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G}' & organizing the coherence of the system, the center of a structure permiits the play
c)o LS of its elements inside the total form. And even today the notion of a structure
‘ N\ O\ & lacking any center represents the unthmkable itself. ﬂ/’ .
. & X9 Nevertheless, the center also /closes off the play which it opens up .and makes

g possible. As center, it is the point at which the substitution of contents, elements,
, - or terms is no longer possible. At the center, the permutation or the transforma- \
i tion of elements (which may of course be structures enclosed within a structure) |
is forbldden At least this permutation has always remained interdicted (and I am "
usrng this word deliberately). Thus it has always been thought ‘that the center, \
which is by definition unique, constuuted that very thing within a structure wh1ch
wh1le goverrung the structure, escapes structurality. This is why classical thought
concerning structure could say that the center is, paradoxically, within the
structure and outside it. The center is. at the center of the totahty, and yet, smce \
[

| We need to interpret interpre- Perhaps something has occurred in the hlstory of the ,,,,,

H tations more than to interpret  concept of structure that could be called an “‘event,’ wfﬁ‘ﬂsetmr e The_cente;'l is not the. lcentler The concegt hOf centered
‘ things. (Montaigne) if this loaded word did not entail a meaning which structure—although it represents coherence itself, the condition of the episteme

as phllosophy or science—is contradictorily coherent And as always coherence

it is precisely the function of structural—or struc-

turalist—thought to reduce.or to suspect. Let us speak | Ihconiadicion ex
o of an “‘event, s rovertheless, and let us use quotation strueture 1sflrr1<7fact the concept of a play based orra fundamental ground, a play

constituted on the basis of a fundamental immobility and a reassuring certitude,
which’i itself is beyond the reach of play. And on the basis of this certitude anxiety
can n be mastered, for anxiety is invariably the result of a certain mode of being

i marks to serve as a precaution. What would this event
l b be then? Its exterior form would be that of a rupture
} Lty and a redoubling.

4 | _
$ X \’\ver e (e < It would be easy enough to show that the concept of implicated in the game, of being caught by the game, of being as it were at stake
structure and even the word. *‘structure’” itself are as in the game from the outset. And again on the basis of what we call the center

¢ “old as the epistémé—that is to sms/old as Western (and wh1_ch because it can be either inside or outside, can also 1nd1fferently be

|
! PN LT, science and Western philosophy—and that their roots called the origin or end, arche or telos), repetitions, substitutions, transforn}lla-
" . - ,
. - S QMust deep into the soil of ordinary language, into tions, and permutations are always taken from a history of meaning’| [senl;v] t adt A
‘ { e \ whose deepest recesses the epistémé plunges in order is,"in"a word, a history—whose origin may always be reawakened or whose en
i ' O o " to ather them up and to make them part of itself in 2 may always be anticipated in the form of presence. This is why one perhaps
| o NEE -0 % horical displacement. Nevertheless, up to the could say that the movement of any archaeology, like that of any eschatology, is an
. f \ . :{iﬁf which 1 wish to mark out and define, g accompllce vof this reduction of the structurality of structure and always attempts
‘ ‘ . ' structure—or rather the structurality of structure— . to conceive of structure on the basis of a full presence which is beyond play. o
lthough it has always been at work, has always been [~ If this is so, the entire history of the concept of structure, before the rupture of ‘
it i utraize d or reduced, and this by a process of giving |+ which we are speaking, must be thought of as a series of substitutions of center .~
R te ter or of referring it to a point of presence, a i for center, as a linked chain of determinations of the center. Successively, and in Ea
S lﬁ a Senn in. The function of this center was not only u a regulated fashion, the center receives different forms or names. The history of | ; S
o A toxeorr(entg balance, and organize the structure—one metaphys1cs4_l~11§qe the history of the West, is the history of these rnetaphors‘a‘nd R
[ cannot in  fact ’ conceive of an unorganized l\ etor_lymles Its matrix—if you will pardon me for demonstrating so little and for
5 structure—but above all to make sure that the organi- | being so elhptlcal in order to come more quickly to my principal theme—is the
~ P |l determination of Being as resence in all senses of this word. It could be shown
o zing principle of the structure would limit what we |} gaspr
Y ‘ f the structure. By orienting and that all the names related to fundamentals, to principles, or to the center have
278 Tt might call the play of the struc y "l d
NS ways designated an invariable presence—eidos, arche, telos, energeia, ousia
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WL ' \of this paper, presumably would have 6ome aboub when the

(essence, existence, substance, subject) aletheia, transcendentality, conscious-

i

ness, God, man, and so forth. :, B
L " The event I called a rupture, the disruptjox}ﬁl alluded

o at the beginning |
N structurality )

‘\" ,of structure had to begin to be thought, that is to say, repeated, and this
‘//i‘sg why 1 said that this disruption was repetition in evéry sense of the word. |
‘ }{\éﬁéfef@th,‘ it became necessary to think bo h%e_law which somehow governed
 the desire for a center in the constitution of structure, and the process of significa-
ton which orders_the displacements and substitutions for this law of central ~
presence—but a central presence which has never been itself, has always already
oes not substitute

\r %;‘ been exiled from itself into its own substitute. The substitute d
v ¥ §§ itself for anything which has somehow existed before it. Henceforth, it was
ey necessary to begin thinking that there was no center, that the center could not be

thought in the form of a present-being, that the center had no natural site, that it
was not a}‘\ﬁ)ged“l_qcu,s but a_function, a sort of_nonlocus in which an infinite
number of sign-substitutions_came into play. This was the moment when lan-
guage invaded ‘the universal problematic, the moment when, in the absence of a

center or origin, elgry_thing,,bt?_(;@me.&i__i,-.?_cgl\fﬁe—‘:p&v,idea we can agree on this
word—that is to say, a/s_yﬁtcm in which the _central signified,. the original or

~ \ transcendental signified,_is_never_absolutely_ present outside a system of dif-

|

K ) ferences. The absence of the transcendental signified extends the domain and the
L7 Vplay of signification infinitely. ~ = Low ftgee, o deen 0
S Where and_how_does this decentering, this thinking the structurality of

2 Tt would be somewhat naive to refer to an event, a doctrine, or

) I "
% p structure, 0CCU
Y m & author in order to designate this occurrence. It is no doubt part of the totality

" of an era, our own, but still it has always already begun to proclaim itself and
- begun to work. Nevertheless, if we wished to choose several ‘‘names,’’ as
: indications only, and to recall those authors in whose discourse this occurrence
has kept most closely to its most radical formulation, we doubtless would have to
cite the Nietzschean critique of metaphysics, the critique of the concepts of Being
and truth, for which were substituted the concepts of play, interpretation, and
sign (sign without present truth); the Freudian critique of self-presence, that is,
the critique of consciousness, of the subject, of self-identity and of self-proximity
or self-possession; and, more radically, the Heideggerean destruction of
metaphysics, of onto-theology, of the determination of Being as presence. But all
these destructive discourses and all their analogues are trapped in a kind of circle.
i | This circle is uniquer 1t describes the form of the relation between the history of
\ niéggghyﬁi;ﬁiﬁ&ihg destruction, of the history of metaphysics. There is no sense
in doing without the concepts of metaphysics in order o shake metaphysics. We
/& 1O | 2 d no lexicon—which is foreign to this history;

have no language—no syntax an
we can pronounce not a single destructive proposition which has not already had

to slip into the for(m, the logic, ‘and the implicit postulations of precisely what it

AT y o
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SEekS to COIlteSt. IO take one exalllple fIOl‘n Illany . the IIletaphySICS Of pIeSellCC 18
Shaken Wltll the help |0f the Concept ()f Slgll. But, as I su eSted a moment ago a
gg
. > S/
So\ on as» one SeekS t‘? demonStl‘ate 1n thlS Way that theler 1S No tIaIlsceIldeIltal or . ’

imit,)on je
{limit,>one must reject even the concept and word *‘sign’’ itself—which is pre-|

c-' N . -
isely what cannot Be done. For the signification ‘‘sign’’ has always been un-; * \

deistood and determined, in i i g

, , in its mea ign- igni i

- signified, a signiﬁerg different frorr? 1It)smsg1’glillsﬁsi1 nI’?f’ e
e ) er rom its signified. If one.erases the radical dif-{| .~
Ea‘.’slt’.c,gg‘l:iweg&ﬁlgwﬁex and signified, it is the word “signifier’” itself which, |*~

| . et = ) A
ﬁéﬁ’&é‘?&ﬁi ;ngdda;; g_hmpégphxs;ga,ln concept. When Lévi-Strauss says in the
aw and-the Cooked that he has ‘‘sough ‘
. w and-the . ght to transcend the opposi-
;;?,r;lb:):;\xsliegen tfl,e:2 stﬁlflblg and the intelligible by operating from the outsetpef: the |
ns, e necessity, force, and legiti i ;
o /s , and legitimacy of his act cannot make us |
thEr:g:; nt:liz:)tléhe cdo?;ept Qti the sign cannot in itself surpass this opposition between |

Lthe sensible and the intelligible. The concept of the sign, i -
D ser nd the intellig e p e sign, in each of its aspects,
pas 1{323 igﬁ?r?;ngg by this opposition throughout the totality of its hist(f)ry It

1S is opposition and its system. But we can i .7
Jas ltved 0 ! ; system. not do without the
con ;)‘figg T; tshlégr(l:,ri‘g)qruwe canno(; give up this metaphysical complicity without
‘ e we are directing against this complici i
risk of erasing difference in i i e ot
the self-identity of a signifi ing its si
ek s . : gnified reducing its signifier
o f1tsli:(l)fr (t);, amounting to the same thing, simply expelling its signifier ogutside ’
Sgniﬁer anderlie are tvyo heterogenous ways of erasing the difference between the
e s{gniﬁer, :hets‘lgnlﬁed: one, the classic way, consists in reducing or deriving :
, that is to say, ultimately in submitti i |
: , the sign to thought;
the one we are usin i e o o ho oter
g here against the first one, consists i ing into question
the systom tn i e !  one, consists in putting into question
st preceding reduction functioned: first and f

opposition between the sensible and i igi the parados s that the
pposition betv the intelligible. For th dox i
metaphysical reduction of the si oppe i The

ohysic: gn needed the opposition it was reduci

opposition is systematic with the reducti e hor o

sition is systematic with the reduction. And what i u
oPpo iction, we are saying here about

e’ r%:: c;ln be extex?ded to all the concepts and all the sentences of r;gletaphysics
n 5ght iE 2:}1; 1tso t%le ldls?I(‘)}l:rse on ‘‘structure.’” But there are several ways of being,

circle. They are all more or less naiv iri

more or less systematic, more o it e

‘ , or less close to the f i i
T ey Sysiematie, : e formulation—that is, to the
j s circle. It is these differences which i it

ity of destructive discourses and i o (one i e

and the disagreement bet

o Nt ve dicor ‘ etween those who elaborate :

t e, ,.and Heidegger, for exampl k ithi i |
od wonounts of motantn eid » for example, wor ed within the inher- |
ited concepts o taphysics. Since these concepts are n
pas s 1ysic ot elements or atoms,
bfﬁgér_ng%%l;y giﬁ t.zik%n frolrlnbla syntax and a system, every particular borrowing ‘x
rings. along with it the whole of metaphysics. This is wh '
stroyers to destroy each other reci ~for e Hoidegson resurding

: iprocally—for example, Heid i

Nietzsche, with as mu idi i it and tisertrteon, o

, ch lucidity and rigor as bad fai i
o S | y : ad faith and misconstruction, a

e last metaphysician, the last ‘‘Platonist,”> One could do the same for Heideg?

privileged signified and that the domain or play of signification henceforth has no ¥ R |
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ger himself, for Freud, or for a number of others. And today no exercise 1s more
widespread.

\‘ What is the relevance of this formal schema when we .turn to w.ha..t are callled the
“human sciences”’? One of them perhaps occupies a privileged place—
e&tinvo/lr(v)(gyﬁ.-ﬁ'fact one can assume that ethnology could have been born as a

éciéﬁé?: only at the moment when a decentering had come about: at the moment

. “when European culture—and, in consequencé, the .history of metaphysics and of »
R Soncepts—h driven from its locus, and forced to stop
‘considering itself as the culture of refer.eqc'e. Tk}is moment. is 1not f:;s; n:lex;dt
‘fgromosta moment of philosophical or scientific discourse. It is also a momers
which is political, economic, technical, and so forth. One can }fray _y\i/ti h ot
security that there is nothing fortuitous about the_fact that the ctr (111 0
| ethnocentrism—Tthe very condition for ethnology—s$ ,ld;be systcfama 'écahysié’;
historically contemporaneous with the destruction of ¢ e.,‘hlstory o_.mg”ap;é }; {ﬁéé
EGEHIBel(II)ngt.o one and the same era. Now, etl.m(')log)f—hke any science omes
about within the element of discourse. And it 7;‘s:pr71mar11y a Eiuropez‘mstscthem
employing traditional concepts, however much it may struggle agamnd e 2.1
IConsequently, whether he wants to or not—'and Fhls'docs noth epend " e
decision on his part—the ethnologist accepts into his discourse | "eiprrerg;_sg_‘_'
! ethnocentrism at the very, moment when he denounces them_.' Thlsnecessuly is
“irreducible; it is not a historical contingency. We ought o co.nmder alt ;ts imp 1cz;;
tions very carefully. But if no one can escape qns necessity, and 1h -n((; (;rslemt
thereforé responsible for giving in to it, however little hg may do Soﬂt is 19t ool
mean that all the ways of giving in to it are of equal pertinence. .T e ql‘lah i yhich
fecundity of a discourse are perhaps measured by. the f:rltlcal rigor Wltth(\);\lrl <
this relation to the history of metaphysics anq to inherited conce:ptsflsh gia.1
Here it is a question both of a critical relation to_the language of the soc

e . g . . . By . f
sciences and a critical responsibility. of the discourse itself. It is a question O

’ i i iscourse
 explicitly an@v,sy‘s,t,c_matlcally, posing the problem of the status of a discour

which borrows from a heritage the resources necessary for the deconstruction of
i itself. A problem of economy. and strategy. N
thaItf t:::tci)%i;(;:l, as atf example, the texts of Claude Lévi—Strau.ss, 1t'1s not only
because of the privilege accorded to ethnology among.the social sciences, nor
even because the thought of Lévi-Strauss welghs'heavﬂ_y on the contenllpordar'y
theoretical situation. It is above all because a certain chc?lce has been dec t':ire t13
the work of Lévi-Strauss and because a certain doctrine has been els (;lrat ;is
there, and precisely, in a more or less explicit' manner,'as c.oncems of]
critique of language and this critical language In thf: §oc1al smelnces. o as
In order to follow this movement in the tex‘t ‘of Lévi-Strauss, let us ((i: o 5o &
one guiding thread among others the‘oppos1.t10n bct\.;v'een.nature ?ltalcz) hi:
Despite all its rejuvenations and disguises, this opposition 1s conge 0 p
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,’iosophy. It is even older than Plato. It is at least as old as the Sophists. Since the
“statement of the opposition physis/nomos, physisitechné, it has been relayed to
¢ us by means of a whole historical chain which opposes ‘‘nature’’ to law, to
| education, to art, to technics—but also to Jiberty, to the arbitrary, to history, to
}' society, to the mind, and so on. Now, from the outset of his researches, and from
! his first book (The Elementary Structures of Kinship) on, Lévi-Strauss simul-
; taneously has experienced the necessity of utilizing this opposition and the im-
’, * possibility of accepting it. In the Elementary Structures, he begins from this
§ axiom or definition: that which is universal and spontaneous, and not dependent
{ on any particular culture or on any determinate norm, belongs to nature. In-
\ versely, that which depends upon a system of norms regulating society and
' therefore is capable of varying from one social structure to another, belongs to
" culture. These two definitions are of the traditional type. But in the very first
‘i{ pages of the Elementary Structures Lévi-Strauss, who has begun by giving
“credence to these concepts, encounters what he calls a scandal, that is to say,
something which no longer tolerates the nature/culture opposition he has ac-
cepted, something which simultaneously seems to require the predicates of nature
and of culture. This scandal is the incest prohibition. The incest prohibition is
universal; in this sense one could call it natural. But it is also a prohibition, a
system of norms and interdicts; in this sense one could call it cultural:

Let us suppose then that everything universal in man relates to the natural
order; and is characterized by spontaneity, and that everything subjectto a
“norm is cultural and is both relative and particular. We are then confronted
with a fact, or rather, a group of facts, which, in the light of previous
definitions, are not far removed from a scandal: we refer to that complex
group of beliefs, customs, conditions and institutions described succinctly as
the prohibition of incest, which presents, without the slightest ambiguity,
and inseparably combines, the two characteristics in which we recognize the
conflicting features of two mutually exclusive orders. It constitutes a rule,
but a rule which, alone among all the social rules, possesses at the same
time a universal character.?

Obviously there is no scandal except within a system of concepts which accredits
the difference between nature and culture. By commencing his work with the
factum of the incest prohibition, Lévi-Strauss thus places himself at the point at
which this difference, which has always been assumed to be self-evident, finds

itself erased or questioned, For from the moment when the incest prohibition can

no longer be conceived within the nature/culture opposition, it can no longer be
said to be a scandalous fact, a nucleus of opacity within a network of transparent
significations. The incest prohibition is no longer a scandal one meets with or
comes up against in the domain of traditional concepts; it is something which
escapes these concepts and certainly precedes them—probably as the condition
of their possibility. It could perhaps be said that the whole of philosophical
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i ition, is
jzati ich i tic with the nature/culture opposition, 1
tualization, which is systema ] _ o
ZOTS‘iC erf)ed to leave in the domain of the unthinkable the very tbmg :hat makes
e . . . ) .
confeptualization possible: the origin of th‘e prohibition of 1ncesam hers. but
This example, too cursorily examined, is only one among 1r]n y ome ;f‘its
nevertheless it already shows that language bears within itself t »;e_pgegt B;Eﬁ Mo
n critique. Now this critique may be undertaken along t\ln(/o I‘)ta lf,f i o
A . ition makes itse ,
manners.” imit of the nature/culture opposition
“mafners.”’ Once the limit of t : ! : el one
mringht want to question systematically and rlgorgu;})/t t}?e h‘llset:tzn(;f, gt o
is i i tematic and historic q
_This is a first action. Such a sys ; and ‘ e
ce;i)ttlier a philological nor a philosophical action 1n the classic sc?nseh i(;to v
neords To concern oneself with the founding concepts of the efntlllre s lrggist
:hilos'ophy to deconstitute them, is not to undertake the work c‘)t tS ;r[:)bably -
assic histori i hy. Despite appearances, 1t 1
he classic historian of philosop / ' ‘ Y
™ Oi zlaring way of making the beginnings of a step out81de_ of [)hllo_sophr):era11
IT:(’S ““outside philosophy’’ is much more difficult to concelve.than is ge ) thl)
isrsIa)gined by those who think they made it long ago with cavalier ease, an

. . . ch
in general are swallowed up in metaphysics in the entire body of discourse whic
i

. . i
claim to have disengaged from 1 - e
thezlb“lhe: other choice (which I believe corresponds more closely ftio It_,e:v1e S(t::nSiStS
manner), in order to avoid the possibly sterilizing effech offthe r‘si (;111 (,ﬁscovery
rvi ts within the domain of empiric ‘
i nserving all these old concep ‘withir ! covery
12}1;06 here a%ld there denouncing their limits, treating them as tools whic

. . . eSS
till be used. No longer is any truth value attributed to them; there is a readine
s .

to abandon them, if necessary, should other ins}rumen_ts appear mo;:,n uls:):f’l::lci Itr;
the meantime, their relative efficacy is exploited, and ‘tlLeyh arethemgs)elves o
destroy the old machinery to which they belong and .of whic .t‘ ey e Lot

ieces. This is how the language of the social sciences criticize .
pieces.

i ments
Strauss thinks that in this way he can separate method from truth, the instru

. . . ¢
of the method and the objective significations envisaged by it. One could almos

i evi ;i he first
say that this is the primary affirmation of Lev1-Straus‘s,. in any eyentt;) ternerge
wc})lrds of the Elementary Structures are: “Above all, it is beginning

i ¢ ’ ‘culture’ seem
that this distinction between nature and society (‘nature’ and ‘c

referable to us today), while of no acceptable historical significance, does
P ,

i dological
© contain a logic, fully justifying its use by modern sociology as a methodolog
tool.”’* o
Lévi-Strauss will always remain faithful to doul
an instrument something whose truth vall.le h;:fg:gcti)ze:(.mtest o valuo of the
i tinue, in effect,

n the one hand, he will con , in f
naft)Jre/culture opposition. More than thirteen years after. tlie ul(i‘)ltzge“Tz
Structures, The Savage Mind faithfully echoes the text 1 have ]ui1 q om.mce ©
o;,)positior; between nature and culture to which I attached much 1mp

this double intention: to preserve as
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one time ... now seems to be of primarily methodological importance.”” And

this methodological value is not affected by its ““ontological’> nonvalue (as might
be said, if this notion were not suspect here): ‘‘However, it would not be enough
to reabsorb particular humanities into a general one. This first enterprise opens
the way for others which ... are incumbent on the exact natural sciences: the
reintegration of culture in nature and finally of life within the whole of its
physico-chemical conditions.’’s
On the other hand, still in The Savage Mind, he presents as what he calls

bricolage what might be called the discourse of this method. The bricoleur, says
Lévi-Strauss, is someone who uses *‘the means at hand,”’ that is, the instruments
he finds at his disposition around him, those which are already there, which had
not been especially conceived with an eye to the operation for which they are to
be used and to which one tries by trial and error to adapt them, not hesitating to

change them whenever it appears necessary, or to try several of them at once,

even if their form and their origin are heterogenous—and so forth, There _is
therefore a critique of language in the form_of bricolage, and it has even been
s\giﬂ/t'lﬁat bricolage is critical language itself. I am thinking in particular of the

article of G. Genette, *“Structuralisme et critique littéraire,”’ published in hom-
age to Lévi-Strauss in a special issue of L’ Arc (no. 26, 1965), where it is stated
that the analysis of bricolage could “‘be applied almost word for word’’ to
criticism, and especially to *‘literary criticism.’’

If one calls bricolage the necessity of borrowing one’s concepts from the text
of a heritage which is more or less coherent or ruined, it must be said that every
discourse_is bricoleur. The engineer, whom Lévi-Strauss opposes fo the
bricoleur, should be the one to construct the totality of his language, syntax, and
lexicon. In this sense the engineer is a myth. A subject who supposedly would be
the absolute origin of his own discourse and supposedly would construct it *‘out

_of nothing,”” *‘out of whole cloth,”’ would be the creator of the verb, the verb
itself. The notion of the engineer who supposedly breaks with all forms of
bricolage is therefore a theological idea; and since Lévi-Strauss tells us else-
where that bricolage is mythopoetic, the odds are that the engineer is a myth
produced by the bricoleur. As soon as we cease to believe in such an engineer
and in a discourse which breaks with the received historical discourse, and as.
soon as we admit that every finite discourse is bound by a certain bricolage and
that the engineer and the scientist are also species of bricoleurs, then the veryi

idea of bricolage is menaced and the difference in which it took on its meaning;

breaks down. e,

This brings us to the second thread which. might guide us in what is being
contrived here.

Lévi-Strauss describes bricolage not only as an intellectual activity but also as
a mythopoetical activity. One reads in The Savage Mind, **Like bricolage on the
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p 9 on the
h lcal lane m tthal I'eﬂCCtlon can I'each bl‘llllant unforeseen l'esults

techn ’

“ltelleCtual plal,le. COIWetsely, atte“tl()" llaS ()ite" l)ee]l dlanl to tlle ]lly“l()-
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poetical nature of bricolage.

But Lévi-Strauss’s remarkable endeavor does not 81mp1_y co:s:;t Il:y[:;:p:szlni%
bly in his most recent investigations, a structural scienc myhs and o
[rl:;ztiho)l,ogical activity. His endeavor also appear:;—l :\v/ﬁué?s zgirz;enl)(:l b
i is o )
Ot e ¢ tlllaviitsh?‘:rtlattl;ls()lvcv)zizgls?’aftc?srdl?etr(; that his disc_:our§e‘ on thg I(I;Yt'h ]
s s If and zriticizes itself. And this moment, this critical per;lo , is
feﬂeCtS y fftse cern to all the languages which share the Eield .of the human
ev'ldemly \(?)thinclloes Lévi-Strauss say of his “‘mythologicals’’? It is here that we;
sciences. ha mythopoetical virtue of bricolage. In effec't, WIEtMa._qua{s_nl?sd
fedl§°°‘{3f t'e th?lls critical search for a new status of dlscqu'rse is the state
e oot f all referénce to a center, t0 a subject, to a perllegejd refgrencs,
aba“d_o!lfn_ent,o :1 an absolute archia. The theme of this decentering could ei
Efql?'nw%rt;gt;lli’()l(:;hght the «Overture’’ to his last book, The 52aw clmdk th.*ei .C:‘(‘)(Zkﬁd'
0 o H S. SPUNE] » bz ‘
Sha111 ?ggzhieii;ks?:rta lfz‘:lli-kSiZaE:sni:cdgnizes that the B(?rolrl(') my:I1 ::;th;]fs
‘ i he myth’’ does not merit this name
o m’It‘Ee t1)1(:1(r)111(eaiss t?ﬁ)?zrzzsetheyuse of the myth improper. This myth
B ey no m e than any otlier its referential privilege: “I.n fact, the ?orortg
o I'whnllorhall refer to from now on as the key myth, is, as I shal tryth
i W'hlcl X transformation, to a greater or lesser extent, of other' my i
Shf)V_V’ fing )"ttier in the same society or in neighboring or remote soc1et1es.t !
o ther ? ¢, have legitimately taken as my starting point any one represen at
:S/l::l?l;;?;l:f (;lrle, group. From this point of view, the key1 myth 1'st .mte:;isttkl‘ril;lg Itlt?e
1 i ‘ its irregular position 1in the
because it is typical, bth rﬁgt/l}er, because of its irregular p )
‘ ‘;g»/f(}‘}P" 7 is no unity or absolute source of the myth. The fo.cus or the S()l"lrzf,lzf
the2 ;m’l;'ltl}?r:rcla always shadows and virtualities which are .elus1ve, tl;?sa:;nlégurai
istent in the first place. Everything begins with structure, confignss
a'nd ﬂonexmfm ship. The discourse on the acentric structure that myth 1 s<‘:d thé
o Or'relili?;)lzve I:m absolute subject or an absolute center. IF must avox | re
C?nmt ltse’h t consists in centering a language which describes arll1 ac: e
‘S,tll(')liszlcli itf iat is not to shortchange the forlny anctll ‘m:lvz;rsl:;t] ;)St; ngh;;oir:cg )
ienti ilosophic ,
. .“e_ces_sa"l)l’_ tl(l) aﬁ?sfl%l(:e:; lrirglllflir(;s(,)rwﬁ?ch is gle absolute requiren.len.t that wz gsg
eP’S"eme:’ lcurce to the center, to the/ founding basis, to. the principle, artlhs—
s on s(;ition’ to epistemic discourse, structural discourse or;1 n;yrm "
o ol 0'pp(l) discourse—must itself be mythomorphic. It must have the od y
mythOloglC‘f h it speaks. This is what Lévi-Strauss says 1n The Raw an .
tCt‘1 o k(:zfi wfl;;)(;n \lﬂhigh I vs.lould now like to quote a long ‘and remarkable passage:
ooked, .
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The study of myths raises a methodological problem, in that it cannot be
carried out according to the Cartesian principle of breaking down the
difficulty into as many parts as may be necessary for finding the solution.
There is no real end to methodological analysis, no hidden unity to be
grasped once the breaking-down process has been completed. Themes can
be split up ad infinitum. Just when you think you have disentangled and
separated them, you realize that they are knitting together again in response
to the operation of unexpected affinities. Consequently the unity of the myth
is never more than tendential and projective and cannot reflect a state or a
particular moment of the myth. I is a phenomenon of the imaginatioh, result-
ing front the attempt at interpretation; and its function is to endow the myth
with synthetic form and to prevent its disintegration into a confusion of
opposites. The science of myths might therefore be termed ‘“anaclastic,”” if
we take this old term in the broader etymological sense which includes the
study of both reflected rays and broken rays. But unlike philosophical reflec-
tion, which aims to go back to its own source, the reflections we are dealing
with here concern rays whose only source is hypothetical . ... And in seek-
ing to imitate the spontaneous movement of mythological thought, this es-
say, which is also both too brief and too long, has had to conform to the

requirements of that thought and to respect its rhythm. It follows that this
book on myths is itself a kind of myth.8

This statement is repeated a little farther on: *‘As the myths themselves are based
on secondary codes (the primary codes being those that provide the substance of
language), the present work is put forward as a tentative draft of a tertiary code,
which is intended to ensure the reciprocal translatability of several myths. This is
why it would not be wrong to consider this book itself as a myth: itis, as it were, the

myth of mythology.”’® The absence of a center is here the absence of a subject \ N

and the absence of an_author: “Thus the niyfﬁkrii’r;(—i“t“ﬁé musical work are like
conductors of an orchestra, whose audience becomes the silent performers. If it is
now asked where the real center of the work is to be found, the answer is that this
is impossible to determine. Music and mythology bring man face to face with
potential objects of which only the shadows are actualized .. .. Myths are
anonymous.’’1® The musical model chosen by Lévi-Strauss for the composition
of his book is apparently justified by this absence of any real and fixed center of’
the mythical or mythological discourse.

Thus it is at this point that ethnographic bricolage deliberately assumes its
mythopoetic function. But by the same token, this function makes the
philosophical or epistemological requirement of a center appear as mythological,
that is to say, as a historical illusion. '

Nevertheless, even if one yields to the necessity of what Lévi-Strauss has
done, one cannot ignore its risks. If the mythological is mythomorphic, are all
discourses on myths equivalent? Shall we have to abandon any epistemological
requirement which permits us to distinguish between several qualities of dis-
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course on the myth? A classic, but inevitable question. It cannot be answered—

and I believe that Lévi-Strauss does not answer it——for as long as the problem of

the relations between the philosopheme or the theorem, on the one hand, and the

mytheme or the mythopoem, on the other, has not been posed explicitly, which is

no small problem. For lack of explicitly posing this problem, we condemn
ourselves to transforming the alleged transgression of philosophy into an un-
noticed fault within the philosophical realm. Empiricism would be the genus of
which these faults would always be the species. Transphilosophical concepts
would be transformed into philosophical naivetés. Many examples could be
given to demonstrate this risk: the concepts of sign, history, truth, and so forth.
What I want to emphasize is simply that the passage beyond philosophy does not
consist in turning Tﬁéigﬁééﬁfl)"f}llf(iﬁ)ﬁhy”@hlch ustally amounts to philosophiz-

jiig badly); but in continuing to read philosophers in.a cerfain Way. The risk I
am speaking of is always assumed by Lévi-Strauss, and it is the very price of this
endeavor. I have said that empiricism is the matrix of all faults_menacing a
discourse which continues, as with Lévi-Strauss in particular, to consider itself
scientific. If we wanted to pose the probléfn of empiricism and bricolage in
depth, we would probably end up very quickly with a number of absolutely
contradictory propositions concerning the status of discourse in structural ethnol-
; ogy. On the one hand, structuralism justifiably claims to be the critique of
i empiricism. But at the same time there is not a single book or study by Lévi-

© Strauss which is not proposed as an empirical essay which can always be

completed or invalidated ,by,ne{yy‘irnformqggn’. The structural schemata are always
pfbposeg‘és_fh‘yhpdtﬁeées resulting from a finite quantity of information and which
are subjected to_the proof of experience. Numerous texts could be used to
demonstrate this double postulation.gl_,ef\us turn once again to the “Qverture’’ of
The Raw and the Cooked, where it seems clear that if this postulation is double, it
is because it is a question here of a language on language:

If critics reproach me with not having carried out an exhaustive inventory of
ing a grave mis-

South American myths before analyzing them, they are mak
take about the nature and function of these documents. The total body of
myth belonging to a given community is comparable to its_speech. Unless
the population dies out physically or morally, this totality is never complete.
You might as well criticize a linguist for compiling the grammar of a lan-
guage without having complete records of the words pronounced since the
language came into being, and without knowing what will be said in it dur-
ing the future part of its existence. Experience proves that a linguist can
work out the grammar of a given language from a remarkably small number
of sentences . . .. And even a partial grammar Or an outline grammar is a
precious acquisition when we are dealing with unknown languages. Syntax
does not become evident only after a (theoretically limitless) series of events
has been recorded and examined, because it is itself the body of rules gover-
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ning their production. What I have tri ive i
AL ve tried to give is an outline of th
oouh che(r:]fi[; 7{{1111)(;211‘})10?. Should fresh data come to hand, thc:yewsiillnglx of
e e eck or mo al )(11 the formulation of certain grammatical laws, so that
ool conermconed n replaceq by new ones. But in no instance wc’>uld I
o estrained ccept the arbitrary demand for a total mythological

'rn, since, as been shown, such a requirement has no meanin;;g fla par

Totalization, th i

Lotalization, therefore, is sometimes d

‘ : - taerelore, 1s somel efined as i

lt)ﬂoﬁ‘f-é@. This is no doubt due to the Tact that thel';::ezllqsi'and o8 o oo

e limit of totalization. A e oy OF concelyi

Imif of . And I assert once m ations

coiag o oalization, / sert ore that these two determinati

Coonible in};i::lctgsgril I_l.e\tll-lStrauss s discourse. Totalization can be ?ﬁ(lj];iiin?r?ls
. cal style: one then refe h iri .

e lass| ne the 1S fo the empirical endeav i

” aTJl oL or :nﬁsmte richness which it can never master. There is too (r)rrn(l) flflther .

l@‘gﬁrﬂfmﬁth(a;y.t Bl(lit n(.mtotahggtjhggvga_nugl_sp be determined in anothercw’an'lore

fhe standpoint of a concept of finitude as relegation to the empig,i.c;llo
it rd

but from th ;
trom the standpoint.of the.concept.of play. If totalization no longer has any

meaning, it is not because the infiniteniess of
22 the infiniteness of '
glance or a finite discourse, but because the a field cannot be covered by a finite

Elance ot but because the nature of the field—that i
mgvzgstsi_ylapf%Zﬁ:fqgg%xggsggggj{zat,ion. Thisvgelq__i_s’i’ﬁ“éf‘féé?iﬁét%?ﬁiﬁe
Smc_ ;{;s';'-’instea&“ Blfqgrg;ge;‘ Lsub‘sﬁlFutlpns -only bpgaﬁs?e 7ii‘i>§xﬁ'1'1i'te,' that is t(‘)
by, cause. Instead of E eing an inexhaustible field, as in the classical
o et ad of b Ing too large, there is something missing from it: a
Figorously using o o gr}(:unds the play of substitutions. One could sa};—
paosly using movemev‘; (}se scanda101.1s signification is always obliterated in
or otigin in the movem'eﬁtn ;) play, perm1tFed by the lack or absence of a center
o oot el o rsupprlem;gntqr;g‘y. One cannot determine the center
ploment it ki, e Eenct:ca’use the sign which replaces the center, which sup-
D i s et er1 2s place in its absence—this sign is added, occurs zs
2 S . ppiement. ™ The movement of signification adds s,omething,

which results i i
) IE,};S; setsitlgolil;g fz:cE thraft there is always more, but this addition is a floati
€ be es to perform a vicarious functi ackcn the
CTGE the S A orm @ vica unction, to supplem ;
Fry” rt::/z :;S@l%ed: Although Lévi-Strauss in his use of tﬁg wof(lyi1 t‘? o
mphasizes, as I do here, the t irecti

s oover as L do here, wo directions of meaning whi
» hisg “};mr:clliztl'ndedwnhm It, 1t 1s not by chance that he uses thgis wocrl(li Te'so
Ion to the Work of Marcel Mauss,”’ at one point where l‘lwc'e
) ) e is

f . . . . .

supplemen-

In his endeavor to und
: erstand the world
o erst _ , man therefore al i
corg(i)zgltz i}lgpllus of s1gn1ﬁcat.10n (which he shares out amv;z:l};sth;lsi e
ol Hto tOasvtvusd())lg s¥t1]1jt;o;1.ctt}.1t())u ght—which is the task of ethnglgosg?sct_s
: s _ . istribution of a I
o o s uti supplement
upplémentaire]—if it is permissible to put it that wz;y—ailslz‘g:gﬁlet [lm-
A ely
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the available sigpifier and the signified

necessary in order that on the whole
rity which is the

it aims at may remain in the relationship of complementa
very condition of the use of symbolic thought.””*?

onstrated that this rarion supplémentaire of significa-
o itself.) The word reappears a little further on, after
which is the servitude of all

(It could no doubt be dem
tion is the origin of the rati
Lévi-Strauss has mentioned “this floating signifier,

finite thought™’:
In other words—and taking as our guide Mauss’s precept that all social

phenomena can be assimilated to language—we see in mana, Wakau,
oranda and other notions of the same type, the conscious expression of a
semantic function, whose role it is to permit symbolic. thought to operate in
spite of the contradiction which is proper to it. In this way are explained the
ies attached to this notion.. . ... At one and the

apparently insoluble antinomi

same time force and action, quality and state, noun and verb; abstract and
concrete, omnipresent and localized—mana is in effect all these things. But
is it not precisely because it is none of these things that mana is a simple

form, or more exactly, a symbol in the pure state, and therefore capable of
becoming charged with any sort of symbolic content whatever? In the sys-
tem of symbols constituted by all cosmologies, mana would simply be a
zero symbolic value, that is to say, a sign marking the necessity of a sym-
bolic content supplementary [my italics] to that with which the signified is
already loaded, but which can take on any value required, provided only that

this value still remains part of the available reserve and is not, as
phonologists put it, a group-term’’

Lévi-Strauss adds the note:

““Linguists have already been led t

example: ‘A zero phoneme is oppose
it entails no differential characters and n
trary, the proper function of the zero p
absence.’ (R. Jakobson and J. Lutz,
Word 5, no. 2 [August 19491: 155). Similarly,
am proposing here, it could
is to be opposed to the absence of signification,
particular signification.””**

The overabundance of the signifier, its supplementary chi
result of a finitude, that is to say,
supplemented.

1t can now be un
His references to all sorts of g
especially in his Conversations,
Mind. Further, the reference to play is always caught up in tension.

Tension with history, first

derstood why the concept of play is import

o formulate hypotheses of this type. For
d to all the other phonemes in French in that
o constant phonetic value. On the con-
honeme is to be opposed to phoneme
«“Notes on the French Phonemic Pattern,”’
if we schematize the conception I

almost be said that the function of notions like mana
without entailing by itself any

aracter, is thus the
the result of a lack which must be

ant in Lévi-Strauss.
ames, notably to roulette, are very frequent,
15 in Race and History,*® and in The Savage

of all. This is a classical problem, objections to

o
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which are now . L
of the Problem‘:wzl; ‘;%Tc"I Sh}?l simply indicate what seems to me the formality
concept which has alwa sltr)lg istory, Lévi-Strauss has treated as it deserves a
cal metaphysics, in othzr cen in complicity with a teleological and eschatologi-
ophy of Presenc’e to whi l:’V f)rds, para.d oxically, in complicity with that philos-
matic of histriciry. alth ic 1t. was believed history could be opposed. The the-
has always been )r’é uiro:il%l it seems to b.e a somewhat late arrival in philosophy
without etymoloquanfi d y the determination of Being as presence. With or
significations throu’ - &Ialsplte the 'classw antagonism which opposes these
concept of epistéméghas 1a of classical thought, it could be shown that the
the unity of a becomin o ays Calle.d. forth that of historia, if history is always
or knowledge orientedt(rgt’oaS tl(lie tradition of truth o the development of SCienZe
presence, toward know] ;var. the approprlatlon of truth in presence and self-
concoived as the moveme g In Consmou_sness-of-self. History has always been
prosonces. But if it s Ie ir'lt of a resumption of history, as a detour between two
if it is reduced without gltimate to suspect this concept of history, there is a risk
of falling back into an ahis lcit statement of the problem I am indicating her,
determined moment O?I:hi; l?tonclsm of a cla§sical type, that is to say, into a;
of the problem as I soe it KMlstory of metapbysws. Such is the algebraic formality
recognized that the resr;ectofrgrc:tr;lclzciizitln t?e wlcl)rk of Lévi-Strauss it must be
struc e y, for the internal originali
ance t(l)lfr ‘:1, rf:\lﬁlllfs)terljciunemrahzanqn .Of time and history. For exa“:ll)%:z;ﬁ;ya;;egl:
the very condition ofre-’t of an original system, always comes about—and this is
origin, and its cause Tt11s s;ructural specificity—by a rupture with its past, its
organization only b ' tetr ek9re one can describe what is peculiar to the structural
tion, its past condit)i,on(s)- t? Ing into account, in the very moment of this descrip-
one structure to anot'hey Oltl)numg to posit the problem of the transition from
*‘structuralist’” moment tl? y putting history between brackets. In this
able. And L&viStrass ’d e concepts of chance and discontinuity are indispens-
corns that Sita _ oes in fact often appeal to them, for example, as -
cture of structures, language, of which he says in the “I,ntroc(:i?llé

tion to the Work of Marcel Mauss’’ it “*
- auss”’ that it “‘could only have been born in one fell

Whatever
ance on th?:ga{zivg bef:n the_ moment and the circumstances of its appear-
fell swoop. Thin of animal life, language could only have been borr? E)n
P, .Fonot\gysi sgt:ilctlrgg;fhave set about acquiring signification pro- one
; . ormation the stud ich i .
of study of wh
the social sciences, but rather of biology andypSycholli)hg;rS I:lottr ;I;e';:‘oncern
) sition

came T g
al)()ul I om a sta (53 Whele ]l()thlng had a meanlng to aIlOthCI WhCIe

his standpoint does not prevent Lévi-Strauss from recognizing the s -owness e
t t & i-St f izi
I ; ‘ ‘ Lé : izing the sl h
process of maturing, the continuous toil of factual transformations, history ’(ffor
b




example, Race and H istory). But, in accordance with a gesture which was also
Rousseau’s and Husserl’s, he must teget aside all the facts’” at the moment when
he wishes to recapture the specificity of a structure. Like Rousseau, he must
always conceive of the origin of a new structure on the model of catastrophe—an
overturning of nature in nature, a natural interruption of the natural sequence, a
setting aside of nature. 1
Besides the tension between play and history, there is also the tension between
play and presence. Play is the disruption of presence. The presence of an element

is always a signifying and substitutive reference inscribed in a system of dif- -

ferences and the movement of a chain. Play is always play of absence and
presence, but if it is to be thought radically, play must be conceived of before the
alternative of presence and absence. Being must be conceived as presence or
absence on the basis of the possibility of play and not the other way around. If
Lévi-Strauss, better than any other, has brought to light the play of repetition and
the repetition of play, one no less perceives in his work a sort of ethic of
presence, an ethic of nostalgia for origins, an ethic of archaic and natural inno-
cence, of a purity of presence and self-presence in speech—an ethic, nostalgia,
and even remorse, which he often presents as the motivation of the ethnological
project when he moves toward the archaic societies which are exemplary
societies in his eyes. These texts are well known.'®

Turned towards the lost or impossible presence of the absent origin, this
structuralist thematic of broken immediacy is therefore the saddened, negative,
nostalgic, guilty, Rousseauistic side of the thinking of play whose other side
would be the Nietzschean affirmation, that is the joyous affirmation of the play of
the world and of the innocence of becoming, the affirmation of a world of signs
without fault, without truth, and without origin which is offered to an active
interpretation. This affirmation then determines the noncenter otherwise than as
loss of the center. And it plays without security. For there is a sure play: that
which is limited to the substitution of given and existing, present, pieces. In
absolute chance, affirmation also surrenders itself to genetic indetermination, to
the seminal adventure of the trace.

There are thus two interpretations of interpretation, of structure, of sign, of
play. The one seeks to decipher, dreams of deciphering a truth or an origin which
escapes play and the order of the sign, and which lives the necessity of interpreta-
tion as an exile. The other, which is no longer turned toward the origin, affirms
play and tries to pass beyond man and humanism, the name of man being the
name of that being who, throughout the history of metaphysics or of
ontotheology—in other words, throughout his entire history—has dreamed of
full presence, the reassuring foundation, the origin and the end of play. The
second interpretation of interpretation, to which Nietzsche pointed the way, does
not seek in ethnography, as Lévi-Strauss does, the ““inspiration of a new
humanism’® (again citing the “Introduction to the Work of Marcel Mauss’’).

o
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The indicati
ot th:eaie more than enough indications today to suggest we might perceive
wo interpretations of interpretation—which i
Al quse (O ICTPrO . —which are absolutely irreconcil-
em simultaneously and reconcile i
them in an ob:
economy—together share the field whi i astion,
! ch we call i i
eonomy -~ togerhe , in such a problematic fashion,
For i i
- ttr)l;)i/r%a.g, althoughdthese two interpretations must acknowledge and accen
ifference and define their irreducibility, I d i -
thore is any question of ( ! y, I do not believe that today
: choosing—in the first place bec h i
region (let us say, provisionall i itoricity) whore the category of
( R y, a region of historicity) where the cat
. . . . e o Of
((;l;;)llcej seerfns particularly trivial; and in the second, because we must ﬁrsgt trr))ll to
Hercee:l\]/:r(e) itshe §9rr(;m(;n ground, and the différance of this irreducible difference
a kind of question, let us still call it historical, wh jon,
formation, gestation, and I e e of o
, , abor we are only catching a gli
employ these words, I admit, wi B i the operations of
) s , with a glance toward th i
childbearing—but also with o which 1
a glance toward those who, in i i
do not exclude myself, tu i oy (e e et amamable
, turn their eyes away when faced b,
not myself : y the as yet unnamable
which is proclaiming itself and which can do so, as is necessary whenever a birth -

is in the offing, only under th i
: s e species of the nonspecies, in the for
. . ’ m
infant, and terrifying form of monstrosity. foss, e




