


R' 
C) 

0 
3 

, :::: 
< 

m 

0.: 
... ..... 
:::: n 

;;:::1 

!"T1 ... 
J: :A. 
:.> 

0 
3 

c= "' s. 
(1) 

n ... :r 
)> 

'< (1) 
::t 

.... f'). z 



Translated by 
Bridget McDonald 

With a Foreword by 
Peter Fenves 

Stanford 
University 

Press 

Stanford 
California 

THE EXPERIENCE 
OF FREEDOM 

jean-Luc Nancy 



Assistance for this translation 
was provided by the French Ministry 

of Culture 

The of Frudom 
was origina.lly published in French in 1988 

under the title: L dda Iiberti, 
© 1988 Editions 

The Translator's Note and endnotes 
and the Foreword were prepared 

especially for this edit'ion. 

Stanford University Press 
Stanford, California 

© 1993 by the Board ofTrustecs of the 
Leland Stanford Junior University 

Primed in the United States of America 

C IP data are at the end of the book 

6 
'?L\30 

"For the issue on freedom: and it 
is in the power of freedom to pass beyond 
any and every spcciflcd limit." 

- Critiqllt of Pure Remon, 
Transcendental Dialectic, 
book I, section I 



Translator's Note 

For this translation of L'Explrimu d( lalibnt!, the order of the 
first three chapters has been rearranged. In the opinion of these-
ries editors, Chapter 2 of the French edition raises issues that res-
onate with current Anglo-American philosophical debates on free-
dom. Chapter 2 has therefore been placed at the beginning of this 
volume. 

Nancy's many allusions and references to French and German 
philosophical texts pose some challenges to systematic translation. 
Wherever appropriate, I have kept his terminology consistent with 
existing translations of these texts. In other cases, where Nancy at-
tempts to free certain words from their given contexts, it seemed 
best to render these terms in a more li teral manner. 

I wish to thank Mr. Albert Liu for his generous advice and help 
in preparing this translation. 

Bridget McDonald 
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Foreword: From Empiricism 
to the Experience of Freedom 
Peter Fenves 

"these mad abandon'd times" 

- David Humc 

Experience, freedom-these two words are perhaps the most po-
tent slogans in the English language. Anglo-American thought has 
never ceased to draw on them in order to define irs grounds, meth-
ods, and goals. Empiricism, as a doctrine of experience, and civil 
liberties, as the political content of freedom, are united in their ef-
fort ro remove unjustified authori ties. The championing of em-
piricism and the defense of civil liberties against a vast array of the-
ological and political opponents are rhe chief occupations of much 
Anglo-American thought. Theological and political authorities are 
not, however, the only ones against which the words "experience" 
and "freedom" have been marshaled; as long as philosophy is held 
to be dogmatic and seen to insinuate certain obscure articles of 
faith, it too has been countered with appeals to experience and 
freedom. The Occidental other of Anglo-American thought, which 
is often called "the continent" and is not infrequently presented as 
philosophically incontinent-"seduced by language"-not only re-
nounces em piricism bur is also seen to remove the foundations on 
which a stalwart defense of civil li berties can be based. T he re-
moteness of "continental" thought from rhe philosophy most of-
ten practiced in English-speaking countries lies as much in this re-
nunciation as in the perception of this removal. 

The championing of empiricism and the defense of civil liber-
ties do no t simply give a certain consistency to Anglo-American 
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thought, nor do they merely give directions for irs various theoret-
ical and practical pursuits; these two endeavors are linked in a lib-
erating imperative: accept no authority other than that of experi-
ence. Since experience alone is said to give words their meaning, 
th is imperative also implies: free yourself from nonsense, from 
bunk and humbug. The appeal to experience is at bottom a call for 
liberation, so much so that empiricism can claim w clear away 
long-held opinions, dogma, doctrines, and, at its inception, the 
very idea of a priori justifications. In place of innate ideas and pure 
concepts there are works of experience-essays, inquiries, experi-
ments, and laboratories, each of which constitute a labor of libera-
tion wherein the given is made w release itself. If the five centuries 
of Anglo-American thought are successive elaborations on experi-
ence as liberation, the counterpart to these labors would be libtra-
tion as txptrimct<-liberation without labor or elaboration, libera-
tion without empirical support, liberation that does not respect the 
boundaries of civility established by the protocols for civil liberties, 
liberation of experience from its service to the work ofliberation . 

Such liberation docs not easily harmonize with Anglo-American 
thought, and yet it is no more in harmony with the motifs of la-
bor and the thematics of the Will that have dominated much of its 
Occidental , "continental" other. It is possible that the thought of 
liberation Jean-Luc Nancy pursues in The Exptrience of Freedom 
has as great a potential to break open and expose Anglo-American 
traditions as the ones explicitly addressed in the text. T he distinc-
tive trait of Nancy's thought, like that of certain versions of em-
piricism, is the relentless questioning of necessity. From the outset 
Nancy removes freedom from its subjection to necessity, determi-
nacy, and inevitability-a removal that does not, however, make 
freedom into mere indeterminacy, indifference, or arbitrariness, 
each of which is merely a negative mode of determinacy or neces-
sity. The analysis of"existence" Heidegger first undertook in Bting 
and Time leaves room for such freedom, and Nancy makes the di-
mensions of this room more precise, on the one hand by turning 
his attention to the legacy of freedom in Heidegger's subsequent 
writings, and on the other by returning to the phrase with which 

Foreword XV 

Sanre launched "existentialism": "We are condemned to be free.''1 

Our condemnation to freedom expresses one more subjugation of 
freedom to necessity, and so this sloga n, f:u from recognizing 
Heidegger's break with his philosophical tradition, repeats the for-
mula common to classical metaphysics, llegclian ism, and 
Marxism: freedom is the recognition of necessity. Against the still 
sharply drawn h.1ckground of these formulas-along with the 
many associations and repercussions they set off, particularly for a 
French readership--Nancy writes The Ev:prrimu of Freedom. To 
the degree that Nancy's text undoes the hold that the ideas of ne-
cessity and thoroughgoing determ inacy exercise over thinking, it 
resonates more readily with certain strains of Anglo-American 
thought than with the versions of essentialism and existentialism 
that want nothing more than to secure grou nds, goals, and ver-
dicts. 

If the championing of empiricism and the defense of civil liber-
ties lay om the points of reference fo r Anglo-American thought, 
rhen the direction th is thought takes ca nnot escape certain mo-
ments of disorientation and errancy. These rwo points of reference 
are nor easily reconciled with one anorher. The locus of their con-
flict- a conflict with which more than one English-speaking 
philosopher has tried to come to terms- is the philosophical con-
cept of freedom, a concept to which the call for civil liberties ulti-
mately refers and yet a concept that resists integration into the pro-
gram of empiricism, for the experience of freedom, as the sole ex-
perience that would give significance to the word "freedom," is 
unrecognizable, or at the very least under constant dispute. At the 
outset of his famous treatise On John Stuart Mill makes 
clear that he will have nothing to say of the philosophical concept 
of freedom: "The subject of this essay is not the so-called ' liberty 
of the will,' so unforrunately opposed to the misnamed doctrine of 
philosophical necessity; but civil, or social liberty. "1 Although 
Locke tried to show that the phrase "liberty of the wi ll" is mean-
ingless-only a person is free, never a will '-the phrase nonethe-
less has a very determinate mean ing; it designates the concept of 
freedom with which philosophy has aga in and again struggled: 
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freedom as exemption from thoroughgoing determinacy. And this 
concept remains problematic as long as chinking-the occupation 
of the philosopher-means making indissoluble distinctions and 
seeking solid grounds. Although the precise experience. of freedom 
is in dispute, there is still agreement about the nature of philo-
sophical thought: it is at bottom the search for grounds. To think 
freedom in this context is to undermine it; to think freedom 
means, if one is permirted to draw on Hobbes's specious etymolo-
gy, to suspend liberty in "deliberation."4 Thinking is "de-liberation" 
as long as thinking means above all seeking grounds. From the per-
spective of this search, the thought of freedom is self-defeating. 

Coming to grips with the self-defeating thought of philosophi-
caJ freedom, distinguishing modes of determinacy and necessita-
tion, showing the compatibility of thoroughgoing determinacy 
with spontaneous self-determination, seeking shelter for civil lib-
erties in the defeat of systematic philosophy, even making igno-
rance of specific causes into the very guarantor of freedom--each 
of these strategies characterizes a particular way of handling the 
problematic concept of freedom, and each one cries to prevent free-
dom, which cannot be unambiguously experienced, from disap-
pearing without a trace. Perhaps the most famous attempt to han-
dle the problematic concept of freedom under the supposition that 
thinking means positing grounds-and one of the touchstones for 
Nancy's exposition-is the Third Antinomy of Kant's Critique of 
Pure R(ason. An antinomy is generated when reason, seeking to 
complete .the series of conditioning causes and reach an uncondi-
tioned one, demands an absolutely free beginning and is at once 
confronted with the counterclaim that any absolutely free begin-
ning abrogates the rules of succession through which the unity of 
experience is established in the first place.s The doctrine of tran-
scendental idealism, which presents space and time as forms of 
specifically human sensibili ty, has the virtue of rescuing reason 
from this conflict, and for Kant it is finite reason's only salvation. 
Having discovered the saving power of transcendental idealism and 
its idea of world-constitution, continental philosophy sets itself 
apart from its British precursors. But-and here is the point at 
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which Nancy broaches the experience of freedom- Kant's 
tion" depends on a self-subsistent subject who, having secured its 
own unity, constitutes a unified world, which can then assure it of 
irs identity and location in space. But the very unity, identity, and 
location of this subject deny its uniqueness, its singularity, its be-
ing-in-the-world; freedom, as a result, cannot but appear as extra-
mundane, "noumenal" causality. That empiricist challenges to the 
unity, identity, and efficacy of the subject-most notably, the chal-
lenge llume proposes-avoid the Kantian "solution" of an 11 priori 
world-constitution makes their efforts into an invaluable 
palimpsest against which Nancy's endeavor can be read, and upon 
which the outlines of its thought of freedom come to light. 

When Aristotle speaks of the modes of "responsibility" (11itia), 
this word cannot mean "cause" as long as causation is understood 
as necessitation. The analysis of causation as necessitation, by con-
trast, dominates modern philosophical systems and is perhaps as 
decisive a criterion of the modernity of a philosophical discourse 
as reference to the Cartesian statement " cogito, sum," which is sup-
posed to be "necessarily true" every time it is spoken.6 Since the 
founding gesture of empiricism is the rejection of innate ideas, it 
could hardly accept causation as an tt priori concept applicable to 
experience. In order to retain the analysis of causation as necessi-
tation, it is therefore necessary to point out an experience of ne-
cessitation. But, as Hume insisted again and again / there is no 
such experience; necessitation itself is never experienced, as long as 
experience means having an "impression in the soul." Talk of 
causality is from this perspective sheer nonsense, for the attribu-
tion of a necessary con nection among impressions always falls 
short of- or oversteps-experience. Transcendental philosophy 
makes the justification of this overstep into one of its principal 
tasks, and it does so in order to secure the unity of experience. 
Without this overstep, necessity can have no home in experience, 
and causality would have to be understood as something other 
than necessary connection. Since necessity can never be experi-
enced, all experience is a matter of "probability," which means, 11 
limine, it becomes a matter of sheer possibility. Experience at the 
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limit-which designates finite experience-would then be the ex-
perience of freedom. 

But possibility is as impossible to experience as necessity. Such 
is the doctrine of the modalities of being w which empiricism is 
bound. Experience means having an "impression" in the soul, and 
each "impression" is actual; indeed, each one defines actuality.• 
And for Hume, the impossibility of experiencing necessity not only 
does not entail a new defense of the philosophical concept of free-
dom against the idea of thoroughgoing determinacy; it also gives 
him rhe chance to represent freedom as an inexpUcable and thor-
oughly useless theological docuine: "Liberty, when opposed tone-
cessity, nor cqnsuaint, is the same thing with chance; which is uni-
versally allowed to have no existence."' Once freed from rheologi-
cal dogmas-this plays no small parr in every appeal to experience, 

· including the appeal to "religious experience"-rhe concepts of 
freedom rhar philosophy has hitherto developed become mori-
bund; to speak of freedom as opposition to necessity is to talk non-
sense, since no experience, and certainly no "vivid" one, can be had 
of something that does not exist. As long as philosophical thought 
means making indissoluble distinctions and seeking solid grounds, 
it can make nothing of this concept and can therefore count it 
among the discarded items of rheology. T he defense of civil liber-
ties, if they deserve to be defended, 10 will come from other quar-
ters. 

Freedom is therefore not a property of human subjectivity; it 
certainly does not, for Hume, distinguish human beings from oth-
er things. Bur it does not disappear without a trace. As freedom 
withdraws from the discourse of philosophy, the discourse of in-
dissoluble distinctions and solid grounds, it leaves a trace of its re-
treat. The word "freedom" remains meaningful as long as it is op-
posed to "constraint," and so rhe retreat of philosophical freedom 
leaves its trace in a certain unconsrrainedness, a certain libaality, 
the principal characteristic of which is an ability to make every-
thing possible. Liberality cannot then be found in the mere given-
ness of impressions, since the given ness of these "experiences" is 
nor free bur, as Hume makes clear from the beginning, "arises in 
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the soul originally, from unknown causes."" Liberality expends it-
self, rather, in the "gentle force" called "the imagination," and tile 
imagination, cruc to its word, makes it possible for the ·soul to per-
ceive anything. It is a name for making-possible, being-able: "The 
uniting principle among ideas is not to be consider'd as an insepa-
rable connexion; for that has been already excluded from the imag-
ination: nor yet are we to conclude, that without it the mind can-
not join two ideas; for nothing is more free than that faculty. "12 

Freedom accrues to the imagination: a fo rce whose very "gentle-
ness," if not its gentility and urbanity, excuses it from forcing any-
thing to occur; it is thus a force without enforcement, a force with-
our necessitation, a fi-ee force, "for nothing is more free than that 
faculty." 

Imagination is as important for Hume's exposition of "human 
nature" as gravitation is for Newton's elucidation of nature in gen-
eral; but gravitation, which is perha ps gentle at times, could hard-
ly be called "free." The word is therefore surprising, and the sur-
prise is that we can speak of the normal, the everyday, and the nat-
ural; the surprise is that we can speak of something, some o1u 
thing, at all. The imagination even lets us speak beyond the con-
fines of our nativity: "We are only to regard it [the imagination] as 
a gentle force, which commonly prevails, and is the cause why, 
among other things, languages so nearly correspond to each orh-
cr.''11 Imagination "gently," generously, .freely lets a world come into 
being: it gives us-bur we "are" nothing outside our imagi na-
tion-the-constancy of objects and it gives us the idea of causal 
connections, rwo ideas that Hume shows to be mutually incom-
patible. On ly a free force can let incompatibilities persist, and their 
persistence constitutes our existence.'• An independent and inter-
connected world resides in a gentility, a generosity, a liberality, a 
freedom-ness that is itself emancipated from the traditional philo-
sophical concept of freedom as mere indeterminacy, indifference, 
or arbit rariness. Jusr as the liberality of the imagination is more 
than mere exemption from determination or constraint ("negative 
freedom''), so roo is it less than self-determination or the overcom-
ing of inner compulsions ("positive Liberality, which 
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always escapes these alternatives, takes up residence in the imagi-
nation as long as the imagination names a space of sheer possibili-
ty, a space from which nothing, including the nonexistence of 
chance, can be excluded. 

The gentleness of the imagination does nor even exclude a cer-
tain violence, for the thought of the imagination wrenches Hume 
from the human. After lamenting the "despair" and "melancholia" 
into which his researches have thrown him, he seeks the reason 
why, at the very moment he wishes to conclude his inquiry into 
human understanding, he has found no mutual understanding at 
all and has indeed begun to "fancy [himself] some strange uncouth 
monster, who not being able to mingle and unite in society, has 
been expell'd all human commerce, and left utterly abandon'd and 
disconsolate."16 Hume "fancies" himself an inhuman entity-and 
therefore exempt from a treatise of human nature-because of the 
fundamental character of his own "fancy," that is, because the 
imagination gives and rakes away the specificity of the human in 
the same gesture: "The memory, senses, and understanding are, 
therefore, all of them founded on the imagination, or the vivacity 
of our ideas."17 The thought of this abyssal foundation leaves one 
"abandon'd," without commerce, without relation, monstrous: in 
short, free. In the thought of the imagination as abyssal "ground" 
there is freedom. But this thought cannot be distinguished from 
imagination, for as long as it involves memory, senses, and under-
standing-and how could it nor?-it, too, is "founded" on the 
imagination and can, without further violence, be called "experi-
ence. " 

The thought of the imagination is the experience of freedom. 
The word "experience," as Nancy reminds us, once had the sense 
of a perilous traversing (peiro) of the limit (peras): ''An experience is 
an attempt executed without reserve, given over to the peril of its 
own lack of foundation and security in the 'object' of which it is 
not the subject but instead the passion, exposed like the pirate 
(peirates) who freely tries his luck on the high seas. "18 Such is the 
case with Hume, or at least so he thinks: "Methinks I am like a 
man, who having struck on many shoals, and having narrowly es-
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cap'd ship-wreck in passing a small frith , has yet the temerity to put 
out to sea in the same leacky weather-beaten vessel, and even car-
ries his ambition so far as to think of compassing the globe under 
these disadvantageous c ircumstances. "19 The experience of 
thought-or, more precisely, of"methinks," which is not the same 
as the inquiry into the nature of personal identity-does not con-
sist in "impressions" or in their "reflections" but, rather, in a per-
ilous traversing of the limit to thought. Traversing in this way is 
doubtless "imaginary" but it is, for that reason, all the more fun-
damental. ln the experience of this peril, thinking can no longer 
be understood as the making of indissoluble distinctions and the 
finding of solid grounds. At the limit of thought- or, in this case, 
at the conclusion to the inquiry into the nature of human under-
standing-" uncouth ," singular monsters are born, and each of 
these singularities denaturalizes nature, as it finds itself so thor-
ough ly "abandon'd," so absolved of relations· that it cannot even 
find a self-determining "me" that thinks. 

_...._, 
When Hume thinks himself an "uncouth monster," he can con-

ceive of no community to which this uncanny entity could hence-
forth belong. Every section of The Experience of Freedom-to say 
nothing of Nancy's other writings20- sets out to expose the com-
munity of rhe uncouth and to show this uniquely complex com-
munity to be community simpliciter. Unlike Hume, he does not 
rely on nature and its unswerving passions to return the uncouth 
to the couth and the uncanny to the comfortable. Nor does he, as 
one awakened by Hume's devastating skepticism, try to discover a 
way back to the familiar. 21 Nor, finally, does Nancy, like Hegel and 
his successors, attempt to show why the familiar world is upside-
down and how it, having become known, could be set aright. The 
uncouth never returns to couth; the unfamiliar never gives way to 
the familiar; the uncanny always haunts the known. And yet-or 
for precisely this reason-th ere is community. Such is the strange-
ness and the difficulty of the thought of freedom Nancy pursues: 
the abyssal character of freedom, its withdrawal from all grounds, 
implies the dissolution of every relation; but this dissolution-
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which takes place without the labor of experience, without experi-
ments and laboratories-constitutes community in the first and 
the last place. It is the free space of "fraternity," the immense site 
at which "equality" finds its incommensurable measure. Hume, 
who is not alone in this, conceives of his uncouthness as an expul-
sion from community for one simple reason: he, like the meta-
physical tradition he inherits, has determined beforehand that 
community means partaking of a common substance, taking part 
in "common life" or, at the very least, sharing in "human nature."u 
If, by contrast, the experience of community were not of a com-
mon substance but of the very dissolution of substantiality as well 
as subjectivity-and what else does radical empiricism teach?-
then the "abandonment" of which Hume writes wouJd not mark 
the endpoint of inquiry into the nature of human understanding 
but a free beginning of thought. "Thinking" would no longer 
mean making indissoluble distinctions and seeking solid grounds; 
thinking wouJd be the exposure ro dissolution and groundlessness. 

Attacks on the foundations upon which philosophers have pur-
ported to build systems are hardly new. Ancient and modern ver-
sions of skepticism as well as contemporary "antifoundationalisms" 
have thrived on such polemical strategies, and the point of these 
attacks, when they do not aim as in the case of Descartes to dis-
cover firmer foundations, is almost invariably the same: to give 
back the given, the natural, o r the everyday. One outcome of 
Nietzsche's relentless critique of philosophical foundations-a cri-
tique that barred the way back to the everyday, if no t always to the 
natural- was a certain irrationalism in which the appeaJ to and 
glorification of "lived experience" (Erlebnis, le vecu) contributed to 
its widespread reception. Nothing could be more alien to The 
Experience of Freedom than this appeal and glorification. Nancy 
does not conclude on the basis of subjectivity's inability to ground 
itself that it must seek a ground "beyond" reason and language in 
some ineffable "lived experience." Such experience, as Nietzsche 
caughr betrer than anyone else, is just another, even more insidious 
ground. The experience of which Nancy writes is not "lived," nor 
is it, as all experiences of existence are for Hume, "vivid." It is as 
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little an impression as it is a reflection; it is, on the contrary, the ex-
perience of exposure to groundlessness, the "experience of experi-
ence. "n And no conclusion is drawn from the inability of subjec-
tivity to give itself a ground and secure its own presence; rather, 
rhis inabil ity, or destitution, is the unique fact to which The 
E:'<perience of Freedom is dedicated. T he immense dimension of this 
fact gives this text its broad scope. its uneven rhythms, and its con-
srant alteration of tones and textures. 

The unique fact is this: subjectivity-which names the substan-
tial self that is supposed to have the power to support itself and to 
secure its identity-cannot keep itself afloat. The foundering of 
subjectivity does not mean that human beings, as weak and poorly 
equipped vessels, are not strong enough to actualize what they de-
sire. With such a conception of human fragility Sartre arrived at 
the formula, "We are condemned to be free." For Nancy, by con-
trast, subjectivity is not simply impotent; if power implies causali-
ty, which it surely does, then the shipwreck of subjectivi ty means 
it has none, and this marks the end of subjectivity altogether. But 
in this end there is finite freedom, a freedom that does not amount 
to a limited spa(e of action but is, rather, t he opening-in 
thought, in experience-onto the limit, onto groundlessness, onto 
"existence" without essence. As the unique fact to wh ich The 
E"<perience of Freedom is dedicated, the destitution of self-support-
ing subjectivity constitutes, according to the terms Heidegger de-
ploys, the "f.'lcticity of existence." When Nancy compares Sartre's 
famous dictum "existence precedes essence" with the statement of 
Heidegger to which it refers-"the 'essence' of Dasein lies in irs ex-
istence"H- he does not wish to castigate Sartre for misunderstand-
ing or distorting the original fo rmulation; the point of this com-
parison is to make the H eideggerian exposition of "existence" as 

as possihle. "Existence" here means being unable to give one-
self a ground and thereupon ro secure the unity, identity, and con-
stancy that every question of essence- "What is that?"- presup-
poses. F x isrence docs not then "precede" essence; essence recedes 
fro m exis1ence as long as it is explicated as nature, idea, form, to ti 
en einai ("that which was to be"), potentia or even, ac-
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cording to the phenomenological tradition, as Sinn ("mcaning").16 

Heideggcr's replacement of the question of what something, in-
cluding a human being, may ultimately be with the question after 
the "who" of the questioner is the starting point for more than one 
of Nancy's writings, because this replacement carries out the reces-
sion of essence from existence. No common name, no general ti-
tle, and thus no concept of any sort can reply to the question 
"who?" And this failure of common names spells the end of any in-
quiry into essence; it marks the very destitution of essence, a des-
titution that Heideggcr at times wished to restitute with appeals to 
"research" and to "work." The inability of the subject to procure a 
ground on which it can support itself docs not require further 
work or deeper labor; it demands the abandonment of the idea of 
subjectivity in favor of the thought of abandonment, of existence, 
of freedom. 

Of far greater significance to Nancy's endeavor than the con-
frontation between Heidegger and Same then is the altercation be-
tween Kant and Heidegger over the fundamental character of the 
transcendental imagination. The transcendental synthesis of the 
imagination names, according to Heidegger's well-known "de-
structive" reading of The Critique of Pure Reason, the abyssal foun-
dation of subjectivity; it designates, although it does not fully ac-
knowledge, the abandonment of the idea of self-supporting enti-
ties and the concomitant retrieval of Dasein "in" the human being. 
By opening a free space in which it first becomes possible to en-
counter things-a space called "time"-the transcendental imagi-
nation shows itself ro be not precisely the origin of freedom but, 
rather, original freedom. 17 This freedom is as impossible to form 
into an image, and thus to " imagine," as it is to demonstrate on 
the basis of an impression or sensation. The unimaginability of 
original freedom does not, however, derive from its pure intelligi-
bility or its noumenal character; it arises from the complexity or, 
better, the heterogeneity of the transcendental synthesis of the imag-
ination. Far from settling the troubles Hume experienced when he 
discovered to his dismay that human understanding rested on the 
imagination, the uncovering of the fundamental character of the 
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rransccndental imagination in Heidegger's reading of Kant exas-
perates these troubles and makes them unavoidable; they become 
rhe ineluctable matter of thought. The discovery of the transcen-
dental imagination as the abyssal foundation of self-subsistent sub-
jectivity-as the destitution of essence and the destruction of all 
traditional bases on which answers to the question "What is man?" 
have rested-frees being itself from its determination and compre-
hension in terms of substantiality, subjectivity, nature, or lawful-
ness, and this freedom of being communicates itself, each time 
uniquely, to existence. The community of existence takes place in 
this communication, in this "sharing of voices,"18 nowhere else. 

The discovery of the transcendental imagination as the abyssal 
foundation of subjectivity not only undoes the idea of subjectivity 
as a self-supporting unity, but it also collapses the distinction be-
tween transcendental condition and empirical evidence. One mark 
of chis collapse-and rhe one to which Nancy pays the closest at-
tention- is Kant's disclosure of a unique "fact of reason." As a fact, 
it belongs to the domain of empirical evidence; as a fact of reason 
and a fact for reason, irs exposition can only be carried out in non-
empirical tcrms.2? With the discovery of this fact Kant breaks 
through the impasse of the Third Antinomy and rebuilds tradi-
tional metaphysics on the basis of certain "postulates." But he also 
opens philosophical thought to another empiricism. No longer 
does the solution to rhe Third Antinomy simply lie in the idea of 
world-constitution; the resolution of this antinomy in favor of free-
Jom shows, rather, rhe very limits of the world constituted in sub-
jectivity and, for this reason, sets up an empiricism not of impres-
sions or sensations but of (for want of a better word) liberality. The 
gift of this unique "fact" has no ascertainable origin; it always re-
mains uncertain whether its "manufacture" is even a specifically 
human matter.30 "The fact of reason" is as incapable of demonstra-
tive support as philosophical thought, which, according to Kant, 
can neither base itself on anything earthly nor suspend itself from a 
heavenly peg.J1 By resolving the Third Antinomy in favor of free-
dom, this fact nor only directs philosophy toward a rehabilitation 
of metaphysics but also, pointing in entirely different directions, 
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abandons its erstwhile foundations and opens a space for the 
thought of "existence." The exposition of the "existence" opened 
in the space of a foctum ration is demands that this fact be brought 
to its limit. 

The "fact of reason" consists, for Kant, in moral consciousness: 
in an exposure, more precisely, to altogether necessary, uncondi-
tioned, "categorical" imperatives. Since the necessity of these im-
peratives docs not lie in a "necessary conncxion" among objects, 
their mere possibility-the sheer possibility that one can act on their 
basis alone, the possibility that pure reason can be practical-acti-
vates them and thus makes them actual: attention, respect, must 
be paid to them. The necessity of these imperatives lies in their 
possibility: this is not simply the rehabili tation of the ontological 
proof of God's existence but the formula for "existence" without 
ground and without rational demonstration, a formula for the de-
formation of the distinction between transcendental and empirical 
that is already under way in the phrase factum rationis. The em-
piricity of this fact cannot be gainsaid; or rather, to do so-and 
there is, according to Kant, an inclination in this direction-
amounts to excusing oneself from the claims of morality and there-
fore from "the humanity in one's person."Jz To ground morality on 
empirical claims is, however, to undermine the unconditional char-
acter of its imperatives. So the "fact of reason" marks the point 
where the separation of transcendental conditions from empirical 
evidence no longer suffices. Nancy does not replace these terms 
with other ones, but takes the facticity of this fact to consist in a 
certain consciousness and pursues this consciousness-this famil-
iarity with the demand to d issociate oneself from everything fa-
miliar-to its limit. Such a consciousness is, according to a word 
Nancy employs in The Categoricallmpemtive, a "haunted" one,'' a 
consciousness or conscience that denies its familiarity with the 
"fact" of which it is conscious; it is a consciousness so driven to 
drive out the "fact" of which it is conscious, so ready to gainsay the 
experience of being implored to act unconditionally that it makes 
freedom into a mere matter of consciousness, something subjec-
tive, fleeting, epiphenomenal, delusive, a necessary deception. 
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·r:.kcn to its limit. moral consciousness dcnies itself and realizes this 
denial in acting for no other reason than to deny the uncond i-
t ioncdness and uncanniness of its imperatives. 

To deny the unconditioned ness and uncanniness of imperatives 
is. at bottom, to disregard the moral law not for the sake of plea-
su re or happiness hut out of a profound contempt for the condi-
tion of insn urity and groundlessness it announces. Insecurity and 
groundlessness manifest themselves in the unascertainability of the 
"voice" that implores uncond itional action as well as in the very 
condition of being unconditioned that this voice, each t im e 
uniquely, inaugurates. To act in order to spite-not in spite of-
the condition of being unconditioned reaches deeper than the 
"radical evil'' of which Kant wrote and in which he could sec the 
roots of a purely ethical religion. Acting out of profound contempt 
for the unique "fact of reason," acting in order to wipe away the 
condition of being unconditioned, acting on the basis of ground-
lessness- th is is not irrationality, especially if "reason" means ren-
dering the grounds and causes of things: it is not irrational ity but 
wickedness, and it can itself in appeals to empirical knowl-
edge as readily as in calls to transcendence. "Uncouthness" would 
perhaps be another name for this action, if it were no longer con-
ceived as isolation from everything human nature compels us to do 
hut were, instead. seen as the furious denial of the uncouthness, 
uncanniness, and uncertainty of freedom; for wickedness wants 
nothing more than for freedom co disappear into stern necessity, 
and for commonality to mean nothing but panaking of a common 
substance, a specifi c.. nature, one place of nativity, nne nation, a 
particular race. The experience of freedom cannot be dissociated 
from an exposure to wickedness, to a non-Humean-if neverthe-
less all-too-human-"uncouthness," which is not just the trans-
f(>rmation offreedom into something subjective but, above all, the 
erection of "fraternities" on the ever firmer foundations that this 
transformation, this into evil, promises. 

The experience of freedom cannot therefore be dissociated from 
an exposure to what Kant had called- although he denied it could 
ever take place and, as a result, made it into the limit of ethical 
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philosophy-"absolute evil."34 Wickedness, which is not simply 
moral depravity, defies the distinction between the transcendental 
condition and empirical evidence even more forcefully than does 
the "fact of reason." T he positivity of wickedness drives the thought 
of freedom Nancy pursues; it is its singular necessity, its unique ur-
gency. So little does The Experience of Freedom rest content with 
the free play of a harmless freedom that the very opposite of this 
assertion-that it feverishly tracks down the harm freedom does to 
itself-hits closer to the mark. With the acknowledgment of the 
positivity of wickedness not only is every possible theodicy con-
demned to failure but so, too, is every other mode of giving 
grounds for and thereby "justifying" the world. Friedrich Schelling, 
taking his lead from Kant's last writings, made the positivity of evil 
into the very starting point of thought, and the strangeness of this 
thought-which excites ever more insistent appeals to homes and 
homelands-plays no small part in setting continental philosophy 
adrift from its Anglo-American counterpart. Of even greater sig-
nificance to Nancy's endeavor than Heidegger's altercation with 
Kant over the character of the transcendental imagination is there-
fore Heidegger's reading of Schelling's still too often neglected 
Philosophical Investigations into the Essence of Human Freedom. In 
his reading of Schelling Heidegger confronts a "positivism" of free-
dom developed from the distinction between "existence" and 
"ground." In the groundlessness of existence evil posits itself as its 
own ground. Such is, for Schelling, the positivity of evil. Since 
Heidegger, by contrast, never fully acknowledged this positivity, he 
can never arrive at the abyssal foundation of Schelling's treatise, 
and this failure, which finds its echo in Heidegger's assertion that 
Schelling's idealism prevented him from coming up with the idea 
of Dasein, cannot but appear as the rumblings of a justification, the 
implicit expounding, to use Nancy's words, of a "secret, impercep-
tible ontodicy."Js 

,...._, 
The positivity of wickedness-nothing has exercised so much 

fascination in the last two centuries than this, "the flowers of evil. " 
And nothing has elicited more strenuous attempts to reconstruct 
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rhe liberties and communities torn apart in wickedness. German 
Idealism could see in evil the very labor of spirit; irs insight into 
the negativity of evil and of death expressed itself in the affirma-
tion that infinite spirit had to dwell in its own negation in order 
for it co recognh·.e its freedom, to posit itself in destruction and to 
secure its self-presence in recollection. So persistent is chis schema 
of recognition, reconstruction, and recollection that it dominates 
projects and discourses that have never heard of dialectics and want 
co know nothing of its operations; bm every project and every dis-
course of reconstruction gives new life to theodicy, even those that 
sec out to defend liberties and show how the defense ofljberties ac-
cords with the plan of God, of nature, or even of human freedom 
itself. 

When Nancy writes that the experience of freedom is not the ex-
perience of "classical empiricism, nor even that of an 'empiricism 
without positivity,' " .16 it is because (although chis "because" antici-
pates Nancy's own discussion) the experience of freedom finds its 
urgency in the positivity of wickedness, a positivity that classical 
versions of empiricism are unable to handle. In Nancy's hands em-
piricism does not shirk positivity, but the positivity it couches no 
longer consists of impressions, sensations, or "bruce faces." It con-
sists of another species of brutality alcogecher: the insiste·i1Ce on a 
foundation at all costs, a furious insistence on a ground in the face 
of groundlessness, an insistence that expresses itself in acting so as 
to spite the condition of groundlessness, an insistence that, to pur 
it bluntly, cannot stand ex-istence. And this positivity so alters em-
piricism that it could never again revert to its classical versions, nor 
to a new, romantic revisionY Nancy may at times call this aher-
ation of empiricism "materialism," but the materialism he pursues 
does not propose to reduce psychic phenomena to their physiolog-
ical bases; the very schema of phenomenon-foundation that mate-
rialism has traditionally shared with idealism has no place in his 
presentations of irreducibility, passivity, si mplicity, elementariness, 
hardness. 

No longer a doctrine of how words secure their meaning, no 
longer sure even of its own seman tics, 18 empiricism in Nancy's 
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hands becomes an exposition of grou ndlessness: an exposition of 
freedom, which removes every ground fro m existence, and an ex-
position of wickedness, which insists on a ground for-and there-
fore wipes away-existence. Nancy's em piricism does not set out 
to build a world our of fragmented and disconcerting experiences. 
It is the positivity of wickedness, not the given ness of sensations or 
impressions, that has torn the world apart, and every effort at re-
building converts wickedness into a mode of a negativity that fur-
ther work, especially rhe labor of recognition and recollection, 
promises to overcome. Nancy's empiricism exposes the event that 
takes place in the space of existence, groundlessness, liberality, gen-
erosity: it is the coming up, withour ground, and the raking over, 
without possession, which is named in the word sur-prise. And this 
empiricism can only show the experience of "surprise" that every 
insistence on grounds, every demand for "necessary connexions," 
every application of the category ground-consequence, every claim 
to necessity and to be necessitated, misses. Surprise, however, is ex-
perience, and any empiricism without surprise, any empiricism de-
voted endrely to the customary and the everyday, F.iils to do justice 
to empiricity. 

That something-it has been called "the positivity of wicked-
ness"-drives Nancy's empiricism shows how li ttle it, in a vain at-
tempt to maintain irs innocence, can excuse itself from an insis-
tence on necessity. T his insistence expresses itself with ever greater 
urgency in the final sections of this great book: decision, Nancy 
makes clear, cannot be avoided. The unavoidability of decision 
does not, however, amount to a "condemnation" to freedom; on 
the contrary, it is the condition of freedom, the condition that is 
mistaken for a ground whenever one wants to secure freedom-or 
even when one wants merely to defend civil liberties. For free®m 
cannot be secured, and this "cannot" expresses the unavoidability of 
decision. Freedom cannot be safeguarded, and so a decision for or 
against freedom-for or against existence without essence, for or 
against community withom common substance-is always neces-
sary and is always already taken. Freedom cannot be secured, and 
so every labor of liberation implies that this labor must at every 
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111orncnt be willing to abandon itself in favor of liberality, generos-
ity. and abandonment- to give up its sacrificial designs and des-
tinies. Misraking the condition of freedom for its ground may have 

roots in a desire to guard freedom against its enemies, but ;t can-
not do so. Even under the of defending civil liberties, this mis-
t<tke takes away rhe "surprise" of freedom- its overtaking, without 
possession, and its coming up, without ground. And it is precisely 
this mistake that Nancy, like every good empiricist, relentlessly 
tracks down. 

Fo r Nancy is precisely that: a good empiricist, so good in fact 
that he knows how thoroughly the "brute facts" - or the fact of 
brumlity-undermine the exercise in semant ic control that first 
gave rise to the doctrine of empiricism :md that finds expression in 
its liberating imperative: trust no doctrinal words, give credence to 
experience alone. But the relinquishing of semantic control does 
nor mean that words somehow lose their meaning in Nancy's wri t-
ing, nor do they somehow regain their meaning in the "vivid" pres-
ence of the things themselves. On the contrary, language with-
draws into precisely the same position as freedom itself: it cannot 
he secured, least of all by impressions, sensations, or "lived" expe-
rience. T he insecurity of language makes its experience-nor that 
of impressions or sensations-into the "experience of experience": 
into the experience of thought, when thought no longer means at 
hotrom grounds, and into freedom, when freedom no 
longer names a specie ... of causality. Nancy has a name for the ex-
perience of language: he calls it "communication.'' Nothing is 
communicated in this communication but the very ability to com-
municate, and this ability. which has nothing on which to operate 
and does not therefore name a specific power, is, once again, free-
dom, and it freely gives, yet again, community. 
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§ I Are We Free to Speak 
of Freedom? 

If nothing is more common today than demanding or defending 
freedom in the spheres of morality, law, or policies-to such an ex-
tent that "equality," "frarernity," and "community" have demon-
strably and firmly been pushed, if at rimes regrettably, into the 
background of preoccupations and imperatives, or have finally even 
been considered as anronyms of freedom-then nothing is less ar-
riculated or problematized, in turn, than the nature and stakes of 
what we call "freedom." What has in fact occurred is a divorce be-
tween the ethico-juridico-political and the philosophical. Such a 
separation is nothing new in hisrory, where it is for the most part 
constant, but in the modern world this separation has reached the 
poinr of rupture between what is in principle universally recog-
nized under the name of "freedom," and what elsewhere remains 
questioned, under this !lame name, by a thinking still committed in 
a thousand ways to reinitiating its entire tradirion. 

We can repeat after Hegel, as a banal evidence of our world: 

No idea is so generally recognized as indefinite, ambiguous, and open 
to rhe greatest misconceptions (to which therefore ir actually falls a 
viclim) as rhc idea of Freedom: none in common currency with so 
lit de appreciation of its meaning.' 

This is why a divorce has taken place between, on the one hand, 
a set of dererminations that are relatively precise in their pragmat-
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ic definitions and that are freedoms-a collection of rights and ex-
emptions-the suppression or even suspension of which we know 
opens directly onto the intolerable itself, which is not intolerable sole-
ly from the point of view of moral values, but which is the intoler-
able, down to the very flesh and course of existences; and on the oth-
er hand, an "Idea" of freedom, called for or promised by freedoms-
yet we hardly know what this idea represents or presents of the 
"essence" of"human beings," and we request that it not be examined, 
specified, questioned, or above aU implemented, so certain are we 
that this would result in Chaos or Terror. In this way, evil-to the 
point of wickedness, which we shall have to speak of further-has for 
us come to be incarnated in all that threatens or destroys the free-
doms most frequently described by the epithet "democratic." 
Meanwhile, the essential "good" of a freedom in which the human 
existence of human beings would be affirmed, that is, exposed and 
transcended, has become rotally indeterminate, stripped of all divine, 
heroic, Promethean, or communitarian splendor, and is now bare-
ly defined, except negatively, and in relation to evil. 

Nevertheless we know-by means of another knowledge no less 
incontestable but kept in some way discreet, if not ashamed-that 
"freedoms" do not grasp the stakes of"freedom." They delimit nec-
essary conditions of contemporary human life without consider-
ing existence as such. They sketch the contours of their common 
concept-"freedom"-as if these were the borders of an empty, va-
cant space whose vacancy could definitively be taken to be its only 
pertinent trait. But if freedom is to be verified as the essential fact of 
existence, and consequently as the fact of the very meaning of ex-
istence, then this vacancy would be nothing other than the vacan-
cy of meaning: not only the vacancy of the meanings of existence, 
whose entire metaphysical program our history has exhausted, but 
the vacancy of this freedom of meaning in whose absence existence is 
only survival, hisrory is only the course of things, and thinlcing, if 
there is scm room to pronounce this word, remains only imellectual 
agitation. 

Under these conditions, the philosopher wonders if he can do any-
thing other than "speak of freedom," in all the ambiguity of this ex-
pression: in one sense, he cannot but demand of thinking a think-
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ing (and therefore a discourse) of freedom, for reasons essential to 
philosophy's constitution and destination (as we have already evoked 
in the preceding pages, and as we will specify later); but in another 
sense, he can only "speak about freedom," that is, not speak of free-
dom as such-he can associate a motif. but not assemble a concept 
or an Idea (or he can renounce freedom by taking refuge in the in-
effable ... ). 

""To speak of freedom" is accordingly to suspend philosophy's 
work. And this is in fact the very possibility of a "philosophizing" on 
freedom that finds itself, today, subjected to two kinds of obsta-
cles. 

The first kind of obstacle consists in the self-evidence of the 
common notion of freedom-which is always more or less that of 
a free will-coupled with the moral self-evidence of the necessity of 
preserving the rights of this freedom. Because self-evidence is in-
volved, it is not necessary to question foundations; underraking 
this type of questioning, however, risks weakening the self-·evidence. 
Still, with some difficulty it is possible to avoid doing this, once 
certain rights are no longer simply defined as the free disposal of 
something (which presupposes its ownership, or its acquired use), but 
when they imply instead that the thing be placed at the disposal of 
the freedom to use it (for example, the work for a free right to 
work) and that it necessarily be placed at this disposal by an appa-
ratus, usually that of the State, whose logic cannot be libertarian. In 
other words, once the right of all to the use of common goods-air, 
for example-requires regulation to enable this use (i.e., in the case 
of pollution), it is no longer merely a question of positing free-
doms. It has to become possible to think the freedom that can posit 
and define these freedoms, regulating the conditions of their actu-
al deployment. In all the ways cl1at we orient ourselves toward the ex-
ploitation of the resources of rhe "Third World" or toward the 
management of automatic files and information banks, the rights of 
freedom today do not cease to complicate indefinitely their relations 
with the duties of rhe same freedom. ln many respects, nothing 
has been displaced of what authorized and demanded the Marxian 
critique of the formal freedoms attributed to human beings who were 
"imaginary members of an imaginary sovcreignty."2 Still , the "self-
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evidence" remains, stubborn and inert, though what remains with 
this "self-evidence" is often, beyond the supposedly transparenr im-
perative of a strict independence of individuals (but what is self-ev-
ident about the very concept of"individual"?), only a feeble and pale 
idea, obscured partly by its own realization. How could we not 
identify with these lines of Adorno: 

Ever since me seventeenth century, freedom had been defined as all great 
philosophy's most private concern. Philosophy had an unexpressed 
mandate from the bourgeoisie to find transparent grounds for free-
dom. But that concern is antagonistic in itself. It goes against me old 
oppression and promotes me new one, the one that hides in the prin-
ciple of rationality itself. One seeks a common formula for freedom and 
oppression, ceding freedom to the rationality that restricts it, and re-
moving it from empiricism in which one does nor even want: to see it 
realized .... The alliance of libertarian doctrine and repressive practice 
removes philosophy farther and farther from genuine insight inro the 
freedom and unfrecdom of the living .... But that freedom grows ob-
solete without having been realized-this is nor a fatality to be ac-· 
cepted; it is a fatality which resistance must clarify.3 

The second kind of obstacle is found in philosophy itself and in 
fact (as Adorno's text makes clear) constitutes the theoretical sub-
sumption of the first obstacle. Bur what appeared there as self-evi-
dence appears here as aporia. The philosophical thought of freedom 
has been thoroughly subordinated to the determination of an on-
tology of subjectivity. In the ontology of subjectivity, being is posit-
ed as the sttbjectum of representation, in which, by this fact, the 
appearing of all things is converted. The essence of being is to "ap-
pear to itself" [sapparaitre] in such a way that nothing is, unless 
supported in its phenomenality by the subject, and in such a way 
that the subject itself successfully passes the trial of phenomenality: 
"phenomenology of spirit." Freedom has not been considered as 
anything other than the fundamental modality of the act of ap-
pearing to oneself-this act in which the subject is always simulta-
neously in actu and in potentia, irs act the potential for representa-
tion, irs potential the act of phenomenality. This actualization ofpo-
tential-which is fundamentally the instaurational gesture of 
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subjectivity- thinks itself as freedom, which means as the power of 
appearing to onesdf, or as the power of determining oneself ac-
cording to representation and as (the subject of) representation. 
The corollary of this is a potentialiwtion oft he act-which is noth-
ing other than freedom determining itself as free will, if will is de-
fined according to Kant (and not as we tried to understand it above) 
as "the power to be by means of one's representations the cause of the 
realiry of these same representations.'' For the ontology of subjec-
tivity, freedom is the act (which also means the being) of (re)pre-
scnting oneself as the potential for (re)presenration (of oneself and 
tbaefort' of the world). It is free representation (where I accede sov-
ereignly to myself) of free representation (which depends only on my 
will) . 

From this point of view, the great classical philosophical notions 
of freedom all turn out to be, at a certain level of analysis, in pro-
found solidarity. Although Descartes distinguishes between the 
freedom of indifference and the perfection of a free will instructed 
in the good or assisted by grace, and although Hegel steers between 
rhe bad infinity of rhe free will given over to its contingent satis-
f:tcrio ns and the "actual and free will" that has "universal determi-
nation" for its object,4 the essence of subjectivi ty is at work in each 
case. It is the self-determination of the will that is dialectically su-
perseded in the grasp of necessity-or else it is the represenration of 
the necessity that wills itself. In one case it is a question of releasing, 
lo r itself and in its punctuality, the "self" of "appearing to oneself," 
and this is what comprises the singular blend of contingency and ne-
cessity in the Cartesian decision to doubt. In the orher case, it is a 
question of showing that this "self'' appears to itself as Being, with 
its predicates of universality. necessity, truth, and so on. 

When a contradiction is presented between the infiniteness and 
absoluteness given in the act of being, and the fact that the act of its 
freedom consigns it to a history that must not already be given, 
l lcgel ian History supersedes the contradiction, insof.·u as becoming 
i\ there the subjectivity of self-appearing being: but nothing ap-
pears to itself except this subjectivity preordained to itself, in which 
historicity as such is annulled. Ultimately, the completely devel-
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oped (and not refuted, as German Idealism wished) metaphysical free 
will wiU have been the free will of indifferent being, which decides 
itself in dividing itself, and which in dividing itself appears to itself 
in the freedom of its necessity. The so-called Buridan's ass will have 
existed as the animal-subject that resolves its problem by cutting it-
self in two ("I = I") and by reconstituting itself, in the same in-
stant and without history, in the representation of itself eating and 
drinking ... 5 

Kancian freedom, to the extent that it is a "keystone," likewise is 
nothing other than that in which reason can and must appear to it-
self, confirming the delimitation of theoretical phenomenality, and 
open ing-as the lineaments of a history, or at any rate of a desti-
nation-the having-to-be of a moral "second nature" that would be 
the practical phenomenalization of reason: its natured essence, its 
(re)presented subjectivity. The "keystone" is the point of equilibri-
um on which the forces of a construction founded in reason's (crit-
ical) self-(re)presentation are buttressed and secured. 

The ontology of subjectivity is also the ontology in which being-
as subject-is foundation. At the limit of the thoughts of foundation, 
where existence must be thought of as its own essence, which means 
as in-essential and un-founded, freedom as conceived by the philos-
ophy of subjectivity is no longer practicable (but was there ever a 
different thought of freedom?). This is why the philosopher finds 
himself, dare we say, caught between the principia! self-evidence of 
a "freedom" and the final aporia of this same freedom as foundation. 

r-....1 

Accordingly, it could be that we no longer have the cask of think-
ing what was presented or transmitted to us under the name of 
freedom. Perhaps we must free ourselves from this freedom and 
consequently draw freedom back to itself, or withdraw it from itself, 
or even withdraw it in itself-not in order to recommit ourselves 
through a desperate about-face to the invention of some new dis-
cretionary authority (we would not be changing terrain, for despo-
tism and freedom form a couple: the former figures, in a particular 
subjectivity, the ontology of the latter, whose benefits it simultane-
ously withdraws from other particular subjectiviries), but in order to 
relate both the necessary thought of existence as such and an ethic 
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of freedoms that would no longer be merely negative or defensive, 
w another concept or another motif whose name or idea we do 
not yet have. This should at least mean that we would have the 
rask of delivering ourselves from the thought of "freedom" as a 
property of the subjective constitution of being, and as the property 
of an individual "subject." 

But in faC[ it is not we who decide whether this will be the task of 
philosophy, even if it is necessary for us to make a decision. It is not 
an option offered to our free will any more than philosophizing 
freedom as such or any of its "orientations" was ever a matter of freely 
choosing a "freedom of thought." 

If philosophy has reached the limit of the ontology of subjectiv-
ity, this is because it has been led to this limit. It was led to that point 
by the in itial decision of philosophy itself. This decision was the de-
cision of freedom-perhaps of the freedom preceding every concept 
of f1 cedom (if it is possible to speak thus ... ) which belonged, for 
Plato, to the "philosophical natural": the generous availability and 
freedom of demeanor rather than self-representation-and it was in 
any case, and is still, the decision of a freedom necessarily prior to 
every philosophy of freedom. This was not and is not-in the his-
w ry in which it never ceases to precede and surprise us- the deci-
sion of philosophy, but rather the decision for philosophy, the de-
cision that delivers and will deliver philosophy to its destiny (and we 
will have to further of "destiny''). Philosophy too, as soon as 
it touches within itself the limit of the thouglu offoundation , or as 
soon as it is carried by way of itself to the unfoundable border of this 
thought, can no longer represent its own beginning as the origi-
nary unity of a Subject-of-philosophy appearing to itself in its free-
dom, or of a Subject-of-freedom appearing to itself as philosophy. (As 
Hegel represented it: "A higher and freer science [philosophical sci-
ence], like our art in its free beauty, like our taste and love of these, 
has, we know, its roots in the Greek life from which it drew spi rit.")6 

( )n the contrary, the difference in the origin and the difference of 
the o rigin (as Derrida brings to light in his examination of the 
philosophical concept of origin and simultaneously of the philo-
sophical thinking of the origin of philosophy)1 requires us to think 
that philosophy and its fi'eedom do not coincide in a mbjective presmce, 
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and that every philosophical decision (and consequently the originary 
decision of philosophy and the origin of this decision)-every time 
that a "subject ... takes the decision to philosophi7..e," as Hegel 
claims,8 or every time that philosophy "tries to change the procedure 
followed until now in metaphysics and to effect a revolution in it," 
as Kant claims-is delivered to itself by something that, unknown 
to it, has already been raised into thinking (and that might well 
be nothing other than thinking itself). At the same time, it must also 
be thought that this decision renders beyond itself something that 
arises, each time, from a freedom still to come from thinking (here 
again, perhaps: thinking itself). In other words, there is decision for 
philosophy and philosophical decision to the extent that thinking 
does not appear to itself in a subject, but receives (itself) from a 
freedom that is not present to it. Thus one could say that "free-
dom," in philosophy, was brought to us at the heart of an aporia that 
overcame itself as soon as it was formed (in Kant, Schelling, or 
Hegel), but that the theme of freedom brings us to a liberation 
with regard to its (re)presentation, in such a way that the resources 
of this liberation are not yet avaiJable to us. The thinking of freedom 
can only be seized, surprised, and taken from elsewhere by the very 
thing it thinks. 

If there were not something like "freedom," we would not speak 
of it. For even when it is deprived of a referent or empty of all as-
signable signification, this word still carries, even to the point of in-
decision, or rather in the impasse of its meanings, the very meaning 
of logos in which philosophy recognizes itself: the opening of a free 
space of meaning. Thus philosophy has always already given itself 
over to the thinking of what it can neither master nor examine: 
and this is also what we understand, simply, by "being-free." We are 
therefore not free to think freedom o r not to think it, but thinking 
(that is, the human being) is free for freedom: it is given over to and 
delivered for what from the beginning exceeded it, outran it, and 
overflowed it. But it is in this way that thinking definirively keeps its 
place in the world of our most concrete and living relations, o f our 
most urgent and serious decisions. 

§ 2 Necessity of the Theme 
of Freedom: Mixed Premises 
and Conclusions 

Once existence is no longer produced o r deduced, but simply 
posited simplicity arrests all our thought), and once existence 
is abandoned to this positing at the same time that it is abandoned 
by it, we must think the freedom of abandonment. In other 
words, once existence, instead of"preceding," "following," or even 
"following from" essence (symmetrical h)rmulas of existenrialisrns and 
essential isms, caprives-rhe one as much as rhc other-of a differ-
ence of essence between essence and existence), once existence itself 
constitutes essence ("Dm ·wesen' des Dmeim liegt in seiner Edstenz," 
"The 'essence' of Dasein lies in irs existence," Being nnd Time, §9), 
and consequently once these two concepts and their opposition 
are no longer relevant to anything hlll the history of metaphysics, 
then we must think, ar the limit of this history, the stakes of this oth-
er concept: "freedom." r:reedom can no longer be either "essentiaJ" 
or "existential," but is implicated in the chiasmus of these con-
tcpts: we have to consider what makes existence, which is in its 
essence abandoned to a freedom, free for this abandonment, of-
fered to it and available in it. Perhaps it will not be possible to pre-

the very name and concept of freedom. We will return to 
rhis. Bur if the essence that is offered to existence docs not in some 
way "free" existence in its most proper e.ssence, then thought has 
noth ing left to "think" and existence has nothing left ro "live": rhe 
one and the other arc stripped of all experience. 

9 
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In still other words: once existence clearly offers itself (this clar-
ity dazzles us) no longer as an empiricity that would need to be 
related to its conditions of possibility, or sublated [relever] in a tran-
scendence beyond itself, but instead offers itself as a factuality that 
contains in itself and as such, hie et nunc, the reason for its presence 
and the presence of its reason, we must- whatever the modes of this 
"presence" and of this "reason"-think its "fact" as a "freedom." 
This means that we must think what gives existence back to itself 
and only to itself, or what makes it available as an existence that is nei-
ther an essence nor a sheer given. (The question is no longer exactly 
"Why is there something?," nor is it any more exactly this other 
question to which freedom seems to be linked in a more visible 
manner, namely, "Why is there evil?," but it becomes "Why these 
very questions by which existence affirms itself and abandons itself 
in a single gesture?") 

Indeed, if the factuality of being-existence as such-or even if 
its haeccity, the being-the-there, the being-that-is-this-there, the 
da-sein in the local intensity and temporal extension of irs singularity, 
cannot in itself and as such be freed from (or be the freeing of) 
the steady, ahistoricaJ, unlocalizable, self-positioning immobility 
of Being signified as principle, substance, and subject of what is 
(in short: if in fact being, or if the fact of being, cannot be the free-
ing of being itself, in all of the senses of this genitive), then thought 
is condemned (we are condemned) to the pressing thickness of the 
night in which not only are all cows black, but their very rumination, 
down to their death, vanishes-and we with them-into a fold-
less immanence, which is not even unthinkable, since it is a pri01i out 
of reach of all thought, even a thought of the unthinkable. 

If we do not think being itself, the being of abandoned exis-
tence, or even the being of being-in-the-world, as a "freedom" (or 
perhaps as a liberality or generosity more original than any free-
dom), we are condemned to think of freedom as a pure "Idea" or 
"right," and being-in-the-world, in return, as a forever blind and ob-
tuse necessity. Since Kant, philosophy and our world have been re-
lentlessly placed before this tear. This is why ideology today de-
mands freedom, but does not think it. 

Necessity of the Theme of Freedom II 

Freedom is everything except an "Idea" (in a sense, Kant himself 
knew this). Freedom is a fact: in this essay, we will not cease dis-
cussing this Fact. But it is the fact of existence as the essence of itself. 
The factuality of this fact does not belong to a rranshistorically 
perceptive self-evidence: it makes itself, and makes itself known to 
experience, through a history. Not through the History of Freedom, 
the teleological and eschatological age of the revelation and real-
ization of an Idea (by which a Freedom assured of its self-repre-
senration can necessarily only aim at being reabsorbed into 
Necessity), but by the freedom of history, which means by the ef-
fectivity of a becoming in which something happens, where "time 
is out of joint," as Hamlet says, and by the generativity or gen-
erosity of the new, which gives and gives itself to thinking: for all ex-
istence is new, in its birth and in its death to the world. 

Existence as its own essence-the singularity of being-present-
ed itself when history set a limit to thoughts concerning being as 
foundation. In such thoughts, freedom could not be given unless 
founded; yet as freedom, it had to be founded in freedom itself; 
this exigency determined the incarnation, or at least the figuration, 
of freedom in a supreme being, a causa mi whose existence and 
freedom were meanwhile, in the name of being in general, to be 
founded in necessity ... . Once God is no longer the gratuitous-
ness of his own existence and the love of his creation (to which a 
fa ith, not a thought, could respond), and once he becomes ac-
countable to all existences for their foundation, "God" becomes 
the name of a necessary freedom whose self-necessitation actually de-
termines the metaphysical concept of freedom (as the freedom of ne-
cessity, no less). ln this way, being's free necessity appears to itself as 
the supreme being [ham], the Idea of which performs what we 
could call being's metaphysical turning away: broken off from its own 
fact, from its dn-sein, it nevertheless establishes this fact, but it es-
tablishes it on a foundation and as irs own foundation-being. 
Freedom of necessity is the dialectical predicate of being's subject-
being. Along with all existences, being therefore finds itself sub-
iected. 



12 of of Frudcm 

Bur freedom, if it is something, is the very thing that preventS it-
self from being founded. The existence of God was to be free in the 
sense that the freedom that sustained his existence could nor become 
one of irs predicates or properties. Theology and philosophy had cer-
tainly recognized this limit, or this dilemma. Conceived of as free-
dom's necessary being, God risked (if one did nor elaborate subtle 
ttd hoc arguments) ruining both himself and freedom. ("Is not free-
dom the power God lacks, or which he only has verbally, since he 
cannot disobey the command that he is, the command of which 
he is the guarantor?" Georges Bataille, Literature and Evil.) The 
freedom of the gods (if one must speak of gods ... ), like every 
freedom, makes them susceptible to existence or nonexistence (they 
can die): it is not their attribute, but their destiny. In return, a be-
ing taken for being as such, founding the freedom on which it is it-
self founded, designates the internal border of the limit of onto-theo-
logy: absolute subjectivity as the essence of essence, and of exis-
tence. 

This limit is reached as soon as rhe logic and signification of 
foundation in general, that is to say, philosophy, is achieved. The end 
of philosophy deprives us of a foundation of freedom as much as it 
deprives us of freedom as foundation; bur this "deprivation" was al-
ready inscribed in the philosophical aporia consubstantial wirh rhe 
thought of a foundation of freedom and/or with the thought of 
freedom as foundation. In philosophy itself, this aporia was per-
haps already announced and denounced at the same time that 
Spinoza amibuted freedom exclusively to a God who was not a 
foundation, but pure existence, and of whom Hegelian Spirit and 
then Marxian Man were perhaps also the inheritors, raising the 
question-still unperceived as such-of an existing and unfound-
ed freedom, or of a freeing of existence down to its foundation (or 
down to irs essence). Thus, rhe end of philosophy would be 
eranu .from foundation in rhar it would withdraw existence from 
rhe necessity of foundation, bur also in rhar ir would be ser free 
from foundation, and given over ro unfounded "freedom." 

At rhe limit of philosophy, there where we are, not having made 
our way, bur having happened and still happening, there is only-
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ycr there is (which is no longer an affidavit, bur a seizure)-rhe free 
of existence. This free dissemination {whose formu-

la might well be only a tautology) is not the diffraction of a principle, 
nor rhe multiple effect of a cause, but is the an-archy-the origin re-
moved from every logic of origin, from every archaeology-of a 
singular and rhus in essence plural arising whose being as being is nei-
ther ground, nor clement, nor reason, but truth. which would 
amount to saying. under the circumstances, freedom. The ques-
rion of being, the question of the me<1ning of being- as a ques-
tion concerning the meaning of what arises into existence when 
no enrity can found that existence-perhaps has no other definitive 
meaning than the following, which, properly SJ lL<Iking, is no longer 
the meaning of a "question": the recognition of the freedom of be-
ing in irs singularity. 

Thus it is no longer a question of winning or defending the free-
dom of rn<ln, or human freedoms, as if these were goods that one 
could secure as possession or property, and whose essential virtue 
would be to allow human beings to be what they are (as if human 
beings and freedom circularly returned to each other in the heart of 
a simple immanence). Instead, it is a question of offering human be--
ings ro a freedom of being, it is a question of presenting rhe hu-
manity of the human being (his "essence") to a freedom ns being by 
which existence absolutely and resolutely transcends, that is, 
In all movements of liberation, as in all vested institutions offree-
durn, it is precisely this transcendence which still has to be freed. In 
and through ethical, juridical, material, and civil liberties, 1 one 
nHtsl free rhar through which alone these liberties are, on the one 
hand, ultimately possible and thinkable, and on the other, capa-
ble of receiving a destination other than that of their immanent 
self:consumprion: a transcendence of existence such that existence, 

existence-in-the-world, which has nothing to do with any other 
world, transcends (i.e., continues to accomplish) the "essence" that 
it in the finitude in which it in-sists. Only a finite being can be free 
(and a finite being is an existent), for the infinite being encloses 
the necessity of its freedom, which it seals to irs being. It is therefore 
a \jllcsrion of nothing other than liberating human freedom from the 
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immanence of an infinite foundation or finality, and liberating it 
therefore from its own infinite projection to infinity, where tran-
scendence (existence) itself is transcended and thereby annulled. It 
is a question of letting freedom exist for itself. Freedom perhaps 
designates nothing more and nothing less than existence itself. And 
ex-istence does not so much signify what can at least be connoted by 
a voatbulary of the "ecstasy" of being, torn from itself: it signifies sim-
ply the freedom of being, that is, the infinite inessentiality of its being-
finite, which delivers it to the singularity wherein it is "itself" 

That existence presents itself in this way, and that it offers itself for 
this type of thought and task, is attested by the event and experience 
of our time: the closure of the order of significations, the closure 
of the very regime of signification as the assignation of meaning 
into the beyond (translinguisdc or meralinguiscic, trans- or meta-
worldly, trans- or meta-existential) of a presence rhar consequently 
would be devoted to its own representation. According co this 
regime, freedom ends-or begins-by being understood as the un-
representable (invisible) "in view" of which one would have to 
arrange representation, whether political (delegation of freedom .. . ) 
or aesthetic (free giving of form). This presence-beyond, or chis es-
sential presence beyond all (re)presentable presence-with regard to 
which it is important that Freedom should have furnished its 
supreme Idea, or rather the Idea of the Idea itself (isn't che intelligible 
form of every Idea in the freedom with which it forms and pre-
sents itself?)2- is henceforth, undoubtedly since H egel bur with 
an exemplary insistence since Heidegger, confronted with the exi-
gency of what could be called, for symmetry's sake, the hither-side 

def/l] of a difference: a difference of being in itself, which would 
not simply convert being into difference and difference into being 
(since precisely chis type of conversion l:etween pure substances 
would become impossible), but which would be the difference of irs 
existence, and in this existence, inasmuch as ic is irs own essence, the 
difference and the division of irs singularity. With the existence of 
the singular being, an entirely other possibility of"meaning" would 
be offered- freed-before us, on the edges of an epoch which has 
barely begun to hatch. 
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There is in fact a hatching [iclosionl correlative to closure, even 
though we perceive nothing of it and find ourselves delivered to 
dcrclicrion, and even though we lack the words and thought for 
hatching (an image roo organic and "natural" for what is also an ir-
ruption): there is a hatching because the event of closure itself 
makes history, and because what it brings to an end on the internal 
border of the limit ir touches corresponds equally on its external bor-
der to an inauguration. "To inscribe the epoch in its essential out-
line," Grand writes of Derrida, and of Hcidegger behind him, is to 
inscribe it "such char ir is visible from the monster of rhe future, 
which gathers itself in that epoch and which no one can see."3 This 
retro-spection anticipated without fore-sight is not a divinarory 
magic: it has its possibility insofar as history precedes itself as much 
as it succeeds itself in the present time, which thought experiences 
and in which thought inscribes an outline. If something like a "pres-
em" or an "epoch" can be presented, this is because it is not simply, 
immediately present (neither to us nor to itself: on the contrary, it 
has always, always already, drawn at one and the same rime the 
two sides of its limit, and rhus allowed itself invisibly to profile the 
contour without figure of that to which the present itself happens 
(and fro m which, at the same time, it withdraws). 

History in its effectivity is certainly always that which advances 
without seeing ahead and without seeing itself, without even seeing 
itself advancing. This does not mean that it would be the inverse of 
a history conscious of itself, a blind and obscure force: for it is this 
very opposition that must be completely suspended here, in order to 
think a different historicity of history. And this task itself doubtless 
depends on a different thought of freedom. Histo ry is perhaps not 
so much that which unwinds and links itsel f, like the time of a 
causal ity, as that which mrprises itself "Surprising itself," we will 
sec, is a mark proper to freedom. History in this sense is the freedom 
ofiX'ing-or being in its freedom. Thought is placed today-by his-
tory and by its own history-before the necessity of thinking this un-

this im-providence and surprise that give rise to free-
dom. We have to think freedom and think in freedom (i t is defin-
itively also our most ancient and profound tradition), simply because 
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there is nothing else co think (to preserve, not foresee; to test, not 
guide) besides the face chat being has a history or char being is his-
tory (or histories in the plural), which means at least rhe corning and 
the surprise of a renewed hatching of existence. This is the point we 
have reached: being, in its history, has delivered the historicity or the 
historiality of being. This means the end of a relation of founda-
tion-whichever one-between being and history, and the opening 
of existence ro its own essentiality as well as to this scansion, or 
singular rhythm, according to which the existent precedes and suc-
ceeds itself in a time to which it is not "present," but in which its 
freedom surprises it- like the spacing (which is also a rhythm, per-
haps at the heart of the former rhythm) in which the existent is 
singularized, that is co say, exists, according to the free and common 
space of its inessenrialiry. 

r--J 

What one could call, in some sense, the axiomatic of the spa rio-
temporal effectivity of existence-that which requires existence to 
exist hie et mmc and at every momenr co pur at stake its very pos-
sibility of existing, at every moment delivering itself as its own 
essence (which is by this very fact "in-"essential)- does not signify 
the axiological equivalence of what is produced according to the 
places and moments of history. Evil and good are correlative possi-
bilities here, not in the sense that one or the other would first be of-
fered to the choice of freedom-there is not first evil and good, 
and then freedom with its choice-but in the sense that the possi-
bility of evil (which proves to be, in the last instance, the devastation 
of freedom) is correlative to the introduction of freedom . This 
means that freedom cannot present itself without presenting the 
possibility, inscribed in its essence, of a fi'ee remmciation offi'eedom. 
This very renunciation directly makes itself known as wickedness, in 
a moment in some way preethical in which ethics itself would nev-
ertheless already surprise itself. Inscribing freedom in being does 
not amount to conferring on being, as a singular existent, an in-
difference of will (resurrected from classical thought) whose onto-
logical tenor would strike indifferently the moral tenor of decisions 
(as some have occasionally gratified themselves ro think, in a posterity 
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skc:prical of Niensche). On the contrary, inscribing freedom in be-
ing amounts to raising ro the level of ontology the positive possi-
bility-and not through deficiency-of evil as much as of good, not 
11s indifferent, but insofor a.s e11il thae makes itself knoum as mch. 

Before being able to establish what is anticipated here, it is im-
portant to posit the following: in a certain way, nothing is more con-
stanrly arrested by the history of rhe modern world, and as one of its 
most properly historical marks, than the free and resolute renunci-
ation of freedom. We know that chis can go as far as the absolute 
horror of a "humanity'' (willing irsclf"superhuman") exemplarily ex-
ecuting a whole 01her part of hu manity to be "subhu-
man") in order to define itself as rhe exemplum of humanity.4 This 
is Auschwitz. But freedom is also renounced everywhere that exis-
tence, as existence (which does not always mean lift, pure and sim-
ple, but which implies it), is subjected and ruined by a form of 
essence. an Idea, a structure, the erection of an (ir)rationality: in 
Marx's Manchester, in our "Third" and "Fourth" worlds, in all the 
camps, all cl1e apartheids. and all the f.1naticisms. But also and very 
simply, if we dare say ir. it is renounced where the essence, con-
centrated in itself. of a process, of an institmion (technical, social, cul-
tural, political) prevents existence from existing, that is to say from 
acceding to its proper essence. Freedom is renounced in the ex-
change of this for the identification with rhe other (with the 
Idea), and renounced freedom combats the freedom of rhc same and 
the freedom of the other. (Which docs not mean that existing 
would rake place without identification, but chat identification is 
something other than a substitution of essence.) 

That this happens, and even Lhat this seems ro outline itself in a 
manner indjcted more and more often as evidencing the general 
barrenness of today's "orld, is what demands of thinking the great-
est circumspeccion and an extreme vigilance, especially if it tries 
to make freedom its theme. But that this, imtead of forbidding us 
lu think. demands prel to be thought, which is to say finally to 
be rdated to and measured against the unapproachable freedom 
from which thought itself proceeds, also reminds us that with the en-
durance of thinking (if we must also understand by this the strength 
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to hold its ground, in the face of the evil that defies thought, from 
rhe deepest point of its freedom) , there must also be its hope: this is 
not the hope that things "finally turn out well," and even less that 
they "turn into good," but it is that which, in thinking and of 
thinking, must, simply in order to think, tend in spite of everything 
toward a liberation as well as toward the very reality of the exis-
tence that is to be thought o( Without this, thinking would have no 
meaning. All thought, even when skeptical , negative, dark, and 
disabused, if it is thought, frees the existing of existence-because in 
fact thought proceeds from it. But hope, as the virtus of thought, ab-
solutely does not deny that today more than ever, at the heart of a 
world overwhelmed by harshness and violence, thought is con-
fronted with its own powerlessness. Thought cannot think of itself 
as an "acting" (as H eidegger asks it to be and as we cannot not re-
quire it to be, unless we give up thinking) unless it understands 
this "acting" as at the same time a "suffering." Free thought think-
ing freedom must know itself to be astray, lost, and, from the point 
of view of"action," undone by the obstinacy of into lerable evil. It 
must know itself to be pushed in thjs way onto its limit, which is that 
of the unsparing material powerlessness of all discourse, but which 
is also the limit at which thinking, in order to be itself, divorces it-
self from all discourse and exposes itself as passion. ln this passion and 
through it, already before all "action"- but also ready for any en-
gagement-freedom acts. 

,..__, 
It is always too soon to say what hatches, but it is always time to 

say that it hatches. Being's rufference-in-itself, or existence's (at least 
as soon as we give back to this word a weight that no foundation 
could support), does not make meaning available as signification, but 
is the opening of a new space for meaning, of a spacing, or, we 
could say, of a "spaciosity": of the spacious elemem that alone can re-
ceive meaning. This means the spacing of a time, the time that 
opens at crus moment, in the passage from one epoch to another or 
from one instant to the next, that is, in the passage o r transfer [pas-
sation] of existence, which succeeds itself and differs in irs essence, 
opening and reopening the spacious temporality in accordance with 
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which it ex ists: the opening of time, the first schema, the first draw-
ing without figure of the very rhythm of existing,5 the transcenden-
tttf srhemati.sm itself no longer as a "surprise attack" [" coup-de-main"] 
on the secret dissimulated in a "nature," but ns the ji-eedom with 
wh ich the existent surprises the world and itself prior to every de-
termination of existence. And this means that time in turn is opened 
onto a new spatiality, onto a ji-ee space at the heart of which freedom 
can exist, at the heart of which freedom can be freed o r renounced, 
rhc free space of the clearing of meaning in general (but there is no 
"meaning in general," its generali ty is its singularity), as well as the 
free space of communication, or that of the public place, or that in 
which embracing bodies play, or that of war and peace. 

That which erists, insofar as it exists, in itself, cannot be except for 
this space-time of freedom, and the freedom of its space-time. This 
is why the question of freedom (the question we ask in regard to 
freedom-What is it?-and the question that freedom What 
is tO be done?) henceforth begins neither with man, nor with God, 
at the he-.Jrt of a totality of which Being would be the substantive pre-
supposition, and as such foreign to the freedom of existing. It begins 
with the being of a world whose existence is itself the thing-i1l-itself 
We must therefore think freedom, because it can no longer be a 
quality or property that one would at tribute, promise, or refuse to 
the existent, as a result of some consideration of essence or reason. 
Bur it must be the element in which and according to which only ex-
istence takes plnce (and time), that is, exists and "accounts" ["rend rai-
son"] for itsel( 

Freedom must be the element or fundamental modality of being, 
as soon as being does not precede existence, or succeed it, but is at 
stake in it. "The essence ofji-eedom is not properly viewed until we in-
tJmignte ji-eedom as the ground of the possibility ofbeing-tbm:, as what 
is ft'm he.fore being nnd time. "6 

Th.tt there is no existence, that nothing exists, o r at least that 
no one exists, except in freedom, is the very simple proposition 
rh.l£ philosophy not on ly will always have indicated or fo retold , 
hue will always have more or less clearly recognized as its own most 
lllotif and motivation, the primum movens of its enterprise. That on-
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tology must become an "eleutherology" does not constitute, in this 
sense, a discovery. But what reveals itself-what hatches for us in the 
history of thought-is that the eleutherology always presupposed by 
philosophy, both as the theme of its logic and as ethos or hexis of its 
practice, must itself be elaborated, less as a theme than as the "thing 
itself" of thinking. In this sense, the "treatise on freedom" that phi-
losophy has not ceased to articulate will perhaps have to be aban-
doned, since it has never really elevated its object to the status of the 
"thing itself" of thought. Finally, the theme, the concept or concepts, 
and the name of freedom will perhaps have to give way-let us 
say, for the moment and provisionally- to another ontological 
"generosity." 

Regardless of what happens in this regard, it will be a question of 
bringing an experience of "freedom" to Light as a theme and putting 
it at stake as a praxis of thought. An experience is first of aU the 
encounter with an actual given, or rather, in a less simply positive vo-
cabulary, it is the testing of something real (in any case, it is the act 
of a thought which does not conceive, or imerrogate, or construct 
what it thinks except by being already taken up and cast as thought, 
by its thought). Also, according to the origin of the word "experi-
ence" in peirii and in ex-periri, an experience is an attempt execut-
ed without reserve, given over to the peril of its own lack of foun-
dation and security in this "object" of which it is not the subject but 
instead the passion, exposed like the pirate (peiriit'es) who freely 
tries his luck on the high seas. In a sense, which here might be the 
first and last sense, freedom, ro the extent that it is the thing itself of 
thinking, cannot be appropriated, but only "pirated": its "seizure" wiiJ 
always be illegitimate. 

§ 3 Impossibility of the Q uestion 
of FreedOJn: Fact and Right 
Indistinguishable 

When freedom was presented in philosophy as the "keystone of 
the whole architecture of the system of pure reason" (thereby lead-
ing to a completion-a procedure undoubtedly eng:tged in all of phi-
losophy), despite ,the theoretical determination of this presentation, 
which set aside a positive exhibition of freedom, or rather, in other 
terms, which set aside the possibility of establishing freedom as a prin-
ciple, what was in question was in fact, and ar first, an ostension of 
the existence of freedom, or more exaccly an ostension of its presence 
ar rhe hearr of existence (and thus maybe the first definitive osten-
sion of exisrence as such, 11/ltlllt In lettre we might say-unless 
Spino1.a is ro be counted here). For Kam, freedom does not arise as 
a q11estiou bur instead as a reality or as a fort. 

Freedom is not a property of which we must demonstrate our pos-
session, nor is it a faculty whose legitimacy we must, in the Kamian 
sense, deduce.• It is a foct of ream n, truly the only one of its kind, 
which also amounrs tO saying that it is reason's own factuality, or rea-
son :ts factual reason. The "keystone" is reason in its fact, reason fac-
tually principia! and principially factual. The factuality of phe-
nomcn:tl experience needed to be justified, since the authorization 
of knowledge was ar Stake {we will not ask up tO what point this 
knowledge, as the knowledge of pure reason , plants in turn the 

of its legitimacy into the facr offreedom ... ). Bur here what 
involved is the experience that reason produces lfoit] (another va-

21 
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lence of fact: not only its positivity, but irs active and/or passive 
effectivity) from itself, and which consists in the experience of the 
obligation of free will or free action (which, under the circum-
stances, and as I will show, amount to the same thing), or even in the 
obligation of will or action to be free. It is the rational experience of 
reason as "practical reason." 

Commentators have ofi:en been surprised by the text of §91 of the 
Third Critique, which posits the Idea of freedom as "presentable 
in experience." This surprise has been underlined and problemarized 
by Heidegger, whose analysis we will recall later. It would have 
been less accentuated if Kant's permanent insistence on this motif 
had been remembered. "The Canon of Pure Reason" already states: 
"Practical freedom can be demonstrated by experience," which also 
has as a correlate that "pure reason, then, contains ... in that prac-
tical employment which is also moral, principles of the possibility of 
experience, namely, of such actions as ... might be mer with in the 
history of mankind. "2 In fact, the Second Critique opens onto this 
alone: it is indeed, writes Kant, a critique "of practical reason" and 
nor "of pure practical reason" because it is concerned solely with es-
tablishing "that there is a pure practical reason," and that, once es-
tablished, pure practical reason has no need of any critique that 
would come to limit its contingent/eventual presumption: practical 
reason would not be able to "surpass itself," as theoretical reason can 
and irresistibly rends to do. If there is a practical reason, "irs reality" 
is proven "by the fact itself." We are not dealing with the pre-
sumptions of a power but with the given fact of an actual exis-
tence. And this given fact is its own legitimation, because it is not a 
given object (in which case one would have to ask whether or not it 
is correcrly produced), but rather the given fact of the existence of 
a legislation as the legislation of existence: reason exists as-or un-
der-this law of freedom. That which exists (for example, reason as 
the given fact of existence, and not as the power of knowledge) is this 
self-legislation, and that which legislates is this existence. {One 
could say that with Kant begins the self-legitimation of existence, and 
existence as the abyss of this self-legitimation.) 

Thus freedom is a "keystone" "to the extent that reality is proven 
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by an apodicric law of practical reason." The logical modality of apo-
dicticity corresponds to the caregorial modality of necessity. The re-
al itY of freedom is a necessity, and necessarily gives itself as such. And 
it freedom itself: as the praxis of reason that is first of all praxis of 
its own legislating factuality, which states this necessity. 

We will nor depart from this apodicticity. No matter how con-
siderable the displacements of concepts and contexts to which a 
historical elaboration of the motif of freedom (irs effective destiny 
in thought) will lead, up until us, we will nor depart from an apo-
dicticity according to which freedom would be in question. (Here 
again, let us note in passing, Spinoza no doubt already preceded rhis 
apodicticity; but did it not always precede itself in all of philosophy?) 

T he proof of freedom-which will reveal itself to be more on 
the o rder of the test (or of experience) than of demonstration-is in 
its existence. More exactly, for this is assuredly not "freedom'' as 
such, or as its concept, which does exist, this proof is found in ex-
istence as the existence of free being, and this proof or this experi-
ence finally proposes nothing other than the following: ExiSTENCE 
AS ITS 0\'(fN ESSENCE IS NOTHI NG OTHER THAN THE FREEDOM OF 

BEING. On the subject of freedom, one can propose no other task of 
tho ught than to attempt to bring to light that which has already 
brought itself, in reason, before reason. 

Accordingly, in other terms: fi'eedom cannot be the object of a ques-
tion, bur is "only'' rhe putting into question of an affirmation; and it 
cannot be the object of a question posed "about something," bur 
only the purring into question of an affirmation of itse/f(of the 
"sel f'' of free being, and likewise of the "self" of the thought on 
which the reaffirmation of this affirmation rests). (Reciprocally, is not 
affi rmation itself essentially free, and questioning essentially con-
strained ?) In irs most developed Kanrian form, this affirmation is that 
of §91 of the Third 

And, whar is very remarkable, there is one rational idea (which is sus-
ceptible in itself of no presentation in intuition, and consequently of no 
theoretical proof of its possibility) which also comes under things of fuct. 
This is the idea of freedom, whose reality, regarded as that of a partic-
ular kind of causality (of which the concept, theoretically considered to 
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be transcendent), may be exhibited by means of practical laws of pure 
reason, and conformably to this, in actual actions, and consequently, in 
experience. This is the only one of all the ideas of pure reason whose ob-
ject is a thing of fact and to be reckoned under the scibi/ia.3 

It is rhus perfectly clear that the presentation of freedom, in ex-
perience, is nor that of an object of knowing. Indeed the contrary is 
true-and it would appear ro be necessary to alter rhe formula in or-
der ro speak of the presentation of a "subject of action." In proper-
ly Kantian logic (but that also means in the general logic of the 
metaphysics of subjectivity) it would still be necessary ro specify, if 
one wanted ro sustain this new formula, that if freedom is nor "in it-
self" presentable, its particular causality does nor present itself any 
the less to empirical perception as a "real action" in the course of the 
causaliry of phenomena. It is indeed possible that, in the passage 
quoted from the Third Critique, Kant is underhandedly alluding to 
rhe famous example of the thesis of rhe Third Antinomy: "If I at this 
moment arise from my chair, in complete freedom ... " One would 
then have to say that the presented reality is the reality of the act of 
a subject, and nor that of a signification of an object. But one would 
immediately have to add that this "subjective" (and "sovereign") re-
ality only allows itself to be presented because it is objectivized-and 
that Kant thus gives himself room for a double violation of the 
most rigid critical principles: on rhe one hand the action of"arising," 
as a "completely free" action, would be subreptively withdrawn 
from the dialectical status that, from the interior of the "thesis" to 
which it belongs, it can never escape; and, on the other hand (rhis ex-
plaining rhat), the "particular causality" of freedom (whose nature can 
in no way be deduced from that of phenomenal causality) would also 
find itself subreptively slipping into the place of the general category 
of causality, thereby making possible, through its conjunction with 
the intuition of the gesture of arising, the quasi constitution of an ob-
ject of experience: the free subject ... Now, in all this, it can only be 
a matter of precisely a quasi constitution; in other words, this entire 
operation would come back £O the Schwiirmerei. It would definitively 
suppose this schema of freedom (permitting free causality to be 
united with an empirical act), ail possibility of which is rigorously ex-
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cluJed by rhe Second Critique. This is, however, the only possible re-
in Kanrian terms, of the enigmatic logic of this passage 

(and we have been able to see how this reconstitution, in spite of 
everything. is discreetly named in Kant's text by the words "in itself," 
which seem to indicate that if the Idea is nor "in itself" susceptible 
to any presentation, it would however be susceptible to presentation 
where it is not simply an "Idea in itself," where it overAows itself as 
Idea ... in an experience). 

We have adhered to this analysis without conclusion in order to 
show that the Kant ian foct offreedom can nor receive, in a rigorous 
Kantian logic, its status as fact. (And, in a more general way, it 
cannot receive status in a metaphysical logic if the means of rhe 
demonstration tan never be supplied except through a union of 
the intelligible and the sensible where these are in principle posited 
as irreconcilable.) 

Stricrly speaking, another analysis would be possible, one that 
would no longer place on the side of intuition empirical action, 
bur rather the sentiment of respect for the law-which. incidentally, 
properly constitutes the "intuitive," or at least receptive, element of 
reason in irs being-practical. Later on we will perhaps encounter the 
significance of this respect. But here it is not helpful, because Kant 
is referring to freedom's "particular type of causality," and respect does 
nor relate ro freedom's causality bur to its lawfulness. (Or rather, in-
sofar as it is itself the sensible effect of the law, respect can only 
summon an aporia comparable to the preceding one.) Thus the 
recourse to causali ty, "particular" or nor. hinders rhe elaboration 
of the specific factuality of the fact of the experience of freedom; or 
rat her, and amounts to the same thing, the "particularity" of free 
causality conceals the following: freedom is not a type of causality. 

This last proposition was rhe essential result of the course given 
hy Hcidegger in 1930, "On the Essence of Human Freedom." The 
C:ttegorial subordination of freedom ro causality in rhe Kantian 
problematic appeared to him as the limi t of his eleutherological 
enterprise, and he was able to say: 

Ciuwr/ity, in the sense of the traditional comprehension of the being of 
beings, in ordinary understanding as well as in traditional metaphysics, 
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is precisely the fimdamentai category of being as presenu-at-hand. If 
causality is a problnn of frutklm, and not the inverse, then the problem 
of being, tttkm absolutely, is in itself a problem offreetklm.4 

Accordingly, by the same movement, the relation of freedom to 
causali ty had to be reversed, and the problem of freedom found 
itself promoted to the rank of the problem of ontology par excel-
lence. In order to invert the relation between freedom and causali-
ty, it was necessary to engage in a determination of the fact of free-
dom other than the determination to which Kant seemed to deliv-
er us. Heidegger had from the outset situated his inquiry into the 
reality of freedom-as such entirely taking up and reaffirming 
Kant's posicion-in the perspective of a specific "mode of reality" of 
pr11Xis. Insofar as it is practical, reason is nothing other than wiU. 
Accordingly, pure practical reason is pure will. Pure will is the will 
that wills absolutely, which means the will that determines itself 
from nothing other than itself (or rather, if it is possible to paraphrase 
in this way, the will that simply wills and that thus does not wiJI an:r 
thing except will, or except willing). Now "the law of pure will ... is 
the law determined for the existence of the will, which is to say 
that the will is willing itself." Therefore: "The fundamental law of 
pure will, of pure practical reason, is nothing other than the form of 
legislation." Pure will is thus the will of obligation that springs from 
the law (or that the law encloses by essence in its being-from-the-law, 
or in its being-the-law, which is identical to making-the-law), and 
from this form of the law that is the law of pure will. "The essence 
of willing ... requires being willed," just as "he who wills really 
wills nothing other than the duty of his being-there [das So/len seines Da-
seins]." 

,.-....._ 

(Thus, the "will to will," in which Heidegger will later [in fact only 
slightly later] recognize the essence of metaphysical subjectivity, 
was first presented here in a very different manner: in accordance 
with the formally subjective structure of a "willing [for] oneself," cer-
tainly, but brought at once to an extremity where the "self" of"will-
ing oneself" is immediately and only a "duty of being-there," which 
is to say immediately the abandonment of existence to an obligation, 

Impossibility of the Question of Freedom 27 

and 1he assignation of the injunction of this obligation into the 
having-to-exist. We will not attempt here to analyze the evolution 
and implications ofHeidegger's thought on the will [but further on 
we shall see that it is implied by the analysis of the suspension of the 
motif of freedom in Heidegger]. We must content ourselves with 
noting how often, in this seminar of 1930, what is exposed in the 
name of willing tends more to represent the "self" or the identity of 
an irreducible factuality [we could also say: the "self" of a fact rather 
1han the "fact" of a self], which is the factuality of the existence of 
the existent as being-given-over-to-the-law-of-being-free, and not the 
self-presence of a will which wills this very presence. Such a will, as 
self-presence, would instead lose the ground, and the grounds, of 
its subjective consistency and propriety, whereas the "self" of being-
free in its fact would offer itself as the un-grounding [de-fonde-
mem] of a self founded in itself by its desire-for-self [the wiJI pre-
senting itself here according to the element of a decision rather 
than according to the movement of a desire]. This also means that 
the text of this seminar could be annotated by saying that factual i-
ty unexpectedly happens to the "self" of the existent, and does not 
"found" it any more than factuality is for its part founded by the self 
or in the self. And this is why, as we will later come to see, this fac-
tuality is a specific factuality.) 

In chis way we reach the proper factuality of praxis: this factual-
ity cannot be exterior to the wills relation of obligation toward it-
self, which is equally the obligation's relation of will toward itself. 
This factuality cannot be that of an action (understood as empirical 
behavior), nor of anything consequent on willing (understood as rep-
resentation and desire preliminary to action)-and this means that 
in the last instance nothing less than the essences of (free) action and 
of (free) willing are at stake in this factuality, which would no longer 
perm it these essences to communicate with the determinations that 

has given them. Neither can this factuality be that of an 
In tuitive presentation of willing.5 It is a f.1ctuality that does not de-
pend on any insertion into a referential order of facts, nor on any 
constitution of an object. On the contrary, it is a self-referential 
and self-constitutive factuality (which does not necessarily mean a 
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subjective factuality or the factuality of a subjectivity). Heidegger 
says, "The reality of willing is only in the willing of that reality." 

This reality itself does not depend on a positive decision being 
made in favor of obligation. We can "decide for pure obligated 
willing, that is, effectively willing, or against it, that is, nor will-
ing, or we can mix willing and nonwilling in turmoil and indeci-
sion": we are nonetheless always drawn into the fundamental struc-
ture according to which willing wills irs reality of willing-even as 
indecision. Willing wills its own effectivity, and this, as we know, 
does not mean that it desires or decides it, but that it resolves [se dl-
cide], or even-at least in keeping with our questioning of 
Heidegger here- that the will of will presents nothing other than ef 
fectivity insofar as it resolves to be effective. More precisely, it is the ef-
fectivity of existence that here resolves to be effective, or to exist, and 
this decision does not amount to effecting in actu what should 
have been there in potentia, any more than it refers to a preexisting 
power of representation or to the energy of a power of realization, 
but it is the ex-istence of the effectivity that existence is of itself. It 
is the existence of the existent, its "essence" therefore, or: that the ex-
istent exists as the existent that it is. 

This is the sense in which we must understand that the will is a 
will to obligate itself to its own effectivity. Obligation is the fact pro-
ceeding from the nonavailability, for the existent, of an essence 
{and/or power) of self that could be represented and intended. But 
if the essence of existence is existence itself, it is not available for rep-
resentation or intentionality (nor, consequently, for the "will" in 
the sense of a voluntaristic will), and it obligates itself, in its exis-
tence, only to exist, that is, to be exposed to the effectivity that it is, be-
cause it "is" not in any mode of a property of existence. Here, "to will 
willing" therefore means tO be effectively exposed to existing effec-
tivity (which, moreover, is nothing other than exposing effectivity). 
This willing-this willing of willing that is the willing of its own 
duty-rhus constitutes the very fact of experience of practical reason, 
or irs practicity as the fact of experience. lt is the fact of freedom. 
"Freedom is, only insofar as it is the effective willing of pure obligation 
[des rein Gesollten = of the pure ought]." 
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lr is rhe practical fact ofreason, bur this does not mean that it 
would be a "fact of reason" in the same sense that one says "a rational 
being''; thus, it is not a theoretical "f.1ct," ideal or unreal, ineffective 
and inexistent.6 On the contrary, if one were to make explicit what 
Hcidcgger's text contains as indices, this fact is not only an existent 
fact- it is (as we have already seen) the fact of existence as such. It 
is the fact by which the existent (the Dasein) relates (to) itself as that 
which wants to he I obligates itself ro be what it is. The existent is 
the hcing rhat in its being obligates itself I wants to be, and that ob-
ligates itself to I wants being. Or fun her: it is the being that is de-
cided for being. In this way it transcends, that is, it ex-ists. The fact 
of freedom is the "right" of existence, or rather, the "fact" of existence 
is rhe right of freedom. This freedom is not the freedom of this or 
thar comportment in existence: it is the freedom of existence to 
exist, to be "decided for being," that is, to come to itself accord ing 
ro its own transcendence (since, having no essence "to itself," it 
can only be "essentially" this transcendence "toward its being"). 
This freedom is, according to the formula employed in Being and 
Time (§40), "tbe being-ji-ee j01· the freedom of choosing-oneself-
and-grasping-oneself." 

The freedom of existence tO exist is existence itself in its "essence," 
insof.·1r as existence is itself essence. This "essence" consists in being 
brought directly to this limit where the existent is only what it is in 
its transcendence. "Transcendence" itself is nothing other than the 
passage to the limit, not its attainment: it is the being-exposed at, on, 
and as the limit. Here, the limit does not signifY the arrested cir-
cumscription of a domain or figure, but signifies rather that the 
essence of existence consists in this being-taken-to-the-edge resulting 
fi"om tl'hnt has no "essence" that is enclosed and reserved in tlrl)' im-
11/fi JJfllce present to the interior of the That existence is its 
own essence means that it has no "interiority," without, however, be-
ing "entirely in exteriority" (for example, in the way that Hegel's in-
organic thing is). E-<istence keeps itself, ''through its essence," on the un-
drcidnb/e limit of its own decision to exist. In chis way, freedom belongs 
10 existence nor as a property, but as its fact, its jizcwm rationis 
whit h can also be understood as "the fact of its reason for exist-
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ing," which is similarly "the reason for the fact of its existence." 
Freedom is the transcendence of the self toward the self, or from the 
self to the self-which in no way excludes, but on the contrary re-
quires, as we can henceforth clearly see, that the "self" not be un-
derstood as subjectivi ty, if subjectivity designates the relation of a mb-
stanu to itself; and which requires at the same time, as we will 
show later, that this "self" only takes place according to a being-in-
common of singularities. 

The fact of the existent's freedom consists in that, as soon as the 
existent exists, the very fact of this existence is indistinguishable 
from its transcendence, which means from the finite being's non-
presence to itself or from its exposure on its limit- this infinite 
limit on which it must receive itself as a law of existing, that is, of 
willing its existence or resolving for it, a law it givu to itulf ami 
which it is not. In giving itself law, it gives itself over to the will to 
obey the law, but since it is not this law-yet, if we like, it ex-ists in 
it- it is to the same extent what can disobey, as well as obey, the law. 
(We could also say: "existence is law," but if law, in general, essen-
tially traces a limit, the law of existence does not impose a limit 
on existence: it traces existence as the limit that it is and on which 
it resolves. Thus existence as "essence" withdraws into the law, but 
the law itself withdraws into the fact of existing. It is no longer a law 
that couJd be respected or transgressed: in a sense, it is impossible to 
transgress; in another sense, it is nothing other than the inscrip-
tion of the transgressive/transcendent possibility of existence. 
Existence can only transgress itself.) 

The existenr's ex-istence it ov" to the possibility of giv-
ing [u livmi ro its law, precisely because the law has nei-
ther essence nor law, but is its own essence and own law. When 
there is an existent, there is neither essence nor law, and it is in 
this an-archy that existence resolves. It renders itself [u to it-
self, it de-livers itself for itself or delivers itself from it-
self. fact of ftudom is this of existmu .from law 
and .from as law: freedom there delivers itself as will, which is 
itself only the existent's being-delivered-and-decided. 

r"'-.J 
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Thus the f.1c t of freedom is indistinguishable from the reality of 
existence inasmuch ::ts this reality, Kant, "signifies the sening 
intO position of the thing in itself."7 Existence in its reality is the thing 
in irscll'(ofbeing). Freedom is the proper factu::t li ty ofrhe "setting 
inrn position," of the Setzung of existence. (Thus, as we will better 
understand from what follows, freedom is the factuality of irs birth 
and of its death.) Existence's thing in itself is not simply posited-al-
ready posed, positioned, gesetzt, as arc all things that arc nonexisting 
and placed under laws. h is, its reality is, in the in the act, 
in the gesture or movement that pms it in the position of existence, 
that renders irs being-or that, in it. renders being itself-to the da 
of Dtt-sl'in, in such a way th::tt this "rendering" or "del iverance" de-
livers it for possibilities that are not posited. The fact offreedom is 
maintained in this movement, in this dynamic proper to the Set:umg, 
which posits and is never posited-and reciprocally, the Setztmgof ex-
istence as the "thing in itself," whose "in itself" is only a bringing-
into-the-world, produces (foit] the reality of freedom. 8 

Consequently, the very factuality of freedom is the very factual-
ity of wbat is not done [(flit], bur which will be done- not in the 
sense of a project or plan that remains to be executed, but in the 
sense of that \vhich in its very reality does not yet have the presence 
of irs rcal iry, and which must- but infinitely- deliver icsdffor re-
alil)'. In this way existence is actua,lly in the world. What remains "to 
be done" is not situated on the register of poiesis, like a work whose 
schema would be given, but on the register of praxis, which "pro-
duces" only irs own agent or actor and which would therefore more 

resemble the action of a schemati7,ation hlr irself.9 
The fact of freedom, or the practical fact, thus absolutely and 

radically "established" without any establishing procedure being 
ahk· w produce this fact as a theoretical object, is the fact of what is 
to he done in rhis sense, or rather, it is the fact t!Nu t!Jt!1r is something 
to he done, or is even the fact that there is the to [n foire), or 
th.lt there is the affair [a./foire) of cxistcnce.u1 Freedom is factual in 
t!1·lt it is the ajfoirof existence. It is a fucr, in that it is not an 
IJt t anr more than it is a "natural" right, since it is the law without 
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law of an inessemialiry. Human beings are not born free in the 
same way that they are born with a brain; yet they are born, infi-
nitely, to freedom. 

Thus Heidegger could say: 

The question: How is freedom possible? is absurd. From this, howev-
er, it does not follow that to a certain extent a problem of the irra-
tional remains here. Rather, because freedom is not an object of theo-
retical apprehending but is instead an object of philosophizing, this can 
mean nothing other than the fact that freedom only is and can only be 
in the setting-free. The sole, adequate relation to freedom in man is the 
self-freeing of freedom in man. 11 

§ 4 The Space Left Free by Heidegger 

Since Hcidegger, philosophy has no longer viewed freedom the-
matically-at least not as its guiding theme, except in historical 
studies.' But in fact it was with Heidegger that an interruption oc-
curred. Freedom was no longer thematized by him, after having 
been thematized on a par or with a rank nt least comparable to that 
which Sp inoza, Kant, Schelling, or Hegel conferred upon it-
u.unely, as "tht• fimdamemal question ofphilosophy. in which even 
the question of being has its mot. "2 We are the inheritors of this in-
terruption. It [livre] us something, and it delivers [dllivre] 
us for something else, or to something else. 

In order for these assertions not to be gmruirous or merely formal, 
a lengthy work would obviously have to be undertaken here, devoted 
exclusively to the question of freedom and its inrcrruption or with-
drawal in the course of Heidegger's thought? Jn a sense, this is the 
task that should now be performed. I will not undertake this task for 
several reasons. In the first place, for reasons of competence: I am far 
rrom being what one would call a Hcidegger "specialist" (but, as can 
be I do not refuse the freedoms thar are given, not by a lack of 
conlpctcnce as such, but hv a certain distance, with irs inevitable 

Second, for reasons' of mistrust: it is nor certain that the 
Work of reconstituting Heidegger's course could do anything more 
than simply lead us back ro the suspension or interruption from 
which, on the concrary, we need to be able to depart. Finally, for rea-

33 
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sons of decision: the decision to attempt, at least for the space of a 
brief programmatic essay, to take up the word "freedom" today, 
despite the Heideggerian interruption-in fact, because of it, and in 
the space of thought it opens. 

There are some motivations for this decision. If the sense of the 
word "freedom" remains indeterminate, and if its philosophical 
concept is caught in the closure of the ontology of subjecrivity, the 
word nonerheless preserves a burden of history, and a tradition-the 
transmission of an impulse that has never stopped throwing itself 
recklessly against necessiry, or the transmission of a voice thar has 
never stopped saying that it is necessary to assist ananke or even 
that destiny confronts nothing other than freedom-the tradition, 
rherefore, of a force of appeal and joy that is difficulr to ignore, 
even though it has been incessantly misused or abused. This has 
nothing to do with facile appeals to the self-sufficiency and self-
satisfaction of a liberal, or even libertarian, individualism. It in-
volves an appeal to existence, and consequently also an appeal to the 
finitude in which existence transcends-and by virtue of which 
existence also comports in itself, in its being, the structure and 
tonality of a call: the free call to freedom.4 If metaphysical free-
dom, reduced to its simplest expression, has designated the infi-
nite transcendence of the Subject's absolute self-presence, then the 
history of this freedom, and its tradition, which is also that of the 
problems forever put at stake by its thought, as well as of the strug-
gles waged in its name, are equally the history and tradition of the 
transcendence that is henceforth recognizable as the exposure to 
its own limit, that is, as the finite exposure to the infinite separation 
of essence as existence. Let us recall briefly some testimonies (which 
speak for themselves) of what could be called the tradition of free-
dom's liberation with respect to its subjective appropriation: 

Yet this externaliz.ation [of the concept) is still incomplete; it express· 
es the connection of irs self-certainty with the object which, just because 
it is thus connected, has not yet won its complete freedom. The self-
knowing Spirit knows not only irself bur also the negative of itself, or 
its limit: to know one's limit is to know how to sacrifice oneself. T he 
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sacrif1ce is the externalization in which Spirit displays rhe process of its 
becoming Spirit in the form of ftu comingem happming . ... 

The truly free spirit will also think freely regarding spirit itself, and 
wil l not dissemble over certain dreadful elemems in its origin and ten-
dency. 

Enlarge art? No. But go with the an in your ownmost narrowness. 
And set yourself 

Heidegger so lirtle attended to the proper force of the word "free-
dom"-which is, in sum, the force of a resistance to the Concept or 
Idea of Freedom-that he used it until the end without retaining any 
of this force, or at least without any longer articulating any real 
notion of it. But if-on the other hand and in spite of everything, 
as it is legitimate to suppose since ir is also rrue, as Adorno said, thar 
freedom has "aged"-ifir is a question ofleaving a place for some-
thing other than "freedom" (let's say, once again, for a "generosity" 
thar would be more "originary"), doesn't this transirion have to be 
made visible as such? lsn'r it therefore necessary to engage "free-
dom'' itself, thematically, in order to be able finally to .fi'ee the place 
of freedom? 

.--...J 

Wirhout creating the question of freedom in Heideggcr in a sys-
tematic manner, one can fix in outline the stages of its history, in or-
der to try tO discern the space left free by his thought. 

After the freedom of Dasein "for its proper possibility" had fu r-
nished a repeared motif, though hardly developed for its own sake, 
of the analyses of Being and Time (1927), the course of 192.8, 
Metaphysische Anfongsgrunde der Logik (volume 26 of the complete 
edition). proposed a circumstancial examination of the proposition 

ro which "the transcendence of Dasein and freedom are 
Identical,'' and beginning in 1929, The Essence of Reasons thematicaJiy 
accounts for freedom as the "freedom to found." Freedom is then 
q.ualiflcd as "foundation of foundation'' and thus "because it is pre-
Cisely this Grund, freedom is rhe Abgmnd of human realirr''6 In 
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1930, the course that we have already cited above systematically an-
alyzes the Kantian determination of freedom, both to establish the 
question of freedom in the positing of the foundation of the onco-
logical question itself, by means of a conversion of the oncological 
dignity of causality, and to indicate in conclusion the necessity of 
freeing freedom from its Kantian (but in fact more generally meta-
physical) subordination to the category of causality. 

From this point on, a program of work seemed to be sketched out: 
on the one hand in the direction of freedom as "archi-foundation," 
and on the or her, through a repetition of the philosophy of freedom 
destined to displace freedom's relation to causality, in the direction 
of a freeing of the resources of"foundation" at the core of the phjlo-
sophical tradition itselF The course of 1936, which was devoted 
to Schelling's treatise "On the Essence of Human Freedom," was to 
constitute the completion of the intended research. 

In a sense, this course offered nothing other than a hlnd of con-
tinuous harmonic composition, where Heidegger's own discourse 
would create an incessant counterpoint to ScheHing's, without mak-
ing the matter explicit on its own, and without the latter's discourse 
being given a clear interpretation by that of the former (as was the 
case with Kane or Leibniz). There would be here a singular inter-
lacing of the concerns of metaphysics and those of the thinking of 
being (up to the point, of course, where they end up separating) 
analogous to what took place elsewhere wid1 regard to Hegd and "ex-
perience." There would have been a period in which it seemed pos-
sible to Heidegger to rethink freedom at the surface of its philo-
sophical tradition, or to replay its concept-since it seemed £0 rum 
impossible to proceed otherwise. In direct line with the course of 
1930, Heidegger finds in Schelling a grasp of the proper factuality of 
the fact of freedom, and this factuality refers to the theme, central 
for Schelling, of freedom as the necessity of the essence of man. 
In "seeking to formulate in a more origi nary way" this view of free-
dom, Heidegger ends up at this: "The necessity by which or as 
which freedom is determined is that of its own essence" (p. 155). This 
essence will be more precisely determined as "the overcoming of 
self as grasping of self" in the "decidedness" and in the "resoluteness" 
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tor "the of the truth of history" by wh ich man can feel the 
f1CCC$Sity or "his own being" (p. 155). However, having accompanied 
01 repeated Schelling up to this very advanced if not ultimate point 
(a repetition completed by the subsequent analysis of the conjoined 
possibility of good and evil), and having at the same rime brought 
him ro a "more originary" thought, Heidegger abandons him. This 
abandonment is essentially due w the fact that Schelling docs nor 
m3 nage to radically think the originary unity from which proceed 
frecdtml as necessity as well as the correlative possibilities of good and 
evil. He docs not rhink this origin as "nothing,'' and he rhus fails to 
think that "the essence of all Being is finitude'' (p. 162). Schelling thus 
docs nor overcome Kant and rhe "incomprehensible'' character of 
freedom (p. 162). It must be understood that freedom remains in-
comprehensible as long as it exposes irs necessity to the core of a 
thought that orders it roan infinite necessity of being, and not as a 
finitude for which being is not the foundation. {It is not so much 
that freednm would become "comprehensible" in the "more origi-
nary thinking,'' but the question of freedom would certainly no 
longer be posed in these terms--unless it were necessary, in order to 
gain distance fm 111 a problematic of "comprehensibility," also to 
gain distance from "freedom" itself.) 

If we interpret correctly the last pages of this course, rwo things 
arc signified at once: 

1. The essential character of freedom has been attained in the 
for man to assume his proper essence as that of a decision 

relative to "essence and deformation of essence" (p. 156), which 
means to good and evil as the realization of this couple of essences 
in a "history" (ibid.) that involves "encountering a destiny" (p. 162), 
insofar as destiny consists precisely in man's exposure to his own ne-

y. 
2. 13ut this thought has not yet penetrated to the of rhe 

origin of this necessity; it has therefore nor thought rhe essential fini-
tude of essence itself (of existence) in rhe essence of freedom-
which consequcmly, in irs decision and in irs perdurancc, docs not 
lllatlh up wirh the necessity of an essentiality (thar of man, whence 
the: distance Heideggcr rakes in fin( from Schelling's "anthropo-
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morphism"), bur marches up with what we would call, condensing 
the terms and cone of these pages, the pain of the historiality of the 
nothing, in which finite freedom heroically maintains itself. 

Up to this point, but just short of it, and also in the seminars be-
rween 1941 and 1943, Schelling will have taken the relay from Kant 
as Heidegger's essential reference on freedom, and he will have 
played, on chis register, a role parallel co rhe Kant of the Kantbuch: 
a "repetition of the foundation of metaphysics" will have almost 
been performed on his doctrine of freedom. But the parallel stops 
there-for if the Kantian resource offered itself expressly for a rep-
etition, and if it was destined to come back, in other ways, to 
Heidegger (and even later, for example with Kant's Thesis on Being 
in 1963), even if it had nothing to do with the same repetition (and 
one could say the same, mutatis mutandis, of the Hegelian resource), 
rhe entire enterprise of accompanying and reproducing Schellingian 
freedom according to a more authentic origin will, for irs pare, at a 
certain moment be abandoned without return. And chis abandon-
mem will give way to very li ttle explanation. A note from the sem-
inar of 1943, in the conrexc of which the reference co Schelling is pre-
sent, declares rhe following: 

Freedom: metaphysically as the name for capacity by itself (sponrane-
ity, cause). As soon as it moves metaphysically into the center (into true 
metaphysics} it intrinsically unifies the determinations of cause [ Ur-
sacbe] and selfhood (of the ground as what underlies and of the to-
ward-itself, for-itself), that is, of mbjmivity. Thus ultimately we have 
freedom as the resolve to the inevitable (affirmation of"time"!), as es-
sential self-deception. Freedom Joljeited its role originnlly in the history of 
Being, for Being is more original than beingness and subjectivity.8 

In chis note (which we will evemually have co comment on again 
in several ways, directly or indirectly), the principal argument is 
clear: metaphysical freedom designates the capacity co be a cause by 
and of oneself. Now causality belongs to beingness [etantite], not to 
existence, as does subjectivity insofar as it is the for-itself of the 
foundation. The rwo concepts are reunited in the idea of a foun· 
dation-being (fondation-etant], which causes. Bur being [etre] has 

The Space Left Free by Heidegger 39 

nothing ro do wich beings [ltants]. If being is foundat ion, it cannot 
be so in the mode of this freedom. Yet no other kind of freedom is 
proposed. The concept and the word are abandoned to "meta-
physics in the proper sense of the word" (though Heidegger's read-
ing was not oblivious to the role played by subjectivity in Schelling's 
rext, even while it appeared to constitute itself as a "repetition"). We 
must therefore conclude that what could have been, in 1936, "a 
more originary thinking" of freedom becomes six years later the 
fcrring go of this motif. If Heidegger firmly demotes freedom to 
non-"originary" thought, this is because at every point metaphysics 
presents him definitively (but this is nothing new since Being and 
Time) with the closure of a beingness of being (corollary to the 
subjective closure of the will that he recognized at cl1at time, after 
having used up, as we've indicated, a motif of free will). In this 
closure, freedom can only appear as the causa sui et numdi of a 
supreme being (or of a subject being, which amounts to the same 
thing) who then binds up the tOtality of beings into the "inevitable," 
and freedom into "self-deception." 

Would not Heidegger then have recognized both his own course 
of 1930 and his own reading of Schelling in §27 of Hegel's Philosophy 
of Right? 

The absolute goal, or, if you like, the absolute impulse, of free Spirit is 
to make irs freedom its object, i.e. to make freedom objective as much 
in the sense that freedom shall be the rational system of Spirit, as in the 
sense that this system shall be the world of immediate actuality. In 
making freedom its object, Spirit's purpose is to be explicirly, as Idea, 
what the will is implicirly. The definition of the concept of the will in 
abstraction from the Idea of the will is "the free will which wills the free 
will."'' 

Thus in Hegel roo, or in relation to Hegel, Heidegger would 
have intended to separate himself from the metaphysics of free-
dom. Bur if the gesture of repetition in which he had previously 
engaged no doubt remained insufficiently articulated for him, was 

this gesture of separation in turn coo easily executed? This ques-
tion, or this suspicion, forms at least the first motivation for an es-
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say of repetition, after Heidegger, of the theme of freedom. For the 
moment, we will simply add the following remark: the note of 1943 
also shows very clearly that the abandonment of this "freedom," 
which Heidegger himself takes care to name between quotation 
marks, is here made in the name of an other and more authentic 
"freedom." We could say that the freedom of man, and of the sub-
ject, is abandoned in favor of a freedom of being. Doubtless this will 
perhaps have to be no longer named "freedom," but it still retains the 
possibility, if not the necessity, of hen ring this name differently. 

From this moment until the end of his work, Heidegger will 
have stopped seeking thematically an essence of freedom, and he will 
make no more than an episodic use of this word, which can now ap-
pear as accidental (at Least in view of the immediate contexts in 
whjch it most often appears) and stripped of any specific problem-
atic.10 Succeeding it, however (if one can call it a succession-and 
in what sense? Here the analysis would have ro be extremely long and 
delicate), is the use of the theme of the "free" (das Freie) and of 
"free space," of which we will again have to speak. 

The situation is thus quite strange: a concept is rejected, a word 
loses the privileges of questioning that it seemed until then to enjoy, 
and yet a semantic root is kept, it is even, dare we say, concenrrat-
ed, and it is used for ends tl1at, as we will see, are essential ends of 
thoughr. In a certain sense, something of"freedom" will never have 
ceased to be found at the heart of the thinking of being: but in 
this heart, this "something," exempted in principle from identifi-
cation, has been submitted to transformations that have not been 
posited or made explicit as such. 

Contemporaneous with the note of 1943 (but its first version aJ. 
ready dates from 1930), the text On the Essence ofTruth presents at 
least the principle of this transformation. There Heidegger relates 
truth-understood as the conformity of the urterance-ro free· 
dom as ro its essence. Freedom then designates the "resistance" 
thanks to which beings are allowed to be what they are. Accordingly, 
freedom is neither the "caprice of free will nor the mere rearuness for 
what is required and necessary (and so somehow a being)." The 
step taken by Schelling (and by idealism in general, including tran· 
scendental idealism) out of free will and toward a necessity of 
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is thus given a merely ontic cast, even if this is not the in-
tention of the text. On the contrary, freedom henceforth affirms its 
onrological character or stake in what is called "the exposure to the 
disclosed ness of beings.'' It is this exposure, this possibility of open-
ness to the open in which beings are offered as such, which makes the 
enunciation of truth possible. 

Bur the hier:uchy thus posited is in turn inverted. For freedom "re-
ceives its own essence from the more original essence of uniquely es-
sential mnh." 11 Ontological primacy then amounts, in the final 
analysis, to truth . This is so because truth carries in its essence and 
as its essence concealment and errancy. In effect, the concealment of 
beings-"mystery"-precedes every exposure to disclosedness: let-
ting beings disclose themselves indicates and preserves a more orig-
inal concealment or mystery of beings as such. The errancy that is 
correlative of this mystery is the "free space" to which ex-istence is 
constitutively exposed, and which founds the possibility of error. 
Thus the question of the essence of truth is itself revealed to be 
the question "of the truth of essence.'' If essence must in fact des-
ignate being, then the "meaning" of being can be discerned as the er-
rant exposure of existence to the mystery of the concealment of 
the being of beings. In this way, history takes place, beginning with 
its "concealed uniqueness.'' 

The reversal of ontological precedence between freedom and 
truth amoums, at the same time, to burying freedom more deeply 
in being, which, as being, is revealed to be abstracted from every ne-
cessity endowed with presence and signification. Being is the "free-
dom'' of the withdrawal of presence and meaning that accompanies 
every disdosure, or more exactly, that permits disclosure as such, in 
Its principia! relation to concealment and errancy. This interpreta-
tion would allow us to understand that Heideggerian ontology re-
mains fina lly and fundamemal ly an "eleutherology." But Heidegger 
docs not want to be understood in this way. \Y./e hear instead that 

is tl;e wit/;dmwal of being. but that for this very reason being 
15 the of.fi"eedom; in other words, being withdraws free-

shon of freedom itself, in its qualities of decision and opening, 
111 order to give it back to truth, that is, to the condition of being's 
(non) -manifestation. 
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In sum, it is only a question of a difference of emphasis. But up 
to what point can-or must-this difference of emphasis be un-
derstood as a sort of recoil of the "practical" into the "theoretical"? 
More precisely, how can it be understood as the maintenance of a dis-
tinction (if not of a certain opposition) between freedom and truth, 
which the text tends to undo, but which would invincibly recon-
stitute itself, as if it reconstituted with it at least one part of the 
traditional philosophical prevalence of the "theoretical" over the 
"practical"? (This prevalence, however, would not be simply rec-
ognizable at all points of the philosophical tradition: not with 
Aristotle, for example, or Spinoza, or Kant, or even Hegel.) Up to 
what point does the specific factuality of freedom not risk dropping 
out of sight (which does not mean suppressed)? Such is the question 
that we are here led to ask. Or further: out of a more profound fi-
delity to at least one of the directions of Heidegger's thought, would 
it not be necessary to try to preserve and expose, together and in tiN 
same originarity, the withdrawal of freedom's being and its singular 
factuality? Obviously this is not a simple question, and, as we can see, 
it is one that can only be posed on the basis of Heidegger himself. 
But the important thing for us is that it seems necessary to pose it, 
and this question, under these conditions, ought to provide the 
regulative indication of the relation with Heidegger's thought that 
we are here undertaking. 

r--J 

This question is much less simple than the one posed in 
Principle of Reason (1956)-one of Heidegger's most important 
works at the time-which in spite of everything opened a neW 
space of play for freedom. The examination of the "principle of 
reason" in effect leads thought to a "leap." This leap allows one to 
pass from the interrogation of being as ground or as reason ( Gnmd) 
to the thinking of being as "without reason" in the "groundless-
ness" of its play. Heidegger writes: 

The leap remains a free and open possibility of thinking; rhis so dcci· 
sivcly so that in fact the essential province of freedom and openness first 
opens up with the realm of the leap. 12 
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It is Joubtless necessary to have the leap, which is the leap of think-
ing in irs "theoretical" consideration of being, in order for thinking 
w pur itself in the state of perceiving the region of freedom. Yet the 
leap is nothing orher than the leap of theoretical consideration out-
side of or beyond itself; the leap is transcendence and transgres-
sion of theoretical reason in its examination of "reason" as Grund. 
Therefore, the leap may not accede ro a "vision" of freedom except 
to the extent that it has "leapt" outside of or away from theoretical 
"vision" in general. Yet this is precisely what is not made explicit. 

In any case, the "region" in question designates nothing other 
than what the "Letter on Humanism" (1946) already designated, 
wirh no other real explication, as "the free dimension in which free-
dom conserves its essence. "13 On the subject of the "free dimension" 
or "the free," other texts will provide us with further examples. For 
the moment, let us simply remark that it is no longer a question here 
of foedom as a property or as a power in whatever sense, but of a spe-
cific clement, "the free," which appears as a quality attributed to a 
substratum, "the dimension," only through a banal constraint of lan-
guage, but which in reality is indistinguishable from this "dimen-
sion.'' What will also be, in Being and Time, the "free space of time" 
is determined through this proper spatiality that holds in reserve the 
essence of a freedom henceforth only named. The quality proper to 
this space, its libertns, will not otherwise bc determined, and above 
all not through a new analysis of the notion of freedom. Therefore, 
it must also be concluded that Heidegger intended to set aside a 
space for freedom-by keeping thc semantic kernel, or index, of the 
word "free" - but <1 space in which "freedom," in each of its philo-
sophical determinations, appeared to him as an obstruction or ob-
stacle, rather than as an opening and release into the open air. 

Keeping a space free for freedom: docs this free (and if so, how?) 
what truth seemed to withhold from us? Does it let this call to free-
dom happen with its proper force, this call that- in one way or 
anot her- the thinking of being (or thc thoughts that fo llow it) 
clearly cannot refuse? 



§ 5 T he Free T hinking of Freedom 

Keeping a space free for freedom might amount to keeping one-
self from wanting to understand freedom, in order to keep oneself 
from destroying it by grasping it in the unavoidable determina-
tions of an understanding. Thus the thought of freedom's incom-
prehensibility, or its unpresentabiJity, might seem to heed not only 
the constraint of a limitation of the power of thought but also, 
positively, a respect for and a preservation of the free domain of 
freedom. This consideration is doubtless imposed from the very 
interior of the metaphysics of freedom, to the extent that this meta-
physics often finds itself exposed to the danger of having surrepti-
tiously "comprehended" freedom-somehow even before it has 
reached it-by having assigned freedom a residence in knowledge 
and, above all, in the self-knowledge of a subjectively determined 
freedom. 

Rousseau's Social Contract offers unquestionably the clearest ma-
trix of the schema according to which freedom, as it becomes con-
scious of itself (and becomes in fact self-consciousness) in the con-
tract, simultaneously produces objective self-knowledge in the sov-
ereign, thereby constituting the sovereignty of the sovereign both in 
absolute comprehension of his own freedom and in absolute con-
straint over himself and over every member of the sovereign body 
("We will force him to be free ... "). The transcendental treatment 
of this matrix produces, in Kam, the identity of freedom and law, or 
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more exactly, the identity of freedom and rational legislat ion. This 
legislation is assuredly nothing other than a legislation offrcedom: 
but rhis means that freedom has to be projected and proposed to it-
self as the lawfulness of a moral nature, necessary in itself in the same 
wav that rhe lawfulness of a physical nature is necessary in itself. 

Freedom is thus understood not only as a particular type of 
causaliry in the production of its cfl-ects; it is also understood, on the 
rnodel of physical causaliry. a_.s lawful succession. The specific mode 
offrecdom's causali ty remains incomprehensible, or rather, it is the 
incomprehensiblr (which is why there can be no "schema" of moral 
law, but only a "type," that is, an analogical schema, and this "type" 
is provided by nawre in the lawfulness of its phenomena). In con-
trast, however, the idt·a of the legislation of a "nature'' or "second na-
ture" regulated by freedom is perfectly comprehensible by means of 
rhe type. which provides, in the mode of the physical world, the 
general model of a lawful nccessiry or necessitation. Now if this 
idea is quite easily understood (despite the ideal character of a world 
ruled by morality), that is because it can be analyzed definitively in 
the following terms (which Kant certainly would not have accept-
ed, despite the conformiry of their logic ro his own, particularly 
in the context of the idea of a creating God): ultimately, fi"eedom en-
doses t!Je secret ofcmtsality because it is in itse/f(un)comprebended as the 
very poiL'er of causmio11. Freedom is a particular kind of causaliry 
in that it holds and presents (at least in Idea) the power of ejjectua-
tion rhat theoretical causaliry lacks. T he principle of theoretical 
causality srares in etTect that such is the law of the succession of 
phenomena for our understanding, bur it cannot present what en-
ables the production, one after another, of the successive linkages of 
rhese phenomena. Freedom holds the secret of causal ity since it is de-

ned as the power ofbeing by itself a cause, or as the power of caus-
Ing. Fundamentally, freedom is causality that has 
achieved self-knowledge. In this respect, rhc "incomprehensible" 
cnclos('s in itself the self-comprehension of being as Subject. 
. A world in freedom would be a world of causaliry transparent to 
Itself. The secret is contained in the formula of the will: "the pow-
er tn he by means of one's representatiom the cause of the realiry of 
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these same representations." This is the power of the (pre) fo rmative 
Idea of reali ty. Philosophical understanding of freedom culminates 
in rhe "incomprehensible" self-comprehension of the self-productive 
self-knowledge of the Idea. Henceforth, law is the representation of 
the necessity of the Idea. Now, the Idea is through itself a (re)pre-
sentarion of necessity; the law of freedom represents the necessity of 
necessity. 

From Kant to Hegel, certainly to Niensche, and probably even to 
the Heidegger of "the will to will as the will of irs own duty," the 
thought of freedom is fulfilled as if irresistibly, at least through one 
of irs aspects, in a comprehension of the necessity of necessity. The 
point of incomprehensibil ity is the uhimate point of the compre-
hension that grasps that necessity necessitates itself. Because of this, 
human freedom is always susceptible to being understood as the 
repetition and appropriation of this subjective structure. To be free 
is to assume necessity. The "assumption of necessity," or the "lib-
eration through law," or even the "inner freedom" that "takes charge 
of" external constraints become from this point on the formulas of 
a world that perceives itself to be overburdened with irreversible 
and weighty processes, with coercions of all kinds (naturally, this free-
dom of subjective assumption has as its symmetrical counterpart the 
acceptance of pure libertarian anarchy, of freedom reduced to ar· 
birrariness). These formulas represent what we could call the major 
philosophical ideology of freedom that has developed from the phi· 
losophy of the Idea and of subjecrivity. 1 Yet it is entirely clear that 
they constitute just so many admissions of a theoretical and practical 
powerlessness, and that this comprehension of freedom is equivalent 
to the resignation that Heidegger designated as the illusory "re· 
solve" toward the "inevitable. " (In this sense, Heidegger's aban· 
donmenr of the theme of freedom signifies primarily the refusal of 
this resignation.) 

11ms it would be possible to say: if the Idea of freedom-and con· 
sequently a determination of its necessity, since the idea of lde2 
contains in principle necessity and self-necessitation-precedes 
freedom and in sum envelops it beforehand in its imeiJection, its in· 
reflection will remain negative with respect to the "nature" of free ne-
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ccssiry. so rhar freedom is noticeably absent. lr is absent here because 
iL in principle subjecled to a thinking that fundamentally thinks 
being as necessity and as the causality of self-necessitation. This 
thought does not even think of itself as free; it considers itself ro be 
the self-(un)comprehension of this being. Freedom is absent be-
cause in this thinking it is fiSSUred in advance (founded, guaran-
teed. and self-assured): "the Idea jiFely rriMses itself in its absolute self-
assurance and inner poise."l 

If the fuctuality of freedom is the factuality of"whar is not yet done 
[f1it]. or made into a fact," as we have claimed, it must also and per-
haps above all be understood as the factuality of what has no !den, 
not even an idea determined to be "incomprehensible" or "unpre-
semable." This must mean, in one way or another, that this factu-
ality escapes philosophy and even thought if, in whatever way we 
rake the word "thought," it is oriented toward a "thought of free-
dom," and not primarily {or even exclusively) toward a freedom 
or liberation of thinking. We gain a sharper perception of the way 
Heitlegger, at Davos, was driven to withdraw freedom from the ju-

of "theory" in order to restore it to the practice of "phi-
losophizing," a practice designated a "liberation," or at least as cor-
responding ro the liberation offreedom. But this in no way allows 
us to forgo interrogating the exact nature and stakes of this "phi-
losophizing" (which Heidegger, at a later date, would replace with 
"thinking"). 

Such "philosophizing" can actually be presented as the decon-
srructive penetration that reaches the heart of metaphysical idealism 
ar Lhe point where the Idea binds [encbnine) freedom, in order to 
show rhar ar this same point something different "unleashes itself" 
[u"drchnine'') ; for example (and this underlies Heidegger's text), a 
praxical factua li ty irreducible to the theoretical. Another example 
would be the structure that obliges the jurisdiction of reason ro 
f.>ll, literally, over its own case, the case of the insraurarion or enun-

of law, as over that which, contrary ro the logic of the "case" 
10 general, cannot bur escape law and thereby reve<tl that the essence 

is to pronounce "the right of what is by right wit hour 
nghrs." \Ve can also stare rhar, in the imperative, "law is separated 
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from itself as fact."3 This links up in a number of ways with a mode 
that would no longer be that of the "necessity of necessity," but 
which would be precisely the mode of its liberation. Here we rejoin 
the Kantian inconceivability of freedom and its commentary by 
Heidegger: 

The onJy thing rhar we comprehend is irs incomprehensibility. And 
freedom's incomprehensibility consists in the fact that it resists com-pre-
hension since it is freedom that transposes us inro the realization of 
Being, not in the mere representation of it.4 

But what does "comprehending incomprehensibility" mean, and, 
consequently, what is meant by the "philosophizing" -or whatever 
it will be called-that manages to reach the furthest border of its own 
possibility in order there ro designate and free, through this very des-
ignation, precisely what it does nor comprehend? Or, perhaps more 
exactly, what does this gesture or activity which is neither "theo-
retical" nor "practical" represent, a gesture that brings to light the di-
vision of these two concepts limiting metaphysics, and that would 
accordingly reserve for freedom a space that is truly free? 

Comprehending that something is incomprehensible cannot sig-
nify simply that comprehension would come to a halt with the dis-
covery of one of irs limits. For the limit, once it is recognized as such, 
is not only "comprehended" as an obstruction or screen: the pure en-
countering of an obstacle is impossible if we understand by this 
that we would therefore have no knowledge other than knowledge 
of the obstacle (or this is death-perhaps). Yet the obstacle-by 
virtue of this law of presentation to which Heidegger was so at-
tentive-necessarily presents with itself, as if through itself, the free 
passage to which it is an obstacle. Such is the logic of the limit in 
general: the limit has two borders, whose duality can neither be 
dissociated nor reabsorbed, such that touching the internal border 
amounts also to touching the external border ("from the interior," 
one could add-which would render the description of the opera-
tion infinite and vertiginous). Comprehending that something is in-
comprehensible is certainly not comprehending the incomprehen-
sible as such, but neither is it, if one can say this, purely and simply 
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comprehending nothing about it. We comprehend that there is the 
incomprehensible because we comprehend, in the present exam-
ple, that "the rcali7.ation of being" escapes its "representation" (don't 
these formulas reca ll something of the "theoria/praxis" couple?). 
We therefo re comprehend the in-cornprehensibility of the incom-
prehensible. With this privative "in," we comprehen? that the in-
comprehensible- freedom-is not, properly speaking, "beyond" 
our of comprehension, but it does not simply arise from this 
capacity. Freedom is not exactly our of comprehension's reach; for ex-
ample, ir is not located higher up on a ladder of intelligibility, on a 
rung accessible, for instance, only to an intelligence other than our 
own. Even less is freedom opposed to comprehending: it makes it-
self understood, at the limit of comprehension, as what does not 
originate in comprehension. The ''realization of being" (or prax-
is?) has no object, or theme, except itself, in its independence with re-
spect to objectality and thematicity. Thus, incomprehensible freedom 
makes itself understood at the limit [a Ia limite], in a very precise 
sense of this expression, as a self-comprehension independent of 
the comprehension of understand ing [entendementV What we 
comprclwnJ, at the lim it, is that there is this autonomous com-
prehension, which is the realizing rnccomplissnllte] comprehension of 
realization . We comprehend that realization comprehends itself[se 
compmtd] (even if it does not tmderstnnd itself [simtend] and even 
if we do not understand it), in irs specific mode. Yet we see that this 
specific mode strangely resembles that of the self-comprehension-
and of the self-realization-of"reason," "thinking," or "theory" as 
such .... 

Our comprehension, then, is not meaningless, and it even forms 
one of the summits of philosophical comprehension: for it has also 
Corne to be formulated, not accidentally, as the comprehension of the 

necessity of superseding philosophy in the realiza-
11011 of philosophy (in the realization of being). Hegel offers a for-
lllllla for this, and its displaced o r transformed meaning could hold 
for Hcidegger as well: 

Eth iral life is the Idea of freedom in that on the one hand it is the 
g()od become aliltt'--the good endowed in self-consciousness with 
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knowing and willing and actualiud self-conscious action-while on 
the other hand self-consciousness has in the ethical realm its absolute 
foundation and the end which actuates irs effort. Thus ethical life is the 
concept of freedom deve/Qped into the existing world and the namre of 
conscioumess. 6 

Thus, at the self-realizing end of this ethical life: 

The state is the actuality of the ethical Idea. It is ethical spirit qua the 
substantial will manifest and revealed to itself, knowing and thinking 
itself, accomplishing what it knows and in so far as it knows ir.7 

What above all must not be underestimated is the power of this 
philosophical comprehension of the overstepping of the theoretical 
limit and, on the reverse side of this limit, of the expansion of 
praxical self-comprehension. We must not even srop at Hegel's ex-
terior and banal comprehension that would have us admit that 
philosophy here perfecdy comprehends a concept of practice which 
philosophy itself elaborated, and from which it does nor escape:. 
For the demand of Hegelian Spirit is precisely the demand to be ac-
malizcd in an actuality that fi-ees it from its simple being-in-irself, and 
for Hegel it is indeed only practically and outside of itself that 
Spirit can comprehend itself in irs freedom and as freedom. What 
discourse (un)comprehends-such is the entire theme of the di-
alectical sublation of predicarive judgment in speculative think-
ing-is that practical actuality constitutes the mrl (material, his-
torical, ere.) self-realization and self-comprehension of what dis-
cursive comprehension comprehends without, however, being able 
to penetrate the sphere of authentic self-comprehension. This is 
also why philosophy, with Hegel, having reached the limit where it 
is actualized, no longer "comprehends," bur "comemplares" -it 
contemplates, for example, the majesty of the monarch in whose in· 
dividuality of body and spirit the actuality of the State is concen· 
trared. This contemplation is the comprehension that surmountS, 
surpasses, and sublatcs itself in the act of its finally deployed freedom. 

Clearly, we must conclude nothing less than that (un)compre· 
hension is in reality the supreme stage of the comprehension that at· 
tains knowledge of self-comprehension as self-realization. Not only 
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is comprehension grasped, at its limit, outside of itself as in its in-
nerrnost truth, but more profoundly, it grasps itself in this appre-
hension entirely stretched out of itself, as its own passage into fiction: 
it comprehends itself as its own becoming-practical. It knows that 
such is irs trmh, and moreover, it puts itself to the Wt, at its limit, as 
already actualizing, before it is actual, this free flct that it would 
not he able rigorously to comprehend. There is thus a self-com-
prehension of the comprehension of incomprehensibility. In this 
self-comprehension, "theory" comprehends "praxis" as its truth, 
11ndit comprehends itself as practical, which also means that in it 
practice is theoretically comprehended as the reali7.ation of the free-
dom (un)comprehended by theory. Freedom is therefore, despite 
everything, comprehended. Yet once again necessity is compre-
hended as freedom, and freedom has been earmarked as necessity. 
This may take many forms, from Rousseau's or Kant's enthusiasm 
to Marx's reversal of the dialectic's reversals,8 to the weight con-
ferred by Heidegger on the word "thinking" (thinking being itself 
thought of as an "acting"): it should be said, ways, that will 
take itself up in of its pmcticfll 

............ 

Of course, this is not all. This is not the totality of what there is 
ro decipher in this series of gestures made by philosophical texts. Yet 
we cannot avoid going by way of the preceding analysis if we are un-
willing to reserve for freedom a space that risks being revealed as al-
ready enclosed by necessity-even if this should be by the necessi-
ty of this very reserving. Must anything be for freedom? 
Must its space be kept free? We should ask instead if this is even pos-
sible. h not freedom the only thing that can "reserve" its own space? 

Would not what is at stake in freedom be the fact that, according 
to a logic resolutely separate from every dialectic of (in)compre-
hensibility, freedom in any case precedes the thinking that can or 

comprehend it? Freedom precedes thinking, because think-
Ing proceeds from freedom and because it is freedom that gives 
thinking. 

The thinking whose thoughts not only do not calculate but are ab-
determined by what is "other" than beings might be called 
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essential thinking. Instead of calculating beings by means of beings, it 
expends itself in Being for the truth of Being. This thinking answers to 
the demands of Being in that man surrenders his histo rical essence to 
the simple reali ty of the sole necessity whose constraints do not so 
much necessitate as create the need [Not ] which is realized in the free-
dom of sacrifice .... Freed from aJI constrai nt , because born of the 
abyss of freedom, this sacrifice is the expenditure of the essence of the 
human being for the preservation of the truth of Being in respect of be-
ings.9 

In a sense, this declaration is perhaps less novel than it seems. It 
gathers something that undoubtedly traverses, more or less visibly, 
the entire tradition in which philosophy has always considered free-
dom to be the source, element, and even ultimate content of think-
ing. "Philosophy is an immanent, contemporary, and present 
thought and contains in its subjects the presence of freedom. What 
is thought and recognized comes from human freedom." 10 

But how is the co-belonging of freedom and thinking deter-
mined when, in Heidegger's terms, thinking is "born of the abyss of 
freedom" and thus engages "sacrifice" or engages itself as "the sacrifice 
of the essence of the human being"? Let us leave aside the implica-
tion of sacrifice, which is certainly not insignifi cant from the point 
of view of a consideration of the whole of Heideggerian philosophy 
(this sacrifice at the altar of truth, in which one could easily de-
tect, as Bataille might have, the comedy of the simulacrum where 
nothing essential is lost, or the model of dialectical tragedy that 
would destroy human beings only in order ro find them again ele-
vated to the posture of the contemplators and celebrators of truth, 
of philosophers as theoreticians). In spite of all this, there is an· 
other facet of sacrifice (one through which, after all, there is perhaps 
no longer "sacrifi ce" in any sense}: prodigality. Thinking expends 
what it thinks, free of "calculation, '' in such a way that in spite of all 
the benefits that cannot help but return, whether to the thinking 
subject or co the economy of its discourse. what is truly thought 
can only be what is expended (which also means: that of which 
"thinking" is or has "experience," and not that of which it elaborates 
a conception or theory). Th inking expends, since it comes from 
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"the ,1brss of freedom." Above al l. freedom is what expends: freedom 
pri 111arily prodigal liberali ty that endlessly expends and dispens-

•· cs thinking. And it dispenses thinking primarily as prodigality. In this 
"''"''freedom gives without cou nting (or the measure of its account 
w;uld be none other than its very self as gift; I must speak further 
of it gives thinking, it gives something to be thought about, yet 
it also si multaneously gives itself to be thought about in every 
thinking. 

This simply means that there mighr nor be thinking. T his also 
means that there might not be human beings. Which means in 
turn th.tt there might not be existmct'-and it is in this that existence 
can be recognized: in that irs singularity might or might not be 
given, in that its thing- in-itself might or might not be posited. 
Phenomena are necessary, the very existence of the thing is free. 
That there is existence (human beings, thought), that there is that 
which is irs own essence, cannot derive from a necessity for essence, 
and can only be given, freely given (which is a tautology). 
Reciprocally: if there were no existence (but this hypothesis is ab-
surd-since we are speaki ng here of"exisrence" and since this very 
fact, "speaking of something,'' implies existence-and yet never 
entirely deniable, if exisLence, existents, speech, and thought are 
also always susceptible ro renouncing themselves, to becoming 
essences ... ) ... if there were no existence, then there would not 
be nmhing and yet there would nor be "something": for the "thing,'' 
ami the indetermination of the "some" that assembles each of its pos-
\ible singularities as presences in or of the world, already completes 
the program, so to speak, of a thought. If there is "something,'' 
this is because it is possible ro keep "the thing" and irs "being some 
(thing)" in sight. If this were there would be no "there is," 
110 "some," and no "thing." T here would be only-and this would 
110t he "there is"-rhe repletion, always already reali7.ed and drawn 

to itself. of the general and immanent being of what, even as 
11 n/1, ca nnot be sometbi11g. We would only have: "it is" and no 
thnuf:ht. If it is possible that the "there is something" arises as such 

thinking, as existence), this is because this arising is the gift of a 
rccdom or a freedom that is given. 
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Every thinking is therefore a thinking about freedom at the same 
time that it thinks by freedom and thinks in freedom. It is no longer 
exactly a question here of the limit between the comprehensible 
and the incomprehensible. Or rather, what happens here, in the 
free arising of thought, happens precisely on this limit, as the play 
or very operation of this limit. Thinking is always thinking on the 
limit. The limit of comprehending defines thinking. Thus thinking 
is always thinking abom rhe incomprehensible-abom this in-
comprehensible that "belongs" to every comprehending, as its own 
limit.11 Yet this does not mean that thought is a kind of "supra-
comprehension" (regardless of how we would like to see it, the 
mystics' impasse-including what remains of the mystical in Hei-
degger-is always presented in this way) and this also does not 
mean that it is a Schwiirmerei (the entirely rationalist definition of 
this notion produces in Kant an impasse symmerrical to that of 
the mystics). Thinking does not push comprehension beyond what 
it comprehends, and neither does it prophesy. Thinking thinks the 
limir, which means there is no thoughr unless ir is carried to rhe lim-
it of thought. Insofar as ir "comprehends," it does nor comprehend 
irs own limir, and ir comprehends nothing insofar as it does not 
comprehend; neirher is it mediated in a "comprehension of in-
comprehensibility." Yer iris no longer a quesrion of comprehensi· 
bility and incomprehensibility. Both emerge from necessity, and 
thinking is delivered to freedom. It is not subjected to comprehen· 
sion and its opposite. If we must say thar rhinking is subjected ro a 
necessity, this will be in such a way rhat the necessity of freedom 
would not be the freedom of necessity. The freedom of necessity is re-
alized in the Hegelian concepr ro the extent that the Hegelian con· 
cepr is itself realized. The necessity of freedom is "necessary" only in 
the sense rhar ir unleashes itself in its abyss and from irs abyss. 

Now, the "abyss" (wharever Heidegger, for his part, means by 
this) does nor "open" under the pressure of some necessity in order 
to give or deliver somerhing. The abyss is nor the essential reserve 
from which would be produced-by some necessity of trial, ex· 
traction, or engendering-whar comes into thought. The "abyss" (of 
freedom) is that there is something, and it is nothing else. It "is" 
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therefore, as abyss, only the unleashing that emerges "our of it," 
or more exactly and because there is no substantiality or interiority 
to rhc abyss, the "abyss" itself-a term still too evocative of depths-
is only rhe unleashing, prodigality, or generosity of the being-in-the-
world of something. It is what gives thinking, in the sense that 
thinking is nothing other than the being-del ivered to this generos-
ity. Freedom is not the vertiginous ground of the abyss, opened 
and revealed to comprehension. Freedom arises from nothing, with 
thinking and like thinking, which is existence delivered to the "rhere 
is" of a world. It is from the outset the limit of thinking-thinking 
as limit, which is not the limit of comprehension, bur which, ac-
cording to the logic of the limit, is the it-limitation of rhe prodigality 
of being. Thinking is at the mrfou oft his it-limitation of the "there 
is," it is in itself the unleashed freedom in accordance with which 
things in general arc given and happen. This is why thinking does 
nor have freedom as something to be comprehended or to be re-
nounced from comprehension: yet freedom offers itself in thinking 
as what is more intimate and originary to it than every object of 
thought and every faculty of thinking. 

To be sure, here there is no longer even "freedom," as a defined 
substance. There is, so to speak, only the "freely" or the "gener-
ously'' with which things in general arc given and give themselves to 
be thought about. No doubt "freedom itself" unleashes "itself" 
both in the sense that it would be the subject of this act and in the 
sense that it would expend its own substance. Yet what unleashes "it-
self" was nor previously attached to a substantial unity: on the con-
trary, the subject follows only from freedom, or is born in her. 
What is expended was not previously reserved in a pregnant en-
closure, nor even contained in itself like an abyss. Generosity pre-
cedes the possibility of any kind of possession. The secret of this gen-
erosity is that it does nor have to do with giving what one has (one 
has nothing, freedom has nothing of its own), bur with giving one-
self-and that the sr/fof this rcAccred form is nothing other than 
generosity, or the generousness of generosity. The generousness of 
generosity is neither its subject nor its essence. Rather, it remains its 

which is at the same time its evcnr:1! generosity happens, 
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it gives and is given in giving, always singular and never held back 
in the generality of its own quality-and its unique manner of not 
"taking place" in the sense of a simple positing, but of always pre-
ceding itself by always succeeding itself. It unleashes itself, with-
our "being unleashed," before being, but also well after it-already 
hurled, sent, expended, without having had the time to know that 
it is "generous," without having been subjected to the time of such 
a qualification. What is generous abandons itself to generosity, 
which is not its "own," without having or mastering what it does. It 
is like hitting one's head (thinking as hitting one's head ... ), it is 
having been delivered or abandoned not only without calculation 
and without having been able to calculate, bur even without an 
idea of generosity. This is not an unconscious, but on the con-
trary-if these terms can be used-the most pure and simple con-
sciousness: that of expended existence. Thought that is given in 
this way is the most simple thought: the thought of the freedom of 
being, the thought of the possibility of the "there is," that is, thought 
itself or the thought of thought. It does not have to "comprehend" 
or "comprehend itself" -or uncomprchend. It is expended to itself. 
in existence and as the ex-istence of the existent, as its own inessen-
tial essence, well before the conditions and operations of all intel-
lection and (re)presentation: it is expended as the very freedom of 
eventually being able to comprehend or not comprehend some-
thing. This freedom is not a question or problem for thinking: in 
thinking, freedom remains its own opening. . ........, 

"Freedom" cannot avoid combining, in a unity that has only its 
own generosity as an index, the values of impulse, chance, luck, 
the unforeseen, the decided, the game, the discovery, conclusion, daz-
zlement, syncope, courage, reflection, rupture, terror, suture, aban-
donment, hope, caprice, rigor, the arbitrary. 13 Also: laughter, rears, 
scream, word, rapture, chill, shock, energy, sweetness .... Freedom 
is also wild freedom, the freedom of indifference, the freedom of 
choice, availability, the free game, freedom of comportment, of air, 
of love, or of a free rime where time begins again. It frees each of 
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these possibilities, each of these notions of freedom, like so many 
freedoms of freedom-and it is freed from these. 

Jn effect, it is not a dialectical montage-and even less an eclec-
tic rccapiwlarion; it is a heterogeneous dissemination of states, con-
cepts, motivations, or affects, which could compose, so to speak, an 
infinity of figures or modes of a unique freedom, but which in reality 
are offered as a prodigality of bursts whose "freedom" is not their 
common substance but rather ... their bursting. Nor is freedom 
their uanscendent condition, and they are not its transcendentals. 
In sum, these bursts are all the possible determinants of freedom to 
rhe extent that freedom expends itself in the withdrawal from every 
determination. Each of them, or the figures that can be composed 
from them, would no doubt call its own elaboration phenomeno-
logical, bur above all, their long list-unfinished and unfinish-
able-signifies its own proliferation (and we do not want to be 
misunderstood as seeing an anthropological bricolage here), which 
itsdf definitively means that freedom essentially bursts. Nonetheless, 
it is nor necessarily "the Bacchanalia in which every member is 
drunk, " but there is no freedom without some drunkenness or 
dizziness, however slight. 

Therefore it is the "abyss'' of freedom in rhe sense that freedom does 
not belong to itself In this way, the freedom of being is not a fun-
damental property that would be above all else posited as an essence, 
bur is immediately being in freedom, or the being-free of being, 
where its being is expended. It is its very life, if life is understood as 
originary auro-affection. But being is not a living being and is not 
" cr a11ecred" by its freedom: being is only what it is insofar as it is in 
freedom and as freedom, the being of a bursting of being that de-
livers being to existence. 
. What is in this way is never at first on the order of action, nor is 
It on the o rder of volition or representation. It is a bursting or a sin-
gularity of existence, which means existence as deprived of essence 

delivered to this inessentiality, to its own surprise as well as to 
Its UWtt decision, to its own indecision as well as to its own gen-
erosity. But this "own" of freedom is nothing subjective: it is the in-
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appropriable burst from which the very existence of the subject 
comes to the subject, with no support in existence, and even with-
our a relation to it, being "itself" more singularly than any ipseity, 
"itself" in the burst of a "there exists" that nothing founds orne-
cessitates, that happens unexpectedly and only surprises, vertigi-
nous to the point that it is no longer even a question of assigning an 
"abyss" to its vertigo: this very vertigo, its existence and its thought 
art the vertigo of the prodigality that makes it exist wirhottt allotting 
it any mence and that is therefore not an essence, but rather the 
free burst of being. 

,..__. 
Freedom, in the existent, thus also immediately forms its imma-

nence {we could say, in terms taken from a register that is no longer 
applicable: the necessity of its chance, of its contingency, the legit· 
imacy of its caprice) as well as its transcendence. That the existent 
transcends means: it has no immanence in the freedom with which 
it exists. But its freedom, with which it is more intimate than any 
property of essence, is in this very intimacy only the "strike" or 
"cut" of its existence: the archi-originary bursting of pure being. 
This transcendence therefore should not be understood as an 
ing to" or as a "passage our of"-in a sense, it is not ek-static, 
existent freedom is nor ek-siscent, but ic is che insistence of a burst; 
transcendence takes place on the spot, here and now, as a presence 
chat would be the singular presence of a strike, of a spring, of a 
free leap in existence and of existence. 

Thus it is freedom that definitively "leaps," or rather it is freedom 
that is the "leap," whereas Heidegger would have the leap provide ac• 
cess to freedom. The leap is therefore nor a free decision of chinking. 
It is freedom and freedom gives thinking, because thinking is what 
"holds itself" in the leap. Freedom is the leap into existence in 
which existence is discovered as such, and chis discovery is thinking. 
Well before being or seeking to be "the thought of freedom," think· 
ing is thus in freedom. Thinking is in this leap, from Pascal's "chance 
which gives thoughts and rakes them away" to this other extremitY 
where thinking can no longer even have "thoughts" (ideas, con· 
cepts, representations), not because it would be limited with rt-
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spcct to a mightier power of (re)presentation, but because it touch-
es. in and of itself, tbis limit that is irs very fiudom. On this limit, 
thinking neither comprehends nor uncomprehends. lt is supported 
by nothing, and it is not thrown into the Kantian dove's empty 
space-it leaps into and over nothing. It is but the leap of a start, a 
burst of existence, an unleashing that unleashes nothing more than 
the trembling of the existent at the border of its existence. Thinking 
trembles with freedom: fear and impatience, luck, the experience that 
there is no thinking that would not always be given in freedom 
and to freedom. As soon as it thinks, thinking knows itself to be free 
as thinking, and not only-or even necessarily-as the possibility of 
choosing or inventing its ideas or representations. It knows itself to 
be free because it knows that it already is, as thinking, the experience 
of freedom: simply from the fact that "thinking" means not being ne-
cessity by way of an esst'llC(, foundation, or cauu, or at l(ast not being 
so without immediately having to relate itself to this necessity as ne-
cessity (which amounts to saying: as a thought necessity). Thinking 
cannm think without knowing itself as thought, and knowing itself 
as such, it cannot not know itself as freedom- if only as this feeblest 
infinite trembling at the limit of every necessity, or even as this fee-
blest infinite surprise of the existent in the face of the "there is-of 
being." 

But this experience of freedom (which is not experience "in 
thought,'' but which is thought, or thinking, as experience) is only 
the knowledge that in every thought there is an other thought, a 
"thought" which is no longer thought by thought, but which thinks 
thought itself (which gives it, expends it, and weighs it-which is 
what "thinking" means): a thought other than understanding, rea-
son, knowledge, contemplation, philosophy, other finally than 
thnughr itself. The otiJt'r thought of all thought- which is not the 
Other of thought, nor the thought of the Other, but that by which 
thought rhinks-is the burst of freedom. 
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Who is in charge of this other thinking? No one is its operator, 
official, or "specialist." This other thinking thinks in all thought-
and it thinks this thought, which means that it weighs it, tries it, and 
puts it to the test offreedom. It thinks "in aJI thought": it might be 
at stake in a thinking of mathematics, of politics, of technology, 
of everyday life, and so on. This might be when one is thinking 
about somebody, when one "isn't thinking about anything," when 
one is concerned about making a decision, or is under the pres-
sures of suffering, or even under the hardship or insipidity of ne-
cessities, as well as when one forms concepts, meditates, or organiz.es 
a discourse. We have said before that this other thinking, which 
frees all thought as such, is not restricted to any definite form of 
thought-it is perhaps the form-lessness of aJI thought- and is ac· 
cordingly not restricted by that which goes by the name of "phi· 
losophy." Moreover, it should be said that we are done with "phi· 
losophy" because it has enclosed freedom in the empire of its ne· 
cessity and thus stripped itself of this other thinking, of the freedom 
in thinking. In this way, philosophy has constituted freedom as a 
problem, whereas freedom is. of course, anything but a "problem." 
In thought, chat which addresses itself to thought and addresses 
thought to itself cannot constitute a "problem": it is a "fact," or a 
"gift," or a "task." 

Why rhen philosophy, or whatever one chooses to call it? 

6o 
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(llcidegger tried to substitute "thinking" for this word- for excel-
kiH reasons that here guide even my own discourse-nevertheless, 
here he remains a philosopher who determines the necessity and 
swke or this substitution on the basis of philosophy, and "philoso-
phy" always makes rete rence, at least tech nically or practically, and, 
for example, institutionally, to the possibility of putting at stake 
the most unapproachable freedom of thinking, and freedom as 
thinking.) Should rhere be a philosophy of freedom? It has already 
taken place: it has taken place in all of ph ilosophy and as all of 
philosophy. One could say that "freedom" appeared in ph iloso-
phy-and remained a prisoner of its closure- as philosophy's very 
Idea fc)lded back onto its own ideality, even where philosophy want-
ed to go beyond itself or realize itself. This is why, whenever there has 
not been the abandonment of philosophy, there has been, in phi-
losophy, the abandonment of freedom-to the point that today 
the undertaking of a philosophical discourse on freedom has some-
thing of the ridiculous or indecent about it. Indeed. "philosophy" 
marrcrs little if it has nothing to do with freedom, or rather "phi-
losophy" matters I i nle if it is nor the inscription of the fact offree-
dom, instead ofbcing the (in)comprehension of its Idea. Freedom-
"she" matters to us. Not because she would be a good that we desire 
and have the right to enjoy. but because we have always been defined 
and destined in her. Always: since the fi>Undation of the Occident, 
which also means since the foundation of philosophy. Our 
Occidental-philosophical foundation is also our foundation in free-
dom-even if (and perhaps because) the foundation of 
freedom and freedom as foundation $lip away from philosophicaJ 
grasp. Now philosophy has always meant-or at least always indi-

and something other than "philosophy," other than, as 
It were, the pure discipline of concepts that is by itself the discipline 
of foundation in general. (Even the privileged "thinking of being" 
designates first the study of a concept and the systematic interro-
gauon of its relation to foundation). Indeed, there is an idea of 

as a pure discipline of concepts OliO' because there is-by 
a kind of absolme preliminary of philosophy, where philosophy 

precedes itself and exceeds itself-the pre-understanding 
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that the order of the concept itself pertains, in origin and essence, to 
the element of freedom. The concept itself can easily appear as a rep-
resentational abstraction; but the concept of the concept, if we can 
say this, cannot be anything other than the freedom through which 
the access to representation occurs-and the access to the repre-
sentation of foundation, as well as to the foundation of represen-
tation: that is, the mode of being according to txisuna, or even 
thinking as the free possibility of having a world, or as the avail-
abili ty to a world (even if this is, as it comes into philosophy, only a 
world of representation). The factuality of freedom is also the fact of 
thinking. It is thus also present in the fact-which opens philoso-
phy, and hence also precedes it-that we define "man" by thought: 
we do not define him as a part of a universal order, or as a creature 
of God, or as the inheritor and transmitter of his own lineage, but 
as z.Oon logon tkhon. Thought is specified as logos, and logos, before 
designating any arrangement of concepts and any foundation 
representation, essentially designates-within this order of the "con-
cept of concept" and "foundation of foundation" to which its dia-
logic and dialectic are devoted-the fretdom oftlu nccm to its 01111t 

menu. Logos is not first the production, reception, or assignation 
a "reason," but is before all the freedom in which is presented or by 
which is offered the "reason" of every "reason": for this freedom 
only depends on the logos, which itself depends not on any "order 
reasons" but on an "order of matters" whose first matter is nothing 
other than freedom, or the liberation of thought for a world. The ltJ. 
gos would never, for lack of this freedom, pose any question of the 
concept as concept, of the foundation as foundation, or of repre-
sentation as representation (or any question of the logos as logos). 
Thus the logos, before any "logic," bur in the very inauguration of itS 
own logic, freely accedes to its own essence-even if this is in the 
mode of not properly acceding to any essmu. This access, which 
also produces its source, never srops being put at stake, as much 
when the logos attempts to master "freedom" in a "logic" as when it 
renounces assigning any "reason" to this freedom. But whether it 
masters (itself) or renounces (itself), the logos is already seiz.ed 
dom, which undoes on the surface of the logos its mastery or its ab-
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dic.ttion. This amounts to sayi ng that freedom nffers or casts 
thought, in philosophy, always beyond "philosophy" conceived ns 
the Concept or Foundation of the logos. That is why there is no 
philosophical conclusion or closure that docs not once again re-
quire and provoke, if not exactly "philosophy," then at least a philo-
sophical freedom always more ancient and always more recent than 
ever)' philosophy. We are therefore not saying that philosophy is 
thinking in its freedom; we are, however, saying that for the en-
tire tradition of the Occident, to which the idea of freedom in-
evitably belongs, si nce it founds this traditio n (or since it is 
lun]comprehendcd as its foundation), it is only on tlu surfou of 
philosophy (if not in it as a doctrine, a body of thought, or a con-
muction of concepts) that the logic of freedom passes, for it an-
swers to nothing other than the existing open ing of thought. 
Thought and freedom are correlatively determined and destined 
in philosophy. Even if we have to free ourselves from this determi-
nation, we cannot do so, by definition, in any simple "outside" of 
philosophy (which does not mean that outside of philosophy there 
is neither thought nor freedom, but that there is in effect neither the 
one nor the other in the sense of their reciprocal determination in 
the logo.c) . 

There is thus no pure discipline of concepts in the sense that 
there would be a discipline of unverifiable ideas, of great ideas freely 
produced outside the constraints of objectivity and practice, or of vi-
sions of the world whose free market would occupy the poverty 
wne of our knowledge-this is how we too often understand phi-
losophy and philosophical freedom (the idea of freedom itself being 
one of the very fi rst products put into circulation in this philo-

free-exchange. But "truth," "objectivity," and "knowledge" 
111 being (un)founded in the logos, arc (un)founded in free-
dom. Philosophy is the thought that guides the discipline of concepts 
balk to the experience of this foundation, or rather, it is only the for-
getting or obliteration of its own constitution. 

Philosophy is not at all a founding discipline (there precisely can 
be no thing), hut is the very folding, in discourse, of rhc free-
dolll that defines the logos in its access to its own essence. Philosophy 
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= the fact that thinking, in irs essence, should be the liberation of ex-
istence for a world, and that the freedom of this liberation cannot be 
appropriated as an ''object of thought," but that this freedom marks 
with an ine.lfoceable fold the exercise of thinking. This is the fold 
along which thought touches itself, rests itself, or accedes to its 
own essence following the experience of freedom, without which it 
would nor be "thought" and even less logos as free access to its own 
essence. 

Thus philosophy does nor produce or construct any "freedom," 
it does not guaranree any freedom, and it would not as such be 
able to defend any freedom (regardless of the mediating role it can 
play, like every other discipline, in actual struggles). But it keeps 
open the access to the essence of the logos through its history and all its 
avatars. In this way it must henceforth keep the access open-free-
dom-beyond the philosophical or metaphysical closure of free-
dom. Philosophy is incessantly beyond itself-it now has a the-
matic knowledge of this from the interrogation of the very con-
cept of philosophy-not because it is the Phoenix of knowledges, but 
because "philosophizing" consists in keeping open the vertiginous ac-
cess to the essence of the logos, without which we would not have any 
idea of even the slightest "logic" (discursive, narrative, mathemati-
cal, metaphysical, etc.). But this maintenance is not an operation of 
force or even one of preservation: it consists in resting in thought 
(which means: inscribing in language) this fold of freedom that ar-
ticulates thought itself (which means: inscribing in language the 
freedom that articulates it and that never appropriates it). 

Accordingly, when it is said that true philosophy is where "in 
such knowledge the whole of existence is seized by the root after 
which philosophy searches- in and by fi·eedom," 1 or even that phi-
losophy is "rigorous conceptual knowledge of being. It is this, how-
ever, only if this conceptual grasp (Begreifm) is in itself the philo-
sophical apprehension (Ergreifen) of Dasein in freedom," it is not said 
that the philosophical concept would comprehend existence in its 
freedom, but rather that it is freedom which grasps the concept it-
self in its "conceiving." This is not a "conception of existence" and 
still less, if that is possible, a "conception of freedom," but it is ex-
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isrcncc in the exercise of the freedom of the concept, it is existence 
as thinking. which is nor a thinking about anythi ng unless it is a 
thinking fort he freedom of being-in-the-world. In short, it is the 
pmxis of rhe logos (or "practical reason"), which is nor so much a "the-
oretical practice" as that which brings rhe logos ro irs limit, on the 
very lim it of existence, which the logos "grasps" nor by absorbing or 
subsuming, bur instead by assuming the foct that the freedom of ex-
istence is what gives it- and strips it of- irs own essence of logos. 

Philosophy is nor the free sphere of thinking in general, nor is it 
rhe theoretical relay between moral, political, or aesthetic practices 
of freedom, and it does not supplement the material deprivations of 
freedom by way of an independence of spirit. In philosophy the 
logic of freedom merely rejoins incessantly the practical axiom that 
inaugurates it: thinking receives itself from the freedom of exis-
tence. 



§ 7 Sharing Freedom: 
Equality, Fraternity, Justice 

Freedom cannot be presented as the autonomy of a subjectivity in 
charge of itself and of its decisions, evolving freely and in perfect in-
dependence from every obstacle. What would such an indepen-
dence mean, if not the impossibility in principle of entering into the 
slightest relation-and therefore of exercising the slightest free-
dom? The linking or interlacing of relations doubtless does not 
precede freedom, but is contemporaneous and coextensive with itl 
in the same way that being-in-common is contemporaneous with 
singular existence and coextensive with its own spatiality. T he sin-
gular being is in relation, or according to relation, to the same extent 
that its singularity can consist (and in a sense always consists) in ex-
empting itself or in cutting itself off from every relation. Singularity 
consists in the "just once, this time" [une seule fois, celle-ci], whose 
mere enunciation-similar to the infant's cry at birth, and it is nec-
essarily each time a question of birth-establishes a relation at the 
same time that it infinitely hollows out the time and space that are 
supposed to be "common" around the point of enunciation. At 
this point, it is each time freedom that is singularly born. (And it is 
birth that fi'm.) 

Ontology has only rwo formal possibilities (but these are equal-
ly material possibilities: it is always a question of the body .. · ). 
Either Being is singular (there is only Being, it is unique and absorbs 
all the common substance of the beingness [ttantite] of beings-but 
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fro Ill chat moment it is clear that it is not singular: if there is just o11e 
tilllC, there is never "once"); or, there is no being apart fi'om singu-
larity: each time just this once, and there would be nothing gener-
al or common except the "each time just this once" [chaque fois 
atte smle fois] . This is how we must understand Heidegger's 
Jemeinigkeit, Dasein's "each time as my own," which does not define 
the subjectivity of a substantial presence of the ego to itse/f(and 
which is therefore not comparable to the "empty form" of the 
Kanrian " I" that accompanies representations), but which on the 
contrary defines "mineness" on the basis of the "each time." Each 
time there is the singularity of a "time," in this German je- which so 
srrangely mimes the French je, at every strike of existence, leap of 
freedom, or leap into freedom, at every birth-into-the-world, there 
is "mineness," which does not imply the substantial permanence, 
identity, or autonomy of the "ego," but rather implies the with-
drawal of all substance, in which is hollowed out the infinity of 
the relation according to which "rnineness" identically means the 
non identity of "yourness" and "his/her/its-ness." The "each time" is 
an inrerval structure and defines a spacing of space and time. There 
is nothing between each rime: there being withdraws. Moreover, 
being is not a continuum-being of beings. This is why, in all rigor, 
it is not, and has no being except in the discreteness of singularities. 

The continuum would be the absence of relation, or rather it 
would be the relation dissolved in the continuity of substance. The 
singularity, on the other hand, is immediately in relation, that is, in 
the discreteness of the "each time just this once": each rime, it cuts 
itself off from everything, but each time (for's] as a time (fois] (the 
strike and cut [coup et coupe] of existence) opens itself as a relation 
to other times, to the extenr that continuous relation is withdrawn 
from them. Thus Mitsein, being-with, is rigorously contempora-

wirh Dasein and inscribed in it, because the essence of Dasein 
to exist "each time just this once" as "mine." One could say: the 

stngular of"mine" is by itself a plural. Each time is, as such, anoth-
er time, at once other than the other occurrences of "mineness" 
(which makes the relation also a discrete relation of"me" to "me," 
in "rny" time and "my" space), and other than the occurrences of 
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"minenesscs" other than "mine." Singularity-for this reason distinct 
from individuality-takes place according to this double alterity 
of the "one rime," wruch installs relation as the withdrawal of iden-
tity, and communication as the withdrawal of communion. 
Singularities have no common being, bur rhey com-pear [com-parais-
sent] each time in common in the face of the wirhdrawal of their 
common being, spaced apart by the infinity of this withdrawal-in 
this sense, without any relation, and therefore thrown into rela-
tion.1 

The existence of the exisrent only takes place singularly, in this 
sharing of singularity, and freedom is each time at stake, for freedom 
is what is at stake in the "each time. " There would be no "each 
time" if there were nor birth each time, unpredictably arising and as 
such unassignable, the surprise of the freedom of an existence. On 
the one hand, in effect, the originary setting into relation is con-
temporaneous and coexrensive with freedom insofar as freedom is the 
discrete play of the interval, offering the space of play wherein the 
"each rime" takes place: the possibility of an irreducible singularity 
occurring, one rhat is not free in the sense of being endowed with a 
power of autonomy (it is immediately at once in the heteronomy of 
rhe relation--or rather, it happens on this side of autonomy and het-
eronomy), but that is already free in the sense that it occurs in the 
free space and spacing of rime where only the singular one time is 
possible. Bur on the other hand, and consequently, freedom precedes 
singularity, though it does not found or contain it (singularity is un-
foundable, unholdable). Freedom is that which spaces and singu-
larizes.-or which singularizes because it is the freedom of be· 
ing in irs withdrawal. Freedom "precedes" in the sense that being 
cedes before every birth to existence: it withdraws. Freedom is rhe 
withdrawal of being, but the withdrawal of being is the nothingness 
of this being, which is the being of freedom. This is why freedom is 
not, but it frees being and frees from being, all of which can be rewrit-
ten here as: freedom withdraws being and givu relation. 

This does not mean that my freedom is measured in relation co 
others in the sense of rwo courses of action or legitimacy whose 
cirdes must remain tangential in order not to encroach upon one an· 
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orher (as \\"e have said, the of singularities is infinite and can-
nor intlude tangency-which docs not prevent it from being at 
rhc same rime infinitely intimate). Instead, this means thar free-
dom is relation, or at least in the relation, or like the relation: it is, 
or etfccts, the singular step fpas] of my existence in the free space of 
existence, the step of my com-pearance which is ourcom-pearance. 
Freedom is prof?erly the mode of the discrete and insistent exis-

{ others in my existence, as originary for my existence.2 But 
l ar the same time, it also rhe mode of the other existence insisting/ 

in my identity and constituting (or deconstituting) it as this identity: 
fur relation is also, as I have said, relation to "me," and ir is also in 
relation to "me" that "I" am free, or that I "is" free. Furthermore, this 
means, sym metrically. that relation is freedom: relat ion happens 
only in the withdrawal of what would unite or necessarily com-
municate rne to others and ro myself, in the withdrawal of rhe con-
tinuity of the being of existence, without which there would be no 
singularity but only being's immanence ro itself. (In this case, we 
could not even say that "there is" immanence, and there would not 
even be anyone to say that we could not say it. ... Being would im-
mediately be its own thought, language, and freedom. It would be 
its own orher, a pure essence that would indeed be the essence of ex-
istence, but wh ich for this very reason would exist in no other way.) 

Being-in-common means that being is nothing that we would 
have as common property, even though we IllY, or even though be-
ing is nor common ro us except in the mode of bring shared Not 
rhar a common and general substance would be distributed to liS, bur 

( 

rather, being is only shared between existents and in existents (or 
between beings in general and in beings-compare note 2 above-
bur it is always according to existence as such that being is ar stake 
as being). Consequently, on the one hand, there is no being be-
tween ex istents- the space of existences is their spacing and is not 
a or a support belonging to everyone and no one and which 
\Vnuld thndore belong to itself- and on rhe other hand, the being 
uf each existence, that which it shares of being and by which it is, is 

other-which is not "a thing"-than this very sharing. 
I what divides tiS is shared out to us: the withdrawal of being, 
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which is the withdrawal of the properness of self and the opening of 
existence as existence. This is why, if it is true in some sense that soli-
tude is wtal, as our entire tradition keeps claiming, and if it is aJso 
true in some sense that freedom is the capricious, unapproachable 
independence of a singular being unbound to anything, it is also 
true, in an equally reducible fashion, that in solitude and even in 
solipsism- at least understood as a sola ipsa of singulariry- ipseity 
is constituted by and as sharing. T his means that the ipseity of sin-
gularity has as its essence the withdrawal of the aseity of being. Also, the 
being of its "self' is what remains of "self" when nothing comes back 
to itsel( 3 

If existence transcends, if it is the being-outside-of-itself of the l» 
ing-shared, it is therefore what it is by being outside of itself: which 
amounts to saying that it has its essence in the existence it is, es-
sentially in-essential. This fundamental structure (or: this opening 
with no return ... ) does not answer to a dialectic of immediacizing-
mediacion (which recuperates the essence beyond its negation), nor 
to an "ec-stasy" sublimated in reappropriation. Outside of itself. it 
is freedom, not property: neither the freedom of represenration, 
nor of will, nor of the possessed object. Freedom as the "self" of the 
ing-outside-ofitself does not return to or belong to itself Generally 
speaking, freedom can in no way take the form of a property, since 
it is only from freedom that there can be appropriation of any-
thing-even of"onesdf," if this has any meaning. 

Freedom is here precisely what must be substituted for every di· 
alectic (and for every "ecstatic," understood in the sense suggested 
above), since it is not the struggle for recognition and self-mastery 
of a subjectivity. It is, from birth until death-the last birth of sin· 

l gularity-what throws the subject into the space of the sharing of be-
ing. Freedom is rhe specific logic of the access w the self outside of 
itself in a spacing, each rime singular, of being. It is in logos: "reason," 
"speech," and "sharing." Freedom is logos, not alogical, but open at 
the heart of logos itself, of shared being. Ontological sharing. or 

r the singularity of being, opens the space that only freedom is able. 
\ not to "fill," but properly to space. "Spacing space" would mean 
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keeping it as space and as the sharing of being, in order indefinite-
lj• 1o shttre the sharing of singularities. 

This is also why, as this logos of sharing, freedom is immediately I 
linked ro equali ty, or, better still, it is immediately equal to equality. 
Equality does nor consist in a commensurability of subjects in re-
l:nion ro some unit of measure. Ic is the equality of singularities in 
the incommensurable offreedom (which does not impede the ne-
cessity of having a technical measure of equality, and consequently 
also of justice, which actually makes possible, under given conditions, 
access ro the incommensurable). For its part, this incommensurability 
does not mean that each individual possesses an unlimited right 
ro exercise his will (moreover, if"each" designates the individual, how 
could such a right be constructed in relation to the singularities 
that divide the individual himself and in accordance with which 
he exists? One would first need w learn how to think the "each" on 
the basis of the series or networks of singular "each times"). Nor does 
this incommensurability mean that freedom is measured only 
against itself, as if "it" could provide a measure, a standard of free-r 
dom. Rather, it means that freedom metZSttres itself against nothing: 
it "measures" itself against existence's transcending in nothing and 
"for nothing." Freedom: to measure oneself against the nothing. 

Measuring oneself against the nothing does not mean heroically 
affronting or ecstatically confronting an abyss which is conceived of 
as the plenitude of the nothingness and which would seal itself 
around the sinking of the subject of heroism or of ecstasy. 
Measuring oneself against the nothing is measuring oneself absolutely, 
or measuring oneself against the very "measure" of "measuring one-

\ I\ self": placing the "self" in the position of taking the measure of its 
\ existence. This is perhaps, and even certainly, an excess [demesure]. 

In no way and on no register of analysis will one avoid the excess of 
freedom-for which heroism and ecstasy are in fact also figures 
and na mes, but these must not obscure other examples, such as 
serenity, grace, forgiveness, or the surprises oflanguage, and others 
Still, 

Esscnrially, this excess of freedom, as the very measure of existence, 
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is common. It is of the essence of a measure-.and therefore of an ex-
cess-to be common. The commu nity shares freedom's excess. 
Because this excess consists in nothing other than the fact or gesture 
of measuring itself against nothing, against the nothing, the com-
munity's sharing is itself the common excessive measure [(dl)mesutr) 
of freedom. Thus, it has a common measure, but not in the sense of 
a given measure to which everything is referred: it is common in the 
sense that it is the excess of the sharing of existence. lt is the esse 
of equality and relation. It is also fraternity, if fraternity, it must 
be said, aside from every sentimental connotation {but not aside 
from the possibilities of passion it conceals, from hatred to glory by 
way of honor, love, competition for excellence, etc.), is not there-
lation of those who unify a common family, but the relation of 
those whose Pamu, or common substance, hilS disappearrd, delivering 
them to their freedom and equality. Such are, in Freud, the sons of 
the inhuman Father of the horde: becoming brothers in the sbnrint 
of his dismembered body. Fraternity is equality in the sharing of 
the incommensurable. 

What we have as our own, each one of"us" (but there is only a sin-
gular "us," there again, in the "each time, only this time" [a chaqw 
fois, tme seuk fois] of a singular voice, unique/multiple, which can say 
"us"), is what we have in common: we share lt gives itself as 
such in the very possibility of saying t;s:· is, of pronouncing the 
plural of singularity, and the singularity of plurals, themselves mul-

f tiple. The "us" is anterior to the "1," not as a first subject, but as the 
sharing or partition that permits one to inscribe")." It is because 
Descartes can say we know, each and every one of us, that 
as each one of us-that he can pronounce ego sum. (This does not, 
however, imply that the "we," at this level, functions simply as the 
"shifter" [embrayewi of the enunciation over its enunciating subject. 
"We" makes a blocked shifter, distanced from itself, function. One 
cannot say who enunciates "we." What would have to be said is 
this: "one" evidently knows one exists,4 and it is thus that 
sharing the possibility that I say it at every moment.) 

If being is sharing, our sharing, then "to be" (to exist) is to shart· 
This is relation: not a t<'ndential relation, need, or drive of por· 
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lions of being that are oriented toward their own re-union (this 
would not be relation, but a self-presence mediated by desire or 
will), but existence delivered to the incommensurabili ty of being-in-
common. What measures itself against the incommensurable is 
freedom. We could even say that to be in relation is to measure 
oneself with being as sharing, that is, with the birth or de-liver-
ance of existence as such (as what through essence de-livers itself), 
and it is here that we have already recognized freedom. 

.-...-
If it is indeed true that freedom belongs in this way to the 

"essence" of human beings, it does so to the extent that this essence 
ofhuman beings itselfbelongs to being-in-common. Now, being-in-
common arises from sharing. which is the sharing of being. On 
the archi-originary register of sharing, which is also that of singu-
larity's "at every moment," there arc no "human beings." This 
means that the relation is not one between human beings, as we 
might speak of a relation established between two subjects consti-
tuted as and as "securing," secondarily, this relation. In 
this relation, "human beings" are not given- but it is relation alone 
that can give them "humanity." It is freedom that gives relation by 
withdrawing being. It is then freedom that gives humanity, and 
not the inverse. But the gift that freedom gives is never, insofar as it 
is the gift of fi'eedom, a quality, property, or essence on the order of 
"lmmanitm." Even though freedom gives its gift under the form 
of a " lmmnnitas," as it has done in modern times, in tact it gives a 
transcendence: a gift which. as gift. transcends the giving, which does 
nor establish itself as a giving, but which before all gives itself as 
?ift, and as a gift offreedom which gives essentially and gives itself. 
10 the withdrawal of being. This is why "man" is also, as we know, 
a figu re that is susc<'ptible to being effaced. Fradom gives-fi'ee-
dom. It only pertains to the "essence of man" insofar as it with-

essence away from itself, into existence. And in exis-
freedom gives itself as the possibility for the existent of a 

drir,t or as much of a "lmmanitns'' or "1'(itas." 
:lur above all, before every determin.ttion of essence {which be-

no less to the decision in which freedom is at stake and which 
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we will discuss further), freedom shares out existence in accordance 
with relation, and is shared therein: it is freedom (and therefore, in 
this sense, nothing other than a "/ibertal') only in the singular/com-
mon occurrence of singularities. 

Freedom is therefore singular/common before being in any way 
individual or collective. Existence in accordance with relation would 
then be the ontological determination of what Hannah Arendt 
tried to represent as the anteriority of public freedom to private or 
interior freedom, an anteriority which, for her, allowed one to think 
the true origin and nature of the very idea of freedom. 5 

Before it became an attribute of thought or a quality of the will, free-
dom was understood to be the free man's status, which enabled him to 
move . . . and meet other people in deed and word. 

It matters little that the historical accuracy of the representation 
of an ancient city with a spontaneous sense of free public space 
would have been degraded or lost in later history. We simply want 
to note that it is possible, perhaps even necessary, from the interior 
of our tradition, to represent the originary form of freedom as a 
free space of movements and meetings: freedom as the external 
composition of trajectories and outward aspects, before being an in-
ternal disposition. No doubt something like an individual autono-
my seems to be implied in an identical way in both cases. However, 
the "automobility'' of the first case does not precisely designate the 
autolegislation of the second. The first "autonomy" depends on 
the opening of a space in which only the closing of the second can 
rake place. Now, by definition, free space cannot be opened through 
any subjective freedom. Free space is opened, freed , by the very 
fact that it is constituted or instituted as space by the trajectories and 
outward aspects of singularities that are thrown into existence. 
There is no space previously provided for displacement (which is why 
the images of the agora or forum could be misleading), but there is 
a sharing and partitioning of origin in which singularities space 
apart and space their being-in-common (points and vecrors of the 
"at every momeht," shocks and encounters, an entire link without 
link, an encire link of unlinking, a fabric without weave or weaver, 
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contr:try ro Plato's conception). Freedom does not appear here as an 
internal rule of community, nor as an external condition imposed on 
rhc community, but it appears as precisely the internal exteriority of 
the corn muniry: existence as the sharing of being. 

Provided the assets or rearticulations of these notions out\veigh 
rheir liabilities, we will call this space the public or political space, 
as Joes Hannah Arendt, though ours may not be exactly in accor-
dance with her perspective. That the political space is the origi-
nary space of freedom does not therefore mean that the political is 
destined primarily to guarantee "freedom" or "freedoms" (in this re-
gard it is not space that must be spoken of, but only the apparatus) 
but that the political is the "spaciosity" {itself spatiotemporal) of 
freedom. It gives place and time to what we have called "measuring 
oneself with sharing." It gives space and time to the taking measure 
of this "measuring onesclr' in its various forms, an archi-politics from 
which it is possible to consider politics as well as to distinguish po-
litical orders from other orders of existence. 

T he j wtice necessarily in question here- because it is a question 
of sharing and of measure- is not that of a just mean, which pre-
supposes a given measure, but concerns a just measure of the in-
commensurable. For this reason- regardless of the negotiations 
that at the same time must be conducted with the expectations 
and reasonable hopes for a just mean-justice can only reside in 
the renewed decision to challenge the validity of an established or 
prevailing "just measure" in the name of the incommenmmble. The po-
litical space, or the political as spacing, is given from the ourset in the 
form- always paradoxical and crucial for what is neither the polit-
ical nor the community, but the management of society-of the 
common (absence of) measure of an incommensurable. Such is, 
we could say, the first thrust of freedom. 

It is in chis sense that propositions such as chis one from Lacoue-
Labanhe-all differences and disputes aside- should be taken: 

The conrours of the political are 1raced or retraced only on the measure 
of 1hc withdrawal, in the poli1ical and from the political, of its essence.6 

Or fro m Lymard: 
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Politics .. . bears wirness ro the nothjngness which opens up with each 
occurring phase and on the occasion of which the differend berween 
genres of discourse is born.' 

Or from Badiou: 

The event ... , through its potential for interruption, amounts to sup-
posing that what is admissible ceases to have value. The inadmissible is 
the major referent of any politics worthy of its name.8 

However, while these propositions-like the formula of a "just 
measure of the incommensurable," which I am freely taking the 
right to impose on them as a kind of common factOr-rightfully 
open, so it seems, directly onto another proposition that could be 
represented, at least for the moment, by this one from Badiou-

Revolutionary politics, if we want to keep this adjective, is essentially in-
terminable. 

-they still do not indicate, or at least not explicitly enough, whlll 
is properly "interminable" in a "revolutionary politics" (whose ap-
pellation would accordingly refer to the relation of the political to 
its own spacing, the opening and reopeni ng of its own space as 
such). This is not the infinite readjustment of the aim of a correct· 
ness (justesse] or justice which, posited as regulative Idea, is inter· 
minable. This aim would be that of a "bad infinity" in the Hegelian 
sense (and whatever the actual services it has rendered since its 
Kantian inception, it can equally accompany the resignations familiar 
to us today in the thinking of the left, up to the point of resignation 
where one no longer knows what "left" and "right" mean). What is 
bad in this regulating infinity is that freedom in its fact-the real· 
ity constituting the space of sharing, which we arc designating here 
as the political-and, consequently, along with this freedom, equal· 
ity, not to mendon fraternity, are guarameed beforehand in the 
Idea and at the same time delivered to t:he infinite distance of a 
representation (or of the representation of an impossibility of rep-
resentation) in whose dement the n'ght to these Ideas is by definition 
contained. By interminably invalidating history's records in the 
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n:une of this right, we blend in equal parts the will and the despair 
0 ( the will- which threatens to define subjectivity's will, and free-
dotn. as "self-deception," with an unavoidable coumcrparr of dis-
illusionment ... 

Bur if freedom is on the order of f.1ct, not right, or if it is on the 
order in which fact and right arc indistinguishable, that is. if it is tru-
ly as its own essence, it must be understood differently. It 
111ust be understood that what is interminable is not the end, but the 
beginning. In other words: the political act of freedom is freedom 
(equality, fraternity, justice) in action, and not the aim of a regula-
rive ideal of freedom. That such an aim could or should belong to 
this or that pragmatic of political discourse (it remains less and less 
certain rhat this would be a pragmatically desirable and efficient 
mediation or negotiation with the discourses of Ideas) does not 
impede the political act-as wdl as rhe act that would decide to have 
a discourse of this sort-from being fit th( Otttut freedom's singular 
arising or re-arising, or its unleashing. 

Perhaps the political should be measured against the fact that 
freedom docs not wait for it (if ever freedom waits, anywhere ... ). 
It is initial and must be so in order to be freedom. Kant wrote: 

I gram rhat I cannot really reconcile myself to rhe following expressions 
made usc of by clever men: "A certain people (engaged in a struggle for 
civil freedom) is not yet ripe for freedom"; 'The bondmen of a landed 
pruprieror are not yet ready for freedom, " and hence, likewise: 
"Mankind in general is nor yet ripe for freedom of belief." For ac-
cording ro such a presupposition. freedom willm·ver arise, since we can-
nm 1ipen to this freedom if we are nor first of all placed therein (we musr 
he free in order to be able to make purposive use of our powers in 
freedom).' 

Freedom cannot be awarded, granted, or conceded according to 
of maturity or some prior aptitude that would receive it. 

l·rcedom can only be tflk(lr. this is what the l'tvolutionmy tradition 
Yet taking freedom means that freedom fflkrs itself, that 

has already received itself. from itself. No one begins to be free, but 
lrccdorn is the beginning and endlessly remains the beginning. 
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(The beginning as the beginning of history is found only where there 
is freedom, that is, where a human group comports itself resolutely 
toward beings and their truth.) 10 

If it is not possible here to atrempt to go further in this determi-
nation of the political, we wiU at least posit that the political does not 
primarily consist in the composition and dynamic of powers (with 
which it has been identified in the modern age to the point of slip-
ping to a pure mechanics of forces that would be alien eyen to 
power as such, or to the point of a "political technology," 
to Foucault's expression), 11 but in the opening of a space. This 
space is opened by freedom-initial , inaugural, arising- and free-
dom there presents itself in action. Freedom does not come to pro-
duce anything, but only comes to produce itself there (it is not 
poiesis, but praxis), in the sense that an actor, in order to be the ac-
tor he is, produces himself on stage.12 Freedom (equality, fraternity, 
justice) thus produces itself as existence in accordance with rela-
tion. The opening of this scene (and the dis-tension of this relation) 
supposes a breaking open, a strike, a decision: it is also as the political 
that freedom is the leap. It supposes the strike, the cut, the decision, 
and the leap onto the scene (but the leap itself is what opens me 
scene) of that which cannot be received from elsewhere or repro-
duced from any model, since it is always beginning, "each time." 

Or more exactly, if this is the reproduction of a model-which is 
at any rate not a model of production-it is simply the model of the 
beginning or of initiality. The beginning is not the origin. 
Correcting the general use of this term that we have made up untU 
now, we will say that the origin is the origin of a production, or at 
any rate, in the Platonic sense of poiesis, it is the principle of a com-
ing into being. Power has an origin, freedom is a beginning. 
Freedom does not cause coming-to-being, it is an initiaiity of being. 
Freedom is what is initially, or (singularly) self-initiating being. 
Freedom is the existence of the existent as such, which means that 
it is the initiality of its "setting into position." 13 It "postures" exis-
tence, according to sharing, in the space of relation. Freedom: event 

( 
and advent of existence as the being-in-common of singularity. It is 
the simultaneous breaking into the interior of the individual and of 
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rhe community, which opens the specific space-time of initiality. 

l What is lacking today, and lacking up until now in the philoso-
ph)' of democracy, is the thought of this initialiry, before or be-
)'ond the safeguarding of freedoms considered to be established 
freedoms (from nature or by right). It is possible that for this reason 
ir 111ay no longer even be possible, in the future, to think in terms of 
"democracy," and it is possible that this also signifies a general dis-
placement of"the political.'' a word we have provisiona.lly mobilized 
here: perhaps a liberation of the political itsel( All things considered, 
what is lacking is a thinking of the freedom that is not established, 
bur rhat takes itself in the act of irs beginni ng and its recommence-
mem. This remains for us to consider, perhaps beyond our entire po-
litical tradition-and yet in some ways the direction of this im-
perarive has already been thought by at least one part of the revo-
lutionary tradition. In at least one of irs aspects, revolutionary 
thinking has always acceded-and not without risks that cannot be 
overlooked-not so much to the overturning of power relations as 
to the arising of a freedom untainted by any power, though all 
powers conceal it. What must also be understood along these lines 
is rhe radical demand in Marx for a freedom that would not guar-
antee political, religious, and other freedoms, but an inauguraL lib-
eration with respect to these freedoms, insofar as they would be( 
nothing other the freedoms of choice at the interior of a closed 
and preconstramed space. 

It is not a question of substituting for the framework of these 
established rights rhe coercion of a "liberation" whose principle 
and end would themselves be established (which is not necessarily 
the case in Marx). We know what this means: the material de-
struction of all freedom. Rather, it is a question of permitting the re-
opening of the framework and the liberation from every establish-
ment , or its overAowing, by freedom in its each time irreducible( 
(re)heginning: this is the task of politics as the liberation of freedom, 
as the (re)opening of the space of its inaugural sharing. 

"J(l reach even back into tl1e revolutionary tradjrion, toward 
a beginni ng whose naivete and danger we are well aware of, and of 
whil h something doubtless still remains to be thought, if the political 
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itself still remains to be thought, let us cite Saint-Just: "Although 
France has established judges and armies, it must see to it that the 
public is just and courageous. "14 This meant chat France was to 
free itself for its own being-free and not merely to preserve itS in-
stitU[ed freedoms. 

But "seeing to ic" should not be an operation, nor should the 
"public" be a work, its "justice" and "courage" a production. A pol-
itics-if it still is one-of initial freedom would be a politics putting 
freedom at the surface of beginning, of allowing to arise, in the 
sense of allowing to be realized-since it is rea.lized in arising and in 
its breaking open-what cannot be finished. Like sharing, freedom 
cannot be finished. 

§ 8 Experience of Freedom: 
And O nce Again of the 
Community, Which It Resists 

In its highest form of explication nothingness would be ftet'dom. But this 
highest form is negativiry insofar as ir inwardly deepens itself to its 
highest inrensiry; and in this way ir is itself affirmation-indeed absolute 
aflirmarion.1 

Thus, in Hegel himself, at least at the literal level of this text, free-
dom is not primitively the dialectical reversal of negativity and its 
sublation into the positivity of a being. It is, rather, in a kind of pre-
dialectical burst, the deepening and intensification of negativity up 
to the point of affirmation. Freedom = the self-deepening noth-
ingness. 

In this way, there may be a beginning, arising, and breaking open 
of an opening. Not only is there nothing before, but there is noth-
ing ttt the moment of freedom. There is nothing on which it de-
pends, nothing that conditions it or renders it possible-or neces-
sary. But neither is there "freedom itself." Freedom is even free from 
freeJom: thus it is free for freedom (through its conditional-com-
pare note t-Hegel's text in some sense presents the freedom that 
Comes before freedom, or th'e very birth of freedom). With free-
dom, the dialectical linkages are interrupted or have not yet taken 
pi.Kc-cvcn if their possibility has already been offered in its entirety. 
No idenriry preserves itself in negation in order to reappear affirmed 
(understandably, since the nothingness is here none other than the 
nothingness of being as such in its initial abstraction}. This is so be-

81 
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cause freedom is nor itself negated during the course of its own 
trial (as would be the case on the further register of a dialectic of 
slavery): freedom is itself nothingness, which does not negate itself 
properly speaking, but which, in a pre- or paradiaJeccical figure of 
the negation of negation, affirms itself by making itself intense. 

The intensification of the nothingness does not negate its noth-
ing-neJJ [n!antitl]: it concentrates it, accumulates the tension of 
the nothingness as nothingness (hollowing out the abyss, we could 
say, if we were to keep the image of the abyss), and carries it to the 
point of incandescence where it takes on the burst of an affirmation. 
With the burst-lightning and bursting, the burst of lightning-it 
is the strike of one time, the existing irruption of existence. In thia 
black fulguration, freedom is not and does not know itse/fto be 
free from anything; nor is it or does it know itself to be free for 
anything determined. It is only free from all freedom (determined 
in this or that relation, for example, the relation with a necessity), 
and it is only free for every freedom. In this way, freedom is 
in independence nor in necessity, neither spontaneous nor com-
manded. lr does not apprehend itself lsapprmd], but rakes itself 
prend), and this means that it always surprises itself [se surpmul). 
Freedom = the nothingness surprised by its fulguration. Despite 
its having been foreseen, the free act surprises itself, beyond fore-
seeability. Foreseeability could only concern its contents, not ira 
modality. This is also why the will foresees-in fact it does only 
this-but it does not foresee itself (it is by confusing the two that we 
make the will into its own subject). Freedom defies intention, as wei 
as representation. h does not answer to any concept of itself any 
more rhan it presents itself in an intuition (and it doubtless there-
fore belongs neither under the term "freedom" nor in any image or 
sentiment that could be associated with freedom), because it is the 
beginning of itself at the same time that it is itself the beginning-
which is to say, the maximum intensity of the nothingness and no 
origin." No notion of beginnings," writes a poet.2 

Heidegger interpreted freedom's nothingness (even if he was nOI 
formally interpreting Hegel's text) in the following way: 
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Frrrdom is tbr foundation offowuuuion .... The breaking-forth of the 
in founding transcendence is the primordial movement which frec-

Jom makes with us.3 

The transcendence that makes freedom is the transcendence of 
fini111de, since the essence of finitude is to not contain in itself its 
0 w11 essence, and consequently to be, "in its essence" or in its in-
essence, the existing of existence. It is a finite fi'erdom which is the 
"foundation of foundation." This absolutely docs not mean that 
this freedom would be a limited freedom having no space of play ex-
cept between certain borders or frontiers (which is how freedom is 
almost always understood in every ethical, political, and even aes-
thetic conception of freedom). Finite freedom, on the contrary, 
designates freedom itsr/f or the absolute freedom of being whose 
essence essentially withdraws: from existence. Thus, freedom here 
comes 10 characterize the foundation whicb by itself does not secure it-
ulf ttJ formdatio11 (cause, reason, principle, origin, or authority), 
but which refers through its essence (or through its withdrawal of 
essence) to a foundation of itsel( This laner foundation would be the 
securing of every foundation-but it cannot be precisely this on 
the model of any other foundation, since no other foundation fim-
dttmmtnlly secures itself as such. The foundation of foundation 
consequently founds in a mode which is also that of a nonsecuring, 
but which this time refers clearly to the withdrawal of its own 
essence and to what we could call the definitive in-dependence of its 
own independence. The foundation of foundation therefore founds, 
in Heideggerian terms, in the mode of"thc abyss": Abgrrmd, which 
is the Gmnd of every other Gmnd, and which is of course its own 
Criindlichkeit as Abgriindlichkeit. 

The abyss is "no-thingness" (ne-ant, Un-wesen), which it is perhaps 
not illegitimate (but up to what point and in what sense must we lr-
girimmr here? Up to what point, without insolence or arrogance, arc 
we not given over to the freedom of recommencing the thinking of 
freedom, of rrpettting. which means asking again, a certain fimda-
111l'lltr71 il-legitimacy which is nothing other than the object of these 

to think of in its turn as the Hegelian "intensification" of the 
lloth ingnc.o;s. The word "abyss" says too much or too little for this in-
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tensification: too much figure, in spite of everything (the contours 
of the abyss), and too little intensity. But the truth of the abyss and 
of intensification, as the truth of the no-thingness, can be named 
as experience. (This does not mean that we would be naming it 
properly. We will play the game of impropriety with every other 
term. But we will attempt to experiment here with precisely this im-
propriety as the very foundation of freedom, and to experiment 
with what it tests in thought and language: the finitude of their 
infinite freedom, the infinitude of their finite freedom.) 

The foundation of foundation that is freedom is the very expe-
rience of founding, and the experience of founding is nothing oth-
er than the essence of experience in general. The act of founding is 
indeed the act par excellence of experiri, of the attempt to reach 
the limit, to keep to the limit. Is not the model of all foundation the 
founding of the ancient city-the marking of the outline of the 
city limits? (By the same token, this is also the model of political 
foundation, even if, as we have seen, the outline of the model of po-
litical foundation should be understood as a network of paths and 
directions rather than as a circumference already in place.) It is not 
a foundation in the architectonic sense of the excavation und prepa-
ration of a ground that will support a building. In order to construa 
an architectonic foundation, one must first have founded in the 
sense of having topographically surveyed (or having founded the sur-
vey itself ... ), which means having delimited the space of the foun-
dation. This delimitation, in itself, is not anything; it is the noth-
ingness of productive construction. In this sense, it makes nothing 
(and is not poiesis), and there is nothing, nothing given or preestab-
lished (not even the idea of a plan of the city or building). There is 
nothing but the indeterminable chorii (not an undetermined place, 
but the possibility of places, or rather pure matter-for-places) whert 
the foundation takes place. This foundation is more or less the 
nothing itself, this ungraspable dJorii, carried to the incandescent in· 
tensity of a decision. Here, now, where there is nothing, here and 
now which are anywhere and anytime, existence is decided for-for 
example, the existence of a city. This is not the production of the ci[}t, 
but that without which there would be neither plan nor operation 
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tO prod uce it. The decision outlines a limit by bringing itself to 
rhe lirnir that owes its existence only to this founding gesture. 

Jf it is therefore, despite everything, a poiesis, this time in the 
sense of what "brings into being," it is a poiesi.s that brings neither to 
the being of essence (the plan, one could say), nor to the being of 
substance (stone·, mortar) , but only to the being of existence. One 
111ust thi nk here of a poiesiswhich is in itself a pnDds. What is found-
ed exists insofar as it has emerged, by a free decision, from the in-
itself. from the abstract night and depth of immanence, but it has not 
emerged therefrom in the sense of something having been extract-
ed: it has not yet emerged except in the sense of a free decision, 
which at the same time makes the inaugural incision into the surface 
of rhe in-itself-and the in-itself withdraws. This is experience itself, 
because it neither gathers nor produces anything: it decides a lim-
it, and rhus at the same time--at one time--it decides its bw and its 
uansgrcssion, having in sum already transgressed the law before 
setting it, making it exist without essence, transcendent without a 
transcended immanence. 

(We have related, through concepts and languages, "experience" 
to "piracy." But foundation always has something of piracy in it, it 
pirates the im-propriety and formlessness of a choril- and piracy al-
ways has something of foundation , unrightfully disposing rights 
and tracking unlocatable limits on the chorii of the sea. In order 
to think the experience of freedom, o ne would have to be able 
ceaselessly to contaminate each notion by the other, and let each free 
the o ther, pirating foundation and founding piracy. This game 
would have nothing to do with amusement; its possibility, or rather 
its necessity, is given with thought itself and by thought's freedom.) 

The experience of founding takes place on the limit. What is 
founded exists (it is not only projected. but is first thrown, as found-
ed, into existence) and it exists according to the limit's mode of 
existence, that is, according to the mode of the se/fmrpnssing (over-
,·on,ing and emancipation, geswres of liberation), which is the very 
Structure (lf the limit. Foundation is the experience of finite tran-
\ccndence: finitude, as such and without escaping its non-essence, 
decides o r decides itself on existence-and this decision is already its 
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existence, at the same rime that it is the foundation of its existence. 
What makes experience here is the carrying to this extremity where 
there is nothing except through the decision of foundation, and as 
this decision. It is decision that produces, one could say, the founder 
(freedom) as much as the thing founded (existence). But the found-
ing gesture, the experience of the limit, does not belong to a found-
ing subject, nor does it support a founded object. And the founding 
gesture itself-at once anterior and posterior to the tracing of 
the limit it traces-to the contour, path, and outward aspect of a sin-
gularity whose freedom and existence it makes arise simultaneous-
ly, the freedom of existence and the existence of freedom: the apt-
rimer of having nothing given, nothing founded, the experience 
of owning no capital of experience, the inaugural experience of ex· 
perience itself. 

The "foundation of foundation" supports itself alone, havin& 
nothing to support it, not even "itself," since "itself" comes to 
light, or to the world, in a founding gesture, sustaining itself only on 
its existence, which is sustained only by its own freedom. And this 
freedom is only sustained by the free decision of being-free, which,! 
is in turn only sustained by an infinite withdrawal of being and a 
non-being intensification of the nothingness, pushed all the way 
to an affirmation of existence as existence, that is, as its own 
essence-or in-essence. Here (and now), existence tries itself (t»-
periri) before and beyond itself, it traces and crosses the limit ofill 
being-thrown-into-the-world, it rests its every chance of existence: 
it founds itself and pirates itself at the same time, which amounts. 
furthermore, to saying that existence makes itself its own chance • 
which, at the same time, it lets itself be given over. This is why the 
"foundation of foundation" is experience itselF. experience does noC 
experience anything, bur it experiences the nothing as the real thai 
it tests and as the stroke of luck it offers. There is no freedom and 
there cannot be the slightest act of freedom without this experi· 
ence, despite whatever calculations we could or would want tO 

make of the possibilities of choice, of the powers of the will, and of 
the physical and sociaJ laws that constrain or emancipate. 

The experience of freedom is therefore the experience that frecdor11 
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i.e experience. It is the experience of experience. But the experience 
of cxperit·nce is nothing other than experience itself: trying the self 
ar the self's border, the immediate resting of the limit which consists 
equally in the tearing apart of immed iacy by the limit, the passage 
of the lim it, which passes nothing and which does not surpass itself, 
but happens [se p11Sse]. in the sense that" it happens' lra arrive] 
anJ in the sense that "man infinitely surpasses 1111111." Experience is the 
experience of experience's difference in itself. Or rather: e:-<perience is 

1 exprrience's difference, it is the peril of the crossed limit that is not h-
. ing other than the limit of essence (and therefore existence), the 
I singular outline of shared being. Experience is thus aJso its own 

diffcrance: experience does nor belong to itself, nor does it consti-
rure an appropriation of"experiences" (in the sense of knowledge ob-
tained through experimentation), bur it is returned to what it is 
nor- and this widening of the gap of difference is its very move-
ment. T his gap inro which being withdraws is a gap or withdrawal 
of a self-presence, a gap or withdrawal of a self-knowledge. 

Freedom is not "inconceivable": freedom is not conceiv('<i, and this 
is why it is freedom. Its self-evidence beyond all evidence, its fac-
tuality more undeniable than that of any fact, depends on this non-
knowledge of self, more buried and exposed than any consciousness 
or unconscious. For Descartes, all thar can be said of freedom is 
"that each individual should encounter it and experiment with it for 
himself. "4 Like the ego sum and the u111m1 quid of the union of the 
sou l and body-and no doubt in direct connection, which should 
be demonstrated, with these two instances-freedom proves itself by 

itself. This does not refer to any introspection, nor to any in-
tim:uc sentiment, for freedom is anterior to every empirical cerrirude, 
without being, properly speaking. on rhe order of the transcen-
dental. Or rather-and this is what constitutes rhe difficulty, bur aJso 
the urgency anJ the liberating force of this tbougiJt for philosophi-
cal discourse-freedom is a tmmcmdmral experimce or tbe trrm-
Stt 1/ffemnl ofrxperimce, rhe transcendental that is experience. What 
"I experiment with for myself" is in no way a power I could with-
hold. or a capacity I could get in couch with in myself. Instead, I ex-
periment tbat I am in rhe experience of myself- this intensity of 
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(un)founded no-thingness-! experimenr that the withdrawal of 
essence is an affirmacion of my existence and that it is only on the 
"foundation" of this affirmation that I can know myself to be the 
subject of my representations, and give flesh to my singular being in 
the world. 

All there is to think of freedom is this affirmation of its experience. 
But affirmation in general cannot be thought of simply as the nega.. 
tion of negation. Affirmation can only be thought through the in-
tensity of affirmation. A thought affirmative of this affirmation, a 
thought that would be neither the product of a dialectic nor the ar-
bitrary prophecy of a subjectivity is what a logic of the experience of 
freedom must propose. 

In a sense, Hegel's "science of the experience of consciousness" pro-
poses nothing else: it guides the concept of experience to the ne-
cessity for experience to be its own subject. At every instant of this 
trial, the constitution-into-subject, given over to its own experi-
ence, is carried to its limit. But the Heideggerian Dasein's "thrown-
ness" also says nothing else: it guides this necessity for experience to 
be its own subject to the necessity for the subject to be, in its 
(un)foundation, abandoned to experience, which means abandoned 
to the freedom to exist. This freedom to exist is not a choice that 
could be made by a subject, bur is that existence decides itself as ex• 
istence, that is, as being which is shared outside of itself and which 
has in this sharing not its renewed essence (dialectical logic), but prt-
cisely its existence as its own (in)essence. 

Heidegger did not keep the word "experience" here. Yet he did 
judge that Hegel had "retreated" from what was fundamentally im· 
plied by the use of this word in the tide of the Phenomenowgy. 
Indeed, Heidegger had already indicated the nature of this impli-
cation or "resonance": more profoundly than "the appearing in its 
own present being to itself,"5 which for him translates "experience 
of consciousness," experience should open onto the exact reverse (not 
the opposite-and hence more "profound," without depth, the 
foundation of foundation . . . ) of this self-presentation, which 
means onto the other side of this same limit on which the "self' is 
located: "Undergoing an experience in the sense of letting the mat· 
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rer itself demonstrate itself and so be verified as it is in truth. "6 

Experience: letting the thing be and the thing's letting-be, and the 
thing-in-itself, as we have said, is existence (the existence of Dasein 
and rhe existence of beings in general in their common reciprocal 
openness). The experience we have is existence-rather than the 
experience of existence. Experience of the thing itself and experi-
ence as rhe thing itself, sameness of the thing and thingness of the 
sarne. Letting the rhing of existence give itself over into truth, to its 

is above all the freedom with which, each time, it 
exists. We have this experience which makes the foct offree-
dom. yet we do not "have" or "make" it (in the sense of poiesis). 
Neither would we say that it "makes us." Let us say, rather: experi-
ence's self-without-subjectivity-which experience singularizes-
is attained in full force by its freedom. 

This is not empiricism's experience, though it is not an experience 
rhar a subject could teach. It is not the experience of classical em-
piricism, nor even that of an "empiricism without positivity" as 
Levinas's is reputed to be.7 It is not these because it is the experience 
of experience, in the sense that has been mentioned, and because it 
iJ d1ctdore always the e.xperience of thinking. But if, by this very fact, 
it is a question of a thought of experience, it is nevertheless in 
no way a question of an "experience in thought," which would 
designate nothing but an imaginary experience. It is a question of 
thought as experience: this is as much empirical as transcendental. 
Moreover, the transcendental is here the empirical. It is this em-
piriciry of thought itself that is attached to "condi tions of produc- \ 
tion," fo r example, history, society, institutions, but also language, I 
the body, and always chance, risk, the "strike" of a "thought." In the 
in,estigrttion that brings to Light its own condition of possibility as fi"ee-

thinking cannot 'think"(wherher in the sense of the construe-
lion of the concept, or in the sense of self-reAexiviry) without at 

same time materially touching on this condition of possibility. 
1 l·.is materiality is nnt that of a simple physical exreriority {it is 

110 1 a pineal gland ... ), and yet it is no less the body or Aesh of 
not "incarnated" by some aftereffect, but more 

llltttally delivered to itself in the fold and refolding of what Descartes 
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had to resort to calling a "substantial union."8 If freedom gives 
thought to thought-even more than it simply gives it something 
to think about-this happens in the materially transcendental ex-
perience of a mouth at whose opening- neither substance nor fig-
ure, a nonplace at the limit of which thought passes into thought-
thought tempts chance and takes the risk (experiri) of thinking. 
with the inaugural intensity of a cry. 

,__, 
One will perhaps argue that this logic does not strive to escape 

from self-presence except in order continually to return to it and con-
firm it. Ultimately, in spite of everything, freedom has experience 
"itself," and one could even go so far as to affirm that it has expe-
rience of the purest ipseity: the "foundation of foundation" is notb.. 
ing other than the foundation that is rigorously no longer foundccl 
on anything but itself. W ith good reason, one will recall that ill 
the certitude of the cogito, in Descartes's own terms, necessity 
freedom are each as powerful as the other, or rather are 
into one another. One might then be tempted to conclude 
freedom does nothing but recognize its own proper necessity, and 
cessity is then recognized as the freedom of what is absolutely 
er and self-present. 

Nothing of the above is incorrect, and all of it can be 
by the following pronouncement: freedom frees itself. Philosophy 
cenainly never said anything else. But this still does not mean 
freedom, in freeing itself, appears to itse/f[s'apparafm:]. That which. 
in making itself, does not appear to itself (that which, consequent• 
ly, does not "make" itself according to the mode of producing its li-
dos), does not have the property of subjectivity. Nevertheless, it 
should not be understood that "self-appearing" would be a partic-
ular attribute which, in the subject, would come to be added to 
"making oneself," whereas it would be absent in the case offreedont. 
T he two things are indissociable, and it follows that freedom actUIIU, 
has the exact structure of the subject: in a sense, it appears to itself by 
making itself, and it makes itself by appearing to itself, present-to-
itself in the absolute uni ty of its autooriginarity. But what appears 
to it {itself ... ) is that it does not make itself, and what it makes (it· 
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self .. . ) is its not appearing to itself. In other words, fiudom grasps 
irsrlfin a mode of releasing. lt is not a pirouette-and not a dialectic. 
Freedom grasps itself released; it is a releasing of the grasp at the heart 
of rhe very gesmre of grasping. It is the no-thingness of the mastering 
of its own mastering. For there would be no free thing or person if 
what was free commanded itself from a position of certitude and 
presence that would not be put at stake by free action. 

Thus freedom is not the negative of the subject. It is, on the 
contrary, the affirmation of self-presence pushed to the very end-
or rather initially carried to the intemity of incandescence--to this 
extremity at which, simultaneously, the self disappears into a pure 

( 

presence without any relation-to-self (but, at the same time, with an 
infinite relation to others) and presence vanishes into a self purely 
given over to itself (to the sharing of singularity). None of these 
"pure" essences is presentable as such, because none subsists as such 
in any region where the unpresen table in being would be con-
cealed. Bur their absolute mixture, as well as their infinite distension, 
produce the "strike," syncope, and pulsing in which freedom is de-
cided, and was always decided, before any free subject appears to it-
self. whid1 means, finally, before any "freedom" presents itself as 
such. Freedom renders the seifto the self outside of ali presence. 

Freedom operates here as the ancient condition of free human be-
ing$, at least in the way that we think we understand this condition 
or in the way that philosophy needed to represent it to itself {and 
with it, all the originarity of the political). Being free ''by birth" 
signifies being free since before birth, before there was the being of 
being free. This means that the possible place, in a particular lineage 
or particular city, for a new future individual is the place for a free 
human being-a free place for a free human being-who receives 
the condition offreedom when he comes co be conceived, just as in-
fallibly as a slave's son receives his condition. (In the same way, 
moreover, the conti ngency of a war or o f a decision for emancipa-
tion can suddenly deliver each individual to his inverse condition, 
and this possibility is also part of the scheme.) There is no other task 
of thought, on the subject of freedom, than thar which consists in 
transfor ming its sense of a property held by a subject into the sense 



92 Experience of Freedom 

of a condition or space in which alone something like a "subject" can 
eventually come to be born, and thus to be born (or to die) to free-
do m {was this not already in some sense the effort of Spinoza's 
thought on freedom?). What makes this task so difficult and perhaps 
even impossible to accomplish as a task of philosophical d iscourse 
is that the ontological condition required here is not a status, as 
was that of the free human beings of Antiquity {who were in this 
sense from the start the owners of their freedom), but consists in a 
releasing of being. We are born .free not in the sense that a law of na-
ture or of the city guarantees for us in advance the enjoyment of free. 
dom, but in the sense that every birth is a releasing of being, aban-

[ clo ned to a singularity or a trajectory of singularities. Now, being 
does not have freedom as a property it could distribute, by releasing 
from itself, to every existent- nor is being the necessity whose dis-
covery across the movement of existence would produce itself as 
freedom. Rather, freedom is the foundation that is discovered in 
fact that being is essentially abandoned-or that it exists. 

Freedom is the withdrawal of being, whose existence founds itsel£ 
This "foundation" is nothing other than an exposure. Freedom ex-
poses existence, or rather, freedom is the fact that existence is exposed. 

Ek-sistence, rooted in truth as freedom, is exposure to the disdosedncss 
of beings as such.9 

Exposure proceeds from "truth as freedom" because truth, before be-
ing the adequation of a verifiable utterance, resides in the very pos-
sibility of such an adequation {or in the foundation of this foun· 
dation). This adequation supposes that there is a coming, a coming-
into-presence-of . .. . Coming-into-presence is not simple and pure 
presence: it is not the given, but the gift of the given. The gift, the 
coming-into-presence, o r, one could say, the presentation, rears 
presence itself from the depth of the presence immersed in irsdf 
{immersed to the point of being able to be converted only into ab-
sence, as is regularly done by the supreme presence of every negative 
ontology, theology, or eleutherology). At this point, where dialectical 
thought sets into operation the power of the negative in order to reveal 
the presence at the heart of its absence {which presupposes subjectiv· 
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iry, insofur as subjectivity is itself what hollows our negation and what 
confers o n it, not an intensity of the nothingness, but a potential for 
con,·ersion: the subject has always already supported the absence of 
presence, it has always already founded its freedom in this necessi-
ty). at rhis po int the thinking of tlu withdratval of being requires 
thinking thnt there is not an operation, but a libemtion. 

This means that before every process of a spirit appearing to itself 
as the becoming of being in its phenomeno n and in the (self-) 
knowledge of the phenomenon, being as being makes itself available 
for every subsequent process, of this kind or of another, and being 
is rhis "mak ing itself available." But "making itself available" does not 
nppear to itself it does not represent, objectifY, engender, or present 
itself ro itself. 10 (And if we can somehow think and say this, it is not 
because we make use of the concept of such an "a-presentation"; on 
the contrary, it is because thinking and saying are themselves given 
and made available by this setting into availabili ty: they arc and 
have experience of it.) Similarly, "making itself available" does not 
imply any conversion of essence that would mediate itself. That 
which makes itself available remains unchanged in what it is. But 
what it is. it frees for . ... For example, for a subjectivity-not, 
however, in the sense that a liberation would be ordered for this sub-
jectivity as it would be for its foundation (in cons<:iousness, inten-
tionality, will, in the freedom conceived of as the freedom of aim or 
use of bei ng), but in the sense that the advent of such a subjectivi-
ty remains itselffrce, existing, and able to take place or not to take 
place (and, as we will say later, exposed to good as well as to evil). 

Being frees itself for existence and in existence in such a way that 
the existence or the existent does not comprehend itselfm its origin 
and fina lly never comprehends itself, but is nt the outset gmsped nnd 
Pnm{yzed by t his free ing which "founds" it (or "pirates" it). 
Moreover. existence is co being not as a predicate is to a subject 

was the first to know this) but as 1 he improbable is to neces-
Sity: given that there is being, what is the chance of its withdrawal 
freeing an existence? ... The existence of being is improbable for rhe 
cxisrenr- and is what frees thought in it: "Why is there something 
rruiJer tiJtT11 IIOtiJing?" In chis way there is a coming-into-presence: in 
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the coming to presence of that whose presence in itself has no reason 
or foundation for coming ro presence. (This is exactly what tht 
entire ontothcological tradition has relentlessly sought to present, 
even resolve, as the problem of freedom or of the necessity of a 
"creator" and its "creation.") 

To usc the terms that haunt all of Kant's thought, there is no 
reason that there should not be chaos and no reason that anything 
should appear. If something appears, it is therefore not through 
"reason," but through its freely coming. And if existence, 
where, appears to itself as subjectivi ty, which also means as 
son," this is also through its freely coming. 

T he "disclosedness of beings as such" (= "there is 
does not refer to a constitution of being in 
closed (here no doubt is where the possibilities for a general 
nomenology end), but refers to the improbable, to the 
to the surprise of a disclosure. Without this surprise, there would 
no disclosure as such (and there would be no experience), 
would be "revelation" in the ontotheological sense of the 
whose formula comes from Hegel: "What is revealed is preciself 
that God is the revealable." With respect to d isclosure, one 
have to say instead: "What is disclosed is precisely that the 
closed is not in itself disclosable-it is being- and that its d isclosure: 
exceeds and surprises it instead of coming back to it: it is 
'founded' in freedom, it is existence." For this reason, disctosup;: 
also offers itself- this is the logic of aletheiii in Heidegger-as 
renewed concealment of the very being that discloses itself, and 
the being of disclosure itself: in other words, as the concealment 
the being of being, and of the being of freedom, of the freedom 
being, and of being as freedom. Freedom: what is concealed in di,. 
closure, if we can understand this not as a remainder that srays 
concealed in disclosure, but as the very movement of disclosure, 
or as its aspect or tone (its intensity): what is "veiled" in a voice, for 
example. 

In this way existence is exposed: Dasein is exposed to the sur· 
prise of the disclosure of beings, because this surprise happens in the 
da of Sein and as this da-as "being's the 
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of Dasein does not belong to it as its own before this 
prise. T he there of existence is definitively not a position, neither 
rial nor temporal, though it involves space and time, bur it is a 
prise. It ir its that makes its surprise, its in the 
world of beings disclosed as beings. 

'lo be exposed me<tns to be surprised by the freedom of 
ing. This also means to be given over to the risk of existing, ro the 
risk of never appropriating for oneself this surprise, of never 
propriating for oneself one's foundation. I will never appear to 
self as my own surprise, as my own birth, as my own death, as my 
own freedom. This never contains at once all the finitude and 
finitude of fini te transcendence. It contains my pure presence in 
its own difference of being, exposed to its unlikely coming. 

Once again we touch on the question of relation (actually, we 
er left it). is what presents to me this never: my 
birth and my death are prescm to me and are my own only through 
the births and deaths of others, for whom in turn their births and 
deaths are neither present nor their own. We share what divides I 
us: the freedom of an incalculable and improbable coming to pres-
ence of being, which only brings us into presence as the ones of 
the orl1e1-s. This is the coming to presence of our freedom, the 
mon experience of the exposure in which the community is 
cd, but fou nded only through and for an infinite resistance to every 
appropriation of the essence, collective or individual, of its sharing, 
or of its fi)tmdation. . 



§ 9 Freedom as Thing, 
Force, and Gaze 

One will ask whether we are still free when we are free to the 
point that Being is what is free in us, before us, and ultimately for 
us. This very question could not help posing itself to Heidegger, who 
finally answered-during the period in which he still thematized free. 
dom, although this was a decisive step toward the abandonment of 
the theme-that freedom considered as the "root" of being in no way 
agreed with freedom represented as the property of man: 

But if ek-sistem Da-stin, which lets beings be, sets man free for ;a1s 
"freedom" by firs t offering to his choice something possible (a being) 
and by imposing on him something necessary (a being), human caprice 
does not then have freedom ar its disposal. Man docs not "possess• 
freedom as a property. At best the converse holds: freedom, ek-sis-
tent, disclosive Dn-sein, possesses man ... . 1 

In what sense, however, is man "possessed" by freedom? Sartre in-
terpreted this thought in his celebrated formulation: "We are con-
demned ro freedom. "2 Now this is certainly not the sense in which 
freedom should be undersrood, unless we confuse a thinking of 
the existence of being wich an "existentialism." For Sartre, chis 
"condemnation" means that my freedom, "which is the founda· 
cion," intervenes in order to found-which means, according tO 

Same, ro engage in a "project" of existence- in a situation of"de-
rcrminism" by virtue of which I am not free: 
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Thus my frccJom is condemnation because I am not free to be or not 
ro he ill and illness comes from without: it is not from myself, it has 
nothing ro do with me and is not my fault. But since I am free, I am 
constrained by my freedom to make it mine, to make it my horizon, my 
view. my morality, etc. I am perpetually condemned to will what I 
have nor willed, no longer to will what I have willed, to construct my-
self in the unity of a life in the presence of destructions externally in-
Aicted on me .... I am obliged to assume this determinism in order to 

place rhe ends of my freedom beyond it, to make of this determinism 
one more engagement. 

Thus the condemnation to freedom is itself the consequence of a 
condem nation to necessity. Because I cannot avoid illness, I also 
cannot, in order to be a human being, whose essence lies not in 
an object but in a project, exempt myself from the necessity of 
making this accident the means, opportunity, and stepping-stone of 
a new overstepping of my accidental and accident-prone being in the 
projen of "the unity of a life." I must "assume" my nonfreedom; 
more exactly, I must assume one of the "aspects of the situation," 
namely, the "passivity" surrounded by "the totality of the world," by 
means of the other aspect, which is the freedom to make a life pro-
ject out of every condition. 

This analysis fundamentally refers to a lack as well as to an excess 
in the apprehension of existence. It refers to a lack insofar as the free-
dom char is posited here as the raking charge of what it cannot 
choose or decide is itself definitively considered a power (or perhaps 
only an obligation ... ) commanded by its own deficiency, which 
corresponds to a deficiency in the essence of human beings: freedom 
"is the foundation" in human beings who" lack . .. being their own 
foundation." Freedom here is not "the foundation offoundation," 
as we have analyzed it, but is the foundation in defou!t of foundation. 
It is also not experience as the experience of the limit at which ex-
perience itself does nor belong to itself or return to itself- which is 
what gives it its freedom- but it is the proof that there is something 
other than freedom. a default of the autonomy and autarchy of a 

that remains in itself a full power of self-determination. It 
no longer a question of the foreignness of freedom to itself, but of 
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a hindrance or constraint that limits it from the exterior, through 
"determinism." T hus freedom finds itself again endowed with an 
essence (the project) and with an aseity (the decision to assume it-
self) which operates, within its own limits, as a foundation whose 
foundation (which is apparently to be found in subjectivity) we 
would not question. And we doubtless understand the distracted de-
sire that compelled Sartre to restore a consistency to a traditional 
power of homo metaphysicus, who had been made so anemic by the 
modern awareness of the world's implacable "investment." But thla 
simply amounts to an attempt to provide a compromise solution for 
the most classical freedom of subjectivity in a space henceforth 
conceived and lived as foreign and hostile to this subjectivity (whcn>-
as this space is precisely the deployment of this subjectivity, as could 
be shown, for example, by a detailed analysis of the idea of "ill-
ness" that governs the text's example). In this sense, the 
freedom that "assumes" objectivity without any of the means 
objectivity is desperately in need of itself. 

As for excess, the case is of course symmetrical. What is at 
for me, as I act on my "condemnation" to freedom by 
the situation and overstepping it, is that "the world must appear to 
me as issuing in its being from a freedom which is my freedom." Tht 
goal and obligation is nothing less than to find a way of relating an 
absolute subjectivity to the very order of the world whose reality de-
nies the absoluteness of subjectivity. (Furthermore, it is perhap 
only a question of acting as if"the world must appear to me as .. • •; 
at the limit, the self-deception of freedom is clearly what is being 
claimed). If this goal has any meaning (and for Sartre it is "meaning" 
itself), it would have to be based, as in Hegel, on the presupposition 
of an infinite Spiri t-which, however, could not be admitted here. 
If the subject is finite, the goal has no meaning. Same will of course 
be able to say: "Each person must realize the goal, and it must still 
remain to be realized afterwards. The finite pursuit of each person 
in the infinite pursuit of humanity. " The finite and the infinite are 
juxtaposed here in such a way that no ontological community could 
be found for them, except in a mode of foreclosure: Same's "fi· 
nite" is a pure and simple hindrance to being infinite (compensating 
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for this anguish by vaguely projecting an infinite humanity-which 
is only a bad infinity . .. ), and his "infinite" is a pure and simple 
1woidance of the condition of the finite. 

O ne could not accomplish with greater consciousness, with a 
tenaciry made more striking by its insistence, the unhappiness of con-
sciousness that Hegel recognized in order to sublate it inro the self-
knowledge of actualization. Deprived of this sublation (or ·only 
proposing it in the mode of a deliberate "as if"), Sartrian free-
dom- in some ways the last "philosophical freedom," already pre-
pared to cede irs ground to the juridical defense of freedoms-is the 
final name of this unhappiness of consciousness: condemned to 
being, in the infinite form of the project (which would ultimately be 
the will's unhappiness), the infinite consciousness of the finite and 
the finite consciousness of the infinite. 

Same's man is nor "possessed" by freedom: he is forced by it 
into the "free" knowledge of his infinite deprivation of freedom. 
But here again, definitively, freedom has been measured against 
the necessity of causality: the freedom of the Sarrrian "project" is the 
will to be the cause of that for which causes are lacking or con-
trary in given reality. The project is a wishful causality launched 
in detinnce of experienced causality: the heroism of despair. (This has 
marked up umil now, we should not forget, a large collection of dis-
courses, not always directly existentialist, on freedom conceived of 
as the assumption, the overstepping, or in some sense the redemp-
tion, of harsh necessity.) 

As long as the concept of freedom remains caught in the space of 
causality- and of will as causality through representation- it does 
not permit us to think of anything other than a spontaneous causal-
ity whose reality will always remain at least doubtful (measured by 
the measuring instruments of causality as such, which means ac-
cording to the anthropology of the "human sciences") and whose se-
cret will be kept, in every case, in the principle of causality itself. 
Nnw, the principle of causality, in Kantian terrns,3 is that of the 
perlllancnce of substance, to which the concepts of necessary force 
and action lead back in order for the problem of change in phe-
llllf1lcna ro be considered. This principle is formulated in the fol-
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lowing way: "all change (succession} of appearances is merely altn--
ation. Coming into being and passing away of substance are not a). 
terations of it, since the concept of alteration presupposes one and 
the same subject as existing with two opposite determinations and 
therefore as abiding."4 Thus the only possible logic offreedom as 
causality would require that I be the cause of my birth and death. 1 
can certainly be this cause, if not entirely explicitly for Kant, then at 
least according to a coherent expliciration of his rhinlcing, to the ex-
tent that I can be, as an intelligible being and outside of the suc-
cession of rime, the subject of a specific causality that is itself of 
the order of the intelligible, that is, "free." But this new causality 
must be able to be considered as reunited with sensible or natural 
causality. To think the permanence of the substance of the world 
united with the spontaneity of a subject of action is to think the un-
conditioned causality of the totality (as it is represented in the Idea 
by the subject of the imperative in view of the realization of a moral 
nature). However, the idea of rhe unconditioned causality of to-
tality is nothing other than the idea of being itself. Thus "the pos-
sibility of a unification of two quire different lcinds of causality .•• 
lies in the supersensible substrate of nature, of which we can de-
termine nothing positively, except that it is the being (das iP 
itself of which we merely know the phenomenon. "5 But to attribute 
to being (or to essence, which is here precisely the same thing), 
considered as cause, the character of the unconditioned and spon--
taneous is to withdraw this being as such from beings in their 
for whom alone the category of causality has validity. Furthermore, 
it is to withdraw causality from itself or into itself. (This is why 
Kant's logic could lead one to claim that freedom is and is only 
causality itself, or that freedom is its fundamental efficacity whose 
means remain hidden in the law of phenomenal succession. This 
could also lead one to wonder whether it is schematism- and 
spccificaJly the first schema, the "I generate time"-that opens sue· 
cessivity, whose "hidden an" would finally harbor the secret of free-
dom .. .. Bur this secret be reduced to anything that is nor also 
secret? . . . Unless the thin icing of freedom must be that of something 
like the manifest foct of a secret . ... ) 
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The idea of a "unification of two heterogeneous causalities" can 
()Ill)' a heurogenesis of causality: a cause without causality, 
or a without permanence. But the cttuse without causal-
ity. that is £O say exempted as much from determination by anoth-
er ouse as from the determination to produce an effect, the thing 
itself. the thing in itulj.'The thing [chose] of the phenomenon is not 
its ouse (muse] (even if, as everyone knows, it is the same word): it 
is its existence. E·<istmre is the withdrawal ofbeing as cause and tts per-
JI/ttllmt mbsmtte, or, further, it is the withdmtvttl of the cttuse in the 
tbing. The fact of the ex istence of the thing (its Setzung) makes all 
the successive changes of its essence exist at the same time, but this 
fact, in conformity with the Kantian principle, has nothing to do 
with its changes as such. The idea of"causality by freedom" repre-
sents nothing other than this Setzung, or the birtb (and death) of the 
thing. except thttt its emmcitttiou forgeu that the cause in question-
freedom- is precisely the thing without CllttStt!ity. In this sense, one 
would be justified in saying that metaphysics is exactly the forgetting 
of freedom (resulting in Same), and that this forgetting is pro-
duced at the precise moment that it cm1'irs ovrr thr determination of 
thr essr11ce of cmwzlity onto the purr rleurmintttion of tbe existence of 
fi-redom, whereas existence exists only as the withdrawal of essence 
and consequently the thing exists only as the withdrawal of cause. 

It is therefore nor "being free" in the physical sense of this 
concept as much as it is being free where the thing, at the momem 
it is valuc:J as the very "cause," withdraws from all causality, and con-
Se<(Uendy. so ir from every force and action necessary for 
the produuion oft effectivity expected of a free act. This is not 
actually "being free'' in the sense of being able to rttuse "freely," 
but it is existence's being-free. In this sense, the existent is "pos-

by freedom: it is "possessed" by it not in the privative mode 
of the necessity of mitigating (more or less imaginarily) its inabili-
ty to posit itself and think itself as unconditioned causality, but in 
the affirmative mode in which freedom measures itself precisely 
agaimt the f:1ct that its Idea {unconditioned causality) is finally the 
ltl.ca (wh ich is precisely no longer an Idea, but a fact) of the thing 
Without causality. This is the Idea of existence, in which and as 
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which the "Idea" is immediately given asfoctand this fact is given 
as experience. 6 

Yet what is given in this way as fact and experience is thereby 
also given, without changing ontological registers, as force and as ac-
tion. Being free is not given as a "property" that it would be possi-
ble ro make use of on condition of disposing elsewhere of the forces 
necessary for this usage, which also supposes that when all forces are 
lacking for action (and usually almost all are lacking in this re-
gard ... ) freedom withdraws into the interiority from which it 
never ceases to shine, superb and powerless, until a last fatal force 
comes to extinguish irs mocking flame. 

On the contrary, even though it is effectively powerless, freedom 
is given as force and as action. The reality of the freedom of him who 
finds himself deprived of the power to act is not a "pure interior dis-
position," it is not a simple protestation of the spirit against the 
chaining up of the body. It is, it should be said, the very existmat{ 
this body. The existence of a body is a free force which does noc 
disappear even when the body is destroyed and which docs not 
disappear as such except when the relation of this existence to an oth-
er and destructive existence is itself destroyed as a relation of exiJ. 
tences, becoming a relation of essences in a causality: such is 
ference of relation between the murderer and his victim, and the <fit. 
ference of nonrelation between the exterminator and his mass grave. 
T his force is neither of the "spirit" nor of the "body"; it is exit-
renee itself, impossible to confuse with a subjectivity (since it can be 
deprived of consciousness and will) or with an objectivity (since it 
can be deprived of power). 

Freedom as the force of the thing as such, or as the force of the act 
of existing, does not designate a force opposed to or combined 
with other forces of narure.7 Rather, it designates that from which 
there can rise relations of force as such, between human beings and 
nature and between human beings among themselves. It is the force 
of force in general, or the very resistance of the thing's existence--
irs resistance to being absorbed into immanent being or into the sue· 
cession of changes. Accordingly, it is a transcendental force, bur 
one that is a material actuali ty. Because existence as such has its be-
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inc (or its thing) in the act, or if we like, in the pmxis of existing, it 
is impossible not to gran t it the actual character of a force, the 
thought of which implies the thought of a transcendental materiality, 
or if we prefer, an ontological materiality: the withdrawal of being 
as a material Setzung of singulari ty, and the difference of singulari-
ties as a diflerence of forces. Prior to every determination of matter, 
this materiali ty of existence, wh ich sets down the f.1ct of freedom, is 
no less endowed with the material properties of exteriority and re-
sisrance.8 

Being free as being "possessed'' by freedom is being free with the 
actuality of a materiality irreducible to any "pure spirituality" of 
fTeedom (and yet, "spirit" is this material difference in which the ex-
istent comes to expose itself as such). Though we cannot represent 
this materiality without making it drift into the order of forces 
both represented and linked in causality, and though, because of this 
fact, we cannot avoid falli ng back into an (optimistic or pessimistic) 
apprcci:nion of the possibilities of action available to freedom, 
which, because of this fact, is reduced to a causal property of"spir-
it" (but who would dare simply to appreciate in this way the free 
force of the cadaver before its murderer?), this docs not testify 
against the ontological status of the force of freedom. T his indicates, 
in t/;e 11ery resistance to tbe concrpt, the impenetrability witiJout which 
.fi'erdom would not be .fi·eedom. (One should not forget that what 
resists in this way is found constantly lodged at the heart of causal-
ity itself, as the effi cacity of its successiviry. It is not in the "spirit" 
alone that the force of freedom resides and resists, but it is in the ex-
istence of every thing as such. One could say: "we" are the freedom 
of every thing.) 

llere thinking appears to be most clearly removed from both 
comprehension and incomprehension:? thinking does not com-
prehend freedom's force, but also does not regard it as incompre-

it is colliding, as thinkjng, with the hard matter 
of freedom itself, this foreign body which is its own and by virtue of 
whiLh alone it can be what it is: thi nking. It is first in itse!J and a; its 

material intmsity, that thinking touclm the impmetrable re-
SJstllnu of freedom (and it touches it, more precisely, as the resis-
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tance of language, as the resistance of the singularity of thinkers 
and thoughts, but also as this other resistance, again singular, of 
the body that thinks, with muscles tensed, strong flashes in the 
mind, and the silent density of a flesh that delivers and withdraws 
at will what we call "thoughts" ... ). 

So chen, freedom is far from being able to be only "a thought" and 
it is also not a freedom "in chinking." It corresponds instead to the 
following: the fact that the existent thinks does not constitute one 
property among others in the existent, but sets up rather the very 
structure of its exjstence, because in thought-or as thought-it is 
removed from the immanence of being. T his absolutely does not 
mean that the existent exists only in the dimension of "pure 
thought": there is precisely no "pure thought'' if thinking is existence 
according to the transcendence that delivers it to the world and to 
the finitude of shared being. Rather, this means that the lifo of the 
existent is identically its thought (and for this reason, moreover, a phi-
losophy of "life" does not suit it any more than does a philosophy of 
"spirit"). Before or beyond every determinate thought, in particular 
every deduction of its "freedom" or "nonfreedom," as well as every 
intuition of one or the other of these, thinking is the act for which 
its essence of act (its force, and therefore the "substance" that should 
be endowed with this force) is no present in immanence than 
it is conceived in representation. Thinking i.s the act of an 
this is why it cannot appear to itself in order to master itself. in 
the mode of a subjectivity, but is for itself-as that which it thinks 
and as chat which chinks it, always other than itself and always ini· 
rial- the experience of the impenetrable force of its freedom. 

This force can be considerable or minute in its calculable effectS 
depending on the linking of causes (assuming we can calculate the 
effects of thinking and of freedom), but is in itself, as thing and 
not as cause, always the same. It always has the same intensity, 
which is not a relative but an absolute intensity. This is the ab-
solute intensity that through and through the play of dif· 
ferences by which we exist in the relation of singularities. Freedom 
is the absolute tension of the relation, crus ontologically material ten• 
sion whose impenetrability is the absolute price of existence ("dig· 
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niry." in the Kantian lex icon, which means what is no longer a 
"value''). This tension is visible as soon as two gazes cross (it is not 
even certain that this has to be limited to human gazes, or that it 

exclude wh:n in our ga1.e :n itself or is observed by the 
''incrr" objects of the world): it is materially visible. or more than 
iblc. "tangible," as the very invisibility of that wh ich, in the gaze, 
gates-and which is not a thought, nor a fna, but the singular 
actuality of this very act of the gaze, of this intense opening of an 

(well prior to any by a 
ject). This withdrawal of presence which lets and lets itself come to 
presence, this incandescence of nothingness in which every cause 
withdraws into the thing (here: there is something), this can only be 
freedom I fa Iiberti], or perhaps it would be better to say: this can 
only be freedom [Iiberti]. This freedom "possesses" us in the same 
way that the gaze by delivering to presence. But it has no 
relation of any kind to a causality. Being as cause arises from 
al possible kinds of theoretical vision. Being as thing is offered by the 
force of freedom's gaze. It is always freedom chat gazes, perhaps 
from rhe endless depth of the "starry sky," but also in a look 
changed by chance, or from the depths of a prison, or even into the 
eyes of someone who has just died. And if it is always freedom that 
gazes, it is undoubtedly also always the same gaze. 



§ ro Absolute Freedom 

If freedom were not this being-free, this freedom of being (ia 
own) and the freedom of existence in relation to be.ing (which is me 
same free.dom, the generosity of the withdrawal), we would not be 
free at all. We would be returned to the antinomy of caprice and fae. 
which could easily form the basis, and instantly the impasse, ol 
Kant's third Antinomy-revealing that transcendental illusion il 
properly found neither in the thesis nor in the antithesis, but in 
the very antinomy purporting to give them their dialectical stat! .. 
(which thus exposes the general dialectic, in every sense of the 
word, of freedom for metaphysics). All philosophy prior tO Kane 
knew, as he did, that caprice can depend on fate, just as fate can be 
understood as a caprice (perhaps this is where the philosophical 
interpretation of tragedy begins, or ends, unmindful of a "tragic: 
freedom" which we will have to discuss further). By imagining the 
difference in namre of two causalities, Kant made possible borh 
the exposition of the antinomy and its transcendenraJ solution. 
But once this difference in nature is shown to be fallacious, since on 
both sides it is still finally a question of causality, we find ourselves 
relegated to the perpetual and derisory displacement at rhe interior 
of the antinomy, a displacement that condemns to inanity evert 
interrogation of freedom, including finally even the concept of free-
dom, which engages one or another of the following possibilities: the 
subjective assumption of necessity, the relative freedom at the hart 
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of a determined group, spiritual and nonmaterial freedom , ethico-
political freedoms incapable of understanding themselves, and so on. 

Freedom is nor if it is not absolute, and it can only be absolute by 
ocing a possibili ty of causality, or even only by being finally (as 
everyrhing in Kant would lead us to read it) the very intelligibility 
of causality-for it is the thing, not the cause, that can be absolute; 
it is presence, not essence; it is existence, not being. The thought of 
this .tbsolll(eness is the categorical imperative of every thought of 
freedom, and perhaps of all thought in general, even and exacdy if 
this task of thought can never present itself as the program of a 
deduction or demonstration, even an infinite one, and if on the 
conrrary it always offers itself as thought's testing of its own limit (but 
also of irs own 

If the categorical imperative only has meaning insofar as it is ad-
dressed to a freedom, its meaning is that freedom, for its part, only 
has meaning in receiving such an imperative (whether this is li ter-
ally the Kantian imperative, or whether it is an entirely different pro-
nouncement: for example, "always think freedom!" ... ). In other 
words, freedom is essentially, not accidentally, the speaker of the 
injunction, 1 and is perhaps therefore essenriaJiy only the aJiocutor of 
a categorical injunction on the subject of freedom, and the allocu-
tor, consequently, of its own injunction: be free! O r: free yourself! 
(Or, more elaborately: be what you are, that is, freedom, and for this, 
free yourself from an essence and/or concept of freedom!) Perhaps 
there has never been anything else at the extremity or inaugura-
tion of every thought of freedom, whether the necessary free con-
dition of the philosopher for Plato, the Cartesian free decision to be 
oneself, Spinoza's exclusive freedom of God, or even the Hegelian 
State as rhe total and singular actualization offreedom. 

Amo-nomy, which has always represented the very regime of free-
dom, must be understood on this basis: as a legislation by rhe self in 
which rhe self does not preexist, since its very existence is what is pre-
scribed by the law, and this law itsel f is not based on any right, 

it founds with its own juris-diction the possibility of a "right" 
general. Freedom is not a right, it is the right of what is "by 

nghts" without right: with this radicali ty it must be undersrood as 
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foct, as initial and revolutionary. The law here is law itself, in its pure 
essence (what it prescribes is subordinated to nothi ng prior, not 
even to some non-freedom from which it would have to free itself: fret-
dam cannot but precede itself in its own command), and is, by 
the same fact, the law that never ceases brushing the limit of law, the 
law that does not cease freeing itself from law. Freedom: singulari-
ty of the law and law of singularity. It prescribes a single law, but this 
single law prescribes that there be only cases, that there be only 
singular instances, singularly impenetrable and unapproachable by 
this prescription. At the same time, freedom is preeminently ap-
proachable and penetrable: it is the law without which there would 
be neither hint nor expectation of the slightest law. 

"Be free!" (perhaps, by way of an improbable verbal use of the sub-
stantive or adjective, one would have to be able simply to write 
"free!" [librt'!]-unless this sounds, yet why not, like a training 
command ... ). "Be free!" therefore commands the impossible: 
there is no freedom that is available or designatable bifore this in-
junction or outside of it-and the same command commands im· 
possibly, since there is no subject of authority here. Once again 
touch the limit of comprehension. But we do so in order to find our· 
selves once again before the necessary anteriority of freedom, 2 whlch 
is no longer iiJuminated here only in regard to thinking but also in 
regard to freedom itself (if we are still permitted to make this dis-
tinction). Freedom must precede itself in its auto-nomy in order ro 
be freedom. It cannot be ordered, its advent can be prescribed only 
if it has already freed the space in which th is prescription can tab 
place without being an absurdity, or rather without being anterior 
to the slightest possibility of meaning in general (and yet, is it not a/s6 
a question of this? ... ). We cannot say "be free!" except to 
one who knows what this phrase means, and we cannot know what 
it means without having already been free, without having already 
been set free. In the imperative in which freedom differs in itself. ir 
must also have preceded itself "Be free!" must occur unexpectedly as 
one of freedom's orders. Freedom must have already freed itself. 
not only so that the imperative can be pronounced, but so that itS 
pronouncement can be an act endowed with the force of freedom.' 
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(In this sense, if it is correct to claim that the imperative, in gener-
is powerless ewer the execution of what it orders- it is not the 

cause- it would nnt be correct to claim that it is without force. 
This force is whar makes imonation (a form of inrensity) a remark-
able clement in linguistic descriptions of the imperative mode.4 

This fo rce forces nothing and no one. In a certain way, it is a force 
without function, or is only the intensity of a singularity of existence, 
insof.1r as it exists.) 

In this way, autonomy as the auto-nomy of freedom is absolute. 
This does not mean, as it could be understood on the most obvious 
register of Hegelian logic, that the Absolute is free. This means-the 
exact reverse of Hegd- that freedom i.s absolute, which is to say that 
freedom is rhe absolutiwtion of the absolute itself To be absolute is to 
be detached from everything. The absolute of the absolute, the ab-
solute essence of the absolute, is to be detached from every rela-
tion and every presence, including from itself. The absolute is being 
that is no longer located somewhere, away from or beyond beings, 
with whom it would again have this relation of "beyond" (which 
Hegel knew well), and it is not an entity-being, but is being with-
drawn into itself short of itself, in the ab-solution of its own essence 
and taking place only as this ab-solution. T he absolute is the being 
ofhcings, which is in no way their essence but only the withdraw-
al of essence, its ab-solution, its dis-solution, and even, absolutely, 
its solution, in the fort of existence, in its singularity, in the materi-
al intensity of its coming and in the tone of the autonomous Law 
whose autonomy, aurofoundation, and authority depend only on the 
experience of being the law extended to the edge of the law like 
the throw of an existence. . 

If such is indeed being's absolute extremity. to which we must ab-
solurcly grant existence, the very thing of thinking, then "freedom" 

the pbilosophicalname of this absoluteness, or is nothing. Freedom 
•s the detachment-and unleashing-of being insofar as being is 
not retained in being and is absolved of its being in the sharing of 
exi\ tence. 



§II Freedom and Destiny: 
Surprise, Tragedy, Generosity 

Because of this absoluteness, freedom must be thought of in a way 
that distinguishes it from every concept of freedom opposed-and 
therefore relative-to something like fatality. 

The idea of fatality, whether it takes on the resonance of a Destiny 
controlled from beyond the world, or of a necessity of the immanent 
development of a History, presupposes an ontological consistency 
proper to the course of events as such, either in its origin or in ia 
linking process. This course of events must be (and it must be as a 
course) in accordance with succession and direction. On accounl 
of this, there can only be freedom in relation to this course of 
events; that is, there can only be freedom from the point of view of 
a non-fin ite transcendence that permits it to occupy a position oul· 
side of time. In this position, freedom can be identified with fatal-
ity, whether on the model of an ecstasy in God {or in the Subject fl 
History) or on the model of the "resolve to the inevitable as essen· 
tial self-deception." 

T he consistency proper ro the course of events is the being of 
time: not being as time, but time as being; time as substance and as 
subjec tivity. The question of, or obsession with, fatality is con· 
stantly present in the Occident (and without it, the thought of 
freedom falters, o r else thought and freedom become dialecriciz.ed), 
to the extent that temporality is there substantivized. But to the 
inverse and symmetrical extent- which in fact also works through 
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rhe c111ire tradition- that temporality is recogni7-ed as presenting an 
obsrade ro substantivization in general, and in particular to its own 
subsramivization,1 the perspective shifts. The course of events should 
11 01 be denied, but rather brought to light as the course of events and 
as the eventfulness of the very "course" as such. We will not ad-
dress the Heideggerian analyses of temporality here, nor the per-
sistent if unobtrusive thread of tradition that was to lead to them 
(hisrory) and that was simultaneously freed by them from its course 
(event). We will bring ourselves immediately to this extremity at 
which the very concept of time, and almost even its name, is found 
suspended:2 to this point at which the temporality of time proves to 
be nothing temporal {or where the temporality of time is temporal 
to the extent that it gives the time of time, in some sense its rhythm 
rather than its course-if we can risk forgetting that th is rhythm oc-
curs only in the very course itself). 

This means that across time itself, so to speak, rather than in the 
depth of a temporal essence of time, what can finally be discerned 
is what we could call the origination (provenancr] of time, or more 
exactly, the coming-forth (pro-venance] of time's present. Indeed, 
time as such, however fluid and even fugitive its flowing, is held fast 
for all of philosophy in the dimension and grasp of presence (the 
having-been-present, the being-present, the being-present-to-come). 
Thus time as such was for Kant the only thing that does nor flow in 
time: it is the permanence of the present that succeeds itself. Just as 
beings, wh ich are to the extent that they arc beings-present, d is-
close themselves by concealing being in its withdrawal, likewise 
(this "likewise'' actually responds to the intimate interlacing of both 
questions) time's present can nor present itself without signaling 
Cconcealing is also and above all signaling, without signifying) toward 
the coming-into-presence of this present {or, if one likes, roward pres-
ence's being-presented). The present cannot originate from anoth-
er present; each present as such holds itself back from an absolute 
(past, present, or future) presence that, as such, is detached from all 

In Kant's terms for causality: each present of a presence 
15 a birth (or a death) to existence, it is not a modification of a per-
"1ancnt substance (which as such would never have come ro pres-
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ence). Or fimher: the phenomenon in its phenomenality involves the 
couple of permanence/succession, which itself involves the couple of 
substance/accident, whereas the phenomenon considered as the tx-
istence of the thing involves, if we may say so, simply (bur in fact it 
is simplicity itself, so dose and so distant ... ) rhe "setting into po-
sition" of the thing, the Setzungof the existent into existence. This 
Setzung escapes permanence as well as succession and escapes sub-
stantiali ty as well as successivity. It is the origination, in time, of pres-
ence insofar as presence, as the present of its presence, depends on 
nothing chat founds or produces it. This Setzung comes neither 
from time nor from anything in time, nor from anything outside of 
time. It is in some sense the coming-forth of time in time. In this, 
ic proceeds from a "coming" that is itself not temporal, neither in the 
sense that it would come in time, nor in the sense that the duration 
of its procedure would there present itself (in this sense, ic is not even 
a "coming"-it does not properly come, but it perhaps comes forth, 
comes up, comes back). It is a coming-forth that does not precede 
the present, but gives it as present, gives it its presence of present, or 
gives it to presence (and in this it way gives timt<-the origination 
[provenance] and obligingness [prevenance] of being for existence). 
Heidegger named this Ereignis. He says: "The giving of presence is the 
property of Ereignen. Being vanishes in Ereignis." Under the term 
Ereignis, whose current sense is "event," H eidegger therefore tries to 
think not temporal and present punctuality, which is what we nor-
mally understand by "event," but rather the advent of the event, the 
origination of a present and thus of the appropriation (Eignung) of 
being as being, of rime as time, and of being and rime in the open-
ing of a presence (wh ich also implies space). 

H eidegger left the explication or exploration of Ere ignis partially 
suspended. I will not attempt to take it up and prolong it: this 
would require an entirely d ifferent work. I will concent myself with 
freely using what this motif seems necessarily to indicate in the di-
rection of freedom, or in the direction of what we persist in calling 
here "freedom. " It is thus a question of the coming-forth of time. If 
rime is considered as originating from itself, it is considered ro be the 
subjectivi ty of a necessity: an ineluctable course of events, with 
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which freedom would have to reduce itself to practicing imaginary 
ruses. But what about the event or advent of the course as such? 
What about the advent of time itself, as the course of presents and 
as the present of the course? (What then, ultimately, about the first 
Kantian schema and the "/" who there produces or engenders time 
even before being able to be by definition a subject)? This entire 
question is doubtless that of a singular I who engenders in being 
born, who is only his birth and who is only birth: once again, a 
cry-of surprise?) 

What about the coming as such, insofar as it, as we have said, does 
not come? What about the coming-fo rth of the coming, of the e-
venire and ad-venire themselves? T his coming-forth is not an origin 
in either time or being. It is only the origin of a possible origin-and 
perhaps it is, even more secretly and in accordance with a theme al-
ready evoked here, the origin of an improbable origin. It would be 
better to call it a coming-up [mr-vmue].3 Time, time as course and 
as event, time as the course of events and as the event of its own 
course, wh ich means in all the modes of its coming-to-presence, 
time comes-up. This coming-up does not consist in the sudden 
character of the coming-to-presence, for its sudden character is still 
a mode of presence (if we understand this sudden character in con-
nection with the "instant"-"suddenness," however, might be sus-
ceptible to a different analysis). But the coming-up is in the fact that 
"coming" does not come, that "happening" does not happen. 
We must think here far from all that temporal thought supposes con-
cerning coming, event, advent, and arrival, insofar as it is the 
thought of their presence. By keeping rhe word "event," but in try-
ing to think it, with Ereignis, as the appropriation of a presence 
and not as the (sudden) presence of a property, we would say: in the 
event. time comes-up to time, time happens as time (as present), 
without happening in time or temporally. The birth of time that 
Would also be rhe time of birth: time withdrawn from time, the 
ti111e of a passage without present, the passage from nothing to 
nothing-but the delivery of existence. 
. What "happens" without happening, without co111ing from an ori-

gtn, but in coming-forth or coming-up at the very origin (as a cry, 
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perhaps, would come up at the originary orifice of the mouth, and 
not come from it), is surprise. Surprise as surprise does not come up 
in order to add itself to the course of events and to modifY it. It of. 
fers another course, or, more decisively, it offers in the "course" ir. 
self the withdrawal of the course of time, the withdrawal of all iq 
presence. In faa, we could say that surprise is already inscribed in the 
heart of all philosophical analyses of temporality and, in a singular 
manner, in the analyses of the present instant: on the limit between 
the already-having-been and the not-yet-being, the present has al-
ways also proved to be the limit of presence-the already-having-
passed of what has-not-yet-come. This is the strucntre of the surprile 
(and it will form the exact reverse of the strucntre of the present): it 
takes place without having happened; it will therefore not have 
taken place, but will have opened time, through a schemarism of me 
surprise whose ''I'' would surprise itself. Open time could be the time 
of astonishment and upheaval, or that of interrogation and expla-
nation. For example, the rime of the question: Why is there some-
thing?--or even of this (other?) question: Why pose the preced-
ing question? We can always take the time to respond to the ques-
tion, and we must, even if only to respond that there is no "reason• 
for this "why?" Yet this time that we will take will have been 
only by the surprise that did not take time, the surprise for which 
there was no longer time-or not yet take one's time. 
The surprise will not even have taken the time to come, it wiD 
have come-up at every coming and will have been the event of a ftrt 
time, of a free opening of time so that time could present itself. 

The time of the response will be the time of necessity-as in-
deed the time of the question already was, since the "why?" pre-
supposes the regime of necessity. But no necessity opens by sur· 
prise, which means that time as such will always be that of neccssi· 
ty. For time is always the course of the presentation of events, as well 
as the course of questions, doubts, responses, or silences-the time 
of"life" as the time of"philosophy" and as the time of the "philos-
ophy of time." Yet the time of time, or this syncope of time thar 
makes presence present itself by surprise (an empiricist's question: 
Will the sun rise tomorrow? In this sense, there is no response to ent-
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piricism, except in the experience of surprise, which does not re-
spond. but which says only that tomorrow's sun , if there is one, 
will not be the same sun)-this can only be called "freedom." 

When it is no longer time to live and philosophi7£, or when it is not 
J'ft time (bi1 rh and death outside of causali ty, birth and death of a 
singularity, of an "I" or of a sun, birth and death of "philosophy," or 
of a single "thought," a pulsing of existence), then it is surprise: it is 
"there"' before ever having been there, and it is not "there" once it has 
arrived. An essence precedes itself and succeeds itself by a syncope: 
this is the logic of freedom as the logic of an essence whose access is 
not prescribed by this essence,'1 a "free" essence hecalLSe it is nothing 
other than the surprise of a delivered existence. Freedom surprises-
or rather, because freedom is not the subject of an accion, freedom 
surprises itSt'/f "Surprising itself'' is the act of the subject at the lim-
it of subjectivity: at the limit, which means where the se.lf essentially 
differs and differs in itself (for example: ego mm). Freedom does 
nor depend here on the will as the fore-seeing of the coming-forth 
of a representation's reality: it surprises with a strike, at every moment 
(not an instant, but a strike in an instant, an improbable cutting of 
the instant), the entire system of will: 

/\nd the gesture was made before she even realized it, so much had 

Or: 

She throws herself beneath the train wi1hout having made the decision 
to do so. Rather, it was the decision that took Anna. Whidt surprised 
and over-took [a mr-prisrj her. s 

Freedom always smprises when there is no longer or not yet 
time. That is, when there is no longer or not yet time for timr, and 
for the opposition of a "freedom" and a "fatality." Not that freedom 

resolved only to be "resignation to the inevitable" (which doubt-
kss shapes the result of the metaphysical concept of freedom, but 
whidt at the same time has never fo rmed the essential thought of any 
great philosophy; exemplary and even of primary importance in 

respect, the Stoic's will to will the order of the world cannot be 
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analyzed as resignation).6 Yet neither does it lend itself (and this 
aga in is Stoic) to the illusion of a revolt that would in reality 
subjected to the binding power of Freedom separates it-
self from resignation and revolt not in order to do nothing, bur in 
order to open up this separate place, which is that of the free act in 
its proper and revolutionary force.7 (Undoubtedly, neither the at-
titude of revolt nor that of resignation is excluded: but it is freedom 
that decides, freedom makes them free or not.) 

When it is no longer or not yet time for the opposition of a will 
and a destiny, this is because ir is no longer or not yet time for 
time. In freedom, it is nor rime for lr is "rime" for a cutting of 
time, for a coming-up that surprises time by presenting what has not 
come, withdrawing presence from what has been presented. The 
act ignores the present of rhe past and does nor ensure the present 
of the future; yet it also does nor keep itself within its own pre-
sent: it is not the event, but it happens to the event and appropriates 
(ereignet) it as the opening or closing of rime, as a gift or refusal of 
coming-into-presence. In a sense, Kant is correct: if right now I 
get up from my chair, there is no other causality that comes to in-
terfere without interfering in the mechanical causality of the world; 
but there is inevitably in this event a coming-up of what does not 
come there and of what does not appear there, of what delivers the 
time of this gesture to existence, which means to the (usually im· 
probable) possibility of a syncope of time and presence whe"i" 
that which does not present itself as present presents itself, namely, the 
withdrawal of essence in which existence exists. 

Freedom "presents itself" ahead of/behind itself, in excess of and 
in retreat from what could assign or institute it within a presence. 
whether the presence of a will or of a destiny. It is free for will 
and/or destiny, but it does not mingle with their subjectivity or 
substantiality: it is the possibility of having to make oneself rhe 
subject of a free will and/or the possibility of being taken by the force 
of a destiny, but it will be neither free will nor destiny; in them it will 
be existence exposed in an arbitrary and/or destinal mode, but this 
expomre itself will be neither arbitrary nor destinal, it will be what ex· 
poses itself without foundation, what is exposed by the releasing of 
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its founda tion to the chance of the will, to the risk of destiny. It will 
not he the event of a choice or of a transport. it will be what comes-
up in such an event: an exposed existence. 

In this way freedom is absolute: detached even from its own 
event. unassignable in any advent, it is the cut within time and the 
kap into the time of an existence. It enters time and in this sense we 
could say it "chooses" time, but it does not enter time except by way 
of the excess and withdrawal where time as such- which could be 
the presentation and the present of a freedom, of :m act, and of a free 
subject-is surprised, since freedom there surprises itself, opening 
time on the surface of time, th rough the course of time, on time or 
at the wrong time. In rhis sense, we could not even say that freedom 
"chooses itself'' or that it "chooses" time.8 It is a question neither of 
choice nor of constraint. The issue is that existence as such is pure-
ly offered to rime- which means to its finitude-and that this of-
fering. this presentation that comes before any presence, this com-
ing-forth that only comes up unexpectedly, is existence in with-
drawal from essence or from being. Its surprise does not let it 
"choose." Nevertheless, surprise docs not determine existence: it 
exposes existence an infinite generosity to time's finitude (as an in-
finite. unexpected coming-up in finite presence). 

On ly rhus Gill time becor:ne "filled" or "ful filled," according to 
Benjam in's model: 

is infinite in every direction ami at every moment not 
filled ... the determining force of the historical form of time is never 
plainly discernible through any empirical event nor can it be reduced 
to any evenr. An event, as it would be fulfilled in a historical sense, is 
much more something entirely undetermined empirically, an idea.9 

fulfil1111ent appears to me as analogous to what I have named 
the unexpected coming-up of and to the event. The "idea" suscep-

to coming-up unexpectedly and grasping the "force of the 
IHsttlrical form of time" (wh ich means, in fact. the force of its very 
fulfillment) can only be freedom-in case. the freedom of the 
tragic hero exposed to his "Aaw," which, as Benjamin explains, is 
nothing other than the filling up of his "time proper." This freedom 
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fills time, withdraws it from infinity as well as from its empty forrn, 
and finishes it because it completes it: a finished finitude, infinitely fin-
ished, we could say, and exposed as such in tragedy. This occurs 
in an instant (as Benjamin notes elsewhere, the uni ty of tragedy's 
time is a figure of the instant), which means not within an instant, 
in the present time of an instant, but by a cut in the middle of the 
instant: the cut of freedom that unexpectedly comes up in this time 
and fills it. Yet, "in tragedy, the hero dies because nobody is capable 
of living in filled time. He dies of immortali ty." We will transcribe 
this: his freedom withdraws his presence and essence in the very 
gesture by which it completes the existing finitude of time. It is 
also surprising. Death comes to surprise the tragic hero: 

For it is not rare that it is in moments of full repose-in, so to spcalc. 
the hero's sleep-that his time's decree is fu lfilled; and likewise, in 
tragic destiny, the meaning of filled time comes to light in great mo-
ments of passivity: in the tragic decision, in the moment of delay, in cat• 
astrophe. 

We see how this surprise of finite immortality-if it can be thus 
expressed- has little or nothing to do with this vision of the tragic. 
which is concluded by being made into the metaphysical paradigm 
of the confl ict between a "freedom" and a "destiny." Tragic destiny 
is here nothing other than freedom's destiny, or the foe destiny of what 
brings time to the saturated intensity of a "time proper," the finite/in-
finite burst of existence, which withdraws from being and time. 
The trag ic, which knows nothing of sadness, as Benjamin has also 
noted, is the surprise of a rime filled with freedom: unpresentable sur· 
prise, unsustainable and yet perfectly present, offered at the sur· 
face of the unimpeachable fact of its very surprise. 

Jf one does not die from each act of freedom (but if there is no 
freedom that does not involve death, as Hegel knew), free exis-
tence nonetheless is never contained in the time filled with its free· 
dom. It is never contained in a "free time," or in a fulfilled time, but 
in a necessary time from which freedom withdraws. Yet this with· 
drawal is precisely what renders existence to the absolute surprise of 
the experience of freedom's unexpected occurrence. 
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Finally, one does not die from each act offreedom, but one dies. 
Similarly, each time freedom exposes us to the possibili ty of death, 
death in turn exposes us to the surprise offreedom-as birth does 
also. l3inh and death actually have the same structure, which does 
not join the rwo extremities of a lifetime, but which happens 
ro the entire course of this life's events and which is none other 
rhan rhe unexpectedly occurring structure of existence as such: the 
one through which it is never present except in being freely offered 
tl) presence-to its own presence as well as to the presence of a 
world. Birth and death: what we can think of only as the appro-
priation of a presence (Ereignis) unexpectedly coming-up without ori-
gin ro presence and to time's present. Birth and death are caught in 
time by a finality- itsel f without origin o r end-but are at the 
same time withdrawn from time, in a finite eternity that is itself only 
a free existing exposure. Forjh:edom, which is initial is to the same ex-
tent final, not, however, in the sense of a goal or result but in the 
sense that it, always fulfilled, does not cease exposing existence to the 
fulfill ment that is its own: being its own essence, that is, with-
drawi ng from every essence, presence, substance, causal ity, pro-
duction, and work, or being nothing other than (to use Blanchot's 
term) the workless inoperation [d!soeuvremmt] of existing. "To be 
born free" and "to die freely" are not merely form ulas coined for the 
determinations of right or for ethical exigencies. They say something 
about being as such, about the being of time and about the singu-
lar being of existence.10 They say that we are not "free" to be bo rn 
and to die- in the sense of a free choice we could make as sub-
jects-but that we are born and we die to notbing other than ji-eedom, 
where "dying to freedom" should be understood as "being born to 
freedo m": we do not lose it, we accede to it infinitely, in an " im-
lllorrality"' of freedom which is not a supernatural life, but which 
frees in death itself the unprecedented offering of existence. 

Perhaps Heidegger tried to think something similar by the term 
destinntion. 11 Destination would be rhe very movement of Ereignis, 
Or of t'he appropriating coming-up: not destiny- the domination of 
the present-but the "donation of presence." This presence is given, 
hdd om, offered from irs withdrawal and in its withdrawal, and 
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this means the liberation of presence and for presence in the with. 
drawal of present time: a presence which proves to be not present, bur 
destination, sending, liberation of itself as the infinite sharing of 
existence. Yet "destination" and "liberation" still risk saying too lit-
tle, as long as these words continue to mark conscious and willed ac-
tion. In order to try to free in words another designation of freedom, 
let us say: n mrprising generosity of being. 

§ 12 Evil: Decision 

What if thought found itself harshly summoned to modesty and 
reduced to powerlessness by evil? More serious still, what if it found 
itself confronted by evil with its own worthlessness? 

Auschwin demonstrated irrefutably that culture had failed. That this 
could happen in the midst of the traditions of of arr, and 
of the sciences says more than that these traditions and 
their split lacked the power to rake hold of men and work a change in 
them. There is untruth in those fields themselves, in the autarchy [we 
would add: free thoughts, thoughts freed, always joined to an essential 
freedom of humanity's thought! that is emphatically claimed for them. 
All post-Auschwitz culture, including its urgent critique. is garbage. In 
restoring itself after the things that happened without resistance in its 
own countryside, wlturc has turned entirely into the ideology it had 
been potentially- had been ever since it presumed, in opposition to ma-
terial existence. to inspire that existence with the light denied it by 
the separation of the mind from manual labor. Whoever pleads for 
the maintenance of this radically culpable and shabby culture becomes 

accomplice, while the man who says no to culture is directly fur-
thering the barbarism which our culture showed itself to be.1 

As a consequence of his last proposition, Adorno adds: 

Not even silence gets us om of the circle. In silence we simply usc the 
' tare of ohjective math w rationalize our subjective incapacity, once more 
dt:gr.tding truth into a lie. 
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Therefore we cannot remain silent. We cannot remain silent be-
fore what has blocked the "freedom" that was our culture's main 
thought and before what has almost made us renounce all thought 
of freedom (Heidegger undoubtedly thought he was recognizing 
this, among other things, when he acknowledged "the greatest fol-
ly of my life'? however, he did keep silent,3 and this silence, as we 
have claimed, was a1so a silence concerning "freedom"; in the mean. 
time, he never ceased trying to think the "free space" of this 
too meant recognizing the worthlessness and futili ty of the "cul-
ture" of freedom, without, however, giving way to ... freedom.) 
If every thought of freedom must be renounced in order to make 
room for the hastily acquired consensus of a moral and political 
liberalism, then thinking as such must be renounced. This would nor 
be a serious matter if thinking were only "some thought"; on the 
contrary, it would be to renounce that which can be evil and do evil 
in thought: illusion, facility, irresponsibility, and intellectuality, 
which only considers itself free and easily affirms freedom as long as 
freedom does nor put it to the test. However, thinking is not intd· 
lecruality, but the experience of its limits. This experience, as the ex· 
perience of freedom, materially and in an unapproachable corpo-
reality, is nothing other than birth and death. Indeed, to say of 
birth and death that "we can only think them" means that we can 
only think in them, and that freedom is at stake in them. Auschwicz 
signified the death of birth and death, their conversion into an in· 
finite abstraction, the negation of existence: this is perhaps above aU 
what "culture" made possible. 

We cannot remain silent and we do not have to choose. The ex· 
perience of freedom is not ad libitum. It constitutes existence and 
must therefore be grasped at this extremity of the negation of exis-
tence. Henceforth, there is an experience of evil that thought can no 
longer ignore. In fact, this is perhaps the major experience of all con· 
temporary thought as the thought of freedom, which means precisely 
as the thought that no longer knows if and how "freedom" could be 
its "theme," since the negation of exisrence was systematically un· 
dcrtaken freely at the heart of the culture of freedom. Thought 
thinks nothing if it is nor tested against declarations such as this one 
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by Thomas Mann from 1939: "Yes, we know once again what good 
311J evil are."4 Yet the first requirement is not to understand by 
this the return to a "well-known" good and evil. It is on the contrary 
ro take the measure of a new "knowledge of good and evil" and of 
a knowledge that cannot avoid the inscription of evil, in one way or 
another, in freedom. 

Concerning evil, the lesson we must heed consists of three points: 
1• the closure of all theodicy or logodicy, and the affirmation that 

evil is strictly unjustifiable; 
2. the closure of every thought of evil as the defect or perver-

sion of a particular being, and its inscription in the being of exis-
tence: evil is positive wickedness; 

J. the actual incarnation of evil in the exterminating horror of the 
mass grave: evil is unbearable and unpardonable.s 

Under this triple determination is consti tuted whar we could 
call-not without a somber irony-the modern knowledge of evil, 
different in nature and intensity from every prior knowledge, 
though it still harbors certain of its traits {essentially, in sum, the evil 
that was "nothing" has become "something" that thought cannot re-
duce). 

(I n addition, this knowledge also includes the history of the 
modern foscination with evil, for which it will suffice to recall, all dif-
ferences aside, the names of Sa de, Baudclai re, Nietzsche, 
Lamrcamont, Bloy, Proust, Bataille, Bernanos, Kafka, Celine, with-
out torgetting the roman noil·, in the various senses that two centuries 
have given this term, or the "horror" fi lm, including private pro-
ductions of films showing actual murders of prostitutes.)6 

This knowledge is above all the knowledge that there is a proper 
"positivity" of evil, nor in the sense that it would come to con-
tribute in one way or another to some conversio in bonum (which al-
ways rests on its negativity and on the negation of this negativi-
ty), hut in the sense that evil, in its vtry without 
ml forms n positive possibility of existence. This is the 
possibility of what has lately been called the diabolical or satanic and 
fi>r which we no longer have even these designations, which arc 

culled from the sublimity of "an appalling black sun from 
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which the night radiates. "7 For us the night can no longer radiate; 
on the contrary, it plunges inro the dissolution of a fog that thick. 
ens it all the more: Nacht und NebeL 

This positivity of evil- as a kind of hard block that 
jeered or threw out before itself in the fulfillment of subjectivity, ig-
nored or denied by a subject (God, Man, or History) who by rights 
could only rediscover and recover his "good"-represents precisely 
what Kant would not and could not think with regard to what he 
brought to light as the "radical evil" in human beings.8 

We are nor, then, to call the depraviry of human nature wickednm 
taking the word in irs strict sense as a disposition (the subjective pri• 
ciple of the maxims to adopt evil as evil inro our maxim as our incen-
tives (for that is diabolical); we should rather term it the peromity of the 
hean, which, then, because of whar follows from it, is also called an trlil 
heart. 

However, despite everything, it is in diabolical wickedness that 
Kant will recognize, several pages later, the biblical representation of 
an incomprehensible origin of evil in human beings. In other words, 
for there co be relative evil (which is called "radical" evil and for 
which there is always the hope of a "return to the good"), there 
must be in the origin the absolute evil of the determination to· 
ward evil. Yet all that we can picture of it is its incomprehensibilil)\ 
which is the incomprehensibility of a "discord in our free will•: 
our free will is "primitively disposed toward the good," and yet, if it 
is possible for our weakness ro pervert our maxims, evil itself must 
first have been introduced as a motivation for maxims in general. 
This is what is figured by the devil, inasmuch as he is incompre-
hensible: "for whence comes the evil in chis spirit?"-this spirit 
whose original destiny, Kant specifies, was "sublime." The wicked· 
ness of Lucifer/Satan figures an incomprehensible, absolute evil at the 
root of the root of human evil. 

Accordingly, the incomprehensibiliry of evil is lodged- since 
Kane's time and almost without his knowing it, or at the limit of his 
thought-at the heart of the incomprehensibility of freedom. Yet !n 
the final analysis nothing else is incomprehensible about freedom ex· 
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ccpt the possibility of wickedness-and this to the extent that this 
"possibility" is a reality effectively present in freedom's factuality. 
Once again, our world presents us with this reality every day in 
various ways, ever since it entered into the age of exterminating 
fury. Nothing else is incomprehensible about freedom except this 
wickedness, once one recognizes the necessity of exempting the 
thinking of freedom from its dependence on the thinking of causal-
ity. The mystery of freedom is no longer that of a spontaneous 
cause, it is that of a spontaneity of wickedness. (But wasn't this issue 
at once prep.1red and concealed in Kant's thought, as well as prior to 
him, by the toUowing: that authentic freedom was the freedom of the 
good, whereas evil was the fact of non freedom letting itself be 
dragged along by the mechanics of the sensible? Isn't this more 
clearly illu mirmed by the passage, in Kant, from theoretical freedom 
to practical freedom, as well as in the passage from Kant himself to 
Schelling and Hegel-a passage to the necessity of evil which 
Hcidcgger sought to repeat and to which we will return?) 

The causing of evil does not pose a problem of causality but a 
problem of maxims. Freedom spontaneously admits, of itself, a 
maxim of wickedness. This does not exactly mean the design co 
"cause evil for the sake of evil," if we wish co object to this formula 
that implies that there always subsists a good that is subjectively 
represented as the finality of an acr, or at least as the triumph of a 
force or as rhe pleasure of the subject. However, this "good" can no 
longer be represented as one in which an evil deed would be a mo-
mcm or mediation. For this "good" is carried out or gratified by the 
perpetration of evil as evil. In evil, as evil, it is good that is ruined ab-
solutely. That evil and good are relative to each other docs not sig-
nify (rather, no longer signifies as soon as "the Good" can no longer 
be designated in a transcendent essence, to whose absolute only 
evil would be relative) chat evil is the privation of a good, insofar as 

privation leaves the essence or ideal of the good unscathed (we 
will neglect for the moment the fact rhar the good, at another lev-
elllf philosophy, is perhaps thought of entirely diOc renrly once ir is 

and since Plato--to be siwatcd beyond essence 
epekeina res owins; we will return to this). Nor is good relative 
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to evil insofar as it would be the cessation of an evil (in this minimal 
version, cynical or pragmatist, evil is barely evil: it is the inconve-
nience and hardship of living). But evil is, if we can say it thus, 
"absolutely relative" to good in that it is the ruin of the good as 
such, not its privation, but its crushing in a night where nothing any 
longer gives one the slightest right ro say that it would stiU be the: 
gloomy evening preceding a dawn. Neither good nor evil precedes. 
Freedom alone precedes and succeeds and surprises itself in a deci-
sion that can be for the one or the other, but only insofar as the one: 
and the other exist by the decision that is also, fully and positively, 
for evil as much as for good. Deciding for evil is not therefore de-
ciding "not to do" good, it is deciding to ruin in the very decision tbe 
possibility of the good. Evil does not impair the good {it could not 
be impajred), nor does it d isregard it (for evil knows and wills itself 
as evil and is therefore knowledge of the good), but it refuses its com-
ing to life. Wickedness causes evil by withdrawing from the good its 
possibility in statu na.scendi. It does not consist in an attack against 
the good (the polemological metaphysics of the combat between the 
powers of good and evil loses aU relevance here;9 besides, here there 
is no power of good per se, and it is with power as such that evil ul-
timately identifies). Wickedness consists in surprising the good 
where it has not even occurred: wickedness is stillborn good. 
Wickedness is the infinite tenacity that tears apart the mere promise 
of the good, again without signification or consistency. 

In this way, wickedness is freedom unleashing itself in the de-
struction of its own promise- just as Lucifer was promised to a 
sublime destiny. Yet because there can be no pure "promise" of 
freedom, and because freedom is entirely there, given in its sur· 
prise, it is freedom that unleashes itself against itself Freedom knows 
this as a "good" and it is this good that freedom devastater. as it 
exercises itself as freedom. Freedom destroys itself in every free· 
dom as if with an initial self-hatred. Freedom's selfhatred is perhaps 
the only formula (this gives a strange sense of vertigo and an 
pressive threat) that can render what finaJJy barely manages to be 
in terms of"evil" and "good" and what nevertheless constitutes the 
absolute evil of resolute wickedness. The wicked being's tenacitY 
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docs not wait for the victory of a freedom: it waits only for its own 
unleashing [dechafnement]. to which it was previously and freely 
bound.10 If this binding [enchafnement] is the fact offreedom, this 
is because freedom, insofar as it essentially ji-ees or unleashes itself, is 
through itself the being-wicked as much as the being-good, or even, 
rather, because being-wicked is the first discernible positivity of 
freedo m. 

The thought of identity infini tely identical with and dissociated 
from "evil" and "good" (from this point on occasionaJiy no ted with 
quotation marks, as in Hegel) in freedom was imposed on philos-
ophy after Kant by way of Schelling, H egel, Nietzsche, and 
Hcidegger. Heidegger writes: 

The essence of evil does not consist in the mere baseness of human ac-
tion but rather in the malice of fu ry. 

And: 

To healing Being first grants ascent inro grace; to fury its compulsion 
to ruin. 11 

If fnry is predisposed in being as the equal of grace, this equality is 
mmediatcly shattered in the very principle (the principle shatters the 

principle of equality), because fury ruins: it ruins "healing," but 
healing docs not repair ruin, it "does" no thing: its only possibili ty 
seems to be'to "rise up" in the middle of ruins. Therefore we can say 
nothing about it unless we already know what fury is. 

Th is fury can doubrless be understood in greater precision 
(Hcidcgger gives none; but perhaps the mere date of this text, 1946, 
need be contemplated) with the help of the one fro m which it de-
rives: the "fury" that the Hegel of The System of Ethicnl Lift12 made 
the level" of evil or of the negative as "crime." This is the fury 
of barbaric "devastation" or of the "purposeless destruction" that 
answers to the "absolute urge" "at the extreme of absolute abstrac-
tion," of"the absolme concept in its complete indetenninacy, the 
restlessness of the absolute concept's infinity." And this annihilating 

of abstract infinity is also "pure freedom" which aims at 
nothing other than its own unmediated passage into objectivity, 
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or into "the real being of absolute subjectiviry," which in "pure ob.. 
jectiviry" can only produce itself as annihilation of the determi-
nate and as "formlessness." Thus fury annihilates itself, but it only 
annihilates itself by annihilating with it the freedom that it is. 

In passing from Hegel to Heidegger and to the experience of 
our world, which presents itself to itself as universal barbarism, we 
should say the following: fury annihilates itself, but it does not 
thereby suppress itself as fury: it institutes total devastation. This is 
not the self-suppression of abstract subjectiviry, but it is a free Jev_ 
astation that kaves freedom devastated: this conslitutes a relation to 
the "self" only to the extent that the "self" of freedom is the absolute 
detachment from self. Fury, however, does not suppress this de-
tachment: it is its unleashing and its tenaciry. Fury, in Heidegger's 
terms, has its possibiliry in Being because Being "conceals" in it 
"the essential source of nihilation." Yet it conceals this origin in 
freedom, which is the freedom of its withdrawal. In the freedom of 
the withdrawal, freedom can be essentially withdrawn, that is to 
say devastated by the fury of rhe nihilation that it is. The fury of 
wickedness does not seek to preserve or mediate irs freedom. It 
simply and directly executes-this is why it is furious-the infi-
nite possibiliry of detachment that freedom i.r: the abyss of being in 
which singuJariry is equal to the withdrawal of all presence, in such 
a way that the ruining of all singulariry of presence and all presence 
(coming-up) of singulariry is the very liberation of freedom. 

Wickedness docs not hate this or that singulariry: it hates singu-
lariry as such and the singular relation of singularities. It hates free-
dom, equaliry, and fratern iry; it hates sharing. This hatred is free-
dom's own {it is therefore also the hatred that belongs ro equaJiry and 
fraterniry; sharing hates itself and is devoted to ruin). It is not a 
hatred of itself, as if freedom were already there and could end up de-
testing itself, and yet it remains hatred of the singular "self" that is 
the existence of freedom, and the freedom of existence. Evil i.r the ha-
tred of existence as such. It is a possibiliry of the existent only in the 
sense that in evil the ex istent withdraws existence into the abyss of 
being-pure immanence or pure transcendence11-instead ofletting 
being withdraw into the existentialiry of existence. In this sense, 
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IJoll'fl'el; evil is in the existmt as its innermost possibility of refitSing ex-
i.rttJict. 

1 ((ore arc the unj ustifiable and the intolerable: in freedom's point 
of .rnnulment where its own unleashing devastates it, where its own 

devours it. The fascination of modern thought and 
arc with evil originates here: it is a fascination with the furious ex-
asperation of the propre14 itself, which is never more properly what 
ir is rhan in the ruin of existence, since existence, which is still its ap-
propriation (Ereignis) , comes-up in it, whereas ruin comes back to 
it. as the profit and pleasure of being appropriated up to the point 
of appropriation itself. Evi l: reappropriated coming-up, existence tak-
en up in essence, identified singulariry, the relation taken as a 
mass-and the mass in a mass grave. No one doubts that a justifi-
cation need not be attempted, no one doubts (this is the greatest 

that evil need not be imputed to the few in order to spare 
the others: evil belongs to the essence or structure of freedom such 
as it has been freed and surprised in our history, as our history. 
This jmrines nothing, since it is on the contrary what exposes us to 
the unleashing of wickedness. 13ut this does that a thought of 
freedom must keep irs eyes fixed on the hatred that delivers itself at 
the heart of freedom. 

In these conditions, what remains of a freedom for the good? 
Can we even pose the question? Docs not the end of philosophical 
morality signify, in some thinking of nhos, for which we would 
like to find a determination more original than the ethicaJ,IS that the 
good can no longer be viewed, except, we are tempted to say, as 
the abstract negation of the evil always already unleashed, or-
which evidently appears closer to the Heideggerian inspiration-as 
a indifference, "concealed'' in Being. to the double pos-

of its freedom? 13ut this indifference, as we have just seen, 
cannot prevent the (in some ways essential) opening of the abyss of 
rury. wh ich is at least determined by its infiniteness, whereas a non-
indifTcrcnr determination of the "good" is infinitely set aside. 

llcidcgger's commentary on Schelling confirms this. If man is 
the hcing in whom the "ground" (the divine essence as the ground-
Withnm-ground of absolute indifference) is separated from the ex-
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istence (of God as his proper possibility of existence revealed in 
humanity), and if it is man who, acceding in his autonomy to un-
derstanding and language, lays claim to existence itself as the 
ground, which means to the "tendency to return to oneself" or to 
"ego-centrism," then evil occurs when "the ground elevates itself 
to existence and puts itself in the place of existence" and when man 
wants to be "as separated selfhood the ground of the whole."16 But 
the separation of "ground" and "existence" that is the proper pos-
sibility of humanity is also, thanks to it, the most proper possibili-
ty of divine existence itself (in terms we have used: the hatred of ex-
istence is also the most proper possibility of freedom). Thus the 
possibility of divine revelation as human existence, and thereby the 
possibil ity of the unity of beings-and thus the possibility of the 
good- here have their primary resource in the freeing of freedom a 
the freeing of evil. 

For evil is truly in man's essence as the most extreme opposition and re-
volt of the spirit against the Absolute (tearing oneself away from the uni-
versal will, being against it, the will replacing it in this "against"). Evil 
"is" as ftudom, the most extreme freedom against the Absolute within 
the whole of beings. For freedom "is" the capacity for good and evil. The 
good "is" the evil and the evil "is" the good. 

But why is evil spoken of at all? Because it produces the innermost 
and broadest discord in beings. But why discord? Evil is thought because 
in this most extreme and real discord as dis-jointure ( Un-fitg) the ulfi. 
ty of the jointure of be.ings as a whole must appear most decidedly at rhe 
same time. 

Heidegger finally decided that Schelling failed in his thinking 
of the articulation or jointure of being, that is, the adjoining of 
"ground," of "existence," and of "their unity." Schelling's failure, 
he explains, is due to the traditionally metaphysical positing of this 
unity as absolute (which Heidegger wants to understand as the ab-
solute return to self, rather than as the absolute detachment that we 
mobilized earlier). It must be understood, and this is doubtless the 
whole incention of the commentary, that only the thinking of being 
as the withdrawal of being in Dasein and as Dasein-the thought of 
exisunu (just missed, dare we say, by Schelling, which explains whY 
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chis commentary is so interested, in the best sense of the word)-es-
capcs the preliminary and insurmountable designation of the un i-
ty itself or of the absolute as n being. But the beingness [hantit! ] of 
the absolute, because it offers the absolute to the grasp of the "ten-
dency to rerum to itself' or because it opens "ego-centrism" to the 

is what unleashes evil as the truth of freedom. Since good 
is considered to be the rerurn w self of the unity of the being (a re-
wrn to self that would no longer be that of a separated ipseiry, but 
one of nonseparation), evil is in fdct already, in principle, dialccticized 
as a negative moment or power of good (but this last consequence 
no longer belongs, for its part, in any way to what we could legiti-
mately understand in Heidegger's laconic conclusions; and this is cer-
tainly not by chance, as we will see from what follows). 

r-.J 

The deviations, drift, or tangent that Heideggcr seeks to take in 
relation to Schelling would therefore be this: a nonbcing [nou-
hmll) adjoining of being (its withdrawal). But up to what point 
would this withdrawal affect the structure of freedom "for good 
and for evil"? This is what is not mentioned. In fact, here Heidegger 
is not fa r from abandoning freedom, from devoting himself to be-
ing (and the "self-deception of resignation toward rhe inevitable" that 
he would denounce a few years later, again in relation to Schelling, 
implies a critique of indifference to good and evil). Yet in this move-
ment, is not rhe sovereign (and quasi-dialectical) indifference of 
Schellingian good and evil preserved? Does this more or less im-
perceptible preservation respect the most profound exigencies of 
the thinking of being itself, or of the thinking of existence, as 
Hcidegger w have recogni7.cd in the analysis of"frecdom" pur-
sued thus far? 

In other words: is it possible to say that the thinking of being, at 
lc,J<>t as Heidegger was able to annou nce it, has escaped the pro-
found logic and tonality of the idealism of freedom, according ro 
"hich freedom "for good and for evil" is first and can 
only be established through evil, and must therefore, whether ir 
w:um to or nor, in one way or another justify evil, which means di-
alccticizc it, as is the case when "discord" is at best what makes 
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"unity appear"? At what point does the identity o f good and evil 
cease once "fury" and "the criminal" have equally been disposed 
of in the "nihilation" of being? At what point does this identity, 
specifically presented as not being "one," cease dialecticizing itself and 
producing a superior identity, the result of which seems to be noth-
ing other than a deaf return to a theodicy or logodicy, this time in 
the form of an ontodicy? And yet, why does being need a justifica-
tion if ir is not and does not cause-unless we must ask ourselves 
whether it isn't the unjustifiable that, in spite of everything, we 
want ro justify? (This dearly means: to what extent, in spite of 
everything and everyone, did Heidegger silently justify Auschwitz? 
Yet this also means, above all for us: to what extent is this silent jus-
tification not a weakness of the very thinking of being, understood, as 
we are trying to do here, as the thinking of "freedom" or of the 
generosity ofbeing?) 17 

(We could pose a similar question to Baraille, considering that "the 
unleashing of passions is the good, which has always been able to an-
imate human beings"18 and that this unleashing occurs, by definition, 
by way of the violation of the prohibition, which defines evil-
here again there is a sort of fury. A "life without prohibitions" is im-
possible, and we cannot, once God is dead, "humanly lift prohibi-
tions without venerating them in fear." Thus, "we rob freedom ofits 
salt, if we do nor acknowledge its price. Freedom demands a fear, a 
vertigo of freedom."19 To what extent doesn't unleashing here di· 
alecticize itself? To what extent isn't there here an "atheological" 
theodicy of sacred evil which is unleashed passion? To what extent 
didn't Barame want, following a certain theological tradition of the 
economy of redemption, ro justify sin [etiam peccata . . . ], whereas 
sin, according to another less "economic" and more "spiritual" rra· 
clition, is never justifiable, though it can be pardoned? Finally, to 
what extent-in order to relate BataiUe and Heidegger in a more ob-
vious way-do we not yield to a fascination for the "vertigo" or 
"abyss" of freedom, which leads in turn to a fascination with the evil 
that engulfs and repulses [and at bottom, to a way of being tempt· 
ed or of attempting to bear the unbearable, which does not mean tol-
erating or defending it, but which despite everything implies entering 
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in!O a strange and somber relation with its positivity], while the 
rrlrming of being-free, and indeed its syncope, are so groundless that 
rhe horror and attraction of the abyss form only one of their possi-
ble figures-no doubt the one figuring them precisely with the 
1110 sr presence and thickness, conferring on them a profound and 
sh.1dowy substance. Yet the positive presence of evil rightly an-
nounces rhar it comes from an abyss of the will to presence, from the 
"restlessness of the absolute concept's infinity." W hat is groundless is 
also to the same extent, perhaps more "profoundly," what comes-up 
from nothing, on nothing, what, instead of climbing out of the 
abyss, freely rises up, suspended in free air, the simple pulsating of 
a released existence. Let this be clearly understood: it is nor a ques-
tion of playing rhe idyll against the drama; rhe existence released 
from existence is delivered to every weightiness, on the edge of 
every abyss; evil has not only been confirmed as a positivity, it is per-
haps confirmed as the positivity of freedom; yet it is a question of 
knowing whether freedom is constructed and reconstructed there, 
dialectically, subjectively, economically, o r if it is torn apart there-
purely and simply.) 

In other words, we could ask, as we face the empirico-transcen-
dcntal unleashing of freedom and fury, of a furious freedom: has the 
thinki ng of being avoided moving backward, if imperceptibly, toward 
an omodicy in which is preserved the possibili ty of a "safeguard" o r 
"shelter" of being (an etbos as an abode) in the midst of fury itself, 
and in proximity to "peril" and "safety"? ls this how we should 
think a thought that "lets Being be" and which is necessarily tl1e 
thinking of being's being-free- as free in "fury" as it is in "grace"? 
Docs heing's being-free threaten ro fa ll into the indifference of the 
absolme (which is nothing other than rhe freedom of irs subjec-
tivity, the basis from which it can and must appear ro itself as the act 
of irs own potential, as potential for good nnd evil),l0 or can and 
11Hlst the absolute of freedom engage it in a non indifference? 

Undoubtedly, the answer seems ro be interwoven in rhe ques-
tion and in the enti re enunciation of the thinking ofbe-
:.llg: letting being be is ro let it withdraw from what Hegel called 

in itself' which he designated as the hrst form of evil 
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in the Phenomenology {in sum, the phenomenology of the spirit of 
fury: the absolute return to self of the consciousness that has not 
gone out of itself). In a basically similar way, it is to let withdraw the 
ego-centrism of Schelling's "ground." The entire tradition has un-
derstood evil as ego-ism, and egoism as the fury that in itself de-
termines the undetermined absolute, finitizing the infinite and in-
finitizing the finite. (Likewise, in Bataille, the freedom of passion is 
in no way egoistical: it is the very place of communication and it is 
communication. For Bataille, egoistical freedom annuls itself. But at 
the same time, in its transgressive unleashing, passion does nothing 
but unleash itself). And yet, if the question of a secret, imperceptible 
ontodicy is not entirely illegitimate, it is perhaps also not illegitimate 
to suspect, despite everything, a secret egoity of being: 

What properly is, that is, what properly dwells in and deploys its 
essence in the Is, is uniquely Being. Being alone "is"; only in Being and 
as Being does what is called the "is" appear; what is, is Being on the ba-
sis of irs essence. 21 

The deployment of Being can certainly never be thought except 
&om the point of its withdrawal and its no-thingness. But cannot the 
being-its-self [ etre-propre]22 of being preserving its property always 
once again withdraw .from the withdrawal of being, and reappro-
priate the Ereigniswhere it appropriates itself by "vanishing"? One 
could find the question scandalous in view of the whole logic of this 
thought, in which being is only the singular existence of Dasein. If we 
must, despite everything, pose this question, this is first of aH by rea-
son of, if not the logic of this thought, then at least its tonality 
(which also means its tension and intensity, if not its intentions).23 

With the liberation of the thinking of being as being as sole exi-
gency, as a kind of paradoxical but inevitable harmonic (at least 
up to a certain point), this tonality makes possible a certain aban· 
donment of the being of beings, given over co the fate of the de· 
ployment of the essence of being, and with it, in an indifferent 
way, to a fury properly consubstantial with this essence. This ronal· 
ity does not arise from a simple critique: rather, one should hear res· 
onate, like an echo, the tension in the concerned response to rhe 
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material/transcendental irruption of devastating evil in this epoch of 
being. Nor is it a question of"relaxing" this tension: the unbearable 
and the unjustifiable have not ceased. But if we must ask ourselves 
lO what extent this unjustifiable would risk being justified, this is be-
cause rhe thinking of being offers the demand and resource for this 
question, as we should have understood from the beginning. 
Another tonality is at stake, and we must try to understand ir. 
There is yet another reason to pose the question, which the mere log-
ic of rhe chinking of being (it is a logic, how could it be anything 
else?) will never be able to answer: the affirmation of Dasein as the 
existence of being will always be answered by the affi rmation of 
being's being-free as the "concealment," no doubt dissymmetrical, 
bur always d ialecticizable, of good and evil. This is truly why 
Heidegger's abandonment of the theme of freedom will have been 
logical: as a power of subjectivity, freedom will in effect only have 
been the illusion in charge of covering over the profound acceptance 
of rhe course of things. And freedom's own factuality will always be 
dissolved into that of necessity. Freeing oneself from this freedom wiU 
have remained a wish suspended at the limit of this logic which 
irself traced the limit of philosophy. 

,.....__ 
Sl1ort of taking a step fitrthel'-shorr of taking a step further, if we 

can say 1 his, into the irreducible and singular factuality of freedom, 
and short of taking a step further into the very logic of the thinking 
of freedom, it is one step further to say that the amum; here, is in the 
decisio11. 

Freedom is freedom for good and evil. Its decision, if it is in the 
decision that freedom occurs or happens to itself, is therefore the de-
cision for good and evil. Yet, insofar as it decides, freedom is this de-
cision, the decision for good or evil. Denying that freedom pre-
senrs itself as an arbiter placed befo re values or norms transcen-
dent to its own finite transcendence does not amount ro denying that 
freedom, in deciding, decides for good or evil. Only freedom in 
anion (there is no other), at the limit of thought-where thought 
is in turn finally the act that it is, and consequently, where it is also 
decision-decides as it liberates (itself) from good or evil. T his 
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means that it is necessarily, in its act, or even in the very foct in 
which it freely surprises itself, not the united and indifferent un. 
leashing of good and evil, but in and through itself good or bad 
decision. O nly unleashing unleashes itself, but this does not mean 
that it unleashes indifferently, for it would finally only unleash un-
leashing itself, "concentrated in itself," and consequently always 
wickedness. Undoubtedly, this does not mean that it unleashes a lit-
tle of one and a little of the other, or the one as much as the other, 
without itself being implicated in this difference or opposition. In 
unleashing itself-and thereby releasing itself and knowing itself 
as the possibility of evil-it also releases itself and knows itself as fury 
or as liberation. We would at least like to try to show this much. 

"Decision" does not have merely the irreducibly formal status 
given by its enunciation at the limit of its event (or Errignis? Would 
Ereignis be decision?): we name the decision, but in so doing we do 
not enter it; we describe from without a gesture which can then 
be interpreted either as the simple passage into action of a consid-
erable potentia! freedom for good and evil, or as the decision between 
a "good" and "evil" previously furnished by the most classical moral-
ity, or on the contrary as the arbitrariness, also most classical, of a free 
subjectivity deciding on its "good." Decision does not have merely 
this formal status because, as it is thought in all the rigor of the 
thinking of existence, the "concept" of decision itself refers to a de-
cision effictive!y taken in this thought. The thinking of existence can-
not think free decision without having actually decided for itr oum 
existence, and not for its ruin- not because of a choice and a moral 
preference anterior to the development of thought, but in the act of 
thinking posited at the existing limit of thought. (What then comes 
to light is not a novelty: there has been no philosophical thought 
worthy of its name that has not proceeded from this thinking de-
cision of thought. But henceforth it has to think thought as such.) 

In Being and Time, the analysis of Gewissen ends up at the 
thought of decision and at a decision of thought which still remains 
to be brought to light in this very thought.24 Gewissen means "con· 
science" in the moral sense that French sometimes accords to the 
word comcience ("consciousness" or "conscience"- Trans. I but that 
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is not "morality" in the sense of still having to do with any distinc-
tion of "good" and "evil." In Gewissm is attested Dasein's "own-
1110sr potentiality-for-Being" insofar as, because it is unfounded 
foundation, which means "existing as thrown," "it is never in pos-
session of its ownmost being." In this "nulliry," Dasein is discovered 
:ts essemially "indebted' (sclmldig, which also means "guilty"). The 
exisrcn t, as existent, is indebted to and guilty for the being-itself 
which it is not and which it does not have: it is indebted to the 
withdrawal of being, we could say in reassembling the vocabularies 
of various periods in Heidegger, and this debt must not be canceled 
intbe mode of 11 restiNttion ofbting-one's-self, but precist/y in the mode 
of rxistmce nnd of the decision for existence. 25 

Debt is revealed to the existent by the call that is addressed to it 
by the voice of its own/alien "foreignness," which characterizes its be-
ing as bcing-abandoned-to-the-world.26 With originary debt or 
guilt (whme connection with Benjamin's tragedy could be pur-
sued) "being-wicked" is also revealed. "Wickedness" here corre-
sponds to being-indebted. For if. on the one hand, it cannot be a 
question, at this ontological level, of moral values, which have here 
nnly their "existential condition of possibility," and if, accordingly, 
the Kantian image of conscience as a "tribunal" cannot be taken up 
again, on the other hand "every experience of conscience begins 
by experiencing something as a 'debt.'" and this is what, in the 
"ord inary" experience of conscience, the primacy of "a bad con-
science'' responds to. In other words, what is ordinarily considered 
as "bad" is this being-guilty of not properly being one's being, or of 
not propcdy being being, but {which is not specified but which 
must become explicit in order to come to the decisive point of this 
entire thought) ofnnt being being in the mode of its being, which is the 
modr of rxisting. Ordinary comprehension here has nothing of the 

about it: it grasps evil that which does not de-
tidl· for the being-existing of existence. What is inexact about or-
dinJry comprehension is the attribution of "bad conscience" to a 

that consciousness would address to itself for a wrong 
already committed. The existential interpretation grasps that "the at-

of being-wicked" is "more ancient" than every act com-
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mi tred and submi tted to judgment (whose possibility, on the con. 
tracy, it fo unds). (However, it is equally possible to claim that Dasn, 
has always already committed the wrongful act of not existing ac-
cording to existence's ownmost possibility-always already, it has not 
properly and absolutely rendered itself ro its world, and it has not 
freed itself-it has always already skirred the generosity of being-
and nor even vulgar consciousness would be so vulgar in this respect.) 

The ontological undecidability of moral good and evil thus resu 
in fact on what should be called an ontological archi-decision of the 
existent, attested as wrong by the call sent to it by its own existen-
ciality. If it is not wrong in the sense of a choice made berween 
good and evil, it is wrong (and how would it nor then have 11/-
mtdy, infinitely already, decided on a good and an evil? ... ) in 
that it is in debt and has to decide. The decision, Entscheidu"ft 
here is nor the choice produced at the end of a deliberation27 (the ex-
istent does not deliberate whether it exists or will exist; meanwhile, 
in another sense, we could say that its existence is in itself essentially 
deliberated, in the rwo valences of the word}, but if ir cuts r tranchtor]. 
it does so between an undecided stare and a stare of decision. It 
decides for decision and for decidability. This could also come to 
mean rhar if the exisrenr is nor "wrong" in any determinable sense 
of guilt, ir is, meanwhile, wrong (as Hegel knew) in that it is not in-
nocent (lirerally, nor robe in-nocent is ro cause harm). It is not in· 
nocenr, since, as an exisrenr rhrown-inro-the-world, ir is in rhe very 
element of its freedom, it is its foct, and freedom is the freedom to 
decide on good and evil. The non-innocence of freedom consti· 
tures the existenrial condjtion of possibility of the decision, which 
makes rhe exisrent exist as "resolute." So: 

Resoluteness, by its ontological essence, is always the resoluteness of 
some Facrual Dasein at a panicular rime. The essence of Dasein as an en-
tiry is its existence. Resoluteness "exists" only as a decision [EntsciJ/MJSI 
which understandingly projects itself. Bur on what basis does Dasein dis-
close itself in resoluteness? On what is it to decide? Only the decision it· 
self an give the answer. 28 

That the answer is given only by the decision means that there is 
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110 sense in deciding, by way of the analysis of rhc ontological struc-
nare of existence, on what the singular existent mmt decide. This 
would be to remove it from irs very decision, to fold up its freedom 
and suppress the possibility that it recognize itself as indebted to de-
cision by the very fact of its existence-by this fact (of being its 
own essence) tbflf tbe decision presents above a/l-and this would 
therefore be to have fundamenraJiy missed the originary phenom-
enon of existence. 

In proceeding as thjnking does here, which means in letcing be the 
being-free of existing being-for the factual and singular drcision-
hasn't thinking decided, in itself and for itseiP. From tbe compre-
/;msion ofthr non-innocence offrudom, hasn't it drcided for decision 
nnd for its singular factuality? This also means: from the compre-
hension of the existent's being-itself as existence, hasn't think-
ing decided for the decision that decides in favor of existence, and 
not for the decision that decides to stny indebud to existence and 
comequmtly to appropriate itself as the mence outside of exisunce? 
Hasn't thinking decided, at the most intimate point of its decision 
for decision, in favor of the "grace" of existence, and not of the 
fury of essence? (And moreover, since it is henceforth time to ask the 
following: can we speak of"grace" and "fury," of"healing" and of 
"ruin," without having allowed a decision to be made by language, 
whereas what is at stake is allowing every decision as such, in its free-
dom, to decide for one or the other side of what is equally "con-
cealed" in being? For if the existent can decide on ruin and on its 
own ruin, and if this possibility is inscribed in the very being of ex-
istence, such a decision is no less what also ruins the decision in its 
existential essence.) 

This is not written as such in Heidegger's text. Here, the stakes are 
those of a decision of reading, less in the sense of a question of in-
terpreting the discourse of a thinker more or less correctly and 
f.1i1hfully, rhan in rhe sense of a question of being addressed by a free· 
dom to freely share his thought. The act of reading is here no doubt 
in retreat as much from scrupulous review as from interpretive vi-
olence. It reads by sharing the freedom duough which thought as 
thought is always offired: held out, proposed, to be taken and de-
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cided, at the surface of the text. (Now it is in the same context that 
Heidegger writes: "It is the authentic Being-one's-Self of resoluteness 
that makes leap forth for the first time authentic Being-with-
Others"; there is no sharing except of freedom, but there is also no 
freedom except in sharing; the freedom of deciding to be-one's-sclf 
outside of sharing is the freedom, lodged at the heart of freedom, to 
ruin freedom. We can only come back to this decidability.) 

Thinking here decides for decision, or it decides, if we like, for the 
in-decision in which alone decision can occur as such. Decision ia 
singular, it is "at every moment that of a factual Dastin." It is not a 
decision ofsingularity (since singularity is not a preexisting sub-
ject, but is singular "in" the very subject and decides in deciding it-
self), but it is a decision for singularity, which means for freedom it-
self, if freedom is in the relation of singularities and of decisions. 
Singularity, as decided and deciding itself, is no longer in the non-
innocence of the freedom ro decide. Yet neither has it become in-
nocent and "good." It has entered into the decided decidability, so 
ro speak, of existence at each moment of its existence. Now decision, 
as singularly existing and as engaging relation and sharing, engages 
the withdrawal of being. If decision keeps itself as decision, it also 
keeps being in its withdrawal, as withdrawn. It "saves" it, as 
Heideggcr says elsewhere, in the sense that "this means releasing, de-
livering, liberating, sparing, sheltering, taking into one's protec· 
cion, guarding."29 What is thus saved is the finitude of being. It is 
"the essential limitation, the finitude [that] is perhaps the condition 
of authentic existence."3° Finitude is what, in singularity and as 
singularity, withdraws from the infinite grasp, from the molar ex· 
pansion and furious devastation, of an ego-icy of being. Being with· 
draws into finitude; it withdraws fiwn "concentration in itself": it is 
its very being, yet insofar as the very being of being is being-free, be-
ing cannot be rhis withdrawal except by decision. Only decided ex-
istence withdraws being from the essential "self" and properly holds 
back its possibility for devastating fury. Only existence, as the exis-
tence and singular factuality of freedom, offers, if not exacdy an 
erhics, in any case this "shelter" of being which is its own most ethos 
as tbe ethos or abode oftbe human being who dwells in the possibility 
of his fi-u 
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There is therefore an authentic decision- though ir has irs au-
thenticity in the very decision and without rhe prior distinction of 
an inamhentic or authentic content of decision. Or there is an au-
rh t:tHicity of decision , that is to say, an authenticity of freedom. 
There is an authentic freedom, which decides freedom for existence 
and fC.1r the singular relation that ir is, and which decides it from the 
heart ol .111 infinite non-i nnocence where the in-finity of being 
(which does not have irs own essence) can always unleash itself, 
and in a sense has always already been unleashed, as fury. There is 
3 free that frees freedom for itself. for its fin itude, for its shar-
ing. for equality, for community, for fraternity, and for their justice--
singularly, singularly shared/divided, singularly withdrawn from 
the hatred of existence. 



§ 13 Decision, Desert, 
Offering 

Would authentic decision then be the good? There is no positivity 
of the "good" and the epekeina tes ousiiis of Plato's Good must again 
be understood here. Decision cannot appear to itself as "good" in-
sofar as it wiU have truly decided. It cannot, quire simply, appear to 
itself,1 and it is doubtless less free the more it wants to appear as such. 
Nothing therefore can assure it, and even less forewarn it, without 
suspending irs essence of decision. It is delivered to its freedom as to 
that which comes-up to it and surprises it. Every decision surprises 
itself. Every decision is made, by definition, in the undecidable. In 
this way, essentially (and it is in this sense that I have said "au-
thentic" here, a word taken from Heidegger, in spite of or in defianu: 
of its moralizing connotation), decision cannot decide without let-
ting being be in its finite singularity. I cannot decide without infi-
nitely abandoning myself to the finitude of my singularity and thus 
I cannot, in the strike and cut of my decision, renounce appearing 
to myself as the "deciding" subject. T his is also why my decision is 
identically, each time, a decision for relation and sharing-to the 
point that the subject of my decision can appear ro itself as not be· 
ing simply "me" (but also a "you" or an "us") without it being any 
less singularly my own, if it is authentic. Yet it must be repeated that 
the decision does not appear to itself: in this way it decides and is de-
cided. 

Nothing finishes with the decision, but everything begins. It is in· 
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deed only here that wickedness can begin co be wicked and it is 
here chat non-innocence can become fury. For fury needs singularity: 
wickedness wants to enjoy [jouid the spectacle of its ruin and rhus 
fur)' must maintain irs presence. Wickedness roo lets existence be, 
in its own way, in order to ruin it. Otherwise what would it address?1 

Isn't decision also the choice of a line of life, vice or virtue, that ir 
would fix upon the existent? Yet decision is the access to letting-be. 
Lcrring-be, which is always the contrary of a " laissez-faire" or "let-
ring-happen," will ceaselessly have to decide, at every moment, its 
"ethical" relation to the existence it lets-be. It will be in the duty, or 
in the shirking of the duty, in virtue or in irs exhaustion, in malig-
nity or goodness, in the calculated appreciation of circumstances, or 
in the stoic ettkniri11 that welcomes the right moment. Yet it cannot 
avoid acceding to the relation with existence, whid1 means to there-
lation in existence with the being-singular that alone exists and that 
exists in the withdrawal of being. It can unleash the nothingness of 
this withdrawal in essential devastation, or expose itself as if to irs 
very existence. But it cannot avoid-and this is wherein freedom is 
a facr-acceding to the singular dissemination of being, and di-
viding it. Nor, consequently, can it avoid exposing itself as the being-
singular of its own decision, exposed to this coming-up ofbeing in 

wirhdra'' .tl, which only places us into presence as the ones of the 
others: this is properly, in constitutive and irreducible alrerity, to place 
freedom into the "presence" of itsrlf.3 

This does not arm us with a morality. This does not dictate to us 
what ir will mean, and when and how, "to respect others," "to respect 
onesel f," "to treat humanity as an end," or to want equality, fra-
ternity, and justice for the human community. This does not even 
dictate when and how to respect, and not give, death (my own or 
that of others) as this singular possibility that "belongs" on ly to 
singularity.4 This gains us neither determined duties no r rights. 
Undoubtedly, their determination can itself be nothing other than 
the product of infinitely renewed decisions that are rediscussed and 
renegotiated in rhe general space of the decision. But this frees us for 
duty and right, and fo r the perversion of the one and the other. 

W hat makes us free, then, is the freedom that exposes us and 
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that is only what it is in this exposure. Neither will nor destiny, 
but the gift of what Heidegger calls "disclosed ness:" 

In rhe term "Situation" ("siruation"-"ro be in a situation") there is an 
overtone of a signification that is spatial. We shall not try to elimi-
nate this from the existential conception .. .. But spatiality of the kind 
which belongs to and on the basis of which existence always <fe.. 
rcrmines its "location," is grounded in the state of Being-in-the-world. 
for which disclosed ness is primarily constirurive. Just as the spatiality of 
the "rhereM is grounded in discloscdncss, the Situation has its foun-
dations in rcsoluteness.5 

Oisclosedness [ouverture] and resoluteness are correlative, which 
means that decision as such is essentially "disdosive" or "spatializing• 
(a spatiality that does not return to t ime, but which is "at the same 
time" the spacing of the space and time of existence). Now, the 
disdosedness that characterizes rhe decision in its authenticity ia 
the disclosedness to (or of) the "free." Once he had separated free-
dom as theme from rhe metaphysics of subjectivity, Heidegger will 
not have ceased to give more and more scope, if we can say this, to 
the motif of "rhe open" as a motif of "free space,"6 itself consid-
ered either as a "prospatiality" of"the free space of time" (we could 
say: it is hm: that surprise is involved), or as a "spacing" that "carries 
the free, the disclosed, the spacious." 

"Spacing is the setting free of places" 

-and places that have been set free undoubtedly answer to what 
Bonnefoy calls "rhe true place": 

The tn.e place is a fragment of duration consumed by the eternal, at the 
true place rime is undone within us .... Perhaps it is infinitely close; it 
is also infinitely distant. Such arc the ironic presence and being in our 
instant. The true place is given by chance, but at the true place chance 
will lose its enigmatic character. ... There is beauty in this kind of 
place, bur a beauty so extreme that I would no longer belong ro myself. 
in being governed and assumed by its perfect command. In this place 
I would also be profoundly free, for nothing in it would be foreign to 
mc.7 
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This spatiality, or spaciosity, is the space of freedom, inasmuch as 
freedom is, at every moment, the freedom of a free Which 
n1cans that ir constitutes the sp:nializing or spacing essence of free-
J o1n. Spacing is the general "form"-which precisely has no form, 
but gives room for forms and formations, and which is nor general, 
but which gives room for singularities-of existence: the spacing, ex-
posure, or retrenchment and cutting of singularity, the mr-
a/il}' (which is, as we have indicated elsewhere, the character of air) 
of in its diHerence which relates it to its limit, to others, 
and to itself: for e'l:ample, a mouth opened in a cry. 

This spatiality is nor so much a given free space-different in 
this from Hannah Arendt's public space, which takes the form of an 
institution or of a preliminary foundation, unless it should be un-
derstood as the very foundation of this shared areality-as iris the 
gift of a spatio-remporality (if we may speak thus), which is en-
gr ndcred (gift of rhe fim schema-schema of rhe gift itself= of-
fering?) and wh ich is followed by the very liberation of space-
and as the exacr reverse of its devastation. Its could be 
borrowed from the description of nomadic space in another think-
ing, distanced from the thinking of being and whose distance itself 
here signifies the free space of thinking: 

The nomads are there, on the land, wherever there forms a smooth 
.,pace that gnaws. and tends to grow, in all dirrctions. The nomads 
inhahir these places; they remain in them, and they themselves make 
them grow, for it has been established that the nomads make the desert 
no than they are made by it. They are vectors of deterritorialization. 
They add desert to desert, steppe to steppe. by a series oflocal operations 
whose orientation and direction endlessly vary .... there is no line 

earth and sky; there is no intermediate distance, no per-
or contour; visibility is limited; and yet there is an extraordi-

narily nne topology that relics not on points or objects but rather on 
haecceiries, on of relations (winds. undulations of snow or sand or 
dl<' u e.tking of ice, the tacrilr qualities of 

As this desert which is nor an increase of devastation, but the 
growth of its own spacing as rhe nomad's dwelling place, freedom 
docs not receive a space that would be given tO it, but it gives itself 
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space and gives space co itself as the incalculable spacing of singu-
larities. In other words, freedom itself is not the essence of rhc 
but the "free" is the existing opening by which freedom takes place: 
It is not ptm spacing, it is also "habitation"-habitation in the 
open- if the nomad does not represent errancy without at the 
same time representing a dwelling, and thus an ethos. 

This is not exactly what one would understand as an "ethics of 
freedom." It is the ethos itself as the opening of space, the spacious 
shelter of being in existence, deciding to remain what it is in the dis-
tancing from self, in this distancing that delivers it to its retreat, 
to its existence, generously. It is a generosity of ethos more than an 
ethic of generosity. "Freedom" itself, in the spaciosity of 
freedom is opened rather than engulfed, proves to be generosity 
even before being freedom. It gives rise, in the exposure of being. co 
its own singularity always newly decidable, always newly surprised 
by its decision. This generosity does not dominate fury, which ia 
born with it. Yet it gives, without counting- without counting 
anything but fury-it is the infinite gift of fi nite freedom, while 
fury is the finite appropriation of infinite freedom. 

It gives freedom, or offirs it. For the gift is never purely and sim· 
ply given. It does not vanish in the receipt of the gift-or of the 
"present." The gift is precisely that whose "present" and presentation 
are not lost in a realized presence. The gift is what comes-up to 
the presence of its "present." It also keeps itself, in this coming-up 
and surprise of the gift, as gift, as the giving of the gift. In this it is 
an offering, or withdrawal, of the gift in the gift itself: the withdrawal 
of its being-present and the keeping of its surprise. It is not a ques-
tion here of the economy of the gift, where the gift comes back to 
itself as the benefit and mastery of the giver. On the contrary, it is a 
question of what makes the gift as such: an offering that may not be 
returned to anyone, since it remains in itself the free offering that it 
is (th is is why, for example, one never gives what one has received tO 
a third party, lest one annul the gift as gift). One must keep the sin· 
gular present in which the gift as such is kept, that is, offered: it is 
presented, made freely available, but is freely held back at the edge 
of the receiver's free acceptance. The offering is the inestimable 
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price of the gift. The generosity of being offers nothing other than 
existence, and the offering, as such, is kept in freedom. All of this 
111cans: a space is offered whose spacing, each time, only happens by 
wav of a decision. But there is no t "a" decision. T here is, each time. 
111); own (tt singular minc)-yours, theirs, ours.9 This is the gen-
erosity of being. 

7/;ere is, then, that which should become more and more ur-
gent for our thinking, as its theme ttnd as its decision: this gen-
erosity of being, its libemlity, which dispenses tl;ttt there be Sl)mething 
and that we exist. This taking place of something offers itself in 
the opening that frees places and the free space of time. The open-
ing does not open unless we let it open, and we only let it open if we 
let ourselves be exposed in existence. We are exposed to our freedom. 
There is therefore finally the generosity of being dispensed in the 
plural singularity of"us": the freedom of the decision, which is al-
ways "mine" in the sense that all property of my essence vanishes and 
thar the entire community of existence is involved . Yet this gift is 
kept in the offering. It is kept there as what is unfounded in freedom, 
as the inessence of existence, as the desenlike and nomadic charac-
ter of its dwelling, as the risk of its experience o r the pirating of irs 
foundations-and consequently also as the threat of a free hatred of 
freedom. 

If there is a hope of thinking, without which we would not even 
think, it does not consist in the hope of a total liberation of freedom 
that was to occur as rhe total mastery of freedom. T he history of a 
similar wait is over. Today the threat of a devastation of existence 
alone has any positivity. Yet the hope of thinking signifies that we 
would not even think if existence were not the surprise of being. 
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How might a discourse of freedom correspond to irs object (sup-
posing this made sense)? How might it "speak freely" (as one "speaks 
frankly" or as one "speaks up") in speaking of freedom and in order 
to speak of it, or to let it speak? 

I give no particular credit to rhe form of the fragment, inasmuch 
as I employ ir here (as occasionally elsewhere) and entitle this para-
graph with this form, and with no theme or concept. As a form, the 

is exposed to all the ambiguities of which irs history since 
Romanticism, if nor since rhe moralists' maxims, has made us per-
fectly aware. T hese are the ambiguities of a freedom represented 
simultaneously as disengagement, as a surpassing of aU rules and of 
aiJ literary genres, and as a concentration of self-constitution and self-
sufficiency. Because they are essential to the breviry and discontinuity 
of the fragmentary form, these ambiguities cannot be removed. 
Nevertheless, as Blanchor indicates in one of his fragmentary texts, 
if the fragment is "something strict," this is "not because of its 
breviry (it can prolong itself to the point of agony) but because of a 
tightening and strangling to the point of ruprure."1 In principle 
the fragment can be, even should be, singular and continuous. It 
should be a single, continuous fragmentation-neither "just one" 
fragment nor detached fragments. I would even say: philosophical 
discourse today is fragmentation itself. Philosophy no longer scops 
being written ar rhe limit of the rupture of its discourse-whkh 
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philosophy's "end," but likewise its "liberation." Why is it, 
then, that fact does not make the equal of right, and why de-
cide to finish-unfinish here, in the form of the fragment, an essay as-
piring ro be philosophical? 

Because of poverry, simply because of insufficiency. It is too dear 
10 me. roo harshly visible, that rhe sketch barely outlined in the 
preceding pages of a free thinking of freedom has at this po int 
merely begun, that nothing has been said, and that this discourse 
comes too soon for something that undoubtedly precedes it from 
afar. It is roo clear to me that every continuation of this discourse as 
iris (not mine, but ours, this discourse in which the word "freedom" 
can in no way approach the liberation of its own meaning, nor of the 
meaning of ownership in general, o f what frees it and of what frees 
from it, etc.), every use of supplementary philosophical resources 
(which are not lacking), is from the start committed to the contin-
ual fragmentation rhar is in quest ion here: the fragmentarion of a 
thinking of freedom. Consequently, freedom cannot be signaled 
except as that which comes to thought only through the "agony" of 
rhis thought, with the "strangling" of this d iscourse. 

lo conclude- and to begin- it is freedom's own fragmentation 
rhar in fact escapes discourse. Philosophy rejoins neither irs own 
"end" nor its own "liberation." It pettily crumbles, short of the 
"fragment'' as well as of"discourse." In speaking of freedom, one has 
to accept being confronted by chis insistent stripping away. 

If I attempted to reach the end (as if there were one . .. ) of this 
agony, to use discourse untiringly against this rock (thing, fo rce, gaze) 
of freedom, until exhaustion, until syncope, until death, I would 
doubtless not be wrong, and yet I would be cheating. 
I would keep the surprise and experience of freedom for a beyond 
that I would pretend to attain in disappearing. But the experience 
is already taking place, as I have continually said, and all philosophy 
has said it without ever being able to say it (except by cheating .. . ). 

Arid I would be cheating no less with the community, which is the 
sire of this experience bur which cannot comm unicate this experi-
cn<.:e ro itself as its common essence, because it is nor an essence, buc 
a sharing. Freedom shares and shares itself. Philosophical discourse 
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cannot chink of representing it or of presenting ic: in thinking 
dom, philosophical discourse must think of itself as shared, as at the 
same rime "communicating" something (of the concept, and even 
of the concept of the limit of the concept), and as apart: separated 
in its praxis from other praxes where experience takes place, similar 
and infinitely dissimilar. 

Freedom places philosophy before its strangest, most discon-
certing truth. 

So then-fragments. They run the risk of appearing to bring 
about an ambiguous reversion of "philosophical discourse" to a 
"literary form" and of seeming to give in to another trick. But with-
our this risk, despite eve.rything, no matter what I did I would be be-
traying yet more certainly the experience of freedom. I would claim 
to offer it as a concept (even if as a concept of the limit of the con-
cept) or to draw it as a conclusion from an analysis, or ro identify it 
with the movements of a discourse, and even with its tightening, ia 
continual fragmentation. But the experience of freedom is already 
taki ng place, and it is only a question of this, along with our for-
midable insufficiency to "know" it, "think" it, or "say" it. So then, 
fragments, as vague, uncertain marks of this insufficiency. 2 

,....._, 
The risk of seeming to reappropriate through "li terature" what 

would be lost in "philosophy." At least since Niensche, and up un-
til aU of us today-aiJ those who dare philosophize-there has been 
no philosophical writing exempt from this risk, or from coming 
to terms with it: Bergson as much as Heidegger, Deleuzc as much as 
Derrida. In certain respects, the history of contemporary philosophy 
is the history of this risk, in all the diversity of irs variations-
which means, in aJI the diverse ways in which freedom has come ro 
implicate itself as a writing of philosophy (style, genre, character, ad-
dress, audience, company, proximity, translations, untranslatabilities. 
words, metaphors, fictions, positions of enunciation, and so on 
and on: all that renders the "philosophical genre" hardly recogniz-
able and yet perfectly identifiable in the concept, analysis, demon· 
stration, systematicity, self-grounding, and self-questioning chat 
were always its own). 

,....._, 
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Concerning the insufficiency I have mentioned, I would claim nei-
ther char it is necessary, nor that the constrai nt of freedom is to 
bend us securely to the necessity that freedom should be seized 
frorn us, nor that it has "appropriated'' us in such a way that there 
is no longer any sense, "afterwards," in wanting to appropriate it to 
oneself. Undoubtedly, this is true. It is even truth itself. Bur 
"insufficiency," and its correlate in the "strangling" of discourse, 
1tre precisely not yet at the level ofwbat is in qumion lm"t'. It is not a 
question of an impossible appropriation because it is "above our 
means" or because it happens in death and as death. It has to do with 
a question that an appropriation here cannot and must nor pose in 
any renns. T here is nothing to ask of this genre, or to look for, or to 
imerrogare positively or negatively. And that it should be so is in no 
way a deprivation, but is freedom itself -Still, I cannot avoid say-
ing, this is freedom propa. 

,....._, 

Yer another th ing (or the same thing, d ifferently) musr be ar 
srake in this chiaroscuro necessity of the fragment: something, clear-
ly, chat couches on rhe relation of philosophy and literature. lr is nor 
that the fragment would give a literary form to philosophical 
thought and its un-thought (one knows, from here on, how the 
rhought of rhe form/ground couple must be deconstrucced, and I 
might add that the entire question of freedom perhaps finds itself in-
vested here, beginning with, for example, classical motifs of the 
"freedom" or "necessity" of rhe "form" in relation to rhe "ground"). 
Rather, what is at stake in rhe relation of philosophy and literature 
is what Derrida has named writing. (Perhaps we should say that 
he has surnamed ir "IIJriting," recapturing and rewriting words and 
concepts that rhe period brought forth on the basis of Nietzsche, 
Benjamin, Heidegger, Bataille, and Blanchot.) Writing is rhe move-
ment of meaning in the suspension of signification, which with-
draws in giving it, in order to give it as its gift. (I would say: 

offering.) (In a more recent vocabulary, accompanying Blanchor, 
Derrida chooses to say: rhe srep, the past, the passage and pace of 
truth "which becomes irreversible in rhe truth of the pt1s,"3 where this 
la.,r trmh should be understood as the last truth of meaning.) In writ-
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ing, there is nothing philosophical or literary. Rather, writing traces 
an essential indecision of the two, between the two, and conse-
quently, an indecision in each one. It may even become necessary to 
include the discourse of science here. This indecision reveals that the 
withdrawal/offering of meaning occurs .from "philosophy" to "liter-
ature"-and to "science"-and reciprocally. It does not happen in the 
absolute and as a single gesture. Its absoluteness is precisely its trans-
mission from system to system (each of these systems being itself 
plural), which renders the distinction between systems undecid-
able, but which at the same rime demands this distinction. (It works 
in an analogous way in "art," between the arts.) It is undecidable, and 
yet there is "philosophy," "literature," "science." It is undecidable, and 
yet we know very well what this sharing is. This "knowledge" docs 
not come from another discourse that would oversee the others; it 
is therefore caught in the sharing and exchange or change-but 
"we know very well." We know that we change systems in writ-
ing-occasionally within the same text, within the same sentence. 
Fragments represent this, no doubt poorly. Nothing says that we have 
to adhere to this fragmentation, or that there should not be "even 
more" literature, "even more" philosophy, or "even more" science. In 
any case (and this is what matters to me here}, each time, with 
every change, when we are aware of changes without knowing exactly 
what changes, decision appears: each time, we decide on a writing. 
we decide on a writing of writing, and therefore we decide on writ-
ing and on the meaning in its offering and withdrawal. Sharing 
voices: never one single voice, the voice of meaning is the decision, 
each time, of a singular voice. Freedom. 

But in writing there is still something else, namely, communica· 
tion (actually it is not something else). Writing is for reading, issues 
from it, and is also for other writings-even and precisely if its ges-
ture is the withdrawal of communication, writing "only for" itself. 
Writing is of the community or it is not writing. And reciprocally: 
the community is of writing (in every possible sense of such an ex· 
pression). Which means, as this essay has already recalled, that the 
community does not found itself in a common essence, but that its 
being-in-common obeys the double logic of sharing, which is an ex· 
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tension of the logic of offering and withdrawal. We communi-
care- that is to say, above all we "are in common" or we "com-
pear" lcom-paraitre] in the withdrawal of communicated sense and 
in the withdrawal of the sense of communication-and in the shar-
ing of "genres" or systems of discourse. 1 cannot pretend to com-
municate a common sense (even though such a "pretension" must 
also be what decides to write). Bur if I decide to write, lam subject 
immediately to the sharing, and to the incommensurability of the in-
common (compare above, Chapter 7). 

If I say "so then, the fragment ... ," 1 am allowing, or trying to 
allow, of this sharing to play "in" "my own" discourse and 
in "my" readers. Something, certainly very few things, 
bur I can not master the calculation of its effects (readings); I cannot 
refuse irs game or risk, I cannot set aside its decision. It is a politi-
cal and ethical minimum. Freedom is at stake here, without which 
rhe most open, communicative, and democratic writing, the writ-
ing that is most careful of common sense and also most rigorously 
philosophical, can cover up the worst lie and accompany the worst 
politics. 

r--J 

"We must not give ourselves illusions: freedom and reason, these 
two erhical as well as ethico-aesthetic concepts that the classical 
age of German cosmopolitanism bequeathed to us as distinctive 
signs of humanity, have not done very well since the middle of the 
nineteenth century. Gradually they became 'off-beat,' we no longer 
knew 'what to do wirh them,' and if we let them get corrupted, 
this is less a success of their enemies than of their friends. We must 
therefore not give ourselves illusions concerning the fact that we, or 
our successors, will certainly not return to these unchanged repre-
sentations. Our task, and the sense of what will put our spirit to the 
test, will be much more-and this is the task of pain and hope, so 
rarely understood, that weighs on each generation-tO effect the al-
ways necessary and longed-for transition to the new, with as few dis-

as possible!" (Robert Musil, On Swpidity, 1937; must we spec-
tfy that this lecture, as its tide ought to show, unambiguously targeted 

?) ,_._, 



'54 Fragments 

Freedom can experiment with itself up to the limits of its own ex. 
perience- where nothing separates it any longer from "necessity." 

I have been told: "You offer no semantics of the word 'freedom."' 
True. The senses of this word matter little to me (but its strategic po-
sition, much). It does not cease, in tradition as well as for us, to ap-
proach "necessity." And this is exacrly the question: from such a 
proximity of the two, something entirely other must inevitably free 
itself: the truth of experience. 

r--...1 

We can no longer even say: "Freedom, Diotima, if only we un-
derstood this sublime word! ... " (Holderlin, 

r--...1 

Let us give without commentary the elements of an etymological 
semantics: according to a first derivation, like 
has a base • signifying "public," attached to * k utlh: 
the idea of growth, increase. Another etymology, less certain, ma.ka 

come from fiber, book: the /ibellus, little book or booklet of 
free expression, would account for its moraJ meaning. As for the 
Anglo-Saxon free/frei, its first signification is: beloved, cherished 
(friend and Freund arc from the same family), because in my house 
there are those I love, and slaves. Liberi, children, first designates the 
children of a free man. But in fact there are two categories: 
rum hominum alii ingenui mnt, alii libertini" (Gaius, lnstitutionts, 
I, 10). The ingmus is born from a free father (and means "distin-
guished, liberaJ, generous, sincere, refined"), the libertinus is bom 
from a father who was himself freed (enfranchised). (Of course, 
these ingenuous or libertine children are not the rejects--proln-of 
the proletariat.) 

Necessarius, for its part, primarily designates a person with whom 
one is close, but not consanguineous: hence a friend, someone from 
whom one cannot separate. 

r--...1 

What other semantic is there, which would not be the complete 
program of the philosophy of freedom? Freedom to do, to act, or 
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freedom in view of ... , freedom as an essence to be realiz.cd or as a 
nature, responsible freedom and responsibility toward free.dom, 

t'recdom as right or power, self-determination, free will , recogni-
tion of common law, individual or collective freedom, civil, eco-
nomic, political, social, cultural freedoms, the assumption of ne-
cessity, anarchy, libertine or libertarian freedom, liberality, freedom 
of movements, freedom of spirit, the free end of a rope or chain-
none of these should escape our attention, yet none of these ex-
acrlr matches what is at stake here under the name of "freedom." 

..-...J 

Such are the stakes of the limit that freedom is, or rather that it al-
ways surpasses: in touching the outside of the inside, one does not 
therefore pass the limit, for the exhaustion of this touching is un-
limited. And this exhaustion is equally what effaces itself before, 
and in the conung to presence of, the thing itself-a coming to 
presence that no present will ever capture, that no presentation will 
ever secure or saturate. The coming to presence of the other of 
thought exhausts all thought of the other. 

..-...J 

One could say that in freedom there is the ontological imperative, 
or being as intimation- but under the condition of adding thar 
this is without commandment (no commandment/freedom di-
alectic) or that the commandmenr is lost in freedo m's abandon-
ment to itself, all the way to caprice and chance. 

..-...-
Under the name of freedom, it now seems to me that I have 

tried to discuss sometlting that would have, in a sense, the structural 
position of Hegelian death (of metaphysical death, therefore-and 

this not always the site and operation of deliverance?). Yet this 
would not be the negative and hence would not lend strength to a 
dialectic. (The negative is the negation of freedom. of which freedom 

is alone capable. It is the fury of evil. But evil likewise does not 
exist as a dialectical moment; it is an absolute possibility of freedom.) 
Something else then, in place of death: putting the existent into 
the world. Birth, which is doubtless birth to death- not, however, 
in the sense that birth would be "for" death {with this doubtful 
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value of "for," if it is used to translate Heidegger's "zum Todl'), 
but in the altogether different sense in which death is that to which, 
or in which, there is birth: once again, exposure to the limit. Nor 
"freedom or death!" (though I wane to erase nothing of the power 
or nobility of this cry in our history), bur: freedom in place of death. 

Thought, then, does not have the relation with freedom that 
Hegelian spirit has with death. It does not have to "dwell in it fear-
lessly." In the first place, thought is not a dwelling, not a tomb or an 
abode, but a nomad space (and yet it is also a place to stay, perhaps 
even a house ... ). Next, thought cannot be exempt from fright 
in the face of the freedom which precedes it, which always surpris-
es it, and toward which it can never turn back (thought is 
not a fear "in the Face of," as there is no Hegelian "Face-to-face• 
with the abyss). It cannot but be anxious about freedom to the 
point of making a mockery of all thought--or to the point of free-
ing a laugh whose joy is limitless. In freedom, thought encounters 
not so much an "unthinkable" as the unthinking (and it does nor 
"encounter" it: there is no "encounter" here, not even the so-called 
encountering of others' freedom, because this freedom is not exte-
rior to me). T he unthinking other weighs thought and gives ir 
weight or wid1draws its weight. The transcendental materiality or f.ac. 
cuality of freedom is the unthinking other, which does not even 
think thought, but delivers it to itself. 

I wouJd have liked, and it would have been necessary, for chis work 
to have been able to go furrher- I do not mean only in analysis or 
problematization, but actually to the point of withdrawing and 
puuing under erasure all its discourse into material freedom. I 
could have been tempted ro make you hear music now, or laughter, 
or cannon shots taken here and there in the world, or moans of 
fumine, shrieks of revolt-or even to present you with a painting. as 
we find in ·Hegel when the young girl presents the outstanding 
products of ancient art and the divine places that the gods have 
lefr.4 Quire clearly, this would be temptation itself, the cunning 
abdication of thought into the immediate, into the "lived," into 
the ineffable, or into the praxis and art designated as the others of 
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thought. On the contrary, it is a question of returning praxis to 
thinking. Something from Marx inevitably resonates here with 
50111crhing from Hcidegger. A material thinking of the action of 
rhought? 

But it remains equally certain-and this is an indestructible re-
mainder-that on the limit of thought, thought is exposed to the in-
decision between discourse and gesture, both of which are of 
thought, bur threaten at every moment to break our of it. That is, 
they threaten tO be only discourse or only Here again, there 
is sharing, between "the weapons of cri ticism" and the "critique of 
weapons,'' between the "action of thinking" and the "thinking of ac-
tion.'' This sharing must be thought by deciding each 
time rhe undecidable. 

One could also say: thinking in action is always suspended {and 
"in potential," so to speak) between these rwo ultimate possibilities: 
"the words to say it are lacking' and "the words are lacking not to say 
it, but to do it." Only in and through this primary indecision is there 
any decision of thinking (since thinking always engages itself where 
"words are missing": this is its freedom, for which precisely nothing 
is missing, except words). 

-----
Note 2 to Chapter 7 (p. 192) says: "there would be rhe freedom of 

Dmein and the freedom of beings in general, one in the other and 
one through the other." This is one of the most difficult points, 
but doubtless, finally. one of the most necessary. Heidegger, in the 
period of Being and Time, means to distinguish the factuality of 
Dnsein from the factuality of, for example, the "stone" (see §27 of 
Bei11g nnd Time). It seems to me that this ca nnot be so simple. 
There cannot be, at least on what we could call a first level (but is it 
only tlw first? What would this distinction of levels mean?), sever-
al Tberf is the factuality of the world. what I 
in,i, t on calling focrunlity and what, under this name. gives the 
•nost rcliahle (and most problematic) guidi ng thread of freedom 
from Kant to the freedom Wf have to think (this thread passes 
th'"ttgh Hegel, Marx, Nietzsche, and Heidegger). is the "there is" 
\\ith all its force of"real presence" (without forgetting any of the 
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problems related to such a "presence"-ftrst and above all, that 
presence is in its coming, not in its being-present). Factuality as 
factuality is also (I would almost say "and first of all," were it nor 
preferable not to introduce any order here) the factua lity of the 
stone, the mineral, as well as that of the vegetal, animal, cosmic, and 
rational. Presence, impenetrability, there without "ek-stasy," a/so 
form the material-transcendental condition of a Dmein (and with this 
name one must rename "man" in the sense that this man is a singular 
material presence: a man, and not a stone, but the one and the 
other there, the one beside the other; in this regard, moreover, we see 
that we should no longer be able to say in such a context "man" in 
the generic sense, but only "man" or "woman"). 

Will I then say that in this unique {which does not mean "iden-
tical in all its modalities") factuality a unique (and nonidentical) free-
dom must offer itself? Will I say that all things are free? Yes, if I knew 
how to understand this. But at least I know that it would have to be 
understood (even while I know that such an "understanding" would 
have to be disentangled from the "understanding" of philosophen). 
We cannot content ourselves with sharing the world between Dasn11 
and beings that are Vorhanden and Zuhanden-not only because 
these categories do nor permit, or permit poorly, making space and 
allowance for the animal and vegetal, other modes that are also un· 
deniably modes of"ex-istence," though in a way that remains obscure 
to our understanding. But also, and above all, because one must 
be able to affirm, for every thing, the withdrawal of the cause in it 
(analyzed above; see C hapter 9). In the thing without causality 
{neither caused nor causing) there is beingness [ltantit!] as the pos-
iting not S«Llung) of the thing, existence as what makes the 
being-thrown, not only in the world {of Dasein), but ojthe world. 
The world is not given, substantial and immobile, in order for us to 
come there. The there of the "there is" is not a receptacle or a place 
arranged in o rder for a coming to produce itself there. T he thert is 
itself the spacing (of space-time) of the coming, because there is 
all (and totali ty is not the fastening, the completion without re-
mainder; it is the "having there" [y avoir], the taking place (avoir 
lieu], the unlimited "coming there" [y venirj of the delimited thing; 
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which also means that totality is all, except totalitarian, and it is 
ohviomly a question here of freedom). 

Nor is the world (this is clear in Heidegger) the correlate of an in-
tentionality. (Perhaps it should be said, from the very interior of a 
Husserlian logic, that the "transcendence of the world" cannot 
work without the factual -material effectivity of a world that no 
longer arises from any "naive thesis"; one must perform a "reduction" 
here that would no longer be "eidetic," but, if we dare say it, "hyler-
ic.") In no sense is the world "for me": it is the mmtial co-belonging 
of e.x·-istence with the existing of all things. Without that existence 
would be only ideal, or mystical .... But existence rakes place on the 
surface of things. If we thoroughly investigated this essential co-
belonging (of the essence-less), we would fi nd that no thing can 
be simply "necessary" and that the world is not "necessary." We 
could not isolate on one side the causality of phenomena, and on the 
other noumenal freedom (this is what, ever since Hegel, we have not 
stopped debating with Kant). What would we find then? Let us try, 
provisionally, to say: something like a dinamen, which would not be 
chance (another necessity), but the free opening of the "there is" in 
general- which is never precisely general, but always on the order 
of"each time." 

C linamen, or declension, inclination of the "there is," of the "es 
gibt," of the offering. For it to be, it must bend, it must slant-from 
nothing toward nothing. Or again, the blink [din]. the blinking 
of appearance, of the coming of all th ings, as secret as the "wink of 
an eye" (as the instant), but just as motivated and just as insistent as 
it is. Only in this way can there be an opening, a reciprocal clearing 
of Dasein and of beings in totality, without their becoming indis-
tinguishable, but without their being submitted to the exclusive 
apparatus of subjectivity and representation. (The thought of rep-
resentation inevitably condemns freedom, since the presence "be-
yond'' representation is there given as "necessity," and freedom is con-
tent to play with representations, in order finally to dissolve into rep-
re5entation.) 

In this sense, the stone is free. Which means that there is in the 
stone-or rather, ns it-this freedom of being that being is, in 
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which as a "fact of reaso.n" is what is pur at s.takc according 
m co-belongmg. (l do not deny, It should be emphaS17.ed, that in all 
of this I am opening an enormous question in which one cannot but 
find provocation, especially since I posit no result.) 

I have tried to say that "we are the freedom of all things" and 
perhaps this expression should not be kept. At least its intention is 
in no way subjectivist. It does not mean that we represent the 
world in our freedom, but rather that the freedom of being puts it-
self at stake as the free existence of the world and as our ex-istence 
to th is freedom-which also means that we are responsible for the 
freedom of the world. And this could not be without consequences 
for the question of technology (and on the at once open and aporer-
ic position of this question in Heidegger). Not that we have to pro-
tect nature agaimt technical exploitation (when something of this son 
has to be done, it is always once again a matter of technology); bur 
in technology we liberate, and we liberate ourselves to the freedom 
of the world. It is no surprise that this can cause anguish and pro-
found ambivalence. Bur we do not have free access to what happens 
here, as long as we think only of freely exploiting the unfree re-
mainder of beings. This is also what makes us accom modate our-
selves to entering into this class of bei ngs ... as workers. T he 
thought of a proletariat, like the thought of ex-istence in which a re-
ciprocal liberation of "nature" and "history" would be played out, 
could find something here to reconsider-mediated, it is true, by 
many kinds of displacements and transformations. 

I have absolutely no intention of extrapolating in a confused 
way the idea of freedom. How could I do this without malcing use 
of such an "idea"? Whatever the extreme difficulty and strangeness 
of the problem, if the being of beings is the being of beings, and not 
a kind of hidden daimon telling its secrets to Dasein, we cannot 
avoid detouring through the freedom of the world in order to come 
to our own freedom. This is a necessity of thin lcing, a political and 
ethical exigency. 

"Authentic decision" (Chapter 12): a difficult thought, a limit-
thought, at least for the powers of this essay. How can we affirm that 
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there is an "all(hemic" decision, which amounts to :tflirming and an-
nouncing an eth ical foundation withom being able to present the 

or nature of this "authenticity"? (Keeping this word 
".tUthcnticiry" is already more than ambiguous, since it means rhat 
one is installed in an axiology ... ). Furthermore: how can we do it, 
as long as we rest assured that freedom constrains us to undo or 
frumate the logics o f "foundation"? 

And yet, "we know what evil is'' (compare Chapter 13). We know 
it all the more since its overwhelming sclf-·cvidcnce has been made 
even more widespread by our recent ami present history. But what 
we also know is that moral foundations have no t only collapsed 
under this evil, but have lent it a hand. And it is not for nothing that 
the sentence "Freedom, how many crimes arc committed in your 
name!," whose author I have fo rgotten, has become a d isabused 
adage of modern rimes. 

The undecidability in which there is decision not the equiva-
lence of all decisions. It is the impossibility that the "decider" of the 
decision (at once its criterion and agent) precede the decision itself, 
which is a very different kind of undecidability. But the decision that 
decides itself decides for the authentic o r not. Doubtless, in 
Heidegger, this decision remains in at least one sense too "heroic" 
and linked- why not say it thus?-ro a "system of values" that up 
to a certain point commands and secretly decides the very analysis 
of the decision. also amounts to saying that "authenticity," 
despite Heidegger's intentions, can only be cut from "inauthentic-
icy,'' of which authenticity must be "only a modified grasp.") 

Let leave the examination of this point in Heidegger for later. 
h seems to me that we can also seek to understand that there is a de-
cision for freedom which is not the decision fo r the freedom to 
suspend freedom , even though in both cases it would be the same 
freedom that decides itself. Freedom is precisely what is free for 
and .tgainst itself. It cannot be what it is except by remaining. at every 
moment, freedom of"grace" nndof"fury." This chasm is its "foun-
d.uion," its absence-of-ground. But this is also the chasm through 
which the freedom that chooses itse/fand the freedom that destroys 
itse(f are the same and no t the same. And perhaps freedom " is" 
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nothing o ther than this absolute difference in absolute identity. 
How can one grant that it is an "authentic decision?" 

The decision that rrees freedom against itself is the decision to sup. 
press decision- and consequently to suppress the undecidable that 
renders decision possible and necessary. Or rather, it is the sup. 
pression of the existentiality of existence itself (a suppression that 
takes a thousand forms , besides murder). The decision for evil-
which remains the possibility essentially conjoined and therefore 
absolutely proper to the decision for good-is a decision for what 
leaves nothing more to be decided. Authentic decision is on dtc 
contrary a decision for a holding of decision as such, which is its reap-
propriation and reconquest in the indecision that is itself main-
tained as an opening of the possibility of deciding. And this is why 
authentic decision does not know itself as such, or as decision for 
the good. It cannot present itself to itself as "good." It remains in it-
self different rrom itself. The decision for evil is what can appear to 
itself as "good," as a decision "taken" or "resolved," but not "hetd• 
in the sense indicated above. 

One has to determine [trancher}, that is, one has to determine that 
we will be able and will always have to determine again, even if it is 
only to make this "same" decision every time: because as decidin& 
and not as already decided, decision is at evety moment new. Yet nei-
ther does this mean that authentic decision, reopening at every 
moment in itself the difference of in-decision, never decides ex-
cept to ... let everything happen [tout laisser foire]. Letting every· 
thing happen is also a way of annulling decision, as much in the lib-
eral or anarchist sense that can be given this expression as in the sense 
of letting everything be done in the extreme, which completes the 
whole by exterminating it. The authentic decision is precise.ly against 
the possibility of doing "everything," or letting it be done. But as de-
cision, it chooses not to do "everything." Prescription, obligation, and 
responsibility remain fastened to it. 

One will say: now it is without content or ethical norms. No 
doubt. But did it ever have any of these? Decision is the empty 
moment of every ethics, regardless of its contents and foundations. 
Decision, or freedom, is the ethoat the groundless ground of ever'/ 

Fmgments 163 

ethics. We have to decide on contents and norms. We have to decide 

011 J:tws, exceptions, cases, negotiations; but there is neither law 
nor exception for decision. Its "authenticity" is not on the register of 
the bw. Or rather, it is this law withdrawn from every form of law: 
the existentiality of decision, freedom, which is also the decision of 
existence and for existence, received well before every imperative and 
every law. 

We therefo re do no t have to think in terms of new laws (even 
though we also have to make them), and we do not have to invent 
a "morality" {with hardly any irony, we can say: don't we have all we 
need in matter?). But above aJI , what is incumbent on us is an ab-
solute determination, an absolutely originary, archi-originary de-
termination of ethics and praxis-not a law or an ultimate value, but 
that by which there can be a relation to law or to value: decision, 
freedom. 

If existence is without essence, this is because existence is entire-
ly in its decision. It is entirely in the free decision to receive and hold 
irsclf as decision (a deciding decision, but in the mode of a receiv-
ing-itself, a letting-itself-be-taken by the decision ... ) and/or to 
decide on itself as such or such essence. Such is the ethos to which we 
must come, or which we must allow to come to us. This ethos 
would not correspond to a "progress of moral conscience," but 
wou ld bring to light the archi-originary ethicity without which 
there would be neither Plato's Good, nor Kant's good will, nor 
Spino1.istic joy, nor Marxian revolution, nor Aristotle's zijon politikon. 

f"'-.J 

Why speak of"revolution" (for example, in Chapter 7)? In order 
capriciously to oppose the current discredit of th is word? Why not? 
Ideology can always benefit from being shaken. But also: don't we 
have the responsibility of thinking the decision that opens onto 
the very possibility of deciding? Now which word has carried this 
thought, in a privileged way, th rough two centuries? And which 
Word could replace it after two centuries? Enough has been said 
abou t how much "revolution" was a turn toward nothing, or even 
another turn of the screw. This is true- but this is also a mockery 
of history. Revolution brings to light common freedom, freedom's 
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being-in-common, and the fact that this being, as such, is given 
over to decision. We cannot, despite everything, think this word dif-
ferently. For a long time, the case of reform has been heard, and the 
more reform there is, the less anything changes. Revolt is a prison-
er of the despair that produces it. Revolution does not at all exclu-
sively signify the taking of power by a political faction. It signifies, 
or at least it signified: the opening of decision, the community ex-
posed to itself. 

I know that Fascism and Nazism were also revolutions, as were 
Leninism and Sralinism. It is therefore a question of revolutionizing 
revolutions. I understand all too well that this "pirouette" might 
not be appreciated. Bur what should we say and do if it becomes no 
less true that we must again, despite everything, decide to break 
with the course of things entirely decided? What should be said 
and done if the intolerable is always present, and if freedom has 
to make itself more and more skittish, more and more unbridled? 

How can we think "revolution" without assault divisions or com-
missars of the people, and even without a revolutionary model (but 
on the contrary, as a reopening of the question of the model it-
self)? After all, the word matters little-bur we still have not thor-
oughly thought through all that "revolution" gives to be thought. 
Above all, people continue to die of hunger, wars, drugs, boredom. 
A middle class continues to be generalized with irs scruples relating 
to "technology," masking from us what is in the process [techniqut) 
of becoming class warfare.6 

r-..J 

People die of hunger, drugs, wars, boredom, work, hatred, re-
volts, revolutions. They die or become mutilated in life, soul, and 
body. All liberations (national, social, moral, sexual, aesthetic) are am-
biguous, and also arise from manipulations-and yet each has irs 
truth. Freedom Manipulated (by powers, by capital): this could be 
the ride of our half-century. Thinking freedom should mean: free-
ing freedom from manipulations, including, first of all, those of 
thinking. This requires something on the order of revolution, and 
also a revolution in thinking. 

r--J 
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Democracy is less and less exposed to external criticisms or ag-
gressions, but more and more preyed upon by its internal criti-
cisms and disench:llltments. Or rather: forces wirh incalculable ef-
fects (nuclear, physical, chemical, genetic) have been put into op-
eration or unleashed, as we would say. All this leads back to the 
question of what "thinking freedom" means today. It means at least 
very clearly that received ideas about freedom, in all of their sys-
tematic frameworks (opposition to necessity, or assumption of ne-
cessiry, to the free subject, reciprocal delimitation and re-
spect, repartition of the juridical, of the moral and political, of 
public and private, of the individual and collective, and so on), are 
themselves either "operative" in the least liberating practices of this 
frightening and disenchanted world. or constantly rendered "ob-
solete'' by it. "f reedoms" are nlso pieces of "technology." This is 
why it is derisory to content oneself with reaffirming, in a Kamian 
mode, a "regulative idea" of freedom, or, in the mode of a "philos-
ophy of values" (whjch we know was also able, more than othe.rs, to 
support Nazism), an "absolute value" of freedom .... 

We always relllrn to this: thinking freedom requires thinking 
nor an idea but a si ngular fact, just as it requires carrying thought to 
the limit of a factual icy that precedes it. 

......_, 
In this essay, I was fo rced to repeat several rimes that freedom 

could not be "a question." T his means that irs thinking must be in 
search of a nonquestioning mode of thinking (bur can we say 
"search" here? Would it not be too close to ''question''?). Here is a 
profound and powerful trait of roday's thinking: the demand for an 
aflirmativiry (we find it modulated diffe rently from Nietzsche and 
Benjamin to Oeleuze and Derrida).7 

Yet perhaps neither affirmation nor negation may be substituted 
for the question. It could be a question of another disposition, one 
that has no logical name. 

......_, 
. What 1 wrote here concerning Heidegger and Nazism is necessarily 
•nsufficient after a year of commentaries occasioned by the renewed 
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bringing to light of the "affair. " Yet I have no intention of adding to 
these commentaries. A few words wiU suffice: that Heidegger nev. 
er stopped thinking, in his most intimate and decided thoughts, 
something of "freedom"-by means of the abandonment of its 
theme or metaphysical question-and that this itself could com-
mand his political gestures, is what gives us something to think 
about. On the one hand, Heidegger was the first to take the measurt 
of the radical insufficiency of our "freedoms" to think and open 
existence as freedom. But on the other hand, he still thought of 
"the free," up to a certain point at least, in the terms and in the 
tones of "destiny" and "sovereignty. " In the name of this he was 
undoubtedly seduced by Hider and later remained silent on the 
subject of the camps. 

Destiny and sovereignty-whatever the names or figures they 
are given-are the sites where freedom obstinately renounces it-
self. even if freedom is what is destinal and sovereign. In this regard. 
Heidegger could not remain the thinker of existence humbly exposed 
to the world, which also means, but without fuss: free. 

,--..., 

"Being" just begins to clarify itself when we consider that "free-
dom" gives it, or that being is in freedom. We are then no longer 
thinking precisely according to a "thinking of Being," since we are 
in the process of rescuing this thinking from being "a thinking of 
something" (even if being is not). A thinking freed from being a 
thinking of 

,--..., 

This essay proposes a thesis on being, in direct line from the one 
that Heidegger deciphers in Kant and from this other thesis, posit· 
ed and withdrawn by Heidegger, on being "founded'' in freedom. 
And what is more, it involves a thesis on theses, a positing and 
affirmation on the positing and affirmation of being, as posited 
and affirmed by freedom, as freedom. 

To this extent, I run the risk of simply and naively reconstituting 
a metaphysics, in the sense in which this word designates "the for· 
getting of being" and the forgetting of this forgetting. Which means: 
the forgetting of the difference between being and beings is from the 
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srarr lost from sight by metaphysics-this difference permits no 
po.<iting of beings to be imposed on being, and no sovereignty over 
beings to be attributed to being. 

Bur this difference is not-not even the "ontico-ontological dif-
ference." It is itself the very effacing of this difference-an effacing 
rh:tt has nothing to do with forgetting. If this difference is not, it in 
effect retreats into its own difference. This retreat is the identity of be-
ing and beings: existence. Or more precisely: freedom. 

Freedom: the withdrawal of every positir1g of being, including its be-
ing posited as differing from beings. There is therefore no thesis here 
on being except insofar as there is no longer any possible thesis on 
being. Irs freedom is in it and more ancient than it. This is its last 
thesis-or its first doing (fitire] (focere, foctttm have the same root as 

thesis, and even tun and to do, in German and English). 
"Doing" can no doubt be interpreted in many ways; I use it here 
only to show a difference within the thesis itself. 

Philosophers have made theses on being; now the question has to 
do with the fact of its freedom. 

.-...... 
Where thinking butts up against what renders it possible, against 

what makes it think (fitire pemed. 
.--._, 

The "authentic decision" is made in "the beyond of the deci-
sion."8 It does not arise from decisionism. It is much more and 
much less than what any theory of decision can represent (I am 
thinkjng of Carl Schmitt in particular, for whom the decision oi1 the 
exception becomes the essence of the political, which is not for-
eign to Heidegger's politics.) Why? Because the decision does not tear 
itself away from the "inauthencic" in order to break with it; it hap-
pens within it and at its surface. Heidegger comes close £0 saying 
this-and does not. This is where, in Heidegger, one must break 
through "the thin wall by which the 'they' is separated, as it were, 
fro m the uncanniness of its Being."9 The authentic decision is 
therefore also "short of [en dera] the decision." But this "short of" 
is in no way the stupid and dismal acceptance of the quotidian and 
of all that is produced there. The "inauthentic" remains an a priori 
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warped category, marked by a loss even if Heidegger refuses to 
make a "forfeiture" of it. But this "loss" is the loss of being, of its im. 
manence and coming to the world, to presence, freedom. The place 
of being-thrown- its place or its very "throw"-is not first of all the 
"They," but freedom. 

r-._, 

The mono "liberry, equaliry, fraternity" seems to us somewhat 
ridiculous and difficult to introduce into philosophical discourse, be-
cause in France it remains official (a lie of the State) and because it 
is said to summarize an obsolete "Rousseauism." But for Heidcggcr, 
does not "being-there also with others'' (§26, Being and Tzme) de-
termine itself according to "an equaliry [ G/eichheit] of being as be-
ing-in-the-world?" Such an equaliry is unbreachable: it belongs 
precisely to freedom. 

As for fraterniry, which gives one even more to smile about: 
should it be suspected of coming from a relation to murdering the 
Father, and therefore of remaining a prisoner as much of the shar-
ing of hatred as of a communion with an identical substance/essence 
(in the totemic meal)? This interpretation of the communiry as 
"fraternal" must indeed be carefully dismantled. But it is possible, 
even with Freud, to interpret it otherwise: as a sharing of a mater-
nal thing which precisely would not be substance, but sharing-to 
infiniry. 10 In this respect, Chapter 7 above has only gone halfway. 
Perhaps the "mother" must also be abandoned, if we cannot avoid 
her being "phallic" (but is this certain?). We must also think of the 
fraterniry in abandonment, of abandonment. 

,.__, 
"Frnternity: we love them, we cannot do anything for them, txctpl 

lulp tlmn to reach the threshold" Blanchot's fragment ascribes to 
fraterniry a love without effect, without affect, without commu· 
nion. A strange restraint oflove, yet still named "love." (Regarding 
fraterniry, Hannah Arendt could be invoked in the same sense.) 
What, in these conditions, does "help" mean: not a support, not a 
consolation, bur the communal exposure of freedom. 

Pushed co the end of its experience, freedom would only result in 
death. lt could not meet up with itself except in the unleashing of 
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:ul absolute, unapproachable principle, where "grace" would be 
"fury" itself. The Terror, sacrifice, savagery, suicide. By reasoning in 
chis way, we have already lost sight of the fact of freedom. As if in 
dc:uh this fact became presence, property, self-identity. But the ex-
perience of freedom remains the experience where these determi-

Freedom is the inappropriablc of death. In decid-
ing on death, we think we arc deciding on freedom, either to give it 
(suicide, or the Inquisition), or to kill it (murder). But what re-

resistance itself-which is properly the communiry's-is the 
freedom that tbe dead person (not abstract "death") never ceases to 
present, and that breaks loose more than ever from his being-dead. 
His death, whatever its cause, gave him back to an inappropriable 
freedom. 

Thus inappropriable death delivers this freedom which gives 
birth to me. It is in this way that being-in-common takes place: 
through this free space where we come into mutual presence, where 
we com-pear. The opening of this space--spacing of time, exposure, 
event. surprise-is all there is of being, inasmuch as it "is" free. 
Death does not belong to this space, for it effaces itself in pure 
time as a figure of df.lcement and as an effacement uf all figures. Yet 
common space, while it is at every moment new, also bears the 
mark, at this moment ineffaceable, of this effilcemcnt. We live with 
all the dead: this is what murder denies in vain . The communiry is 
entirely exposed ro itself-including the community of the co-be-
longing of the world. 

(Let us not be suspected here of an exalted, mystical vision of 
universal life .... It is certainly a question of life, but finite, hum-
hie, banal, and insignificant, in the sense that life exists, in effect, at 
the limit of sense: wheu: the experience of freedom begins and 

,__, 
There is no "experience of freedom'': freedom itself is experience. 

,__. 

j:ighting "for" freedom , equality, fraternity. and justice does not 
consist merely of making ocher conditions of existence occur, since 
it not simply on the order of a project, but also consists of im-
lllcdiately affirming, bic et IIUIIC, free, equal, fraternal , and just ex-
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istence. We ought to be able to say as much for writing and think-
ing "about" freedom. 

.-...J 

"To die freely: an illusion (which is impossible to denounce), 
For even if we renounce the illusion of believing ourselves to be 
free with respect to dying, we return to confusing, in words con-
stantly belated, what we call the gratuitousness, the frivolity-its light 
will-o' -the-wisp Aame-the inexorable lightness of dying, with the 
insubordination of what every seizure lacks. Whence the thought: 
to die freely, not according to our freedom, but from passivity and 
abandonment (an extremely passive attention), according to the 
freedom to die." 11 

.-...J 

"Here is an appendix which develops, a spirit without canals or 
compartments, a freedom perhaps ready to be seized, perhaps also 
to annihilate other freedoms, either to kill them or better to embrace 
them."12 

.-...J 

"Freedom is an tthica/ principle of dtmonic essence."13 

.-...J 

There is this surprising freedom in which freedom leaves us, rel-
ative to it, free to let it offer itself, while it has nothing to make it· 
self recognizable. This is all there is. 

.-...J 

This freedom which asks us, proposes to us, requires us to be 
free to the point that we remain free with respect to it, to the point 
that we free ourselves from freedom ... 

.-...J 

Given the direction that certain commentaries are presently tak· 
ing, what I will have tried to say here about a freedom which lays 
claim to republican and democratic monoes, but which disengages 
itselffrom "democratic freedoms," will be charged with Jacobinism. 
even terrorism, if not outright Fascism (or, in another version, ni· 
hilism). (Recently, this type of accusation has been eagerly Aung 
at every effort of thought that a reference to Heidegger in particu· 
lar is reputed to expose.) Yet, 

Fmgmtllff 17 1 

1. it should be known that in the move from a thinking, let us say 
of being, of essence, or of principles-it matters li ttle here-to a pol-
itics and an ethics, the consequence is never good (why do we sys-
tematically forget the massive and enduring adherence of so many 
theorists of the "philosophy of values" to the Nazi regime?); 

2. this consequence is not good because in drawing it we pass 
without passage from the regime of the interrogation of the "prin-
ciple" as such, of its nature and "principiality'' even, to the regime in 
which we fix these principles. Thus we remove freedom from the one 
and rhe other, for what is in play from the one to the other is pre-
cisely the indetermination, the undeducibility of putting freedom at 
stake and into operation. Or further: the "principle" of freedom-
let's say, as foundation or as the sharing of being-precisely "founds" 
the exercise of an incalculable freedom. 

That Heidegger should have been a Nazi was an error and a mis-
take. That he could have been one is what belongs to the archi-
cthical principle of freedom. (Finally, in being a Nazi, in the very par-
ticular way we are beginning to be able to distinguish, that he could 
also have willed himself"to conspire with the liberation of the pos-
sible," according to Grand's expression, 14 is what requires an eval-
uation. undoubtedly infinitely delicate, which belongs to our tasks 
of thinking.) 

.-...J 

lo depend on norhing- to give oneself one's own law- to be 
the opening of a beginning: in our discourse we cannot escape this 
triple determination of freedom, in which everything is held (and 
holds for both a we and an !). It is thus solely a question of making 
the following transcription: having no foundation-accordingly, 
ha,·ing "one's own" law always this side of or beyond "oneself"-be-
ing as removed from oneself as an opening is, and grasping no 
more of oneself than can a beginning. Everything comes back to this, 
anJ the transcription appears simple enough. In realiry, however, bc-

transcription is impossible in our discourse, it remains equal-
ly impossible in the very description I have recorded here! 
'Iranscription has its freedom this side of or beyond itself (and can-
not be verbal transcription only, o r a changing of names or syn-



172 Fragments 

taxes, or even a "pure and simple" "act" outside of discourse). It is 
what is most difficult for thinking: at its limit, putting its limit at 
stake. Transcription is no doubt unachievable. 

r--.J 

However, this does not mean that freedom would be, in Hegelian 
fashion, the infinite as the absolute in its negativity. Because freedom 
is the infiniteness of the finite as finite, and is thus itself finite, which 
means at the same time singular and without essence in itself, it 
consists in neither having nor being an essence. Freedom consists in 
not consisting, without any contradiction. This "without contra-
diction" makes the fact and secures the presence of freedom-this 
presence which is the presence of a coming into presence. Never 
infinite, never dialectical negativity, more buried than affirmation and 
negation, freedom is never this "freedom of the void" which Hegel 
designates as belonging to "fanaticism" and to "the fury of destruc-
tion."15 Neither "full" nor "empty," freedom comes, it is what of pres-
ence comes to presence. In this way it iJ, or is the being ofbeing. 16 

r--.J 

T hinking, undoubtedly, is for us what is most free. But freedom 
is this fact which less than any other can be reduced to thinking. 
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Chapter I 
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Bottomore, trans. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1964). 

3· Theodor Adorno, Negative Diakctics, E. B. Ashton, trans. (New 
York: Continuum, 1987}, pp. 214-15. 
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rrans. (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1991), p. 55]. 

6. G. W. F. Hq;C'l, Lectures on tbe History of Philosophy, E. S. Haldane 
and Frances S. Simson, trans. (New Jersey: Humanities Press, 1983), vol. 
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7· Cf: Jacques Derrida, Edmund Husser/'s Origin ofGeommy, John 
P. Leavey, Jr., trans. (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1989), esp. pp. 
145-46. 

8. G. W. F. Hegel, Encyclopedia, §17 [translated in The Encyclopedia 
Logic, p. 4t]. 

Chapter2 
1. We are not saying "political" here. Either what is understood by 

"poli tical freedoms" more or less covers the series of cpirhets we have 
used. or we would have tO consider in the political as such the specific 
purring at stake of the transcendence of existence. 1 t is uncertain whether 
one could do this today. We must still rethink the political as such, or 
think differently what Hegel assigns to the political as the existent effec-
tivity "of ttll the determinations of freedom" (Encyclopedia, §486, in 
Hegel's Philosophy of Mind, A. V. Miller, trans. [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
19711). Later, we will consider the model of a free political space, without 
heing ahle ro keep it as constituting by itself the proper space of free-
dom. At rhe very least, we will be able to find a political "analogon" of what 

in Badiou seeks in rhe following interrogation on the subject of free-
dom: "\XIhat is a radical poli tics, one which goes to the root. which chal-
lenges rhe administration of the necessary, which reAccrs on ends, which 
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maincains and practices justice and equality, and which all the while as-
sumes the climate of peace, and is not like the empty anticipation of a cat-
aclysm? What is a radicalism which is at the same time an infinite task?" 
Alain Badiou, Peut-on pmser Ia politique? (Paris: Le Seuil, 1985), p. 1o6. To 
which we would add: what is a common freedom which presents itself as 
such without absorbing into its presence the free event? Cf. Jean-Luc 
Nancy, "La juridiction du monarque hlgllien," in Rejouer ie politique 
(Paris: Galilee, 1981). 

2. 'The concept of freedom, insofar as its reality is proved by an apo-
dictic law of practical reason, is the keystone of the whole architecture of 
the system of pure reason," Immanuel Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, 
Lewis White Beck, trans. (New York: MacmiUan, 1985), p. 3· Wasn't this 
proposition an axiom for all of philosophy up until Marx and including 
NietlSche? If it lost this position, this was not due to a loss of a taste for 
freedom, but rather to the closure of an epoch of history and of thought, 
a closure for which the Kantian "keystone" provides a model (even though 
the Kami.an thought of rhe fact of freedom also constitutes the opening of 
what we have ro think concerning this topic). 

3· In Traditionis traditio (Paris: Gallimard, 1972), p. 175. 
4· "In the concentration camps, it was no longer the individual who 

died, but a specimen." Theodor Adorno, Negative Dialectics, E. B. Ashton, 
trans. (New York: Continuum, 1987), p. 362 [trans. modified). That is, the 
specimen of a type (in this context, "racial"), of an Idea, of a figure of an 
essence (in this context, the Jew or the gypsy as the essence of a non-
essence or of a human sub-essence). Cf. on this subject the analyses of 
Philippe l..acoue-Labarthe in the "Heidegger" section of his L 1mitation des 
modemes (Paris: Galilee, 1986). On the question of evil, cf. Chap. 12. 

5· "I generate time itself in the apprehension of the intuition" ( Critiqur 
of Pure Reason, N. K Smith, trans. [New York: St. Marrin's Press, 1965], 
Transcendental Schematism, p. 184), and this apprehension is the "syn-
thesis of the manifold"-i.e., the constitution of phenomena-" which sen-
sibility provides in its originary receptivity" by "joining with spontaneity" 
(Transcendental Deduction). This originary synthesis is nothing other 
than the principia! structure of finite transcendence (cf. Martin Heidegger, 
Kant and tlu Problem of Metaphysics, Richard Taft, trans. [Bloomington: 
Indiana University Press, 1990], §16). But, in these conditions, the 
schematism should be elucidated no longer according to the guidelines of 
a production of Heidegger does, at least up to a certain point-
but on the contrary {even though this is not a contrary ... ) as the .freedom 
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irsclf of the withdmwnlfrom every figure (cf. ibid .. §14). This would be the 

0 bjecr of another work. 
6. Martin Heidegger, Gesamtnusgabt' (Frankfurt-am-Main: Kloster-

mann, 1982), vol. 31, p. 134· 

Chapter 3 
1. The inverred structure of the Deduction of the Second Critique in 

fl' l:uion to that of the First Critique is indicated by Kant. Critique of 
Prrtrtirnl Remon, Lewis White Beck, trans. (New York: Macmillan, 1985), 
Book I, chap. 1, I, p. 17. 

2. 'The Canon of Pure Reason," I and II. Immanuel Kant, Critique of 
Purr RMson, Norman Kemp Smith, trans. (New York: St. Martin's Press, 
1965), p. 637. 

3· Immanuel Kant, Critique ofjudgmem, J. H . Bernard, trans. (New 
York: Hafner Press, 1951), §91, p. po. 

4· Martin Heidegger, Gesnmtnusgnbe, vol. 3'· p. 300. (We rake E. 
Martineau's side in translating Vorhnndensein as hrl'-sous-la-main, and 
this is also an occasion to recall that Martineau initiated. on the basis of 
Heidegger, the opening of a problematic of freedom that is echoed here. 
Cf. his preface to R. Boehm, Ln Mrtnphysique d"Aristote. Not that this in 
any way diminishes our great esteem for the translations of 
Courtine.) We will proceed hy following the analyses of §§27 and 28 in 
Being nnd Time. 

5· This could not be a moral conscience {we will discuss Grwissen lat-
er according to its analysis in Being nnd Tinu) whose ontological, non-
:mrhropological character Heidegger emphasizes ( Gt'St111/lt111Sgnbe, vol. 31, 
p. 291). Nevertheless, respect could add a further twist to this determination 
of the fact of pr:Ktical reason, but it will not :1ppear here. 

6. Nor does this mean that it would be a fact of the "interiority" of rea-
. . Kcessible to some kind of introspection. The psychological is em-

pirical, bur nor on the order nf rhe I experience which is the 
experience of freedom. On :mother level, this also does not mean that re-
ality here would only be that of possibility, as it is. for example, in Fichte: 
"Freedom really and truly exists, and is the root of Existence; however, it 
is not immediately real. for its reali ty goes only as far as possibility." J. G . 

The Towards tbe Blesst'd Lijr. William Smith, trans. 
(Washingron, D. C.: University Publications, 1977) . Fichte's formula 
undoubtedly rl·,wres most constant thought, at least (if for 
the moment we leave aside Spinm:a, whose proximity to what we are 
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trying to say should be studied, to the extent that for him fre.edom is 
identified wirh the effectivity ofbearirude; but Spinoza does nor think ex-
istence as such)-ar least up to Hegel and ro the conversion of freedom 
into effecriviry (yet not simply into necessiry, for Fichtean "possibiliry" is 
itself a necessiry of the "independence of the absolute with respect ro its 
own intimate being"). Freedom has been thought as the necessary existence 
of rhe subject's infinite possibiliry of relating to itself, but not as rhe ex-
istential icy of existence. 

7· §76, Third Critique (New York: Hafner Press, 1951), p. 250. We 
choose "setting into position" for Setztmg, in contradistinction ro rhe 
simple Position (in the German rext) of representation. Our use of this mo-
tif liberally distances itself- because of this distinction of concepts in 
Kant- from Heidegger's use of it in Kam's Thesis on Being, where precisely 
this disrincrion is ignored. 

8. Setzung therefore responds point for point to the dynamic of dif 
ftrance by which Derrida designates the infinite motion of fin ire being as 
such. Dijftrance rhus implies freedom, or is implied by it. Freedom frees 
diffirance, while diffirance defers freedom, which does not mean that dif 
flrance keeps freedom waiting: it is always already rhere, bur by surprise, 
as we will see. 

9· Aristotle, Book I, Nicomachean Ethics, W. D. Ross, rrans. (Oxford: 
Oxford Universiry Press, 1975). 

10. Translator's note- Nancy plays on the homonymic coupling in 
F h f .. 'fi . .. .. b d " d .. ,n; . " .. ff: . rene o a mre, ro e one, an a11mre, a aar, matter, concern, 
transaction, business, lawsuit," and their relation to "foire," "doing, mak· 
ing, producing," and "foit," "fact." 

IJ. Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, Richard Taft, trans. 
(Bloomington: Indiana Universiry Press, 1990), p. 178. 

Chapter4 
1. Same will have merely displaced and misinterpreted (on this point, 

as on others) H eidegger's thinking, as we will show later. Adorno, for 
his part, left behind in Negative Dialectics a thinking in which freedom is 
confined ro irs own movements rather than interrogated in irs essence. It 
should also be recalled rhar Bergson roo represents, in an entirely differ-
ent way, a kind of stopping point of rhe rhinking of freedom. Theodor 
Adorno, Negative Dialectics, E. B. Ashton, trans. (New York: Continuum, 
1987). 

2. Gesamtausgabe, vol. 31, p. 300. 
3· Reuben Guilead's book, Etre et liberte-une hude mr le dernier 
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!leidrgger (Louvain and Paris, 1965}, unfortunately docs nor live up ro the 
promises of irs title. The fragmentary analysis offreedom in Henri Biraud, 
Heidegger rtl'txperimcr de Ia pemee (Paris: Gallimard, 1978), with which 
we feel ourselves to be in agreement in several respects, docs nor consid-
er the suspension of the theme in Heidegger. Fred R. Dallmayr. while he 
roo does nor consider this point, presents a very suggestive synthesis of 
Heidegger's thought on freedom in Polis and Praxis (Cambridge, Mass.: 
M IT Press, 1984), chap. 4, "Heidegger's Ontology of Freedom." Our 
work would have to engage in a complex discussion with Reiner 
Schlirmann's book, Heidegger on Being and Acting: From Principles to 
Annrch;•, Christine-Marie Gros, trans. (Bloomington: Indiana Universiry 
Press, 1987). Schlirmann does nor really analyze the freedom which he sup-
poses or implies rhroughour and which would have to be articulated with 
his theme of"coming to presence" (which is also an important motif for 
us, and to which we have devoted other analyses; cf. "Le Rire, Ia presence" 
in Critique 488-89, Jan.- Feb. 1988). We are less comfortable with his 
concept of "economy." If there is a certain communiry between us and 
these works (including those of Martineau, cf. note 4 to Chap. 3, and 
also Levinas's "difficult freedom"), it consists less in a determinate 
"thought" (and still less in a "concept") than in the recognition of a nec-
essary "liberarion" of rhe thinking rhar tries to be rhe thinking "of" free-
dom. In orher words, this is first a liberation with respect ro the con-
cepts and systems of freedom (among which we still will nor include 
Spinoza without reservations; but thar is another program of work), and 
secondly a less determinable liberation of thinking itself in its own prax-
IS. 

4· The call of care in Being and Time provokes and convokes Dnsein to 
its freedom; cf. §§57 and 58. Marrin Hcidegger, Being and Time, John 
Macquarrie and Edward Robinson, trans. (New York: Harper & Row, 
1962). We will speak again of rhe call. 

5· G. W. F. Hegel, Phenommo/ogy of Spirit, A. V. Miller, trans. 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press. 1977), p. 492; Friedrich Nietzsche, 
Humnn All Too Human, R. J. Hollingdale, trans. (Cambridge, Eng.: 
Cambridge Universiry Press, 1987), I, §11, p. 217; Paul Celan , Der 
Mairlirm, in Gesnmmelte W'ake, vol. ), 13eda Alleman and Stephan 
Reichert, eds. (Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 1983), p. 200. 

6. Marrin Heidegger, The Essence of Reasons, Terrence Malick, trans. 
(Evanston, Ill.: Northwestern University Press, 1969), pp. 127-28. 

7 · According to the gesture whose model is given by Kant and tbr 
Problem of Metaphysics, Richard Taft, rrans. (Bloomington: Indiana 
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Universiry Press, 1990). Let us add here, as one document among others, 
these sentences from the introduction to Met11physics (1935; New Haven: Yale 
Universiry Press, 1987), p. 170: "Being-human, as the need [Not] of ap-
prehension and collection, is a being-driven [Notigungl into rhe freedom 
of undenaking teclme, the sapient embodiment. This i.s the characte.r of his-
tory." In the pages of our text immediately following, citations refer to the 
English translation of Heidegger's Sclu/ling's Treatise on the Essmu of 
Human Freedom, Joan Stambaugh, trans. (Athens: Ohio Universiry Press, 
1985). 

8. Marrin Heidegger, Schelling's Tmttise on the Essmce of Human 
Freedom, p. 192. Let us be clear about this: 1936-43, these dates speak 
volumes on their own, and one will not have failed to note, in the cone of 
the "resolve" to "destiny," an echo of the Rektoratsredeof 1933. The ques-
tion of politics in Heidegger is obviously inrerrwined with the question of 
his debate on the subject of freedom and with the idea of freedom. One 
would have to consider this question with Philippe Lacoue-Labarthc, 
'Transcendence Ends in Politics," in Typography (Cambridge, Mass.: 
Harvard Universiry Press, 1989), pp. 267-300; and with Gerard Grand, 
"Pourquoi nous avons public cela," in DeL 'Universitl (Mauzevin: T.E.R., 
1985). 

9· G. W. F. H egel. Hegel's Philosophy of Right, T. M. Knox, trans. 
(London: Oxford Universiry Press, 1967), p. 32. 

10. Martin Heidegger, "On the Essence of Truth," in Basic Writings, 
David Farrell Krell, ed. (New York: Harper and Row, 1967), p. 128. 

II. Ibid., P· 127. 
12. This situating of the theme was prepared by a passage from The 

Question Concerning Technology (1953), of which we will speak further. 
Marrin Heidegger, The Principle of Reason, Reginald Lilly, trans. 
(Bloomington: Indiana Universiry Press, 1991). 

13. Manin Heidegger, "Letter on Humanism," in Basic Writings, p. 22.3. 

Chapter 5 

1. This also dares to before Rousseau and Kant (although rhe 
Spinozistic relation to civil law diverges, for its pan, from chis model; 
cf. in particular Etienne Balibar, "Jus-Pactum-Lex," in Studia spinozana, 
vol. I , 1985). 

2. G. W. F. Hegel, Science of Logic, A. V. Miller, trans. (Atlantic 
Highlands, N.J.: Humanities Press International, 1989), p. 843. 

3· Jean-Luc Nancy, L 1mplratifcmtgoriqttt (Paris: Flammarion, 1983), 
pp. s8, 134. The text I refer ro here is bound up with a network of 
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thoughts woven around the point of "unleashing" [dechafnemmt]: the 
law in Blanchot, judgment in Lyotard, (in)decision in Derrida, respon-
sibiliry in Uvinas. Only responsibility is thematically constructed as pri-
or co frcedC'Im and a.s "dominating" it. See Emmanuel Levinas, Totality and 
Infinity, Alphomo Lingis, trans. (Pittsburgh: Duquesne Universiry Press, 
1969), p. 87. An additional remark: for Levinas freedom is mingled, 
through itself, with "the arbitrariness" of an "egoistical ego," and its 
"essence" lies in "the imperialism of the Same." Responsibiliry, by "in-
vesting freedom" with the "presence of the Other," "frres it from the ar-
birrmj' (my emphasis). T his formula alone testifies to the fact that free-
dom cannot fail tC'I precede itself or to precede every attempt to grasp it or 
co free it from grasp. even its own grasp. Levinas himself. whose con-
cept of freed om- at least in this work, since the rest of his work uses 
the word "freedom" in a wider sense--is thus strictly limited to that offree 
will, nevertheless appeals ro "the critique in which freedom is capable of 
being called into question and thus preceding itself" (ibid., p. 89). 

4· Martin Heidegger, Schelling's Trl'fltise on the Esunct of Human 
Freedom, Joan Stambaugh, trans. (Athens: Ohio Universiry Press), p. 162. 

[trans. slightly modified]. The context gives these lines a remarkably am-
biguous profile: they designate at the same time a limit ofKantian thought 
and, in order to indi<:ate that Schelling finally does not overstep this lim-
it, a positive affirmation from Heidegger himself. So freedom, undecidably, 
finds itself declared incomprehensible and, through a tacit promise of 
overstepping physics, comprehensible 10 the thinking of being. 
Fundamentally, this is the constant ambiguity of the course and of rhe en-
tire "path'' foll owed by Heidegger on the subject of freedom. 

s. Transi:Hor's note-A In limite may be rendered in English by any of 
rhe following formulations , depending on the context: "at the limit," 
"ultimately," "at the furthest extreme," "in the most extreme case," or 
even "in/as a last resort." Entmdemmt may be translated as either "hear-
ing" or it differs from comprehtmion by evoking an au-
ral component, figural or literal, of comprehension. Finally, nccomplisse-
mmt has been rendered as "realization" in order to preserve most gener-
ally the various senses of"accomplishing, achieving, completing. fulfilling." 

6. §142 (my emphasis), G. W. F. Hegel, Philosophy of Right, T. M. 
Knox, trans. (New York: Oxford Universiry Press, 1967), p. 105. 

7· §257· ibid .. p. 
8. The possibiliry is not excluded chat there may be other resources in 

Marx chat should be pursued. 
9· Martin Heidegger. "What is Metaphysics?," R. F. C. Hull and Alan 
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C rick, trans., in Existmce and Being (Washington, D. C.: Henry Regnery, 
1949, repr. 1988), pp. 357-58 [trans. modified]. 

10. G. W. F. Hegel, Lectures on the Hist01y of Philosophy, E. S. Haldane 
and Frances Simson, trans. (Atlantic Highlands, N.J.: Humanities Press, 
1983), Introduction. 

11. Must this be emphasized? From the "comprehension" of Dasdn in 
Being and Time to the "thinking" of What is Called Thinking?, we are 
only following H eidegger's "path of thought," accenting it differently, 
freely, seeking to liberate what it proposes. It is understood that we are 
practicing a repetition which itself comprises the repetition of other rep-
etitions: we are speaking not only of those we most frequently cite, here 
and elsewhere, several of which have been worked through in the repeti-
:ion of Heidegger, but of still others, which have sometimes in self-defense 
repeated something of the same H eidegger (Adorno above aU). Citation 
is not the entirety of repetition. Actually, an entire epoch was invented 
through repetition, and invented its difference as repetition, that dif-
ference as a secondary consequence of the "end of philosophy," as the 
re-demand (repetitio) for what is at stake in philosophy. But it is Heidegger 
himself who inaugurated thinking as repetition (and not as critique or sub-
lation) of what had already been thought. To repeat is to experience the 
fact that thinking was closed in "metaphysics"-and the fact chat this 
closure frees the possibi li ties and exigencies of finite thought, that is, of 
thought that takes up and replays all of its experience as experience of fini-
tude. Freedom to repeat, liberation in repetition. In the "preliminary re-
marks" to Wegmarken (1967), Heidegger indicated the "necessity oflater 
being understood otherwise than one understood oneself"; but "this ne-
cessity has its ground in the possibility that historical tradition and trans-
mission still preserve a free space of play for what necessity demands." 
Thinking and its tradition free from themselves the possibility of their free 
repetition-and this is why there is thinking. 

12. "Singularity" should here be understood at once according to the 
value Deleuze gives to the "ideal event" or ro "essentially pre-individual, 
non-personal, a-conceptual" puncrualiry, and according to the value that 
common language gives to the word when it makes it mean "strange-
ness, anomaly," as well as according to the value of"surprise" which we wiU 
later analyze in the relation of freedom and time. Gi lles Deleuze, The 
Logic of Sense, Mark Lester, trans. (New York: Columbia University Press, 
1990), p. 52. For us, existence is above all what is singular. It happens 
singularly and only singularly. As for the existent, its own existence is 
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above all singular, which means that its existence is not precisely irs "own" 
and that its "existing" happens an indefinite number of times "in" its 
very individuality (which is for its part a singularity). Singularity is what 
distinguishes the existent from the subject, for the subject is essentially what 
appropriates itself, according to its own proximiry and law. Yet the advent 
of a subjectivity is itself a singulari ty. 

13. Even free will would have to be reevaluated, especially if it is to be 
understood in irs original form. as Vuillemin proposes: "It is said that 
Democritus' system suffered from having been transmitted through 
Epicurus' system, which subordinated theory to practice and introduced 
the metaphysical concept of freedom into philosophy. Actually, it is chis 
concept of the freedom of indifference, of balance, or of will, which in-
spired the admiration of a Marcus Aurelius and which is the keystone 
of Epicurus' philosophy. And this freedom is primarily that of refusing the 
solicitations of opinion, for example the representation of future evils, 
in order to accept only the present, i.e. sensation cut off from che active 
movement of e rror." Vuillemin, Nrcmite 011 comingmce-l'aporie dr 
Diodore rt les philosophiques (Paris: Minuit, 1984), p. 205. An ac-
ceptance of the present which would be precisely a resignation to destiny 
(this is what Epicurus wanted) will later characterize freedom fo r us 
(Chap. 11). h is not a question of proposing a new Epicureanism, or an 
Epicurean derivative. It is only a question of stating that at the heart of the 
philosophical tradition surrounding freedom there is what could be called 
a "materialism of the present"-understood as the singularity of exis-
tence and nor as appropriated presence-engaged in an intimate debate 
with the idealism of temporality understood as the perpetual presence 
of causal linking (cf. C hap. 9). 

Chapter 6 
1. Martin Heidegger, Thr Metaphysical Foundatiom ofLogic, Mid1acl 

Heim. trans. (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1984), p. 18. 

Chapter 7 
1. This analysis has been undertaken in Jean-Luc Nancy, The 

Inoperative Community, Peter Connor, ed. (Minneapolis: Universiry of 
Minnesota Press, 1991). The law of the relation of singular existence is for-
mulated in the following way by Francis Wolff (who concludes an analy-
sis of Epicurus and Lucretius in H eideggerian terms, cf. note 13 co Chap 
5): "A being which one could not relate to any other then does not ek-sist, 
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since it is the existence of one relation to another that determines the 
possibility of their ek-sisrencc." Francis Wolff, Logique de l'tl!mmt-di-
mzmm (Paris: Minuir, 1981), p. 256. 

2. In an analogous way, Merleau-Ponty tried to grasp the other [nutnti) 
on rhe basis of freedom: "The other is no longer so much a freedom seen 
.from 11.1ithout as destiny and fara.lity, a rival subject for a subject, but he is 
caught up in a circuit that connects him to the world, as we ourselves are, l and consequently also in a c ircuit that connects him to us-And this 
world is common to liS, is inrermundanc space--And there is rransirivism 
by way of generality-And even freedom has irs generality, is understood 
as generality: activity is no longc.r the contrary of passivity ... the other is 
a relief as I am, not absolute vertical existence." Maurice Merleau-Ponty, 
The Visible nnd the Invisibu, Claude Lefort, cd., Alphonso Lingis, trans. 
(Evanston, Ill.: Northwestern University Press, 1968), p. 269. Perhaps 
we should attempt to grasp nor only the other-the other existent-but 
every other being-thing, animal, or instrument-from the starting point 
of freedom. T he freedom that makes existence exist in the open also and ) 
at the same rime produces the openness of the world and irs free spacing. 
There would be rhe freedom of Dmein and the freedom of beings in gen-
eral, one in the other and one through the other. But always, and in the 
final analysis, it is existence as such that puts at stake freedom and the 
openness in which beings present themselves. However, in this coming into 
presence, beings themselves in general also exist in a certain way, and 
singularly. We could say: because existence is in the world, the world as such 
itself also exists-it exists because of the proper existence of existence, 
which is outside of itself: this tree exists in irs singularity and in the free 
space where it singularly grows and branches out. It is not a question of 
subjectivism, the tree does nor appear ro me thus, it is a question of the rna-

( 
terial reality of the being-in-the-world of the finite existent whose finitude 
comports the effective existence of the world as the singularity of existence 
itself. 

J. Cf. Jean-Luc Nancy, "Sharrered Love," Lisa Garbus and Simona 
Sawhney, trans., in The lnoperntivr Community, pp. 82-109. 

4· This one [on] would refer to that of Blanchot, or to the parallel 
thq lils] which docs not designare the anonymity of a banality, but cor-
responds to the event of what one cannot "grasp except by releasing one-
self (from) the power of saying I." Maurice Blanch or, L 'Entrrtien infini 
(Paris: Gallimard, 1969), p. 557· Cf. the consideration of this motif, as well 
as a collection of references ro Blanchor on this point in Gilles Dcleuzc and 
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Felix Guarrari, A Thomnnd Plntenus, Brian Massumi, trans. (Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota Press, 1988). 

5· Cf. "What is Freedom?" in Hannah Arendt, Brtwem Pnst nnd FuNtrr 
(New York: Penguin, 1968), p. 148. 

6. Philippe Lacoue-Labarthe, L 'Imitation drs modrmrs Galilee, 
1986), p. 188. (This sentence must he understood in relation to rhe fol-
lowing one: "Why, after all, would not the problem of identification be, 
in general, the very problem of the political?" p. 173.) 

7. Lyotard, Tbe Diffirmd. Georges Van Den Abbeele, 
trans. (Minneapolis: Minnesota University Press. 1988), p. 141. 

8. Alain Badiou, Pmt-on pmsrr In politique?(Paris: Le Seuil, 1984), p. 
IIJ. 

9· Immanuel Kant, Religion \'(lirbin the Limits o[Rrnson Alone, T. M. 
Greene and H. H. Hudson, trans. (New York: Harper), p. t76. 

10. Manin Heidegger, Grsnmtnusgnbr (Frankfurt-am-Main: Kloster-
mann, 1981), vol. 51, p. 16 ("Grundbegriffe," course of 1941). 

11. "Omnes et singulatim" in l.r dlbnt, no. 41, 1986, p. 7· In reality, we 
have the choice of defining politics between two poles: either the 
Aristotelian definition of the "political animal" in terms of the disposition 
of logos insofar as it involves justice, good and evil, ere., and in terms of the 
non useful finality of "living well '' (eu zein); or, at the other pole, the 
technology of power. Perhaps the name "politics" should be reserved for 
one of the rwo; perhaps they should be thought roger her. Whatever the 
choice, it is remarkable rhar freedom is essential at both pole.s (and this is 
what demands that they he thought together). In the same text, Foucault 
could in fact write: "The distinctive trait of power can be found in the fact 
that some individuals can more or less entirely determine the conduct 
of other individuals-but never in an exhaustive or coercive way. A per-
son who is chained up and beaten is subjected to the force exerted over 
him, not to power. Y cr if he can be made to speak. when his last resort 
could have been to hold his tongue. preferring death, he has rhus been 
forced to behave in a certain way. His freedom has been subjected to 
power and he has submitted to rhe government. If an individual can re-
lllain free, however limited his freedom may be, power can subject him to 
the government. There is no power without rhe potential for refUsal or re· { 
volt" (p. 34). 

12. Cf. Hannah Arendt, "\XIhar is Freedom?" in Brtwrm Past nnd 
FuNtrr(New York: Penguin, 1968). Is there then a mimesis offreedom, or 
does freedom on che contrary repudiate This question, briefly 

c 
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skimmed several lines further on, cannot be treated here. We will simply 
indicate the principle: cf. note 9 in C hap. 13. 

13. C f. C hap. 2. 

14. Sainr-Just, L 'Esprit de Ia revolution (Paris: w/r8, 1969), p. 79. 

ChapterS 

1. G. W. F. Hegel, The Encyclopedia Logic (Indianapolis: Hackett, 
1991), §87, p. 140. The conditional would be that replaces the indicative is 
of the first edition indicates, it is true, a slight retreat with respect to this 
determination offreedom. It is as if Hegel were saying, "Freedom would 
be rhis supreme form of nothingness, if nothingness were not itself already 
annihilated." Nonetheless, the dialectical conversion is not formally iden-
tified as such and is instead reabsorbed into "intensification." 

2. Keith Waldrop, The Garden of Effort (Providence, R. I.: Burning 
Deck, 1975), p. 8o. 

J. Martin Heidegger, The Essence ofReasom, Terrence Malick, trans. 
(Evanston, Ill.: Northwestern Universiry Press, 1969), p. 129. 

4· Rene Descartes, "Author's Replies to the Fifth Set of Objections," 
in The Philosophical Writings of Descartes, vol. 2, John Cottingham, trans. 
(Cambridge, Eng.: Cambridge Universiry Press, 1989), p. 241. 

5· Marrin Heidegger, Hegel's Concept of Experience (San Francisco: 
Harper & Row, 1970), p. 120. 

6. Marrin H eidegger, Hegel's Phenomenology ofSpirit, Parvis Emad 
and Kenneth Maly, trans. (Bloomington: Indiana Universiry Press, 1988), 
p. 20. And further: "To undergo an experience with something-be it a 
thing, a person, or a god- means that this something befalls us, strikes us, 
comes over us, overwhelms and transforms us." H eidegger, "The Nature 
of Language," in On the Way to Language, Peter D. Hern, trans. (New 
York: Harper & Row, 1971), p. 57· 

7· Cf. Derrida's analysis of Levin as in "Violence and Metaphysics," in 
Writing mzd Diffirencr, Alan Bass, trans. (Chicago: Universiry of Chicago 
Press, 1978), pp. 79-153. 

8. Cf. "Unum quid" in Jean-Luc Nancy, Ego sum (Paris: Flammarion, 
1979). 

9· Martin H eidegger, "On the Essence of Truth," in Basic Writings, 
David Farrell Krell, ed. (New York: Harper & Row, 1967), p. 128. 

10. T hus, in Hegel, subjectiviry first grasps that pure being is "onJy 
an em pry word," which presupposes the mastering of signification and the 
relation to self given by representation. In this regard we might also adopt 
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Michel Henry's analysis in order to express the truth of subjectiviry and 
its impossibiliry for freedom: "The moment of consciousness remains in 
f.1ct the essential moment of self-consciousness, which remains an exterior 
consciousness, since exterio riry is the medium in which consciousness is 
present to itself in self-consciousness. For consciousness, Hegel did not con-
ceive a mode of presence-to-oneself other than the mode of the presence 
of the object, because the presence of the object as such is, in his view, none 
other than the very essence of consciousness. The essence of objectivity 
constitutes the unique foundation, it is the universal medium in which all 
that is manifested is realized." Michel H enry, L 'Essmce de Ia mmzi.fostntion, 
vol. 2 (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1963), p. 902. 

Chapter 9 
1. "On the Essence ofTruth," in Marrin H eidegger, Basic Writings, 

David Farrell Krell, ed. (New York: H arper & Row, 1977), p. 129. 
2. T he analysis that follows applies primarily ro Sartre's efforts to elu-

cidate and define rhe meaning of his formulation in the posthumously pub-
lished Cahim pour tmr morale (Paris: Gallimard, 1983), beginning at p. 447· 

3· Cf. the first and second "Analogies of Experience" in the first 
Critique. The rest of our analysis addresses and expands certain elements 
of H eidegger's analysis in vol. 51 of the GrsamtatiSgnbr. Our conclusions 
seem to be those that Heidegger reached but did no t develop. 

4· Immanuel Kant, Critique of Purr Reason, Norman Kemp Smith, 
trans. (New York: Sr. Martin's Press, 1965), p. 218. 

5· Immanuel Kant, Critique of judgment,). H. Bernard, trans. (New 
York: Hafner Press, 1951), §81, p. 271. 

6. The immediacy referred to here is nor that of sensuous immediacy. 
Nor is it an absence of mediation in the intelligible. It is neither a sentiment 
nor an intellectual given of freedom. This might resemble what we could 
call the pregnancy of the "feeling of reason," which is for Kant the 
respect for the law of freedom, and as ''what respect respects .. . , reason 
gives this ro itself insofar as it is free." Marrin Heideggcr, Knnt nnd tiJr 
Problem of Metnpbysia, Richard Taft, trans. (Bloomington: Indiana 
Universiry Press, 1990). In some sense, the analysis made in this renowned 
paragraph 30 of Knnt nnd the Problem of Mt•tnpbysics sets us in the direction 
we are attempting to follow here, to the extent that Heidegger, relating re-
spect to transcendental imagination, makes it appear as "a transcendental 
and fundamental structure of the transcendence of the ethical self' where 
such a transcendence is nothing other than the structure of what we are des-

I I 
I 
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ignaring as "experience." Still, Heidegger's extremely elliptical analysis 
does nor seem truly to attain the uni ry it declares between the recepriviry 
of imagination and the free imposition of law, because it is precisely in the 
uniciry of an originary concept of experience that this uniry should be 
found: in the experience of being-in-the-world as being-free; everything in 
Heidegger leads to this, without formally ending up at it; in Kant and 
the Problem of Metaphysics, this nonanainment, as well as the restricted place 
given to practical reason, seems commanded by a phenomenological (ei-
detic) hypothetic that burdens the directive analysis of the imagination and 
of schematism; but another work would need ro be done in order to 
show this. Yet if there is a "self-evidence" of respect, it depends on the foe-
rum ration is and not on the sensibiliry that accompanies it without truly 
being at stake in that relation, since it is exempted from the "pathological," 
which, however, designates nothing other than the regime of the af-
fectabiliry of pure affection (cf. Michel Henry's analysis in L 'Essence de Ia 
manifistation [Paris: Presses Universiraires de France, 1963], §58-from 
which we have strayed in our conclusions). We must therefore be able to 
think, if nor a "pathology," at least a pure passion of pure reason, where rea-
son is "practical" in all that it is (even when it is "theoretical"). Bur "pu-
riry" here will be nothing other than the material effecriviry of being-in-
the-world, and moral impuriry (evil , whid1 we will speak of later). This 
"passion" is the experience of freedom. The immediacy of this experi-
ence must therefore be understood as the affictivr im-mediacy offi'eedom in 
existmce imofor as fi'tedom afficts existence fi-om an infinite distance: from the 
point of an infinite withdrawal and in traversing existence with this dis-
tance-from-itself (irs non-essentialiry) which sets it ourside of itself only in 
order to make it exist as the thing in itself. This im-mediacy of experi-
ence is the common originary structure of both sentiment and self-evidence, 
which it withdraws, rhe one as much as the other, from subjectiviry. 

7· It is therefore not a question of the man who is "immediately nat-
ural ... bestowed with natural forces" of whom Marx speaks in his "r844 
manuscripts" (Collected Works, vol. 3 [New York: International Publishers, 
1975]) in order to distinguish him from the man "who exists through 
himself." Bur it is no less significant that Marx wanted to emphasize 
power in the same way that Hegel had emphasized consciousness. The ex-
perience of freedom is also the experience of a difference of forces at 
stake in being-in-the-world. We can recall, moreover, that in an entirely 
different but equally symptomatic way Bergson sought to present free 
action as the "detonation" of a material energy (cf. L 'Energit spirituelle, 1). 
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8. This ontological marerialiry seems to us to meet up with the analy-
ses of Didier Franck in Heidegger et le problemr de (Paris: Minuit, 
1986). 

9· Cf. C hap. 5· 

Chapter co 
1. Cf. Jean-Luc Nancy, L 'lmpemtif catrgorique (Paris: flammarion, 

1983), and cf. Chap. 2. 

2. Cf. Chap. 5· 
3· The general and conjoined Stnlctnre of order and event: "Come: how . 

could this provoke the coming of what comes, the coming of the event, for 
example, if the 'com I itself does not arrive, does not arrive at itself?" 
Jacques Derrida, Parages (Paris: Galilee, 1986), p. 62. 

4· Cf. Emile Benveniste: " ... the bare semanteme employed in its 
jussive form, with a specific intonation," which does not even constitute 
"an utterance." Problmu in Gmeral Li11guistics, Mary Elizabeth Meek, 
trans. (Miami: University of Miami Press, 1971). 

Chapter II 
1. We must ignore here the articulation with space, which nevertheless 

belongs to this problematic. For this another work would be required. 
Further on we will find some indications in the direction of what would 
have to be thought not only as an originaliry proper to (as does 
Didier Franck, cf. note 8 to Chap. 9, above), but as a "spaciosiry" of 
time around the "e,·enr," which we will discuss here. Generally speaking, 
freedom offers itself as spacious and spacing: I will touch on this in the 
conclusion (Chap. 13). 

2. Cf. Martin Heidegger, On Time and Being, Joan Stambaugh. trans. 
(New York: Harper & Row, 1972}; and also Derrida's analysis of the 
"thoroughly metaphysical" character of the "concept of time" in" Ousia 
and Gramme: Note on a N ote from Being nnd Time" in Mnrgins of 
Philosophy (Chicago: Universiry of Chicago Press, 1982). 

J. Translator's nore-"Surr,enue," "rhe unexpected occurrence," when 
emphasi1.ed by Nancy as mr-vmrte, has been translated as "coming-up" in 
order to preserve its sense of"coming" [venueJ. 

4· Cf. Chap. 6. The entire thematic of the present paragraph should be 
compared to Lyotard's reading of Begebmheit in Kanrian history, of rhe 
event's "fact of giving itself' as the "trace of freedom in realiry." Although 
Lyotard, who does not propose an examination of freedom for itself, re-
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rains the term "causaliry by freedom," the implicit concept of freedom that 
his text seems ro suppose would perhaps find some analogies here. 
However, we would have some reservations with regard to the expres-
sion "trace of freedom," which implies both visibility (or sensibiliry; these 
are the stakes of Lyotard's "sentiment," which should lead us back to 
what is evoked in note 6 to Chap. 9) and intermittency; what is undeni-
able on the level of the "historical events" of which Lyorard speaks seems 
to me to refer, on the level of ontology, to what could be called the non-
sensible constitution of the sensible and the non-intermittent constitution 
of evenemential intermittence. In a sense, there is constantly an event of 
freedom that opens existence as such. There is constantly a "coming-up" 
in time, and it is only from this point that one can accede to the possibility 
of thinking a "history" and its "signs." Cf. Lyotard, 
L 'EnthousiasmdParis: Galilee, 1986), especially pp. 54-56, 100, 113. 

5· Julien Green, Minuit, cited in Georges Pouler, Muure de /'instant 
(Paris: Pion, 1968), p. 376; and Milan Kundera, L'Art du Roman (Paris: 
Gallimard, 1986), p. 8o (the author speaks of Anna Karenina-struc-
rurally speaking, would literature have to do with this surprise, many 
other literary examples of which could certainly be produced?). There is 
something of a syncope here-suspense and rhythm-of a beating at the 
heart of"reason," of a heartbeat. "A heart is already an event, an evenr is 
already a heart," wrote Dozen. Freedom, in its event, is perhaps always of 
the order of the heart. But how does one tl1ink a heart of being? (We 
addressed the question in "Shattered Love," Lisa Garbus and Simona 
Sawhney, trans. , in The Imperative Community, Peter Connor, ed. 
[Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1991].) What occurs in 
Ereignis is perhaps that occurring occurs to irself and appropriates itself as 
presence. But this can only occur in the mode of an unexpected coming-
up. Occurring occurs to irself by coming up in the beating of the coming-
up. It would be this-the heart of being-or irs freedom (wouldn't the 
heart be for us a synonym or metaphor of freedom in all its states?). The 
opening of a world, as such and absolutely, is unthinkable outside of the 
freedom of the coming-up. Otherwise, it is nor a world, but a universe. In 
a somewhat comparable way, Wirtgenstein links wonder before the "mir-
acle" of existence (which references Heidegger, in the German edition 
of the text, as Christopher Fynsk has shown us) with ethics as the proper 
order of expressions "whose very essence is to have no meaning," whicll we 
would interpret as: to have the "meaning" of the freedom of being (cf. 
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Wittgenstein. "Lecture on Ethics,'' in Thr Philosophicnl Review [Ithaca: Sage 
School of Philosophy, 1965]. vol. n pp. 3-12). 

6. Among many analyses, we can cite that of Vuillemin (who, more-
over, also analyzes Spinoza), for the finesse with which it grasps the active 
abandonment of this will: "What is, however, the origin of the conversion 
by which a finite will, in assuming the limitations that overwhelm it, 
identifies itself, to the extent that this is possible, with its cause and sub-
stance? It would not be this finite will itself, except precisely insofar as we 
consider it to be a given part of Nature and the wise man only comes to 
wisdom by way of a certain eternalnecessiry. \Y/e are therefore necessar-
ily necessitated to salvation and acquiescence. And again it is the secret of 
the strength of feeling one's effusion sustained by a source which it cap-
tured as if involuntarily, which it does not control and which it feels to be 
inexh:1usrible." Vuillemin, Necessite 011 co11tingence-l'nporie de Diodore et 
les systhnes p/;ilosophiqurs (Paris: Minuit, 1984), p. 389. To which we 
would add only, in order to establish a more secure link with this text, that 
"salvation and acquiescence" are nothing other than freedom itself. 

7· Cf. Chap. 7· 
The theme of the clloice of Dnsein's proper possibilities, in Sting and 

Time, does nor refer to the classical motif of the will's choice. "To clloose 
oneself" is not ro elect one possibiliry among others, and it is nevertheless 
not a resignation to the inevitable. It is a decision to be one's own as the 
existent that one is, which means always, as this being whose existence sur-
prises it, as existence and as its own. 

9· C f. Walter Benjamin, "Trauerspielund Tragodie," in Gmunmelte 
Scbrifien, vol. 2 (Frankfurt-am-Main: Suhrkamp, 1980), pp. 134, 135· 

10. However, we will not pronounce these without the following 
warning from Adorno, from Negatiue Dialectics, E. B. Ashton, trans. 
(New York: Continuum. 1987), p. 369: "The deterioration of the death of 
metaphysics, whether into advertisements for heroic dying or to the triv-
iality of purely restating the unmistakable fact that men must die-all this 
ideological mischief probably rests on the fact that human consciousness 
to this day is too weak to sustain the experience of death, perhaps even roo 
weak to integrate death with the self. ... " But we will add that "to in-
regrate death with rhe self" is at least an ambiguous expression and that 
it is freedom itself which rakes us to death and which also consequently de-
prit•rs us of et1e1y possibility of 11pproprinting tbis de11th, or the birth which 
opens onto it. 



200 Notu to Pages ll9-23 

11. Cf. the entire motif of schickm, and bmimmtn, which 
clearly communicates, as is well-known, wi th that of £rrignis (cf. On 
Timt and Br.ing, Joan Stambaugh, trans. [New York: Harper & Row, 
1971]). 

Chapter 12 

1. Theodor Adorno, Ntgativt Dialtctics, E. B. Ashton, trans. (New 
York: Continuum, 1987), p. 366. 

1. H . W. Perzet cites this expression in his preface to Martin 
Heideggcr/Erhardr Kastner, Britjiutchul (Frankfurt-am-Main: KJosrer-
mann, 1986). 

3· Cf. Philippe Lacoue-Labarrhe, LA Potsit commt txpirimct (Par is: 
Bourgois, 1986), p. 167: "This is strictly tmpardonablt" -rhe word re-
lates simultaneously ro Auschwitz and to Heidegger's silence .. (In addition, 
and as a preface to later remarks, we should recall that pardon, in irs 
Judeo-Christian tradirion, needs no jusrificuion. What remains unjusti-
fiable can, on anorher register, be pardoned-except when it precisely 
involves an attitude that leans, in one way or another, toward justifying the 
unjusrifiable, as we might suspect the case wouJd be at a certain level in 
Heidegger. Yet in the same tradition of pardon there remains an enigmatic 
"sin against the spirit" which cannot be pardoned .... (Let us add that 
Heidegger's si lence was not absolutely roral; some sentences were spo-
ken and we will later allude to one of these on the the disaster, of 
Nazism. But apart from this word, nothing broke Heidegger's profound 
silence. AJI the material on this poinr is presented and carefully analyzed 
by Philippe Lacoue-Labarrhe in La Fiction du politiqut (Paris: Bourgois, 
1988), translated as Htidtggtr, Art and Politics, Chris Turner, trans. 
(London: Basil Blackwell, 1990). 

4· Thomas Mann, DIIJ Probltm dtr Frrihtit (Stockholm, 1939). 
5· As indicated earlier (Chaps. 1, 3), we are rhinking of a secret com-

plicity, in spite of fundamental differences, between the camps and every-
thing that, by exploirarion, abandonmenr, or torture, presenrs in our 
rime whar couJd be gathered under the names (both material and symbolic) 
of renaciry [nciJamtmmt), emaciarion [dichamtmmt), and the mass grave 
(chamitrl. The analysis of rhese would have to be given elsewhere. It 
would be necessary ro retrace what circulates between the exposing of 
the brurality of the primitive accumulation of capital-the exposing of the 
"sickness of civilization"-and rhe exposing of civilized and rechnicized 
barbarism. 
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6. O ne mighr find such a confusion of differences excessive. lr is 
meaningful only wirh respecr ro the exhibition of a "positivity" of evil, 
which we will discuss. Meanwhile one should not forget, even as their nec-
essary differences are restored, rhe sadistic scenes in Proust or the 
Bataillean project of human sacrifice: for, in spi te of everything, rhis hap-
pened-and Bataille himself finally rccogni7.ed ir-ourside the sacred 
and outside the immanent retribution of evil to which he laid claim. 

7· Yicror Hugo, La Fin dt Sntall. 
8. Immanuel Kant, Rtligioll W'itiJill tbt Limits of Rtnso11 Alont, pp. 31 

IT. (We retain rhe older translation, since it seems difficult to renounce the 
word "wickedness" [m!ciJnncrriJ, at least for our present use, in favor of 
"malice" [mnliguirl) even though, in irs previous signification, the latter 
term gave its name precisely to the £vi/ 011t [Malin); but this signification 
has been lost.) 

9· In this sense, a simple use of the terms "good'' :md "evil" no doubt 
loses irs relevance. However, the fundamental- and foundationless-
discord to which they testify, without even being charged with any oth-
er determination than that of the "fury" of evil, cannot be expressed in oth-
er words. ("Fury" is not "combat," it and ruins, nothing more.) 
And this is also why it seems to us difficult to renounce, in spite of every-
thing, the word "freedom." 

10. Doubtless, there is no longer a pure empirical figure for the "wicked 
being" any more than there is for the "sage" or for the "saint" (meanwhile, 
1 here arc apparamscs, mechanisms, institutions, and calculations that can 
present wickedness as such ... ). Yet apart from rhc fact that we can no 
longer easily reason in such terms, where experience irself is u anscenden-
ral, there is a total dissymmetry between the presemation of a tortured body 
on which maliciousness is inscribed in capirallcrrers, and that of a body 
which we will not even call happy or beautiful, bur which suffers from 

other rhan wickedness. As if evil by essence imprinted its mark, 
and good. on the contrary, covered up its own traces. Evil must arrest to 
irs own operation, it musr show irs devasration. Good neither destroys nor 
constmcts, ir is nor of such an order. We could therefore also conclude that 
good always escapes wicked destruction (as of idealism thought, wirh 
greater or lesser difficulty): yet even this has nu precise meaning. Good is 
not Where evil occurs, there i.s no good on reserve. But the 
attesra tion of evil is equal to the attestation of the good that is not there, 
to the extenr that it is not rhere and has no positivity. 

11. Martin Heidegger, "Letter on llumanism," in 811Jic \'(/ritings. David 
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Farrell Krell, trans. (New York: Harper & Row, 1977), pp. 237-38 [trans. 
modified]. The date of this text (1946) and the use of rhe word "fury," in 
the sense whose origin we believe we can locate, lead us ro believe that 
Heidegger at least implicitly also targeted Nazism here. Yet at the same 
time, and for fundamentally obvious motives, "fury" must also refer to an 
aspect of the analysis of "technology" and of Gestell (where the theme 
of fury can often be detected and sometimes explicitly read: cf., for ex-
ample, "The Question Concerning Technology," in Basic Writings, David 
Farrell Krell, ed. [New York: Harper & Row, 1967]). To comprehend, nor 
evil through technology, but the properly technological determination 
of technology, the one that according to Heidegger hides its essence of"dis-
closing" (to recall quickly one of the claims of his text), to comprehend 
therefore this determination by way of evil and by its fury is one of 
Heidegger's constant directions, even if it is rarely made explicit. The 
Unheil, the distress without safeguard, the disaster (a term employed 
once to designate the work of the Nazis-cf. Lacoue-Labarthe, whose 
entire analysis should be run through here), characterizes d1e world of tech-
nology. And the motif of freedom, as if in counterpoint, also runs duough 
the entire text on technology. We simply want to point out these indi-
cations, without otherwise problematizing them. 

12. G. W. F. Hegel, The System of Ethical Lift and First Philosophy of 
Freedom, H. S. Harris and T. M. Kr1ox, trans. (Albany: Stare University 
of New York Press, 1979), p. 134. 

13. All figures of fury fill this abyss wid'i the idea of a "pure race" or with 
every other "pure" idea, including that of freedom, even that of a violent 
God. We could relate them ro what Lyorard calls the "absolute wrong" in 
The Diffirend. Georges Van Den Abbeele, trans. (Minneapolis: University 
of Minnesota Press, 1988). We could also relate the characterization of the 
evil thus attained to what Lacan designated as "the jealousy that is born in 
a subject in its relation to another, inasmuch as this other is thought to par-
ticipate in a certain form of jouissance, of viral superabundance, perceived 
by the subject as that which he cannot apprehend by way of any affective 
movement, even the most elementary. Is it not rruly singular, and strange, 
that a being should admit to envying in another, tO the point of hatred, 
ro the point of needing to destroy, what he is incapable of apprehending 
in any way, and by no intuitive means? The almost conceptual locating of 
this other may in itself suffice ro produce this movement of unease .... " 
Jacques Lacan, Le Siminaire, Book VII, "L'Erhique de Ia psychanalyse" 
(Paris: Le Seuil, 1986), p. 278. And existence, as such, is "superabundance." 

14. Translator's note- For the remainder of this chapter, the word 

Notes to Pages I29-37 203 

propre has been translated as "own" and "proper" interchangeably in or-
der to register Nancy's nuancing of this term. 

15. Cf. Marrin Heidegger, "Lerrer on Humanism," in Basic Writings. 
Certainly :mother understanding of Heidegger's propositions on ethos is 
made possible if the dwelling which l't!JOS must be for him is not a dwelling 
of the proper, and is finally nor a "dwelling" at all. What we will say 
next about the decision will follow in this direction. 

16. Martin Heidegger, Schelling's Treatise on the Essence of Human 
Freedom, Joan Stambaugh, trans. (Athens: Ohio University Press, 1985), 
pp. 142-43; next citation, pp. 177-78. 

17. It should be noted that Hegel's analysis of good and evil in the 
Pbmommology, which dialecricizes their identity, nevertheless empha-
si-z.es in a particular tone that the simple affirmation of their idenriry 
must be juxtaposed "with an insurmountable obstinacy," namely, that of 
their difference. 

18. Georges Bataille, "Conftrmas" in Oeuvres Completes, vol. 7 (Paris: 
Le Seuil, 1976), p. 37J. 

19. Ibid., vol. 8, p. 495· 
20. Cf. Chap. 3· 
21. Questiom IV (Paris: Flamm arion), p. 150 [trans. of" Dil' Kehre," 

1962]. 
22. Translator's note-Etre-propre translates Heidegger's "Selbstsein," 

rendered in English as "Being-irs-Self" or as "Bei ng-one's-Self" in 
Macquarrie and Robinson's of Being and Time. 

23. "Mood-being attuned- to hear the attunemenr. To be able to 
hear: calls of the stillness of being." Schelling$ Treatise on the Essmce of 
Human Freedom, p. 189. (This call undoubtedly communicates wid1 the 
one we will next discuss). [Translator's note- Nancy's discussion of 
tonality follows from the translation of Heidegger's Stimrmmg-
"mood"-as tonalitf.l 

24. C f. §57 and following. 
25. This call and this voice have been specifically analy-Led by 

Christopher Fynsk in Heidegger-Tbought and Historicity (Ithaca: Cornell 
University Press, 1986), chap. 1. This analysis has also given rise to an 
essay by Mikkel Borch-Jacobsen, "Ecoute," in Pobie 35, Paris, 1986. On the 
en/lin the constitution of Dasein beyond the subject, cf. Jean-Luc Marion, 
"L'Interloque'' in Topoi, in Who Comes After tbe Subject?, Eduardo Cadava. 
Peter Connor, Jean-Luc Nancy, eds. (New York: Routledge, 1991), pp. 
236-45. And on the call in general in Heidegger, considered for its tele-pho-
ny and related to Heidegger's politics and his thinking on technology, see 
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A vital Ronell, The Telephone Book (Lincoln: Nebraska University Press, 
1989). 

26. In this way, ontological analysis yields to the "pre-ontological" 
comprehension of the phenomenon of Gervissm in ordinary experience (c£ 
§59). This experience is therefore only "ordinary" in that it makes the 
call of conscience succeed a committed act as a lived experience. Yet it is 
not ordinary in that it gives primacy to bad conscience. Moreover, the par-
allel analysis of an ordinary "good" conscience results entirely in the im-
possibility of this purported phenomenon. The good man will be the 
last to say "] am good" and thereby to escape from the possibility of 
hearing the call. Consequently, we can add to what Heidegger says, the 
good man is good only in receiving the "arrestation of his being-wicked." 

27. I owe this comment on the word to Werner Hamacher, who is 
preparing an important study of Gewissen. 

28. §6o, p. 345 [trans. modified). To remain consistent with the lexi-
con of"factuality," we render foktisch as "factual" and not "factical." 

29. Questions IV {Paris: Flam marion), p. 148 [trans. of "Die Kehre," 
1962). 

30. Qumions JV(Paris: Flammarion), p. 284. This comes from a sem-
inar protocol, not from one of Heidegger's texts. 

Chapter 13 

1. Cf. Chap. 3· Yet decision doubtless always inscribes itself, which 
means it not only says or writes something, but gives itself as decision 
(through speech or writing, or through the body, gesture, or tone). This 
inscription of decision is certainly not unrelated to what Jean-Claude 
Milner analyzes as declaration, which for him is precisely the material 
inscription of freedom (cf. Libert!s, lettres, matiere, Les conferences du 
Perroquet, 3, Paris, June 1985). 

2. Cf. similarly Levinas: "Violence can only aim at the face," cited by 
Derrida, who continues: "Further, without the thought of Being which 
opens the face, there would be only pure violence or pure nonviolence." 
Jacques Derrida, "Violence and Metaphysics" in Writing and Diffirence, 
Alan Bass, trans. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1978), p. 147. 
We may add: violence also originates from a face, on which wickedness 
can, occasionally, be read as the devastation of this same foce. 

3· Cf. Chap. 8. 
4· Blanchot: " Thou shalt not kill' evidently means 'do not kill him 

who will die anyway' and means: 'because of this, do not commit an of-
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fense dying, do not decide the undecided, do not say: "here is 
what is done," claiming a right over the "not yet," do not 
act as if the last word has been spoken, time is finished, and the Messiah 
has finally arrived.'" Maurice Blanchot, Le Pas au-de/a (Paris: Gallimard, 
1973). p. 149· 

s. Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, John Macquarrie and Edward 
Robinson, trans. (New York: Harper & Row, 1962), §6o, p. 346. 
[Translator's note- \'V'here Nancy appears explicitly to be referring to 
Heidegger's text, "otwerturi' (" Erscblossenbeil') has been translated as 
"disclosedness"; otherwise it has been rendered as "opening'' or "open-
ness."] 

6. Cf. primarily On Time and Being, and Art and Space. 
7· Yves Bonnefoy, L 'lmprobable{Paris: 1951), p. 181. 
8. Gilles Delem:e and Felix Guanari, A Thousand Plateaus, Brian 

Massumi, trans. (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1987), p. 382. 
This will also refer to the description of"free action" which "absolutely oc-
cupies an unpuncmated space." 

9· Is it therefore inimitable? Here we will hold in reserve the mime-
tological question of freedom (in a general sense and with particular ref-
erence to Lacoue-Labanhe). Freedom is produced in and as the being-sin-
gular of being. The being-singular of being is for itself, in existence, nei-
ther a general essence, nor a generic substance, nor a formative force, 
nor an exemplary ideality. There is no reproducible contour, no model, no 
schema of practical reason in its foct. No non-sensible image of the sensi-
ble--but the finite transcendence of naked sensibility. existence materially 
deciding itself in the world. Freedom does nor resemble anything and it 
is not w resemble anything. Imitation has always been considered as un-
free, it has even undoubtedly furnished servility's exemplum, and free-
dom, on the contrary, would be the exemplum of non-imitation-the 
negative exemplum of a negation of mimesis. The limit of imitation, nev-
er the imitation of the limit: always on the limit of existence (would this 
be the hidden art of the schematism?). But this still establishes a mimet-
ic relation, and freedom has also always been considered exemplary: ex-
emplary of exemplarity we could say. Exemplary of what under the name 
of praxis (excellence, virtue, revolution) can be thought of as non-poiesis, 
or as poiesis of the sole agent of poiesis. We know, moreover, that this 
can also be interpreted as poetry itself We could investigate how free-
dom has been identified wirh poetry itself and reciprocally. Is it not at bot-
tom for us the exemplum, without example, of "creation," itself exem-



206 Notes to Pages 148-51 

plary of the unexemplifiable offering of a world and to a world? Freedom: 
praxical archi-mimesis and archi-poetry? If there is something of the rev-
olutionary in art, this is because it forces one-since Plato, with and 
against philosophy-to think freedom. Yet perhaps it demands this more 
radically of freedom. It would be in this sense that the "archi-obligation" 
presem in art for Lacoue-Labarthe should be understood. See Philippe 
Lacoue-Labarthe, L 1mitation tks modemes (Paris: Galilee, 1986), p. 284. But 
if art obligates one to freedom, it is not because it gives an example of it 
or because there would be an "art of freedom." These determinations 
have all been caught up in our representation of the Greek example (in our 
constitution or construction of our beginnings in an exemplary origin). If 
there is something revolutionary, which we have kept calling "freedom," 
it is something that gestures toward a liberation from this very example of 
an art of freedom and of a freedom of art, whose chiasm signifies for us a 
lost Greece as well as a freedom beyond our reach. But here is a liberation 
for another opening, for another unexpected occurrence without example 
or whose only example would be surprise, the generosity of the surprise and 
the surprise of generosity. A surprising example. Freedom would require 
thinking-in a region where the demands or hopes of "art," "ethics," 
and "politics" would be replayed-neither an inimitable model nor a 
mimesis without model, but the surprise of the example as such (why does 
this fUrnish an example? Why is there an example rather than . .. ?) , a sur-
prise more originary than mimesis to every poiesis, therefore a prllXis, we 
could say, but one which would not be the agent's "self-production," 
but rather the virtue- the force and excellence-of nothing other, but 
nothing less than, existrnce. An ontology of this surprising example that be-
ing gives. 

Chapter 14 

1. Cf. Maurice Blanchot, The Writing of the Disaster, Ann Smock, 
trans. (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1986), p. 46. 

2. These fragments were added several months after this essay was 
drafted, and were originally given to be read for a thesis defense, and to 
some friends. They therefore bear traces of questions posed, of readings and 
of reflections made afterward. Above all, I do not want them to appear as 
wanting to "conclude." This classical rhetorical precaution is here more 
than justified. There is not "a thinking" of freedom, there are only pro-
legomena to a freeing of thinking. 

3· Jacques Derrida, Parages (Paris: Galilee, 1986), p. 67. [Translator's 
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note- In English, there is no way to render pas without overlooking irs 
multiple meanings in French, which range from irs nominal designa-
tions "step, pace, footprint, trace, stride, walk, gait, dance, precedence, 
threshold, step of stair, passage (of arms), strait, pass, pitch, thread" to its 
adverbial use as a parr ide of negation signifying "no, nor, nor any. "1 

4· Cf. Ln Jemie Jille qui nom pdsellfe l'art, forthcoming. 
5· §38. I will come back to this in an essay on "opening" in the analytic 

of Dasei11. Martin Heidegger, Bei11g and Time, John Macquarrie and 
Edward Robinson, trans. (New York: Harper & Row, 1962), p. 219. 

6. Translator's note-" Teclmique," in French, is open to many English 
translations, among which are the following: "technique," the specific 
style or manner in which an activi ty is conducted; "technics," the tech-
nological tools, methods, theories, and so forth used to carry out an action; 
and " technology," the terminological body relating as a whole to the 
technological. 

7· Since these notes, Derrida has explicitly come back to the status 
of questioning in Heidegger: Jacques Derrida, Of Spirit, Heidegger and the 
Question, Geoffrey Bennington and Rachel Bowlby, trans. (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1989). 

8. Blanchot, The Writi11g of the Disaster. 
9· §57, Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, p. 323. 
10. Cf. "Le Peuple juif ne rcve pas," by Philippe Lacoue-L1barrhe and 

Jean-Luc Nancy, in Ln Psychanalyse est-elle une histoire juive? (Paris: Le 
Seuil, 1981); and on the Hegelian "mother," Jean-Luc Nancy, "Idenrite et 
rremblement" in Hypnoses {with M. Borch-Jacobsen and E. Michaud) 
(Paris: Galilee. 1983). 

u. Maurice Blanchor, Le Pas au-dellt (Paris: Gallimard, 1975), p. 73· 
12. Robert Ante! me, letter of June 21, 1945, cited in Dionys Mascolo, 

A111our d'un 4Jort de mbnoire (Paris: M. Nadeau, 1987). 
13. E. M. Cioran, Pdcis de dlcomposition (Paris: Gallimard, 1965), p. 77· 
14. Cf. Gerard Grand, "LaGuerre de Secession," Le Debar, no. 48, Jan.-

Feb. 1988. 
15. G. \Y/. F. Hegel, Pbilosopby of Right (New York: Oxford University 

Press, 1967), §5, p. 22. 
16. And/or the event of being. I insist here on returning ro L 't.tre et 

lfvtnement by Alain Badiou (Paris: Le Seuil, 1987). Having appeared too 
late for me to grant it its due credit, this important book seems to me ro 
contain, in certain respects, a thesis close to the thesis on the freedom of 
being. 
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