (March 1991): 23. Here and in what follows, where the English 
sourcee is not provided, the translation is mine. 
311 Ibid., 23. 
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(andd hence it can be treated as a philosophical work, or rather as an infinite set 

off -- possibly contradicting one another - philosophical works). That is why 

Derridaa is able to compare Joyce's project of gathering to the Odyssey of the 

PhenomenologyPhenomenology of Spirit.32 In this sense Derrida is not very far from thinking of 

greatt works in Heidegger's terms, as finding themselves at an intersection of 

whatt we commonly associate with literature or philosophy: "denkerisch-

dichterisch." " 

Inn making this choice for Derrida's understanding of "literature" I have 

alreadyy parted with the idea of literature as a collection of works in different 

genress in which it would be possible to discern some steady paradigm or a 

formall principle of configuration (for example the paradigm of a (quasi-) plot in 

thee genre of the novel). Rather, I am interested in a quite limited group of works 

thatt not only succeeded in bringing about a schism or a shift in such paradigm 

butt also in "exploding it from within." These are the works of which Derrida says 

thatt they "make the limits of our language tremble": including ones by Stéphane 

Mallarmé,, James Joyce, Paul Celan, Georges Bataille, Antonin Artaud, Maurice 

Blanchot,, Francis Ponge, Edmond Jabès, Franz Kafka - and Samuel Beckett. 

Evenn though they belong "institutionally" to the domain of literature, these works 

aree all, in the sense that they are a l'écart in the difference of the literary 

institution,, where literature "differs from itself," "denkerisch-dichterisch." 

Thee texts addressed here not only bear witness to the crisis in the literary 

institutionn but also in themselves embody a critical experience of literature. It is 

nott enough to say about this kind of literature that it is self-reflexive, for it does 

nott suffice to introduce a self-reflexive moment into a literary work in order to 

givee it the force required of a genuinely critical experience. The self-reflection 

stagedd here is not face-to face, which would make literature closed upon itself 

andd indifferent to the outside world, but at an angle, a l'écart, which means that, 

inn differing from itself, it is also open to what is beyond it. 

Derridaa says about these texts that "the force of their event depends on 

thee fact that a thinking about their own possibility (both general and singular) is 

putt to work in them in a singular work."33 In other words, the force of literature 

122 Jacques Derrida, "Ulysses Gramophone: Hear Say Yes in Joyce," in Acts of Literature, ed. Derek Attridge 
'London:: Routledge, 1992), 262. Jacques Derrida, Ulysse gramophone (Paris: Galilee, 1987), 66. 

Derrida,, "This Strange Institution Called Literature," 42. 
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depends,, next to its being self-reflexive and paradigm-breaking, on being 

encapsulatedd within a singular achievement. The impact of the literary seems 

thuss to be related to the issue of singularity. And the singularity in question is no 

longerr the property of a subjective judgment (Kantian singular judgment of 

taste34)) but rather of the moment in which the subject and the work encounter 

eachh other (what Heidegger calls "subjectity" and Derrida, following Artaud, the 

"subjectile').. It looks like a defeat, after attempts to look at literature through the 

orderingg focus of paradigms and formal principles, to have to recognize that 

whatt is most powerful in literature is that which resists or is marginalized by this 

approach.. We will see however that the singular brings with it its own 

universality,, in fact, that all claim to universality of the literary work is founded on 

thee singular. 

Thee singular appears repeatedly in contemporary philosophical reflections 

onn literature. It has been addressed not only by Derrida but also, variously 

inflected,, by for example Gilles Deleuze, Jean-Luc Nancy and Alain Badiou. I 

sayy that the term is variously inflected because with none of the authors named 

heree actually defining the term, each of them uses it in a slightly different way. 

Forr some, the singular addresses just the unique, "one-time-only," quality of that 

whichh is represented. So in Badiou's seemingly traditional approach, poetry is 

concernedd primarily with capturing in language the singularity of the presence of 

thee sensible: "Fundamentally, a poem addresses not so much a sunset in 

generall as this sunset, not so much the color of the tills in general as to the color 

off those tills there. The poem never succeeds in this absolutely but this 

neverthelesss is its goal.."35 The only change in this definition of poetry, according 

too Badiou introduced by the more modern approach, consists in replacing the 

singularityy of the sensible by the singularity of the poem itself, the primary aim of 

poetryy remaining the absolutization of the singular moment. In this sense 

philosophy,, in its concern with truth (the latter understood by Badiou as a 

relationn between the singular and universal), situates itself in the extension of 

thee poetic concern with singularity. Poetry summons the absolute of the singular 

Kant,, Critique of Judgement, 48-51. 
355 "[L]e poème au fond, est dédié non pas tant au coucher de soleil en general qu'a ce coucher de soleil, 
nonn pas tant a la couleur de la tuile en general qu'è ce couleur de ces tuiles-tè; il n'y parvient jamais 
absolument,, mais c'est quand même sa visée." Alain Badiou, "La poésie en condition de la philosophie," 
Europe:Europe: Revue littéraire mensuelle 78, no. 849-850 (2000): 65-75. 
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andd to this extent philosophy relies on the condition in which the poem finds 

itself.. Philosophy must recognize that in its work of thought it faces "the 

successivesuccessive forms of this experience of incandescence of the visible that the 

poemm attempts to capture."36 Whereas Badiou grants that the movement of a 

poemm towards the singular (and in consequence towards its own disappearance 

andd self-consummation) does not have to be essential to poetry in general (nor 

evenn to the sort of poetry he prefers), this kind of poetry epitomizes for him the 

taskk of philosophy, the "ethical task of thought," namely to welcome the 

unpredictablee (which philosophy must do differently - in a systematic way). 

Derrida'ss concern with the singular is by now indisputable: "in his work 

fromm the mid-seventies, Derrida has repeatedly raised the possibility of a science 

off the singular or the unique."37 The insistence on the notion of singularity is 

interestingg in a philosopher who throughout his career developed the idea that 

everythingg is iterable,38 claiming that there is no "first time" and no "one time 

only."" It signals that next to the philosophy of repetition there is a certain dream 

off that which repeatability cannot capture (the absolutely unique and ineffable), 

thatt which constantly effaces itself. 

Derrida'ss repeated insistence that nothing is absolutely unique (or rather 

thatt the absolutely unique is absolutely repeatable) makes describing what the 

singularr is a far from easy task. Is it that which resists sub-sumption into general 

laws?? is it the idiomatic? The idiosyncratic? We know that for Kant, singularity is 

aa property of the judgments of taste: they are subjective judgments (they are not 

generallyy objectively valid) in which we refer to the feelings (of pleasure or pain) 

causedd by aesthetic objects in an immediate fashion and not by means of 

concepts.. They could gain universality by being transformed into concepts but 

thenn the representation of their beauty would be lost. Derrida's question is then, 

howw does the singularity of the literary work universalize itself without having to 

366 "[l]l y a mise de la philosophie sous condition du poème: accepter de se confronter aux formes 
successivess de cette experience de I'incandescence du visible telle que Ie poème tente de la capturer." 
Ibid.,, 72, my emphasis. 
377 Timothy Clark, Derrida, Heidegger, Blanchot: sources of Derrida's notion and practice of literature (Cambridge: 
Cambridgee University Press, 1992), 151. 
388 Iterability is a powerful concept in Derrida's philosophy. It is the condition of all experience. Timothy Clark gives 
aa useful description of the working of iterability: "the date, in idea, is unique and idiomatic. Yet, to be readable at 
all,, a date must, so to speak, have effaced its putative singularity in its repeatability within the calendar (...). A 
datee necessarily emerges as the very negation of that which it names in its singularity. This is the structure of its 
readability.. Without that, the date would be no more than an undecipherable mark, not a date at all in fact" (Ibid., 
168). . 

25 5 



takee recourse in transformation into concepts? How can we think systematically 

somethingg that exists in opposition to the notion of the system? For example in 

SignspongeSignsponge we read: "What could a science of the alea be? ...We are at the 

thresholdd of such a science, which engages itself in a rather singular relationship 

withh the very name of science."39 Derrida's starting point is to dismiss the 

dichotomyy of the contingent and the particular vs. conceptual and general, or, 

whatt is in fact the same thing, to eschew metalanguage.40 Unlike in Kant's 

aestheticc judgments, the singular is for Derrida no longer something on the side 

off the subject (a singular judgment), but it is not purely on the side of the object 

(Hegel'ss singular "this") either. Rather, in accordance with Heidegger's 

alternativee for "subjectivity" i.e., "subjectity" (or with what Lacoue-Labarthe and 

Nancyy call "subject-work"41) it is an interaction of both, the place where the 

subjectt and the object coincide in the work. It is there, in the subjectile, that the 

singularr is to be addressed. 

Fromm the above we can already see that the singular is not the same as 

thee particular (because the particular is always already mediated by a concept or 

presupposess a concept). The singular is not mediated in this way. It is starting 

fromm this constatation that Hegel sets upon his project of The Phenomenology of 

Spirit.Spirit. Yet we know that the Hegelian singular "this" is bound to disappear 

becausee it cannot be addressed otherwise than by a universal concept and 

therebyy negated in its singularity.42 

Derrida'ss interest in the singular does not betoken an attempt to ignore or 

refutee this conclusion. Rather, it draws our attention to the fact that also in 

Hegel,, this disappearing singular is nevertheless the starting point of the 

OdysseyOdyssey of spirit. In other words, even though it is "never given as a fact, an 

objectt or existing thing"43 the singular nevertheless has an impact, a potential to 

becomee an institution. Which implies that singularity is never punctual, "never 

closedd like a point or a fist."44 The question then is not whether, or in what way 

wee can grasp something in its absolute singularity (we cannot), but rather, in 

Derrida,, Signéponge/Signsponge, 116/117. 
400 Ironically it is one of the requirements of a Ph.D. dissertation that it adheres to the above dichotomy and 
approachess the contingent from the point of view of the conceptual and thus preserves the metalanguage. 
44 Lacoue-Labarthe, The Literary Absolute: The Theory of Literature in German Romanticism, 77. 
422 G.W.F. Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1979), 66. 
433 Derrida, "This Strange Institution Called Literature," 68. 
444 Ibid., 68. 
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whatt way a singular event can nevertheless affect us. In other words, in what 

wayy a highly individual moment (like that of creative work) can have an impact or 

"force"" that gives rise to a law or to an institution. Derrida gives an answer on 

twoo related levels: the force that the singular mobilizes is differential and 

formalizing. . 

"Force"" is not a term that appears here accidentally. The "force" in Hegel is 

whatt lets the phenomena appear. Hegel's example of such force was electricity 

producingg a bolt of lightning. Even though the singular "this" is bound to 

disappear,, it can to an extent be recovered when consciousness looks "through 

thee mediating play of forces into the true background of things."45 Kojève 

explainss in his lectures on Hegel: "an entity revealed by force {Kraft) -- it is the 

phenomenonn (Erscheinung)."46 Derrida expresses it more radically: "to say that 

forcee is the origin of the phenomenon is to say nothing. By its very articulation 

forcee becomes a phenomenon. Hegel demonstrated convincingly that the 

explicationn of a phenomenon by a force is a tautology."50 In other words, to 

addresss force means for Derrida to address phenomena. 

Ass he himself admits, Derrida often takes recourse to the term "force": "in 

thee many texts considered "deconstructive," and particularly in certain of those 

I'vee published myself, recourse to the word "force" is quite frequent, and in 

strategicc places (...) decisive."51 It is enough to note some of the titles of 

Derrida'ss essays: "Force of Law," "Force of Mourning," "Force and Signification." 

Inn these texts Derrida emphasizes the "differential character of force": 

forr me, it is always a question of differential force, of difference as 

differencee of force, of force as différance {différance is a force différée-

455 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 143, p. 86. 
466 "L'être développé par la Force (Kraff), c'est Ie phénomène (Erscheinung)." Alexandre Kojève, Introduction 
èè la lecture de Hegel (Paris: Gallimard, 1947), 47. The English, abridged edition {Alexandre Kojève, Introduction 
toto the reading of Hegel. Lectures on the Phenomenology of spirit / assembled by Raymond Queneau, edited by 
AllanAllan Bloom (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1980)) omits the relevant fragment. 
477 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, 66. 
488 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, § 143, p. 86. 
499 "L'être développé par la Force (Kraft), c'est Ie phénomène (Erscheinung)." Kojève, Introduction è la 
lecturelecture de Hegel, 47. The English, abridged edition (Kojève, Introduction to the reading of Hegel. Lectures on the 
PhenomenologyPhenomenology of spirit / assembled by Raymond Queneau, edited by Allan Bloom) omits the relevant fragment. 
500 Jacques Derrida, Writing and Difference (London: Routledge, 1978), 26-27/ Jacques Derrida, L'écriture et la 
differencedifference (Paris: Seuil, 1967), 45. 
511 Jacques Derrida, "Force of Law: The "Mystical Foundation of Authority," in Deconstruction and the Possibility of 
Justice,Justice, ed. David Gray Carlson et al. (London, New York: Routledge, 1992), 7. Jacques Derrida, Force de loi 
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différanté),différanté), of the relation between force and form, between force and 

signification,, performative force, illocutionary or perlocutionary force, of 

persuasivee and rhetorical force.52 

Forr Derrida, the notion of differential force (that brings all those aspects 

together)) opens the whole phenomenological tradition in that it refers to the 

groundss of the determinateness of appearance. When he thus speaks about 

literaturee in terms of the "force of the literary event,"53 he addresses the question 

off what makes the singular literary event appear, come to presence as a 

phenomenon.. Modifying Hegelian metaphor of electricity and the bolt of 

lightning,, Gilles Deleuze says, "thunderbolts explode between different 

intensities."544 This gloss on Hegel that Deleuze uses to explain his notion of 

differencee is helpful for understanding what the "differential force" of a literary 

eventt might mean. The latter is singular in the sense that there is no fully 

determinatee context that would guarantee its "felicity," there is no structure, no 

conceptuall network, no convention to which it could take recourse to ensure its 

success.. This is not to say that it comes to appear in complete isolation. To the 

contrary,, in order to occur as a literary event, it must, to speak with Deleuze, 

mobilizee different contextual "intensities." It must reshuffle the existent 

configurationn of contexts and thereby let the differential force manifest itself (this 

wass in a nutshell the core of Derrida's critique of Structuralism in "Force and 

Signification":: that it "neutralizes force," and neglects "the link between force and 

history"55). . 

Derrida'ss emphasis on the overall "differential character of force" seems to 

suggestt that this description applies for him to the functioning of all of the forces 

namedd above, including those associated with speech act theory, the 

performative,, illocutionary and perlocutionary force. They, too, would be 

dependentt on the productive mobilization of differences in intensity, rather than 

onn fitting into the right context alone. There is much to be said for the latter view, 

nott only as far as literature is concerned but also in the case of jokes. (In this 

(Paris:: Galilee, 1994), 20. 
522 Derrida, "Force of Law: The "Mystical Foundation of Authority," 7/ 20-21. 
533 Derrida, "This Strange Institution Called Literature," 41. 
544 Gilles Deleuze, Difference and Repetition, trans. Paul Patton (London: Continuum, 1994), 119. 
555 Derrida, Writing and Difference, 3-31. Derrida, L'écriture et ia difference, 9-49. Cf. Jacques Derrida and 
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sensee Derrida's insistence on iterability, in the sense of both repetition and 

productivee "othering" -- "iter" meaning "other" -- as a primary condition of 

"felicity"" of speech acts can be seen as broadening Austinian context 

requirements.. Iterability covers both the condition of fitting into right context 

(throughh faithful repetition) and the possibility of exploiting the wrongness of 

contextt as in case of jokes. In his "Afterword" to Limited Inc, Derrida states this 

inn terms that are stronger still: 

theree is never any thing called power or force, but only differences of 

powerr and of force. (...) [0]ne must start (...) from difference in order to 

accedee to force and not vice versa.56 

Thee force of a singular literary event is however not only "differential" - it is 

alsoo "formalizing."57 Here the other aspect of force is emphasized. A literary event is 

neverr one-time-only: it relies for its success on diverse re-readings on which it 

continuess to both differ and reinstate itself (again, the "other" as the root of "iter" in 

iterationn has to be kept in mind, every repetition is an "othering" but every "othering" 

cann be seen as a repetition). This repetition involves a self-generalization or even 

idealizationn (in the Kantian sense) of the literary work. This self-differing of a literary 

objectt that allows it to achieve recognition as a literary work independently of its 

authorr brings to mind Derrida's early thesis proposal: "The Ideality of the Literary 

Object,"" a project he later abandoned. 

Derridaa speaks in similar terms about the "force" of the singularity of the 

punctum,punctum, when discussing work of Roland Barthes: 

Thiss singularity which is nowhere in the field mobilizes everything 

everywhere;; it pluralizes itself. (...) I said that the punctum allows itself 

too be drawn into metonymy. Actually, it induces it, and this is its force, 

orr rather than its force (since it exercises no actual constraint and 

Elisabethh Roudinesco, De quoi demain... (Paris: Fayard/Galilée, 2001), 20. 
566 Jacques Derrida, Limited Inc (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1988), 149. 
577 Derrida, "This Strange Institution Called Literature," 42-43. 
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existss completely in reserve), its dynamis, in other words, its power, 

potentialityy t...).58 

Thee same transition from "force" to "power" can be found with reference to literary 

workss (Derrida speaks initially of the "force of their event," then of their "event [as] 

powerfull enough," before concluding, "we will have to come back to this word 

power"power"5959). ). 

Itt is not for nothing that the discussion of forces in Hegel's 

PhenomenologyPhenomenology of Spirit culminates in the "law of the force" (that for Derrida 

becomess "the force of the law," and thus the condition of the possibility of the 

appearancee of the law as phenomenon, of the phenomenon of the law): the two 

levels,, the phenomenal and the ideal interact: Derrida speaks of the "power" of 

singularity,, or of the "force" of the event of literature precisely in terms of 

literature'ss formalizing ability. In other words, the literary phenomenon appears 

too us in virtue of and as its progressive idealization, i.e., its infinite effort of self-

completion.. If this is the case then the title "Force of Law" is tautological: the 

forcee of the law is (derived from) the law (Gewalt means both "violence" and 

"law').. The effect of the law, that is at the same time the condition of its 

appearancee as a phenomenon (the law appears as being "in effect'), is a result 

off its self-formalizing repetition. 

Anotherr way to put this is that Derrida's discussion of singularity in literature 

movess back and forth between, on the one hand, the historical occurrence of a 

work'ss appearing-disappearing to us as a unique literary event differing from what 

precededd it, and, on the other hand, what makes this unique occurrence possible 

(iterabilityy as its formalizing force). Consider for example the following quote in which 

Derridaa describes literature in terms of disappearing: 

Iff there is no essence of literature - i.e., self-identity of the literary thing 

-- if what is announced or promised as literature never gives itself as 

such,, that means, (...) that a literature that talked only about literature 

588 Jacques Derrida, "The Deaths of Roland Barthes," in Philosophy and Non-philosophy since Merleau-Ponty, ed. 
Hughh J. Silverman (London: Routledge, 1988), 286. French original, "Les mods de Roland Barthes," was 
publishedd in Jacques Derrida, Psyche; Inventions del'autre {Paris: Galillée, 1987), 296. In what follows, wherever 
doublee page numbers are provided divided by a slash the second number refers always to the French original. 
599 Derrida, "This Strange Institution Called Literature," 41 -42. 
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orr a work that was purely self-referential would immediately be 

annulled.. You'll say that that's maybe what's happening. In which case 

itt is this experience of the nothing-ing of nothing that interests our 

desiree under the name of literature. Experience of Being, nothing less, 

nothingg more, on the edge of metaphysics, literature perhaps stands on 

thee edge of everything, almost beyond everything, including itself.60 

Alsoo Blanchot recounts, without naming it, a certain "text on literature where it is said 

thatt it has a clear destiny which is to tend towards disappearance" (it could have 

beenn Beckett were it not that his would not be a text on literature).61 The fact that the 

notionn of singularity also has a place in Derrida's thought (and not merely as an 

elementt subordinate to the concept of iterability) is coextensive with his interest in 

literaturee as a dream (of pure singularity) - a dream of annulling itself. To quote 

Blanchott again, "the necessity to write (its ethic) [is] nothing other than the infinite 

movementt by which it vainly calls for disappearance."62 In this sense, literature could 

bee the dream within which philosophy started, the "nightmare" of philosophy that 

madee it set out on the way to ascertain its presence to itself. (Interestingly, where 

Blanchott seems to think that the desire of a text to disappear cannot be fulfilled 

Derridaa seems to think that it can - in a text that would be purely self-referential.) 

Onee might legitimately ask, what is singular in a singular work? It seems 

uncontestedd that there is nothing in a work of literature that would be absolutely 

uniquee - literature repeats, it is never absolutely original and even the most 

hermeticc text is not monadically closed upon itself (so that we could say that it is 

"one").. To the contrary, Derrida stresses that the force of a singular work is that it 

"condenses"" that which is beyond it. And yet he calls it "singular" for it is driven 

byy a desire of becoming a singular achievement through a gesture of, and 

simultaneouslyy with, making a singular moment appear: telling a story of a date 

thatt is "one and not many." This story is moreover signed, gathered by a singular 

signature.signature. The "signature" is not merely a sign conferring an identity: it is what 

gatherss in itself the singular complexity of a text (like an encyclopedic novel, 

foldingg in itself other contexts, the future and the past), its own idiom ("this is 

600 Derrida, "This Strange Institution Called Literature," 47. 
611 Maurice Blanchot, "Enigma," Yale French Studies 79. 
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howw one writes, this is how one dreams of writing" says Derrida in 

MonolingualismMonolingualism of the Other, writing comes from a dream that something 

happenss to language, it is like a tattoo on the body of language), its functioning 

ass a lens for a unique sequence of events. All those "singularities" are iterable, 

andd hence, it would seem, not absolute {and moreover, they depend on their 

iterabilityy for their occurrence). On the other hand, they must be called 

absolutelyy "singular" insofar as their coming to appear cannot be accounted for 

merelyy in terms of the established distinction between the particular and the 

general. . 

Fromm the perspective of iterability, that does not differentiate between a 

conditionn of meaning and a condition of phenomenal appearance (iterability 

conditionss both in one gesture) there is no difference between the singularity of 

aa work and that of an event (a date, real or imaginary) represented within a work 

(thee event of literature, the event in literature and the event outside of literature 

alll consequently have the same status). This is what makes singularity in 

Derrida'ss thought such an exceptionally broad notion. For most philosophers, the 

meaningg of the singular is limited to its Hegelian definition: the unmediated 

"this,"" or "now." Literature can aim at grasping "this particular sunset," even 

thoughh it can never fully succeed. Alain Badiou remains to an extent faithful to 

thiss tradition when he reads Beckett's work as a searching tool that arrives at 

singularr events by way of elimination. In other words, in Badiou's view it is not a 

particularr literary achievement that counts as singular but rather that which this 

achievementt does or does not succeed in uncovering. 

Theree is one further reason to focus on the notion of singularity. Since the 

notionn of singularity captures well the problems connected with the eroding 

borderlinee between literature and philosophy, it is not an accident that it is also 

thee point at which the differences between Beckett's and Derrida's view of 

literaturee (and the relation of their work to each other) can be most clearly 

broughtt out. Beckett stands here for the kind of literature that is powerful enough 

too interrogate its own status - and therewith to question the status of other 

discoursess including that of philosophy. As for Derrida, his thought represents 
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thee kind of philosophy (if it can still then be called this name) that would attempt 

too do justice to literature - what Derrida refers to as the science of the alea.63 

Outline Outline 

II will begin my inquiry by examining in detail, in chapter one, how the notion of 

literaturee functions in Derrida's discourse. Perhaps the most obvious observation 

onee can make here is that there is a discrepancy between what Derrida says 

literaturee is, and the notion he adheres to while selecting the works he 

commentss upon. His choices might be seen as determined by accidental factors, 

likelike conference invitations or just personal preferences. However, I will argue 

thatt Derrida's readings of literature follow a certain pattern of interests, and that 

thiss pattern, motivating the choice of the works in question, can be used to 

establishh a narrower definition of what constitutes, in Derrida's thought, a 

"literaryy event." I will define the literary event in Derrida in terms of the work's 

abilityy to (hyper-) totalize and to establish its own law or, in other words, in terms 

off the work's "economical" and "juridical" force. 

II will then address the question of the functioning of the (absence of) 

uniquee event in the work of arguably the most "eventless" writer ever: Samuel 

Beckett.. A characteristic feature of Beckett's project is that of generating a world 

inn which nothing happens: there are no dates, no events and no places that 

wouldd pretend to character in any way. "[N]o, no dates for pity's sake."64 Anyone 

familiarr with Beckett's En attendant Godot will have noticed the care with which 

thee author avoids having in this play anything that could be qualified as unique 

(whatt Alain Badiou in his study of Beckett's work calls "la suppression de toute 

particularitéé descriptive"65). One of the things that Beckett excludes in this play is 

datess (one of Derrida's terms for the singular). For example, the date of Vladimir 

andd Estragon's appointment with Godot is not to be placed. Neither the time: 

VLADIMIR:: He said Saturday. I think. 

Andd what Barthes (in opposition to Descartes' dream of mathesis universalis) calls the mathesis 
singularis. singularis. 
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ÊSTRAGON:: You think. (...) But what Saturday? And is it Saturday? Is 

itt not rather Sunday? [Pause.] Or Monday? [Pause.] Or Friday? (...) Or 

Thursday?66 6 

Norr the place: 

ESTRAGON:: (...) You're sure it was here? 

VLADIMIR:: What? 

ESTRAGON:: That we were to wait.67 

VLADIMIR:: [Looking round.] You recognize the place? 

ESTRAGON:: I didn't say that. 

VLADIMIR:: Well? 

ESTRAGON:: That makes no difference.68 

Everythingg that could be qualified as unique (for example the difference 

betweenn this evening and the previous one) is dismissed by Estragon's 

statementt "I am not a historian."69 Estragon's amnesia makes it impossible to 

establishh any unique points of reference that could contribute to a differentiation 

off time and/or space. Has the number of leaves on the tree changed? Is the pair 

off shoes in the second act identical to or different from the pair that Estragon 

hadd left there in the first - "yesterday"? (Assuming that he had any shoes, that 

theree was a "yesterday," - details, of course, that he does not remember.) 

Inn the second chapter I will discuss further the notion of the singular as 

determiningg Derrida's understanding of literature. I will start with Derrida's essay 

644 Samuel Beckett, Trilogy {London: Calder, 1959), 380. 
655 Badiou, Beckett; L'increvable desir, 29. 
666 Samuel Beckett, The Complete Short Prose (New York: Grove Press, 1995), 16. 
677 Beckett, The Complete Short Prose, 15. 
688 Beckett, The Complete Short Prose, 16. 
699 Beckett, The Complete Short Prose, 61. 
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inn which he addresses among other things the role of the punctum in Barthes' 

CameraCamera lucida. Admittedly, punctum is a term Barthes employs for photography 

andd not for literature. However, Derrida's "Deaths of Roland Barthes" is an essay 

onn essay-writing, and thus on writing as much as on photography. Contrary to 

whatt might be expected, Derrida does not discuss images there, but the writing, 

thee "signature" of Roland Barthes. 

Still,, it might be objected, in the wake of Barthes' essay, the punctum is 

generallyy conceived of as a metaphor applying to (one aspect of) photography 

andd that other figures of singularity used by Derrida stand closer to his 

discussionn of literature - for example those of a "postcard," "signature" or "date." 

Hence,, they would be more suited for the discussion of the working of singularity 

inn language and/or literature. Yet one of the things Derrida shows in this essay is 

thatt a "lens" can under certain circumstances be treated as just another 

metaphorr of writing. (The interpretation of a text would then mean answering the 

questionn of what happened in front of the lens - which is not necessarily the 

samee as the question "what did the author see?"). Derrida reads Barthes' 

punctumpunctum from his own perspective of thinking about singularity. Derrida's essay 

makess for an attractive approach to the issue because the punctum as a 

metaphorr of singularity is possessed of an almost austere visual simplicity (a 

pointt or a piercing; one of its persuasive images is the "crack on the pane") that 

Derrida'ss metaphors of a postcard or a signature do not have. Additionally, 

Barthes'' dream of a mathesis singularis and Derrida's pursuit of the "science of 

thee alea" were developed almost simultaneously {Camera lucida was published 

inn 1980, Signeponge went through a long development between 1975 and 

198470).. I will start with a very general discussion of the singular event, putting 

asidee for the moment any particular contexts in which it might appear. My reason 

forr doing so stems from the conviction that, independently of any contexts in 

whichh they appear and independently of any distinct metaphorical networks that 

mightt surround them, it is possible to represent a constant pattern along which 

Derridaa discusses the working of a singular event. I will need this general 

explicationn of a pattern that works at many levels simultaneously in order to be 

ablee to link apparently different "locations" of singularity (for example, the 

700 Portions of the French text of Signeponge were originally delivered as a lecture before the Colloquium on 
Franciss Ponge, held at Cerisy-la-Salle in July of 1975, but the whole text was not published until 1984. 
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singularr event within a work and the singular performance of the work as a 

whole). . 

Barthes'' project of a "protestation of singularity" is opposed to that of Joyce, 

whoo has been Derrida's most important literary example throughout his whole 

philosophicall project. Derrida interprets Joyce's program as one of gathering: it is 

designedd to have accounted for everything, to remember everything and to anticipate 

everything,, including all that we might say on its topic, in advance. In contrast, 

Barthes,, with his Camera Lucida, (according to Derrida's interpretation) wants to 

preservee the memory of one unique individual, his mother. Derrida reads Barthes' 

projectt of mathesis singularis as a journey of the singular through its metonymie 

avatarss that both fails and succeeds in preserving the singular. I will show that a 

similarr Odyssey seems to be taking course in Beckett. 

Thee remarkable austerity of Beckett's project makes one wonder whether 

Marjoriee Perloff was not right in her critique of Derrida after all. Perhaps, as she 

suggests,, ordinary language is a key to Beckett that Derrida simply misses in his 

philosophicall vocabulary. In chapter four I will deal with this possibility. I will use 

Perloff'ss reading of Beckett's Watt in terms of context-disorders to introduce the 

discussionn of the functioning of iterability as a condition of meaning that 

overridess the necessity of the presence of the "proper" context. I will rely for that 

partt on my reading of Derrida's discussion with Austin and Searle in "Signature 

Eventt Context" and Limited Inc.™ 

Inn chapter four I will return to my initial thesis that Derrida's professed 

inabilityy to comment on Beckett stems from the fact that Beckett's work does not 

fulfilll the requirements in terms of which Derrida reads literary works, namely 

fromm Beckett's refusal to "totalize." However, I will also return to this motif in 

orderr to show how, to an extent, and in a very different way, in terms of a 

differentt philosophical filiation, Beckett's work can be read as "totalizing." 

Havingg set up this provisional -- and fragile -- "bridge" between the work of 

thee two authors, in the second part of my dissertation I will stage three points of 

"transaction"" between Beckett and Derrida, where the singular is at stake. This 

moree specific approach will allow me to show the slight but meaningful difference 

off "tone"72 that separates the two enterprises. The three points will concern (1) 

711 Derrida, Limited Inc. 
722 It seems advisable to use the term lone" ("'tone,' Stimmung or pathos," 291) that Derrida uses with reference 
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thee extent to which it is still possible to speak about a human subject in the work 

off both authors (chapter five), (2) the constitution of a law or a source of 

authorityy in a literary work (chapter six), and (3) the question of to what degree 

thee motives of "negative theology" present in the work of both Beckett and 

Derridaa can be said function in an analogous way with respect to the purposes 

theyy are serving (chapter seven). 

Lett me briefly lay out the themes addressed in these chapters. In chapter 

fivee I will address the singularity of the human subject. Many authors, in the 

wakee of Emmanuel Levinas, perceive singularity as something having to do more 

withh the human subject than with any event (Rudi Visker, Roland Breeur). 

Singularity,, whether seen as Levinasian "being singled out," being called to 

responsibilityy by an other, or as what Paul Ricoeur calls "ipseity" - a narrative 

identityy -- refers us back to the contested notion of a subject. Habermas thinks 

himselff to have justly condemned Derrida (together with the late Heidegger) for 

allowingg "the disintegration of transcendental subjectivity," but it is not at all 

certainn that "the philosophy of the subject is overcome"73 in Derrida. It is not for 

nothingg that in his reading of the "yes phenomenon"7* as that which structures 

andd gathers James Joyce's Ulysses Derrida insists on the various senses the 

"oui"" translates: "what the French translation, co-signed by Joyce, translates by 

'oui'' is not yes, but once, 'I am' and once 'I will.'"75 And further: "this yes-laughter 

reaffirmss control of a subjectivity that draws everything together as it draws itself 

together."766 This link between the iterability of the "yes" and the constitution of 

subjectivityy (even though it must be kept in mind that the "yes" is "pre-

ontological,"" "pre-performative," and even "pre-transcendental") is quite crucial 

forr Derrida. I will show a similar structure at work in Beckett. 

Thee sixth chapter, which concerns the way in which a literary work 

establishess for itself a singular law or a source of authority, will address three 

possiblee ways of looking at literature: first, that of so-called New Criticism and 

structuralistt aesthetics, in which the authority of literature, following form its 

too the work of James Joyce rather than the even less neutral-sounding "perfume of discourse" or "perfumative." 
Derrida,, "Ulysses Gramophone: Hear Say Yes in Joyce," 297, 300. 
733 Jurgen Habermas, "Philosophy and Science as Literature?" in Postmetaphysical Thinking: Philosophical 
EssaysEssays (Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press, 1994), 209. 
744 Derrida, "Ulysses Gramophone: Hear Say Yes in Joyce," 297. 
755 Derrida, "Ulysses Gramophone: Hear Say Yes in Joyce," 290. 
766 Derrida, "Ulysses Gramophone: Hear Say Yes in Joyce," 293, my emphasis. 
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autonomy,, is limited to the work itself; secondly, the diametrically opposed 

perceptionn of Alain Badiou, according to whom the task of the linguistic work of 

artt is to raise issues that would also be relevant in contexts exceeding the 

literaryy work; and finally, the view of Derrida, which oscillates between the two 

approaches.. In other words, Heidegger's famous question, "What are Poets for?" 

cann be answered in a threefold way: (1) the task of literature is to produce 

autonomouss unities that allow all their elements to be gathered around one 

centrall unifying theme; (2) literature's task is to reveal to us something that is not 

properlyy or essentially literary {say, the historicity of Being) and (3) literature's 

taskk is to address that which exceeds the scope of literature, which it does by 

meanss of provisional gestures of self-formalizing. This self-formalizing aspect of 

literaturee is repeatedly shown by Derrida to exceed the literary context. The third 

wayy of answering Heidegger's question permits us to see literature as what 

Barthess dreamt of: mathesis singularis, in the sense of "the science of the 

singular"" but also of "a singular, aleatory science." 

Finally,, in chapter seven I will give a reading of Beckett's work as an 

exercisee in the via negativa. Derrida's path of thinking has often been compared 

too that of negative theology: différance, for example, is never explained in 

positivee terms but always in terms of a "neither this nor that" pattern. Starting 

fromm the given that, in negative theology, a procession via an accumulation of 

negationss is intended as a means to attain a singular (in the sense of 

"unmediated")) insight, I will show that whereas both Beckett and Derrida could 

bee read in this way, the singular that they envisage may yet be different. 
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ChapterChapter  1. The Question  of  Literature 

FictionFiction  and "the  Works  That  Make the Limits  of  Our  Language 

Tremble'' Tremble'' 

Couldd literature as understood by Derrida accommodate (account for, comprehend) a 

literaryy event like that of Beckett's work? To ask such a question is to approach 

literaturee in a certain way - as a space ready to welcome works-events. Admittedly, 

thiss might be deemed inconsistent with Derrida's vision of literature that rather than 

aimingg at any systematic account of literature, insists on its otherness, lack of 

essencee and indefiniteness. Indeed in a recent text, Demeure, Derrida says: "the 

namee and the thing called "literature" remain for me, to this day, endless enigmas... 

nothingg to this day remains as new and as incomprehensible to me, at once very 

nearr and very alien, as the thing called literature."77 However, even those cautious 

wordss inevitably betray a certain conception of literature. For example, a certain 

visionn of literature can be ascribed to Derrida's choice of the semantically rich word 

"enigmatic":: through the name of a famous WWII encoding machine, containing 

moreoverr a "fable" {ainos) in its etymological root {Derrida says it himself: "ainigma, 

inn Greek, is often a relation, a story, the obscure words of a fable,"78 the "obscurity" 

pointingg in the direction of the encoding machine or, at another place: "as the word 

enigmaenigma indicates, the recti'79), this suggests a vision of literature as an encoding - or 

aa confabulating machine. At first sight, this representation seems to be coextensive 

withh the vision of literature we can discover in Beckett's texts: a "fable of one fabling 

withh you in the dark."80 But is it? 

Inn order to be able to answer this question we need to analyze in depth 

Derrida'ss notion of "literature." Much of what concerns the latter is formulated in the 

negative,, which already indicates that nothing can be taken for granted in this 

perceptionn of literature. It is concerned neither with beautiful words, nor with formal 

conventions:: genre or any other formal criterion cannot sustain it. Such negative 

delimitationn of the field of literature in Derrida has already received critical attention. It 

777 Jacques Derrida, Demeure. Fiction and Testimony, trans. Elizabeth Rottenberg (Stanford, California: Stanford 
Universityy Press, 2000), 20. 
788 Jacques Derrida, "Before the Law," Acts of Literature, 187; Jacques Derrida, "Préjugés; devant la loi.," in La 
facuitéfacuité de juger (Paris: Minuit, 1985), 104 . 
799 Jacques Derrida, "The Law of Genre," Ibid., 227. 
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hass been demonstrated that Derrida's "literature" must be distinguished both from the 

commonn understanding of the noun (belles-lettres, poetry, etc.) and from the 

Heideggeriann Dichtung; moreover, that Derrida's project is quite distinct from that of 

literaryy criticism; finally, that it is not an issue standing on its own but rather a part of 

aa larger debate with phenomenology (and in particular with Husserl).81 Although this 

approachh in the negative makes us alert to the fact that nothing in this perception of 

literaturee can simply be assumed, it is perhaps not impossible to address the issue in 

positivee terms. After all even Derrida does not limit himself to the rhetoric of negative 

theologyy with respect to literature - Derrida's discourse on literature therein differing 

significantlyy from his discourse on "God." My claim is that, pace Derrida's insistence 

onn the non-essentiality and indefiniteness of literature, it is still possible to construct 

ann underlying notion of literature that accompanies all his discussions of literature as 

aa silent assumption. Literature is an institution and as such a construct, an artifact. Its 

precariouss institutional limits are threatened at every moment - but this does not 

meann that they cannot be named, albeit provisionally, with a name that is as if always 

pastt its validity-date, the act of naming at the same time premature and belated. 

Speakingg most generally, literature is a relatively recent, Western institution founded 

onn a principle of "being able to say everything/anything" ("le concept de littérature est 

construitt sur Ie principe du 'lout dire."82) Next to this provision, in principle, of 

freedomm to say everything (a provision that links it to modern democracy), literature 

ass understood by Derrida is written rather than oral, and it involves signatures and 

authoriall property. For the rest, it has no essence, no binding rules: the institution of 

literaturee is instituted every time afresh, every time it welcomes a new literary event 

(thee welcoming of a given event as "literature" being simultaneously the constitutive, 

reaffirmingg event of the institution). 

800 Samuel Beckett, "Company," Nohow On (New York: Grove Press, 1996), 46. 
811 For the discussion of the difference between Derrida and the various strains of literary criticism see Gasché, 
"Literaturee in Parentheses" In The Tain of the Mirror (Cambridge, Ma: Harvard UP, 1986); for the difference 
betweenn Derrida's "literature" and Heidegger's Dichtung see Joseph G. Kroniek, Derrida and the Future of 
LiteratureLiterature (Albany: SUNY Press, 1999), 6-9. in his Tain of the Mirror, Rodolphe Gasché gave a reading of 
Derrida'ss "literature" as a part of his debate with phenomenology and in particular with Husserl. On the other 
hand,, Derrida himself considers his work on Husserl as a detour in a more general pursuit of his interests in 
writingg and literature. As he says, at the time he was about to translate and comment on Husserl "une thématique 
obsédantee organisait déja tout un espace de questions et d'interprétations: celle de l'écriture, entre littérature, 
philosophiee et science. [..] Le passage par Husserl n'a pas été seulement un détour. Mais il est vrai que, 
injustement,, je le crois de plus en plus, je m'en suis aussi détoumé. »Derrida, "Une "folie" doit veilier sur la 
pensee,"" 20-22. 

Jacquess Derrida, Sur Parole; Instantanés Philosophiques (Editions de I'aube, 1999), 24. 
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Derridaa called literature a "fictive institution" and an "institution of fiction," 

whichh might lead one to believe that it is mere fictitiousness that makes something 

literature.. This is not the case: literature is not necessarily about "telling stories." In 

fact,, in an interview in Acts of Literature, Derrida confessed that it is not interest in 

"fiction,"" "stories" and even "novels," that is central to his involvement with literature: 

"II have probably never deep down drawn great enjoyment from fiction, from reading 

novels,"" 'telling or inventing stories does not interest me particularly,"83 he states. In 

anotherr text, while referring to the features of literature such as "the inscription of a 

properr name," "a certain autobiography," and "a certain fictional projection," Derrida 

stresses:: "not that all fiction and all inscriptions of proper names have had a literary 

dimensionn or a relation to the work of art as such."84 And finally in "Before the Law": 

itt is not as narrative that we define Before the Law as a literary 

phenomenon,, nor is it as fictional, allegorical, mythical, symbolic, 

parabolicc narrative, and so on. There are fictions, allegories, myths, 

symbols,, or parables that are not specifically literary.85 

Nott mere fiction but the principles associated with it in the modern institution of 

literaturee are Derrida's concern: writing, freedom from censorship and signature. 

Whereass it is true that those principles can help us eliminate some of fiction (oral, 

anonymouss fiction), we are still left with a very general, indiscriminate definition: even 

romancess sold in supermarkets correspond to these criteria. 

Opposedd to this broad definition of literature as practically whatever is 

accompaniedd by the above-mentioned set of socio-juridico-political principles is the 

muchh narrower definition of a smaller group of literary texts in which Derrida is 

interested,, consisting of authors such as Artaud, Mallarmé, Genet, Ponge, Blanchot, 

Kafka,, and Celan. Here "being able to say everything" remains the binding rule but 

meanss something other than a socio-juridico-political principle guaranteeing the 

authorr freedom from censorship. This choice to approach literature as a group of 

textss resembles closely Beckett's observation that "painting as such does not exist, 

Derrida,, "This Strange Institution Called Literature," 39-40. 
Derrida,, "Mes chances," Confrontation 19 (1988): 27. 
Derrida,, "Before the Law," 186/103. 
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alll there is are paintings. A certain consistency in his choices shows also that 

Derridaa is only interested in the broad definition of literature when the stakes are not 

strictlyy literary (for example when addressing political issues, or the issues linked to 

Speechh Act Theory). When speaking about literature specifically, Derrida selects his 

textss according to a much narrower definition: this definition referring to "texts-

events,"" i.e., the "texts which in their various ways were no longer simply, or no 

longerr only, literary."87 The idea of "being able to say everything" is a very flexible 

onee -- it seems itself to be able to say, or convey, everything: it addresses the 

politicall freedom of literature, its fictitiousness and also, where necessary, what 

Derridaa takes to be the real source of literature's power -- its ability to "totalize."88 

Thiss is where Derrida locates "the force of their [i.e., the works'] event": 

Too say everything is no doubt to gather, by translating, all figures into 

onee another, to totalize by formalizing, but to say everything is also to 

breakk out of [franchir] prohibitions. To affranchise oneself 

[s'affranchir][s'affranchir]—in—in every field where law can lay down the law.89 

Thee force of literature depends on this ability to totalize. The desire to totalize 

certainlyy does seem odd in an author who is known for having criticized the totalizing 

impulsee of speculative thought. And this expression is not a hapax in the above 

quotedd interview, and not accidental at all: "I can analyze it, deconstruct it, criticize it, 

butt it is an experience I love, that I know and recognize,"90 says Derrida about his 

desiree to "hyper-totalize." Derrida has not forgotten the affiliations of this term, he is 

fullyy aware that the "motif of totality circulates here in a singular way between 

literaturee and philosophy" [his emphasis].91 

866 Samuel Beckett, "Le monde et Ie pantalon," Cahiers d'art 20-21 (1945). 
877 Derrida, This Strange Institution Called Literature," 42. 
888 Derrida, "This Strange Institution Called Literature," 36. Also the translator emphasizes that "tout dire" means 
"bothh to "say everything" with a sense of exhausting a totality, and to "say anything," i.e., to speak without 
constraints." " 
899 Derrida, "This Strange Institution Called Literature," 36, my emphasis. 
900 Derrida, "This Strange Institution Called Literature," 35 
911 The word "singular" is perhaps crucial here for distinguishing between Hegelian totalizing and the literary one: 
whereass the first one gathers under a concept that in itself does not form a part of the gathered set, the latter 
gatherss starting from a singular that always already belongs to the created set. Whereas the former gathers by 
subsumptionn {there is a hierarchy involved), the latter gathers by translating (cf., again: "to gather, by translating, 
alll figures into one another, to totalize by formalizing"[36] - no hierarchy, since the subsumption is reciprocal). A 
singularr totality is thus theorized, totalized, differently. Already here the immense importance of the singular for 
Derrida'ss thinking about literature becomes apparent. 
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Thiss totalizing singular is the first element of Derrida's narrower definition of 

literature,, that literature that is not merely fiction but a set of texts-events that "make 

ourr language tremble." Derrida formulates his definition of those texts twice: 

[T]hee force of their event depends on the fact that a thinking about their 

ownn possibility (both general and singular) is put to work in them in a 

singularsingular work. 

[I]nn them are brought together the two youthful worries or desires I was 

talkingg about a moment ago: to write so as to put into play or to keep 

thee singularity or the date (what does not return, what is not repeated, 

promisedd experience of memory as promise, experience of ruin or 

ashes);; and at the same time, through the same gesture, to question, 

analyze,, transform this strange contradiction, this institutionless 

institution.92 2 

GatheringGathering  and Law:  the Economico-Juridical  Character  of  the 

LiteraryLiterary  Work 

Ass Derrida says, at stake is always a singular work that contains two gestures: the 

archivingarchiving ('to write so as to put into play or to keep the singularity of the date") and 

critiquecritique ("to question, analyze, transform") of the literary institution. The same is at 

issuee in the first of the above quotations where the two gestures are addressed as "a 

thinkingg about their [i.e. the works'] own possibility (both general [i.e., critique] and 

singularr [i.e., archiving]"). In other words, characteristic of a singular work-event is 

thatt it gathers both singular events (that to a degree account for its singular 

possibility)) and a universal reflection upon its own possibility. The power of a singular 

workk is thus perceived as economico-juridical in character. Its economic power 

allowss it to condense history, language, the encyclopedia; the juridical power permits 

aa reflection on and critique and transformation of the law. 

Derrida,, This Strange Institution Called Literature," 41 -42. 
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Accordingg to Derrida, it is a property of every singular work (that is also always 

iterable93)) that it gathers and condenses - think for example of the condensation in 

thee "sponge" in Derrida's reading of the name "Ponge," or about Derrida's reading of 

Joyce'ss Ulysses as "the hypermnesic machine capable of storing in an immense epic 

workk Western memory and virtually all the languages in the world including traces of 

thee future."94 (This gathering function of literature is also exploited by Chantal Zabus 

inn her book Le secret: motif et moteur de la littérature, with a preface by Derrida, 

whenn she interprets a book as a receptacle, a "secrétaire," a piece of furniture called 

aa secretary.)95 The event archived in a literary work has two faces: it is defined as 

"whatt does not return, what is not repeated," i.e. as "nothing" (for otherwise it would 

falll prey to the principle of iterability, and precisely, be repeated), but, significantly, 

alsoo as an excess of iterability, being repeated in everything else. It is this excess of 

iterabilityy that allows the work "to gather, by translating, all figures into one another, 

too totalize by formalizing." The two issues that Derrida isolates in a work-event: 

archiving,, recording (collecting dates and instances) and critique, transformation, 

reflectionn (on the general in the singular) can be also approached as two desires: to 

preservee the singular in its singular purity and to address the generality of that 

preservingg gesture. It is my contention that all Derrida's work on literature addresses 

thosee "two youthful worries or desires," the latter being the prism through which the 

works-eventss are read. Derrida's claim, in "Before the Law," that the law "is to be 

deciphered"966 testifies that the two hang together closely. As Derrida writes in a text 

onn literature, a text in which he reflects on the law that makes something literature, 

onn the law that is "where literature begins"97: "The law is not to be seen or touched 

Thee principle of iterability functions also for the singularity of the oeuvre: "Without the mark there is certainly no 
oeuvre.. Each oeuvre, being absolutely singular in some respect, must have and admit the proper name. This is 
thee condition of its iterability as such." 
944 "Yes, everything has already happened to us with Ulysses and has been signed in advance by Joyce." 
Whateverr we might invent on Joyce "finds itself already programmophoned in the Joycean corpus." Derrida, 
"Ulyssess Gramophone: Hear Say Yes in Joyce," 281 -283. Joyce, the "gathering" author par excellence is not for 
nothingg the only literary author to whose work Derrida goes to considerable pains to demonstrate a constant 
affiliationn (see "Deux mots pour Joyce," the opening essay in Derrida, Ulysse gramophone), and even admits to a 
feelingg of a sort of envious "ressentiment" towards Joyce's hypermnesic mastery. 
95Thiss "secretaire'-approach, the love for the hidden reserves of language, is incidentally the part of Derrida's 
approachh to literature that is perhaps the most apt to get in conflict with the analytic approaches to Beckett that 
insistt on the hidden (or plain) literality of Beckett's work, resisting the figurative reading of his texts. (Cf, Cavell 
and,, more recently, Perloff. In fact, Perioff by reading Beckett through the situation of resistance where language 
aboundss in enigmas and secret meanings is already in complicity with Derrida and continental philosophy). Both 
approachess however fail to take the notorious Beckett statement "no symbols where none intended" seriously 
enough:: Beckett's texts are not without figurative meaning altogether, but they are also not only that. This 
undecidabiliyy between the literal and the "metaphysical" is precisely what makes Beckett's texts so unpretentious 
andd at the same time so captivating. But Derrida also problematizes the opposition between figurative and literal. 
966 Derrida, "Before the Law," 197/115. 
977 Derrida, "Before the Law," 207/124. Another statement of the intertwining of the singular and the general can be 
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butt it is to be deciphered." Were Beckett's work to frustrate this desire to decipher, it 

wouldd be a reason, a structural reason, for Derrida to keep his silence with respect to 

thatt work. 

Gathering,Gathering,  Sponging,  Archiving 

Lett us first focus on the economic aspect of literature. If Derrida was looking for a 

gesturee of archiving or recording in Beckett's work, it would not be difficult to find: 

besidess Krapp's well-known taped archives, there are all kinds of devices in Beckett 

withh which one might gather economically time and space: sacks, tins and other 

memory-containers,, including "the skull." But do these archives function in the same 

wayy as the Derridean ones? Beckett's archives are rarely like the Derridean "seals" 

thatt "hide, so as to keep a reservoir of meaning." The young Beckett did have an 

admirationn for that kind of verbal economy, as can be seen in his encomium of the 

"savagee economy of hieroglyphics"98 found in Joyce. Krapp (Flaubert's statement 

"Mmee Bovary c'est moi" is, mutatis mutandis, applicable to Beckett and the character 

off Krapp that is his product) echoes this phase in Beckett's work when he needs a 

dictionaryy to decipher the forgotten meaning of the word "viduity" that appears in his 

archivee and relishes the semantic riches contained in the encyclopedic entry. Krapp's 

forgetfulness,, however, indicates the beginning of the malfunctioning of the verbal 

archivess in Beckett: the forgetfulness of words becomes a powerful motif in Beckett's 

workk indicating that Beckett distanced himself from Joyce whom he later explicitly 

criticizedd for "believing in words." This is not to say that verbal archives disappear 

fromm Beckett altogether: they are just empty ("What/ What is the word," begins the 

lastt poem Beckett ever wrote). 

Beckett'ss characters literally relish the archives: some of his characters, Krapp 

forr instance, are addicted to them because they offer the possibility to relive things, to 

"bee again."99 Once is never enough. Their desire, to exhaust and ruin the archives by 

repeatedd intoxication (described as something of the order of the carnal, animal) is to 

"devour"" what there is to relive, preserved in the archives in "irreproachable 

foundd in Signéponge: Derrida speaks there of "transforming the singular demand into law by means of the 
placementt in the abyss." Acts of Literature, 361. 

Samuell Beckett, "Dante...Bruno. Vico...Joyce," transition 16-17, (1929). 
999 Samuel Beckett, Complete Dramatic Works (London: Faberand Faber, 1986), 223. 
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freshness,, laurel felicity,"100 or to the contrary, dead and rotten, until all is gone and 

theree remains nothing to do but "lick chops and basta."101 

Grantt only enough remain to devour all. Moment by glutton moment. 

Skyy earth the whole kit and boodle. Not another crumb of carrion left. 

Lickk chops and basta. No. One moment more. One last. Grace to 

breathee that void. Know happiness. 

Hence,, the ultimate goal in Beckett, is not to hyper-totalize, to archive as much 

ass possible - and more - but rather to exhaust the archives, in order to be able to 

"breathee that void." The economy of the archives is always frustrated in Beckett. No 

sponge-qualityy here, none of the powerful economic gathering of a sponge "inflated 

orr emptied (expressed)"102 that Derrida exploits so well - instead there are "some 

reflectionss [...] on the fragility of euphoria [...] of [...] sponges..."103 Archives and 

recordingg have an ambiguous status in Beckett. On the one hand is the power-

archivingg of Hamm, Moran and young Krapp. Here the archives in Beckett never 

havee the positive value that they have in Derrida. In fact Beckett is an unappeasable 

judgee of the desire to archive: in What Where the words of a voice that announce the 

replayingg of a tape - "I switch on" ~ echo the words of an executioner switching on 

thee electric current. On the other hand there are weak, minimal memories: those few 

momentss of value that Krapp cherishes: the memory of the thigh of a woman he 

lovedd frescoed by scratches from gooseberries, those "frescoes on the skull" 

diminishingg slowly to the size of three "pins" in Worstward Ho. 

Somee issues in Derrida's unrelenting pursuit of what in various guises can 

functionn as a reservoir of meaning communicate rather awkwardly with Beckett's 

work.. Is an idiom a semantic treasure-box, as Derrida seems to suggest, or is it 

merely,, as it is for Beckett, a demonstration of power, an unnecessary tour de force, 

thee "euphoria of a sponge"? In Monolingualism of the Other, Derrida states that the 

reasonn why one writes is "the dream that something happens to language."104 The 

1000 Samuel Beckett, How it is (New York: Grove Press, 1964), 35; Samuel Beckett, Comment c'est (Paris: Editions 
deMinuit,, 1961), 55. 
1011 Beckett, "Company," 86. 
1022 Derrida, Signéponge/Signsponge, 68/69. 
1033 Beckett, How it is, 38; Comment c'est, 60. 
104Derrida,, Monolingualism of the Other or the Prostesis of the Origin, 51, transl. modified. Le monolinguisme de 
I'autre,I'autre, 85. 
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eventt happening to language is the production of an idiom that resists translatability, 

ann incision, a mark on language. The particular attention that is given to language in 

literaturee in the act of carving of a personal idiom inside it is - again, not an essential 

andd absolute property of literature - but an element that has until now played a role 

inn its institution and one with which Derrida chooses to go along.105 The persona! 

idiomm (or shibboleth) that leaves a mark on language and through it and that leaves a 

markk on us who read it - this last element being what Derrida describes as the 

circumcisionn of a word or the resurrection of language - has for a long time now been 

associatedd by us with literary writing. Derrida represents this idiom as a tattoo, an 

inscriptionn on language constituting a secret reservoir of meaning.106 Whereas 

obviouslyy Derrida is not unaware of the aspect of mastery (Deleuze says that a tattoo 

iss a mark of territoriality107) involved in tattooing, he emphasizes the semantic 

enrichmentt that comes with it. In Beckett, the production of scars that constitutes a 

tattooo emphasizes primarily a relation of power, even though it is connected to 

languagee in a way very similar to Derrida's : it is meant to make one's victim speak 

(andd in this it is no different from the thumps Molloy applies to his mother's head to 

makee her react, or from BAM's saying "you will be given the works until you 

confess"108).. Its status of semantic enrichment is therewith rendered problematic 

(whereass we tend to laugh at Molloy's treatment of his mother, it is different with the 

inscriptionn "do you love me cunt" that the character of How It Is carves, with the help 

off a can-opener, on the body of his victim). 

Forr Beckett gathering, even in the form proposed by Derrida, remains a figure 

off power and he deliberately renounces this form of writing - i.e. the form of writing 

thatt would have an "economic power."109 This is perhaps the reason that "it would not 

bee possible [...] to extract a few "significant" [and that means semantically rich, 

"powerful,"" A.S.] lines from a Beckett text," and that Derrida goes on to call them 

1055 Again, it has to be kept in mind that in a recent interview Derrida suggests that a "distinctive criterion]" of 
literaturee can be found in its "relation with natural language." Derrida, A Taste for the Secret, 11. 
1066 This text, in discussing idiom is a product of bilingualism touches the relevant for Beckett's work issue of 
bilingualism.. Derrida explores here the "juncture between the universal structure and its idiomatic 
witness"(Derrida,, Monolingualism of the Other or the Prostesis of the Origin, 59, translation modified. Le 
monolinguismemonolinguisme de i'autre, 116). The universal language is not the language of concepts but rather "la traduction 
absolue"" (117), a transparency of meaning between languages (between mother tongue and foreign language for 
example),, without ultimate source. The idiomatic language of the witness, the private idiom of a writer situates 
itselff in the division between languages. 
1077 Gilles Deleuze, Felix Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus; Capitalism and Schizophrenia (Minneapolis: University of 
Minnesotaa Press, 1987), 320. Miile plateaux (Paris: Minuit, 1980), 393. 
1088 Beckett, Complete Dramatic Works, 473. 
1099 Derrida, "This Strange Institution Called Literature," 43. 
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"decomposed."" If there is a discernible element of critique in Beckett texts it is 

directedd precisely against this economic power that Beckett so admired in Joyce in 

hiss youth. Beckett's literature is not merely about tramps, it is also the tramp (the 

nomad,, Deleuze would say) of literature, accusing all approaches to literature, even 

thee most delicate, the most balanced approach, driven by the best of intentions. 

Considerr the example of Molloy, who expresses this protest by throwing away the 

sociall worker's gift.110 The fact is, nobody can handle Molloy and the kind of literature 

hee represents. 

Iss it fair to oppose Derrida's approach to literature as a territorial drift to 

Beckettt as the wandering of the expelled? After all, even the expelled have a territory 

--- as Deleuze has shown - but it is a closed territory, a "black hole": "[t]his is what 

happenss under conditions of precocious or extremely sudden deterritorialization, and 

whenn [...] paths are blocked."111 And Deleuze goes on to quote the characteristic of a 

blackk hole: 

AA star that has collapsed so far that its radius has fallen below the 

criticall point becomes what is called a black hole (an occluded star). 

Thiss expression means that nothing sent in the direction of such an 

objectt will ever come back.112 

Thee property of a black hole so defined is that it gives us nothing (to be perceived, 

touchedd etc.). And this is precisely the ambition of Beckett's oeuvre: "all I say cancels 

out,, I'll have said nothing."113 The fact that this ambition is impossible to fulfill does 

nott change the nature of the project. (On the other hand, Derrida also demonstrates 

thatt the quasi-totalizing operation he is tempted to perform is never possible in an 

absolutee sense (but rather aporetic). In other words, all he seeks to totalize remains 

"Lett me tell you this, when social workers offer you, free, gratis and for nothing, something to hinder you from 
swooning,, which with them is an obsession, it is useless to recoil, they will pursue you to the ends of the earth, 
thee vomitory in their hands. (...) The liquid overflowed, the mug rocked with a noise of chattering teeth (...) Until, 
panic-stricken,, I flung it all far from me." Beckett, Trilogy, 24. Could it be that the hermeneutic activity of a critic, 
hiss efforts to extract as much as possible from the text, or add something of his own to the text ("gratis, free and 
forr nothing") is represented here by Beckett as a "vomitory," that Molloy rejects? Could Derrida's grafting, the 
mostt non-violent approach to literature (just like the activity of a social worker) also be seen as such a vomitory? 
1111 Deleuze, A Thousand Plateaus; Capitalism and Schizophrenia, 333-334; Mille plateaux, 411-412. 
1122 Deleuze, A Thousand Plateaus; Capitalism and Schizophrenia, 521, n.1 (Deleuze quotes from Roland Omnès, 
L'universL'univers etses metamorphoses (Paris: Hermann, 1973), 164). 
1,33 Beckett, The Complete Short Prose, 62. 
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ultimatelyy singular, non-totalizable. This again shows a difference of objective, even if 

thee net result remains to an extent structurally parallel.) 

Havingg established this difference between Derrida and Beckett, a difference 

inn the kind of territory created by their work, two steps are possible: since we have 

justt discussed the archive-aspect (that is, the economical aspect) of Derrida's notion 

off literature, we might pass on to the juridical aspect - which will lead us to the 

problematicss of an oeuvre reflecting upon its own event. Or, since we have just 

addressedd the work of Beckett as a "black hole," we might follow up this figure that 

forr Deleuze stands for subjectivity. {I will return to this issue in Chapter 3.) These two 

follow-upss have much in common and, as we will see, become intertwined. 

AA Shift  in  Derrida's  Work 

Forr each of those steps a detour is necessary: in order to move from the economical 

effectss associated by Derrida with literature to both the effects of law and to the 

problemss of the speaking subject (testimony), we must take into account a shift in 

emphasiss in his work - one I will later address as a move away from anonymity. It is 

aa shift from the issues of writing as contrasted to speech, of the effects of language, 

too the discussion of literature as the representation of an event, to issues of 

testimony,, responsibility and signature. To put this another way: Derrida's interest 

movedd from the repetition of an event to the repetition of an event. 

Inn early Derrida, where literature is "writing" and an effect of language, 

literaturee seems to be more autonomous, in the sense that both the speaking subject 

andd the represented event are of secondary importance: literature is directed towards 

itself,, towards its own representing capacities. In that period Derrida questions 

Heidegger'ss perception of art as world-disclosure, suggesting instead that the only 

thingg art discloses to us is the ambiguity of the hymen.114 The event literature 

represents,, as in Mallarmé's Mimique, is a non-existent event, internal to the act of 

representation,, which means that the real concern is with the event of representation. 

Inn this context, Derrida is concerned with showing representation standing apart from 

andd precluding the presence of the represented, in accordance with his larger project 

1144 Jacques Derrida, "The Double Session," in Dissemination {London: Athtone, 1981), 261. 
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off dismantling the myth of living speech and of the metaphysics of presence 

(difference,, spatial and temporal deferral). Literature enhances the effects of 

language,, and especially the economy of language that allows for a dissemination of 

meaning,, turning every text into an endless structure of referral. This is the case 

especiallyy with the early texts on Rousseau, Mallarmé and Artaud {Of Grammatology, 

DisseminationDissemination and 'The Theatre of Cruelty" respectively). The relationship between 

speechh and writing is central to those texts. If we take into account Derrida's general 

predilectionn for the figure of death, in this period, roughly between the Sixties and the 

Seventies,, we can clearly see that death (as synonymous with writing) always takes 

overr from life (the "live" voice is shown to be pervaded by death).115 This emphasis is 

partiallyy responsible for the interpretations of Derrida's work exemplified by 

Habermas:: as an extension of the work of later Heidegger, discarding subjective 

responsibilityy in favor of the anonymous occurrence of language. 

Inn the later texts by Derrida the issues of speech and writing, and of the figure 

off death that accompanies and is coextensive with "writing," decrease in importance. 

Literaturee is no longer perceived as merely anonymous writing (hieroglyphics, or 

Heidegger'ss Die Sprache sprichf): the emphasis is now on the idiom as a private 

sedimentationn of language, i.e., as a signature. As a consequence we see survival/ 

"hauntology"" instead of death (in this period death is seen as conducive to life), 

privatee testimony instead of the play of signifiers, the relation between the author and 

hiss signature rather than between speech and writing. The interest in the singular 

receivess much more emphasis in the texts published in and after the Eighties. The 

laterr work by Derrida, with its interest in the authorial signature and responsibility, is 

moree likely to accommodate Beckett's work than was the earlier interest in the 

economyy of language that Beckett so explicitly rejected. 

Thee already-described shift from literature as an economy of language to 

literaturee as a testimony (it must be underlined that the shift is only one in emphasis) 

iss basically a move away from anonymity: one can economize anonymously but one 

cannott testify anonymously. 

Thiss movement away from anonymity has implications for the perception of 

languagee in literature: it makes us face the tension between being submerged in 

languagee that dictates its laws to us on the one hand (grammar constituting the 

1155 In the works that came later it is much more clear that this element of death (a necessary detour, loss of 
presence)) promotes life (in the sense of preservation and multiplication of meaning). 
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frameworkk of our experience, as Heidegger suggests in the Origin of the Work of Art. 

"[CJouldd it be that even the structure of the thing as thus envisaged is a projection of 

thee framework of the sentence?""6) and producing one's own incision on language, 

one'ss own idiom, on the other. Derrida modifies Heidegger's approach to language 

wheree "die Sprache spricht" (where, that is, one does not speak but one "is spoken") 

inn that he compares language to "the mother:" all the "situatedness" already takes 

placee within and starting from language,117 which does not mean that a personal, 

responsiblee inflection of this language, a private signature is impossible. 

Itt has often been noticed that Beckett's work emphasizes this Heideggerian 

"beingg said" by language: the "novel" How It Is is staged in the form of a quotation, 

andd the late prose work Worstward Ho urges: "be said on." Beckett perceives 

languagee as sclerotic, demented and eventually dead, like Molloy's mother in the 

Trilogy,Trilogy, and his characters say "I am in my mother's room," as if they said "I am in 

language,"" i.e., in the Heideggerian "house of Being." It remains to be explored to 

whatt extent this work involves also the grafting of the private, what Derrida calls "a 

testimoniall message on the epidermis of fiction."118 Which brings us to the question 

off the position of the speaking subject in Beckett's work, and thereby to the issues of 

self-reflection.. Both the question of the self-constituting law of a literary work and that 

off a speaking subject and his testimony are grounded in a larger gesture of self-

reflectionn (the mise en abyme). This gesture organizes a literary work with respect to 

itselff (it constitutes the work's "law," on the basis of the iteration of its various 

elements)) and provides for a link between the subject/author and his work without 

representingg this work as the straightforwardly intentional product of the author (i.e., 

withoutt giving in to intentional fallacy). 

Untill now I have addressed only a half of what determines Derrida's interest in 

thee literary works he comments upon: their ability to archive in a powerful way, to 

hyper-totalize.. As I argued before, the other half consists in what we might call 

literature'ss relation to its law. This relation is primarily that of critique: it involves 

analysis,, formalizing laws and their transformation. Let us now focus on this latter 

aspect. . 

1166 Martin Heidegger, Poetry, Language, Thought (New York: Harper and Row, 1971), 23. "[0]der ist gar der so 
vorgestelltee Bau des Dinges entworfen nach dem Ger st des Satzes?"Martin Heidegger, "Der Ursprung des 
Kunstwerkes,"" in Holzwege (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann, 1950), 13. 
1177 Derrida, Monolingualism of the Other or the Prostesis of the Origin, 33/60. 
,188 Derrida, Demeure. Fiction and Testimony, 60. 
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TheThe Law of  "Before  the Law":  Derrida's  Reading  of  Kafka 

Att stake here is the relation of a work to its own law (this being more than merely the 

formm of a work) and to the institution of literature in general: a gesture with a double 

function,, by which the work of literature sets up its law, and by which it subverts and 

transformss the literary institution (such that the affirmation of the singular law of the 

workk is at the same time the subversion of the general law of literature). But can this 

gesturee be formalized? Speaking about law requires formal observations (for even 

thoughh there can be an infinitely delayed or deferred law, there cannot be a totally 

formlesss law) and hence we need something of an order of a structure in order to 

accountt for a law's generality -- it is for this reason that Derrida speaks about literary 

"formalizing"" ("totalizing by formalizing"119). Yet since "the law" of a literary text, even 

thoughh not entirely new, has each time a different configuration, we cannot make any 

generall observations about the law of literature. (We can speak about signatures, 

titles,, copyright, the fact of being written rather than oral - yet although these things 

accompanyy literature, they do not make something literature in the specific sense we 

aree addressing here. Whatever may be said about them, these elements, as relevant 

ass they are, are only so in virtue of the singular relation they hold to a given work.) 

Sincee each text is singular and moreover produces its (singular) law in a singular 

way,, we cannot seek any regularity in the way a singular text produces its law. The 

minimall observation we can make is that in order that the law applies to the text's 

event,, there must be a movement of communication between the text and its law that 

moreoverr reflects on the relation between this law and the literary institution in 

general.. The only permanent factor here is that there is a relation of the text to its law 

(byy which a text affirms itself, makes itself iterable) and thereby a critical relation to 

thee literary institution (isn't this what a critic is looking for in a work, each time 

anew?). . 

Whatt does this communication proper to "a form of literature which bore a 

questionn about literature"120 consist in? Derrida calls it a "turning back on the literary 

institution:: "[t]hese texts operate a sort of turning back, they are themselves a sort of 

turningg back on the literary institution." The return performed in those texts cannot be 

1199 Derrida, "This Strange Institution Called Literature," 36. 
1200 Derrida, "This Strange Institution Called Literature," 39. 
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complete,, says Derrida: the texts cannot be only "reflexive, specular or speculative" 

orr "suspend reference to something else"121. A purely self-referential text would not 

onlyy malfunction as an archive (i.e., fail in its hyper-totalizing function), it would, to the 

extentt that it approximated to a pure singularity, run the risk of annulling itself. 

However,, even though a literary text cannot be only "reflexive, specular or 

speculative,"" it must also be such. The latter is for Derrida a prerequisite, a minimal 

condition:: it is only in this way that the texts he is reading can effectuate "the thinking 

aboutt their own possibility," that, according to Derrida, gives their event the 

necessaryy force ("the force of their event"122). It is my contention that Derrida exploits 

thee motif of the specular reflection, in various guises (including e.g., the refraction of 

sound),, in all of his readings of literature that address the latter's critical and 

constitutivee function. This is most prominently the case in The Double Session, 

Dissemination,Dissemination, Signsponge, Psyche and Before the Law. For example in 

DisseminationDissemination we read: 

Imaginee Plato's cave (...) Imagine that mirrors would not be in the 

worldd but that things "present," on the contrary, would be in them. 

Imaginee that mirrors (shadows, reflections, "phantasms," etc.)) would no 

longerr be comprehended within the structure of ontology and the myth 

off the cave - which also situates the screen and the mirror - but would 

ratherr envelop it in its entirety.123 

Thiss fragment, speculative in itself (the injunction "imagine..." is already speculative), 

demonstratess the extent to which Derrida is willing to exploit the figure of a mirror 

image:: if shadows, reflections and phantoms are all "mirrors" (imperfect mirrors) then 

thiss game of mirrors that is unlike a philosophical reflection includes both philosophy 

andd literature. 

1211 Derrida is quite ambiguous (or just eager to meet his interlocutor half-way) here: on the one hand he tells us 
thatt the idea of "suspension of reference" is a "stupid and uninformed rumor'' and "a work that was purely self-
referentiall would immediately be annulled." This seems to be consistent with his understanding of literary work as 
beingg capable of reflecting both on itself and of the external world (in contrast to the New Criticism theory of the 
autonomyy of the literary work). Then, however he goes on to say, "You'll say that that's maybe what's happening. 
Inn which case it is this experience of the nothing-ing of nothing that interests our desire under the name of 
literature"" (Derrida, "This Strange Institution Called Literature," 47). 
4222 Derrida, "This Strange Institution Called Literature," 41. The "force" and "power" depend in Derrida on 
iterability:: "The "power" that language is capable of, the power that there is, as language or as writing, is that a 
singularr mark should also be repeatable, iterable, as a mark" (42-3). 
1233 Jacques Derrida, Dissemination (London: Athlone, 1981), 324. 
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Inn saying this, I am not disregarding Rodolphe Gasché's argument in the Tain 

ofof the M/rrorthat represents Derrida's work as a critique of reflexivity, I fully recognize 

thee "nonreflexive"124 character of deconstruction, to the extent that reflection is 

conceivedd as a tool of the logos that achieves its ultimate fulfillment in the unifying 

functionn of the absolute or speculative reflection.125 On the contrary, I am rather 

followingg the conclusion of Gasché's argument: namely, that Derrida's thought brings 

reflectionn to a crisis precisely because it "takes reflection's exigencies seriously."126 

Byy re-inscribing the reflective gesture into what exceeds it {i.e., into "doubling," as 

Gaschéé calls it, immediately adding that it could equally well be addressed as 

"iterability"127),, Derrida makes it impossible to think the "hyper-totality" thus achieved 

ass a rationally conceivable unity - "without engaging in a conceptual monstrosity."128 

Thee latter condition is not to be neglected since the philosophical telos of the mirror's 

playy is "the actualization of all that is reasonable."129 However, this telos of the 

mirror'ss play is stated in philosophical terms. It is possible that the status of literature 

withh respect to the claims made by Gasché in The Tain of the Mirror might be a little 

different.. This at least is what Derrida seems to suggest in an interview given after 

thee publication of that book. Derrida expresses there his doubt as to whether general 

textuall effects permit us to address that which is specifically literary, and 

consequentlyy as to whether it makes sense to treat literature in terms of 

infrastructures,, pointing out that rather than starting with textual effects in order to 

addresss literature we should perhaps start with literature in order to address general 

textuall effects: 

II wonder whether literature is simply an example, one effect or region 

amongg others of some general textuality. And I wonder if you can 

simplyy apply the classic question to it: what, on the basis of this general 

1244 Rodolphe Gasché, The Tain of the Mirror (Cambridge, Ma: Harvard UP, 1986), 120. 
1255 According to Gasché, Derrida's critical project begins with specularity: in the "first step of the deconstruction of 
reflectionn and speculation, the mirroring is made excessive in order that it may look through the looking 
glass"(Gasché,, The Tain of the Mirror, 238). In this way, Derrida's philosophy shows the limits of reflection by 
"reinsertingg reflection and speculation into what exceeds it," namely into the "minimal constellations" of the 
Infrastructures'^^ 101): the general textual effects explored by Derrida, such as différance, arche-trace, supplement 
andd the "quasi-transcendental" in Glas. In the wake of Gasché's book, readers of Derrida (for example Derek 
Attridge,, Richard Rand, Joseph Kroniek) started to dissociate the work of the latter from the figures of the 
specular,, mirror reflection, and even from the mise en abyme. 

66 Gasché, The Tain of the Mirror, 239. 
1277 Gasché, The Tain of the Mirror, 225. 
1288 Gasché, The Tain of the Mirror, 237. 
1299 Gasché, The Tain of the Mirror, 238. 
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textuality,, makes the specificity of literature, literariness? I ask this 

questionn for two reasons. First of all, it is quite possible that literary 

writingg in the modern period is more than one example among others, 

ratherr a privileged guiding thread for access to the general structure of 

textuality,, to what Gasché calls the infrastructure.130 

Iff literature is to be a seen as a "privileged guiding thread for access to the general 

structuree of textuality," it is perhaps because literature is not limited, in the way 

philosophyy is, by the telos of "actualisation of the unity of all that is reasonable." The 

literaryy gesture of "hyper-totalizing" is not affected by the threat of producing a 

"conceptuall monstrosity" in the way that philosophical discourse clearly is. 

Ass is well known, Derrida's entire project sprung from the difference between 

hearingg and seeing (speech and writing): whereas the auto-affective "pure 

speculation"" that Derrida deconstructs in Husserl is based on the figure of hearing-

oneself-speak,, such an effect is more ambiguous with respect to seeing (in Derrida's 

words,, "what can look at oneself is not one"), which requires the mediation of a 

mirror.. This mediation, even as it carries the Hegelian promise of pure speculation 

leadingg to absolute totality, undermines its own effect; it offers not only the promise of 

identityy by self-recognition but also the threat of abyssal decay (s'abimer) through the 

operationn of a mise en abyme.131 When we take into account that the figure of a 

mirrorr reflection stands as much for a unifying movement as for an infinite structure 

off deferral (and provided we do not require that it produce a rational unity), it should 

bee possible to interpret an entire splitting movement of difference - and the principle 

off iterability as mirror-based: starting from Derrida's words that "what can look at itself 

1300 Derrida, This Strange Institution Called Literature," 70. Significantly, Derrida chooses not to follow Gasché's 
pluralisedd "infrastructures." This would seem to suggest that, beyond all the "singular" applications, he himself 
seess a unity in the variety of traits of which Gasché provided a very precise quasi-taxonomy in his Tain of the 
Mirror.Mirror. In what follows I will often address those traits in their generality, in Gasché's own formulation: "difference 
iss not a generalization of the ontico-ontological difference but rather the generalization of the set of traits to which 
thiss difference yields in spite of its recognized superiority to all regional differences." Gasché, "God, for Example," 
InventionsInventions of Difference, 158. 
1311 This term, borrowed from ancient heraldry, designates a device whereby a shield has a smaller copy of itself 
representedd on its surface that in turn has a smaller copy of itself on its surface, and so on. (Dutch native-
speakerss know it as the "Droste effect.") "In literary parlance, the mise en abyme, or "placement in abyss" is 
meantt to designate the way in which the operations of reading and writing are represented in the text, and in 
advance,advance, as it were, of any other possible reading." From the translator's introduction to Derrida, 
Signéponge/SignspongeSignéponge/Signsponge ix. For the discussion of the interplay of abime, s'abimer and mise en abyme, see the 
latterr essay by Derrida. The first use of the term in the sense of a literary figure is attributed to Gide. For the 
discussionn of the figure in literary theory, see Lucien Dallenbach, The Mirror in the Text (Chicago: University of 
Chicagoo Press, 1989), in particular p.41 -116 and Mieke Bal, "Reprise de ('interruption ou la mise en abyme," in 
FemmesFemmes imaginaires (Paris:Nizet, 1986), 159-166. 
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iss not one" (and deriving from it the possibility that nothing is one because everything 

iterablee has always already looked at itself). If we keep this in mind, mirroring, 

reflectionn and speculation are no longer absolute, unifying, and constitutive of identity 

-- to the contrary, they are an ever-deferring principle. The mirror does not confirm 

identity,, it divides it: "the reflection, the image, the double, splits what it doubles."132 

Butt there is more to it: literature, because it intensifies, doubles and squares 

thee effects of language, which is the deferral of presence (language becoming a 

representationn of a representation, a citation of a citation...), enhances this threat of 

abyssall decay. Whereas Gasché interprets reflexivity and speculation in terms of the 

insidee of a mirror reflection (the logos), literature also thrives on the other, illusory 

sidee of speculation, beyond the conceptual stability of the mirror surface or of its tain 

--- the fading side of infinite regress and decay. 

Secondly,, according to Derrida, next to the general textual effects analyzed by 

Gasché,, specific to the literary institution would be a "revealing power," located in 

"whatt literature does with language," and shared by literature with law ("literature 

sharess a certain power and a certain destiny with "jurisdiction"'133). As Derrida has 

shownn in his reading of Kafka's "Before the Law," common to law and literature is the 

structuree of an infinite regress (of the origin, of presence, of the validation etc.) set 

intoo motion by the self-reflexive gesture of the mise en abyme. "This abyss [of 

representation,, the representation of representation etc.] is not an accident. (...) An 

entiree theory of the structural necessity of the abyss will be gradually constituted in 

ourr reading," states Derrida in "That Dangerous Supplement."134 A part of the abyssal 

structuree of literature is that its mirror leaves undecidable whether what it reflects is 

reall or present - or merely a quasi-event: literature "produc[es] events whose 'reality' 

orr duration is never assured."135 

Havingg said all this, it must be emphasized again that the figure of two mirrors 

facingg each other (abyme and contre-abyme) is not there to produce identities: it is 

nott absolute. Despite the connotation of a pure self-reflection accompanying the 

figuree of a mirror image, the vicinity of mise en abyme and s'abimer helps Derrida to 

emphasizee the imperfection of the mirror image that never fully corresponds to what it 

1322 Jacques Derrida, Of Grammatology, trans. Gayatri Spivak (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1976), 
36.. "Le reflet, I'image, le double dédouble ce qu'il redouble." De la grammatologie, 55. 
1333 Derrida, This Strange Institution Called Literature," 72. 
1344 Jacques Derrida,"... That Dangerous Supplement..." in Acts of Literature, ed. Derek Attridge {London: 
Routledge,, 1992), 108. 
1355 Derrida, "This Strange Institution Called Literature," 72. 
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reflects.. Literature depends on this imperfection. 

Derrida'ss reading of Kafka's "Before the Law" is exemplary here for a number 

off reasons. More explicitly than any other reading it addresses the issues that 

interestt us here: the relation between literature and law and the abyssal structure of 

thee law. It is also a reading that shows that a text's "thinking about its own possibility" 

iss effectuated through various mirror effects - for example by putting en abyme 

thingss that are usually considered external to any work of literature: the author, the 

critic,, the reader, the experience of reading, and another work, functioning as a 

contre-abymecontre-abyme (we have two mirrors facing each other here!). The text in question 

tellss a story of its own condition of possibility by re-inscribing in itself what might be 

consideredd its margins. This shows that the mise en abyme is a gesture of infinite 

deferrall but also a totalizing gesture (everything can be pulled en abyme) - no less 

totalizingg than the Hegelian one, but in a different way (as opposed to the Hegelian, 

thiss totalizing does not overcome differences, does not sublate anything). 

Derridaa reads Kafka's story about a man waiting at the gate of the law and a 

guardiann who denies him entrance as (among other things) a story of the functioning 

off the story, a literary text about literature. This is a self-reflexive structure in itself. 

Butt more importantly, at the center of this self-reflective story is a gate, a door that is 

actuallyy a mirror (both of them symbolize the text). The equivalence of the entrance 

andd the mirror is the founding invention of this text and even though not verbalized by 

Derridaa (who had incidentally already played with the same thought in Dissemination) 

itt certainly did not pass unnoticed by him: rather, it functions as the silently assumed 

centerr of his interpretation. It is this equivalence that makes the door, like death, 

singularr and universal at the same time (a universal mirror producing singular 

reflections-interpretationss dependent on who approaches it). The parable represents 

thee literary work as a "text before [which] we the readers appear as before the 

law,"1366 a text that "makes the law"137, and that is protected by "guardians (author, 

publisher,, critics, academics, archivists, librarians, lawyers, and so on)." The 

suppositionn that the guardian and the man from the country are in fact one and the 

samee person is based on the assumed equivalence of the gate and the mirror. And 

thatt makes the law function as a mirror (in a more general sense, we might compare 

itt to the motif of refraction of voice in Heidegger's Sein und Zeit, where the voice of 

1366 Jacques Derrida, "Before the Law," in Acts of Literature, 214/132. 
1377 Derrida, "Before the Law," 214/132 
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consciencee that Dasein hears is in fact its own voice: "In conscience Dasein calls 

itself"138). . 

AA text has the power "to make the law" Derrida tells us, "on condition that the 

textt itself can appear before the law of another... text."139 In order to make the law 

thee text must also appear before the law: in order to function as a mirror it must face 

aa mirror. In this sense the whole structure of "Before the Law" presupposes the 

existencee of its mirror reflection in The Trial. It presents those of us who come before 

itt with an infinite series of gates, because it sees itself refracted back from another 

text. . 

Thee figure of the mise en abyme accounts for the way in which the law of this 

textt functions: it represents the vanishing origin of the law, and its structure of 

repetition:: on each doorstep the whole situation (two men on both sides of the 

doorstepp and the doorstep - the gate of the law which is at the same time the text 

andd the mirror) repeats itself. In the end it is not the content of the law that is at stake 

(thee man in the story does not gain access to it) but its structure: the structure of 

repetitionn in abyss ("From hall to hall there is one doorkeeper after another, each 

moree powerful than the last. The third doorkeeper is already so terrible that even I 

cannott bear to look at him"140) that produces endless deferral ("endless différance till 

death"141).. It is this structure that accounts for Derrida's claim that "the origin of 

literaturee at the same time as the origin of the law" is "not an event in the ordinary 

sensee of the word" but a "quasi-event" that is "the simulacrum of narration and not 

onlyy ... the narration of an imaginary history."142 

Preciselyy this structure of a mirror vis a vis another mirror, organizing Kafka's 

BeforeBefore the Law (together with its contre-abyme, The Trial), makes it a work that, as 

Derridaa would put it, "contains [a] thinking about its own possibility." A mirror is a 

receptaclee that can fictively, and provisionally, hold anything. It reflects the other 

mirrorr and in doing so it reflects itself again. In reflecting the other mirror {contre-

abyme)abyme) it is a container of reflection, a reflection that is then reflected again as 

contentt (second level) and yet again as a container (third level) - and so on, 

endlessly,, producing the effect of the inclusion of the container within itself. 

Martinn Heidegger, Being and Time (New York: Harper & Row, 1962) 320. 
1399 Derrida, "Before the Law," 214/132. 
1400 Derrida, "Before the Law," 183. 
1411 Derrida, "Before the Law," 211. 
1422 Derrida, "Before the Law," 199. 

58 8 



Furthermore,, since the reflecting surface of the origin itself interferes, the reflection of 

thee origin is endlessly deferred: the origin is a mirror that is already doubled, facing 

itselfitself and in virtue of this its presence (representation) is endlessly deferred. This 

bringss the margins of the image closer to their origin. This gesture of mise en abyme 

nott only allows Derrida to problematize the oppositions between set/member, 

center/marginn and origin/copy but also, as we will see, in virtue of the power of the 

textt to include its own margins, issues of signature, authorship and testimony. 

II have bestowed this much attention on the issues of mise en abyme not only 

becausee they allowed me to account for the way in which the law its makes 

appearancee in Derrida's perception of literature, but also because of their relevance 

too the work of Beckett. Even though the motif of the mise en abyme seldom explicitly 

appearss in Beckett, it structures a certain aspect of Beckett's work: the fact that he as 

ann author keeps projecting himself into his work, that he makes this gesture of self-

projectionn a part of his literary experiment. This interest in the function of the author 

providess an excellent occasion for the discussion of the manner in which Derrida 

approachess the issue of law in literature. Even though it is difficult to determine with 

precisionn the routes of intellectual influence, it nevertheless seems certain that 

Beckett'ss interest in the function of the author (an interest that has a lot in common 

withh Blanchot's interest), prepares the way for this part of Derrida's reflection on 

literature. . 

TheThe One Who Signs 

Wee have now said that according to Derrida, the privileged access of literature to the 

laww consists in its [literature's] being able to set up and challenge its own 

"constitutionall law"143 (in Derrida's project, literature has no essence but does have a 

constitutionn - that it itself produces and challenges). Now, the primary concern of 

constitutionall law is the distribution of sovereign power. But what is the sovereign 

powerr of literature? Who is in charge? This question brings us closer to 

understandingg Derrida's concern with such "juridical" aspects of literature as 

copyright,, signature and testimony, that all have in common their relation to a certain 

Jacquess Derrida, This Strange Institution Called Literature," 72. 
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/.. In a recent work on Blanchot, "Demeure," Derrida is even quite explicit about it: 

whatt he calls "a passion of literature" consists in "the slippage between the three Fs," 

"thesee three instances (author, narrator, character)."144 Without suggesting that those 

threee instances are the same (quite the contrary) Derrida speaks about what he calls 

ann "identity of compassion" as the way in which sovereign power (and responsibility) 

iss distributed in the literary institution. The "constitutional law" of literature places the 

sovereignn power in the spectral bond (or what Derrida calls "the haunting"), between 

thee three Fs of an author, narrator and character - the bond that produces an infinite 

regresss of responsibility - a mise en abyme. 

Itt is characteristic of Beckett that throughout his work he is preoccupied with 

thee voice that is telling stories, the hand that is writing them, the site of making fictive 

personagess and the authority that stages and directs situations. Beckett practices 

thiss self-reflexive gesture, while being aware that it is impossible for an author simply 

too retain his presence in his work, to remain in controll of a signed oeuvre. As a result, 

wee find in his works the unmistakable portrait of an author losing himself in his work, 

ann author watching his own decomposition (s'abfmer). This self-reflexive gesture that 

iss everything but mimetic can only be made on the condition of drawing implicitly on 

thee resources of the mise en abyme.145 (The same consideration applies to the 

work'ss witnessing or bringing about its own decomposition - the disintegration of its 

singularr law: this characteristically Beckettian gesture is also the consequence of a 

mirrorr effect. I have already quoted Derrida's saying "what can look at itself is not 

one":: the latter implies that there is a schizoid effect in a mirror reflection, distorting 

thee equivalence of one-to-one into one-to-two - rather than producing identities, a 

mirrorr decomposes them.) 

Beckett'sBeckett's  Characters  and Deleuze's  Law of  the Nomad 

Beforee we go on with the discussion of the mise en abyme in Beckett, we need to 

addresss a caveat: there is a more evident and straightforward way in which the law 

manifestss itself in this author's work. To the extent that the mise en abyme in Beckett 

1444 Derrida, Demeure. Fiction and Testimony, 72. 
1455 The gesture of reflection makes it possible for us to address literature in terms of law rather than of anarchy. 
Thee mise en abyme on the other hand ensures that the reflection does not sublate differences but rather 
multipliess them. 
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assumess primarily the sense of decomposition (and not as in Kafka, of a hierarchic 

structuree of infinite regress), the law makes here its appearance as something that is 

wastingg away and disintegrating, giving way to what Deleuze called the "fundamental 

indiscipline"" of the nomad146 (the nomos is hence closer to an anarchy than to a 

constitution).. Deleuze's discussion of nomos versus polis in A Thousand Plateaus 

offerss a view of the law that at times strikingly resembles the perception of the law we 

findd in Beckett (with both its poles: the nomadic "law" (nomos) finds itself in tension 

withh the chess-like law of its counterpart, the polis in Endgame). We cannot fail to 

noticee in Beckett the "fundamental indiscipline" obstructing the law of the polis (i.e., 

thee law "proper"), to which the nomadic represents "stupidity, deformity, madness."147 

Norr can we remain indifferent to the debilitating impact the appearance of the nomad 

hass on the law of the polis (and vice versa, the nomad being equally baffled by the 

latter): : 

Andd suddenly I remembered my name, Molloy. My name is Molloy, I 

cried,, all of a sudden, now I remember. Nothing compelled me to give 

thiss information, but I gave it, hoping to please I suppose. (...) Is it your 

mother'ss name? said the sergeant, it must have been a sergeant. 

Molloy,, I cried, my name is Molloy. Is that your mother's name? said 

thee sergeant. What? I said. Your name is Molloy, said the sergeant. 

Yes,, I said, now I remember. And your mother? said the sergeant. I 

didn'tt follow. Is your mother's name Molloy too? said the sergeant. I 

thoughtt it over. Your mother, said the sergeant, is your mother's - Let 

mee think! I cried.1 148 8 

Thee inefficiency of this exchange paralyzes the law (of the polis), including the 

archivess whose function is to support it. For what is to be entered into the archives if 

Molloyy can only with difficulty recollect his name and if, when asked for his papers, 

cann produce only the bits of newspaper that serve him as toilet paper? Molloy's name 

1466 There is no doubt that Deleuze/Guattari perceive Beckett's characters, "in their trashcan or on their bench" as 
theyy put it in A Thousand Plateaus, as exemplifying the nomadic. Not only because of their ambulant way of life 
andd their "fundamental indiscipline" that makes them resemble a nomadic warrior but also because of their 
anonymityy and vicariousness that makes them like the nameless stones in a game of Go. One should be wary 
thoughh of reading a kind of ethos into the nomadic: it is as much an object of Beckett's irony as any other ethos. 
1477 Deleuze, A Thousand Plateaus; Capitalism and Schizophrenia, 354 Mille plateaux, 437. 
1488 Beckett, Trilogy, 23. 
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(ass Henry Sussmann quite rightly observed in one of his lectures) suggests that he 

mollifies,, softens, i.e., weakens the law (/o/in French) and he says it himself: "to 

applyy the letter of the law to a creature like me is not an easy matter. It can be done 

butt reason is against it."149 In Beckett's later work, especially in the so-called Second 

TrilogyTrilogy the nomadic character of Beckettian experiment is worked out even further: 

evenn as it retains its ambulant character with "on" as its main principle, it is no longer, 

ass in Molloy, merely debilitating and disorienting (which is what the nomadic war 

machinee must appear when perceived from outside - from the point of view of the 

polis)polis) but develops into a problem-oriented strategy.150 (This is especially the case in 

WorstwardWorstward Ho, the supreme exercise in "unsaying": "The void. How try say? How try 

fail?"151) ) 

Thee tension between nomos and polis described by Deleuze prompts us in the 

directionn of interpreting the law in Beckett as the nomos. It not only seems a better, 

moree encompassing figure (and intuitively more persuasive, to anyone acquainted 

withh Beckettian tramps), than the one of the mise en abyme, but also seems to be in 

conflictt with any self-reflexive structure. This "law" (nomos) is not interested in itself, it 

doess not watch itself and it does not want to see itself represented. Unlike the law of 

thee state, it has neither representatives nor subjects.152 In this sense this "law" 

(nomos)) is not a constitutional law and hence it fails to account for the institutional 

aspectt of literature. This makes it inadequate to the purpose of Derrida, even leaving 

1499 Beckett, Trilogy, 24. 
1500 The opposition between the anonymous game of Go and the coded game of chess, that Deleuze uses to 
illustratee the difference between nomos and polis can explain something about Derrida and Beckett. In contrast to 
thee chess pieces that have intrinsic properties - are coded - Go pieces are "pellets, disks, simple arithmetic units, 
andd have only an anonymous, collective, or third-person function: "It" makes a move. "It" could be a man, a 
woman,, a louse, an elephant." (Deleuze, A Thousand Plateaus, 352-53; Mille plateaux, 436). Not only this 
fundamentall vicariousness of the Go pieces/characters, but also its corollary -- what Deleuze and Guattari call 
"anotherr justice": the justice of the reversibility of roles that is very characteristic of Beckett (it could for example 
accountt for the puzzling reversibility of master/slave position in How It Is). The Go piece's way of dealing with 
spacee is thereby also different from that of chess pieces: whereas in chess "it is a question of occupying the 
maximumm number of squares with the minimum number of pieces," Go is about "arraying oneself in an open 
space,"" perpetual movement "without aim or destination, without departure or arrival." Derrida tends to treat 
literaturee like (coded) chess pieces (the secret, the secretaire, the enigma). Beckett's work resembles more a 
gamee of Go: the permutations of identical and substitutable pebbles in Molloy. 

Samuell Beckett, Nohow On (New York: Grove Press, 1996), 96. 
1522 In chess, the game of the state, "each [chess piece] is like a subject of the statement endowed with a relative 
power,, and these relative powers combine in a subject of enunciation, that is, the chess player." This again seems 
too be an argument for comparing Derrida's understanding of literature in terms of chess and state, because it 
reflectss the "spectral filiation" and a distribution of power between the author-player and separate characters-
chesss pieces. Moreover, since in Go the power is not distributed among the particular pieces but can only be 
foundd in the configuration of the whole over which the player-author has a total control, this kind of game 
expressess the hubris of the author who does not communicate with his characters or readers but treats the whole 
inn a purely instrumental way: the relation of compassion that Derrida describes as proper to literature is not 
possiblee in this context. 
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asidee the question of whether literature is, or is not, unlike any other institution153 

(puttingg the latter question admittedly makes Derrida's interpretations of literature 

somewhatt similar to the modernist project of a quest for the specificity of literature -

butt then without the hope of finding an essence). Derrida insists that literature "is an 

institutionn which consists in transgressing and transforming, thus in producing its own 

constitutionall law," (that which produces its own constitutional law is a polis -- the 

nomadss having no constitution) and that this cannot take place without a gesture of 

self-reflection.. If it is the case that a work of literature cannot be critical of itself and of 

thee literary institution without the latter gesture, the figure of the mise en abyme 

returnss to us with a force of necessity. 

Thee Mise en Abym e as Failure  and Decomposition  ('<s'abïmer "; 

Theree can hardly be any doubt that the idea of the mise en abyme of the authorial 

voicee organizes the majority of Beckett's work. In the later chapters I will explore this 

inn more depth, discussing the narrator of How It Is and the character named BAM in 

WhatWhat Where. Also works like The Unnamable or Company focus on solitary 

characterss who tell themselves stories "for company" (and we cannot emphasize too 

muchh the aspect of companionship in Beckett that is both schizophrenic and mirror-

born:: the companion is a ghost, a product of a mind divided by a mirror), who, in 

otherr words, is speaking to his alter ego, created by the mirror. In those works the 

speakingg voice preserves and perpetuates itself in and through its stories while at the 

samee time experiencing the dispersal of its (sovereign) power in the abyme of a 

work.. The Unnamable formulates explicitly what is here at stake: is it possible for me, 

thee author, to preserve my voice in my work? "Me, utter me, in the same foul breath 

ass my creatures?"154 

Thatt a mirror reflection in Beckett does not constitute identity but shatters it 

cann be seen in 'That Time," a strongly autobiographical play, in which during a visit to 

ann art gallery, the narrator sees his face reflected in the glass surface that protects a 

workk of art, a portrait added on a surface of a portrait. 

1533 "[T]his is not one institution among others or like the others." Derrida, "This Strange Institution Called 
Literature,"" 72. 
1544 Beckett, Trilogy, 302. 
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[...]] there before your eyes when they opened a vast oil black with age 

andd dirt someone famous [...] behind the glass where gradually as you 

peeredd trying to make out gradually of all things a face appeared had 

youu swivel on the slab to see who it was there at your elbow [...] never 

thee same after that [...] 

[...]] not believing it could be you [...]155 

Inn this experience a (schizophrenic) mirror reflection divides identity instead of 

confirmingg it - the "me" is next to me: "at my elbow." This crucial experience (the 

narratorr notes that he was "never the same after that") of seeing a reflection of 

oneselff embedded in a work of art, and in consequence of seeing oneself as 

somebodyy else, putting himself en abyme (but also s'abfmei), in somebody else's 

work,, and seeing that work as an abyss (the work is shown to contain its margins -

itss audience - within itself), prepares and announces Beckett's experiments with 

puttingg himself, the voice of the author, en abyme in his own work (where mise en 

abymeabyme through its kinship to s'abimer means also ruin, decomposition, putrefaction). 

Similarly,, in the Calmative, it is not only the narrator who "never wished for 

anythingg (...) except for the mirrors to shatter" and who is "too frightened to listen to 

myselff rot" [pourrir].156 Those are also confessions of the author who anxiously 

witnessess the decomposition of his sovereign " I " in his work. This image prepares the 

interchangee of abyme and s'abtmer (based on the similarity of the homonyms abyme 

andd abïme [s'abïmer= to decay], which makes mise en abyme mean "ruin" and "self-

representation"" at the same time) explored by Derrida in SignspongeS57 

Butt the abyme of the work hosts more than the specter of the author. Next to 

containingg within themselves the spectral reflection of the author, Beckett's texts can 

bee read as attempting to put en abyme their own event as a shadow of the event to 

whichh the text testifies. In fact, for Beckett the speaking " I " is a special case of such 

ann event: see for example the "black solid rubber ball" given to the dog in Krapp's 

LastLast Tape. This ball, symbolizing the event of the death of Krapp's mother, reappears 

|Thatt Time," in Beckett, Complete Dramatic Works, 389-391. 
'' Beckett, The Complete Short Prose, 61, 63. 
'' "[M]ettre (...) I'abïme en abyme." Derrida, Signéponge/Signsponge, 142/143. 
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inn The Unnamable, where the narrator describes himself as such a ball, also given to 

aa dog ("Sirius in the Great Dog"). 

II am a big talking ball... I always knew I was round, solid and round ... 

II am round and hard.... All the rest I renounce, including this ridiculous 

blackk which I thought for a moment worthier than grey to enfold me.158 

Beckett'ss texts also reflect on the successful ness of this attempt to put en 

abymeabyme their own event ~ for in Beckett's work the event of an oeuvre is at the same 

timee an event of intrinsic failure. One particular reflection of a text on its own being 

boundd to fail can be found in the hedgehog-fragment of Company.™ This pet animal 

off Jena Romanticism160 is a figure that traditionally brings philosophy and literature 

together.. It was chosen to represent not merely a new literary genre (fragment) but a 

subversivee way of writing beyond genres in which philosophy and literature would 

coexist:: a fragment (in which the Kantian Idea of the Good could finally be 

presented).. In the fragment 206 ("A fragment, like a small work of art, has to be 

entirelyy isolated from the surrounding world and be complete in itself like a 

hedgehog."),, Schlegel's hedgehog symbolizes a detached totality of the fragmentary 

writing/6'' its struggle for completion, the "literary absolute." The episode in Beckett's 

CompanyCompany in which a hedgehog makes its appearance recounts an event out of the 

"listener's"" childhood in which, driven perhaps as much by an altruistic impulse as by 

thee need for distraction he went to some trouble to keep and protect - a hedgehog. In 

thiss episode, the listener-child places the animal in an old hatbox and leaves it there 

withh some provisions, only to find its body decomposed to a formless mush on the 

secondd visit: "You have never forgotten what you found then. (...) The mush. The 

stench."" [In the French version: "Tu n'as jamais oublié ce que tu trouvais alors. (...) 

1588 Beckett, Trilogy, 307-308. 
1599 Beckett, "Company," 21-22. Samuel Beckett, Compagnie (Paris: Les Editions de Minuit, 1985), 40-41. 
1600 The history of the "hedgehog" starts with the Athenaeum Fragment 206. See Friedrich Schlegel, Philosophical 
FragmentsFragments (Minnesota: Minnesota University Press, 1991), 45. (In the translation of Peter Firchow the "hedgehog" 
becamee a "porcupine.") The animal appears also in Nietzsche's Ecce Homo, in Heidegger's Identiteit und 
Differenz,Differenz, in an extensive discussion of the fragmentary in Lacoue-Labarthe, The Literary Absolute: The Theory of 
LiteratureLiterature in German Romanticism and in Derrida's two contributions ("Istrice Z and "Che cosë la poesiaT both 
inn Jacques Derrida, Points... Interviews 1974-1994, trans. Peggy Kamuf & others (Stanford, California: Stanford 
Universityy Press, 1995)). The latter two contributions address all of the sources mentioned here. 
1611 Derrida wants to distinguish "his" understanding of the "hedgehog" from the "German" one (of, among others, 
Schlegel)) that for him defines poetry in terms of a totalizing logic (according to the interpretation of Schlegel made 
byy Lacoue-Labarthe and Nancy). Derrida's hedgehog is "older than logic," ("Istrice 2" 303/312) and hence must 
bee presupposed by it. 
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Cettee bouille. Cette infection."]162 The episode, that appears to be a veridical memory 

fromm Beckett's own life (as is another episode described in Company, that of the 

divingg lesson), functions in the text as a childhood memory that returns to the listener 

byy virtue of its being "unforgettable." However, the equivocal status of this, and of 

similarr episodes appearing in Beckett's work - making it often impossible to establish 

whetherr at stake is an ironic bringing-up of a weak sentimentality, an allegory or the 

representationn of a "real" experience - should not prevent us from interpreting 

them.1633 And then again: literature is about "events whose 'reality' or duration is 

neverr assured."164 

Readd in the tradition of the transcendental poetry of Jena romanticism, the 

hedgehogg episode in Beckett becomes an example of literary self-reflection, a writing 

thatt reflects upon the conditions of its own possibility. It looks like what a fragment 

accordingg to Schlegel is supposed to be: an independent part of the whole that can 

bee read in detachment from the rest. At no other place in the text is the hedgehog-

episodee alluded to -- in fact, one might wonder why it stands there at all since there 

doess not seem to be any internal exigency that would make the inclusion of this 

episodee necessary for the sake of the whole. What makes this particular fragment 

speciall is that it is not only "like a hedgehog," but that it also contains a hedgehog in 

itself,, en abyme. The hedgehog in Company stands not only for the status of the 

episodee in which it appears, suggesting that we have to do with a poetic fragment, 

butt also for what, at least in Derrida's view, is essential to poetic writing, namely an 

eventt that provokes writing. Paul Celan calls it 'the unrepeatable (...) /something that 

cann go, ungreeting,"165 the "Zuspruch der Stunde."166 In Derrida's words, written in 

responsee to Celan, the event is that which "calls or assigns the poem, provokes it, 

convokes,, apostrophizes and addresses it, it and the poet whom the hour claims."167 

Inn this case the event arrives in the shape of the hedgehog crossing the path 

off the protagonist. And since the episode is written in the second person, the 

1622 Beckett, "Company," 22. Compagnie, 41. 
1633 There are arguments for an allegorical reading of this fragment, for example the "provision des vers" in the 
Frenchh version finds its echo in Comment c'est where 'ver" stands for "imagination" ("si Bom ne venait pas si 
seulementt ca mais alors comment finir cette fesse la main qui plonge tatonnante de I'imagination done et la suite 
ett cette voix ses consolations ses promesses de I'imagination cher fruit cher ver".) Beckett, Comment c'est, 124-
5. . 
164Derrida,, "This Strange Institution Called Literature," 72. 
1655 Paul Celan, Gesammelte Werke (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1983), 1: 251-52; P195, also in Jacques 
Derrida,, "Shibboleth: for Paul Celan," in Word traces: readings of Paul Celan, Aris Fioretos (Baltimore: Johns 
Hopkinss University Press, 1994), 5-6. 
,666 Celan, Gesammelte Werke, 1:170, P123. 
1677 Derrida, "Shibboleth: for Paul Celan," 48. 

66 6 



hedgehogg can be seen as crossing our path (the mirror is turned towards the reader) 

-- and thereby appealing to our capacity to do "good" by keeping and saving it. The 

hedgehog-episodee captures the arrival of the event {I'occurrence) as that which 

"crossess our way" {croise ton chemiri)™8 and in doing it, at the same time, reflects on 

thiss act of capturing: an attempt to keep and save the event that crosses our path 

(whichh is invariably done by containing it somehow, and moreover containing it in 

somethingg that is "old hat" [-box]) results in failure ("mush," "stench" [in the French 

versionn "bouille," "infection"]). 

Whatt is at the core of the so described failure? Is it just that in attempting to 

capturee an event by naming it we risk the loss of the original force of the event (as 

thee English word "mush," a synonym for "weak sentimentality") would suggest? The 

"death"" of the hedgehog would reflect then the inevitable loss of the individual by 

subsumingg it under a concept. In the decision to "keep" and "contain" the hedgehog 

thee animal's fate would be sealed. It is impossible to represent an event, because 

anyy attempt to "keep" the event inevitably entails the loss of its original force and 

singularity,, a failure due to the insufficiency of language (namely that there are no 

properr concepts to designate events). 

Anotherr possibility is that the fate of the hedgehog is sealed by the fact that it 

iss subsumed under the wrong concept, rather than just by its being subsumed under 

aa concept at all, since of the two containers available for housing the hedgehog one 

iss intended for keeping inanimate objects (hats) and the other for rabbits. Whereas 

thee rabbit-cage is left open so that the animal can "come and go at will," the same is 

nott true of the old hatbox inside, so that the freedom given to the hedgehog is merely 

apparent.. However, it should not need mentioning that for Beckett there are nothing 

butt wrong concepts (compare his words that "there is nothing with which to express" 

andd his desire for "unsaying") and thus that we are structurally obliged to use hats 

andd rabbits to refer to hedgehogs. The use of the expressions "bouille" and 

"infection,"" in the French version seems to complement the latter interpretation by 

suggestingg that, independently of the degree of verbal dexterity of the writer who tries 

too preserve the "pure" quality of the event in words, the "contamination," and thereby 

"Ett te tournant et te retoumant dans la chaleur des draps en attendant le sommeil tu éprouvais encore un petit 
chaudd su coeur en pensant è la chance qu'avait eue ce hérisson-la de croiser ton chemin comme il I'avait fait. En 
t'occurrencet'occurrence un sentier de terre bordé de buis flétri. Comme tu te tenais la en t'interrogeant sur !a meilleure fagon 
dee tuer Ie temps jusqu'a l'heure du coucher il fendit l'une des bordures et fita.it tout droit vers l'autre lorsque tu 
entrasentras dans sa vie." Beckett, Compagnie, 39-40, my emphasis. 
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thee loss of the singular in the impurity of language, which is tainted by all kinds of 

inter-contextuall interventions, is inevitable. 

Thee question that arises now is whether the intrinsic failure of the effort to 

containn the event is the reason to give up the attempt itself. Such a possibility is 

voicedd in the text: the character experiences a "great uneasiness" at the "suspicion 

thatt all was perhaps not as it should be. That rather than do as you did you had 

perhapss better let good alone and the hedgehog pursue its way." To "let (...) the 

hedgehogg pursue its way" without trying to keep it, is equivalent here to not 

respondingg to an event, in the words of Celan quoted above allowing "the 

unrepeatablee (...) to go, ungreeting." On the one side we have the possibility of 

renouncingg the temptation to keep the event, on the other side the possibility of 

givingg in to it, which entails, in Beckett's words, that we will "fail again. Fail better." 

Thatt the resolution to "keep" the event is here presented as the consequence 

off an ethical consideration, one that would be opposed to "letting good alone," 

concurss with Beckett's overall view that there is something like the "obligation to 

express,"" and thus that for a writer the decision to write is an ethical decision. In the 

hedgehog-episodee this "ethical decision" is already in itself flawed, certainly in the 

Kantiann sense: it is taken for all the wrong reasons ("pour tuer le temps d'une lenteur 

mortelle"" and perhaps also in view of a reward in the shape of "la petite flamme 

alluméee par cette bonne action," "un petit chaud au cceur."). Insofar as the 

hedgehog-fragmentt might be interpreted as an aesthetic idea presenting symbolically 

thee morally good, in Beckett the link between the two is shown always to be flawed: 

"youu had perhaps better left good alone and the hedgehog pursue its way."169 While 

thiss exemplifies the essential failure of writing, it does not relieve one of the 

"obligationn to express." 

Inn this chapter I have suggested that it is possible to isolate a "working 

concept"" of what constitutes for Derrida the event of a singular literary work, one that 

iss capable of questioning the limits of our language. I hope to have shown that 

Derridaa sees such a work as economico-juridical in character. The work gathers a 

multiplicityy of items: dates, events, etc. It does so economically, in a double sense: it 

economizess on space by condensing the gathered items in a minimal space, and it 

Beckett,, "Company," 21. Compagnie, 38-39. 
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doess so by appealing to all networks of significations (existing ones and those only 

ass yet to come) -- i.e., by "recycling" intentionally or not, our cultural heritage in the 

broadestt sense of the word. By allowing the gathered items to appear as echoing 

eachh other the literary work permits them to arrange themselves into series of 

iterations.. These series form the law of the literary work, in the sense that they 

determinee its force (since the force of the law stems from the necessary possibility of 

itss being repeated or co-signed). And so in Kafka's parable that Derrida reads as 

stagingg the working of (among other things) the law that determines the question of 

thee "literariness" of a text, the Law before which the countryman comes consists in a 

seriess of iterations: "from hall to hall" and "guardian after guardian."170 The law itself, 

concludess Derrida, is "nothing other than that which dictates the delay."171 It is 

throughh such self-reflective series of iterations that the author's signature inserts itself 

intoo the work. From then on, it is both, and undecidably, a "receptacle" assuming 

responsibilityy for the (hyper-)totality of textual effects produced by the work, as well 

ass just one of the infinity of the gatherable singular items. It attempts to embrace the 

textuall event of the work as a whole but it is at the same time itself embraced, put en-

abyme,abyme, by the latter. 

Derrida,, "Before the Law," 183/100. 
Derrida,, "Before the Law," 205/122. 
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ChapterChapter  2. A Singular  Odyssey 

TheThe Work  as a Singular  Event 

Inn the previous chapter I examined Derrida's notion of literature in order to find out 

whetherr it is universal enough to be applicable to Beckett's work. I observed that 

whereass "literature" in Derrida's thought names an institution that is continually 

redefinedd by works-events, and hence could in principle account for any work, 

Derrida'ss discourse consistently privileges certain texts in accordance with a much 

narrowerr definition of literature. On that narrower definition, the singular works-events 

thatt make up "literature" have two gestures in common. One of them aims at saying 

ann infinite number of things within the finite space of a text. This gesture, on Derrida's 

ownn account, reflects his desire to say "everything": to gather dates and 

significations,, to hyper-totalize. The other one consists in the reflection of the work on 

itss own law, and thereby on the law and on universality in general. Having taken 

thosee two gestures as a starting point for a possible dialogue between Derrida and 

Beckett,, I argued that whereas Beckett's work lends itself to a reading alongside the 

latterr gesture (reflection on the law), it is particularly recalcitrant to - and critical of -

thee gesture of hyper-totalizing. This recalcitrance, which might explain why Beckett 

doess not belong to the canon of works discussed by Derrida, marks a point of 

difference,, of dissent perhaps, which has larger implications for the modern 

discussionn of the function, or "essence" of literature. 

Althoughh there seems to be a consensus - and nobody emphasizes this more 

thann Derrida - that there is no such thing as the essence of literature, this does not 

putt an end to the discussion of what it is that we expect from literature, what its 

contributionn or relevance to philosophy might be, etc. Even if literariness is not an 

intrinsicc property of texts, our reading of certain texts can be specifically literary. But 

theree is more to it: Derrida admits that certain texts lend themselves better to certain 

readings.. "The literary character of the text is inscribed on the side of the intentional 

object,, in its noematic structure, one could say and not only on the subjective side on 

thee noetic act."172 The literary character of at least some of the texts or a possibility of 

readingg them as "literature" must hence also, at least in part be inscribed in those 

Jacquess Derrida, "This Strange Institution Called Literature," 44. 
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texts.. In a recent interview, Derrida for example explicitly opposes the "mixing up" of 

literaturee and philosophy and thereby "reducing the one to the other." Whereas he 

doess not renounce the idea that literature, too, can be "argumentative," he says that it 

iss so "in another way, with different procedures."173 This confirms Rodolphe Gasché's 

observationn in "A Relation Called Literary," that, rather than "levelling the difference 

betweenn literature and philosophy" (Habermas), "since The Origin of Geometry, 

Derridaa has been working in light of the difference between the literary and the 

philosophicall text."174 

Accordingg to Gasché, philosophy and literature become what they are in their 

respectivee difference. For example, philosophy contains elements of literature (for 

examplee narrativity) that are not full-blown but rather appear in it only in nuce. 

Regardingg Derrida's insistence that the "as if" in Kant's formulation of the categorical 

imperativee is an element of narrativity and fiction at the source of the law, Gasché 

emphasizess that "with the 'as if,' narrativity and fiction are said to be only almost, or 

moree precisely, virtually present in the pure and in principle unrepresentable law."175 

Thiss is so because philosophy attempts to suppress in itself the features of the 

literaryy - and it is precisely in virtue of this resistance to other kinds of writing that 

philosophyy becomes what it is, Gasché argues. If this is the case then the same 

holdss for literature: it contains elements of philosophical discourse but suppresses 

themm and in doing so it creates its own identity. The work of literature would resist 

beingg read as a philosophical treatise by privileging the singular and opposing it to 

thee overt ambition of universality characteristic of philosophy. "The man from the 

countryy had difficulty in grasping that an entrance was singular or unique when it 

shouldd have been universal, as in truth it was. He had difficulty with literature,"176 

Derridaa observes, commenting on Kafka's story. In other words, the man from the 

countryy attempted to read literature as philosophy when he should have known better 

-- when he should have known that the passage through the singular was inevitable 

becausee 'there is no literature without (...) an absolutely singular performance."177 Yet 

Derridaa immediately adds that the entrance that presented such an obstacle to the 

mann from the country was not only singular but, "in truth," also universal -- in the 

1733 Derrida, A Taste for the Secret, 11. 
1744 Rodolphe Gasché, Of Minimal Things; Studies on the Notion of Relation (Stanford, California: Stanford 
Universityy Press, 1999), 370, n.6. 
1755 Gasché, Of Minimal Things; Studies on the Notion of Relation, 291. 
1766 Derrida, "Before the Law," 213/131. 
1777 Derrida, "Before the Law," 213. 
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sensee in which Heidegger wrote about death, which has the feature of being "always 

mine"" (Jemeinigkeif) such that it is absolutely individual and universal at the same 

time.. So again, literature does not exorcise the universal from itself, but negotiates an 

intersectionn of the singular and the universal within itself as a singular work. 

Thiss insistence on the singularity of a literary work might be interpreted as an 

obscurantistt approach to literature (the work is singular because it is ineffably 

original,, singled out from the world, etc.). Derrida does however make clear why a 

literaryy work can be said to be singular in a way in which it cannot be said that a 

philosophicall text is singular. If we take framing, e.g. by means of a title, to be that 

whichh individualizes, singles out a text, then, in the case of literature, a different 

framingg of the same text produces a different singular work. As the reader of 

Derrida'ss essay on Kafka knows, there are two versions of the story by Kafka that 

Derridaa comments upon: one of them was published in Kafka's lifetime, as a 

separatee text and bears the title "Before the Law." The other one, without a title but 

otherwisee identical, forms an integral part of Kafka's Trial (Chap.9, "In the 

Cathedral").. "What differs from one work to another," Derrida observes, "is not the 

content,content, nor is it the form (the signifying expression, the phenomena of language or 

rhetoric).. It is the movements of framing and referentiality."178 According to Derrida 

thiss is a distinctive feature of literature: a different framing of the same text produces 

aa different work, even if content is the same. One might wonder whether, in the case 

off philosophy, an identical argument embedded in two different texts would not 

similarlyy enjoy a slightly different status, but the recourse to framing rather than to 

contentt for establishing the identity of a text is certainly more appropriate in the case 

off literature than of philosophy. 

Thee definition of literature as a set of singular works that simultaneously 

gatherr and formalize179 makes double use of the term "singular": the singular is not 

onlyy the work but also what it gathers (the work gathers the singular and formalizes it 

intoo the universal). Let us repeat Derrida's formulation: "the force of [the work's] event 

dependss on the fact that a thinking about their own possibility (both general and 

singular)) is put to work in them in a singular work."180 Within a singular work-event we 

findd other singular events that the work gathers and that make the work possible. 

1788 Derrida, "Before the Law," 213. 
,799 This is another formulation of what I was discussing in the previous chapter as the "economical" and "juridical" 
gesturee of literature. 

Derrida,, This Strange Institution Called Literature," 41-42. 
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Therebyy the singular becomes a central notion for addressing the literature that we 

cann define as gathering (and formalizing) the singular - in the singular. In this chapter 

II will pursue this discussion of Derrida's understanding of literature by examining the 

notionn that is central to it: the singular event. 

Evenn though the singular is an old issue, it has been pointed out that as a third 

term,, next to the particular and the universal, the singular appears only with the 

arrivall of Hegel's speculative thought and that this is where the notion of the singular 

acquiress a greater depth.181 As Jean-Frangois Marquet argues,182 Hegel's thought is a 

philosophyy of the singular par excellence: it is in the singular (das Einzelne) that the 

otherr moments of the Absolute (the universal and the particular) come to completion. 

AA reading of Hegel's Encyclopaedia §§ 163-165 shows that, at the conceptual level, 

singularityy ["Einzelheit," rendered here as as "individuality") seems to include the less 

complexx moments of universality and particularity: "Individuality [is] the reflection-

into-selff of the specific characters of universality and particularity; which negative 

self-unityy has complete and original determinateness, without any loss to its self-

identityy or universality."183 What is of interest in this definition is that the singular 

momentt of the concept is self-reflective [die Reflexion in sich] and that it is both 

concretee or specific, and general. Similarly in his Asthetik, Hegel describes the 

singularr both as self-knowing and as the center where the universal and the 

particularr coincide. Derrida's thought is very faithful to this Hegelian motif. The idea 

off this intersection of the particular and the universal, the empirical and the 

transcendental,, is characteristic for Derrida's thinking of the singular. 

Inn his book Guillaume d'Ockham; Ie singulier,™ Pierre Alféri (incidentally, 

Derrida'ss son - considering Derrida's pronounced interest in genealogy and paternal 

filiationn this fact should perhaps not be passed over in silence) discusses the origin of 

thee notion. There are two sorts of the singular in the thought of William of Ockham, 

Alférii argues: one that has a numerical unity (the ontological singular, the one that is 

"extraa animam," beyond mind), and one that has a unity of signification (the sign for 

Seee Heinz Heimsoeth who investigates the development of the notion of individuality [das Einzelne] from Plato 
too Fichte. Heinz Heimsoeth, Die sechs grossen Themen der Abendiandischen Metaphysik (W.Kohlhammer 
Verlag,, 1958), chapter V: "Das I ndividuum," 172-203. 
1822 Jean-Francois Marquet, Singularité et evenement (Grenoble: Editions Millon, 1995), 44. 
1833 G.W.F. Hegel, Logic, Being Part One of the Encycopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences (1830), trans. William 
Wallacee (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975), 226. "[Die] Einzelheit [ist] [die] Reflexion in sich der Bestimmtheiten der 
Allgemeinheitt und Besonderheit, welene negative Einheit mit sich das an und fur sich bestimmte und zugleich mit 
sichh identische oder allgemeine ist.'Hegel, Wissenschaft der Logik (Hamburg: Felix Meiner, 1985), §§ 163-165. 
1844 Alféri, Guillaume d'Ockham; Ie singulier, 15-28. 
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thee singular thing. That sign allows the singular thing, through the mediation of the 

mind,, to enter into a series). The latter is said to have a transcendental pertinence 

becausee without it it would be impossible to organize the objects of perception into 

series.. In other words, the whole division into the universal and the particular is 

dependentt on the transcendental concept of the sign. For Ockham these two types of 

thee singular are irreducibly different, and the major difference is that the "ontological" 

singularr is "before" all particularity. This privileging of the singular (in the sense of the 

unityy of signification) as a transcendental condition of thought seems to be very close 

too Derrida's philosophical project. 

Thinkingg about a literary work in terms of a singular event is not a Derridean 

idiosyncrasyy but is common to all recent philosophical attempts to understand the 

phenomenonn of literature from within the French postwar philosophical tradition (think 

forr example of Gilles Deleuze, Maurice Blanchot, Jean-Luc Nancy, Philippe Lacoue-

Labarthe,, Alain Badiou). It is in and through the event that the above authors try to 

capturee literature's relevance for life and for thought. The discussion of this issue is 

complicatedd by the fact that the above authors differ (and moreover, often inexplicitly 

so)) in the meaning they give to the terms "event," and "singularity." Hence it is 

necessaryy to ask: what is an event? (This question is pertinent not only in relation to 

literaturee but also in a broader sense: Derrida's whole project is dependent for its 

coherencee on a certain articulation of the notion of the event.) Answering this 

question,, Deleuze tells us: "la prise de la Bastille." Alain Badiou's examples of events 

aree May 1968, the Chinese Cultural Revolution and the "Solidarity" movement in 

Poland.1855 Derrida seems to voice the same conviction when he defines a founding 

eventt as "a revolutionary instant that belongs to no historical, temporal continuum."186 

However,, whereas Deleuze stresses that an event is something beyond the regime 

off signs ("The question 'Where is the battle?' has constantly been asked (...) Any 

1855 Gilles Deleuze and Claire Parnet, "De la superiority de la literature anglaise-américaine," in Dialogues, 
Rammarion,, 1996), 79. Badiou, Manifesto for Philosophy, 84. 
1866 Derrida, "Force of Law: The "Mystical Foundation of Authority," 41/98. An event may be an event of thought: 
forr example, according to Derrida, the arrival of psychoanalytic discourse constitutes an event (Jacques Derrida, 
"Myy Chances/ Mes Chances," in Taking Chances, ed. Smith/ Kerrigan (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University 
Press,, 1984), 27) and so does speculative logic and philosophy in general: "[w]hat one cannot predict is what 
upholdss philosophy and makes possible speculative iogic." Derrida, Demeure. Fiction and Testimony.) 
"Psychoanalysis"" and "Literature" (...) name events or a series of events." Derrida, "My Chances," 1. Literature's 
eventt is Ihe oeuvre." Ibid., 28. In other texts Derrida works with the following examples, or "names" of singular 
events:: death ("arrivant" Jacques Derrida, Aporias (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1993), 22), date 
(Jacquess Derrida, Schibboleth - pour Paul Celan (Paris: Galilee, 1986)), decision, reference (both in Jacques 
Derrida,, "The Deaths of Roland Barthes," in Philosophy and Non-philosophy since Merieau-Ponty, ed. Hugh J. 
Silvermann (London: Routledge, 1988), 259), a work of literature (Attridge, Ed. Acts of Literature), shibboleth 
(Derrida,, Schibboleth -pour Paul Celan), or a language among others (Derrida, Le monolinguisme de I'autre). 
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eventt is a fog of a million droplets"187: an event is "becoming in itself" [un devenir en 

lui-mêmé\),lui-mêmé\), for Derrida every event is always at the same time an element of a self-

imposedd code (provided we can think of iterability in terms of a code, in terms of the 

logicc of iterability there is no distinction between the events and the signs, "an event 

.... marks"). This is why, instead of "event," he often uses the word "date" meaning 

bothh that which is given, the datum (the event, that which happens) and the sign for it 

thatt marks the event on the calendar. If doubling (iterability) is taken to mean 

representationn then Derrida's event is always at the same time its own re­

presentationn (as in Ponge's phrase "By the word by commences then this text."188) 

TheThe "Mathesi s Singulari s "  of  Roland  Barthes 

Derridaa addresses the singular in many of his texts but perhaps in the most visually 

appealingg way in his "Deaths of Roland Barthes," an essay responding to Roland 

Barthes'' Camera lucida.189 Derrida's essay is perhaps not an obvious choice for the 

discussionn of the singularity in (and of) literature, but it has the advantage of being an 

antecedentt to Derrida's later, more widely discussed attempts to rethink the relation 

betweenn the singular and the universal {Shibboleth appeared in 1986). Even more 

importantly,, Barthes' project of a "protestation of singularity" is opposed to that of 

Joycee who has been Derrida's most important literary example throughout his whole 

philosophicall project. Derrida interprets Joyce's program as one of gathering: it is 

designedd to have accounted for everything, to remember everything and to anticipate 

everything,, including all that we might say on its topic, in advance. In contrast, 

Barthes,, with his Camera Lucida, (in Derrida's interpretation) wants to preserve the 

memoryy of one unique individual, his mother. I will start my exposition with a 

considerationn of this essay and then for the discussion of the more formal issues I will 

1877 Gilles Deleuze, Parnet, Claire, Dialogues II (New York: Columbia, 2002), 65. "On n'a jamais cessé de 
demander:: oü est la bataille?" (...) Tout evenement est un brouitlard de gouttes" "De la supériorité de la literature 
anglaise-américaine,"" 79. 
1888 "Parle mof par commence done ce texte."Attridge, ed., Acts of Literature, 319. The term "re-presentation," 
whichh I discussed above stems from Jacques Derrida, Speech and Phenomena (Evanston, Illinois: Northwestern 
UP,, 1973), 7/5 and is a translation of Husserl's Vergegenwêrtigung. 
1899 This chapter does not attempt to be exhaustive in its reference to the current debate on singularity. The latter 
iss the site of fundamental disagreements among thinkers who otherwise do happen to share a common ground, 
forr example, Clement Rosset, Jean-Luc Nancy, Giorgio Agamben, Emmanuel Levinas, and from authors whom 
wee tend to associate with literary theory, Roland Barthes and Gerard Genette. The "singular" in this debate names 
eitherr the relation to alterity or aiterity itself; it is - or is not - "properly" singular (that is, without a double); it is - or 
iss not - ineffable. 
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turnn to Derrida's Limited Inc, a more widely recognized source for the discussion of 

thee relation between the singular and the general. 

Barthes'' essay - in its author's words a "protestation of singularity" born out of 

aa "desperate resistance to any reductive system" — addresses a number of points 

thatt return in Derrida's project, notably the tension between the effects of iteration 

andd the singular understood as that which should transcend iteration.190 For this 

reasonn perhaps Derrida felt compelled to respond to it. Already the first sentence of 

Derrida'ss response, "How does one reconcile this plural?" makes his purpose clear. 

Howw does one reconcile the grammatical oddity of "the deaths" with the individual 

humann being to whom they are attributed, i.e. Roland Barthes? This is what Derrida 

setss out to do. At this early stage of Derrida's exposition Barthes' name functions in 

thee text as the singular signature, gathering the "terrifying and endless series"191 of 

deaths.. Among them are real ones like Barthes' own and that of his mother, and 

thosee momentary symbolic deaths produced by the click of a camera that freezes, 

"deadens"" the photographed object, and finally those deaths by naming, the 

dialecticall effects of negation of which Blanchot speaks, when, in La Part du feu, in 

thee wake of Hegel, he compares the act in which Adam gave a name to every 

creaturee to an "immense hecatomb."192 

Butt there is another, more primary sense, in which the singular appears, or 

ratherr disappears in Barthes' essay. The latter is governed by a remarkable absence. 

Thiss absence (of a photograph of Barthes' deceased mother, the absence of the 

photographh mimicking the absence of the mother) stands for the ineffable singular, 

absent,, for that which is without a double. The Utopia of absolute singularity comes to 

lightt in the discussion of this so-called Winter Garden Photograph. This image 

(addressedd in capitals, as in a proper name) is the only one that does not accompany 

thee text that nevertheless speaks about it - perhaps, as Derrida suggests, only about 

it.. This missing image seems to be the focal point around which the whole essay is 

gathered.. The undertone of the strategy proper to negative theology, the via negativa 

1900 Roland Barthes, Camera Lucida. Reflections on Photography, trans. Richard Howard (London: Vintage, 1982). 
Singularityy is for Barthes as close as we can come to the "essence" of photography: "photography is ... only 
contingency,, singularity, risk" [20]. 
1911 Derrida, The Deaths of Roland Barthes," 279. "Les morts de Roland Barthes" in Derrida, Psyche; Inventions 
dede I'autre, 290. 
1922 Maurice Blanchot, La part du Feu (Paris: Gallimard, 1949) 325-326. Cf. also Anne-Lise Schulte Nordholt, 
MauriceMaurice Blanchot; L'écriture comme experience du dehors (Geneve: Librarie Droz, 1995) esp. chaprtre 2: "Le 
langage,, la negation et la mort," 31 -57. "Si I'acte de nommer est acte d'anéantir la chose nommée dans son 
existence,, il s'agit lè non seulement d'un acte de negation, mais d'un meurtre." 34. 
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ruless when Barthes speaks about this absent photograph. It cannot be "read," 

"reflected,"" "interiorized," "contemplated;" it is "undialectical," "unnamable," "invisible," 

"outsidee of meaning" and can only appear by "assuming a mask" (passim). What is 

thee power of resistance of this photograph that makes it so singular, so different from 

alll the others? According to Barthes, the impossible right or power of this image to 

resistt iterability is drawn from the "originality of suffering." 

II might say, like the Proustian Narrator at his grandmother's death: "I 

didd not insist only upon suffering, but upon respecting the originality of 

myy suffering'; for this originality was the reflection of what was 

absolutelyy irreducible in her, and thereby lost forever.193 

Whenn Derrida says that "love ... protests against... [the] metonymy" of the punctum, 

hee addresses Barthes' intention to single out his mother's death, to grant it the status 

off a singularity that precludes any external relation, of an event that does not have 

anythingg in common with any other event. The picture of the mother must not be 

shownn in order to preserve the singularity of the event. 

Derrida,, who sets out to show that it is impossible to think the singular without 

thinkingg about it as repeatable, is aware of a potential criticism of this enterprise: the 

repeatablee is no longer the absolutely unique, iterability destroys the singular (while 

maintainingg or enabling it). "The deaths of Roland Barthes: because of the rather 

improperr brutality of this plural, one might think perhaps that I resisted the unique," 

sayss Derrida. And he answers: "perhaps, but how do we speak otherwise without 

takingg the risk? Without pluralizing the unique or generalizing that which is held most 

irreplaceablee in it, his own death?" In other words, it is only by employing the 

resourcess of iterability that we can speak of the singular. Moreover, Derrida insists 

thatt there is nothing disrespectful in this: according to him the metonymy that allows 

uss to speak about what is otherwise ineffable is as much a way of "speaking" as of 

"keepingg silent."194 

Paradoxically,, it is also the iterability that permits Derrida, albeit in a "ghostly" 

manner,, to address that non-iterated absolute singular that transcends our 

Barthes,, Camera Lucida. Reflections on Photography, 75. 
1944 Derrida, "The Deaths of Roland Barthes," 287/297. 
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experience.. Derrida is in fact saying here that if even absence is subject to 

metonymiee expansion - everything can be talked about (is effable). He puts it 

defensively:: "how do we speak otherwise?" but thereby he also says "this way we 

cancan speak." This again is consistent with Derrida's hyper-totalizing desire 'to say 

everything:: what happens and what fails to happen." In this sense Derrida does not 

weakenn the singular by depriving it of its uniqueness: on the contrary, he reinforces it 

byy allowing it to serialize, pluralize itself by the power of what Barthes calls 

"metonymiee expansion." 

Inn Beckett's Krapp's Last Tape the death of the mother appears without 

appearingg in a manner almost identical to that seen in Barthes, namely through a 

metonymiee expansion. The event itself is not named. All we hear is that "mother lay 

a-dying,"" the narrator sitting with the mother's window in view, 'throwing a ball for a 

littlee white dog as chance would have it" and that then the blind went down, one of 

thosee dirty brown roller affairs." This is all that is said. 

II sat on for a few moments with the ball in my hand and the dog yelping 

add pawing at me. (...) In the end I held it out to him and he took it in his 

mouth,, gently, gently. A small, old, black, hard, solid rubber ball. (...) I 

shalll feel it, in my hand, until my dying day. (...) I might have kept it. 

(...)) But I gave it to the dog.195 

Perhaps,, Krapp muses, he should have kept that "small, old, black, hard, solid rubber 

ball,"" as a token of his mother's death. But he gave it away, consciously or not 

permittingg the figurative substitution of that singular moment of the transition from life 

too death by any other moment: "Moments. Her moments, my moments. [Pause] The 

dog'ss moments."196 Yet it is the same movement of iterability that causes the loss of 

thee ultimate singularity of the moment and that allows for memory to keep it: Krapp 

couldd not remember his mother's death if there was no original division, reproduction, 

repetitionn in the event itself that made it possible here to substitute the event with 

somethingg else. It is ultimately through the detour of the "ball" Krapp has given away, 

thatt he remembers: "I shall feel it, in my hand, until my dying day."197 

1955 Beckett, Complete Dramatic Works, 219-220. 
1966 Beckett, Complete Dramatic Works, 220. 
1977 For an analysis of the reflection on memory and technology in Egoyan's work, see the dissertation of M.-
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II mentioned already before that the "black solid rubber ball" given to the dog in 

Krapp'sKrapp's Last Tape does not disappear without a trace from Beckett's work. This ball, 

thee figure of Krapp's mother's death, reappears in The Unnamable, where the 

narratorr describes himself as such a ball, also given to the dog ("Sirius in the Great 

Dog").. "I am a big talking ball ... I always knew I was round, solid and round ... I am 

roundd and hard.... All the rest I renounce, including this ridiculous black which I 

thoughtt for a moment worthier than grey to enfold me."198 In Krapp's Last Tape the 

balll stands for the moment that divides life from death, in The Unnamable for the 

pointt of transition between the author and his work (I return to the latter transition in 

chapterr four). I bring this resonance up here in order to show that also in Beckett the 

absolutelyy singular serializes itself, producing, just like in Barthes, a "terrifying, 

endlesss series," a singular serialization that can be seen as constitutive of memory, 

off subjectivity and of Beckett's singular signature. 

Inn his recent film adaptation of Krapp's Last Tape (for the "Beckett on Tape" 

project)) Atom Egoyan explores and deepens Beckett's idea of ruining the archives, of 

archivingg ruin and silence. Egoyan's realization of the play follows the script in all 

details,, with one significant exception. At the spot where Krapp remembers the death 

off his mother, Beckett's text has Krapp elide the information that the mother died (we 

aree able to guess it, knowing that Krapp reflects on the time when his "mother lay a-

dying,"" and from the custom of lowering the blinds in the house of the dead). Under 

Egoyan'ss direction, the sound of the tape-recorder being switched on and off leaves 

openn whether it is the sound of Krapp acting now or whether it is the trace of an 

earlierr erasure that we hear as a piece of archiving by silence. 

Withoutt expansion (metonymie or other), the radical consequence of treating 

thee singular as absolutely unique (i.e., in the way we intuitively tend to construe it, as 

thatt which happened "one time only") is its self-effacement. Let us retrace this self-

effacingg movement to its limit. The singular is exceptional in that it stands in no 

relationn (not even in relation of difference) to anything, including itself. It is the 

"without-relation"" and thus can only be defined as a non-coincidence (with anything 

elsee but also with itself). The singular as unique, "alone," without valence "is" not. It 

cann only be thought as an absolutely "unsubstitutable" absence, insists Derrida. Not 

onlyy does it have to be "unredeemable" and non-dialectical ~ for otherwise it would 

A.Baronian,, ..., forthcoming. 
1988 Beckett, Trilogy, 307-308. 
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bee easily turned into presence (it is for this reason that both Derrida and Barthes 

insistt that singularity precludes mourning, for mourning sublates death199), every way 

off thinking it otherwise must be prevented. We cannot even say that it so much as 

dissimulatess itself, appearing in the guise of something else - because the "guise" 

wouldd function as its double. It is that which has always already effaced itself. 

Nothingg can be said about it, not even that it left an empty place -- for that already 

allowss substitution. 

Thee failure of Barthes' undertaking of protecting at any price the singularity of 

hiss mother's death is thereby made clear. Derrida plays with the near-homophony of 

thee expressions "the law of the name" and "the law of the number" [nom/nombre], to 

showw that a name, intended to single out an individual, always already gathers a 

series,, a number, a multiplicity. In the place that Barthes wanted to keep empty and 

therebyy singular, "substitution repeats itself (...) retaining of the irreplaceable only a 

pastt desire."200 

Thee guiding thread of Barthes' undertaking in Camera Lucida is his dream of 

"mathesiss singularis" or the "impossible science of the unique being."201 Yet what 

becomess apparent very soon is that there is nothing singular about Barthes' object, 

photography,, at least not if we define "unique" as being "without a double." There is 

noo question about this: a doubling, a repetition (the referent and its representation) is 

inherentt in photography. In this sense singularity is in Barthes not opposed to duality: 

punctumpunctum does not pretend to be "one." Quite to the contrary, it is opposed to the 

unary;; the punctum is precisely that which causes doubling. Perhaps the singularity 

off the adherence addresses not the absence of the doubling but rather the fact that 

thee doubling forms a closed circle and does not point to anything outside of itself. Yet 

evenn this cannot be defended - and it is not Barthes' intention to defend it. He 

demonstratess himself how what we see in a photograph divides itself, lending itself to 

metonymyy that points ultimately beyond the photographic image and that to which it 

refers.. Similarly, the singularity of the punctum oscillates between a detail of a 

photographh and the act of reading - again, the punctum is a "lightning-like"202 

negotiationn between these two points of view. In this sense, Barthes sees the 

Jacquess Derrida, "Economimesis," Diacritics Diacritics 11, no.2 (1981): 3-25. 22, Barthes, Camera Lucida. Reflections 
onon Photography, passim, Derrida, "The Deaths of Roland Barthes," 277/289. 
2000 Derrida, The Deaths of Roland Barthes," 295/304. 
2011 Barthes, Camera Lucida. Reflections on Photography, 8, 71. 
2022 Derrida, "The Deaths of Roland Barthes," 286/296. 

81 1 



singularr as a relation. Easily detectable in photography, there is the rapport between 

thee photographic image and its referent. (Even though Barthes insists on the 

"existential"" singularity of the photographed event: "What the Photograph reproduces 

too infinity has occurred only once: the Photograph mechanically repeats what could 

neverr be repeated existentially"). Some rapport is also brought about between (the 

fragmentt of) an image and the viewer who is 'touched" or "animated"203 by it. 

Eventually,, all these doublings are aspects of the larger movement of the singular 

thatt multiplies relations and thereby forms series (images refer, by resemblance, 

meaningg or even pure coincidence to other images). Barthes calls this movement a 

"metonymiee expansion" of the punctum. If we take this into account, photography's 

mimickingg of reality (again, both preserving and negating it) becomes just one more 

aspectt of the metonymie expansion. Both the potential iterability of the sensation of 

thee punctum and the moment in which the punctum, moving like an arrow, produces 

aa series ("this element ...[that] rises from the scene, shoots out of it like an arrow, and 

piercess me") are cases of this self-pluralizing expansion of the singular.204 All these 

exampless show that there is an inherent doubling or even serialization at stake. In 

otherr words, the singular displays the structure of a relation: the relation of the 

"singularr adherence" of the referent to its representation, or of the "uncompromising 

andd punctual decision, which takes place in the almost no time of a [camera's] click." 

Thiss "almost no time" signals already that the relation (of adherence) occurs with the 

velocityy of an electric discharge or a "shot." It has practically no duration, like a 

flashoverr that suspends time, or like the momentary "explosion" of the "active 

reading"" that makes a "star on the pane of the (...) photograph."205 

Itt is only apparently that a punctum is a point, Derrida tells us. In his words, it 

iss "a point that is not a point." For were we not told by Barthes that punctum is a point 

thatt punctures? If it does do this, it must be in movement that has a direction and this 

movementt must be something like a line. It only looks tike a point from a very special 

positionn - when we are "in the line of fire," face to face. Indeed, if we look in this one-

dimensionall way there is nothing to be seen, except maybe the spacing of the 

surroundingg matter. But in fact the punctum has a "whence" and a "thither," even if 

Barthes,, Camera Lucida. Reflections on Photography, 20, 38. 
Barthes,, Camera Lucida. Reflections on Photography, 26. 
Barthes,, Camera Lucida. Reflections on Photography, 49. 
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thee reversibility of its direction makes them interchangeable; as Derrida makes clear 

"thee punctum points to me at the instant and place where I point to it."206 

IterabilityIterability  of  the Singular 

Derrida'ss patient reading of Barthes merely emphasizes what the latter has 

saidd himself: the punctum is both singular and plural. This brings the "metonymie 

powerr of expansion" of the punctum very close to Derrida's iterability of the singular. 

Inn both cases the repetition at stake is not identical: it involves change. Derrida says 

off the singularity of the punctum that it "mobilizes everything everywhere. It pluralizes 

itself."2077 But there is more to it, the punctum not only produces a multiplicity, it also 

organizess it: Derrida emphasizes that Barthes is saying that the punctum is the "inner 

Law."" It is here that Derrida elaborates the interplay of what appeared in Barthes as a 

pairr of absolute opposites: the punctum and the studium, the first one the "uncoded 

beyond,"beyond," the other one the "always coded."208 "I would like to show that the concepts 

whichh seemed the most squarely opposed, or opposable were put in play by him, the 

onee for the other, in a metonymie composition."209 Punctum and studium are in fact 

metonymicallyy substituted. In virtue of this substitution, the punctum (that appeared 

too be the "uncoded beyond") functions paradoxically as the law itself, and thereby as 

thee code that organizes the studium. By emphasizing210 that "luminosity" refers both 

too the camera lucida {la chambre claire, the apparatus anterior to photography, in 

otherr words that which captures and codes all) and the central punctum of the whole 

essay,, the mother's face, Derrida (to the extent that it is possible in a reading of 

Barthes)) makes the mother, the punctum of the whole essay211, metonymically 

replacee the gathering camera. In Derrida's reading of Barthes the punctum is not 

merelyy beyond the law: it produces the law. 

2066 Derrida, "The Deaths of Roland Barthes," 264-5/278. 
2077 Derrida, "The Deaths of Roland Barthes," 285/296: "As the place of the irreplaceable singularity [...] the 
punctumpunctum irradiates and, what is most surprising, lends itself to metonymy. As soon as it allows itself to be drawn 
intoo a system of substitutions, it can invade everything, objects as well as affects. This singularity which is 
nowheree in the field mobilizes everything everywhere; it pluralizes itself." 
2088 Derrida, "The Deaths of Roland Barthes," 267/280. 
2099 Derrida, "The Deaths of Roland Barthes," 262/276. 
2100 Derrida, The Deaths of Roland Barthes," 274/286. 
2111 For equivalence of the mother, the punctum and the "Law," see Derrida, "The Deaths of Roland Barthes," 
269/281-2. . 
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Thee poignant singularity does not refute the generality, it does not 

preventt it from having the force of Law but only (...) signs it.212 

Derrida'ss addressing the punctum as the supplement and the "ghost" and his 

suggestionn that he metonymically substitutes his own signature for that of Barthes 

makee it clear that to a large extent he identifies his ownn project with this particular 

readingg of the punctum. 

Fromm above one thing becomes clear: these two poles must coexist; 

singularityy is a conjunction of both the "irreplaceable" and the very law that gathers 

thee substitutions of that "irreplaceable." These two are mutually co-dependent. The 

"irreplaceable"" can reveal itself in no other way than through the process of 

substitution.. The studium and the punctum are not simply opposites of each other, 

justt like the other and the same (or the singular and the universal) are not. They 

cannott be kept apart: a necessary interaction is taking place here, even if only in the 

formm of haunting. The absent punctum pluralizes itself. It does not appear in itself but 

throughh the multiplicity it gathers. Iterability, as the ability to expand, to pluralize itself, 

iss indeed the punctum's force, the way in which the punctum operates. The 

"irreplaceablee event" like the one of Barthes' book can only be produced by the 

metonymiee expansion of the punctum."3 

Evenn though Barthes' project seemed totally opposed to that of Joyce - in its 

accountingg for something unique and irreplaceable on the one hand and exploiting 

thee equivocity and substitutability of language in order to say everything, Derrida's 

readingg of Barthes shows the respective projects to be very similar. Obviously, 

Barthess did not produce an encyclopedic novel like Joyce but a highly personal 

essay.. Yet what the one wanted to resist and the other wanted to exploit - the series-

formingg principle, iterability, as a condition of the possibility of writing and experience 

-- is present in both books. 

Thee power of the singular event, Derrida says, resides in its ability to 

formalize. . 

Derrida,, "The Deaths of Roland Barthes," 272/284. 
Derrida,, "The Deaths of Roland Barthes," 287. 
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Whatt is fascinating is an event of a singularity powerful enough to 

formalizee the questions and the theoretical laws concerning it. (...) 

[T]hatt a singular mark should also be repeatable, iterable, as mark. It 

thenn begins to differ from itself sufficiently to become exemplary and 

thuss involve a certain generality. This economy of exemplary iterability 

iss of itself formalizing.214 

Inn other words, the generality of a singular event is a consequence of its 

iterabilityy - an iterability that at the same time conceives the event of its own 

representation.. (Note the smooth passage from "event" to "mark" that is for Derrida 

characteristic).. The misleadingly simple definition of an event Derrida gives in Sauf 

lele nom as "what comes, what there is and which is always singular,"215 might make us 

thinkk that the event is something that happens only once, at random, unexpectedly. 

Wee should not fail to notice however, that the word "singular" is preceded by 

"always,"" for this is quite essential to Derrida's definition of singularity. An "always 

singular"" event houses this contract - and hence has some universal properties, a 

gridd of predictability. Thus, paradoxically, no chance event is fully unexpected. 

Derrida'ss understanding of the event, as opposed for example to that of Jean-

Lucc Nancy, is indissociably connected to a mark: whereas for Nancy an event is 

merelyy "empty time" ("temps vide"216) and is not presentable, a Derridean event 

"marks."" Derrida always links the event to the figure of writing: it is "what can happen 

too me through writing,"217 "poetic writing is an event that marks."218 It is this mark-like 

qualityy of an event that allows Derrida to make a passage from the singular to the 

universal.. When Derrida speaks about his interest in famous works of philosophy and 

literaturee as the interest in "what happened one time only, while dividing itself 

already,"" he addresses iterability as the property of a mark: "the ideal iterability (...) 

formss the structure of all marks." Derrida's argument is that a singular event-mark is 

alwayss iterable, i.e., it can be repeated across contexts and still retain (a part of) its 

2144 Attridge, ed, Acts of Literature, 42-43. 
2155 Jacques Derrida, "Sauf le nom," in On the Name {Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 1995), 56. 
Jacquess Derrida, Saufle nom (Paris: Galilee, 1993), 56. 
2166 Nancy, "Surprise de l'événement," 193. "La surprise - l'événement - n'appartient pas è I'ordre de la 
representation."" (199). 

Jacquess Derrida and Geoffrey Bennington, "Circumfession," Jacques Derrida, (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press,, 1993), 32; French tranlsation (Paris: Seuil, 1991), 33. 
2188 Jacques Derrida, "Paul Celan -- La langue n'appartient pas (entretien)," Europe: Revue littéraire mensuelle79, 
no.. 861-862(2001). 83. 
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meaning.. Because repetitions across contexts are not identical repetitions, the 

repeatedd mark begins to differ from itself. It becomes one of its many repetitions. 

Eachh of the latter can be taken as an example of the totality of the iterations of the 

mark.. But to be exemplary is both to be one of many and one standing for many --

andd to stand for many is to be in possession of something that is common to many, 

i.e.. it is equivalent to having acquired a certain generality! The singular thereby 

acquiress its claim to universality. This underlines the importance of interpretation in 

Derrida'ss project. Interpretation, the general assumption that something stands for 

somethingg else, is needed for both gestures associated by Derrida with literature -

namelyy the juridical (the generality of the law is due to the exemplarity of the singular 

thatt differs from itself and thereby stands for many), and the economical (economy of 

means,, one standing for -- and thereby gathering in itself -- many). 

TheThe Odysse y of  the Iterable  Singular 

II mentioned before that the serialization of the singular through the "metonymie 

expansion"" in Barthes is not unlike the gathering gesture of Joyce's Ulysses. This is 

confirmedd on further examination: Derrida does not only speak about the singular 

momentss in Barthes in terms of a series but also in terms of an itinerary: the 

"orientingg tombs" of the deaths Barthes discusses draw a circular route, an Odyssey 

fromm himself to himself. Beckett too can be said to have written such an Odyssey. At 

aa certain point in his writing career, the robust style of the "talking black ball," that 

wass still easily induced to laughter and bouncing off to new topics, evolved into the 

austeree consistency of the "monster of the solitudes," the being that lends its voice ("I 

quote")) to the story of How It /s.219 That "creature in the mud" tells us a story of a 

journeyy in place, a permanent, almost immobile, tortuous Odyssey to the rhythm of 

minorr displacements in the series of creatures numbered from 1 to 1,000,000. That 

thee million creatures conceal in fact a (dispersed) unity of one point of enunciation is 

disclosedd at the end of the novel: "only me yes alone yes with my voice yes in the 

mudd yes (...) never crawled (...) never suffered (...) never abandoned".220 He (she? 

2,99 Beckett, How it is, 13,18. 
2200 Beckett, How it is, 146. Beckett, Comment e'est, 227. The full stop comes after the inverted commas because 
thee novel does not have punctuation. 
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it?)) is, just like the Derridean universal singular, one of many (any particular shackle 

off the self-created chain) and one standing for many (the signature that gathers this 

OdysseyOdyssey and assumes responsibility for its "justice"). In this sense, How It Is looks 

almostt as if it was designed for a structuralist reading -- the French version was 

publishedd in 1961, the time structuralism was at the heyday of its influence. We can 

discernn in it the two gestures through which structuralism proceeds. The first is a 

combinatoryy description of the multiplicity of discrete beings, subject to pre-existent 

lawss of contrast or position. This static abstraction of distinct entities named Pirn, 

Krim,, Bom, Bern, etc., would remain "opaque," i.e., would not produce sense (and 

thiss is finally Structuralism's main question: how sense is produced) without the 

secondd gesture, in which a singular entity, an "empty square" is isolated within the 

structuree in order to set it into motion as a sense-producing machine.221 In this case 

thee couple victim-tormentor plays the role. The couple sets the machine in motion 

alsoo in the literal sense: the result of its interaction is "a pursuit without hope and a 

flightt without fear."222 

Thee Odyssey (the movement of the million creatures in the mud) of How It Is 

proceedss through violence. The million having divided itself into victims and 

tormentors,, in every couple the tormentor inflicts wounds on his other ("the 

unbutcherablee other") with a tin opener. The necessity of this repetitive motif for the 

meaningg of the novel as a whole becomes clear only when the phrase "tin opener" 

suddenlyy appears in the form of the phrase "I opener."223 The wound inflicted by the 

narratorr (and any of his similars in the series) on his temporal other that extorts "a 

sigh"" from the latter is an "eye-opener." (It seems as if at stake here is something like 

Deleuzee discovers in Proust rather than a meditation on involuntary memory, a 

machinee for the production of resonances, or, in this case, of "sighs"- including those 

off memory). Even more so, it is a gesture through which the 'T' opens, discloses itself 

bothh to itself and to the outside by telling (or writing, or carving - with a can opener 

onn its "other") its story. The " I " presents itself to us thereby as the Early Romantic 

embodimentt of the Subject-Work, where the progress of writing and the becoming of 

2211 See Deleuze's appraisal of structuralism in Gilles Deleuze, The Logic of Sense (New York: Columbia 
Universityy Press, 1990), 71-73 and Alain Badiou, Deleuze: the Clamor of Being, trans. Louise Burchill 
(Minneapolis:: University of Minnesota Press, 2000), 36-39. 
2222 Beckett, How it is. 
2233 Beckett, How it is, 94; Beckett's French version is quite different: Comment c'est, 146. 
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thee subject of writing are one and the same project, narrated by carving on the "l"s 

temporall incarnations. 

Inn what way is this singular Odyssey different from the undertaking of Joyce's 

Ulysses?Ulysses? (And we know that Beckett has chosen not to follow the path of his master 

Joyce.)) In what way are the twin couples of victim and tormentor similar to or different 

fromm the twin yeses that Derrida has elevated to the status of the founding program 

off the LV/ysses-machine? (The two yeses are: the hyper-totalizing yes of hypermnesis 

thatt has always already accounted for everything and the affirmative yes of resigned 

lucidityy that acknowledges the unforeseeable and the failure of the first yes's 

totalizingg project.) To start with, we might observe that the twin yeses are constitutive 

off subjectivity just in the way that the victim and tormentor couple are in Beckett. 

However,, Joyce's project is more pretentious: for the twin yeses, the subjectivity is 

justt one of many effects. The machine as a whole is designed primarily to collect, by 

affirming,, everything, indiscriminately. That indiscriminate greed of Joyce's machine 

iss what makes it (and Joyce was not unaware of this, as Derrida shows) "in sum poor 

literature,, vulgar in that it never leaves its luck to the incalculable simplicity of a 

poem,, grimacing from overcultivated and hyperscholastic technology."224 Beckett's 

literaryy project, at least up to a certain moment, is simpler: all it wants to account for 

aree the quasi-transcendental conditions of the point where the " I " produces an 

oeuvre.. The singular in Beckett, in the sense of Beckett's singular signature, is 

alwayss situated there. If there is an element of gathering in Beckett, it will always be 

withh respect to the subject-production: the overlapping of successive 'T's. Compared 

too Joyce's project, this gathering, if we can call it this at all, looks strikingly austere. It 

iss not for nothing that Beckett's austerity has been compared to that of Wittgenstein. 

Byy describing Joyce's project as one of an "overcultivated and hyperscholastic 

technology"" Derrida himself has assumed the idiom of the "ordinary language" 

philosophyy that criticizes western metaphysics as a product of such an 

"overcultivation".. Perhaps we should look more closely at the singular gesture, in the 

contextt of Derrida's encounter with that branch of philosophy. 

Derrida,, "Ulysses Gramophone: Hear Say Yes in Joyce," 293. Derrida shows that next to the hubris of the 
Demiurgg who collects all, we hear in Joyce's laughter the self-irony reflecting his awareness of the limits of his 
enterprise. . 
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ChapterChapter  3. Beckett,  Derrida  and the Ordinary 

Withh her Wittgenstein's Ladder: Poetic Language and the Strangeness of the 

Ordinary,Ordinary, literary critic Marjorie Perloff pleads for an analytic approach to literature, 

tryingg to counteract what she sees as the overwhelmingly "continental" reception of 

Beckett'ss work. (It should be mentioned here that Derrida never accepted the 

designationn "continental philosopher." Moreover, in his "Afterword" to Limited Inc, 

Derridaa insists that it is rather his opponent Searle who has "inherited numerous 

gesturess and a logic (...) from a certain Continental tradition (...) I try to 

deconstruct."2255 Derrida describes himself as "paradoxically, more foreign to that 

tradition."" If I resort to this term from time to time it is for the sake of convenience, 

especiallyy when discussing the repercussions of the so called continental-analytic 

debate,, for example in Perloff's book.) This book has been received as a turn away 

fromm so-called "theory," the word that for Perloff is almost synonymous with Derrida, 

towardss the "anti-theory" that she associates with a Wittgensteinian mode of 

investigation.. The main claim of the book is that Wittgenstein anticipates current 

trendss in literary practice and that hence reading certain literary works through and 

withh Wittgenstein might be productive. Perloff, known as a "militant critic," makes no 

secrett of her conviction that Wittgenstein has more to offer than Derrida on the 

problemm of literary language. It is not my intention here to simply contest this claim. 

Theree is no doubt that Wittgenstein provides us with remarkable insights in almost 

anyy domain. However, 1 find Perloff's exposition somewhat question-begging, not 

leastt on the question of whether the analytic approach to literature is really very 

differentt from the "continental" one. Especially since more and more critics are 

comingg to recognize that there are 

veryy strong affinities between deconstructive thought and the thought of 

laterr Wittgenstein (...) Belatedly, analytic philosophers are coming to 

realizee that deconstruction has common ground with "analytic" 

philosophyy both in presuppositions and in strategies.226 

Derrida,, Limited Inc, 130-131. 
Samuell C. Ill Wheeler, "Wittgenstein as Conservative Deconstructor," New Literary History 19, ii (1988): 239-
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Forr example, it has been demonstrated that Quine's polemic with the distinction 

betweenn analytic and synthetic can be read as an example of deconstruction, 

comparablee to Derrida's deconstruction of the distinction between expression and 

significationn in Husserl.227 

Inn spite of the apparent obscurity of its formulation, Derrida's argument seems 

nott very different from the conception of the world in terms of ordinary language 

philosophyy (the universe of language-games and family resemblances).228 

Formulationss where he evokes the "mystical" and the "taste for the secret" might 

suggestt otherwise. But provided that we adopt a broad understanding of 

Wittgenstein'ss heritage, certain congeniality between two philosophers is surely not 

outt of the question. To allow for such a reading we only need to think of that heritage 

inn a way that exceeds thinking about grammar and criteria as provided by a 

frameworkk of rules. The main difference is then that whereas Wittgenstein's 

vocabularyy has freed itself from the discouragingly huge legacy of philosophical and 

literaryy canon, Derrida's vocabulary embraces this legacy. More than merely playing 

withh the unnecessary excess of metaphysical tradition, Derrida's approach reflects 

thee observation that the sedimentations of our culture are, through our language, 

alwayss implicitly presupposed in our thought and that using everyday language 

meaningfullyy means obeying the same principles as those that gave rise to western 

metaphysicall thinking, (whereas both can be seen as sheltering a certain urge 

towardss essentialism it does not entail that they have to give in to it); that therefore 

thee distinction between the ordinary and the metaphysical would perhaps be less 

soundd and rigid than it seems to be. The language in which the metaphysical 

treatisess of the past were composed was after all not different from everyday 

language.. Stanley Cavell observed that Wittgenstein sees metaphysics as a 

consequencee of ordinary language whereas Derrida sees ordinary language as an 

effectt of general writing. If this diagnose is correct, we would, rather than with a 

stablee dual opposition between ordinary and metaphysical, have to do with a 

continuouss process in which the general writing sediments into the ordinary from 

258,, 239. 
2277 Samuel C. Ill Wheeler, Deconstruction as Analytic Philosophy {Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 
2000),, 37-44. 
2288 Such a conjecture would require further exploration, though, that does not fall in the scope of the present 
study. . 
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whichh in turn the human beings are tempted to distill the metaphysical. Such a 

readingg would explain why Cavell finds "Derrida [to be] every bit as opposed (...) to 

thee metaphysical voice as Austin and Wittgenstein are."229 It is perhaps possible to 

readd Derrida's notions of iterability and singular event as an attempt to formalize 

mostt generally how a language-game functions and how it can occur that such a 

gamee is now and then modified (although again this does not fall in the scope of the 

presentt research). 

Onee chapter of Perloff's book is devoted to Beckett's novel Watt. This witty 

andd intelligent book about a tramp on the move, on his way to the house of the 

mysteriouss Mr. Knott, becoming an employee of Mr. Knott, trying to get to know him, 

movingg up the social ladder, finally turned out of the house - and ending up again as 

aa tramp on the road, is, despite Perloff's statements to the contrary, a quest novel 

withh the object of the quest seemingly as important as it is undetermined. The novel 

cann be read as a staging of the pursuit of truth, self, God, beauty, the good, 

nothingness,, meaning, and so on. The requisites are there to be corroborated by any 

off these interpretations and at the same time for none of them in particular. At the 

samee time, more even than the "Wittgensteinian" austerity of style, the applicability of 

Wittgenstein'ss saying that perhaps the door is "unlocked" only we are pushing 

insteadd of pulling it,230 to the mental exercises we perform in trying to make sense of 

Watt,Watt, makes of this reading more than an exercise in the interpretation of symbols. 

WattWatt is a novel about the crisis of language. One cannot fail to notice that 

Perlofff is unfair to Beckett criticism when she says that it omitted to see that: such an 

interpretationn of Watt is widely acknowledged. That Perloff does not account for this 

mayy have something to do with the fact that almost all works on Beckett she quotes 

aree quite dated, from the 60's and 70's. As such, the book is well suited to Perloff's 

argumentt that literature is a Wittgensteinian experiment - that its function is to 

"interrogatee the 'bumps' we get from running up against the limits of language." 

Anticipatingg the argument to come, one might ask at this place, in what way is this 

differentt from Derrida's interrogating the works that "make the limits of our language 

tremble?" " 

2299 Stanley Cavell, A Pitch of Philosophy (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1996), 62-63. 
2300 Ludwig Wittgenstein, Culture and Value (Oxford, etc.: Blackwell, 1998), 48: "Someone is imprisoned^ a room 
iff the door is unlocked, opens inwards; but it doesn't occur to him to pull, rather than push against it." 
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Too make her case strong against the "various deconstructionists,"231 Perloff 

focuses,, at least in Beckett's case, upon the idea of "context deficiency" (which, as 

wee shall see, seems to be more motivated by the debate around Derrida's Limited 

IncInc and, more generally, speech-act theory than by Wittgenstein himself). According 

too her interpretation, the crisis of language to which Watt bears witness is caused by 

nott knowing how to assign the right context to words that are, precisely, "cut-out" 

fromm their contexts. What does it mean, she asks, that Watt, the character of 

Beckett'ss novel, is supposed to feed the remains of the meal to the dog if there is no 

dogg on the premises?232 Perloff takes this to illustrate the idea that the meaning of the 

wordss we use is context-dependent (taking for granted that "context dependent" in its 

narroww sense is what Wittgenstein means when he says, "the meaning of a word is 

itss use in language"233). It is so, because the words do not carry their definitions with 

them.. (As Wittgenstein famously points out, the word "cow" isn't always attached to a 

picturee of a cow - and even if it were, this wouldn't explain its meaning.) However 

true,, this is not helpful in letting us see where Derrida's shortcoming lies. Whereas 

thee latter questions the role of context in determining the meaning of words, this does 

nott entail that he adheres to the Platonistic view that words must carry their 

definitionss with them in order to be meaningful. Rather, he pushes his argument 

preciselyy to the opposite extreme: he argues that our words can be meaningful even 

whenn entering a context that is totally new for them - or flawed (i.e., as in Watt when 

"thee dog," needed for Mr Knott's wish to make sense does not exist). This is precisely 

whatt happens in Watt, a whole multiplicity of more or less viable hypotheses ensues 

concerningg the nonexistent dog. It does produce certain special effects but it does 

nott preclude meaning. Perloff's "Wittgenstein" would perhaps say that the 

hypotheses,, together with the dog, are littering an otherwise well-functioning 

languagee and should be removed from it. But then, is Watt not a well-functioning 

book? ? 

Perlofff reads Watt as an interrogation of language issuing from Beckett's 

acknowledgedd objective to penetrate behind the veil of words, and ending in the 

realizationn that this is impossible. She interprets this desire as equivalent to the 

2311 Perloff, "Witt-Watt: The Language of Resistance/ The Resistance of Language," 53. 
2322 Perloff, "Witt-Watt: The Language of Resistance/ The Resistance of Language," 117; Samuel Beckett, Watt 
(Neww York: Calder, 1998), 87 and further. 
333 Perloff understands the determining context as exclusively syntagmatic ("large sequences"), ignoring the 

paradigmaticc (i.e., where the "context" of "yellow" is "red" and "blue") context. 
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searchh for a steady, ideal meaning of words or an ideal referent (leaving aside the 

factt that Beckett does not exclude the possibility that behind words there is merely 

"nothingness").. "Words, Beckett suggests, function only in large sequences, and, 

evenn then, everything depends on how they are used."234 Perloff presents us with a 

clearr opposition between the meaninglessness of single words "cut-out"235 from any 

contextss and their meaningfulness in contexts (where these contexts determine their 

meanings).. ("Cut-out," a term stemming from the vocabulary of the resistance in 

WWIII and a key-term in Perloff's interpretation of Beckett, refers to the use of 

utterancess taken out of the contexts to which they originally belonged in order to 

conveyy messages that were to remain unreadable to the outsiders.) Aiming again 

seeminglyy more at Derrida's engagements with Austin and Searle than pursuing 

Wittgenstein'ss way of thinking, Perloff insists that words function only in their proper 

context:: "only in large sequences."236 Derrida, on the contrary, argues that words can 

bee meaningful with a diminished attachment to any particular context, even in the 

absencee of the intentions of the one who produces the words. Iterability accounts for 

thee words' remaining meaningful - though not immune to change - across contexts. 

Inn Beckett's novel, despite the elusiveness of the intentions of the unfathomable Mr. 

Knottt and without any indication of what the "right" conventions might be, there is still 

plentyy to provide food for Watt's speculations that are related to us and that are in the 

endd summarized with an apparent mathematical precision:237 

Solution n 

1st t 

2nd d 

3rd d 

4th h 

Numberr of Solutions 

4 4 

3 3 

2 2 

1 1 

Numberr of Objections 

2 2 

3 3 

4 4 

5 5 

Numberr of Objections 

14 4 

9 9 

5 5 

2 2 

Inn the end, Perloff does not convincingly show how her argument is pertinent 

too the question in what way the "analytical" approach to literature would be preferable 

2344 Perloff, "Witt-Watt: The Language of Resistance/ The Resistance of Language," 140. 
2355 Perloff, "Witt-Watt: The Language of Resistance/ The Resistance of Language," 123. 
2366 Perloff, "Witt-Watt: The Language of Resistance/ The Resistance of Language," 140. 
2377 Beckett, Watt, 95. {Many critics have pointed out that, intentionally or not, the real mathematical precision in 
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too the "continental" approach, the only formulated charge against Derrida being that 

hiss own discourse seems to be "exempt from aporias of undecidability" and "abounds 

inn authoritarian statements."238 Perloff mistakenly associates Derrida with the 

normativee theoretical discourse that she blames for sustaining the opposition 

betweenn "ordinary" and "literary" discourse, between theory and literature, something 

thatt Derrida is far from doing. Moreover, most of the credos upon which she relies to 

justifyy her analytic approach - the inseparability of literature and philosophy, the 

necessityy of undermining "Grand Theories," the necessity of the work within the field 

(inn her formulation "in the trenches") instead of above it, and especially the 

understandingg of literature as using passwords, the idea of ethics as "running against 

thee boundaries of language," of the ethical urgency of the resistance offered by 

(literary)) language - are easily found in Derrida's treatment of literature. 

Iff we leave Perloff's insistence on "context deficiency" aside, the remaining 

differencess between the "analytical" and "continental" approaches seem to be, first, 

thee emphasis, in Wittgenstein, on the "instinctive" or "natural" understanding of 

words,, on the "ordinary" (the simple, the everyday: Watt, Perloff tells us, is "a book 

aboutt the problematic of language use in the ordinary transmission of information"). A 

consequencee of this emphasis is a more specific, second difference, coming to light 

inn Perloff's interpretation of literary works: disregarding the canon and introducing 

real-lifee situations (war and resistance, for example) instead. Renouncing the 

figurativee application of language entails that Perloff must take an important passage 

inn Watt about the loss of the hammers in the piano literally and not as symbolizing, 

forr example, the loss of language and thus showing a step made by Beckett on his 

wayy to silence. More generally, renouncing the figurative understanding of literature 

(iff it is possible at all) and disreagarding the canon limit the scope of interpretation of 

literaryy texts. 

Perlofff fails to make clear in what way these differences should account for the 

superiorityy of the "analytic" approach. Also the ethical claim she makes on behalf of 

thee language of resistance is perfectly intelligible and legitimate within the framework 

off Derrida's thought. Thus, at the end of Watt, the main character receives a "free 

pass"" to a "language that resists, (...) that is not (...) 'contiguous to anything else.'"239 

Beckett'ss work was often flawed.) 
2388 Perloff, "Witt-Watt: The Language of Resistance/ The Resistance of Language," 53-54. 
2399 Perloff, "Witt-Watt: The Language of Resistance/The Resistance of Language," 142-143. 
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(Strangely,, Perloff associates Watt here with Beckett himself, in a reading that is 

symbolic,, not literal.) This contention about Watt's language of resistance is 

compatiblee with Derrida's thought if only we read it as a language of high uncertainty, 

i.e.,, without the essentialist guarantees. The free pass thus becomes a "licentia 

poëtica"" which is the prerogative of literature. Whereas Wittgenstein's disinterest in 

literaryy canon is almost proverbial, it is by no means certain that the shaping of the 

meaningg of words through their use in what Wittgenstein calls "language-games" is 

veryy different from the shaping of the meaning of the words through the progressive, 

infinitee sedimentation of the meanings given to them in different contexts that Derrida 

describes.. The fact that in this book I often rely on the vocabulary associated with 

"continental"" philosophy does therefore not mean that the validity of the claims I 

makee should necessarily be limited to that strain of philosophy. 

DerridaDerrida  and Austin:  on the "Non-Serious  Uses of  Language" 

Untill now I have been discussing Derrida's notion of literature by starting from the 

notionn of singularity and making a passage to iterability (the necessary serialization 

off the singular moment). Now I would like to take iterability as the starting point of the 

singular.. The concept of literature that we can construct on the basis of Derrida's 

SignatureSignature Event Context*0 (considered by many to be the shortest and most effective 

wayy to approach this issue) appears to be focused on iterability. In this essay 

"literature"" is coextensive with the general feature of language that Derrida calls 

"iterability,"" meaning the ability of language to be iterable across contexts. It is a 

featuree of language in general that is, however, more explicit in literary (and what 

Austinn called the "non-serious uses") examples than in some other uses of language. 

Derridaa therefore argues that we might want to investigate the literary use of 

languagee in order to gain insight into iterability. Again we are facing the coexistence 

off singularity and iterability: on the one hand, literature - or the "literary use of 

language"" - is important to us because it teaches us about iterability, on the other, it 

iss also paradoxically the place par excellence where the singular appears. We have 

twoo apparently competing definitions of literature: one focused on the singular event 

Jacquess Derrida, "Signature, Event, Context," in Limited Inc {Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1988). 
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off a literary work, the other emphasizing the iterability of the literary use of language. 

Againn it must be concluded that these two aspects - iterability and singularity - do 

nott exclude but rather reinforce each other.241 

Thee argument about the status of literary language in speech act theory, of 

whichh Derrida's Limited Inc2*2 offers an account, was perhaps the most aggravated of 

thee recent philosophical disputes that broach the problem of literature. It is important 

forr our discussion because the question of the literary hereby made its entrance into 

andd subsequent substantial contribution to a discussion that heretofore considered 

thee literary as totally irrelevant to its field. It is even possible that Derrida's critical 

interestt in the status of the speech act theory in general started with literature (the 

firstt longer discussion of the issue was provoked directly by J.L. Austin's exclusion, in 

HowHow to Do Things With Words,243 of the fictive and other "non-serious" uses of 

languagee from his theory). In his endeavor to account for the conditions of successful 

("felicitous")) speech acts as the combination of sets of intentions and conventions 

thatt would together form the context of any given utterance, Austin noted that there 

aree cases his theory does not cover. Those are the cases where we do still do 

somethingg with words but without satisfying the conditions Austin stipulated for 

"ordinary"" speech acts. Austin qualified these as the "non-serious" uses of language 

andd decided to limit his investigation to the "serious" ones. 

Anyonee as interested in literature as Derrida is could see at least two problems 

withh this exclusion. The first is possibly of minor importance and addresses our 

intuitionss about literature: assuming that what Austin presented was a general theory 

off speech acts, in other words a theory that pretends not to lose any of its validity by 

excludingg the literary use of language, at stake is a judgment of value about what we 

cann learn from the literary use of language. What Austin's exclusion says is that the 

casess of "non-serious" uses of language are not of essential importance to our 

knowingg how language functions. More important is the second problem (again on 

thee assumption that Austin's is to be read as a general theory of speech acts): the 

theoryy assumes that a distinction between serious and "non-serious" uses of 

2411 Or rather (if the term "aporia" has any meaning in Derrida's work), iterability and singularity simultaneously 
excludee and presuppose each other. 
242Derrida,, Limited Inc. The book, that records the discussion, consists of Derrida's critique of speech act theory 
(ann article from 1971 entitled "Signature, Event, Context"); the response to it by the prominent speech act theorist 
Johnn Searle (albeit in the form of summary -- since Searle did not wish to contribute to the abortive enterprise into 
whichh he thought the discussion had degenerated) and of Derrida's response to it in turn. 
2433 J.L. Austin, How to do things with words (Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press, 1965). 
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languagee is fundamental to language. But should this distinction not be primordial the 

wholee theory is in question. And it cannot be precluded that the non-serious uses of 

languagee might differ from other uses on grounds other than essentially linguistic 

oness (for example it might reflect the needs or interests for which we employ 

languagee and not the nature of language itself). 

AA possible conclusion, and this indeed seems to be Derrida's conclusion, is 

thatt the theory itself is somehow at fault. Since it is in the treatment of context (the 

conventionss and intentions accompanying the utterance) that Austin cannot account 

forr the literary use of language, it is likely that this is the weak point of the theory. 

Contraryy to Austin, who excluded the "non-serious" uses of language on the grounds 

thatt they either openly violate any context or are simply indifferent to it, Derrida 

stipulatess that either the possibility of the "non-serious" precedes the serious or at 

leastt they are equiprimordial (and thus in any case that the "non serious" is not 

derivativee with respect to the serious). 

Ass a result context no longer appears to us as the sole universal criterion for a 

communicativee action's being successful. (Derrida does not deny that intentions and 

conventionss play a role in communication but only that they are capable of 

determiningg the communication in the absolute sense. And since they do not account 

forr the non-serious uses of language he postulates to give more attention to those 

uses,, insisting that precisely they have something essential to teach us about the 

naturee of linguistic phenomena, something that is missing from Austin's theory.) At 

thatt point the "force" of iterability overrides the importance of the context: "a written 

signn carries with it a force that breaks with its context."244 To get into the right context 

iss no longer a sufficient condition of meaning (where "meaningful" is understood as a 

speechh act's being "felicitous"). We can clarify it in terms of validity: both for Austin 

andd for Derrida at stake is what makes a speech act a valid one. Whereas in Austin 

thee power of confirming validity is delegated to the context (if the context is right the 

givenn speech act becomes a valid - i.e., felicitous ~ example of itself), in Derrida the 

singularr produces its own validity by being iterable. By being iterable across contexts 

(butt independently of any particular context) the singular speech act becomes 

exemplary,, i.e., it becomes a valid example of its possible iterations. Which is 

equivalentt to its being a valid example of itself. Any speech act, serious or non-

2444 Derrida, "Signature, Event, Context," 9. "[U]n signe écrit comporte une force de rupture avec son contexte." 
"Signaturee evenement contexte," in Jacques Derrida, Marges de la philosophie (Paris: Minuit, 1972), 377. 
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serious,, confers its validity on itself in virtue of its ability to iterate itself across 

differentt contexts. Whereas for Austin the context provides the rule for the validity of 

thee speech act, for Derrida the singular itself (its iterability) produces its own rule. 

Thiss is not to say that the singular is absolutely independent of context. 

Rather,, it never belongs to any context absolutely, but only in part, in virtue of its 

originall difference. Whereas Austin presents successful utterances as fitting perfectly 

intoo the predestined "slots" of appropriate contexts, Derrida argues that they fit much 

lesss perfectly, always only provisionally - and that this is sufficient. A corollary is that 

theree is no hierarchy of contexts. Any context, not necessarily a "serious" one, will do. 

Whatt the literary use of language teaches us better than any other use is that words 

cann be meaningful even with a much lesser degree of rigid attachment to a context 

thann the speech act theory would have it. It is possible for literature to be meaningful 

evenn in absence of what we would consider to belong to its context: the intentions of 

thee one who produces it, or the specified set of conventions required by the given 

situation. . 

Wordss can also be meaningful in literature with a lesser attachment to the 

narrowlyy understood "ordinary meaning" than speech act theory in Perloff's 

interpretationn would have it. (From within the "analytic" tradition Donald Davidson 

givess a clear and coherent account of such a possibility.245 ) !n an earlier paper, 

Derridaa describes the paradoxical (in)stability of the sign in the following way: 

thee identity of the mark is also its difference and its differential relation, 

varyingg each time according to context, to the network of other marks. 

Thee ideal iterability that forms the structure of all marks is that which 

undoubtedlyy allows them to be released from any context, to be freed 

fromm all determined bonds to its origin, its meaning, or its referent, to 

emigratee in order to play elsewhere, in whole or in part, another role. I 

sayy "in whole or in part" because by means of this essential 

insignificancee the ideality or ideal identity of each mark (which is only a 

differentiall function without an ontological basis) can continue to divide 

itselff and to give rise to the proliferation of other ideal identities.246 

2455 Donald Davidson, "A Nice Derangement of Epitaphs," in Philosophical Grounds of Rationality, ed. Richard 
Grandyy (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986), 157 and further. 
2466 Jacques Derrida, "My Chances/ Mes Chances: A Rendezvous with Some Epicurean Stereophonies," in Taking 
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Thee mark, in its movement across contexts, moves "in whole or in part." When a 

freshlyy coined metaphor sends us back to its antecedents in the (narrowly 

understood)) "ordinary meaning," often what we are referred to, or what we are able to 

recoverr is also "a whole or a part." It is this condition of the mark that makes possible 

thee detours of (literary) language. If one part is hidden from us (for example the 

"ordinaryy meaning"), this does not necessarily prevent us from grasping a meaning. 

Anotherr part, within an immense filiation of the sign, can stand in its place. 

Accordingg to Derrida, "iterability," which he defines as the "necessary 

possibilityy that any meaningful item of language will remain meaningful through its 

repetitionn across contexts" is a much more fundamental condition for the 

meaningfulnesss of language. This means first of all that language is possible only if 

signss can move freely (even though not unchanged) without becoming meaningless 

acrosss contexts. Secondly, it means that iterability is a condition of meaning (and, 

sincee iterability confers the interpretive component without which we would not be 

ablee to experience something as something it is also the condition of all experience). 

Inn case we might have been tempted to think that (since iterability is a "structural 

possibility")) the law of iterability does not necessarily exclude the possibility of 

exceptional,, singular cases that would not obey it, Derrida helps us out of this 

illusion.. In his own words, "the iterability of an element divides its own identity a 

priori';priori'; what "seems to have occurred only once ... is in itself divided and multiplied in 

advancee by its structure of repeatability."247 Yet this would not necessarily have to 

entaill that, as the result of an identical repetition, "everything is the same." Iteration 

(thee word is derived from iter, i.e., "other") brings alterity, change. 

Onee might expect that once Derrida had demonstrated the workings of 

iterabilityy - of which a corollary is that nothing can be absolutely singular - the notion 

off singularity would therewith be rendered superfluous. Yet the singular remains, 

evenn in a text that insists on the logic of iterability as much as Limited Inc does, even 

thoughh the use of this term there might be called incidental. (Cf. for example the 

"singular"" "chain" of argumentative "points" [44]). In particular Derrida's texts dealing 

withh literature abound in singular others, decisions, texts and events. This is 

Chances:Chances: Derrida, Psychoanalysis and Literature, ed. Smith/ Kerrigan (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University 
Press,, 1984), 16. 
ww Derrida, Limited Inc, 53, 48. 
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consistentt with Derrida's understanding literature as the set of works that gather a 

multiplicityy of singularities in their own singular event. 

Att an earlier stage I suggested that in the case of literature, iterability and 

singularityy are correlates of each other. I hope to have made clear since then that the 

gatheringg force of the singular resides precisely in its iterability. What the singular 

gatherss are the products of its iterability, its iterations, of which it is always one. The 

hyper-totalizingg force resides in the singular that treats everything else as its own 

iterations.. In a sense the singular gathers nothing else but itself. It is important to 

notee that the status of the gathering singular is equal to that of any of its iterations: 

eachh of them can gather equally well and none of them can gather absolutely. If, 

followingg Derrida, we call that which effectively gathers the multiplicity of a text "a 

signature",, each element of a text can function as such: when reading the texts of 

Pongee Derrida finds Ponge's signatures everywhere ("sponge" and "pine" are 

examples).248 8 

Literaturee is here in focus because unlike in the cases of "serious" uses of 

languagee studied by Austin {the "I do" of a marriage ceremony, for example), each 

workk of literature must produce its own singular claim to validity. It is not sufficient for 

aa work of literature to place itself in the right context. Whether the author meant it or 

whetherr it fulfilled certain conventions says nothing about the "felicitousness" of a 

literaryy work. According to Derrida the criterion here would rather be the singular 

works'' gathering potential that at the same involves the production of a law. 

Thee gathering signature is the exemplification of the singular par excellence: 

whenn Derrida speaks in Shibboleth, of the gathering potential of dates ("Several 

singularr events can concentrate in the same date"), we must keep in mind that he 

alsoo says "the date is always a type of a signature."249 In gathering, by a mise-en-

abyme,abyme, the signature produces and questions its own law. In the encompassing 

structuree of this figure, the gathering text puts the entire work into its own mise en 

abyme,abyme, just as much as it inserts itself in that work. This double sefl-absorption of the 

workk and the figure is the reason why Derrida, as I argued in the previous chapter, 

considerss the figure of the mise en abyme a case of flawed self-reflection, an 

instancee of the self-undermining law. And this is where he locates the possibility of 

2488 Derrida, Signéponge/Signsponge, 30/31, 64/65. 
2499 Derrida, "The Deaths of Roland Barthes," 291/300. In other words the significance of a date is 'testimonial': a 
datee is put down by its witness who says "I was there." 
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critique.. Thereby gathering and the law, the economical and the juridical turn out to 

bee in fact two facets of the same coin. The production of archives (the gathering of 

thee singular) is coextensive with the production of the law. Iterability is coextensive 

withh self-reflection (albeit always partial, always flawed, where mise-en-abyme 

becomess mise-en-abïmé). Where the mirror is, is representation: iterability is self-

representationn (not in the mimetic sense that presupposes the original and the copy 

butt at another level, "before" this distinction and hence "before" mimesis). The 

iterablee singular is always already in its original difference a mise- and contre-abyme. 

Itt contains its own iterations and it is one of them. 

Thee oscillation between singularity and iterability, that we were witnessing in 

thee "Deaths of Roland Barthes," results in something that we might call the 

"stretching"" of a point into a line, or stretching of the unique into a rule. In this text, 

dealingg with the opposition studium/punctum in the texts of Roland Barthes, the 

punctumpunctum is read as a singularity. At first, the punctum seems to indicate a unique 

"detail,"" a single point in a larger configuration - temporal (a "punctual decision ... in a 

[camera's]] click"), or spatial (the "referential"). But very soon the "point of singularity" 

iss represented as "becoming a line" of a series. The word "punctual" renders this 

ambiguityy quite well: it refers to the properties of a point but it also denotes a regular 

occurrence.. The point produces a line that can be contracted back to it. Barthes' life 

cann be contracted back to such a single point - and stretched again into a "terrifying 

andd endless series" of "solemn moments, orienting tombs."250 

Beckett'sBeckett's  Singular  Language  Game 

II have retraced Derrida's discussion with Austin at considerable length as a response 

too Perloff's one-sided treatment of the "continental - analytic" debate, but also in 

orderr to show that the serialization of the singular as described by Derrida is not just 

aa motif at work in literature (or in Barthes' project of mathesis singularis). Rather, 

throughoutt the descriptions of the singular that serializes itself, Derrida presents the 

iterabilityy (or citationality) that rules this serialization as a general condition of 

meaning.. Iterability underlies (and hence is prior to, and must be presupposed by) 

Derrida,, "The Deaths of Roland Barthes," 279. 
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Austin'ss theory of successful performatives. I hope also to have made clear that the 

fictive,, non-serious, and thereby the literary, gains in Derrida a place that is somehow 

privilegedd in the process of the constitution of meaning - as opposed to Austin's 

theoryy of language wherein those cases are put aside as less relevant. It is namely in 

thosee uses of language that we can see iterability as overriding in importance the 

Austiniann criteria for an utterance's being successful (i.e., the intentions of the 

speakerr and the generally accepted set of conventions). 

Inn his article "What did Derrida want of Austin," later reworked into the second 

chapterr of A Pitch of Philosophy,25^ Stanley Cavell confesses that he was 

disappointedd with Derrida's treatment of ordinary language philosophy in both Of 

GrammatologyGrammatology and in "Signature Event Context." Coming from a former student of 

Austin,, and one of the few sympathetic readers of Derrida on the side of ordinary 

languagee philosophy, Cavell's critique must be taken with the seriousness it 

deserves.. At the same time, it is worth keeping in mind that since, as Cavell puts it, 

Wittgensteinn sees metaphysics as a consequence of ordinary language and Derrida 

seess ordinary language as a product of writing, Cavell does not see a common 

denominatorr under which those projects could be brought. The point of Cavell's 

critiquee is not merely that Derrida fails to acknowledge sufficiently the originality of 

ordinaryy language philosophy. Briefly, as Cavell sees it, the stakes between Derrida 

andd Austin are ethical.252 If both Austin and Derrida start from similar premises, 

namelyy that there is no ground or founding principle that would guarantee the 

meaningss in our languages and that would thereby release us from skepticism, still 

thee next steps that they take are very different. Whereas Austin privileges voice with 

respectt to writing, Derrida, to the contrary, privileges writing with respect to voice. In 

doingg this, Austin attempts to lessen the distance between the utterance and the one 

whoo utters it, "tethering" the one who speaks to his words and to his responsibility: 

"our"our word is our bond."253 For Cavell the ethical consequences of this gesture, i.e., 

makingg us responsible for our words irrespective of whether we pronounced them 

intentionallyintentionally or not (Cavell reminds us that this is Austin's answer to the words 

2511 "What did Derrida want of Austin," in Stanley Cavell, Philosophical passages: Wittgenstein, Emerson, Austin, 
DerridaDerrida (Oxford [etc.]: Blackwell, 1995) 42-65; see also Cavell, A Pitch of Philosophy, 55-125. 
25211 will not addresss in this chapter the distinction made by Cavell between what he takes to be two different 
theoriess in Austin: the theory of excuses and the theory of seriousness. This distinction is of course vital to Cavell 
becausee itt allows him to redefine the debate in such a way that it fits into his own field of interests (tragedy and 
skepticismm as opposed to comedy). My reading of Cavell's account of the discussion between Derrida and Austin 
iss in this sense biased. 
2533 Austin, How to do things with words, 10. 
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utteredd by Eurypides' Hyppolytus: "my lips swore but my heart did not"254) are 

sufficientt to warrant its necessity. "[T]he price of having once spoken (...) is to have 

spokenn forever, to have entered the arena of the inexcusable."255 Cavell seems 

therebyy to imply that Derrida's thought, increasing the distance between the written 

wordd and its author does not offer an answer to the type of a situation in which 

Hyppolytuss finds himself (it is this situation, and not literature, that for Cavell 

exemplifiess what Austin refers to by the expression "non-serious uses of language"). 

Andd he is right, to the extent that Derrida's thought presents us with no ethical 

solutionss (nor does Austin at another place, in his "Plea for Excuses," as Cavell 

acknowledges).2566 Neither does literature, at least literature as conceived by Derrida. 

Too treat literature as presenting us merely with representations of moral problems to 

bee solved - in other words as inviting us to exercise and sharpen our moral 

judgement,, our ability to discern - is to read it in a manner that is either Platonic 

(didactic)) or Aristotelian (therapeutic). This inevitably makes literature subservient to 

ethicss and means that we part with the idea that a literary work can "produce its own 

truth"2577 (as Alain Badiou puts it) or that it is capable of pursuing its own singular 

universalityy as a work of art (as Derrida might put it). 

Anotherr aspect of Cavell's critique is that Derrida misunderstood Austin in 

readingg the latter as opposing ordinary to literary language. The opposition Austin 

hass in mind, Cavell says, is between the ordinary and the metaphysical, not between 

thee ordinary and the literary. Cavell is here faithful to Wittgenstein who, even though 

acknowledgingg that literature ("poetry") is a different game from the game of giving 

information,2588 insists nevertheless that as a game, literature is a case of ordinary 

language.. Whether Derrida's views can be reconciled withh this interpretation depends 

onn how we understand the word "ordinary." But to presuppose, as Cavell does here, 

thatt it would be possible for us to know the indisputable essence of Austin's 

argumentt (i.e, the opposition between the ordinary and the metaphysical, and not 

betweenn the serious and non-serious) and thereby exclude Derrida's alternative 

2544 Euripides, "Hyppolytus," in The Complete Greek Tragedies, ed. Grene and Lattimore (Chicago: University of 
Chicagoo Press, 1995), 1.612. 
2555 Cavell, Philosophical passages: Wittgenstein, Emerson, Austin, Derrida, 65. 
2566 J.L. Austin, "A Plea (or Excuses. The Presidential Address," Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 57 (1957). 
2577 For the paradigmatic relations between literature and truth see Alain Badiou, Petit manuel d'inesthétique 
(Paris:: Seuit, 1998), 10-15. 
2500 Ludwig Wittgenstein, Zettel (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1967), #160. 
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readingg is to ignore that not only Derrida but also Wittgenstein and Austin himself 

arguedd against essentialism of meaning. 

Incidentally,, one might wonder whether language like, for example, that used 

byy Joyce in Finnegans Wake could still be called ordinary or "natural" without 

stretchingg the explanatory detour that this would necessitate to monstrous 

proportions.. It would be easier to believe that it could were the critics to come up with 

ann ordinary-language-interpretation of that language: 

Hark! ! 

Tolvv two elf kater ten (it can't be) sax. 

Hork! ! 

Pedwarr pemp foify tray (it must be) twelve. 

Andd low stole o'er the stillness the heartbeats of sleep259 

Butt what would it mean for those words to be brought "back ... [to] the language-

game,, which is its original home"?260 

Transportingg Wittgenstein's words from their original context of the 

essential/ordinaryy distinction to Derrida's abnormal/ordinary distinction, we might ask: 

doess the fact that some of the above words might never find a (legitimate) way to 

theirr "original home" mean that they have no right to be used? "The concept of the 

'ordinary,'' thus of 'ordinary language' is clearly marked by this exclusion" (of the 

"abnormal,"abnormal, parasitic" etc.).261 Derrida's defense of the abnormal and parasitic is not 

equivalentt to the defense of the metaphysical - on the contrary, on Derrida's reading 

itt is Austin's "ordinary" that is complicit with the metaphysical. 

Obviously,, for a philosopher who is primarily interested in the "ordinary," or 

"natural"" in the narrow sense, literature must belong to this sphere in order to be 

relevantt at all. In other words, a privilege will be granted to the reading that requires 

thee shortest possible interpretative detour. This interpretative detour shortened to a 

minimumm will simulate the preservation of "literality" of meaning in exactly the same 

wayy as in Derrida's reading of Husserl, for whom "the voice simulates the 

conservationn of presence" (and we know that "presence" stands for "ideality of 

Jamess Joyce, Finnegans wake {London [etc.]: Penguin Books, 1992), 403. 
2600 Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical investigations, trans. G.E.M. Anscombe, 3rd ed. (Oxford: Blackwell, 1967), 
#116. . 
2611 Derrida, "Signature, Event, Context," 16/386. 
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meaning,"" hence for what might be interpreted an essentialist gesture).262 In other 

words,, the shortening of the interpretative detour favored by ordinary language 

philosophyy partakes in the same metaphysical structure as the one Derrida discerns 

inn Husserl. 

Thee role of literature in this framework is to serve as a reservoir of exemplary 

utterancess and situations - exemplary for either the failure or success of ordinary 

language.. Cavell's readings of literature tend to emphasize the "literal," "natural" or 

"ordinary"" meanings of language and certain works by Beckett lend themselves 

perfectlyy to such purposes. One of Cavell's first attempts in this direction was a 

readingg of Beckett's Endgame, published in Must We Mean What We Say? In this 

essayy Cavell presents Beckett's language to us as "imitat(ing) (...) the qualities of 

ordinaryy conversation among people whose world is shared." Cavell, emphasizing 

thee "hidden literality" 263 of Beckett's language was among the first to observe 

Beckett'ss ability to exploit the banal, the everyday. This literalizing and banalizing of 

languagee in Beckett serves on Cavell's reading a quietist purpose: the ultimate 

objectivee is to cease to mean. 

True,, Cavell is an unorthodox and open-minded reader of Wittgenstein. Thus, 

accordingg to Cavell, Wittgenstein's criteria do not function as rules. Rather, our 

mutuall understanding is governed by what Cavell calls our "attunement to forms of 

life."" Throughout our lives we are continually "initiated" into different forms of life that, 

precisely,, cannot be formulated as rules. Yet, he does make a distinction between 

thee "legitimate" and non-legitimate projections we can make in our language,264 as 

welll as between the "natural" and "unnatural" ones (the latter ones being the origin of 

metaphors).. A child learning the word "pumpkin," for example, might acquire some 

irrelevantt associations when learning the word (due to the word's superficial similarity 

too "Mr. Popkin" or "pumps"). Cavell grants that some of those irrelevant associations 

willl never get totally discarded even though we might presume that the child will later 

2622 "[L]a voix simule la garde de la presence." Derrida, Speech and Phenomena, 15/15. Husserl's gesture might 
onlyy be interpreted as essentialist if we understand ideas in the Kantian sense as "essentialist." Husserl himself 
insistss that the ideality in an "authentic" mode should not be confused with Platonism. 
2633 Cavell, "Ending the Waiting Game. A Reading of Beckett's Endgame," 119. 
2644 Stanley Cavell, The Claim of Reason. Wittgenstein, Skepticism, Morality and Tragedy. (Oxford: Oxford 
Universityy Press, 1979), 183: "what will count as a legitimate projection is deeply controlled." And later on: "What 
iss essential to the projection of a word is that it proceeds, or can be made to proceed, naturally, what is essential 
too a functioning metaphor is that its "transfer"" is unnatural- it breaks up the established, normal directions of 
projection"" (190). We find similar insistence in Davidson's "What Metaphors Mean": we can only appreciate the 
metaphoricall by relying on the non-figurative meaning of words. In Davidson, Inquiries into Truth and 
InterpretationInterpretation (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984), 245-264. 
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discoverr them to be illegitimate. If I understand him correctly, Cavell seems to 

acknowledgee here that what will count as "legitimate" is something that is "sorted 

out,"" selected from the illegitimate. 

Ass I have shown in my discussion of "Signature Event Context" above, Derrida 

defendss what was here called "the illegitimate" and "the unnatural" (or "abnormal, 

parasitic")) because they show us the working of iterability as a primordial condition of 

meaning.. Already for this reason alone, his literary examples must be different from 

thosee used by ordinary language philosophy. (But then, Wittgenstein speaks of 

"familyy resemblance," and not of "legitimate family resemblance" - this is not very 

differentt from the "machine of filiation - legitimate or illegitimate, (...) ready to 

domesticate,, circumcise, circumvent everything"265 Derrida finds in Joyce.) The link 

betweenn Molly's name and perfume in Derrida's reading of Ulysses may be seen as 

ratherr specious, similarly the link between perfume and performative ("perfumative"). 

Thesee "unnatural," far-fetched links are forged by Derrida in full awareness that this is 

thee case. Heidegger was perhaps the first to introduce to philosophical discourse 

supposedd filiations of words under the cover of pseudo-etymology. Derrida does the 

same,, albeit in a much more overt fashion, in order to show that language can and 

doess function independently of the legislation of the ordinary.266 

Itt seems that for ordinary language criticism, the illegitimacy, or "non-

seriousness"" of language is primarily the product of a misplacement of context 

(Perloff'ss reading of context disorders in Watf67). Literature does no more than 

exemplifyy (and explore the strangeness of) ordinary language: for "our word" to be 

"ourr bond," our meaning has to be literal. There is consequently no reason to 

questionn what literature is, since all it does is provide us with examples of statements 

thatt we might just as well encounter in real life. As a subspecies of ordinary 

language,, literature is not worth any philosophical investigation of its status as a 

separatee institution. The radicality of Derrida's step is to examine the literary 

Derrida,, "Ulysses Gramophone: Hear Say Yes in Joyce," 294. 
2666 Heidegger also calls our attention to Plato's daring use of "ordinary" language: "We, late born, are no longer in 
aa position to appreciate the significance of Plato's daring to use the word eidos for that which in everything and in 
eachh particular thing endures as present. For eidos, in the common speech, meant the outward aspect that a 
visiblee thing offers to the physical eye. Plato exacts of this word, however, something utterly extraordinary: that it 
namee what precisely is not and never will be perceivable with physical eyes." Heidegger, The Question 
Concerningg Technology," in Philosophical and Political Writings, (New York: Continuum, 2003), 290. 
2677 Perloff, "Witt-Watt: The Language of Resistance/ The Resistance of Language," 118 and further. See also 
Kennethh Dauber and Walter Jost, Ed. Ordinary Language Criticism, (Evanston, II: Northwestern University Press, 
2003),, including contributions by Martha Nussbaum, Mariorie Perloff and an afterword by Stanley Cavell. 
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institutionn as testifying to the general illegitimacy of our language. His choice of Joyce 

ass an exemplary author confirms this. 

Cavelll argues that a "non-primitive" language (i.e., a language disposing of 

generall concepts) arises due to projections that must be legitimate (the validity of 

projectionss is "deeply controlled"). For Derrida, they might just as often be 

illegitimate,, since the distinction is for him quite artificial. If we read Beckett's work as 

ann experiment with ordinary language, the fact that it followed upon Joyce's linguistic 

bastardyy might be taken as confirming the view that the "unlaw" comes before the 

law,, and the illegitimate before the principle of legitimacy can even be contemplated. 

(Att the very least, the second cannot claim any ontological or axiological primacy with 

respectt to the first.) 

However,, putting all those differences aside, we might also ask whether there 

iss not a similarity or a "family resemblance" between (1) what Wittgenstein, Austin 

andd Cavell call a "language-game," (2) what Derrida calls the working of iterability 

andd (3), what in Beckett might be called "the banal." All three cases are to an extent 

aboutt an utterance that falls - "happily" or "unhappily," that is another matter ~ into 

thee "predestined grooves" of its own repetition. (The following limerick is reported by 

aa critic to have been one of Beckett's favourites: There was a young man who said, 

"Damn!/11 suddenly see what I am,/ A creature that moves/ In predestined grooves,/ 

Inn fact not a bus but a tram."268) Is there a difference between the singular event that 

mustt serialize itself and produce its own law (Derrida) and the exploiting of the 

commonplacee that is a product of an endless and already legitimate repetition 

(Beckett)?? To be interested in the singular event means to explore the possibility of 

thee derailment of an utterance that nevertheless, in an unpredictable and 

unaccountablee fashion would become a success.269 Would we say that a language-

gamee does not allow for such a derailment and therefore has a non-eventful 

character?? One would be tempted to think so, since the events that will be seen as 

relevantt in the context of a given game can only be those that are seen (even if only 

aprèsaprès coup) as conforming to its rules. On the other hand, it only makes sense to 

speakk of a literary work in terms of an event (i.e., to an extent, a "revolutionary 

2666 Marek Kedzierski, translator's comments to the Polish edition of Watt (Bydgoszcz: Pomorze, 1993), 225. 
2699 In order to see whether ordinary language philosophy can account for what is understood by "event" one would 
havee to see whether jokes (in ordinary language philosophy the case of jokes is used to exemplify the "going on 
withoutt rules") could function as events, breaking a certain continuum and establishing their own law. Hilary 
Putnam,, "Rules, attunement and 'applying rules to the world,'" The Legacy of Wittgenstein: Pragmatism and 
Deconstruction,Deconstruction, ed. Ludwig Nagl and Chantal Mouffe (Frankfurt am Main, etc.: Peter Lang, 2001), 13,19. 
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instant")) if it can be seen as an illegitimate projection, one that sets up its own, 

singularr "game." A work becomes an event if it changes things in an unpredictable 

way.. We do need what Cavell callss "attunement" for this, and we do need "legitimacy" 

--- but not in any manner that already exists.270 

Itt is certainly possible to read Beckett as an ordinary language writer and in 

thiss way to account for Derrida's inability to comment on him. Beckett has been 

repeatedlyy seen as an author who exploits the commonplace and the banal (the 

playss Happy Days and All that Fall can even be said to consist of that) -- and the 

banall does not gather. What we call banal has been used up so exhaustively that all 

itt conveys is the light emptiness of the trite. If Beckett was indeed an ordinary 

languagee writer, his work has been seriously neglected (except by Perloff and Cavell) 

andd its proper appraisal is only yet to come. 

Onn the other hand, Beckett's work did arrive as an event - as many thinkers 

weree prepared to acknowledge. Perhaps we can speak of the singularity of the 

commonplace?? If so, this would be due to the fact that the ordinariness of that work is 

nott its main purpose but its material. This is why its ordinariness is so striking. Taking 

phrasess out of that work as if it were just another case of ordinary language in use 

willl not say much about the reasons for its success. It still says nothing about why the 

ordinarinesss of phrases strikes us so much in Beckett when in real life or in a bad 

novell we would not pay attention to them. It will still not, then, tell us what kind of 

gamee is being played. In the next chapter, Deleuze well be shown to provide us with 

thee hint of an answer: the game played is an exhaustingg one. 

2700 Again, Davidson's essay on malapropisms, "A Nice Derangement of Epitaphs" seems to offer a good solution. 
Alsoo Davidson's account "normality'' in which he argues against conventions is very different from that of Austin or 
Searle.. Moreover, taking into account Samuel C.Wheeler's reading of Davidson, in which he demonstrates that 
Davidsonn cannot be plausibly seen as defending the literal meaning of metaphors in the "factual" sense, we must 
comee to the conclusion that the only possible difference between what we take to be ordinary or literal and what 
wee take to be metaphorical is a difference of degree and not of kind. Every explication presupposes a detour, 
whichh sometimes happens to be larger than in what we perceive as "ordinary" situations. The contrast between 
metaphoricall and literal cannot be sustained." Wheeler, Deconstruction as Analytic Philosophy, 49. See also 
Donaldd Davidson, "What Metaphors Mean," in Inquiries Into Truth and Interpretation (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
1984),, 245-264 and Donald Davidson, "Locating Literary Language," in Literary Theory After Davidson, ed. Reed 
Wayy Dasenbrock (The Pennsylvania State University Press, 1993). 
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ChapterChapter  4. Beckett's  "Exhausted"  Archives 

TheThe Advantage  of  Being  Poor 

Onee of the assumptions that accompanied my argument from the start was that 

Beckett'ss work, at least to a degree, resists interpretation in terms of the gesture of 

gatheringg (gathering figures, meanings, dates, events, etc.) that is intrinsic for 

Derrida'ss thought about literature. This is, after all, the core of what repeatedly strikes 

Beckett'ss audience: the propensity of his discourse to say less, rather than more, to 

"unsaying"" rather than to "saying everything." From the gradually impoverished 

languagee of his early works to the sterile landscapes and interiors later on, Beckett's 

gesturee was the renunciation of gathering. Perhaps the most consistent feature of 

thiss discourse is that it poses or stages its own fundamental questions, questions on 

whichh the writing process is dependent - and at the same time empties them of any 

answer,, committing them to the impersonal, anything-whatever generality of a cliché 

thatt has lost its force from overuse. "Who," "When," "What," "Where, "How to 

proceed?"" "What is the word?" Beckett's work is punctuated with questions, from 

WaitingWaiting for Godot, through the Unnamable, the titular How It Is and What Where until 

thee very last poem Beckett wrote, "What is the Word." 

Littlee can be gathered in a discourse that has set out to empty itself of "those 

dementedd particulars."271 The expression "demented particulars," together with the 

dismissall by one of the characters of "the beastly circumstantial" is considered by 

Beckettt scholars to be "one of Beckett's most important statements"272 but it is often 

interpretedd a rebours, as expressing Beckett's simple dismissal of the general in 

favourr of the particular. The reason for this is the young Beckett's statement that: 

whatt I want is the straws, flotsam, etc., names, dates, births and 

deaths,, because that is all I can know. (...) Rationalism is the last form 

off animism. Whereas the pure incoherence of times and men and 

placess is at least amusing.273 

2711 Samuel Beckett, Murphy (London: Calder, 1963), 12. 
2722 C.J. Ackerley, "Demented Particulars: Annotated Murphy," Journal of Beckett Studies 7 1-2 (1998). 
2733 German Diaries 4, Jan. 15 1937 (unpublished, see James Knowlson, Damned to Fame (London: Bloomsbury, 
1996)748,, n.3). 
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However,, the qualification "at least amusing" says it all: Beckett's attitude to the 

particularr was in fact as ambivalent as to the seductions of rationalism. In fact, 

alreadyy in Murphy, written in the same period of time as the German Diaries, the 

protagonistt contemplates "conquer(ing) his prejudice against the anonymous."274 

Murphy'ss body and soul exhausted and dissipated in ashes, the novel ends, 

ominously,, with the repeated summons "All out."275 

Thee "most extreme dissolution"276 visible here as well as in the above 

questionss left unanswered -- the typical landmarks of Beckett's landscape of thought 

--- give it its characteristic barrenness that is in contrast to Derrida's perception of 

literaturee as hyper-totalizing. 

Itt is well known that Beckett took the major decision to write in French (a 

languagee that for him was a second language) so as to be no longer haunted by the 

sedimentationss of his own mother tongue. Ludovic Janvier recounts Beckett's words 

inn which he explained the advantage of renouncing the privileges of writing in 

English:: "C'était ma chance d'etre plus pauvre."277 

Thee impoverished language of Beckett is precisely something of which Derrida 

mightt be apprehensive because he associates it with a reductive attitude to history. It 

iss a-historical because it has bracketed its historical sedimentations. In his 

IntroductionIntroduction to Husserl's "Origin of Geometry," Derrida finds himself having to defend 

Husserll against precisely this charge: "Husserl does not make univocity, as could be 

feared,, the value for a language impoverished and thus removed out of history's 

reach"reach"278278.. Rather, in his pursuit of univocity (that is never absolute, always having a 

sharee of equivocity) Husserl sees in it a condition of all historicity. The absolute 

univocityy {that Derrida shows to be "absurd") would "sterilize and paralyze history in 

thee indigence of infinite iteration."279 Yet the latter seems to be precisely what Beckett 

aimedd at. Which is not the same as to say that Beckett's a-historical language has 

washedd its hands of history out of indifference or contempt or that he aimed at 

reductionn of history in the pursuit of some abstract, generalized totality. Beckett's 

2744 Beckett, Murphy, 57. 
2755 Beckett, Murphy, 158. 
2766 Gilles Deleuze, The Exhausted," in Essays Critical and Clinical (London and New York: Verso, 1998), 154. / 
Gilless Deleuze, "L'Épuisé," in Quad et autres pieces pour la television, ed. Edith Foumier (Paris: Minuit, 1992), 62. 
2777 Ludovic Janvier, "Beckett était obsédé par la voix (interview)," Magazine Littéraire, 1999, 36. 
2788 Jacques Derrida, Edmund Husserl's Origin of Geometry: An Introduction, trans. John P. Jr. Leavey (Lincoln 
andd London: University of Nebraska Press, 1978), 104/106, my emphasis. 
2799 Derrida, Edmund Husserl's Origin of Geometry: An Introduction, 102/104. 
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projectt of "giving up" cannot be seen as a choice between univocity and equivocity: 

bothh of them would be too "saturated" with contents. 

Onn the other hand, I showed in chapter two that Derrida understands literature 

ass an institution in which the juridical and the totalizing gesture are unthinkable 

withoutt one another. If we are to adhere to this then my demonstrating that it is 

possiblee to read the cases of mise en abyme in Beckett as a work's reflection on its 

ownn law indicates that archiving must be part of this work as well. 

Inn this chapter I am going to explore the possibility that Beckett came up with 

ann alternative for gathering, glossed in terms of Gilles Deleuze's "exhausting," an 

alternativee that despite the formal resemblance of its result to gathering has features 

thatt account for those aspects of Beckett's work that would escapes any archiving 

gesture. . 

Caveats Caveats 

Thee claim that Beckett's work resists gathering might meet with objection that 

Beckett'ss texts are not so much wholly recalcitrant with respect to the -- essential for 

archivingg ~ gathering gesture as ambiguous. After all, particularly in his early novels 

Beckettt makes a point of gathering, and playing with, lists of most irrelevant data. But 

hiss early novels Murphy, Watt and Mercier and Camier can still be seen as strongly 

influencedd by Joyce, while the consecutive numbers of the creatures in the mud in 

thee much later How It Is belonging to a different category. The novel Mercier and 

CamierCamier (published in French and English only in the seventies but written in 1946-47) 

containss not only conscientious summaries of every chapter but also a complete time 

schedule. . 

Camierr was the first to arrive at the appointed place. That is to say that 

onn his arrival Mercier was not there. In reality Mercier had forestalled 

himm by a good ten minutes. Not Camier then, but Mercier, was first to 

arrive.. He possessed himself in patience for five minutes (...). 
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Thee painstaking description of the moments of appearance and departure of the two 

protagonistss is completed by a schedule280: 

Arr.. Dep. Arr. Dep. Arr. Dep. Arr. 
Mercierr 9.05 9.10 9.25 9.30 9.40 9.45 9.50 
Camierr 9.15 9.20 9.35 9.40 9.50 

Thee irony is here quite explicit even if the schedule were not followed immediately by 

thee narrator's self-reflexive remark "what stink of artifice." The data gathered here 

belongg to the domain of the questions that bring Pozzo to exasperation: "When! 

When!! It's abominable!"281 

Anotherr possible objection is that Beckett's credo "I can't go on, I'll go on" and 

hiss commitment to writing till the end of his life both show that, in spite of his 

relentlesss pursuit of the point of total silence where the accumulation of words can 

cease,, he never disregarded the "obligation to express"282, and hence must have 

beenn aware of the impossibility of giving up archiving altogether. Yet we might 

wonderr whether the expressing of which Beckett speaks should be construed as a 

gesturee that involves archiving. For the "obligation to express" as the only positive 

contentt cannot possibly fill the vacuum gaping in: 

thee expression that there is nothing to express, nothing with which to 

express,, nothing from which to express, no power to express, no desire 

too express together with the obligation to express.283 

Inn fact, the pertinence of Beckett's pursuit of silence is in no way diminished by 

hiss following the imperative to go on. On the contrary, the unresolved question of the 

reasonss of this "logically impossible"284 pursuit against all odds acquires with it an 

additionall urgency that is even reinforced by the contradictory interpretations to 

whichh this work gives rise. It gives the audience the sensation that "nothing happens" 

2800 Samuel Beckett, Mercier and Camier (London :Calder, 1974), 8-9. 
2811 Beckett, Complete Dramatic Works, 83. 
2822 Beckett discusses this Bergsonian motif with respect to the painting of Tal Coat in the Three Dialogues with 
Georgess Duthuit. Samuel Beckett, "Three Dialogues with Georges Duthuit," in Proust and Three Dialogues 
(London:: Calder, 1965), 103. 
833 Beckett, "Three Dialogues with Georges Duthuit," 103. 

2844 B[eckett] speaks there about the objective of leaving the "field of the possible" or the "plane of the feasible." To 
D'ss question, "What other plane can there be for a maker?" To which B answers, "Logically none." 
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(orr very little, at least) but it is also possible to argue that to the contrary, precisely 

everythingg happens, or at least everything of importance: that this work addresses 

thee "event."285 Or how can we explain this work's tendency to say less and less, its 

suspending,, bringing into doubt or even explicitly canceling what it has said (cf. the 

disempoweringg rhetoric of the "Irish bull" in Beckett so astutely analyzed by 

Christopherr Ricks286) and at the same time its remaining "affirmative"287? These 

questionss are closely linked to the question I am posing in this chapter, of the 

reasonss why speaking of Beckett's work in terms of "hyper-totalizing" is so 

problematic. . 

'The'The  Nearly  Total  Affinity":  Derrida  on Deleuze and Beckett 

"Thee exhausted" is not the title of a text by Beckett although it sounds like one ('The 

expelled"" in particular) -- instead it is the title of a remarkable reading of Beckett by 

Gilless Deleuze that does justice to the intuition that Beckett's work is primarily a 

gesturee of renunciation. 

Doess Deleuze's description of Beckett's work as "exhausted" constitute a 

challengee to Derrida's understanding of literature as gathering or economy? In the 

latterr thought literature functions as a container (/e secretaire, again) that, even 

thoughh itself is finite, has an infinite potential for gathering. It seems - at first sight -

thatt exhausting is, somewhat like the emptying of the secretaire, opposed to 

gatheringg and hence that Deleuze's essay can be read as containing a silent critique 

off Derrida. 

Inn a text mentioned above, Janvier opposes Beckett's "désir de se rapprocher 

duu presque rien," to the "exhibitionnisme inevitable" of, among others, Derrida's 

celebratedd literary example, James Joyce. Leaving aside the question of whether the 

almostt Franciscan tone of Janvier's moral approbation of the spirit of renunciation in 

Beckett'ss work does justice to the meaning of that work, it is difficult to disagree that 

thee overwhelming spirit of destitution (of language but equally of mind, memory, body 

andd world) in Beckett's work remains in sharp contrast to the wealth (of all the above) 

Badiou,, Beckett; L'increvable desk, 38. 
Christopherr Ricks, Beckett's Dying Words (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993), 152-203. 
Badiou,, Beckett; L'increvable desir, 13. 
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thatt we would associate with a gesture of gathering. The characters in Beckett own 

little,, remember little, know little and are able to do little. They are, in all respects, 

"exhausted."" This indicates that the gesture of "lessening" does not concern only how 

muchmuch is said. It is not only the words that falter: all life in Beckett is impoverished, 

impairedd and disabled. The merit of Deleuze's reading of Beckett is in his having 

shown,, through the vicinity of the notions of exhaustion and exhaustivity, how two 

characteristicc aspects of Beckett's work are interconnected: the rhetorical enterprise 

off unsaying reveals itself to be coextensive with and interdependent on the 

physiologicall exhaustion of Beckett's characters. 

Whereass Derrida likes do identify his project with Joyce's hyper-totalizing 

enterprisee (he devotes a chapter of "Deux mots pour Joyce" to give a reading of his 

ownn philosophical itinerary in terms of an ongoing response to -- or dialogue with --

Joyce288),, Deleuze prefers to draw on the work of Beckett. Apart from having quoted 

Beckettt in many of his works (especially in the, co-authored with Guattari, Thousand 

PlateausPlateaus but also, incidentally, in Dialogues II, Essays Critical and Clinical, and What 

isis Philosophy), Deleuze wrote two texts on Beckett of which one - "The Exhausted" 

(1993)) is among the last texts published before his suicide in 1995.289 His response 

too Beckett had been, as he himself stated, "immediate and instinctive" (interestingly 

enough,, Deleuze emphasized that his appreciation of Beckett did not require 

"literary"" training (formation) - unlike, for example, the work of Robbe-Grillet) and that 

"feww authors had ever made him laugh more than Kafka and Beckett."290 The 

commentatorss of Deleuze did not fail to note this: in his book on Deleuze, Alain 

Badiouu singles out two literary characters as "Deleuze's heroes of thought": Melville's 

Bartlebyy the scrivener ("I would prefer not to") and Beckett's Unnamable.291 (Indeed 

Deleuzee himself brings Bartleby together with Beckett - speaking of "Bartleby's 

Beckettiann formula" - in a text that I am going to discuss further below.) 

Onn the other hand, Derrida's self-proclaimed affinity with Beckett raises similar 

doubtss to Derrida's assertions of his closeness to Deleuze. Derrida mourned Deleuze 

inn similar words to those he used when speaking about Beckett - "closeness (...), 

Derrida,, Ulysse gramophone, 27-34. 
2899 Gilles Deleuze, "Le plus grand film irlandais (en hommage a Samuel Beckett)," Revue d'esthétique (1986): 
381-382;; and Deleuze, "The Exhausted." 
2900 Filmed interview, quoted by Mary Bryden in Lane, ed., Beckett and Philosophy 80 and transcripts on-line 
Gilless Deleuze, 1996, "L'Abécédaire de Gilles Deleuze" (transcript), http://www.langlab.wayne.edu/CStivale/D-
G/ABC2.html. . 
2911 Badiou, Deleuze: the Clamor of Being, 70. 
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nearlyy total affinity. (...) The one (...) to whom I have always judged myself the 

closest,"2922 - but despite those post-mortem assurances had never actually entered a 

philosophicall dialogue with Deleuze. The abandoning of dialogue on the side of 

someonee like Derrida (who makes a point of his quest of the "black spots," the places 

inn other authors' discourses where they renounce explication) is in itself something 

thatt asks for special attention. 

Derrida:Derrida:  on the Mutual  Transparency  of  Idioms 

Derridaa repeatedly attributed to Joyce the merit of having created a "hypermnesic 

machine"" the effect of which is that everything we might say is in advance embedded 

inn Joyce's memory. Joyce's work, Derrida says, functions similarly to "software" or to 

aa "computer of the 1000th generation."293 This is a strange statement on the part of 

Derrida,, for even though he made an attempt before to demonstrate a certain 

parallelismm between an enterprise that aims at absolute univocity and an enterprise 

thatt aims at its opposite, the maximal equivocity (Derrida argued that there is an 

analogyy between the projects of Husserl and Joyce: Husserl's ideal -- univocity --

dependss on a share of the equivocity embraced by Joyce and vice versa) he never 

wentt so far as to say that they are freely exchangeable and that what applies to one 

off them also applies to the other. In fact, the degree of univocity and transparency 

thatt software requires of its elements seems to be fundamentally opposed to the 

idiomaticc operations performed by Joyce as well as to his artistic objectives that 

thosee operations were to serve. 

AA text pursuing absolute univocity would have to give in to a kind of blandness 

off language - a generality we would indeed associate with computer software: in 

orderr to achieve total transparency, it would have to abandon any idiomatic 

particularities.. A project like Joyce's, aiming at maximum equivocity, must also allow 

aa share of univocity (a text can only be understood on the condition of this minimal 

univocityy of meaning, Derrida says, "Joyce's project could only succeed by allotting 

itss share to univocity.") Otherwise, it "would have been unintelligible."294 But admitting 

Inn "I'm going to have to wander all alone," in Philosophy Today, Spring 1998, 3-5. 
Derrida,, Ulysse gramophone, 22. 
Derrida,, Edmund Husserl's Origin of Geometry: An Introduction, 103/105. 
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thiss share of univocity is not without consequence: it limits the possibility of textual 

exchange.. Saying of a text that it can be used as software for reading everything else 

wouldd be just as much an abuse as insisting that it can only have one meaning. The 

"archiving"" model of literature does not change anything here: in order to justify a 

particularr reading of a text, it is not sufficient to point out the singular occurrence of 

ann element and then to insist that it can potentially give rise to an infinite series. 

Rather,, we would have to account for a systematic return (a law), the iteration of the 

elementt of meaning that accounts for that given reading (a gesture that is on 

principlee never sufficient to give to this reading a priority over the others but is 

neverthelesss absolutely necessary). One of the defining characteristics of an oeuvre, 

Derridaa says, is that it "has a certain consistency."295 This is precisely the argument 

off "Before the Law": the "force" of the law is upheld by the endless recurrence of the 

deferredd gates of the Law (without the Law ever actually being present). 

Preciselyy their shared univocity may be an obstacle to the possibility of a 

textuall 'transaction" between Beckett and Derrida. The notions of archiving and 

critique,, like other notions in Derrida's thought, are not concepts (they do not claim to 

havee the perfect transparency or ideality of meaning associated with concepts; they 

aree provisional notions, which is why Derrida keeps inventing new ones; neither do 

theyy pretend to have absolute univocity). Yet, as a part of what Derrida calls his 

"software"" (he uses the term for his own response to Joyce), they must claim a 

certainn share of univocity. These terms also have a certain claim to univocity that 

limitss their range of textual applicability. In other words, it is possible to ask, whether 

Derrida'ss notion of literature as archiving and critique (two provisional notions) is able 

too account, as he wants it to, for all possible works? It is just possible that the share 

off univocity to which Beckett's work lays claim precludes its overlapping with the 

workk of Derrida - that the two idioms are just not transparent to each other. The 

Derrida-Joycee software in virtue of its different historical filiation does not necessarily 

havee to be able to account for Beckett's work. Deleuze's philosophical filiation that 

includess Bergson and Spinoza can prove to be more fruitful when approaching 

Beckett. . 

Derrida ,, A Taste for  the Secret,  14. 
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Beckett'sBeckett's  Exhausting  Project 

"Thee Exhausted" by Gilles Deleuze is a short, yet complex text (addressing Beckett's 

entiree oeuvre) that until now has received little critical attention.296 It evokes Spinoza 

inn its opening sentences but at least to an equal extent it relies on Deleuze's analysis 

andd development of the work of Bergson in his own work on the cinema (in any case, 

inn focusing on images rather than on text, it does not dwell on the exclusively literary 

aspectss of Beckett's work). There are three ways to complete the title: it addresses 

thee exhausted person, the exhausted possibilities or the "exhausted quality" of 

Beckett'ss prose (i.e., that it appears to us as "exhausted"). 

Deleuzee attributes the exhausted quality of Beckett's work to a consciously 

realizedd program. This program of exhausting, Deleuze suggests, is Beckett's way of 

overcomingg the subject-object dualism. Beckett shows the project of accounting for 

thee world (the thorough enumeration of all its possibilities, possible objects and facts) 

andd the physiological and spiritual fatigue of the subject that accompanies the 

realizationn of this project, to be two sides of the same coin. The program serves the 

largerr pursuit of the point at which the state of total, comprehensive exhaustion is 

attainedd (i.e., the program is realized) and "the exhausted person" is released from 

hiss or her efforts. 

TheThe Possible 

Deleuzee defines exhausting the possible by its opposition to realization. Whereas to 

realizee means to make decisions or choices that ultimately limit the possible: "I put on 

shoess to go out, and slippers when I stay in,"297 to exhaust the possible means to 

consumee it entirely, to drain it systematically of all its aspects, without any preference 

("Shoes,, one stays in; slippers, one goes out"). Exhaustion has as its condition that 

onee renounces those decisions or choices (even in the form of a telos or signification) 

2966 The two readings of the text by Mary Bryden, "Deleuze Reading Beckett," in Beckett and Philosophy, ed. 
Richardd Lane (New York: Palgrave, 2002); and The Schizoid Space: Beckett, Deleuze andd L'Epuisé" Samuel 
BeckettBeckett Today/ Ajourd'hui 5 (1996): 85-95, even though very thoroughly dealing with the Beckettian resonances in 
Deleuze,, fail nevertheless to address the more systematic issues in Deleuze's argument, like the relation between 
thee particular steps of exhausting, the identity of the exhausted self or the objective of the whole enterprise of 
exhausting. . 
2977 Deleuze, "The Exhausted," 152/58. 
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becausee to be exhaustive means to not exclude anything until one has run out of 

options.. Exhausting requires a certain indifference: it aims at "inclusive disjunction" 

byy means of the permutations (the "art of the combinatory") that would indicate all the 

possiblee arrangements of all possible objects. It is thus opposed to realization, which 

operatess by "exclusive disjunction," that is, privileges certain arrangements or certain 

objectss to the exclusion of others (realization is thus merely derivative with respect to 

exhausting). . 

Beckett'ss early work, especially, abounds in permutations - of stones (Molloy), 

cookiess (Murphy), items of clothing and furniture (Watt) - but the principle of 

permutationn is a constant factor in Beckett's work (see for example the arrangement 

off the protagonists in the late theatre play What Where). The exhausting occurs by 

meanss of inclusive disjunction, the "art of the combinatory," in which Murphy takes 

thee first steps. Pondering on the possible sequential arrangements of five sorts of 

biscuitss that make up his meal, he only slowly discovers the richness that inclusive 

disjunctionn has to offer - provided that he respects "the essence of the assortment," 

(whichh entails that he "conquered his prejudice against the anonymous") and "had 

learntt not to prefer any one to any other." 

Hee took the biscuits carefully out of the packet and laid them face 

upwardd on the grass, in order as he felt of edibility. They were the 

samee as always, a Ginger, an Osborne, a Digestive, a Petit Beurre and 

onee anonymous. He always ate the first-named last, because he liked it 

thee best, and the anonymous first, because he thought it very likely the 

leastt palatable. The order in which he ate the remaining three was 

indifferentt to him and varied irregularly from day to day. On his knees 

noww before the five it struck him for the first time that these 

prepossessionss reduced to a paltry six the number of ways in which he 

couldd make this meal. But this was to violate the very essence of 

assortmentt (...) Even if he conquered his prejudice against the 

anonymous,, still there would be only twenty-four ways in which the 

biscuitss could be eaten. But were he to take the final step and 

overcomee this infatuation with the ginger, then the assortment would 
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springg to life before him, dancing the radiant measure of its total 

permutability,, edible in a hundred and twenty ways! 

Overcomee by these perspectives Murphy fell forward on his face in the 

grass,, beside those biscuits of which it could be said as truly as of the 

stars,, that one differed from another, but of which he could not partake 

inn their fullness until he had learnt not to prefer any one to any other.298 

Thee biscuits that exemplify the universe ("the stars") that Murphy, like God, can only 

"partakee of" in virtue of certain indifference bring us to Beckett's Spinozism. I discuss 

thatt now. 

"Relentless"Relentless  Spinozism" 

Exhaustingg the possible is not equivalent to merely stating the possible in an 

exhaustivee way (this is just one of the steps299). Part of exhausting the possible is 

exhaustingg the self that exhausts. Exhausting the possible is thus coextensive with 

exhaustingg oneself. This is, according to Deleuze, what is at stake in Beckett's work: 

Beckett,, in a gesture of "relentless Spinozism,"300 exhausts the possible. It is not 

accidentall that Spinoza is evoked in a text on exhaustion: to Deleuze, he is a thinker 

whosee "tuning into life" went together with a certain fundamental "fatigue."301 Spinoza 

iss one of the series of the exhausted selves that keep reappearing in Deleuze's work. 

Anotherr example is Nietzsche's "spiritually conscientious one," the man who, in order 

too know "everything" about the leech's mind lets leeches drink his blood (thereby he 

"increasedd his knowledge with his own blood"302). The exhaustion of the man is a 

conditionn of his exhaustive knowledge of the leech's brain. "Beckett's great 

contributionn to logic," Deleuze says, "is to have shown that exhaustion (exhaustivity) 

Beckett,, Murphy, 57, my emphasis. 
2999 It might seem that the hierarchy of exhaustion presented by Deleuze - three levels of exhaustion, words, 
voicess and images/spaces of which more below - suggests a temporal antecedence of the act of exhausting, or 
exhaustedd objects with respect to the self that exhausts. However, we should rather see it as a circular movement 
withoutt an end or beginning: exhausting can only be an act of ann exhausted self that exhausts itself in the act of 
exhausting. . 
3000 Deleuze, "The Exhausted," 152/57. 
3011 Deleuze, "L'Abécédaire de Gilles Deleuze." 
3022 Friedrich Nietzsche, Thus Spoke Zarathustra (London: Penguin, 1974), 250. 
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doess not occur without a certain physiological exhaustion, somewhat as Nietzsche 

showedd that the scientific ideal is not attained without a kind of vital degeneration."303 

Thee scope of this chapter does not permit an explication of the whole range of 

Deleuze'ss network of notions that can be shown to pertain to literature, like 

"becoming"" ("becoming-animal"), "minority," "deterritorialization" and "flight." Nor is 

thatt the purpose of this chapter. Deleuze's approach to literature is to a large extent 

indifferentt to whatever might be termed its literary qualities (writing, text, context, 

etc.).. His reflections on literary works (as opposed to those of Derrida) are almost 

alwayss motivated by an interest in an anonymous process ("movement," "flight," 

"flow,"" "life," "becoming") that does not have any specifically literary properties. In this 

respect,, despite his occasional denials, Derrida is much more committed to a certain 

ideaa of the distinctness of literature, which can be seen in his sustained interest in the 

notionss of oeuvre, signature and writing.304 Whereas Derrida's "grammatology" 

attemptss to extrapolate the relevance of the notions traditionally associated with 

writingg to other domains of life, Deleuze's project goes in the reverse direction: to 

showw the manifestation of "life" in literature. It is not as writing or as signature but as 

life,, "becoming," that literature intervenes in life. Spinoza's influence on Deleuze 

cannott be overstated here: the relation of the writer (or the reader) to the work, the 

writer'ss "relentless Spinozism," follows the pattern of the relation of God (Natura 

naturans)naturans) who exhausts himself in becoming "everything that he understands"305 

{Natura{Natura naturata). In this sense "exhausting" is another word for, or a variation of, 

"becoming."" In exhausting, the self dissipates itself in its possibilities - one becomes 

thee possibilities that one exhausts. "The aim of writing is to carry life to the state of a 

non-personall power."306 This becoming ("carrying life to the state of non-personal 

power")) is the reason of the writer's exhaustion: "he is only too weak for the life which 

runss in him or for the affects which pass in him. To write has no other function: to be 

aa flux which combines with other fluxes - all the minority-becomings of the world."307 

Inn what does the "relentless Spinozism" that Deleuze attributes to Beckett 

3033 Deleuze, The Exhausted," 154/62. 
3044 Derrida, A Taste for the Secret, 14. 
3055 Benedict de Spinoza, Ethics, trans, transl. by G.H.R. Parkinson (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 92. 
"[I]ff he were to create everything that he understands, then he would (...) exhaust his omnipotence and make 
himselff imperfect." Similarly in Curley's translation Benedict de Spinoza, Ethics (London: Penguin, 1994), 14: "[l]f 
hee created everything he understood [to be creatable] he would (...) exhaust his omnipotence and render himself 
imperfect." " 
30erDeleuze,, Dialogues II, 50. 
3077 Deleuze, Dialogues II, 50. 
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consist?? In one of his 1980/81 lectures,308 Deleuze explains that Spinoza's system as 

aa whole is founded on the radical deconstruction of the category of the possible. "It is 

aa system in which everything that is, is real. Never has such a negation of the 

categoryy of possibility been carried so far. Essences are not possibilities. There is 

nothingg possible, everything is real. In other words essences don't define possibilities 

off existence, essences are themselves existences" that differ from the actualized 

existencess only in degree of luminosity: "luminous intensities." Similarly, Deleuze 

insistss in Spinoza et le probleme d'expression, that possible existence is not the 

samee as possibility. Possible existence, as a part of God's potentiality (potentia) is 

nott a (logical) possibility. To the contrary, every possible existence is real - because, 

ass Spinoza has it, everything that exists in God's intellect is real. Deleuze: "C'est 

précisémentt parce que I'essence est puissance que I'existence possible (dans 

I'essence)) est autre chose qu'une "possibilité."" 309 The reality of the possible is a 

cornerr stone of Deleuze's thinking of the inclusive disjunction. Rather than realize 

justt a selection of the possible, all possibles must be accounted for. 

Itt is a little strange that in The Exhausted," Deleuze, who as we have seen 

creditss Spinoza with the deconstruction of the possible, invokes Spinoza precisely in 

orderr to speak about the possible and about the distinction between the possible and 

realizingg the possible. What seems to have happened here is that the possible has 

takenn the place of the real. The statement "there is nothing possible, everything is 

real"" has become "everything that is possible is real." A reversal of the hierarchy has 

takenn place: the real is just a derivate of the possible, it is not more, but less than the 

possible.. Deleuze says that exhausting the possible requires a certain indifference 

(whichh is also a Spinozistt motif: in Spinoza's words, all things are subject to "a certain 

indifferentt will of God."310) In this sense the real is no more than a sub-set within the 

comprehensivee set of the possible. Since to exhaust the possible is much more than 

too exhaust the real, the former causes exhaustion whereas the latter only leads to 

tiredness.. This is why Deleuze says that exhaustion is "much more"311 than tiredness 

(nott so much in a psychosomatic as in an ontological sense). 

'88 The on-line transcripts of Gilles Deleuze, 1981, "Spinoza," http://www.webdeleuze.com/html/index2.html. 
199 Gilles Deleuze, Spinoza et Ie problème d'expression (Paris: Minuit, 1968), 78. 
00 Spinoza, Ethics, 24-5. 
11 Deleuze, The Exhausted," 152/57. 
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TheThe Exhausted  Person 

Deleuzee starts his essay by making us consider what it means to be an "exhausted 

person."" He does not mention it but "the exhausted person" in Beckett has its 

predecessorr in Murphy, perhaps the most prominent of the series of, if not visibly 

exhaustedd at first, then at least indolent characters in Beckett's work (but then their 

indolencee might be symptomatic of their exhaustion). They are all descendants of 

Dante'ss friend Belaqua (Beckett's favorite Divine Comedy character, who is 

describedd repenting in the Purgatory, appears in name in Beckett's work) and have in 

commonn that, as Murphy's his girlfriend Celia puts it, they do "nothing that she could 

discern."" Murphy, pressured by Celia to seek paid occupation and "as there was no 

possibilityy of his finding in himself any reason for work taking one form rather than 

another"" (the divine indifference of inclusive disjunction again) and thus exhausted in 

advancee by the inexhaustible possibilities of choice, decides to entrust his fate to the 

stars.. The consulted Hindu swami, holy man, next to a few doubtful prescriptions 

pronouncess a verdict of which one part is later ominously repeated in the novel: 

"avoidd exhaustion by speech."312 Throughout the story, Celia keeps reminding 

Murphyy of these words, at first literally,313 later generalized to "avoid exhaustion."314 

Yett exhaustion is precisely what Murphy wants to achieve when he gives in to his 

compulsionn of rocking in his rocking chair until in a state of "torpor"315 and being 

"improvedd out of all knowledge."316 

Exhaustingg the possible is a task for the exhausted person: why does the 

namee of God appear so insistently in the opening pages of Deleuze's text? Or, to put 

itt otherwise, who (whose self) is exhausted? God, defined as "the sum total of all the 

possibility,"" is the name of the place where the exhausted self and the to be 

exhaustedd possiblia coincide. In a passage refuting the idea that God might not 

createe everything he understands (i.e., that some things that are possible might not 

bee real) Spinoza says, "my opponents seem to deny God's omnipotence. For they 

aree forced to confess that God understands infinitely many creatable things, which 

neverthelesss he will never be able to create. For otherwise, if he created everything 

3122 Beckett, Murphy, 22. 
3133 Beckett, Murphy, 25. 
3144 Beckett, Murphy, 80. 
3155 Beckett, Murphy, 61. 
3166 Beckett, Murphy, 62. 
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hee understood (NS: to be creatable317) he would exhaust his omnipotence and render 

himselff imperfect."318 Deleuze's reading of Spinoza draws the ultimate consequence 

off this passage: since, according to Spinoza, God does create everything he 

understandss to be creatable, he thereby exhausts himself. From the very beginning 

inn his reading of Beckett, Deleuze opposes "God," 'the originary or the sum total of all 

thee possibility,"319 i.e., the exhausted person who does not exclude anything, to the 

tiredd person, who acts upon choices and preferences and thereby proceeds through 

exclusion.. Acting on preferences is tiresome but not excluding anything is 

exhausting.. In a paradoxical way, Deleuze brings Nietzsche's "death of God" and 

Spinoza'ss pantheism together: God is not tired, and he is also not exactly dead, he is 

exhausted.. He exhausts himself in the possibilities that unfold from his nature: Natura 

naturansnaturans exhausting itself in Natura naturata.220 

Too assume the place at the limit of all the possible series - which is what the 

exhaustedd person attempts to do -- is equivalent to taking the place of God. We have 

too do with an effort to transcend a series, and in particular - to transcend the 

reverberationn of selves, one of the most consistent motifs in Beckett, and one that 

hass a special status, because it reflects on the position of the author of a work. 

Traditionally,, God's creation has been compared to that of the author: Leibniz wrote 

thatt God is the "author of things,"321 and Foucault's "death of the author" is in this 

sensee only an extension of the "death of god." (Derrida recalls this historically slightly 

obsolete,, romantic perception of the author as endowed with supernatural powers: he 

speakss of Joyce in terms of a demiurge /"demiurgue sadique"322/.) After 

demonstratingg how the exhausted person dissipates itself in the inclusive disjunctions 

3177 The NS-insertions are based on the so-called Nagelate Schriften, a Dutch translation of Spinoza's works 
publishedd after his death. Their status is controversial but in the present case, the phrase "understanding to be 
creatable"" is perhaps illuminating for the discussion of the possible. 
3188 Spinoza, Ethics, 14, my emphasis. 
3199 Deleuze, "The Exhausted," 152/58. 
3200 Exhaustion seen in this way seems to be the telos of all "minoritarian becomings" in Deleuze. Those 
becomingss (that produce nothing but other becomings) end up becoming invisible, becoming "everybody." See 
Paolaa Marati's reading of "becoming" in Deleuze: Paola Marrati, "L'animal qui sait fuir," in L'animal 
autobiographique.autobiographique. Autour de Jacques Derrida (Paris: Galilee, 1999), 197-214. In another contribution (Paola 
Marrati,, "Against the Doxa; Politics of Immanence and Becoming-Minoritarian," in Micro-politics of Media Culture. 
ReadingReading the Rhizomes of Deleuze and Guattari (Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2001)) she explains: 
"becoming-everybodyy {devenir tout Ie monde) is not just a matter of being unrecognisable, of being like 
'everybodyy else.' Deleuze and Guattari are playing here with the different possible meanings allowed by the 
Frenchh expression 'tout Ie monde.' Thus devenir tout Ie monde also entails (...) a becoming of the world itself 
(213-14).. The Spinozistic character of Deleuze's "becoming" is here quite clear. In the first of the mentioned 
essays,, Marrati points out the radical Spinozism in Deleuze's central thesis of the "univocity of being": "un 
spinozismee qui ne tolérerait même plus l'indépendance de la substance par rapport aux modes." 208. 
33 Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, Discourse on Metaphysics (Buffalo, NY: Prometheus Books, 1992), 4. 
3222 Derrida, "Deux mots pour Joyce," in Ulysse gramophone, 22. 
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off all possibilia, Deleuze states: "[m]any authors are too polite, and are content to 

announcee the total work and the death of the self"323 (i.e., without showing, as 

Beckettt does, the actual decomposition of the self), by which he confirms the implicit 

substitutabilityy of "God" and "author." If the possible, the sum total of which is God-

author,, is being exhausted, then God-author, whose nature is to be exhaustive, is the 

subjectt and the object of this exhaustion: exhausted and exhaustive. God, author and 

selff merge into one here, in absolute consistency with Beckett's work - after all do 

wee not learn about one of the series of his alternative selves, Murphy, that he "loved 

himselff with intellectual love"324? 

TheThe Three Stadia  of  Exhaustion 

Lett us retrace the progress of exhaustion in Beckett as described by Deleuze. It 

proceedss in three steps. In the first step, the possibilia (things, objects) are named, 

designated,, in order to prepare them for exhaustion. It is the stage of nomination, the 

languagee of words ("language I"). "How could (an object) enter into a combinatorial if 

onee does not have its name?" Deleuze asks. Beckett's work abounds in the 

exampless of the search for the name - "How try say?" "What is the word?" Watt's 

perplexityy with respect to what happened with the visit of the Galls: "if he could say, 

(...)) Yes, (...) that is what happened then (...) then the scene would end, and trouble 

himm no more"; and finally the example Deleuze chooses, Molloy's puzzlement with 

thee object of which he knows neither the name nor the purpose, the knife-holder.325 

"Languagee I" is "atomic, disjunctive, cut and chopped," it is "a language in which 

enumerationn replaces propositions and combinatorial relations replace syntactic 

relations."3266 This language exhausts the possible with words, but it does not exhaust 

thee words themselves. 

3^^ Deleuze, "The Exhausted," 154/62. 
3244 "Amor intellectualis quo Murphy se ipsum amat," Beckett, Murphy, 63, parodies "Proposition 35" of Spinoza's 
Ethics:Ethics: "God loves himself with an infinite intellectual love" (176). The citation is usually interpreted as Beckett's 
attemptt to subvert Spinoza's God as the only substance by introducing Murphy as a 'competition.' 
3255 The sources of citations, in the order of appearance: Samuel Beckett, "Worstward Ho," in Nohow On (New 
York:: Grove Press, 1996), 96; what is the word- the title of the last monologue, written in 1988; Beckett, Watt 73-
4;; Beckett, Trilogy, 63-4. In the example Deleuze quotes, Molloy's puzzlement about the knife-holder, just as in ail 
otherr mentioned cases, the point is that the name of the thing or the event in question remains unknown, which 
meanss that it cannot enter into a combinatorial and cannot be "exhausted." 
3266 Deleuze, The Exhausted," 156/66. 
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Thiss is why, in order to be able to continue the task of exhaustion, "another 

metalanguage"" is needed, one that will exhaust the words. In the second step 

("languagee II"), the words are no longer seen as atoms but as parts of "blendable 

flows"3277 of voices, where the voices are defined as "waves or flows that direct and 

distributee the linguistic corpuscules."328 In order to exhaust the words themselves the 

voicess must be dried up. To achieve this, the voices must be attributed to their 

owners.. Murphy, Watt, Mercier, "Mahood and Co" are some of them. They are the 

"Others,"" each of them with their own "possible worlcf that remains to be 

extinguished. . 

Thee third step, after having attributed the voices to their owners, consists in 

extinguishingg all the identified flows by getting beyond them. It is this third step that is 

thee most problematic, for how to reach a position external to the voices that is not a 

voicee itself? "The aporia lies in the inexhaustible series of all these exhausted 

beings."3299 The search for the limit of the series can only bring a result if one 

acknowledgess that the limit "can be anywhere in the flow." The "language III" pursues 

thee immanent limit that can be found "between two terms, between two voices or the 

variationss of a single voice."330 

Thee three steps of exhaustion correspond, according to Deleuze, to the 

progressivee transition in Beckett's work from the novel (the language of words) 

throughh the radio pieces (language of voices) to the television plays (language of 

images).. Seen in this way, Beckett's work becomes a project that from the outset 

wass predestined to culminate in the television plays: 

noo doubt this language (of images) is born in the novels and the 

novellas,, and passes through the theatre, but it is in television that it 

accomplishess its own mission, distinct from the first two.331 

Evenn though Deleuze provides in his essay an account of Beckett's work in 

general,, it is on Beckett's television plays that he ultimately focuses. Deleuze's essay 

Deleuze,, "The Exhausted," 156/66. 
Deleuze,, "The Exhausted," 156/66. 
Deleuze,, "The Exhausted," 157/68. 
Deleuze,, "The Exhausted," 157/69. 
Deleuze,, The Exhausted," 162/79. 
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wass meant as a contribution accompanying the edition of Beckett's television plays 

butt it would be too facile to say that the reasons for privileging the television plays in 

Beckett'ss artistic itinerary are here purely circumstantial: rather, the text functions as 

ann extension of Deleuze's earlier cinematic reflection on Bergson that involved a 

shortt but crucial encounter with Beckett. 

Itt should be kept in mind that Deleuze's preoccupation with Beckett prior to his 

writingg "The Exhausted" was marked by his interest in film and television. In his book 

onn cinema {Cinema 1) that preceded the publication of "L'Épuisé" by nine years, 

Deleuzee refers to what he elsewhere calls "le plus grand film irlandais": Beckett's 

earlyy Film.333 Those who have read Cinema 1 know that Deleuze's discussion of the 

threee varieties of movement-image (perception-, action- and affection-image334) is 

constantlyy set against the background of a-centered, "free" images in general. There 

iss an important difference between the images in the three mentioned varieties and 

thee "free" images. The former are "filtered" by a subject, defined as an interval 

betweenn perception and action. The subject selects and organizes the images that it 

encounters.. The latter, namely "free" or "a-centered" images are different, in that they 

aree not "filtered" by a subject. The images interact here without any order of 

preferencee because there is no center that would organize them in any way. 

Beckett'ss Film appears at this point, just like in the later essay we are 

discussing,, as an example of (a kind of) exhausting. Deleuze shows that the triple 

"extinguishing"" of the three varieties of the (centered) movement-image prepares the 

wayy for the a-centered matrix of time-image ("back to the mother movement-

image"335).. The fact that Beckett's Film functions as an example at the early stage of 

thee argumentation in Cinema 1 - the book that by its reflection on the movement 

imagee prepares the ground for the consideration, in the sequel, of the more important 

time-imagee - might give the impression that Film belongs to the regime of the 

movement-imagee (this means, roughly, the films from before 1939, and the 

commerciall cinema of the second half of the twentieth century) and does not partake 

3322 The essay was originally published as a postface to Samuel Beckett, Quad et autres pieces pour la television 
(Paris:: Minuit, 1992). It is also worth mentioning that Deleuze is known to have been using in his cinematic 
reflectionss the findings of the poetics of the nouveau roman (namely, the theory of descriptions that is at the 
centerr of Alain Robbe-Grillet's poetics of the nouveau roman). "La description doit tender a "gommer" I'objet 
concret,, a I'effacer pour en retenir seulement quelques traits singuliers." Paola Marrati, Gilles Deleuze; cinéma et 
philosophephilosophe (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 2003), 92-3. 

Beckett,, Complete Dramatic Works, 320-334. Film was written in English in 1963, filmed in 1964 and first 
shownn publicly in 1965 (at the New York Film Festival). 
3344 Deleuze, Cinema 1, 61-66. 
3355 Deleuze, Cinema 1,68. 
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inn the step that had to be made towards image-time. This however is not exactly the 

case.. Deleuze shows how Film, by extinguishing the subjective specifications of the 

movement-image,, prepares the way for what will become the liberation of image 

(time-image)) in Cinema 2. In introducing his discussion of Beckett's Film, Deleuze 

writes: : 

Wee might try to rediscover the matrix or the movement-image as it is in 

itself,, in its acentred purity, in its primary régime of variation, in its heat 

andd its light while it is still untroubled by any center of indetermination. 

.. Again Beckett is thus depicted as someone who aims at a kind of exhaustion - this 

timee at a purification of the image, reverting to its unalloyed state before the subject. 

Thee words with which Deleuze closes his discussion of Beckett's Film and returns to 

thee argument of Cinema 1 testify that the discussion of this example functions as an 

importantt digression in Cinema 1 {that in other words it follows a path not towards 

perception-,, affection- and movement-images but towards an undoing of those): "for 

thee moment we are taking the opposite path - from the movement image to the 

varietiess it takes on."336 

Iff we are to accept Deleuze's claim in Cinema 1 that the first material 

movementt of subjectivity is subtraction (the subjective subtracts whatever does not 

interestt it; subtraction, just like exclusive disjunction in 'The Exhausted," is an 

inevitablee consequence of making choices), then the exhaustion that is, as we have 

said,, "indifferent" (it does not choose but exhausts all the possible including the 

exhaustionn of the subjectivity itself) is the opposite of subtraction. (This shows that 

somee of the similarities between Deleuze's reading of Beckett and the reading of 

offeredd by Badiou are only apparent. For Badiou, Beckett's work is an almost 

husserliann exercise in reduction having as its goal arriving at the empty subject. 

Deleuze'ss exhausted subject who dissipates itself in all the indifferent possibilities is 

somethingg entirely different.) 

Thee analysis of the example from Cinema 1 only confirms what was coming to 

lightt throughout our reading of "The Exhausted": exhaustion is a de-subjectivation. 

Freee images can only be free on the condition of the disappearance of the subject. 

3366 Deleuze, Cinema 1, 66-68. 
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However,, at the same time, exhaustion is the supreme moment of subjectivity, since 

thee subject exhausts itself in the images. If the situation of the writer is indeed 

comparedd by Deleuze to that of God, then writing has nothing to do with putting signs 

onn paper. Instead, writing is pantheism: "God, who is the sum total of the possible 

mergess with Nothing, of which each thing is a modification."337 It is only in this way 

thatt we can interpret Deleuze's claim that "literature" is "life." In Deleuze's reading, 

Beckett'ss work, as a transition from things through voices to the subjective interval 

thatt in virtue of having exhausted the possible is allowed to cease or die, presents 

thee last step, in which the subject is extinguished as a kind of supreme moment of 

subjectivity.. There are two ways to achieve this state of immanent transcendence: 

imagee and space. Making an image "captures all the possible in order to make it 

explode,"" leading again to the result of "no more possibility" when an image 

"announcess the end of the possible." The other way is to "depotentialize space." 

Whereass the former way (the way of the image) is visual or aural, the latter is motor 

(aa ritornello: for example the movement of a rocking chair that expresses the auto-

affectionn of the thinking interval in Cinema 11 Beckett's Film or the ritornello of the 

"Quad").. This dual way finds its parallel in Deleuze's discussion of the face and of 

spacee as 'two kinds of signs of the affection-image."338 If the face can be taken to 

symbolizee subjectivity,339 then to extinguish the face is to extinguish the subject. And 

indeed,, Deleuze says of one director (namely Bergman), that he "consumes and 

extinguishess the face as certainly as Beckett."340 

TheThe Purpose 

Att first sight, the objective of the whole enterprise -- the purpose of exhausting -- is to 

bee released from the exigency to create. The self (author, God) is after all only 

allowedd to cease to exist at the end of the possible, after the possible has been 

exhausted.. But there is another side to it, namely the image, that appears when the 

projectt of exhausting comes to an end. The image is more than a mere by-product of 

thee whole enterprise. Exhausting the possible opens the way for the "pure image," 

3377 Deleuze, "The Exhausted," 153/60. 
3388 Deleuze, Cinema 1,110. 
3399 See the chapter on "Faciality" in A Thousand Plateaus, 167-191; Mille plateaux, 205-234. 
3400 Deleuze, Cinema 1,100. 
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thatt Deleuze calls "the indefinite. The exhausted self is released from the 

exigencyy to create by creating: when it exhausts itself in the pure image. 

ExhaustingExhausting  versus  Gathering:  Deleuze and Derrida 

Itt seems at this stage that exhausting, even though it belongs to a conceptual field 

apparentlyy opposed to gathering (to exhaust means to use up, to empty, to 

impoverish),, aims, just like Derrida's gesture, at being exhaustive, at accounting for 

"everythingg plus n." But even if we decide to call exhausting just another way of 

accountingg for a hyper-totality, we have to remember that it occurs in a direct way --

byy gathering - in virtue of its opposite: giving up. Which brings us back to the tension 

betweenn exhausting and gathering. Perhaps the tension between the discourses of 

Beckettt and Derrida that can be evoked by the terms "gathering," "archiving," "hyper-

totalizing"" and "economy" on the one hand, and "poverty," "exhaustion," "Lessness" 

(whichh is a title of a text by Beckett) on the other, is not only an issue between those 

twoo authors. Perhaps it indicates a point of dissent between Beckett and Joyce (the 

hyper-totalizingg author par excellence) just as much as it marks a difference between 

thee Joyce-reader Derrida and the Beckett-reader Gilles Deleuze. We might see it as 

thee difference between seeing literature as an institution set upon gathering (Derrida) 

andd seeing literary works as "becomings" (Deleuze), that involve a nomadic flight 

fromm memory or history342 - and from institutions. 

Wee might formulate this difference in the following way: even though Derrida 

andd Deleuze share the concern (common to all modern thinkers interested in 

literature,, starting with Sartre and his What is Literature?) to demonstrate that 

literature'ss function is more than granting us a short-lived escape from reality, they 

differr in the way that they deal with this concern. Derrida, even though he fully 

recognizess the subversive role of literature, through reading literature in terms of 

archive,, economy and law attempts to demonstrate the relevance of literature to the 

Deleuzee always italicises the indefinite article that announces a pure image: a woman, a hand, a mouth, some 
eyes,, a quadrilateral, a square, a young girl dies; also about space he says that it must become "disused, 
unmodified."" Apparently, at stake is the stripping down of space or of the object to the bare essentials. 
3422 It is not easy to pinpoint a place of dispute between Deleuze and Derrida: as Deleuze himself says, "Les 
philosophess ne se contredisent pas. Jamais un philosophe n'a contredit un autre phitosophe." Gilles Deleuze, 
1981,, Lectures on Bergson, www.webdeleuze.com. Yet Deleuze's steadfast conviction that the redundancy of 
memoryy has to be overcome presents us with a very concrete case of dissent. 
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establishedd institutions (and vice versa - the applicability of the notion "institution" to 

literature).. For Deleuze (who is in this respect perhaps more radical) literature is a 

flightt from those institutions, in search of the viable alternatives to the forces that the 

institutionss represent. It needs emphasizing that this "flight" is not equivalent to the 

flightt from life but rather to a voyage of discovery, a search for alternatives.343 It is 

thesee viable alternatives that Deleuze addresses when he says that "literature" is 

"life."" All of the terms that Deleuze uses in this context ("becoming,"344 "flight," "life," 

"intervention")) emphasize the non-institutional character of literature. To say that 

literaturee is an "institution" is to treat it as a significant practice,345 hence to 

acknowledgee that one approaches literature in terms of signification and more 

generally,, mediation. Deleuze's thought is fundamentally opposed to this view. 

Derrida'ss infinite gesture of hyper-totalizing can only achieve the economy it 

needss (so that it can take place in the finite space of a text) by means of "translating 

figuress into one another."346 The latter gesture draws on the substitution that is one of 

thee most potent resources of what Deleuze calls "interpretation" (- it is not for nothing 

thatt a translator is sometimes called an "interpreter"). 

Derrida'ss gesture, even though it is not to be confused with classical 

hermeneutics,, is in the end one of demonstrating the relevance of something to 

somethingg else by means of reading something as something else (Derrida calls it 

thee unsubstitutable substitution): reading literature as archive, as law, as economy. 

Hiss work is not as hostile to interpretation as is often suggested by the scholars who 

wantt to prevent the understanding of Derrida in the vaguely deconstructivist, Yale 

school-context.. He himself says "I have never 'put such concepts as [...] the stability 

off interpretive context radically into question' if 'putting radically into question' means 

contestingg that there are and that there should be [...] stable contexts of 

interpretation."3477 (However it is perhaps useful to take the word "interpretation" as 

referringg to its Latin, rather than Greek, antecedent {hermeneuin) that suggests a 

moree totalizing search of signification or meaning.) 

3433 "[L]a grande erreur, la seule erreur, serait de croire qu'une ligne de fuite consiste è fuir la vie; la fuite dans 
I'imaginaire,, ou dans Tart Mais fuir au contraire, c'est produire du reel, creer la vie, trouver une arme." Gilles 
Deleuzee and Claire Parnet, Dialogues Flammarion, 1996), 47. English translation p.49. 
3444 Again, for the analysis of the notion of "becoming" in Deleuze see the two contributions by Marrati mentioned 
inn this chapter. 
3455 See e.g., the lemma "institution" in the Webster Collegiate Dictionary. 
3466 Derrida, "This Strange Institution Called Literature," 36. 
3477 Derrida, Limited Inc, 150. 
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Iff we agree on this then Deleuze's famous summons to the French literature 

"[ejxpérimentez,, n'interprétez jamais,"348 could also be taken to apply to Derrida. In 

thee essay in which those words appear Deleuze attributes the superiority of the 

Anglo-Americann literature to its having liberated itself from what Deleuze calls the 

"diseasess of the earth": "signifiance and interpretosis,"349 in other words, of 

attemptingg to say one thing by saying something else. (In France, Deleuze says, to 

thee contrary, "il faut toujours que quelque chose nous rappelle autre chose, nous 

fassee penser a autre chose. (...) Depuis qu'on a inventé Ie "signifiant" les choses ne 

see sont pas arrangées.") Deleuze's critique of "la manie du "sale petit secret," (...) "la 

cochonneriee laborieuse, ponctuelle, enchalnée d'écrivains francais," 35  even though 

itt seems to be aimed primarily at the more hermeneutic models of interpretation that 

presupposee one interpretive horizon (one "secret"), might also have bearing on the 

aspectt of Derrida's work we are discussing here. The scope of this chapter does not 

alloww for any more detailed discussion of the respective differences in the 

perceptionss of literature presented by Derrida and Deleuze. Without wanting to 

suggestt that these perceptions are radically different, I would point out that quite 

oftenn Deleuze's critique is applicable to certain aspects of Derrida's enterprise. 

Wheree Deleuze distinguishes between on the one hand the domain of the gods, the 

city,, the king, (with its interest in the code, archive [le cadastre], and economy) and 

onn the other the nomadic, to point out his interest in the latter (i.e. in the nomadic) -

Derridaa seems to fit much better into the description of the former (namely the code, 

thee archive, and economy). Where for Deleuze the objective of literature is "la ligne 

dee fuite," Derrida's literary paradigm Odysseus or Ulysses (the Greek and the 

Joycean)) must be read as a case of re-territorialization, a circle (though not without a 

detour),, a departure in order to return. To the Deleuzian flight from code corresponds 

Derrida'ss embrace of a multiplicity of codes. Perhaps the most obvious point of 

disagreementt comes to light when Deleuze criticizes French authors for their interest 

inn history. 

Gilless Deleuze, Parnet, Claire, Dialogues (Paris: Flammarion, 1996), 60. "Experiment, never interpret." 
Deleuze,, Dialogues II, 48. 
3499 Deleuze, Dialogues II, 47. 
3500 Deleuze, Dialogues, 58-60. 
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Thee French are too (...) historical, too concerned with the future and 

thee past (...) They do not know how to become, they think in terms of 

historicall past and future.351 

Iff indeed Derrida's gathering of "everything" takes place "by translating all 

figuress into one another," then precisely what Deleuze calls interpretation is an 

instrumentt of this gathering. It should be emphasized here that Derrida's gesture of 

gatheringg is different not only from the absolute Hegelian gesture (as I have already 

notedd in Chapter One) but also from classical hermeneutics that, even though 

radicallyy finite, presupposes a unitary horizon of meaning.352 No translation is final or 

exhaustive:: instead, they are all provisional, temporary and partial. (This is not to say 

thatt all readings are equivalent to each other, just that not one of them is exhaustive 

inn such a way that it could subsume all the others.) "Interpretation" has a very specific 

meaningg here: it no longer signifies a subsumption of all figures under one meaning 

butt rather their (always provisional) mutual substitutability. 

Itt is because Deleuze rejects interpretation that he contrasts two visions of 

writing:: one focused on "une vitesse d'événement » and one that takes recourse to 

«unee économie des moyens" (the latter involving archiving). Characteristic of the 

"truee novels" ["les vrais romans"353], Deleuze tells us, just like for "Ie télégramme," 

(incidentallyy an example quite relevant to Derrida's thinking of envois, telephone and 

gramophone)) "est une vitesse d'événement, pas une économie des moyens .""354 In 

otherr words, for Deleuze a 'true novel" is not an "archive," it does not have an 

ambitionn to gather.355 On the contrary: a "true novel" has "killed interpretation" {tué 

l'interprétation),l'interprétation), to the effect that (and here Deleuze quotes Henry James) "// ne 

3511 Deleuze, Dialogues II, 37. 
352Thee notion of "interpretation," in so far as it applies to Derrida (who would probably prefer to call it "translation" 
orr "substitution"), is defined differently: not only is it non-hierarchical and not absolute (against Hegel) but also 
(againstt Gadamer, who would agree with Derrida that every interpretation is finite) it never presupposes a unitary 
horizonn of meaning. 
3533 Deleuze, Dialogues, 78. 
3544 Ibid., 78. 
3555 On the other hand in Difference et repetition we encounter a perception of literature that is very similar to 
Derrida's:: II s'agit toujours de rassembler un maximum de séries disparates (a la limite, toutes les séries 
divergentess constitutives du cosmos), en faisant fonctionner des précurseurs sombres linguistiques (ici mots 
ésotériques,, mots-valises)" p.159. Those "mots-valises" used to gather [rassembler] all the series of the cosmos ~ 
aree they not functioning according to an economy of means? The answer might be that the notion of the "mots-
valises"" dates from a period when, as Badiou puts it, Deleuze was "delighted with the [structuralist] approach." 
Badiou,, Deleuze: the Clamor of Being, 37. See also Deleuze, The Logic of Sense, 71-73. In A Thousand 
Plateaus,Plateaus, written in the seventies, Deleuze/Guattari still state that "structuralism represents a great revolution" but 
alsoo that it "does not account for (...) becomings." Deleuze and Guattari consequently conclude: "none [of it] 
satisfiess us." Deleuze, A Thousand Plateaus; Capitalism and Schizophrenia, 237; Deleuze, Mille plateaux, 290. 
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restaitrestait qu'une lumiere crue, a light in which an experiment, stripped down to bare 

essentials,, can take place. 

Thee "telegraphic" quotation above is illuminating for the relation between 

Derridaa and Deleuze, and in particular for the difference in the way they perceive 

literature.. For Derrida, events of literature require interpretation - not only in virtue of 

economicall necessity (containing the infinite in the finite: writing as an act of infinite 

gatheringg presupposes an "économie des moyens"), but also juridical necessity: like 

law,, literature is something to be interpreted (or translated). A reading of a literary 

workk is a pursuit for the law governing that work. And "the law is not to be seen or 

touchedtouched but deciphered."357 

Forr Deleuze a literary experiment is indifferent to interpretation because like 

everythingg else in Deleuze's framework of thought literature participates in the 

"univocityy of Being."358 From the perspective of the univocity of Being not only is the 

issuee of mediation (and hence also the gesture of the deciphering that provoked by 

thee ubiquity of mediation) not a real concern, it is explicitly rejected: "Deleuze's 

methodd rejects all recourse to mediations."359 In Deleuze's thought the unique 

intuitionn of being traverses "in a single circuit"360 every thinkable opposition. That is 

whyy Deleuze opposes a "single voice" of Being to the "two paths" (affirming 

respectivelyy Being and Non-being") of Parmenides.361 The same thought is feeding 

Deleuze'ss critique of Heidegger362 -- that by needlessly positing an analogy or a 

"hermeneuticc convergence"363 between the visible and language the latter failed to 

takee the notion of the univocity of Being (that, since it is univocal, does not require 

thinkingg in terms of analogy or convergence) far enough.364 In Deleuze's perspective, 

thee writer who, like Spinoza's God, exhausts himself in a (literary) "becoming" follows 

thee same uninterrupted path of a single voice and a single intuition. This means that, 

literally,, writing itself, as mediation (including the possibilities of substituting figures 

3566 Deleuze, Dialogues, 60. English translation has, less appropriately, "garish light." [49] 
3577 Derrida, "Before the Law," 197/115, my emphasis. 
3588 Deleuze, Difference and Repetition, 35/52. There has onlyy ever been one ontological proposition: Being is 
univocal." " 
3599 Badiou, Deleuze: the Clamor of Being, 32. 
3600 Badiou, Deleuze: the Clamor of Being, 36. 
3611 Deleuze, Difference and Repetition, 36/53. 
3622 Gilles Deleuze, Foucault, trans. Sean Hand (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1988), 111. 
3633 Badiou, Deleuze: the Clamor of Being, 23. 
3644 Even though Derrida has distantiated himself from Heidegger's gesture of hermeneutic gathering, is 
nonethelesss vulnerable to the same critique if we adopt Gasché's view that "The Derridean word text is a 
translationn (...) of the Heideggerian word Being.' "Heidegger's notion of Being and Derrida's notion of text are 
akin.. (...) Being and text appear to be words that can be exchanged and substituted for one another." Gasché, Of 
MinimalMinimal Things; Studies on the Notion of Relation, 226. 

133 3 






































































































































































































































	Cover
	Titlepage

