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Exergue 1 

From ph i losophy , rhe tor ic . Tha t is, he re , to m a k e from a v o l u m e , approximate ly , 
m o r e or less, a flower, to extract a flower, to m o u n t it, or r a the r to have it m o u n t 
itself, b r ing itself to l igh t—and t u r n i n g away, as if from itself, come r o u n d aga in , 
such a flower eng raves—lea rn ing to cul t ivate , by m e a n s of a lap idary ' s reckon­
ing, pa t ience . . . 

M e t a p h o r in t h e text of ph i losophy . Cer ta in tha t we u n d e r s t a n d each w o r d 
of this p h r a s e , r u s h i n g to u n d e r s t a n d — t o inscribe—a figure in the v o l u m e ca­
pable of ph i losophy , we m i g h t p r e p a r e to t reat a par t icular ques t ion : is t h e r e 
m e t a p h o r in t h e text of ph i l o sophy? in w h a t form? to w h a t extent? is i t essential? 
accidental? e tc . O u r cer ta inty s o o n van i shes : m e t a p h o r s e e m s to involve t h e 
usage of ph i losoph ica l l anguage in its ent irety, n o t h i n g less t h a n the u s a g e of 
so-called na tu r a l l a n g u a g e in ph i losophica l d i scourse , tha t is , t h e u s a g e of na tu ra l 
l anguage as ph i losophica l l a n g u a g e . 

In s u m , t he ques t i on d e m a n d s a book: of ph i losophy , of t h e usage or of t he 
good u s a g e of ph i lo sophy . A n d i t i s in ou r in teres t tha t t he i n v o l v e m e n t p romises 
m o r e t h a n i t g ives . T h u s we will con t en t ourse lves wi th a chapter , a n d for u s a g e 
we wil l substi tute—subti t le—-usure. 2 A n d first we will be i n t e re s t ed in a certain 
usure of me taphor i ca l force in phi losophica l exchange . Usure d o e s no t over take 
a t ropic ene rgy o t h e r w i s e d e s t i n e d to r e m a i n intact; on t h e contrary , i t cons t i tu tes 
the very h is tory a n d s t ruc tu re of t he phi losophica l m e t a p h o r . 

H o w can we m a k e this sensible3 except by m e t a p h o r ? w h i c h i s he r e the w o r d 
usure. In effect, t h e r e is no access to t he u s u r e of a l inguist ic p h e n o m e n o n 
w i t h o u t giving i t s o m e figurative rep resen ta t ion . W h a t cou ld be t he properly 
named usure of a w o r d , a s t a t emen t , a m e a n i n g , a text? 

1. TN. Exergue derives from the Greek ex-ergon, literally "outside the work." In French 
and English it has a specifically numismatic sense, referring to the space on a coin or 
medal reserved for an inscription. In French it also has the sense of an epigraph, of 
something "outside the work." This combination of meanings—the coin, the inscription, 
the space, the epigraph, the "outside"—disseminates (in the "technical" sense understood 
by Derrida) its effects over this entire section of "White Mythology." See also note 2 below. 

2. TN. Usure in French means both usury, the acquisition of too much interest, and 
using up, deterioration through usage. The exergue, then, is to explain why the subtitle 
of "White Mythology" is an economic term that inscribes an irreducible effect of both 
profit and loss. Thus, the preceding sentences noted that it is in our interest ("profitable") 
that involvement with metaphor promises mow than it gives, i.e. is not profitable, leads to 
loss. For Derrida, the "general economy" is the one that shows how metaphysics's eternal 
attempt to profit from its ventures is based upon an irreducible loss, an "expenditure 
without reserve" without which there could be no idea of profit. Thus, this essay inscribes 
the concept of metaphor in the general economy. On all these questions see "From Re­
stricted to General Economy," in Writing and Difference. 

3. TN. As always Derrida is playing on the double meaning of sensible here, i.e. that 
which is related to the senses and that which is nonsensory, meaningful in an "abstract" 
way. Throughout this essay I have inflected the translation of sensible, often giving it as 
sensory. 

209 



White Mythology 

Let us take all t he r i sk of u n e a r t h i n g an example ( and mere ly an example , as 
a f requent type) , of th i s m e t a p h o r of (the) usure (of m e t a p h o r ) , t he r u i n i n g of 
the figure, in The Garden of Epicurus. As t he exergue to this chapter , let us remark , 
the m e t a p h o r b o r r o w e d from Ana to le F rance—the phi losophical usure of this 
f igure—also, by chance , descr ibes t he active e ros ion of an exergue . 

Almost at t he e n d of the Garden of Epicurusi a sho r t d ia logue b e t w e e n Aristos 
a n d Polyphi los i s subt i t led " o r t he l a n g u a g e of me t aphys i c s . " The t w o interlo­
cutors are exchang ing v iews , i n d e e d , on the s enso ry figure wh ich i s she l te red 
a n d u s e d (up) , to t h e po in t of a p p e a r i n g impercep t ib le , in every metaphys ica l 
concept . Abst rac t no t ions a lways h ide a sensory figure. A n d the h is tory of 
metaphysica l l a n g u a g e is said to be confused w i t h t he e rasure of t he efficacity 
of the s enso ry figure a n d the usure of its effigy. The w o r d itself is no t p r o n o u n c e d , 
bu t o n e m a y dec iphe r the d o u b l e i m p o r t of usure: e r a su re by rubbing , exhaus t ion , 
c rumbl ing away, certainly; b u t also t he s u p p l e m e n t a r y p roduc t of a capital , t he 
exchange w h i c h far from los ing the original i n v e s t m e n t w o u l d fructify its initial 
weal th , w o u l d increase its r e t u r n in t he form of r e v e n u e , addi t iona l interest , 
l inguistic s u r p l u s va lue , t he t w o his tor ies of the m e a n i n g of the w o r d r ema in ing 
ind is t inguishable . "Po lyph i los : I t w a s jus t a rever ie . I w a s th ink ing h o w the 
Metaphys ic ians , w h e n they m a k e a l a n g u a g e for themse lves , are like [image, 
compar i son , a figure in o rde r to signify f iguration] knife-gr inders , w h o ins tead 
of knives a n d scissors, shou ld p u t meda l s a n d coins to t he g r inds tone to efface 
the exergue , t he va lue a n d t h e h e a d . W h e n they h a v e w o r k e d a w a y till n o t h i n g 
is visible in the i r c rown-pieces , ne i the r King E d w a r d , t he Empero r Will iam, nor 
the Republ ic , t hey say: 'These pieces h a v e n o t h i n g e i ther English, G e r m a n or 
French abou t t h e m ; we h a v e freed t h e m from all l imits of t ime a n d space ; they 
are no t w o r t h five shil l ings a n y m o r e ; they are of an ines t imable va lue , a n d their 
exchange va lue is e x t e n d e d indefinitely. ' They are r ight in speak ing t h u s . By this 
n e e d y kni fe-gr inder ' s activity w o r d s are c h a n g e d from a physical to a meta­
physical accepta t ion . I t i s obv ious tha t t hey lose in t he process ; w h a t t h e y gain 
by i t is no t so immedia te ly a p p a r e n t " (pp . 194-95). 

The i ssue h e r e i s no t to capitalize on th is rever ie b u t to wa tch t he configurat ion 
of our p r o b l e m , a long w i t h its theoret ical a n d historical condi t ions , take s h a p e 
by m e a n s of t he logic implicit in th is text. The re are at least t w o limits: (1) 
Polyphi los s e e m s anx ious to save t he integri ty of capital , or rather, before the 
accumula t ion of capital , to save the na tu ra l wea l th a n d original v i r tue of t he 
sensory image , w h i c h i s de f lowered a n d de te r io ra ted by the his tory of t h e con­
cept. The reby he s u p p o s e s — a n d this is a classical motif, a c o m m o n p l a c e of the 
e igh teen th cen tu ry—tha t a pur i ty of sensory l a n g u a g e could h a v e b e e n in cir­
culat ion at t he origin of l anguage , a n d that the etymon of a pr imit ive s ense a lways 

4. The Garden of Epicurus by Anatole France, trans. Alfred Allinson (New York: Dodd, 
Mead, 1923). All further references are to this edition. It also contains a kind of reverie 
on the figures of the alphabet, the original forms of certain letters ("How I discoursed one 
night with an apparition on the first origins of the alphabet"). 
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Exergue 

r emains de t e rminab le , h o w e v e r h i d d e n i t m a y be ; (2) this e tymolog ism in te rpre t s 
deg rada t ion as t he p a s s a g e from the physical to the metaphys ica l . T h u s , he u s e s 
a comple te ly ph i losophica l oppos i t ion , w h i c h also h a s its o w n history, a n d its 
o w n metaphor ica l history, i n o r d e r t o d e t e r m i n e w h a t t he ph i l o sophe r m i g h t be 
do ing , unwi t t ing ly , w i t h m e t a p h o r s . 

The res t of t he d ia logue confirms this: i t examines , precisely, the possibil i ty 
of res to r ing or react ivat ing, b e n e a t h the m e t a p h o r w h i c h s imul t aneous ly h ide s 
a n d i s h i d d e n , the "or ig inal f igure" of t he coin w h i c h h a s b e e n w o r n a w a y (us?), 
effaced, a n d po l i shed in t he circulation of the phi losophica l concept . S h o u l d o n e 
no t a lways h a v e to s p e a k of t he ef-/acement of an original figure, if i t d id no t by 
itself efface itself? 

"All t he se w o r d s , w h e t h e r defaced by usage , o r po l i shed s m o o t h , o r even 
coined express ly in v i ew of cons t ruc t ing some intel lectual concept , yet al low us 
to frame s o m e idea to ourse lves of w h a t t h e y originally r ep resen ted . So chemis t s 
have r eagen t s w h e r e b y they can m a k e the effaced wr i t ing of a p a p y r u s or a 
p a r c h m e n t visible again . I t i s by these m e a n s pa l impses t s are dec iphe red . 

"If an a n a l o g o u s p rocess w e r e app l i ed to the wr i t ings of the me taphys ic i ans , 
i f the pr imi t ive a n d concre te m e a n i n g tha t lurks ye t p r e s e n t u n d e r t he abstract 
a n d n e w in te rp re ta t ions w e r e b r o u g h t t o light, w e s h o u l d c o m e u p o n s o m e very 
cur ious a n d p e r h a p s ins t ruct ive i d e a s " (pp . 201-2). 

The pr imi t ive m e a n i n g , t he original , a n d a lways senso ry a n d mater ia l , figure 
("The vocabula ry of m a n k i n d w a s f ramed from s e n s u o u s images , a n d this sen-
s u o u s n e s s is to be f o u n d . .... e v e n in the technical t e r m s concocted by meta*-
phys ic ians . . . fatal mater ia l i sm i n h e r e n t in the vocabulary ," p. 201) is no t exactly 
a me taphor . It is a k ind of t r a n s p a r e n t figure, equ iva len t to a literal m e a n i n g 
(sens propre). It becomes a m e t a p h o r w h e n phi losophica l d iscourse p u t s it in to 
circulation. S imul taneous ly t he first m e a n i n g a n d t h e first d i sp lacement are t h e n 
forgot ten. T h e m e t a p h o r i s no longer not iced, a n d i t i s t aken for t h e p r o p e r 
mean ing . A d o u b l e effacement . Ph i lo sophy w o u l d be th is p rocess of me ta -
phor iza t ion w h i c h ge ts carr ied a w a y in a n d of itself. Const i tut ional ly, phi lo­
sophical cu l ture will a lways h a v e been an obl i terat ing o n e . 

A n d this i s an economic rule : in o rde r to r e d u c e t he labor of rubb ing , meta­
phys ic ians prefer to choose t he m o s t w o r n ou t (use) w o r d s from na tu ra l l anguage : 
" t h e y go ou t of their w a y to choose for pol i sh ing such w o r d s as c o m e to t h e m 
a bit obl i tera ted already. In this way , they save t hemse lves a good half of t h e 
labor. Some t imes they are luckier still, a n d p u t their h a n d s on w o r d s w h i c h , by 
long a n d un iversa l u s e , h a v e lost from t ime i m m e m o r i a l all trace w h a t e v e r of 
an effigy" (p . 199). A n d reciprocally we a re u n w i t t i n g me taphys i c i ans in p r o ­
por t ion to t he usure of o u r w o r d s . Polyphi los c a n n o t avoid the ex t reme case, 
a l t hough he d o e s no t see i t as a p r o b l e m or t rea t i t themat ica l ly—the absolute 
usure of a s ign . W h a t is this? A n d is no t this loss—that is, this un l imi ted su rp lus -
v a l u e — w h a t t he me taphys i c i an systematical ly prefers , for example in his choice 
of concepts in the nega t ive , absolute, in-finite, in-tangible, non-Being? " I n t h r ee 
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White Mythology 

pages of Hege l , t aken at r a n d o m , in h i s Phenomenology [a book qui te infrequent ly 
cited in t he F rench univers i ty of 1900, i t a p p e a r s ] , o u t of six a n d t w e n t y w o r d s , 
the subjects of i m p o r t a n t sen tences , I found n ine t een nega t ive t e rms as agains t 
seven affirmatives . . . These abs a n d ins a n d nons a re m o r e effective t h a n any 
g r inds tone in p l a n i n g d o w n . At a s t roke t h e y m a k e t h e m o s t r u g g e d w o r d s 
s m o o t h a n d character less . S o m e t i m e s , i t i s t rue , t h e y mere ly twist t h e m r o u n d 
for you a n d t u r n t h e m u p s i d e d o w n " ( p p . 196-97). B e y o n d the jest, t he relat ion 
be tween m e t a p h o r i z a t i o n , w h i c h t akes off on its o w n , a n d negat ive concep ts 
remains to be examined . For in d issolv ing a n y finite de te rmina t ion , negat ive 
concepts b reak the tie tha t b i n d s t h e m to the m e a n i n g of a n y part icular be ing , 
that is, to t he totality of w h a t is. The reby they s u s p e n d their a p p a r e n t meta-
phoricity. (Later we will give a be t te r definit ion of t h e p rob lem of negativity, 
w h e n we can recognize the conn ivance b e t w e e n the Hege l i an releve5—the Aufhe-
bung, w h i c h is also t he un i ty of loss a n d prof i t—and the phi losophica l concept 
of me taphor . ) " S u c h is t he genera l pract ice, so far as I have obse rved , of the 
m e t a p h y s i c i a n s — m o r e correctly, t he Metataphysicians; for it is a n o t h e r remarkab le 
fact to a d d to t he res t tha t y o u r science itself h a s a nega t ive n a m e , o n e t aken 
from the o rde r in w h i c h the t reat ises of Aristotle w e r e a r r a n g e d , a n d tha t strictly 
speak ing , y o u give yourse lves t h e title: Those w h o c o m e after t he Physicians. I 
u n d e r s t a n d of course tha t y o u r ega rd these , the phys ica l books , as p i led a top 
of each other , so tha t to come after is really to take place above . All the s ame , 
you admi t th is m u c h , tha t y o u are ou t s ide of na tu ra l p h e n o m e n a " (pp . 196-97). 

A l t h o u g h the metaphys ica l m e t a p h o r h a s t u r n e d eve ry th ing u p s i d e d o w n , 
a n d a l t h o u g h i t h a s a lso e ra sed pi les of phys ica l d i scourses , o n e a lways shou ld 
be able to react ivate t he pr imi t ive inscr ipt ion a n d res to re the pa l impses t . Po­
lyphilos i ndu lges in th is g a m e . He extracts from a w o r k which " r e v i e w s all 
sys tems o n e by o n e from the old Eleatics d o w n to t h e latest Eclectics, a n d . . . 
e n d s up w i t h M. Lachelier," a s en tence of par t icular ly abst ract a n d specula t ive 
appearance : "The spirit possesses God in proportion as it participates in the absolute" 
(p. 193). T h e n he u n d e r t a k e s an etymological or philological w o r k w h i c h i s to 
r e a w a k e n all t he s leep ing f igures . To do this , he conce rns himself no t w i t h " h o w 
m u c h t r u t h t he sen tence con ta ined , " b u t only wi th its "verba l form." A n d after 
hav ing specified tha t t he w o r d s " G o d , " " sou l , " " abso lu t e , " etc . , are symbols a n d 
no t signs, w h a t is symbol ized ma in t a in ing a tie of na tu ra l affinity w i t h the 
symbol , a n d t h u s au thor i z ing the etymological react ivat ion, (arbi t rar iness , t h u s , 
as Nie tzsche also sugges t s , b e i n g on ly a deg ree of t h e usure of t he symbolic) , 
Polyphi los p r e s e n t s the resul ts of h is chemical opera t ion : 

"Where fo re I w a s on the r ight road w h e n I inves t iga ted t he m e a n i n g s i nhe ren t 
in the w o r d s spirit, God, absolute, w h i c h are symbols a n d no t s igns. 

" 'The spirit pos ses ses G o d in p ropo r t i on as i t par t ic ipa tes in the absolu te . ' 

5. TN. On relive, see above, "La difference," note 23; "Ousia and Gramme," note 15; 
"The Pit and the Pyramid," note 16; and "The Ends of Man," note 14. 
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" W h a t is this if no t a collection of little symbols , m u c h w o r n a n d defaced, I 
admit , symbols wh ich have lost their original brilliance, a n d p ic tu resqueness , 
bu t wh ich still, by the na ture of th ings , remain symbols? The image is r e d u c e d 
to the schema , bu t the schema is still the image . A n d I h a v e been able, w i thou t 
sacrificing fidelity, to subst i tute o n e for the o t h e n In this w a y I have arr ived at 
the following. 

" 'The breath is seated on the shining one in the bushel of the part it takes in what is 
altogether loosed (or subtle),' w h e n c e we easily get as a next s tep: 'He whose breath 
is a sign of life, man, that is, will find a place (no d o u b t after the brea th h a s b e e n 
exhaled) in the divine fire, source and home of life, and this place will be meted out to 
him according to the virtue that has been given him (by t he d e m o n s , I imagine) of 
sending abroad this warm breath, this little invisible soul, across the free expanse ( the 
blue of the sky, mos t likely).' 

" A n d n o w observe, the phrase has acquired qui te the r ing of some fragment 
of a Vedic h y m n , a n d smacks of ancient Orienta l mythology. I canno t a n s w e r 
for hav ing restored this primitive m y t h in full accordance wi th the strict laws 
governing language . But no mat ter for that . E n o u g h if we are seen to have found 
symbols a n d a m y t h in a sentence tha t w a s essentially symbolic a n d mythical , 
inasmuch as i t w a s metaphysical . 

"I think I have at last m a d e you realize o n e th ing , Aris tos , tha t any express ion 
of an abstract idea can only be an analogy. By an o d d fate, t he very m e t a p h y ­
sicians w h o think to escape the wor ld of appea rances a re cons t ra ined to live 
perpetually in allegory. A sorry lot of poe t s , they d im the colours of the anc ien t 
fables, a n d are themselves bu t ga there rs of fables. T h e y p r o d u c e whi t e my­
thology" (pp . 213-14 [translation modified; t he last sen tence reads : "Thei r o u t p u t 
is mythology, an anemic mythology"]) . 

A formula—brief, condensed , economical , a lmost m u t e — h a s b e e n dep loyed 
in an interminably explicative discourse , d isplaying itself like a p e d a g o g u e , w i t h 
the derisive effect a lways p roduced by the prolix a n d gest iculat ing t ranslat ion 
of an oriental ideogram. Parody of t he translator, naivete' of the metaphys ic ian 
or of the pitiful peripatetic w h o does no t recognize his o w n figure a n d d o e s n o t 
know where i t has marched h im to. 

Metaphysics— the whi te mytho logy w h i c h reassembles a n d reflects t he cul ture 
of the West: the whi te m a n takes his o w n mythology, I n d o - E u r o p e a n mythology, 
his own logos, that is , the mythos of his id iom, for t he un iversa l form of t h a t he 
must still wish to call Reason. Which d o e s no t go u n c o n t e s t e d . Aris tos (Ariste), 
the defender of metaphysics (a typographica l error will h a v e impr in t ed in t he 
title Artiste), finishes by leaving, de t e rmined to break off d ia logue wi th a cheater : 
"I leave unconvinced. If only y o u h a d r ea soned by t h e ru les , I could have 
rebutted your a rguments quite eas i ly" (p . 215). 

White mythology—metaphysics h a s e rased wi th in itself t he fabulous scene 
that has p roduced it, the scene tha t never the less r e m a i n s active a n d st i rr ing, 
inscribed in whi te ink, an invisible des ign covered over in t he pa l impses t . 
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This d issymmetr ica l—false—dia logue d o e s n o t d e s e r v e its posi t ion as exergue 
only because i t i s s tr iking; or because in s tr iking r e a s o n no less t h a n t h e imag­
inat ion, i t e n g r a v e s o u r p r o b l e m in a theatr ical effigy. There are o t h e r justifi­
cat ions. Very schematical ly: 

1. Polyphi los ' p ropos i t i ons s e e m to be long to a configurat ion w h o s e historical 
a n d theoret ical d is t r ibut ion , w h o s e l imits , inter ior d ivis ions , a n d g a p s r emain 
to be in te rp re ted . G u i d e d by t h e ques t ion of rhe tor ic , such an in terpre ta t ion 
wou ld requi re examina t ion of t he texts of R e n a n 6 a n d Nie t z sche 7 ( w h o bo th , as 
philologists , recal led w h a t t h e y cons ide red to be t he metaphor ica l or igin of 
concepts , a n d m o s t no tab ly o f t h e concept wh ich s e e m s to s u p p o r t literal, p r o p e r 
mean ing , t he p ropr i e ty of t he p roper , Being), as wel l as t hose of F r e u d , 8 Bergson , 9 

a n d Len in , 1 0 all of w h o m , in the i r a t t en t iveness to metaphor ica l activity in the­
oretical or ph i losophica l d i scourse , p r o p o s e d or pract iced the mult ipl icat ion of 
antagonis t ic m e t a p h o r s in o r d e r be t t e r to control or neut ra l ize their effect. The 
efflorescence of historical l inguist ics in the n i n e t e e n t h cen tu ry does n o t suffice 
to explain t h e in teres t in t he metaphor ica l s ed imen ta t i on of concepts . A n d i t 
goes w i t h o u t say ing tha t t he configurat ion of t he motifs h a s no l inear ch rono­
logical o r historical limit. The n a m e s we h a v e jus t associa ted s h o w th i s clearly, 
a n d the c leavages to be def ined or ma in t a ined , moreover , occur wi th in d iscourses 

6. See e.g. De I'origine du langage (1848), in Oeuvres completes, vol. 8, chap. 5. 
7. See, for example, "Philosophy During the Tragic Age of the Greeks," in Early Greek 

Philosophy, trans. Maximilian Mugge (New York: Russell and Russell, 1964). 
8. See e.g. Breuer's and Freud's texts in the Studies in Hysteria (Standard Edition II, 227-28, 

288^90); or further, jokes and Their Relation to the Unconscious (SE VIII, 210-11); Beyond the 
Pleasure Principle (SE XVIII, end of chap. 6); Introductory Lectures on Psycho-Analysis (SE XVI, 
295; on the metaphor of the antichamber); The Question of Lay Analysis (SE XX, 187-88). 
Moreover, concerning the intervention of rhetorical schemes in psychoanalytic discourse, 
naturally I refer to Lacan's Ecrits (Paris: Seuil, 1966; see the "Index raisonne des concepts 
majeure," by J. A. Miller); to Benveniste, "Remarks on the Function of Language in 
Freudian Discovery," in Problems in General Linguistics, trans. Mary E. Meek (Coral Gables: 
University of Miami Press, 1971); and to Jakobson, ' T w o Aspects of Language and Two 
Types of Aphasic Disturbance," in Roman Jakobson and Morris Halle, Fundamentals of 
Language (The Hague: Mouton, 1956). 

9. See e.g. "Introduction a la metaphysique," in La pensee et le mouvant (Paris: Presses 
Universitaires de France, 1946), p. 185. 

10. In his Notebooks (Collected Works, vol. 38 [London: Lawrence and Wishart, 1961]) on 
Hegel's dialectics, Lenin most often defines the relation of Marx to Hegel as an "over­
turning" (head over heels), but also as a "decapitation" (the Hegelian system minus 
everything that governs it: the absolute, the Idea, God, etc.), or further as the development 
of a "germ" or a "seed," and even as the "peeling" which proceeds from the skin to the 
pit, etc. 

On the question of metaphor in the reading of Marx, and in a Marxist problematic in 
general, see, notably, Louis Althusser, For Marx, trans. Ben Brewster (Harmondsworth: 
Penguin, 1969), part 3, "Contradiction and Overdetermination"; Louis Althusser and 
Etienne Balibar, Reading Capital, trans. Ben Brewster (London, 1970), pp. 24, 121n., 187ff.; 
Althusser, "Les appareils ideologiques d'Etat," in La pensie, no. 151 (June 1970), pp. 7-9; 
and Jean-Joseph Goux, "Numismatiques" 1, II, in Tel Quel 35-36. 
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s igned by a single n a m e . A n e w de te rmina t ion of t he un i ty of bodies of w o r k 
h a s to p r e c e d e or a c c o m p a n y the e laborat ion of t he se ques t i ons . 

2. To r ead w i th in a concep t t h e h i d d e n his tory of a m e t a p h o r is to privi lege 
diachrony at t he e x p e n s e of sy s t em, a n d is also to inves t in the symbolist concept ion 
o f l a n g u a g e tha t we h a v e po in t ed ou t in pass ing: j i o m a t t e r h o w deep ly bu r i ed , 
the l ink of t he signifier to t he signified h a s h a d b o t h to be a n d to r e m a i n a l ink 
of na tura l necessity, of analogical par t ic ipat ion, of resemblance . M e t a p h o r h a s 
a lways b e e n def ined as t he t rope of resemblance ; n o t s imply as the resemblance 
b e t w e e n a signifier a n d a signified b u t as t he r e semblance b e t w e e n t w o s igns , 
one of w h i c h des igna tes t he other . This is t he m o s t gene ra l characterist ic of 
me taphor , w h i c h i s w h a t au tho r i zes us to g r o u p u n d e r th is h e a d i n g all t he so-
called symbolical or analogical f igures m e n t i o n e d by Polyphi los (figure, m y t h , 
fable, a l legory) . In th is cri t ique of ph i losophica l l a n g u a g e , to t ake an in te res t in 
m e t a p h o r — i n th is par t icular figure—is therefore a lso to take a symbol is t s t and . 
I t is above all to take an in teres t in t he nonsyntac t ic , nonsys t ema t i c po le of 
l anguage , t ha t is , to take an in teres t in semant ic " d e p t h , " in the magne t i c a t ­
traction of t he similar, r a the r t h a n in posi t ional combina t ions , w h i c h we m a y 
call " m e t o n y m i c " i n t h e s ense def ined by J a k o b s o n , " w h o i n d e e d e m p h a s i z e s 
the affinity b e t w e e n t h e p r e d o m i n a n c e of t h e me taphor ica l , i .e . symbol i sm (as 
m u c h , we w o u l d say, as a l i terary school as a l inguistic concep t ion )—and ro­
mant ic i sm (as m o r e historical , t ha t is , historicist, a n d m o r e hermeneut ica l ) . I t 
goes w i t h o u t say ing tha t far from be long ing to this p rob lemat ic a n d s h a r i n g its 
p r e suppos i t i ons , t he ques t ion o f m e t a p h o r , such as we a re r epea t ing i t h e r e , on 
the con t ra ry s h o u l d del imit t h e m . However , the i s sue i s no t , symmetrical ly, to 
reaffirm w h a t Polyphi los chooses as h i s target; i t i s r a t h e r to decons t ruc t t he 
metaphys ica l a n d rhetorical s c h e m a a t w o r k in his cr i t ique, no t in o rde r to reject 
a n d discard t h e m b u t t o reinscribe t h e m o therwise , a n d especially in o rde r t o 
begin to identify t he h is tor ico-problemat ic terrain on w h i c h p h i l o s o p h y sys t em­
atically h a s b e e n a s k e d for t he metaphor ica l rubrics of i ts concep ts . 

3. The va lue of usure also has to be subjected to in te rpre ta t ion . It s e e m s to 
have a sys temat ic tie to t h e metaphor ica l perspec t ive . I t will be rediscovered 
w h e r e v e r t he t h e m e of m e t a p h o r is pr ivi leged. A n d i t is also a m e t a p h o r tha t 
implies a continuist presupposition: the his tory of a m e t a p h o r a p p e a r s essential ly 
not as a d i s p l a c e m e n t w i t h b reaks , as re inscr ipt ions in a h e t e r o g e n e o u s sys tem, 
mu ta t ions , separa t ions w i t h o u t origin, b u t ra ther as a progress ive eros ion, a 
regular semant ic loss , an u n i n t e r r u p t e d exhaus t ing of t he primit ive m e a n i n g : 
an empir ical abst ract ion w i t h o u t extract ion from its o w n nat ive soil. N o t tha t 
the en te rpr i se of t he a u t h o r s cited is entirely covered by this p re suppos i t i on , 
bu t , rather , the en te rpr i se recurs to i t every t ime i t g ives t he metaphor ica l po in t 
of v iew the u p p e r h a n d . This character is t ic—the concep t of usure—belongs not 
to a n a r r o w historico-theoret ical configurat ion, b u t m o r e surely to the concept 

11. "Two Aspects of Language," in Fundamentals, pp. 77-78. 
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of m e t a p h o r itself, a n d to t he l ong metaphys ica l s e q u e n c e tha t i t d e t e r m i n e s or 
tha t d e t e r m i n e s it. We will be in t e re s t ed in this ques t ion as o u r po in t of depa r tu r e . 

4. In signifying the me taphor i ca l p rocess , t he p a r a d i g m s of coin, of metal , 
silver a n d gold , h a v e i m p o s e d t hemse lves w i t h r emarkab le ins is tence. Before 
m e t a p h o r — a n effect of l anguage—cou ld find its m e t a p h o r in an economic effect, 
a m o r e genera l ana logy h a d to o rgan ize the exchanges b e t w e e n the t w o " r e ­
gions ." The ana logy wi th in l a n g u a g e finds itself r e p r e s e n t e d by an analogy 
b e t w e e n l anguage a n d s o m e t h i n g o the r t h a n itself. But h e r e , tha t w h i c h seems 
to " r e p r e s e n t , " to figure, is a lso tha t w h i c h o p e n s t h e w i d e r space of a d i scourse 
on f igurat ion, a n d can no longer be con ta ined w i th in a regional or d e t e r m i n e d 
science, l inguistics or philology. 

Inscr ipt ion on coinage is m o s t often t he in tersect ion, t he scene of t he exchange 
b e t w e e n t h e l inguist ic a n d the economic . The t w o types o f signifier s u p p l e m e n t 
each o the r in t he p rob lemat ic of fet ishism, as m u c h in Nie tzsche as in Marx . 1 2 

A n d the Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy o rgan izes in to a sys tem 
the motifs of usure, of "co inage speak ing different l anguages , " of t he relat ions 
b e t w e e n "differences in n a m e " a n d "differences in s h a p e , " o f the convers ion 
of coinage in to "go ld sans phrase," a n d reciprocally of t he ideal izat ion of gold, 
wh ich " b e c o m e s a symbol of itself a n d . . . c a n n o t serve as a symbol of itself" 
( "no th ing can be its o w n s y m b o l , " e tc . ) . 1 3 The reference s eems to be economic 

12. See e.g. Capital, trans. Eden and Cedar Paul (New York: Dutton, 1972), book 1: "For 
this reason, likewise, the fetishistic character of commodities is comparatively easy to 
discern . . . Whence did the illusions of the monetary system arise? The mercantilists (the 
champions of the monetary system) regarded gold and silver, not simply as substances 
which, when functioning as money, represented a social relation of production, but as 
substances which were endowed by nature with peculiar social properties . . . If com­
modities could speak they would say . . . Now let us hear how the economist interprets 
the mind of the commodity" (pp. 57-58). 

13. A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, trans. N. F. Stone (Chicago, 1904), 
pp. 139 and 145. We are only recalling these texts. In order to analyze them from the point 
of view that interests us here (the critique of etymologism, questions about the history 
and value of the proper—idion, proprium, eigen), it would be necessary to account for this 
fact particularly: Marx, along with several others (Plato, Leibniz, Rousseau, etc.), did not 
only criticize etymologism as an abuse, or as a kind of nonscientific meandering, the 
practice of poor etymology. His critique of etymologism chose the proper as its example. 
Here, we cannot cite the entire critique of Destutt de Tracy, who plays on the words 
property and proper, as "Stirner" did with Mein and Meinung (mine, my opinion; Hegel did 
this too), Eigentum and Eigenheit (property and individuaMty). We cite only the following 
passage, whose target is the reduction of economic science to the play of language, and 
the reduction of the stratified specificity of concepts to the imaginary unity of an etymon: 
"Above 'Stirner' refuted the communist abolition of private property by first transferring 
private property into 'having' and then declaring the verb 'to have' an indispensable word, 
an eternal truth, because even in communist society it could happen that Stirner will 'have' 
a stomach-ache. In exactly the same way he here bases the impossibility of abolishing 
private property by transferring it into the concept of property ownership, by exploiting 
the etymological connection between the words Eigentum (property) and eigen (proper, 
own), and declaring the word eigen an eternal truth because a stomach-ache will be eigen 
to him. All this theoretical nonsense, which seeks refuge in bad etymology, would be 
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a n d the m e t a p h o r l inguistic. T h a t Nie tz sche a lso , a t least apparen t ly , inverses 
the course of t he ana logy is certainly no t insignificant b u t m u s t no t d i s s imula te 
the c o m m o n possibil i ty o f b o t h the exchange a n d t h e t e rms : " W h a t t h e n i s t ru th? 
A mobi le a r m y of m e t a p h o r s , m e t o n y m i e s , a n t h r o p o m o r p h i s m s : in shor t , a s u m 
of h u m a n re la t ions w h i c h b e c a m e poetically a n d rhetorical ly intensif ied, m e ­
t a m o r p h o s e d , a d o r n e d , a n d after l o n g usage , s e e m to a na t ion fixed, canonic 
a n d b ind ing ; t r u t h s a re i l lusions of w h i c h o n e has forgot ten tha t they are i l lusions; 
w o r n o u t m e t a p h o r s w h i c h h a v e b e c o m e p o w e r l e s s to affect t he s en s e s [die 
abgenutzt und sinnlich kraftlos geworden sind), coins w h i c h h a v e their obverse (Bild) 
effaced a n d n o w are no longer of accoun t as coins b u t mere ly as me ta l . " 1 4 

I f we w e r e to accept a S a u s s u r e a n dis t inct ion, we w o u l d say tha t he r e the 
ques t ion of m e t a p h o r der ives from a t heo ry of value a n d no t only from a theo ry 
of signification. I t is at t he ve ry m o m e n t w h e n S a u s s u r e justifies this d is t inct ion 
that he pos i t s a necessa ry in tersect ion of t he synchron ic a n d d iachronic axes for 
all sciences of va lue , b u t for t h e s e a lone . He t h e n e labora tes t he ana logy b e t w e e n 
economics a n d l inguist ics: " t h a t dua l i ty [be tween s y n c h r o n y a n d d iachony] i s 
a l ready forcing itself u p o n the economic sciences. H e r e , in cont ras t to t h e o ther 
sciences, political e c o n o m y a n d economic h is tory cons t i tu te t w o clearly s e p a r a t e d 
discipl ines w i t h i n a s ingle science . . . P roceed ing as t h e y h a v e , economis t s 
a r e — w i t h o u t b e i n g a w a r e of i t—obey ing an inner necessi ty . A similar necess i ty 
obliges us to d iv ide l inguist ics i n to t w o pa r t s , each w i t h its o w n pr inc ip le . He re 
as in political e c o n o m y we a r e conf ron ted wi th t h e n o t i o n of value; b o t h sciences 

impossible if the actual private property which the communists want to abolish had not 
been transformed into the abstract notion of 'property.' This transformation, on the one 
hand, saves one the trouble of having to say anything, or even merely to know anything 
about actual private property and, on the other hand, makes it easy to discover a contra­
diction in communism, since after the abolition of {actual) property it is, of course, easy 
to discover still all sorts of things which can be included in the term 'property.' " Karl 
Marx and Frederick Engels, The German Ideology, ed. C. J. Arthur (London: Lawrence and 
Wishart, 1965), part 2, "The Language of Property," p. 247. This critique—which opens, 
or leaves open, the questions of the "reality" of the proper, of the "abstraction" and the 
concept (not the general reality) of the proper—is continued further on, a propos of some 
remarkable examples: "For example, proprieti—property (Eigentum) and feature (Eigen-
schaft); property—possession (Eigentum) and peculiarity (Eigentumlichkeit); 'eigen' (one's 
own)—in the commercial and in the individual sense; valeur, value, Wert ('worth, value'); 
commerce, Verkehr ('intercourse,' 'traffic,' 'commerce'); ichange, exchange, Austausch ('ex­
change'), etc., all of which are used both for commercial relations and for features and 
mutual relations of individuals as such. In the other modern languages this is equally the 
case. If Saint Max seriously applies himself to exploit this ambiguity, he may easily succeed 
in making a brilliant series of new economic discoveries, without knowing anything about 
political economy; for, indeed, his new economic facts, which we shall take note of later, 
lie wholly within this sphere of synonymy" (ibid., p. 249). 

14. Nietzsche, "On Truth and Falsity in their Ultramoral Sense," in Complete Works of 
Nietzsche, ed. D. Levy (London and Edinburgh, 1911), vol. 2, p. 180. This motif of the 
erasure, of the paling of the image, is also found in the Traumdeutung (SE IV, 43), but it 
does not determine the theory of metaphor in unequivocal or unilateral fashion any more 
in Freud than in Nietzsche. 
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are conce rned w i t h a system for equating things of different orders—labour a n d w a g e s 
in one , a n d a signified a n d a signifier in t he o ther . " 1 5 

In o rde r to def ine t he no t i on of va lue , e v e n before i t is specified as economic 
or l inguistic va lue , S a u s s u r e descr ibes t he genera l characterist ics w h i c h will 
en su re t he m e t a p h o r i c or analogic t rans i t ion , by similari ty or proport ional i ty , 
from o n e o rde r to ano ther . A n d , once again, by analogy, metaphor ic i ty consti­
tu tes each of t h e t w o o rde r s as m u c h as i t d o e s their re la t ionship . 

The five-franc piece once m o r e p a y s t he e x p e n s e of t he demons t r a t i on : 
"We m u s t clear up t he i ssue [of t h e relat ion of signification to value] or risk 

r educ ing l a n g u a g e to a s imple n a m i n g p rocess . . . To resolve this i s sue , let us 
observe from the ou t se t tha t e v e n ou t s ide l a n g u a g e all va lues are appa ren t l y 
gove rned by the s a m e paradoxical pr inciple . T h e y are a lways c o m p o s e d : 

"1) of a dissimilar t h i n g tha t can be exchanged for t h e th ing of w h i c h t h e va lue 
i s to be d e t e r m i n e d ; a n d 

"2) of similar t h ings tha t can be compared w i t h t he t h i n g of w h i c h the va lue is 
to be d e t e r m i n e d . 

"Both factors a re necessary for t he exis tence of a va lue . To d e t e r m i n e w h a t 
a five-franc piece is w o r t h o n e m u s t therefore k n o w : 1) tha t i t can be exchanged 
for a fixed q u a n t i t y of a different th ing , e .g . , b read ; a n d 2) tha t i t can be c o m p a r e d 
wi th a similar va lue of t he s a m e sys t em, e.g. a one-franc piece, or w i t h coins 
of a n o t h e r sy s t em (a dollar, etc .) . In the same way [my italics] a w o r d can be 
exchanged for s o m e t h i n g dissimilar, an idea; be s ides , i t can be c o m p a r e d wi th 
some th ing of t he s a m e n a t u r e , a n o t h e r w o r d . Its va lue is therefore no t fixed so 
long as o n e s imply s ta tes tha t i t can be ' exchanged ' for a g iven concept , i.e. that 
i t h a s th is or t ha t signification: o n e m u s t also c o m p a r e i t w i t h similar va lues , 
wi th o the r w o r d s tha t s t and in oppos i t i on to it. Its con t en t i s really f ixed only 
by the concur rence of e v e r y t h i n g tha t exists ou t s ide it. Being p a r t of a sys tem, 
i t is e n d o w e d no t only wi th a signification b u t also a n d especially w i t h a va lue , 
a n d this i s s o m e t h i n g qui te dif ferent ." 1 6 

Value, gold , t he eye , t he s u n , e tc . , are carr ied a long , a s h a s b e e n long k n o w n , 
in the s a m e t ropic m o v e m e n t . Thei r exchange d o m i n a t e s t he field of rhetor ic 
and of ph i losophy . A r e m a r k of S a u s s u r e ' s on t he next page , therefore , can be 
v iewed from the v a n t a g e of Po lyphi los ' t rans la t ions (the " sea t ed b rea th , " the 
"d iv ine fire, source a n d h o m e of life," etc.) . S a u s s u r e ' s r emark r e m i n d s us that 
t he m o s t na tu ra l , m o s t un iversa l , m o s t real , m o s t l u m i n o u s th ing , t he appa ren t l y 
mos t exterior referent , t h e s u n , d o e s no t comple te ly escape the genera l law of 
me taphor i c va lue as s o o n as i t i n t e rvenes (as i t a lways does) in t he p rocess of 
axiological a n d seman t i c va lue : " T h e va lue of jus t a n y t e rm is accordingly de­
t e rmined by its e n v i r o n m e n t ; i t is imposs ib le to fix e v e n t h e va lue of t h e signifier 

15. Ferdinand de Saussure, Course in General Linguistics, trans. Wade Baskin (New York: 
Philosophical Library, 1959), p. 79. 

16. Ibid., pp . 113-14. 
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' s u n ' w i t h o u t cons ider ing its s u r r o u n d i n g s : in s o m e l anguages i t i s no t poss ible 
to say 'sit in t h e sun.' 

In t he s a m e constel la t ion, b u t in its o w n i r reducible p lace , once aga in we 
shou ld r e r e a d 1 8 t he ent i re ty of Mal la rme ' s texts on l inguist ics, aes thet ics , a n d 
political economy, all tha t he w r o t e on t he s ign or [gold] , w h i c h calculates textual 
effects t ha t check t h e oppos i t i ons of t h e literal [propre] a n d t h e figurative, the 
me taphor i c a n d the m e t o n y m i c , figure a n d g r o u n d , t h e syntact ic a n d t h e se­
mant ic , s p e e c h a n d wr i t ing i n the i r classical s enses , t h e m o r e a n d the less . A n d 
d o e s so no tab ly on t h e p a g e w h i c h d i s semina te s its title or in t he cour se of 
" fan tasmagor ic se t t ings of t h e s u n . " 1 9 

Plus de metaphore20 

The exergue effaced, h o w are we to dec iphe r figures of speech , a n d s ingular ly 
me taphor , i n t he ph i losoph ic text? This ques t ion h a s n e v e r b e e n a n s w e r e d wi th 
a sys temat ic t reat ise , doub t l e s s n o t an insignificant fact. H e r e , ins tead of ven­
tu r ing in to t h e p r o l o g o m e n a to s o m e future me taphor i c s , let u s ra the r a t t e m p t 
to recognize in pr inciple t h e condition for the impossibility of such a project . In its 
mos t i m p o v e r i s h e d , m o s t abs t rac t form, t h e limit w o u l d be t he following: met ­
a p h o r r e m a i n s , in all its essent ia l characterist ics, a classical p h i l o s o p h e m e , a 
metaphys ica l concep t . I t is therefore e n v e l o p e d in t he field tha t a genera l m e -
taphoro logy o f p h i l o s o p h y w o u l d seek to d o m i n a t e . M e t a p h o r h a s b e e n i s sued 
from a n e t w o r k of p h i l o s o p h e m e s w h i c h themse lves c o r r e s p o n d to t r opes or to 
figures, a n d t h e s e p h i l o s o p h e m e s a re c o n t e m p o r a n e o u s to o r in sys temat ic sol­
idari ty w i t h t h e s e t r opes or f igures. This s t r a tum of " t u t e l a r y " t ropes , t he layer 
of " p r i m a r y " p h i l o s o p h e m e s ( a s s u m i n g tha t the quo t a t i on m a r k s will s e rve as 
a sufficient p r ecau t i on he re ) , c a n n o t be d o m i n a t e d . I t c a n n o t d o m i n a t e itself, 
canno t be d o m i n a t e d by w h a t i t itself h a s e n g e n d e r e d , h a s m a d e to g r o w on its 
o w n soil, s u p p o r t e d on its o w n base . Therefore , i t ge ts "car r ied a w a y " each t ime 
that o n e of its p r o d u c t s — h e r e , t he concep t of m e t a p h o r — a t t e m p t s in va in to 
inc lude u n d e r its o w n law the totali ty of t he field to w h i c h the p r o d u c t be longs . 
If o n e w i s h e d to conceive a n d to class all the me taphor i ca l possibili t ies of ph i ­
losophy, o n e m e t a p h o r , a t least , a lways w o u l d r e m a i n exc luded , ou t s ide the 

17. Ibid., p. 116. 
18. I have sketched this reading in "The Double Session," sec. 2, in Dissemination. 
19. TN. Or is one of the prose pieces from Grands Faits Divers in Mallarme, Oeuvres 

Completes (Paris: Gallimard, 1945), p. 398. 
20. TN. The title of this section, "Plus de metaphore," is untranslatable as it means both 

"more metaphor" and "no more metaphor." See the end of the first paragraph of this 
section, where Derrida explains how "the extra turn of speech becomes the missing turn 
of speech." This idea is related to the "general economy" of metaphor explained in notes 
1 and 2 above; in this economy "profit ' produces ' loss" : more metaphor, the extra turn 
of speech, becomes no more metaphor, the missing turn of speech. What Derrida shows 
is that this paradox is intrinsic to the concept of metaphor. 
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system: t he m e t a p h o r , a t t he v e r y least , w i t h o u t w h i c h the concept o f m e t a p h o r 
could no t be cons t ruc ted , or, to syncopa te an en t i re cha in of r ea son ing , the 
m e t a p h o r of m e t a p h o r . Th i s extra me tapho r , r e m a i n i n g ou t s ide t he field tha t i t 
allows to be c i rcumscr ibed, extracts or abstracts itself from this field, t h u s sub-
stract ing itself as a m e t a p h o r less . By vi r tue of w h a t we migh t ent i t le , for eco­
nomical r ea sons , t ropic supp lemen ta r i t y , s ince t he extra t u r n of speech becomes 
the miss ing t u r n of speech , t he t a x o n o m y or h is tory of phi losophica l m e t a p h o r s 
will neve r m a k e a profit . T h e s ta te or s t a tus of t he c o m p l e m e n t will a lways be 
den ied to t h e in te rminab le dehiscence of the s u p p l e m e n t (if we m a y be pe rmi t t ed 
to con t inue to g a r d e n this botanical m e t a p h o r ) . T h e field i s neve r sa tu ra t ed . 

In o rde r to d e m o n s t r a t e th is , let us imagine w h a t such a s imul taneous ly 
historic a n d sys temat ic s a m p l i n g of ph i losophica l m e t a p h o r s migh t b e . First, i t 
wou ld h a v e to be g o v e r n e d by a r igorous concep t of me tapho r , a concep t to be 
carefully d i s t i ngu i shed , w i th in a gene ra l t ropology, f rom all t he o t h e r t u r n s of 
speech w i t h w h i c h m e t a p h o r i s too often confused. Provisionally, let us take 
such a defini t ion as g ran ted . O n e t h e n w o u l d h a v e to a c k n o w l e d g e t h e impor­
tation in to so-called phi losophica l d i scourse of e x o g e n o u s m e t a p h o r s , or ra ther 
of significations tha t b e c o m e me taphor i ca l in be ing t r anspo r t ed ou t of the i r o w n 
habitat . T h u s , o n e w o u l d classify t h e places t h e y c o m e from: the re w o u l d be 
m e t a p h o r s tha t are biological, o rganic , mechanica l , technical , economic , histor­
ical, ma themat ica l—geomet r i c , topologic , a r i t hme t i c—(suppos ing t h a t in the 
strict s ense t he re m i g h t be ma themat i ca l m e t a p h o r s , a p rob lem to be he ld in 
reserve for n o w ) . This classification, w h i c h s u p p o s e s an i nd igenous popu la t ion 
a n d a migra t ion , i s usua l ly a d o p t e d by those , no t n u m e r o u s , w h o h a v e s tud ied 
the me taphor i c s of a s ingle p h i l o s o p h e r or par t icular b o d y of work . 

In classifying m e t a p h o r s accord ing to their na t ive reg ions , o n e w o u l d nec­
essar i ly—and this h a s i n d e e d h a p p e n e d — h a v e to r e d u c e t he " l e n d i n g " dis­
courses, the discourses of the origin—in opposi t ion to the borrowing discourses— 
to t w o major types : those w h i c h precisely a p p e a r m o r e original in a n d of them­
se lves , 2 1 a n d t hose w h o s e object h a s ceased to be or iginal , na tura l , pr imit ive . 
The f i r s t k ind p r o v i d e s m e t a p h o r s t h a t are physical , an ima l , a n d biological, a n d 
the second t hose tha t a re technical , artificial, e conomic , cul tural , social, e tc . This 
derivat ive oppos i t ion , (of physis to tekhne, or of physis to nomos), is at work 
eve rywhe re . Some t imes t he t h r e a d of t he a r g u m e n t i s n o t s ta ted. I t h a p p e n s 
that the re i s an a l leged b reak w i t h t radi t ion. T h e resul t s are t he s a m e . These 
taxonomical pr inc ip les do no t der ive from a par t icular p rob l em of m e t h o d . They 
are g o v e r n e d by t h e concept of m e t a p h o r a n d by its sys t em (for example , the 
oppos i t ions of t h e place of or igin, t h e etymon, a n d the p roper , to all the i r o thers) , 

21. Those which primarily are encountered in nature demand only to be picked, like 
flowers. The flower is always youthful, at the greatest proximity to nature and to the 
morning of life. The rhetoric of the flower, for example in Plato, always has this meaning. 
See Symposium 183e, 196a-b, 203e, 210c; Republic 474e, 601b; and Politics 273d, 310d, etc. 
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a n d for as l ong as th is concep t i s no t solici ted 2 2 t he methodologica l reform 
remains w i t h o u t impac t . For example , in his thes is Plato's Metaphors (Rennes , 
1945), Pierre Louis a n n o u n c e s tha t he will no t follow the m o d e l of "genea log ica l " 
or migrat ionis t classification. Therefore , he tells u s , he will prefer t he pr inciple 
of the in terna l o rgan iza t ion of m e t a p h o r s to t he ex terna l cri terion of t he d o m a i n 
of p r o v e n a n c e . The i ssue i s t h u s to let oneself be g o v e r n e d by the a u t h o r ' s 
in tent ions , by w h a t he m e a n s , by w h a t t he p lay o f f igures signifies. An all the 
m o r e legi t imate p ropos i t ion , apparen t ly , in that we a re conce rned h e r e wi th a 
phi losophica l d i scourse , or a d i scourse t rea ted as such : w h a t is i m p o r t a n t t h e n , 
as we all k n o w , i s t h e signified con ten t , t he m e a n i n g , t he in ten t ion of t r u t h , etc . 
T h e r e q u i r e m e n t tha t o n e take into accoun t Platonic t h o u g h t , its sys t em a n d its 
in ternal ar t iculat ion, can h a r d l y be con tes ted by a n y o n e a t t emp t ing to recon­
st i tute t he s y s t e m of Pla to ' s m e t a p h o r s . But i t can quickly be seen t h a t the 
in ternal ar t iculat ion is no t t ha t of t he m e t a p h o r s t hemse lve s , b u t tha t of t he 
"ph i lo soph ica l " ideas , m e t a p h o r p lay ing exclusively t he role of a pedagogica l 
o r n a m e n t , no m a t t e r h o w the a u t h o r migh t have it. As for the p rope r ly phi lo­
sophical conf igurat ion of Platonic t h o u g h t , i t is bu t an anachronis t ic project ion. 
Let us cons ide r first t he d i scourse on m e t h o d : " T h e t radi t ional m e t h o d , in this 
k ind of s tudy , cons is t s in g r o u p i n g images according to t he d o m a i n from w h i c h 
the a u t h o r b o r r o w s t h e m . A t t he limit, this m e t h o d m a y b e suitable w h e n w e 
are conce rned w i t h a poe t for w h o m images are b u t o r n a m e n t s w h o s e b e a u t y 
bears w i t n e s s to an except ional w e a l t h of imagina t ion . In th is case, o n e i s ha rd ly 
concerned w i t h t he p r o f o u n d m e a n i n g o f t he m e t a p h o r o r t he compar i son , b u t 
ra ther above all w i t h its or iginal bri l l iance. N o w , Pla tonic images do no t rec­
o m m e n d t h e m s e l v e s solely for their brilliant qual i t ies . W h o e v e r s tud ies t h e m 
quickly perce ives tha t t h e y a re no t s imply o r n a m e n t s , b u t a re all de s t i ned to 
express ideas m o r e apt ly t h a n w o u l d a long e labora t ion" (pp . 13-14). 

These a r e s imu l t aneous ly paradoxica l a n d t radi t ional p ropos i t ions . Poet ic 
m e t a p h o r i s rare ly cons ide red as an extrinsic o r n a m e n t , especially in o r d e r to 
o p p o s e i t to ph i losophica l m e t a p h o r . A n d i t i s rarely d e d u c e d from this tha t 
phi losophical m e t a p h o r dese rves to be s tud i ed for itself for jus t this r ea son , a n d 
that i t h a s no ident i ty of its o w n except in its exteriority as a signifier. Conversely , 
this " e c o n o m i s t " t heo ry of m e t a p h o r de s t i ned to s p a r e a " l o n g e labora t ion ," 2 3 

22. TN. This is Derrida's familiar use of the word "solicit" in its "etymological" sense, 
meaning "to shake the whole." 

23. Metaphor and other figures of speech, notably comparison, thus would be homog­
enous, distinguished only by their degree of elaboration. The briefest of the figures of 
speech, metaphor, also would be the most general one, economizing all the others. This 
"economist" theory can claim Aristotle as one of its proponents: "The simile (eikon: image) 
too is a metaphor; the difference is but small (diapherei gar mikron). When the poet says 
of Achilles 'he sprang at them like (has) a lion,' this is a simile (eikon); when he says 'the 
lion sprang on them,' this is a metaphor." Works, ed. W. D. Ross (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 1924), III, 4, 1406b20-22. All further references to the Rhetoric will be to this edition. 
The same motif reappears in Cicero (De Oratore III, 38, 156; 39, 157; Orator XXVTI 92-94), 
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a n d above all a compar i son , is as classical as can be . However , Louis al legedly 
h a d o p p o s e d himself to this t radi t ion . "If we m u s t h a v e a criterion for distin­
gu ish ing m e t a p h o r from compar i son , I w o u l d say ra the r tha t compar i son a lways 
a p p e a r s as s o m e t h i n g external , easily de tachable from t h e work , whi le m e t a p h o r 
is absolutely ind i spensab le to t he m e a n i n g of t he s en t ence . " 2 4 The economic 
p rocedure of abbrevia t ion , t h u s , a p p e a r s to act no t u p o n a n o t h e r figure b u t 
directly u p o n the express ion o f t he " idea , " the m e a n i n g , w i t h w h i c h m e t a p h o r 
this t ime s e e m s to h a v e an in terna l a n d essent ia l l ink. This i s w h a t m a k e s i t 
cease to be an o r n a m e n t , o r a t least an " o r n a m e n t too m u c h . " (The thes is bears 
as its exe rgue a m a x i m of Fene lon ' s : "Every o r n a m e n t tha t is only an o r n a m e n t 
i s too m u c h . " ) N o t h i n g too m u c h in t he p rec ious o r n a m e n t that i s m e t a p h o r ; 
a n d n o t h i n g in m e t a p h o r o v e r b u r d e n s t he necessary f lowering of the idea , the 
natural unfo ld ing of m e a n i n g . I t fol lows, accord ing to an implacable logic, that 
m e t a p h o r will be m o r e " t o o m u c h " t h a n ever: ident i fying itself w i th its gua rd ian , 
in cus tody of the signified idea, m e t a p h o r could ne i the r be d i s t ingu i shed from 

in Quintilian (Institutio Oratorio VIII, 6, sec. 4), in Condillac (De I'art d'icrire II, 4), and in 
Hegel: "Between metaphor on one side and simile (Gleichnis) on the other we may place 
the image. For it has such a close affinity with metaphor that it is strictly only a metaphor 
in extenso (ausfuhrlich), which therefore now acquires a great resemblance to simile (Ver-
gleichung)." Aesthetics, trans. T. M. Knox (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975), p. 408. All further 
references to the Aesthetics will be to this edition. And it still survives: "Metaphor is an 
abridged comparison." J. Vendryes, Language, trans. Paul Radin (London, 1925), p. 178. 
It seems that what deserves examination here is less the economic consideration in itself 
than the mechanical character of the explanations to which it gives rise (abbreviation, 
homogenous quantity of abridgment, shrinking of time and space, etc.). Moreover, in this 
case the law of economy is acknowledged in the movement from one constituted figure 
to another at least implicitly constituted figure, and not in the production itself of the 
figure. The economy of this production could not be so mechanical and external. Let us 
say that the extra ornament is never useless, or that the useless can always be put to use. 
Here, we have neither the time nor the place to comment upon the page from the Vases 
communicants on which Breton analyzes an ornament, attending to the rhetorical equiv­
alents of condensation and displacement, and to their economy: "There is no doubt that 
I have a 'complex' about ties. I detest this incomprehensible ornament of masculine cos­
tume. From time to time I reproach myself for surrendering to such an impoverished 
custom as knotting each morning before a mirror (I am trying to explain to psychoanalysts) 
a piece of cloth which by means of an attentive little nothing is to augment the already 
idiotic expression of a morning jacket. Quite simply, it is disconcerting. I am not unaware, 
from another point of view, and indeed cannot hide from myself, that just as coin operated 
machines, the sisters of the dynamometer on which Jarry's Supermale practices victoriously 
("Come, Madame"), symbolize sexually—the disappearance of the tokens in the slot— 
and metonymically—the part for the whole—woman, so the tie, and even if only according 
to Freud, figures the penis 'not only because (they) are long dependent objects and peculiar 
to men, but also because they can be chosen according to taste, a liberty which in the case 
of the object symbolized, is forbidden by nature.' (Freud, Interpretation of Dreams, SE V, 
356)." Les vases communicants (Paris: Cahiers Libres, 1932), pp. 46-47. On the "work of 
condensation" and "the law of extreme briefness which has imprinted upon modern poetry 
one of its most remarkable characteristics" see also p. 58. 

24. Here Louis supports his argument with W. B. Stanford, GreeA: Metaphor (Oxford, 
1936), and H. Konrad, Etude sur la metaphore (Paris, 1939). 
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this idea , nor d i s t ingu i sh itself, except by falling back in to t h e s ta tus of a su ­
per f luous sign, w h i c h immedia te ly fades away. O u t s i d e of t h o u g h t , as an effect 
of the " imag ina t ion , " m e t a p h o r s " a r e all des t ined to express ideas m o r e ap t ly 
t h a n w o u l d a l ong e labora t ion . In these condi t ions , i t h a s a p p e a r e d in te res t ing 
to me to seek o u t w h a t t he se ideas, w e r e . A n d this i s w h a t h a s led me to prefer 
ano the r m e t h o d t h a n the t radi t ional classification, a m e t h o d tha t F. Dornseiff 
a l ready h a s u s e d in his s t u d y of P inda r ' s style (Pindars SHI, Berlin, 1921). This 
m e t h o d , w h i c h cons is t s in g r o u p i n g m e t a p h o r s accord ing to t he ideas t h e y 
express , h a s t he g rea t a d v a n t a g e of m a k i n g salient t h e wr i t e r ' s w a y of th ink ing , 
ins tead of e m p h a s i z i n g on ly his imagina t ion . A n d in exactly specifying the 
m e a n i n g of each image , this m e t h o d also a l lows us to see in a certain d ia logue 
o n e d o m i n a n t m e t a p h o r tha t t he a u t h o r ' w e a v e s ' t h r o u g h o u t his work . Finally, 
the m e t h o d h a s t he mer i t of m a k i n g tangible every c h a n g e in the use of meta­
p h o r s , by s h o w i n g the n e w images w h i c h , from o n e d ia logue to another , m a y 
a p p e a r in the express ion of t he s a m e idea . In a w o r d , i t satisfies no t on ly t he 
n e e d for classification, b u t also he lp s to gain a deepe r u n d e r s t a n d i n g of t he role 
a n d va lue of i m a g e s " (p . 14). 

In o rde r n o t to t rea t m e t a p h o r as an imaginat ive or rhetor ical o r n a m e n t , in 
o rde r to come back to t he in terna l ar t iculat ion of phi losophica l d iscourse , f igures 
are r e d u c e d to m o d e s of " e x p r e s s i o n " of t he idea . In t he bes t of cases, this could 
have given rise to an i m m a n e n t i s t s t ruc tura l s tudy, t r a n s p o s i n g in to rhe tor ic— 
bu t i s tha t theoret ical ly poss ib le?—M. Guerou l t ' s m e t h o d or, m o r e accurately, 
V. Go ldschmid t ' s p r o g r a m in he paradigme dans la dialectique platonicienne.2i (Citing 
the definit ion of t he paradigm in the Politics 278c, Louis v e n t u r e s t he following 
exclamation: " I t w o u l d suffice to rep lace paradeigma by metaphora to ob ta in a 
Platonic definit ion of m e t a p h o r ! " p. 5.) But in the p r e s e n t case the methodologica l 
justification is s u p p o r t e d by an ent i re implicit p h i l o s o p h y w h o s e au thor i ty i s 
neve r examined : m e t a p h o r is cha rged w i t h expressing an idea, w i t h placing ou t s ide 
or r ep re sen t ing t he con ten t of a t h o u g h t tha t na tura l ly w o u l d be called " idea , " 
as i f each of t he se w o r d s or concep ts d id n o t have an en t i re h is tory of its o w n 
(to w h i c h Plato is no s t ranger ) , a n d as i f an ent i re me taphor i c s , or more general ly 
an ent i re t ropic sy s t em, h a d no t left several ma rks w i th in this history. In th is 
initial classification, t he a l leged respec t for the Platonic ar t iculat ions yields t he 
following h e a d i n g s : t w o major pa r t s , " Inqu i ry a n d Doc t r ine , " a n d n ine chap te rs : 
"Intel lectual Activity (Reflection a n d Creat ion) ," "Dialect ics ," "Discourse , " 
" M a n , " " T h e S o u l , " " T h e o r y o f K n o w l e d g e , " "Mora l s , " "Social Life," " G o d a n d 
the Universe . " So m a n y anachronis t ic categories a n d archi tectonic violat ions 
imposed , u n d e r t he pre text of fidelity, u p o n the t h o u g h t of t he ph i losopher w h o 
r e c o m m e n d e d respec t for the ar t iculat ions of the living o rgan i sm, a n d t h u s for 
those of d i scourse . Tha t these dis t inct ions could h a v e no m e a n i n g ou t s ide a n y 

25. Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1947. See, notably, chap. 3, "Paradigme et 
metaphore," pp. 104-10. 
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kind of P la ton i sm d o e s no t automat ical ly pe rmi t t h e m to be app l i ed to the 
Platonic sys t em. Finally, t h e y h a v e no t re l ieved t h e a u t h o r from t h e task of 
affixing, as an a p p e n d i x , a me thod ica l i nven to ry a r r anged accord ing to the 
oppos i t ion identif ied above (physis/nomos, physis/techne). H e a d i n g s of t he A p ­
pendix : " I n v e n t o r y of M e t a p h o r s a n d C o m p a r i s o n s Classified Accord ing to t he 
Domains from w h i c h Plato Bor rows T h e m : I. N a t u r e ; II. M a n ; III. Society; IV. 
Mythological Historical a n d Literary Remin iscences . " 

T h u s , t h e criteria for a classification of ph i losophica l m e t a p h o r s a re b o r r o w e d 
from a der ivat ive ph i losophica l d i scourse . P e r h a p s this m i g h t be legit imate if 
these figures w e r e g o v e r n e d , consciously a n d calculatedly, by t he identifiable 
au thor of a sy s t em, or if t h e i s sue w e r e to descr ibe a phi losophica l rhetor ic in 
the service of an a u t o n o m o u s theo ry cons t i tu ted before a n d ou t s ide its o w n 
language , m a n i p u l a t i n g its t r opes like tools . This i s an u n d o u b t e d l y phi losophic , 
a n d certainly Platonic , ideal , an ideal tha t i s p r o d u c e d in the sepa ra t ion (and 
order) b e t w e e n p h i l o s o p h y o r dialectics on t he o n e h a n d a n d (sophistic) rhetoric 
on t he other , t he separa t ion d e m a n d e d by Plato himself. Directly or no t , i t i s 
this separa t ion a n d this h ie ra rchy t h a t we m u s t ques t ion here . 

The difficulties we h a v e jus t p o i n t e d ou t are accen tua ted wi th respec t to the 
"a rcha ic" t r opes w h i c h h a v e g iven the de t e rmina t ions of a " n a t u r a l " l anguage 
to t he " f o u n d i n g " concep ts (thedria, eidos, logos, e tc .) . A n d the s igns (words / 
concepts) f rom w h i c h this p ropos i t i on i s m a d e , b e g i n n i n g w i t h t hose of t rope 
a n d arkhe, a l ready h a v e their o w n metaphor ica l cha rge . T h e y are metaphor ica l , 
resist ing every me ta -me tapho r i c s , t he va lues of concep t , founda t ion , a n d theory. 
A n d let u s no t insis t u p o n the opt ic m e t a p h o r w h i c h o p e n s up every theoretical 
po in t of v iew u n d e r the s u n . W h a t i s f u n d a m e n t a l c o r r e s p o n d s to t h e desi re for 
a firm a n d u l t imate g r o u n d , a te r ra in to bui ld o n , t h e ea r th as t he s u p p o r t of 
an artificial s t ruc tu re . This va lue h a s a history, is a history, of wh ich He idegger 
has p r o p o s e d an in t e rp re t a t ion . 2 6 Finally, e v e n i f n o t reducible to this f ramework, 
the concept of t he concept c a n n o t no t re ta in t he ges tu re of mastery, t ak ing-and-
main ta in ing- in- the-present , c o m p r e h e n d i n g a n d g rasp ing the th ing as an object. 

26. Kant, in expounding his theory of hypotyposis, had recourse to the example of the 
"ground." Hypotyposis can be schematic (direct presentation of an intuition to a purely 
rational concept) or symbolic (indirect presentation of an intuition to a purely rational 
concept). "Hitherto this function has been but little analyzed, worthy as it is of a deeper 
study. Still this is not the place to dwell upon it In language we have many such indirect 
presentations (Darstellungen) modelled upon an analogy enabling the expression in ques­
tion to contain, not the proper (eigentliche) scheme for the concept, but merely a symbol 
for reflection. Thus the words ground (Grand) (support, Stiitze-, basis, Basis-), to depend 
(to be held up from above), to flow from (instead of to follow), substance (as Locke puts 
it: the support of accidents), and numberless others, are not schematic, but rather symbolic 
hypotyposes, and express concepts without employing a direct intuition for the purpose, 
but only drawing upon an analogy with one, i.e. transferring the reflection (mit . . . der 
Ubertragung der Reflexion) upon an object of intuition to quite a new concept, and one with 
which perhaps no intuition could ever directly correspond." The Critique of Judgement, 
trans. J. C. Meredith (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1952), p. 223. 
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Which h o l d s for t he Latin as wel l as for the German ic l anguages . Not ic ing this 
fact, Hegel , in pa s s ing , def ines ou r p rob lem, or r a the r d e t e r m i n e s the p r o b l e m 
wi th an a n s w e r ind i s t ingu ishab le from the p ropos i t ion of his o w n specula t ive 
a n d dialectical logic: 

" M e t a p h o r h a s its pr inc ipa l appl ica t ion in l inguistic express ions wh ich in this 
connec t ion we m a y t reat u n d e r t he fol lowing aspec ts : 

"a) In t he first p lace, every l a n g u a g e a l ready conta ins a m a s s of m e t a p h o r s . 
They arise from the fact tha t a w o r d w h i c h originally signifies only s o m e t h i n g 
s e n s u o u s (nur etwas ganz sinnliches bedeutet) is carried over (ubertragen wird) in to 
the spir i tual s p h e r e (auf Geistiges). Fassen, begreifen [to g r a s p , to a p p r e h e n d ] , a n d 
m a n y w o r d s , to s p e a k general ly, w h i c h relate to k n o w i n g , h a v e in respec t of 
their literal m e a n i n g (eigentliche Bedeutung, sens propre) a p u r e l y s e n s u o u s con ten t , 
wh ich t h e n is lost a n d exchanged for a spir i tual m e a n i n g , t he original s ense 
be ing s e n s u o u s (der erste Sinn ist sinnlich), t he second spir i tual . 

"b) But g radua l ly t he metaphor ica l e l e m e n t in t he u s e (im Gebrauche) of s u c h 
a w o r d d i s a p p e a r s a n d by c u s t o m (durch die Gewohnheit) t he w o r d changes from 
a metaphor ica l (uneigentliche, non propre) to a literal express ion (eigentlichen Aus-
druck, expression propre), because o w i n g to r ead iness to g r a s p in t he image on ly 
the m e a n i n g , image a n d m e a n i n g are no longer d i s t ingu i shed , a n d the image 
directly affords on ly t h e abst ract m e a n i n g itself in s t ead of a concrete p ic tu re . If, 
for example , we are to take begreifen in a spir i tual s ense , t h e n i t does no t occur 
to us at all to t h ink of a percept ib le g r a sp ing by the h a n d . In living l anguages 
the difference b e t w e e n actual m e t a p h o r s (wirklicher Metaphern) a n d w o r d s a l ready 
r educed by u s a g e (durch die Abnutzung) to literal express ions (eigentliche Aus-
drucken, expressions propres) is easily es tabl ished; w h e r e a s in d e a d l anguages this 
is difficult because m e r e e tymology canno t decide t he ma t t e r in t he last resort . 
The ques t ion d o e s no t d e p e n d on the first origin of a w o r d or on l inguist ic 
d e v e l o p m e n t general ly; on t he contrary, t he ques t ion above all i s w h e t h e r a 
w o r d w h i c h looks ent i rely pictorial , decept ive , a n d i l lustrat ive h a s no t a l ready, 
in t he life of t he l a n g u a g e , lost th is its first s e n s u o u s m e a n i n g , a n d the m e m o r y 
of it, in t he course of its u s e in a spir i tual s ense a n d b e e n releve (AUFGEHOBEN 
HATTE) in to a spir i tual m e a n i n g . " 2 7 

H e r e , t he oppos i t i on b e t w e e n actual , effective m e t a p h o r s a n d inactive, effaced 
m e t a p h o r s c o r r e s p o n d s to t he va lue of usure (Abnutzung), w h o s e impl icat ions 
we h a v e a l ready d i scussed . This i s an a lmos t cons tan t characterist ic in t he d is ­
course on phi losophica l m e t a p h o r : there a re said to be inact ive m e t a p h o r s , w h i c h 
have no in teres t at all s ince t he a u t h o r did not think of them, a n d s ince t he 
metaphor ica l effect is to be s tud i ed in t he field of consc iousness . The t radi t ional 
oppos i t ion b e t w e e n living a n d d e a d m e t a p h o r s c o r r e s p o n d s to the difference 

27. Aesthetics, pp . 404-5. [The last phrase has been modified to include the verb aufheben, 
which Derrida of course renders as relever.] There are analogous considerations of the 
figures of prehension in Valery, in his Discours aux Chirurgiens, in Oeuvres (Paris: Gallimard, 
1957), vol. 1, p. 919. See also below, "Qual Quelle." 
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b e t w e e n effective a n d extinct m e t a p h o r s . 2 8 A b o v e all, t he m o v e m e n t of meta-
phor iza t ion (origin a n d t h e n e r a s u r e of t he me tapho r , t ransi t ion from t h e p r o p e r 
sensory m e a n i n g to t he p r o p e r spir i tual m e a n i n g by m e a n s of the d e t o u r of 
figures) is n o t h i n g o the r t h a n a m o v e m e n t of ideal izat ion. Which is inc luded 
u n d e r the mas te r ca tegory of dialectical ideal ism, to wi t , t h e relive (Aufhebung), 
tha t is, t he m e m o r y (Erinnerung) tha t p r o d u c e s s igns , interiorizes t h e m in ele­
vat ing, s u p p r e s s i n g , a n d conse rv ing the sensory exterior. A n d in o rde r to th ink 
a n d resolve t h e m , this f r amework sets to w o r k the oppos i t ions nature/spir i t , 
nature/his tory, o r na tu re / f r eedom, w h i c h are l inked by genea logy to t h e o p p o ­
sition of physis to its o the r s , a n d by the s ame t o k e n to t he oppos i t ions sensual / 
spiri tual , sensible/intell igible, s enso ry / sense {sinnlichlSinn). N o w h e r e is this sys­
tem as explicit as it is in Hege l . It descr ibes t h e space of t he possibil i ty of 
metaphys ics , a n d the concep t o f m e t a p h o r t h u s def ined be longs to i t . 2 9 

Let us s u p p o s e , provisionally, tha t t he se oppos i t ions can be g iven credence , 
a n d tha t t he p r o g r a m of a genera l me taphor i c s of p h i l o s o p h y can be en t rus t ed 
to t h e m . In classifying the (natural) original m e t a p h o r s , we w o u l d quickly have 
to resor t to t he m y t h o l o g y of t he four e l emen t s . This t ime we w o u l d be deal ing 
not w i th a k ind of psychoana lys i s of t he mater ial imagina t ion app l ied to a ra ther 
inde te rmina te c o r p u s , 3 0 b u t r a t h e r w i t h a rhetorical analys is of t he phi losophica l 
text, s u p p o s i n g tha t a s su red criteria w e r e available for identifying th is text as 
such. This w o u l d lead to an inevi table intersect ion of t he classification of the 
nat ive reg ions of m e t a p h o r w i t h a genera l gr id, no longer cons t i tu ted on the 
basis of these e l emen ta ry reg ions of p h e n o m e n a ( w h a t appea r s ) , bu t on the basis 

28. This is central to T. Spoerri's study "La puissance metaphorique de Descartes," 
Colloque Philosophique de Royaumont (Paris: Editions de Minuit, 1957). See also Perelman and 
Olbrechts-Tyteca, Traite de Vargumentation (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1958). 

29. This explains the distrust that the concept of metaphor inspires in Heidegger. In 
Der Satz vom Grund he insists above all on the opposition sensory/nonsensory, an impor­
tant, but neither the only, nor the first, nor the most determining characteristic of the 
value of metaphor. "But here, the following remark will suffice: Since our hearing and 
seeing are never a simple reception by the senses, it is not any longer suitable to affirm 
that the interpretation of thought as grasped by hearing (als Er-horen) and vision (Er-blicken) 
represent only a metaphor (Ubertragung), a transposition into the non-sensory of the so-
called sensory. The notion of 'transposition' and of metaphor (Metapher) rest on the dis­
tinction, not to say the separation, of the sensory and the non-sensory as two domains 
each subsisting for itself. This kind of separation between the sensory and the non-sensory, 
between the physical and the non-physical, is a fundamental characteristic of what is 
called 'metaphysics,' which confers upon Western thought its essential characteristics. 
Once this distinction of the sensory and the non-sensory is recognized as insufficient, 
metaphysics loses its rank as authoritative thought. Once this limitation of metaphysics 
has been seen, the determining conception (massgebende Vorstellung) of 'metaphor' collapses 
by itself. It is particularly determinant for the way in which we represent the Being of 
language. This is why metaphor is often utilized as an auxiliary means in the interpretation 
of poetic, or more generally artistic, works. The metaphorical exists only within the borders 
of metaphysics." 

30. TN. The reference is to Bachelard, discussed in the last section of this essay ("La 
metaphysique—releve de la metaphore.") 
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of t he recept ive z o n e s , the reg ions of sensibility. O u t s i d e t he mathemat ica l text— 
w h i c h i t i s difficult to conceive as p rov id ing m e t a p h o r s in t h e strict s ense , s ince 
i t i s a t t ached to no d e t e r m i n e d ont ic region a n d h a s no empir ical s enso ry con­
tent—all t he regional d i scourses , to the extent tha t t hey a re n o t pu re ly formal, 
p rocu re for ph i losophica l d i scourse metaphor ica l con ten t s of t he sensory t y p e . 
T h u s one d o e s actual ly s p e a k of visual , audi tory , a n d tactile m e t a p h o r s , (whe re 
the p rob l em of k n o w l e d g e is in its e lement ) , a n d even , m o r e rarely, w h i c h is 
no t insignificant, olfactory 3 1 o r gus ta to ry o n e s . 

But there m u s t be , in c o r r e s p o n d e n c e to this empir ical aes thet ics of s enso ry 
con ten t s , as t h e ve ry condi t ion of its possibility, a t r anscenden ta l a n d formal 
aesthet ics of m e t a p h o r . I t w o u l d lead us back to the a pr ior i forms of space a n d 
t ime. In effect, do we n o t actual ly s p e a k of t empora l iz ing m e t a p h o r s , m e t a p h o r s 
that call u p o n the s ense of hea r ing no t only, as from Plato to Husse r l , according 
to the musical p a r a d i g m , bu t also as an appea l to l i s tening, to u n d e r s t a n d i n g 
(entendement) itself, etc.? Nie tzsche relaxes t he limits of t he metaphor ica l to such 
an extent tha t he a t t r ibutes a me taphor i c capacity to every phon ic enunc ia t ion : 
do we no t t r anspor t into t he t ime of speech tha t wh ich in itself i s h e t e r o g e n e o u s 
to this t ime? 3 2 Inversely, is i t no t frequently said tha t every me taphor i c e n u n ­
ciation spatial izes as soon as i t g ives us s o m e t h i n g to imagine , to see , or to 
touch? Bergson is far from a lone in be ing w a r y of spatial m e t a p h o r s . 

H o w is this final regress ion to occur? H o w is recourse to the final oppos i t ion 
of space a n d t ime poss ible w i t h o u t taking on in d e p t h th is t radit ional phi lo­
sophical p rob lem? (And i t i s as concerns bo th this t r anscenden ta l aes thet ic a n d 
the p u r e , a priori forms of sensibili ty tha t t he p rob lem of ma themat ica l m e t a p h o r s 
w o u l d find o n e of its loci.) H o w are we to k n o w w h a t the tempora l iza t ion a n d 
spatialization of a m e a n i n g , of an ideal object, of an intelligible tenor, a re , if we 
have no t clarified w h a t " s p a c e " a n d " t i m e " mean? But h o w are we to do this 

31. "We thought it necessary to begin with the sense of smell, because of all the senses 
it is the one which appears to contribute least to the knowledge of the human mind." 
Condillac, Traite des sensations, Introduction, in Oeuvres Philosophiques de Condillac, ed. 
Georges Le Roy (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1947), p. 222. 

32. Which amounts, strangely enough, to making every signifier a metaphor of the 
signified, although the classical concept of metaphor designates only the substitution of 
one signified for another, one signified becoming the signifier of the other. Does not 
Nietzsche's operation consist, here, in extending to every element of discourse, under the 
name of metaphor, what classical rhetoric considered, no less strangely, to be a quite 
particular figure, the metonymy of the sign? Du Marsais says that this figure consists in 
taking "the sign for the thing signified," and it occupies the last place in the list of the five 
species of metonymy he identified. Fontanier devotes less than a page to it. This is ex­
plained by the fact that the sign examined here is a part of the thing signified, and not 
the very stuff of the figures of discourse. The examples are first those of symbolic, non-
arbitrary, signs (scepter), for the rank of king, staff for that of marshal, hat for that of cardinal, 
sword for soldier, robe for magistrate, "lance to signify a man, and distaff to indicate a woman: 
fief which falls from lance to distaff, that is a fief which passes from the males to the females." 
Du Marsais, Traite des tropes (Geneva: Slatkine Reprints, 1967), chap. 2, ii. 
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before k n o w i n g w h a t m i g h t be a logos or a m e a n i n g tha t in a n d of themse lves 
spat io- temporal ize e v e r y t h i n g t h e y state? W h a t logos as m e t a p h o r m i g h t be? 

Al ready the oppos i t ion of m e a n i n g ( the a t e m p o r a l or nonspa t i a l signified as 
m e a n i n g , as content ) to its me taphor ica l signifier (an oppos i t ion tha t p lays itself 
ou t w i th in the e l e m e n t of m e a n i n g to w h i c h m e t a p h o r be longs in its en t i re ty) 3 3 

is s e d i m e n t e d — a n o t h e r m e t a p h o r — b y the ent i re h is tory of ph i losophy . Wi thou t 
taking in to accoun t tha t t he separa t ion b e t w e e n s ense ( the signified) a n d the 
senses ( sensory signifier) is enunc i a t ed by m e a n s of t h e s ame root (sensus, Sinn). 
O n e m i g h t a d m i r e , as d o e s Hege l , t he g e n e r o u s n e s s o f this stock, a n d interpret 
its secret releve speculat ively, dialectically; b u t before uti l izing a dialectical con­
cept o f m e t a p h o r , o n e m u s t examine the d o u b l e t u r n wh ich o p e n e d m e t a p h o r 
a n d dialectics, pe rmi t t ing to be called sense t ha t w h i c h shou ld be foreign to the 
senses . 

T h u s , t he genera l t a x o n o m y of me taphors—so-ca l l ed phi losophica l m e t a p h o r s 
in pa r t i cu la r—would p r e s u p p o s e t he solut ion of i m p o r t a n t p r o b l e m s , a n d pri­
mari ly of p r o b l e m s w h i c h cons t i tu te t he ent i re ty of p h i l o s o p h y in its history. 
Thus a m e t a p h o r o l o g y w o u l d be der ivat ive as conce rns the d iscourse i t al legedly 
w o u l d d o m i n a t e , w h e t h e r i t d o e s so by t ak ing as its rule the explicit conscious­
ness of the ph i l o sophe r or t he sys temat ic a n d objective s t ruc ture of his text, 
w h e t h e r i t recons t i tu tes a m e a n i n g or dec iphe r s a s y m p t o m , w h e t h e r or not i t 
e laborates an idiomatic me taphor i c s (proper to a ph i losopher , a sys t em, or a 
part icular b o d y of work) b a s e d on a m o r e genera l , m o r e constr ic t ing, m o r e 
durab le me tapho r i c s . T h e concep t of me tapho r , a long wi th all t he predica tes 
that pe rmi t its o rde r ed ex tens ion a n d c o m p r e h e n s i o n , i s a p h i l o s o p h e m e . 

The consequences of this are d o u b l e a n d contradictory. On the o n e h a n d i t 
is imposs ib le to d o m i n a t e ph i losophica l me taphor i c s as such , from the exterior, 
by us ing a concept of m e t a p h o r w h i c h r e m a i n s a phi losophica l p roduc t . On ly 
p h i l o s o p h y w o u l d s e e m to wie ld a n y au thor i ty over its o w n metaphor ica l p ro ­
duc t ions . But, on t he o the r h a n d , for t he s a m e r e a s o n p h i l o s o p h y i s depr ived 
of w h a t i t p r o v i d e s itself. Its i n s t r u m e n t s be long ing to its field, ph i l o sophy is 
incapable of d o m i n a t i n g its genera l t ropology a n d me taphor i c s . I t cou ld perceive 
its me taphor i c s on ly a r o u n d a b l ind spo t or cent ra l deafness . T h e concept of 
m e t a p h o r w o u l d descr ibe th is contour , b u t i t i s n o t even certain that t he concept 
thereby c i rcumscr ibes an o rgan iz ing center; a n d th is formal law h o l d s for every 
p h i l o s o p h e m e . A n d this for t w o cumula t ive reasons : (1) The ph i l o sophe r will 
never find in this concep t a n y t h i n g b u t w h a t he h a s p u t in to it, o r a t least w h a t 
he bel ieves he h a s p u t in to i t as a ph i losopher . (2) The cons t i tu t ion of t he fun­
d a m e n t a l oppos i t i ons of t he m e t a p h o r o l o g y (physis/tekhne, physis/nomos, sensible/ 
intelligible; space / t ime, signifier/signified, etc.) h a s occurred by m e a n s of the 

33. This complex structure leads to many confusions. Some of them may be avoided by 
means of I. A. Richards's proposed distinction between the metaphorical tenor and the 
metaphorical vehicle. Sense, the meaning "must be clearly distinguished from the tenor." 
The Philosophy of Rhetoric (New York: Oxford University Press, 1965), p. 100. 
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his tory of a me taphor i ca l l anguage , or r a the r by m e a n s of " t r o p i c " m o v e m e n t s 
wh ich , no longer capable of be ing called by a phi losophica l n a m e — i . e . meta­
pho r s—neve r the l e s s , a n d for t he s ame reason , do no t m a k e up a " p r o p e r " 
l anguage . I t i s from b e y o n d the difference b e t w e e n the p r o p e r a n d the n o n p r o p e r 
that the effects of p ropr i e ty a n d n o n p r o p r i e t y h a v e to be accoun ted for. By 
definit ion, t h u s , the re is no p roper ly phi losophica l ca tegory to qualify a cer ta in 
n u m b e r of t ropes tha t h a v e cond i t ioned the so-called " f u n d a m e n t a l , " " s t ruc ­
tur ing ," "o r ig ina l " phi losophica l oppos i t ions : t h e y are so m a n y " m e t a p h o r s " 
that w o u l d cons t i tu te the rubrics of s u c h a t ropology, t he w o r d s " t u r n " or 
" t r o p e " or " m e t a p h o r " be ing no except ion to t he ru le . To pe rmi t oneself to 
overlook th is vigil of ph i losophy , o n e w o u l d h a v e to pos i t t ha t t he sense a imed 
a t t h r o u g h t h e s e figures i s an essence r igorously i n d e p e n d e n t of tha t wh ich 
t r anspor t s it, w h i c h is an a l ready phi losophica l thesis, o n e m i g h t even say ph i ­
losophy ' s unique thesis, t he thes i s w h i c h const i tu tes t he concept of me tapho r , 
the oppos i t ion of t he p r o p e r a n d the nonprope r , of essence a n d accident , of 
intui t ion a n d d i scourse , of t h o u g h t a n d l anguage , of t he intelligible a n d the 
sensible. 

Tha t i s w h a t w o u l d be a t s take . S u p p o s i n g that we m i g h t reach i t ( touch it, 
see it, c o m p r e h e n d it?), this t ropic a n d prephi losophica l resource could n o t h a v e 
the archeological simplicity of a p r o p e r origin, the virgini ty of a h is tory of be­
g innings . A n d we k n o w a l ready tha t i t could der ive ne i the r from a rhetoric of 
ph i lo sophy no r from a metaphilosophy ana logous to w h a t Bachelard, in his p sy ­
choanalysis of mater ia l imagina t ion , called meta-poetics. We k n o w this , already, 
on t he basis of t he law of supp l emen ta r i t y (be tween t h e concept a n d the field) 
v iewed in its formal necessity. Provisionally, let us take this l aw for a hypo thes i s . 
In a t t emp t ing to verify i t in several " e x a m p l e s , " p e r h a p s we might , a t the s a m e 
t ime, fill t he concep t of me tapho r , following its ent i re t radi t ion, a t radi t ion wh ich 
i s as m u c h phi losophica l as rhetorical , a n d migh t also recognize , a t t he s ame 
time as the rule of its t ransformat ions , the limit of its plasticity. 
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He may do [the deed], but in igno­
rance of his relationship, and dis­
cover that af terwards , as does 
Oedipus in Sophocles. Here the deed 
is outside the play (exo tou dramatos). 
{Poetics, 1453b29-32)34 

There should be nothing improbable 
(alogon) among the actual incidents 
(en tois pragmasin). If it be unavoid­
able, however, it should be outside 
the tragedy, like the improbability in 
the Oedipus of Sophocles. (1454b6-8) 

A likely impossibility (adunata eikota) 
is always preferable to an uncon­
vincing possibility (dunata apithana). 
The story (logous) should never be 
made up of improbable incidents (ek 
meron alogon); there should be noth­
ing of the sort in it. If, however, such 
incidents are unavoidable , they 
should be outside the piece (exo tou 
mutheumatos), like the hero's igno­
rance (to me eidenai) in Oedipus of the 
circumstances of Laius' death . . . 
(1460a26-30) 

Ne i the r a rhetoric of p h i l o s o p h y n o r a metaphilosophy a p p e a r to be pe r t i nen t h e r e — 
such i s t he h y p o t h e s i s . In t he first p lace, w h y n o t rhetor ic as such? 

Each t ime that a rhetor ic def ines me tapho r , n o t on ly is a p h i l o s o p h y implied, 
bu t also a concep tua l n e t w o r k in w h i c h p h i l o s o p h y itself has b e e n const i tu ted . 
Moreover each t h r ead in th is n e t w o r k forms a turn, or o n e migh t say a me taphor , 
i f tha t no t ion w e r e no t too der iva t ive h e r e . W h a t is def ined, therefore , is impl ied 
in the def in ing of t he definit ion. 

As goes w i t h o u t saying , no pet i t ion i s be ing m a d e he r e t o s o m e h o m o g e n o u s 
c o n t i n u u m ceaselessly re la t ing t radi t ion back to itself, t h e t rad i t ion of me ta ­
phys ics as t he t radi t ion of rhe tor ic . Never the le s s , i f we d id no t begin by a t t end ing 
to such of t he m o s t durab le cons t ra in t s wh ich h a v e been exercised on the basis 
of a very l ong sys temat ic chain , a n d if we d id no t take the t rouble to delimit the 
genera l funct ioning a n d effective limits of this chain , we w o u l d r u n the risk of 
taking the m o s t der ivat ive effects for t he original characteristics of a historical 
subset , a hast i ly identif ied configurat ion, an imag ina ry or marg ina l muta t ion . 
By m e a n s of an empiricist a n d impress ionis t ic r u s h toward al leged differences— 
in fact t o w a r d cross-sect ions tha t a re in pr inciple l inear a n d chronologica l—we 
w o u l d go from discovery to discovery. A b reak b e n e a t h every s tep! For example , 
we could p r e s e n t a s t he p h y s i o g n o m y p r o p e r t o " e i g h t e e n t h c e n t u r y " rhetoric 
a w h o l e set of characteris t ics , (such as the privi lege of the n a m e ) , inher i ted , 

34. TN. Aristotle, Poetics, trans. I. Baywater, in The Works of Aristotle, ed. W. D. Ross 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1924). All further references to the Poetics will be to this 
edition. 
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a l though no t in a direct l ine, a n d wi th all k inds of d iv is ions a n d inequal i t ies of 
t ransformat ion , from Aristotle or the Middle Ages . H e r e , we are be ing led back 
to the p r o g r a m , still ent irely to be e labora ted , of a n e w del imitat ion of bod ies 
of work a n d of a n e w problemat ic of t he s igna ture . 

There is a c o d e or a p r o g r a m — a rhetor ic , if you will—for every d i scourse on 
me taphor : fol lowing c u s t o m , in t he first place the Aris totel ian definition m u s t be 
recalled, at least t he o n e in t he Poetics (1457b). We will no t fail to do so. Certainly, 
Aristotle i n v e n t e d ne i ther the w o r d no r the concept of me taphor . However , he 
s eems to h a v e p r o p o s e d the first sys temat ic s i tua t ing of it, wh ich in a n y even t 
has b e e n re ta ined as such wi th t he mos t powerful historical effects. I t is indis­
pensab le to s t u d y t h e terrain on wh ich the Aris totel ian definition could h a v e 
been cons t ruc ted . But this s t u d y w o u l d lose all pe r t i nence if i t w e r e no t p r e c e d e d , 
or in a n y even t control led , by the sys temat ic a n d in terna l reconst i tu t ion of the 
text to be re inscr ibed. Even if part ial a n d pre l iminary t he task is no t l imited to 
a c o m m e n t a r y on a textual surface. No t r anspa rency is g ran ted it. The issue 
a l ready is o n e of an active in te rpre ta t ion set t ing to w o r k an ent i re s y s t e m of 
rules a n d ant ic ipa t ions . 

" M e t a p h o r (metaphora) consis ts in giving (epiphora)35 t he th ing a n a m e (onom-
atos) tha t be longs to s o m e t h i n g else (allotriou), the t ransference be ing e i ther from 
g e n u s to species (apo tou genous epi eidos), or from species to g e n u s (apo tou eidous 
epi to genos), or from species to species (apo tou eidous epi eidos), or on the g r o u n d s 
of ana logy (e kata to analogon)" (1457b6-9). 

This defini t ion, doub t l e s s t he mos t explicit, the m o s t precise , a n d in a n y even t 
the mos t gene ra l , 3 6 can be ana lyzed a long two l ines. I t is a phi losophical thesis 

35. TN. Derrida's citation of the Greek terms is particularly important here. The French 
translation of epiphora as "transport" preserves a "metaphoric" play on words that is lost 
in the English rendering "giving." Meta-phora and epi-phora have the same root, from the 
Greek pherein, to carry, to transport. 

36. This generality poses problems which recently have been reactivated in a way, as 
is well known. We will come back to them in our conclusion. In any event, Aristotle is 
the first to consider metaphor as the general form of all the figures of words, whether 
metaphor includes them (as in these examples of transport by metonymy or synecdoche), 
constitutes their economy (abridged comparison), or finds its own best form in the analogy 
of proportionality (Rhetoric III). Doubtless this generality is proportional to the impover­
ishment of the determination of metaphor. Aristotle, from early on, was accused or excused 
for this. "Some Ancients have condemned Aristotle for putting under the name of met­
aphor the first two, which properly are but synecdoches; but Aristotle spoke in general, 
and he was writing at a time when there was still no refinement of figures, both in order 
to distinguish them and in order to give to each the name which would have best explained 
its nature. Cicero justifies Aristotle sufficiently when he writes in his De Oratore: Itaque 
genus hoc Graeci appellant allegoricum, nomine rede, genere melius ille (Aristoteles) qui ista omnia 
translationes vocat." Andre Dacier, Introduction a la poetique d'Aristole, 1733. Hugh Blair: 
"Aristotle, in his Poetics, uses Metaphor in this extended sense, for any figurative meaning 
imposed upon a word; as a whole put for the part, or a part for the whole; a species for 
the genus, or a genus for the species. But it would be unjust to tax this most acute writer 
with any inaccuracy on this account; the minute subdivisions, and various names of 
Tropes, being unknown in his days, and the invention of later rhetoricians." Lectures on 
Rhetoric and Belles Lettres XV, "Metaphor." 
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on m e t a p h o r . A n d i t is a lso a phi losophica l d i scourse w h o s e en t i re surface is 
w o r k e d by a me taphor i c s . 

T h e phi losophica l thes is b e l o n g s to a sy s t em of in terpre ta t ion jo in ing toge ther 
metaphora, mimesis, logos, physis, phone, semainein, onoma. In o rde r to res tore t h e 
m o v e m e n t of this chain , o n e m u s t be a t tent ive to the place of the d iscuss ions on 
metaphor , as m u c h in the Poetics as in book 3 of t h e Rhetoric.37 T h e p lace reserved 
for m e t a p h o r is a l ready significant in itself. In b o t h w o r k s , i t be longs to a theory 
of lexis. " T h e Plot a n d Charac te r s h a v i n g b e e n d i scussed , i t r e m a i n s to cons ider 
the Dict ion a n d T h o u g h t {peri lexeos fan dianoias)" (1456a33-34; t h e r e is an anal­
ogous d e v e l o p m e n t at t he b e g i n n i n g of book 3 of t he Rhetoric). A l t h o u g h it h a s 
only jus t b e e n m e n t i o n e d , " t h o u g h t " (here , dianoia) covers t he r a n g e of tha t 
wh ich i s g iven to l anguage , or of w h a t o n e i s g iven to th ink t h r o u g h l anguage , 
as a cause or an effect or c o n t e n t of l anguage , b u t n o t as t h e act of l anguage 
itself ( s ta tement , dict ion, e locut ion , lexis). Dianoia t h u s d e t e r m i n e d is t he subject 
of rhetor ic , a t least in its first t w o b o o k s . " A s for t he T h o u g h t , we m a y a s s u m e 
w h a t is said of i t in o u r Art of Rhetor ic , as i t be longs m o r e p rope r ly to tha t 
d e p a r t m e n t of i n q u i r y " (1456a34). The difference b e t w e e n dianoia a n d lexis is 
d u e to t he fact tha t t he first i s no t m a d e mani fes t by itself. N o w , th is manifes­
tat ion, w h i c h i s the act of speech , cons t i tu tes t h e essence a n d ve ry opera t ion 
of t ragedy. If the re w e r e no difference b e t w e e n dianoia a n d lexis, t he re w o u l d 
be no space for t ragedy: " W h a t i n d e e d w o u l d be t he good (ergon) of the speaker 
(tou legontos) if t h ings a p p e a r e d in t he requ i red l ight e v e n apar t f rom any th ing 
he says (ei phanoito nei deoi kai me dia ton logon)!" (1456b7-8). 3 8 This difference is 

37. On the relations between the Rhetoric and the Poetics on this point, and notably as 
concerns the notions of metaphora and eikon, see Marsh H. McCall, Ancient Rhetorical Theories 
of Simile and Comparison (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1969). "Neither work can 
be proved to precede the other—almost certainly both were revised and supplemented 
from time to time. The odd absence of eikon from the Poetics must be left unresolved." 
This is not a total absence (see at least 1048bl0 and 15). 

38. TN. F. C. T. Moore, in the notes to his translation of this essay, contends that 
Derrida's last two citations from Aristotle (Poetics 1456a34 and 1456b7-8) are based on an 
"incorrect translation" (note 29) and a "conjectural" reading of a "corrupt" text (notes 29 
and 30). On the first point, there is no question that while the Bude translation cited by 
Derrida and the Bywater translation do not correspond word for word, the entire sentence 
(not the fragment of it cited by Moore) does say that the examination of thought (dianoia) 
is the province of rhetoric. On the second point, it is true that Bywater and Bude have 
different readings of what Bude gives as dianoia and translates as "thought." Bywater, 
whose translation I have adhered to, gives the crucial word as "things," from the reading 
of the text that gives deoi here and not dianoia. Thus, our text does not correspond to the 
French edition of Marges, where the sentence in question would read, changing the one 
word: "What indeed would be the good of the speaker if his thought appeared in the 
required light even apart from anything he says?" Comparison with the Greek text used 
by Bywater (Becker's 1831 Quarto Text, also used in the Harvard University Press Aristotle 
in Twenty-Three Volumes, where Fyfe's translation of the Poetics occupies vol. 23, which is 
where I consulted it) shows that the Greek cited by Derrida here differs only as concerns 
this word. Even if Aristotle's text is corrupt here—which I am not competent to judge— 
Derrida has not falsified the sense of either citation in order to have it conform to his 
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not only d u e to the fact tha t the p e r s o n a g e m u s t be able to say s o m e t h i n g o the r 
t h a n w h a t he th inks . He exists a n d acts w i th in t r agedy on ly on the condi t ion 
that he speaks . 

So the d i scourse on m e t a p h o r be longs to a t reat ise peri lexds. The re is lexis, 
a n d wi th in i t me tapho r , in the ex ten t to wh ich t h o u g h t i s no t m a d e manifes t by 
itself, in t h e ex ten t to w h i c h the m e a n i n g of w h a t is said or t h o u g h t is no t a 
p h e n o m e n o n of itself. Dianoia as s u c h is no t yet re la ted to me taphor . The re is 
m e t a p h o r on ly in t he extent to w h i c h s o m e o n e i s s u p p o s e d to m a k e manifest , 
by m e a n s of s t a t emen t , a g iven t h o u g h t tha t of itself r e m a i n s i n a p p a r e n t , h i d d e n , 
o r la tent . T h o u g h t s tumbles u p o n me taphor , o r m e t a p h o r falls to t h o u g h t a t the 
m o m e n t w h e n m e a n i n g a t t e m p t s to e m e r g e from itself in o rde r to be s ta ted , 
enunc ia t ed , b r o u g h t to t he l ight of l anguage . A n d y e t — s u c h i s ou r p r o b l e m — 
the theory of m e t a p h o r r e m a i n s a t heo ry of meaning a n d pos i t s a certain original 
naturality of th is figure. H o w is this possible? 

Aristotle h a s jus t set as ide dianoia, s e n d i n g i t off in to rhetor ic . He t h e n def ines 
the c o m p o n e n t s of lexis. A m o n g t h e m , t he nomina l , t he n o u n . I t i s u n d e r this 
h e a d i n g tha t he t rea ts m e t a p h o r (epiphora onomatos). Onoma certainly h a s two 
values in th is context . S o m e t i m e s i t is o p p o s e d to t he ve rb (rhema), wh ich impl ies 
an idea of t ime . Somet imes i t covers the field of ve rbs , since m e t a p h o r , the 
d i sp lacement of n o u n s , also, in t he examples g iven in t he Poetics, p lays u p o n 
verbs . This confusion is poss ib le by v i r tue of the p r o f o u n d ident i ty of t he n o u n 
a n d the verb : w h a t they h a v e in c o m m o n i s tha t t h e y a re intelligible in a n d of 
themse lves , h a v e an i m m e d i a t e relat ion to an object or r a the r to a un i t y of 
mean ing . T h e y cons t i tu te t he o rde r of t he phone semantike from wh ich a re ex­
c luded, as we will see , articles, conjunct ions , p repos i t ions , a n d in genera l all 
the e l emen t s of l a n g u a g e w h i c h , according to Aris tot le , h a v e no m e a n i n g in 
themse lves ; in o the r w o r d s , w h i c h do no t o f t hemse lves des igna te s o m e t h i n g . 
The adjective is capable of b e c o m i n g subs tan t ive a n d nomina l . To this extent i t 
may be long to t he semantic order . Therefore it s eems tha t t he field of onoma— 
a n d consequen t ly tha t of m e t a p h o r , as t h e t r anspor t of n a m e s — i s less tha t of 
the n o u n in t h e strict s ense , (which i t acquired very late in rhetoric) , t h a n tha t 
of t he nominalizable. Every w o r d w h i c h resis ts this nomina l iza t ion w o u l d r ema in 
foreign to m e t a p h o r . N o w , on ly tha t w h i c h c la ims—or hencefor th claims—to 
have a comple te a n d i n d e p e n d e n t signification, tha t w h i c h is intelligible by itself, 
ou ts ide a n y syntact ic relat ion, can be nomina l i zed . To take up a t radi t ional 
Opposition tha t still will be in u s e in Husse r l , m e t a p h o r w o u l d be a t r anspor t 
of ca tegoremat ic a n d n o t of synca tegoremat ic w o r d s as such. The as such m u s t 

argument, as Moore seems to suggest. It should be noted too that at least one other 
English translation of the Poetics (Butcher's in The Library of Liberal Arts volume, Poetics 
and On Music) gives the disputed word as dianoia, "thought." (My thanks to Richard Rand 
for his help here.) 
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be e m p h a s i z e d , s ince t he s y n c a t e g o r e m m i g h t itself a l so give r i se to an opera t ion 
of nomina l i za t ion . 3 9 

Du Marsa i s h a d b e e n t e m p t e d ve ry literally to follow Aristotle in defining 
m e t a p h o r as "a figure by m e a n s of w h i c h the p roper , literal m e a n i n g of a n o u n 
is t r an spo r t ed . " Tha t he rep laced noun by word f rom o n e edi t ion to ano the r , tha t 
his first ge s tu re w a s criticized by b o t h L a h a r p e a n d Fontanier , a n d tha t t he latter 
systematically en la rges the field of m e t a p h o r to inc lude all w o r d s — n o n e of this , 
a t least on th is po in t , deep ly d i s r u p t s t he Aris tote l ian t radi t ion. In effect, on the 
one h a n d , on ly " s ing le w o r d " t r o p e s a re " p r o p e r l y n a m e d " such , according t o 
Fontanier. On the o the r h a n d , a n d consequent ly , after s ta t ing tha t all k inds of 
w o r d s can give rise to m e t a p h o r s , Fontanier i n d e e d m u s t exclude from the 
e n u m e r a t i o n w h i c h follows s y n c a t e g o r e m s , m e a n i n g s said to be incomple te , the 
p ivots of d i scourse : "On the tropes by resemblance, that is, metaphors:40 T ropes by 

39. Leibniz provides a remarkable example of this operation of extension and extraction. 
The issue is to unearth the hidden concept and name, the substantive idea dissimulated 
in every syntactic sign of relation. Thus, a particle is transformed into a complete signi­
fication. Again this is in a philosophical dialogue, and the subject treated is not very 
distant from the one in the Garden of Epicurus: "THEOPHILUS: I do not see why we could 
not say that there are private ideas, as there are negative truths, for the act of denial is 
positive . . . PHILALETHES: Without disputing about this point, it will be more useful to 
approach a little nearer the origins of all our notions and knowledge, to observe how the 
words employed to form actions and notions wholly removed from the senses, derive 
their origin from sensible ideas, whence they are transferred to significations more abstruse 
. . . Whence we may conjecture what kind of notions they had who spoke these first 
languages and how nature will suggest unexpectedly to men the origin and the principle 
of all their knowledge by the terms themselves. THEOPHILUS: . . . The fact is not always 
recognized because most frequently the true etymologies are l o s t . . . It will, however, be 
well to consider this analogy of sensible and non-sensible things which has served as the basis 
of tropes: a matter that you will understand the better by considering a very extended 
example such as is furnished by the use of prepositions, like to, with, from, before, in, without, 
by, for, upon, towards, which are all derived from place, from distance, and from motion, 
and afterwards transferred to every sort of change, order, sequence, difference, agreement. 
To signifies approach, as in the expression: I go to Rome. But as in order to attract anything 
we bring it near that to which we wish to unite it, we say that one thing is attached to 
another. And further, as there is, so to speak, an immaterial attachment." The demon­
stration is made for each preposition, and closes in this way: "and as these analogies are 
extremely variable and do not depend on any determinate notions, it thence comes that 
languages vary much in the use of these particles and cases which the prepositions govern, 
or rattier in which they are found as things understood and virtually included." New Essays 
Concerning Human Understanding, trans. A. G. Langley (London, 1896), book 3, chap. 1, 
"Words," pp. 289-91. Du Marsais, Traite des tropes: "Each language has particular . . . 
proper . . . metaphors" (chap. 1, x). "Certain figures may vary from one language to 
another," as Fontanier will say, "and some do not even occur in every language." "Preface 
au Traits general des figures du discours autres que les tropes," in Les Figures du Discours, 
ed. Gerard Genette (Paris: Flammarion, 1968), p. 275. 

Condillac, whom Fontanier judged to be as "strong" as Du Marsais (ibid., p. 276), also 
thought that "the same figures are not admitted to every language." De I'art d'icrire, in 
Oeuvres Philosophiques II, iv. 

40. Fontanier, "Preface," p. 99. Resemblance or analogy: such is the distinctive source 
of metaphor, from Aristotle to Fontanier. Du Marsais, in defining metaphor, also spoke 
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resemblance consis t in presenting an idea under the sign of another idea that is more 
striking or better known, and which, moreover, has no other tie to the first idea than that 
of a certain conformity or analogy. As a g e n r e these t ropes can be r educed to a 
single one , Metaphor, w h o s e n a m e , wh ich is so well k n o w n , a n d p e r h a p s bet ter 
k n o w n t h a n t h e th ing itself, h a s lost, as Laharpe obse rves , all its scholarly 
impor t . Metaphor is no t ordinar i ly d i s t ingu i shed into species , like Metonymy a n d 
Synecdoche; h o w e v e r it m u s t no t be t h o u g h t that i t has b u t a s ingle form, a s ingle 
aspect , a n d tha t i t is t he s a m e in every case. On the contrary, i t is qui te var ied, 
a n d doubt less e x t e n d s fur ther t h a n Metonymy a n d Synecdoche, for no t on ly t he 
n o u n , bu t fur ther t he adjective, t he part iciple, the verb , a n d finally all species 
of w o r d s be long to its d o m a i n . T h u s all species of w o r d s can be e m p l o y e d , or 
in effect are e m p l o y e d , metaphorically, if no t as figures, at least as catachreses. The 
species of w o r d s capable of be ing e m p l o y e d metaphorically a s figures a re t he n o u n , 
the adjective, t he part iciple , t he verb , a n d p e r h a p s also the adve rb , a l t h o u g h 
ra ther rare ly" (p . 99). 

N o w , on the o n e h a n d , eve ry th ing excluded from this list of w o r d s is rese rved 
for t he catachres is of me tapho r , a " n o t t rue f igure," w h i c h " e m b r a c e s in its 
extension even the interjection." ("There are even ve ry few w o r d s , in each 
s p e d e s , n o t u n d e r its d o m i n a t i o n , " p . 215. We will c o m e back to this p r o b l e m 
later.) T rue m e t a p h o r , therefore , k e e p s wi th in the l imits of t he Aris totel ian 
" n o u n . " Which , o n t he o the r h a n d , a p p e a r s t o b e conf i rmed t h r o u g h o u t t he 
entire sys tem of d is t inc t ions p r o p o s e d by Fontanier in h i s genera l definit ion of 
w o r d s . A m o n g these w o r d s c o r r e s p o n d i n g to " ideas o f an ob jec t"—which nat­
urally can be nomina l i zed—are classed nouns, all w o r d s " e m p l o y e d subs tan ­
tively" (the beautiful, the true, the just; eating, drinking, sleeping; the for, the against; 
the front, the back; the why, the how; the inside, the outside; the buts, the ifs, the whys, 
the wherefores), a n d active or pass ive par t ic iples . The f irst g r o u p c o r r e s p o n d s to 
substantive ideas of object, a n d t h e second to concrete ideas of object. A m o n g t h e 
words c o r r e s p o n d i n g to the " i d e a s of r e l a t ionsh ip" a re c lassed the verb ("But 
by verb, he r e , I u n d e r s t a n d on ly t h e p rope r ly n a m e d ve rb , t he ve rb to be, called 

of a "comparison which is in the mind." It remains that Aristotle made of metaphor a 
rather extended genre, as we have seen, in order to cover every other nominal figure, 
including metonymy; that Fontanier restricts the field of metaphor (and therefore of anal­
ogy or of resemblance) in order to oppose it to metonymy; and that Du Marsais at first, 
by etymology, had loosened the limits of metonymy: "The word metonymy signifies trans­
position or changing of name, one name for another. In this sense, this figure includes 
all the other Tropes; for in all Tropes, a word not being taken in the meaning proper to 
it, it awakens an idea that might be expressed by another word. In what follows, we will 
notice what properly distinguishes metonymy from the other Tropes. The masters of the 
art restrict metonymy to the following uses:" (Du Marsais, II, 2). Condillac (whose phi­
losophy, more than any other, or at least like every other, might be considered as a treatise 
on analogy) advances a symmetrically inverse proposition: "What we have said of com­
parisons must be applied to metaphors. I will bring to your attention only that if one 
consults etymology, all tropes are metaphors: for metaphor properly signifies a word 
transported from one meaning to an other" (De I'art d'ecrire II, vi). 
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the abstract verb or subs tan t ive verb; a n d no t those improper ly n a m e d verbs , the 
concrete ve rbs w h i c h a re formed by the combina t ion of the ve rb to be wi th a 
part iciple: / love, I read, I come for I am loving, I am reading, I am coming," p. 45), 
the p repos i t ion , t he adve rb , a n d the conjunct ion . The d i s s y m m e t r y of these 
oppos i t ions a p p e a r s to be r a t h e r m a r k e d : t he super ior i ty of the ideas of object 
to the ideas of relat ion ("delicate ideas that we d id no t w i sh to sepa ra t e from 
their s igns , for fear t ha t t hey escape u s , " p . 45), a n d the correlative super ior i ty 
of t he subs tan t ive . This super ior i ty is a p p a r e n t n o t on ly in the case of the verb 
to be. A m o n g all o the r species of w o r d s , t hose w h i c h a re subject to variat ions 
("in their forms, in their inflect ions") are g o v e r n e d by the subs tan t ive idea ("But 
i t i s easy to see tha t t h e y a re d o m i n a t e d by the subs tan t ive idea to w h o s e 
express ion they all t e n d m o r e or less directly," p . 46). The o the r species of w o r d s 
(preposi t ion, conjunct ion , a d v e r b , interjection) " d o no t vary a t all, because they 
are no t immedia te ly t i ed to t h e subs tan t ive idea, a n d are even ent i re ly de tached 
a n d i n d e p e n d e n t from it; a n d because they h a r d l y s e e m tied, fundamenta l ly , 
to a n y t h i n g o the r t h a n t h e v i e w s of t he m i n d , b e i n g only, as conce rns it, w ay s 
of s e e i n g " (p . 46). 

Every th ing , in t he theo ry of me tapho r , tha t is coord ina te to th is sys tem of 
dis t inct ions or a t least to its pr inc ip le , s e e m s to be long to t he grea t immobile 
chain of Aris totel ian ontology, w i t h its t heo ry of t h e ana logy of Being, its logic, 
its ep is temology, a n d m o r e prec ise ly its poet ics a n d its rhetor ic . In effect, let us 
cons ider t h e Aris totel ian defini t ion of t he n o u n , t ha t is, the e l emen t of me taphor . 
The n o u n is t he first s eman t i c uni ty . I t is t he smal les t signifying e l ement . I t is 
a compos i t e phone semantike, each of w h o s e e l e m e n t s is in itself insignificant 
(asemos), w i t h o u t m e a n i n g . T h e n o u n shares this characterist ic w i t h the verb, 
from w h i c h i t is d i s t i ngu i shed on ly by its a tempora l i ty . 

Before coming to t he n o u n , Aris tot le h a d e n u m e r a t e d all the e l e m e n t s of lexis 
which are cons t i tu ted by s o u n d w i t h o u t signification (phone asemos). T h e letter, 
for example , t he stoikheion, t he u l t imate e l emen t , is pa r t of lexis, b u t has no 
m e a n i n g in itself. H e r e , t he let ter i s no t the g raph ic form, b u t the p h o n i c e lement , 
the a t o m of t he voice (phone adiairetos). Its insignificance is no t i nde t e rmina t e . 
The let ter is n o t ju s t a n y vocal emiss ion w i t h o u t m e a n i n g . I t is a vociferation 
wh ich a l t h o u g h w i t h o u t m e a n i n g , m u s t neve r the le s s be capable o f "na tu ra l l y" 
en te r ing in to t he format ion or compos i t ion of a phone semantike (ex hes pephuke 
sunete gignesthai phone), o p e n i n g the possibil i ty of a n o u n or a verb , cont r ibut ing 
to saying what is. This is the difference b e t w e e n an imal s a n d m a n : according to 
Aristotle b o t h can emi t indivisible s o u n d s , b u t on ly m a n can m a k e of t h e m a 
letter: " T h e Let ter is an indivisible s o u n d of a par t icular k ind , o n e tha t m a y 
become a factor in an intelligible s o u n d . Indivisible s o u n d s a re u t t e r e d by the 
b ru tes a lso , b u t no o n e of t he se is a Let ter in o u r sense of t he t e r m " (Poetics 
1456b22-25). Aristot le d o e s n o t ana lyze this difference; he in te rpre t s i t by teleo-
logical re t rospec t ion . No in te rna l characterist ic d i s t ingu ishes the a t o m of animal 
s o u n d a n d the letter, T h u s , i t i s on ly on the basis of the signifying phon ic 
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composi t ion , on the basis o f m e a n i n g a n d reference, tha t t he h u m a n voice s h o u l d 
be d i s t ingu i shed from the call of an an imal . M e a n i n g a n d reference: tha t is , the 
possibility of signifying by m e a n s of a n o u n . W h a t is p r o p e r to n o u n s is to 
signify s o m e t h i n g (Ta de onomata semainei ti; Rhetoric III, 10, 1410M1), an i nde ­
p e n d e n t be ing identical to itself, conceived as such . I t is a t this po in t t ha t the 
theory of t he n a m e , such as i t is impl ied by the concept of me taphor , is ar t iculated 
wi th ontology. As ide from the classical a n d dogmatical ly affirmed limit b e t w e e n 
the an imal w i t h o u t logos a n d m a n as t he zoon logon ekhon, w h a t a p p e a r s h e r e is 
a certain sys temat ic indissociabili ty of t he va lue of m e t a p h o r a n d t h e me ta ­
physical cha in ho ld ing toge ther t he va lues of d i scourse , voice, n o u n , signifi­
cation, m e a n i n g , imitat ive r ep resen ta t ion , resemblance ; or, in o rde r to r educe 
w h a t these t rans la t ions impor t or depo r t , the va lues of logos, phone semantike, 
semainein, onoma, mimesis, homoiosis. The definit ion of m e t a p h o r is in its place 
in the Poetics, w h i c h o p e n s as a treatise on mimesis. Mimesis is neve r w i t h o u t the 
theoretical pe rcep t ion of r e semblance or similarity, tha t is, of tha t wh ich a lways 
will be pos i ted as the condi t ion for me taphor . Homoiosis is no t only const i tu t ive 
of the va lue of t r u t h (aletheia) w h i c h gove rns the ent i re chain; i t is tha t w i t h o u t 
wh ich the me taphor i ca l ope ra t ion is impossible : "To p r o d u c e a good m e t a p h o r 
is to see a l i kenes s " (To gar eu metapherein to to homoion theorem estin. 1459a7-8). 
The condi t ion for m e t a p h o r (for g o o d a n d t rue m e t a p h o r ) i s t he condi t ion for 
t ruth . Therefore it is to be expec ted tha t t he an imal , d e p r i v e d of logos, of phone 
semantike, of stoikheion, e tc . , a lso w o u l d be incapable of mimes i s . Mimesis t h u s 
de t e rmined be longs to logos, a n d is no t animalist ic a p i n g , or gest icular mimicry; 
i t i s tied to t h e possibil i ty of m e a n i n g a n d t ru th in d i scourse . At t he b e g i n n i n g 
HI the Poetics mimesis in a w a y is pos i t ed as a possibili ty p r o p e r to physis. Physis 
is revealed in mimesis, or in t he poe t ry w h i c h is a species of mimesis, by v i r tue 
of the h a r d l y a p p a r e n t s t ruc tu re w h i c h cons t ra ins mimesis from carrying to t he 
exterior the fold of its r edoub l ing . It be longs to physis, or, if you will, physis 
includes its o w n exteriori ty a n d its doub le . In this s e n s e , mimesis is therefore a 
"na tu ra l " m o v e m e n t . This na tura l i ty i s r e d u c e d a n d res t r ic ted to m a n ' s speech 
by Aristotle. But r a the r t h a n a r educ t ion , this const i tut ive ges tu re of me taphys i c s 
a n d of h u m a n i s m is a teleological de te rmina t ion : na tura l i ty in genera l says itself, 
reassembles itself, k n o w s itself, a p p e a r s to itself, reflects itself, a n d " m i m i c s " 
itself pa r excellence a n d in truth in h u m a n n a t u r e . Mimesis is p r o p e r to m a n . 
Only m a n imi ta tes proper ly . M a n a lone takes p l easu re in imitat ing, m a n a lone 
learns to imita te , m a n a lone learns by imitat ion. The p o w e r of t ru th , as t h e 
unveil ing of n a t u r e (physis) by mimesis, congenital ly b e l o n g s to t h e phys ics of 
man , to a n t h r o p o p h y s i c s . Such i s t he na tu ra l origin of poet ry , a n d such i s t he 
natural origin of m e t a p h o r : "I t is clear tha t t he general or igin of poe t ry w a s d u e 
to two causes , each of t h e m pa r t of h u m a n n a t u r e (physikai). Imitat ion is na tu ra l 
(symphyton: i n n a t e , congeni tal) to m a n from ch i ldhood , o n e of his a d v a n t a g e s 
over the lower an imals be ing th is , tha t he i s t he m o s t imitative c rea ture 
(mimetikotaton) in t he wor ld a n d learns at first (matheseis protas: first knowledge ) 
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by imitat ion. A n d it is also na tu ra l for all to del ight in w o r k s of imi ta t ion" (Poetics, 
1448b4-9). 

As t he se t w o sources of poe t ry confirm, logos, mimesis, a n d aletheia h e r e are 
one a n d t h e s a m e possibility. A n d logos is in its e l e m e n t only in phone. I t be longs 
there bet ter t h a n e l sewhere . A n d this is a lways so accord ing to a teleological 
de te rmina t ion : ju s t as t he des t ina t ion of n a t u r e i s to be m i m e d bes t in h u m a n 
na tu re , a n d jus t a s m a n , m o r e t h a n a n y o the r an imal , p roper ly imi ta tes (mi­
metikotaton), so t he voice is t he o r g a n mos t ap t to imitate . This voca t ion of the 
voice is de s igna t ed by the s a m e w o r d (mimetikotaton) in book 3 of t h e Rhetoric: 
". . . w o r d s (onomata) a re imi ta t ions (mimemata), a n d . . . t he h u m a n voice . . . 
of all o r g a n s can bes t imitate t h ings (he phone panton mimetikotaton ton morion" 
[III, I, 1404a21-22; t rans la t ion modif ied]) . 

M e t a p h o r t h u s , as an effect of mimesis a n d homoiosis, the manifes ta t ion of 
analogy, will be a m e a n s of k n o w l e d g e , a m e a n s tha t is subord ina te , b u t certain. 
O n e m a y say of i t w h a t is said of poe t ry : i t is m o r e phi losophica l a n d more 
ser ious (philosophoteron kai spoudaioteron) t h a n h is tory (Poetics 1451b5-6), since it 
r ecounts no t on ly t he part icular , b u t also s ta tes t he genera l , t he p robab le a n d 
the necessary . 4 1 H o w e v e r , i t i s n o t as se r ious as p h i l o s o p h y itself, a n d appa ren t ly 
will conse rve th is i n t e rmed ia ry s t a tus t h r o u g h o u t t h e h is tory of ph i losophy . Or 
rather, its ancil lary s ta tus : m e t a p h o r , w h e n well t r a ined , m u s t w o r k in t he service 
of t ru th , b u t t he mas t e r i s no t to con ten t himself w i t h this , a n d m u s t prefer the 
discourse of full t r u t h to m e t a p h o r . For example , Aris tot le r ep roaches Plato for 
be ing satisfied w i t h "poe t ic m e t a p h o r s " (metaphoras legein poietikas) a n d for keep­
ing to ho l low l anguage (kenologein) w h e n he says tha t Ideas are t he pa r ad igms 
in w h i c h o the r t h ings par t ic ipate (Metaphysics, A9 , 991a20, M5 , 1079b25). 

For the s a m e reason , p l e a s u r e , t he s econd " c a u s e " of mimesis a n d me taphor , 
is the p l easu re of k n o w i n g , of l ea rn ing by r e semblance , of recogniz ing the same . 
The ph i l o sophe r will be more a p t a t this t h a n a n y o n e else. He will be m a n pa r 
excellence: " T h e exp lana t ion is to be found in a fur ther fact: to be learning 
some th ing is t he grea tes t of p l ea su re s , no t only to t he ph i losopher , b u t to the 
rest of m a n k i n d , h o w e v e r small their capacity for i t—the r eason of t h e del ight 
in see ing the p ic ture (eikonas) i s t ha t o n e is a t t he s a m e t ime lea rn ing , a n d 
d e d u c i n g (syllogizesthai) w h a t is r e p r e s e n t e d " (Poetics, 1448bl2-17). Book 3 of the 
Rhetoric specifies th is idea, b e t w e e n a stalk a n d a flower: "We all na tura l ly (physei) 
find i t agreeable to get h o l d of n e w ideas easily: w o r d s (onomata) signify some­
th ing (semainei ti), a n d therefore t hose w o r d s a re t h e m o s t agreeable w h i c h br ing 
us k n o w l e d g e of s o m e t h i n g n e w . . . F rom m e t a p h o r . . . we can bes t get ho ld 
of s o m e t h i n g fresh. W h e n t h e p o e t calls old a g e a 'w i the red stalk' (kalamen) he 
conveys a n e w idea , a n e w fact, to us by m e a n s of t he genera l no t i on of ' lost 

41. "Metaphors must be drawn, as has been said already, from things that are related 
to the original thing, and yet not obviously so related (apo oikeion kei me phaneron)—just 
as in philosophy also an acute mind will perceive resemblances (to homoion . . . theorem) 
even in things far apart" (Rhetoric III, ii, 1412a9-12). 
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b loom' wh ich is c o m m o n to bo th th ings . T h e similes (eikones) of t he poe t s do 
t he s a m e . . . T h e simile, as h a s b e e n said before, is a m e t a p h o r , differing from 
it on ly in hav ing a prefixed w o r d (prothesei), a n d just because it is longer it is 
less at t ract ive. Besides , it d o e s no t say ou t r igh t t ha t ' th i s ' is ' tha t ' " (Rhetoric III, 
10, 1410bl0-19). T h u s , m e t a p h o r sets before u s , vivaciously, w h a t t he compar ­
ison m o r e hal t ingly recons t i tu tes indirectly. To set before u s , to m a k e a p ic tu re , 
to exercise a lively ac t ion—these are so m a n y vi r tues tha t Aris tot le a t t r ibutes to 
the good me tapho r , v i r tues tha t he regular ly associates w i t h t he va lue of energeia, 
w h o s e decisive role in Aris tote l ian me taphys i c s , in m e t a p h y s i c s , i s wel l k n o w n . 
"We h a v e still t o explain w h a t we m e a n by 'mak ing a p ic ture , ' a n d w h a t m u s t 
be d o n e to effect this . I say tha t an express ion p u t s s o m e t h i n g before ou r eyes 
w h e n it r e p r e s e n t s t h ings as in a s ta te of activity (energounta semainei). T h u s to 
say t h a t a g o o d m a n is ' four -square ' i s certainly a m e t a p h o r ; b o t h t h e g o o d m a n 
a n d t h e squa re a re perfect; b u t t he m e t a p h o r does no t s u g g e s t activity (ou semainei 
energeian). On t h e o the r h a n d , in t he express ion 'w i th h i s v igour in full b l o o m ' 
(anthousan) t he re is a no t ion of ac t iv i ty" 4 2 (Rhetoric III, II, 1411b22-29). Mos t often, 
this metaphor ica l act ivat ion or actual izat ion consis ts in a n i m a t i n g the inan ima te , 
in t r anspor t ing s o m e t h i n g in to t h e " p s y c h i c " o rde r (ibid., 1412a2). (The o p p o ­
sition an ima te / inan ima te also gove rns Fontanier ' s ent i re classification of meta­
phors . ) 

A d iv idend of p l easu re , therefore , is t he r e c o m p e n s e for t he economic d e ­
ve lopmen t of t h e syl logism h i d d e n in me tapho r , t he theoret ical pe rcep t ion of 
resemblance . But t he e n e r g y of th is ope ra t ion s u p p o s e s , never the less , tha t t he 
resemblance is n o t an identi ty. Mimesis yields p l easu re o n l y on t h e condi t ion of 
giving us to see in act ion tha t w h i c h none the l e s s i s no t to be seen in act ion, b u t 
only in its very r e sembl ing doub le , its mimema. Let us l eave o p e n the ques t i on 
of this energet ic absence , this en igmat ic division, tha t is , the interval wh ich 
makes scenes a n d tells t a les . 4 3 

42. It indeed seems, in conformity with so many other convergent affirmations by 
Aristotle, that in the first case (" 'four-square' ") there is a metaphor, certainly, but a 
developed one, that is, a comparison, an image (eikon) "preceded by a word." 

43. The pleasure, here, comes from a syllogism—to be completed. Rhetoric must take 
it into account. "Since learning and wondering are pleasant, it follows that such things 
as acts of imitation must be pleasant—for instance painting, sculpture, poetry—and every 
product of skillful imitation; this latter, even if the object imitated (auto to memimemenon) 
is not itself pleasant; for it is not the object itself which here gives delight; the spectator 
draws inferences (syllogismoi); 'that is a so-and-so,' and thus learns something fresh. Dra­
matic turns of fortune and hairbreadth escapes from perils are pleasant. Everything like 
(Jpinoiori) and akin (sungenes) to oneself is pleasant . . . And because we are all fond of 
ourselves (philautoi), it follows that what is our own is pleasant to all of us, as for instance 
our own deeds and words (erga kai logous). That is why we are usually fond of our flatterers, 
and honour; also of our children, for our children are our own work (auton gar ergon ta 
tekna). It is also pleasant to complete what is defective (ta ellipe), tor the whole thing 
thereupon becomes our own work . . . Similarly, since amusement and every kind of 
relaxation and laughter too belong to the class of pleasant things, it follows that ludicrous 
things are pleasant, whether men, words or deeds. We have discussed the ludicrous 
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The seman t i c sys tem ( the o rde r of the phone semantike w i t h all its connec ted 
concepts) is no t s epa ra t ed from its o the r by a s imple a n d c o n t i n u o u s l ine. The 
limit d o e s no t d iv ide t he h u m a n from the animal . A n o t h e r division fur rows the 
ent i re ty of " h u m a n " l a n g u a g e . This latter divis ion i s no t h o m o g e n o u s , i s not 
h u m a n in all i ts a spec t s , a n d to t h e s a m e deg ree . T h e n o u n still r e m a i n s t he 
de t e rmin ing criterion: i nc luded in t he literal e l emen t s , t he a seman t i c vocal 
emiss ions , are no t on ly let ters t hemse lves . The syllable be longs to lexis, b u t of 
course h a s no m e a n i n g in itself. Above all, there are w h o l e " w o r d s " w h i c h play 
an ind i spensab le role in t he organiza t ion of d i scourse , b u t still r ema in , from 
Aristot le 's po in t of view, totally w i t h o u t m e a n i n g . The conjunct ion (sundesmos)44 

is a phone asemos. This h o l d s equal ly for the article, for ar t iculat ion in genera l 
(arthron), a n d for eve ry th ing tha t functions between s ignifying m e m b e r s , b e t w e e n 
n o u n s , subs tan t ives , or ve rbs (Poetics 1456b38-1457al0). Art iculat ion h a s no 
m e a n i n g because i t m a k e s no reference by m e a n s of a categoremic uni ty , to an 
i n d e p e n d e n t uni ty , t h e un i t y of a subs tance or a be ing . T h u s , i t is exc luded from 
the metaphor ica l field as the onomas t i c field. Hencefor th , t he annagrammat i ca l , 

separately (choris) in the treatise on the Art of Poetry" (Rhetoric I, ii, 1371b4^1373al). 
According to the elliptical syllogism of mimesis, the pleasure of knowing always accom­

modates itself to the marking absence of its object. It is even born of this accommodation. 
The mimeme is neither the thing itself nor something totally other. Nothing will upset the 
law of this pleasure according to the economy of the same and of difference, not even— 
especially not—the horror, ugliness, and unbearable obscenity of the imitated thing, as 
soon as it remains out of sight and out of reach, off stage. We would have to follow the 
chain of examples which have obsessed this classical topos, from Aristotle to Lessing. As 
always, when the mimetic ellipsis is in play, Oedipus, the serpent, and parricide are not 
far off. "Though the objects themselves may be painful to see, we delight to view the 
most realistic representations of them in art, the forms for example of the lowest animals 
and of dead bodies . . . the reason of the delight in seeing the picture is that one is at the 
same time learning and deducing (manthanein kai syllogizesthai) what is represented, for 
instance, that this figure is such and such a person" (Poetics 1448M0-17). "II n'est point 
de serpent ni de monstre odieux / Qui par l'art unite, ne puisse plaire aux yeux: / D'un 
pinceau delicat 1'artifice agreable / Du plus affreux objet fait un objet aimable. / Ainsi pour 
nous charmer, la Tragedie en pleurs / D'Oedipe tout sanglant fit parler des douleurs / 
D'Oreste parricide exprima les alarmes, / Et, pour nous divertir, nous arracha des larmes." 
Boileau, Art Poetique, Chant II, 1-8. ["There is no serpent or odious monster / That imitated 
by art cannot be pleasing to our eyes: /With a delicate brush agreeable artifice / Makes of 
the most frightful object a pleasing one. / Thus, for our pleasure, the tearful Tragedy / Of 
Oedipus, all bloody, spoke of sorrows / And of parricide Orestes sounded the alarum, / 
And, for our diversion, wrenched from us our tears."] Euripides' Orestes wished no longer 
to see in his dreams a head bristling with snakes. Longinus cited and commented on the 
lines of this scene; Boileau translated them. Within the same space, the same system, one 
can also refuse the unbearable pleasure of such a representation. From La poetique by Jules 
de la Mesnardiere (1639): "Beautiful descriptions are certainly agreeable . . . But whatever 
powerful attractions these marvelous paintings might have, they should represent only 
things that are pleasant or at least bearable. A fine palette is to be employed for subjects 
that are not odious, and one should not work like those bizarre painters who put their 
entire science in the portrayal of a snake or some horrid reptile." 

44. The Rhetoric also treats the good usage of the conjunction (III, v) and the effects of 
the asyndeton, the suppression of the conjunction (III, xii). 
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which funct ions w i t h t he a id of pa r t s of n o u n s , d i s m e m b e r e d n o u n s , i s foreign 
to the metaphor ica l field in genera l , as is also the syntact ic play of ar t iculat ions. 

Since this en t i re theory of t h e semant ic , of lexis, a n d of t he n o u n is implicated 
in me taphor , i t is to be expec ted tha t the definit ion of m e t a p h o r wou ld follow 
its exposi t ion. This is the o rde r of t he Poetics. A n d tha t this definit ion s h o u l d 
in te rvene immed ia t e ly after tha t of the phone semantike a n d the phone asemos, is 
the index no t on ly of a necessity, bu t also of a difficulty. M e t a p h o r does no t jus t 
i l lustrate t he genera l possibil i t ies t h u s descr ibed . I t r isks d i s rup t ing t he semant ic 
p len i tude to w h i c h i t s h o u l d be long . Mark ing the m o m e n t of the t u r n or of t he 
de tou r [du tour ou du detour] d u r i n g wh ich m e a n i n g migh t seem to v e n t u r e forth 
a lone , u n l o o s e d from the very th ing i t a ims a t however , from the t ru th w h i c h 
a t t unes i t to its referent , m e t a p h o r also o p e n s the w a n d e r i n g of the semant ic . 
The s ense of a n o u n , ins tead of des igna t ing the th ing w h i c h the n o u n habi tual ly 
m u s t de s igna t e , carr ies itself e l s ewhe re . If I say that t he e v e n i n g is t he old age 
of the day, or t ha t o ld age is t he e v e n i n g of life, " t h e e v e n i n g , " a l t h o u g h hav ing 
the s a m e sense , will no longer des igna te t he s a m e th ings . By v i r tue of its p o w e r 
of me taphor i c d i sp l acemen t , signification will be in a k ind of s tate of availability, 
b e t w e e n the n o n m e a n i n g p r eced ing l anguage (which h a s a m e a n i n g ) a n d the 
t ru th of l anguage w h i c h w o u l d say t he t h i n g such as i t is in itself, in act, proper ly . 
This t ru th i s n o t cer ta in. The re can be b a d m e t a p h o r s . A r e t h e lat ter m e t a p h o r s ? 
Only an axiology s u p p o r t e d by a theo ry of t r u t h can a n s w e r this ques t ion ; a n d 
this axiology be longs to t he inter ior of rhetor ic . I t c a n n o t be neu t ra l . 

In n o n m e a n i n g , l a n g u a g e h a s n o t yet b e e n b o r n . In t he t ru th , l anguage i s to 
be filled, ach ieved , ac tual ized, to t he po in t of e ras ing itself, w i t h o u t a n y poss ible 
play, before t he ( though t ) t h i n g w h i c h is p rope r ly mani fes ted in t he t ru th . Lexis 
i s itself, i f we m i g h t p u t i t t h u s , on ly a t the s tage w h e n m e a n i n g h a s a p p e a r e d , 
bu t w h e n t r u t h still m i g h t be mi s sed , w h e n the th ing d o e s n o t yet manifes t itself 
in act in the t r u t h . This is t he m o m e n t of poss ib le m e a n i n g as t he possibili ty of 
non t ru th . As t h e m o m e n t o f t h e d e t o u r in w h i c h the t r u t h m i g h t still be lost, 
m e t a p h o r i n d e e d be longs to mimesis, to t h e fold of physis, to t h e m o m e n t w h e n 
na ture , itself vei l ing itself, h a s n o t yet r e found itself in its p r o p e r nudi ty , in t h e 
act of its propr ie ty . 

If me taphor , t h e chance a n d risk of mimesis, can a lways miss t he t rue , i t is 
that m e t a p h o r m u s t c o u n t w i t h a d e t e r m i n e d absence . After t h e genera l defi­
nit ion, Aristotle d i s t i ngu i shes four k i n d s of m e t a p h o r s . T h e appa ren t ly u n s e w n 
series of examples p e r h a p s m i g h t follow the bas t ing of an ent i re nar ra t ive . 
1 Transpor t from g e n u s to species (genos • eidos): " H e r e s t a n d s my s h i p " 
(Odyssey 1,185). I n s t ead of t he w o r d " s t a n d s , " t he m o r e genera l w o r d , t he p r o p e r 
word w o u l d h a v e b e e n " a n c h o r e d , " its species . (A t radi t ional recourse to t he 
ship, to its m o v e m e n t , i ts oars , a n d its sails, in o rde r to s p e a k figuratively of t h e 
m e a n s of t r anspor t that t he me taphor i ca l figure is.) 2 . T ranspo r t from species 
to genus : "Tru ly t en t h o u s a n d g o o d d e e d s h a s Ulysses w r o u g h t " (Iliad II, 272). 
"Ten t h o u s a n d " is a specific m e m b e r of t he g e n u s " large n u m b e r . " 3 . T ranspo r t 
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from species to species: " ' D r a w i n g the life w i t h b r o n z e ' " a n d " ' s ever ing wi th 
the e n d u r i n g b r o n z e ' " (doubt less from E m p e d o c l e s ' Katharmoi). " D r a w i n g " a n d 
" s e v e r i n g " are t w o species o f t h e genera l ope ra t ion w h i c h consists in " t ak ing 
a w a y " (aphelein). 4 . Ana logy : w h e n the re a re t w o t e r m s t w o by t w o , analogy 
consists in s ta t ing t he four th i n s t ead of t he s e c o n d a n d t h e second ins tead of 
t he fourth. T h e c u p i s to D i o n y s u s w h a t t h e sh ie ld i s to Ares . " T h e shield of 
D i o n y s u s " a n d " t h e c u p o f A r e s " a re m e t a p h o r s by analogy. O ld a g e a n d life, 
even ing a n d day, y ie lds for example in E m p e d o c l e s , " ' t he even ing of life' " 
(Poetics 1457bl0-25; Rhetoric III, c h a p . 4). 

Analogy is m e t a p h o r p a r excellence. Aristot le e m p h a s i z e s this p o i n t often in 
the Rhetoric. "Livel iness i s got by u s i n g m e t a p h o r by ana logy a n d by be ing 
g r aph i c " (Rhetoric III, 11 , 1411b21). "Of t he four k i n d s of me tapho r , t h e mos t 
taking is t h e m e t a p h o r by ana logy (kaf analogian). T h u s Pericles, for ins tance , 
said tha t t he v a n i s h i n g from the i r c o u n t r y o f t h e y o u n g m e n w h o h a d fallen in 
the w a r w a s 'as i f t he sp r ing w e r e t aken o u t of t he year. ' Lep t ines , speak ing of 
the L a c e d a m o n i a n s , said tha t he w o u l d no t h a v e t h e A t h e n i a n s let Greece ' lose 
o n e of h e r t w o eyes ' " (Rhetoric III, 10, 1411al) . This privi lege art iculates Aris­
totle 's ent i re m e t a p h o r o l o g y w i t h h i s gene ra l t h eo ry of t he ana logy of Being. 

In all t he se examples—in w h i c h i t is so often a ques t i on of t ak ing away , cut t ing 
off, sever ing (life, t h e eyes , etc.)—all t he t e r m s are none the l e s s p r e s e n t or p re ­
sentable . O n e can a lways c o n v e n e four m e m b e r s , t w o by t w o , a k ind of family 
w h o s e re la t ionsh ips are ev iden t a n d w h o s e n a m e s a re k n o w n . T h e h i d d e n te rm 
i s no t a n o n y m o u s , d o e s n o t h a v e to be i n v e n t e d ; t he re i s n o t h i n g he rmet i c o r 
elliptical ab ou t t he exchange . It is a lmos t a c o m p a r i s o n or a doub le compar i son . 
N o w , Aristot le r e m a r k s , t he re a re cases in w h i c h o n e of t he t e r m s i s miss ing. 
The t e rm h a s to be i n v e n t e d t h e n . More surpr is ingly, i n t he se cases t h e impres ­
s ion is s t ronger a n d occasionally also truer , m o r e poetic: t he t u r n of speech is 
m o r e g e n e r o u s , m o r e gene ra t ive , m o r e i n g e n i o u s . Aris tot le i l lustrates this wi th 
an example : an example t h a t i s t he m o s t i l lus t r ious , tha t i s i l lustrative pa r ex­
cellence, t h e m o s t na tu ra l lus te r t he re is. I t i s as conce rns th is example ' s p o w e r 
to e n g e n d e r tha t t he ques t i on o f t he miss ing n a m e comes to be a s k e d a n d tha t 
one of t he m e m b e r s of t h e analogical squa re h a s to be s u p p l e m e n t e d . 

(In t he Republic (VI-VII), before a n d after t h e Line w h i c h p r e s e n t s onto logy 
according to t he analogies of propor t ional i ty , t he s u n a p p e a r s . In o rde r to d is ­
appear . I t is t h e r e , b u t as t he invisible source of l ight, in a k i n d of insis tent 
eclipse, m o r e t h a n essent ia l , p r o d u c i n g the essence—Being a n d appear ing—of 
w h a t is . O n e looks a t i t direct ly on pa in of b l i n d n e s s a n d dea th . Keep ing itself 
b e y o n d all t ha t w h i c h is , i t f igures t he G o o d of w h i c h the s enso ry s u n is t he 
son: t he source of life a n d visibility, of seed a n d light.) 

He re i s t he case of t he S u n in t h e Poetics (1457b25-30): " I t m a y be tha t some 
of the t e r m s t h u s re la ted h a v e no special n a m e of their o w n , bu t for all t ha t they 
will be metaphor ica l ly descr ibed in jus t t he s a m e way. T h u s to cast forth seed 
corn is called ' s o w i n g ' (speirein); b u t to cast forth its f lame, as said of t he sun , 
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h a s no special n a m e (to de ten phloga apo tou heliou andnymon)." H o w is this 
a n o n y m i t y to be s u p p l e m e n t e d ? "This name le s s act, howeve r , s t a n d s in jus t t he 
s ame relat ion (homoios ekhei) to its object, sun l igh t , as s o w i n g to t he seed-corn. 
H e n c e t he express ion in t he poe t ' s o w i n g a r o u n d a god-c rea ted flame' (speiron 
theoktistan phloga)." 

W h e r e h a s i t eve r b e e n seen t ha t the re i s t he s a m e re la t ion b e t w e e n the s u n 
a n d its rays as b e t w e e n s o w i n g a n d seeds? I f this ana logy imposes itself—and 
i t d o e s — t h e n i t is t ha t w i th in l a n g u a g e the ana logy itself is d u e to a l ong a n d 
hard ly visible cha in w h o s e first l ink is qu i t e difficult to exhibit , a n d no t on ly for 
Aristotle. Ra the r t h a n a m e t a p h o r , do we n o t h a v e h e r e an " e n i g m a , " a secret 
narra t ive , c o m p o s e d of several m e t a p h o r s , a powerfu l a s y n d e t o n or d i ss imula ted 
conjunct ion, w h o s e essent ia l characterist ic is " t o descr ibe a fact in an imposs ib le 
combina t ion of w o r d s " (ainigmatos te gar idea haute esti, to legonta huparkhonta 
adunata sunapsai)" (Poetics, 1458a26-27)? 

If every m e t a p h o r is an elliptical compa r i son or analogy, in this case we are 
deal ing w i t h a m e t a p h o r p a r excellence, a me taphor ica l r edoub l ing , an ellipsis 
of ell ipsis. But t h e mis s ing t e r m calls for a n o u n w h i c h n a m e s s o m e t h i n g p r o p ­
erly. The p r e s e n t t e r m s ( the s u n , t he rays , t he act o f s o w i n g , t h e seed) a re n o t 
in themse lves , accord ing to Aristot le , t ropes . H e r e , t he m e t a p h o r consis ts in a 
subs t i tu t ion of p r o p e r n a m e s h a v i n g a fixed m e a n i n g a n d referent , especial ly 
w h e n we are dea l ing w i t h t h e s u n w h o s e referent h a s t he originali ty o f a lways 
be ing original , u n i q u e , a n d i r replaceable , a t least in t he r ep resen ta t ion we give 
of it. The re i s on ly o n e s u n in this sys t em. The p r o p e r n a m e , h e r e , i s the 
nonmetaphor i ca l p r i m e m o v e r of m e t a p h o r , t he father of all f igures. Every th ing 
turns a r o u n d it, eve ry th ing t u r n s t o w a r d it. 

; A n d yet , in o n e s en t ence , in a pa ren thes i s t ha t is immed ia t e ly closed, Aristot le 
incidentally i nvokes t he case of a lexis t ha t w o u l d be metaphor ica l in all its 
aspects . Or a t least no p r o p e r n a m e i s p r e s e n t in it, i s a p p a r e n t as such . Im­
mediate ly after t h e solar s o w i n g , he r e i s the "wine l e s s c u p " : " T h e r e i s also 
ano ther form of qualified m e t a p h o r . H a v i n g g iven the t h i n g the alien n a m e , o n e 
may by a nega t ive add i t ion d e n y of i t o n e of t he a t t r ibutes na tura l ly associated 
wi th its n e w n a m e . An ins tance o f this w o u l d be to call t h e shield no t ' t h e c u p 
of Ares' as in t he former case , b u t 'a c u p tha t ho lds no w i n e ' " (1457b30-33). 

But this p r o c e d u r e can be p u r s u e d a n d compl ica ted infinitely, a l t h o u g h Ar­
istotle d o e s n o t say so . No reference p rope r ly be ing n a m e d in such a me taphor , 
the figure is carr ied off in to t he a d v e n t u r e of a long, implicit s en tence , a secret 
narrat ive w h i c h n o t h i n g a s su re s u s will lead us back to t h e p r o p e r n a m e . The 
metaphor iza t ion of m e t a p h o r , its bo t tomless overdeterminabi l i ty , s eems to be 
inscribed in t he s t ruc ture of m e t a p h o r , b u t as its negativi ty. As soon as one 
admits tha t all t h e t e r m s in an analogical relat ion a l ready a re c a u g h t u p , o n e by 
one , in a me taphor i ca l re lat ion, eve ry th ing beg ins to funct ion no longer as a 
sun , bu t as a star, t he p u n c t u a l source of t ru th or p r o p e r n e s s r ema in ing invisible 
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or noc turna l . W h i c h refers, in a n y case , in Aris tot le 's text, to the p r o b l e m of the 
p rope r n a m e or t he ana logy of Being* 

If t he s u n can " s o w , " its n a m e is inscr ibed in a sy s t em of re la t ions tha t con­
st i tutes it. This n a m e is no longer t he p r o p e r n a m e of a u n i q u e t h i n g wh ich 
m e t a p h o r w o u l d overtake; i t a l r eady h a s b e g u n to say t he mul t ip le , d iv ided origin 
of all seed , of t h e eye , of invisibility, d e a t h , t he father, t h e " p r o p e r n a m e , " etc . 
If Aristotle d o e s no t concern himself w i t h this consequence of his theory, it is 
doubt less because i t cont radic ts t he ph i losophica l va lue of aletheia, t he p rope r 
a p p e a r i n g of t he p ropr i e ty of w h a t is , t he ent i re s y s t e m of concep ts w h i c h invest 
the p h i l o s o p h e m e " m e t a p h o r , " b u r d e n i t in de l imi t ing it. A n d do so by bar r ing 
its m o v e m e n t : j u s t a s o n e r ep re s se s by cross ing ou t , o r jus t a s o n e g o v e r n s t he 
infinitely floating m o v e m e n t of a vesse l in o rde r to d r o p a n c h o r w h e r e o n e will. 
All the o n o m a t i s m w h i c h d o m i n a t e s t he theo ry o f me taphor , a n d the ent i re 
Aristotel ian doc t r ine of s imple n a m e s (Poetics, 1457a) is e labora ted in o rde r to 
a s su re ha rbor s o f t r u t h a n d propr ie ty . 

Like mimesis, m e t a p h o r comes back to physis, to i ts t r u t h a n d its p r e s e n c e . There , 
na tu re a lways ref inds its o w n , p r o p e r analogy, its o w n resemblance to itself, 
takes increase on ly from itself. N a t u r e g ives itself in me taphor . W h i c h is why , 
moreover , t he m e t a p h o r i c capaci ty is a na tu ra l gift. In th is sense , i t is g iven to 
everyone 4 * (Rhetoric III, II). But , fol lowing a f r amework we regular ly c o m e across, 
na tu re g ives (itself) m o r e to s o m e t h a n to o t h e r s . M o r e to m e n t h a n to beas ts , 
more to p h i l o s o p h e r s t h a n to o the r m e n . Since t h e inven t ion of m e t a p h o r s i s 
an inna te , na tu ra l , congeni ta l gift, i t will also be a characterist ic of gen ius . The 
not ion of n a t u r e m a k e s this cont rad ic t ion tolerable. In n a t u r e each h a s h i s na tu re . 
Some h a v e m o r e n a t u r e t h a n o the r s , m o r e gen iu s , m o r e generosi ty , m o r e seed. 
If " t h e grea tes t t h i n g by far is to be a mas t e r of m e t a p h o r , " s o m e h a v e t h e genius 
o f me tapho r , k n o w bet te r t h a n o the r s to perce ive resemblances a n d to unvei l 
the t ru th of n a t u r e . An u n g r a s p a b l e resource . "To be a mas te r of m e t a p h o r " 
" is t he o n e th ing tha t c a n n o t be learnt from o the r s a n d i t i s also a s ign of g e n i u s " 
(Poetics, 1459a5-7; see a lso Rhetoric III, II). O n e k n o w s or o n e d o e s n o t know, 
o n e can or o n e canno t . The u n g r a s p a b l e is cer tainly a g e n i u s for perce iv ing the 
h i d d e n r e semblance , b u t i t i s a lso , consequent ly , t he capaci ty to subs t i tu te o n e 
te rm for ano ther . The g e n i u s of mimesis, t h u s , can give rise to a l a n g u a g e , a code 

45. We cannot undertake this problem here. See, particularly, Pierre Aubenque, he 
probleme de litre chez Aristote (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1966), and J. Vuil-
lemin, De la logique a la theologie (Paris: Flammarion, 1967). 

46. "Boileau and Du Marsais have said, and it has been a thousand times repeated on 
their authority, that as concerns Tropes more are created in Les Halles on a market day 
than there are in the entire Aeneid, or than are created at the Academie in several con­
secutive sittings . . . Now is this not an obvious proof that Tropes are an essential part 
of the language of speech; and that like the language of speech, they have been given to 
us by nature in order to serve in the expression of our thoughts and feelings; and that 
consequently they have the same origin as this language and as languages in general?" 
(Fontanier, "Preface," p. 157). 
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of regula ted subs t i tu t ions , t he ta lent a n d p r o c e d u r e s of rhetor ic , t he imita t ion 
of gen ius , t he m a s t e r y of t he u n g r a s p a b l e . Hencefor th , am I certain tha t every­
th ing can be t a k e n from me except t he p o w e r to replace? For example , tha t 
wh ich i s t aken from me by s o m e t h i n g else? U n d e r w h a t condi t ions w o u l d o n e 
a lways h a v e o n e m o r e trick, o n e m o r e t u r n , up o n e ' s s leeve, i n one ' s sack? O n e 
m o r e seed? A n d w o u l d t he s u n a lways be able to s o w ? a n d physis to s o w itself? 

The Flowers o f Rhetor ic : L e t u s c o m e b a c k t 0 philosophy, 

The Hel io t rope tS^™ argUmentS and n0t 

Diderot, Letter on the Deaf and Dumb*7 

Mile, de l'Espinasse: Why, I should 
think it's my head. Bordeu: Your 
whole head? Mile, de l'Espinasse: 
No, but look here, Doctor, I'll have 
to give you a comparison if I am to 
make myself clear. Women and poets 
seem to reason mostly by compari­
sons . So imagine a sp ider . . . 
D'Alembert: Who's that? Is that you 
Mademoiselle de l'Espinasse? 
Diderot, D'Alembert's Dream® 

One day all that will be of just as 
much value, and no more, as the 
amount of belief existing today in the 
masculinity or femininity of the sun. 
Nietzsche, The Dawn of Day49 

The alternative "either-or" cannot be 
expressed in any way whatever . . . 
They [dreams] show a particular 
preference for combining contraries 
into a unity or for representing them 
as one and the same thing . . . The 
same blossoming branch (cf. "des 
Madchen's Bliiten" ["the maiden's 
blossoms"] in Goethe's poem "Der 
Mullerin Verrat") represented both 
sexual innocence and its contrary 
. . . One and only one of these logical 
relations is very highly favoured by 
the mechanism of dream formation: 
namely the relation of similarity 

47. TN. In Diderot's Early Philosophical Works, trans. Margaret Jourdain (Chicago: Open 
Court), p. 187. 

48. TN. In Rameau's Nephew and Other Works, trans. Jacques Barzun and Ralph H. Bowen 
; (New York: Doubleday, 1956), p. 127. Translation modified. 

49. In Complete Works, vol. 9, trans. J. M. Kennedy, p. 12. 
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(Ahnlichkeit), consonance (Uber-
einstimmung) or a p p r o x i m a t i o n 
(Beruhrung)—the relation of "just as" 
(gleichwie). This relation, unlike any 
other, is capable of being represented 
in dreams in a variety of ways.* 
(*Note: Cf. Aristotle's remark on the 
qualifications of a dream interpreter 
quoted above.) 5 0 

Aristotle remarked in this connec­
tion that the best interpreter of dreams 
was the man who could best grasp 
similarities (ibid., p. 97, n. 2). At this 
point, too, the words "expensive flow­
ers, one has to pay for them" must have 
had what was no doubt literally a 
financial meaning.—Thus the flower 
symbolism in this dream included 
virginal feminin i ty (jung-
fraulichweiblicher), mascu l in i ty 
and an allusion to defloration by vio­
lence . . . She laid all the more em­
phasis on the preciousness of the 
"centre"—on another occasion she 
used the words, "a centre-piece of flow­
ers"—that is to say, on her virginity 
. . . Later on the dreamer produced 
an a d d e n d u m (Nachtrag) to the 
dream: . . . "there is a gap, a little 
space in the flowers" 

(ibid., p. 376). 

M e t a p h o r t h e n i s w h a t i s p r o p e r t o m a n . A n d m o r e p rope r ly each m a n ' s , ac­
cord ing to t he m e a s u r e of genius—of n a t u r e — t h a t dominates in h im . W h a t of 
this domina t ion? A n d w h a t d o e s " p r o p e r t o m a n " m e a n h e r e , w h e n the i ssue 
is o n e of this k i n d of capacity? 

The necess i ty of examin ing the h is tory a n d sys t em of t h e va lue of " p r o p e r n e s s " 
h a s b e c o m e a p p a r e n t t o u s . A n i m m e n s e task, w h i c h s u p p o s e s the e laborat ion 
of an ent i re s t ra tegy of decons t ruc t ion a n d an en t i re protocol of r ead ing . O n e 
can foresee tha t such a labor, h o w e v e r far off i t m a y be , in o n e fashion or a n o t h e r 
will have to dea l w i t h w h a t i s t r ans la ted by " p r o p e r " in t he Aristotel ian text. 
Tha t i s to say, w i t h a t least t h r ee m e a n i n g s . 

The Aris totel ian problemat ic of m e t a p h o r does n o t recur to a very s imple , 
very clear, i .e. central , oppos i t ion of w h a t will be called proper , literal m e a n i n g / 
figurative m e a n i n g . N o t h i n g p r e v e n t s a me taphor ica l lexis from be ing proper , 
tha t is, app rop r i a t e (prepon), sui table , decen t , p ropo r t i ona t e , becoming , in re -

50. SE IV, 316-20. The next two citations from The Interpretation of Dreams are to this 
edition. 
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lat ion to t he subject , s i tua t ion , t h i n g s . 5 1 I t is t rue tha t th is va lue of p r o p e r n e s s 
r emains ra the r exter ior to t h e fo rm—metaphor ica l o r not—of d i scourse . This no 
longer h o l d s for t he significations kurion a n d idion, w h i c h a re b o t h general ly 
t rans la ted by the s a m e w o r d : proper.51 A l t h o u g h the difference b e t w e e n kurion 
a n d idion is neve r g iven themat ic exposi t ion , i t s e e m s tha t kurion, m o r e f requent 
in bo th t he Poetics a n d the Rhetoric, des igna tes the p ropr ie ty of a n a m e uti l ized 
in its d o m i n a n t , mas te r , capital s e n s e . Let us n o t forget t h a t th is s ense of sov­
ere ignty is also t he tu te lary s ense of kurion. By extens ion , kurion is i n t e rp re ted 
as t he pr imi t ive (as o p p o s e d to derivat ive) s ense , a n d s o m e t i m e s i s u s e d as t h e 
equiva lent of t he u s u a l , literal, familiar sense (to de kurion kai to oikeion [Rhetoric, 
III, II, 1404b6]): "By t h e o rd ina ry w o r d (kurion) I m e a n tha t in genera l u s e in a 
c o u n t r y " (Poetics 1457b3-4). Kurion i s t h e n d i s t ingu i shed , on t h e o n e h a n d , from 
the u n u s u a l , r a re , id iomat ic w o r d (glotta), a n d from m e t a p h o r , on t he other . As 
for idion, w h i c h is m u c h rarer in th is context , i t s eems to par t ic ipa te in t he t w o 
Other m e a n i n g s . M o r e precisely, in t he Rhetoric (III, V , 1407a31) to e m p l o y t h e 
p r o p e r n a m e is to avo id t he d e t o u r of pe r iphras i s (tois idiois onomasi legein, kai 
me tois periekhousin), w h i c h is t he correct t h ing to d o . The con t amina t ion of these 
three va lues s e e m s a l ready accompl i shed in t he Ciceronian no t i on of verba propria 
as o p p o s e d to verba translata (De oratore 2.4). 

However , the va lue of the idion s e e m s to s u p p o r t this ent i re metaphoro logy , 
w i thou t occupy ing center s tage . We k n o w that in the Topics, for example , i t is 
at the cen te r of a t heo ry of the proper , of essence , a n d of accident . N o w , if 
m e t a p h o r (or mimesis in general) a ims at an effect of cogni t ion, it c a n n o t be 
t reated w i t h o u t be ing p laced in relation to a k n o w l e d g e that bears on definitions: 
on w h a t the th ing of wh ich o n e speaks is, proper ly , essentially, or accidentally. 
Certainly one m a y speak p rope r ly or imprope r ly of w h a t i s no t p r o p e r to t he 
th ing, its accident , for example . H e r e , the t w o va lues p r o p e r n e s s / i m p r o p e r n e s s 
do no t have the s a m e locus of pe r t inence . Never the less , the ideal of every 
l anguage , a n d in par t icular of me tapho r , be ing to b r ing to k n o w l e d g e the th ing 
itself, t he tu rn of speech will be be t te r if i t b r ings us closer to t he th ing ' s essent ia l 
or p r o p e r t ru th . T h e space of l anguage , t he field of its d iv is ions , is o p e n e d 
precisely by the difference b e t w e e n essence , the proper , a n d accident . Three 
reference po in t s , prel iminari ly. 

1. A n o u n is p r o p e r w h e n it h a s bu t a single s ense . Better, it is on ly in this 
case tha t it is p rope r ly a n o u n . Univoci ty is t he essence , or bet ter , the telos of 
l anguage . No ph i losophy , as such , h a s ever r e n o u n c e d this Aristotel ian ideal. 
This ideal is ph i losophy . Aris tot le recognizes tha t a w o r d m a y h a v e several 
meanings . This is a fact. But th is fact h a s right of en t ry in to l a n g u a g e on ly in 
1 he extent to w h i c h t h e po lysemia is finite, t he different significations are l imited 
• . aumber , a n d above all sufficiently distinct, each r ema in ing o n e a n d identifi-

51. See, for example, Rhetoric III, 7. On the translation of prepon see Brunschwig's note 
I n his edition of Les Topiques d'Aristote (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1966), p. 6, note 3. 

52. TN. As will be seen in the next few citations from Aristotle, kurion and idion are hot 
translated into English by the same word ("proper"), although they are in French. How-
" these concepts do belong to the system of concepts of the "proper" (literal, correct, 
usual, individual, particular, belonging) that Derrida is analyzing here. 
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able. L a n g u a g e is w h a t i t is, l anguage , only insofar as i t can t h e n mas te r a n d 
analyze po lysemia . Wi th no r ema inde r . A n o n m a s t e r a b l e d i s semina t ion is not 
e v e n a po lysemia , i t be longs to w h a t is ou t s ide l a n g u a g e . " A n d i t m a k e s no 
difference e v e n if o n e w e r e to say a w o r d h a s several m e a n i n g s , if on ly they are 
l imited in n u m b e r ; for to each formula the re m i g h t be ass igned a different word . 
For ins tance , we m i g h t say tha t ' m a n ' has no t o n e m e a n i n g bu t several , one of 
which w o u l d be def ined as ' two-footed animal , ' wh i l e t he re migh t be also several 
o ther formulae if on ly they w e r e l imited in n u m b e r ; for a pecul iar n a m e migh t 
be ass igned to each of the formulae [wha t is t r ans la ted by 'pecul iar n a m e ' is 
precisely t he ' p rope r ' n a m e , idion onoma; a n d ' formula ' is logos]. If, however , 
they w e r e n o t l imited b u t o n e w e r e to say that t he w o r d h a s an infinite n u m b e r 
of m e a n i n g s (ei de me (tetheie) all' apeira semainein phaie), obviously reason ing 
[definition, d i scourse , logos] w o u l d be imposs ib le ; for no t to h a v e o n e m e a n i n g 
is to h a v e no m e a n i n g (to gar me hen semainein outhen semainein estin), a n d if w o r d s 
have no m e a n i n g , r e a s o n i n g (dialegesthai) w i t h o the r peop le , a n d i n d e e d wi th 
oneself, h a s b e e n annih i la ted ; for i t is imposs ib le to t h ink a n y t h i n g i f we do no t 
th ink o n e t h i n g (outhen gar endekhetai noein me noounta hen); b u t if this is possible , 
o n e n a m e m i g h t be a s s igned to this t h ing . Let i t be a s s u m e d t h e n , as w a s said 
a t the beg inn ing , tha t the n a m e h a s a m e a n i n g , a n d h a s o n e m e a n i n g (semainon 
ti to onoma kai semainon hen)" (Metaphysics 4, 1006a34-b l3) . 5 3 

Each t ime tha t po lysemia i s i r reducible , w h e n no un i ty of m e a n i n g i s even 
p romised to it, o n e i s ou t s ide l a n g u a g e . A n d consequen t ly , ou t s ide human i ty . 
W h a t i s p r o p e r to m a n i s doub t l e s s t h e capacity to m a k e m e t a p h o r s , b u t in order 
t o m e a n s o m e th ing , a n d on ly o n e . In this sense , t he ph i losopher , w h o ever has 
bu t o n e th ing to say, i s t he m a n of m a n . W h o e v e r d o e s no t subject equivocalness 
to this law is a l ready a bit less t h a n a m a n : a sophis t , w h o in s u m says no th ing , 
no th ing tha t can be r e d u c e d to a m e a n i n g . 5 4 At t he limit of this " m e a n i n g -
no th ing , " o n e is h a r d l y an an ima l , b u t r a the r a p l an t , a r eed , a n d no t a th ink ing 
one : "We can h o w e v e r d e m o n s t r a t e negat ively t h e impossibil i ty of t he same 
th ing be ing a n d no t be ing , i f ou r o p p o n e n t will on ly say some th ing ; a n d i f he 
says no th in g , i t i s a b s u r d to a t t e m p t to reason w i t h o n e w h o will no t reason 
about a n y t h i n g , in so far as he refuses to r e a s o n . For s u c h a m a n , as such , i s 

53. See also Topics I, 18. Du Marsais: "In a line of reasoning one must always take a 
word in the same sense as one has taken it initially, otherwise one is not reasoning 
correctly." Fontanier: "Words, in principle, cannot each signify but one single thing." Cited 
by Tzvetan Todorov, Littiralure et signification (Paris: Larousse, 1967), pp. 109-10. 

54, The poet stands between the two. He is the man of metaphor. While the philosopher 
is interested only in the truth of meaning, beyond even signs and names; and the sophist 
manipulates empty signs and draws his effects from the contingency of signifiers (whence 
his taste for equivocality, and primarily for homonymy, the deceptive identity of signifiers), 
the poet plays on the multiplicity of signifieds, but in order to return to the identity of 
meaning: "Homonyms are chiefly useful to enable the sophist to mislead his hearers. 
Synonyms are useful to the poet, by which I mean words whose ordinary meaning is the 
same (kuria te kai sundnuma), e.g. advancing (poreuesthai) and proceeding (badizein); these two 
are ordinary words (kuria) and have the same meaning" (Rhetoric III s 1404b37-1405al). 
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seen a l ready to be no bet ter t h a n a m e r e vegetable (homoios gar phutoi)" (Meta­
physics 1006al2-15) . A n d such a metaphor ica l vegetable (phutos) no longer be­
longs comple te ly to physis to t he ex ten t t ha t i t is p r e s e n t e d , in t r u th , by mimesis, 
logos, a n d t h e voice of m a n . 

2 . A l t h o u g h inseparab le from essence , t he p r o p e r i s n o t to be confused wi th 
it. Doubt less th i s divis ion is w h a t pe rmi t s t he p lay of m e t a p h o r . The lat ter can 
manifest p rope r t i e s , can relate p rope r t i e s extracted from the essence of different 
th ings to each other , can m a k e t h e m k n o w n on the bas i s o f their r e semblance , 
bu t none the l e s s w i t h o u t directly, fully, a n d p rope r ly s t a t ing essence itself, wi th ­
ou t b r ing ing to l ight t he t r u t h of the th ing itself. 

The t r a n s p o r t e d significations a re those of a t t r ibuted p rope r t i e s , no t t hose of 
the th ing itself, as subject or subs t ance . Which causes m e t a p h o r to r e m a i n 
media te a n d abst ract . For m e t a p h o r to be poss ible , i t i s necessary, w i t h o u t in­
volving the t h i n g itself in a p l ay of subs t i tu t ions , t ha t o n e be able to replace 
proper t ies for o n e ano the r , a n d tha t these p roper t i e s be long to t he s ame essence 
of the s a m e th ing , or tha t t h e y be extracted from different essences . The nec­
essary condi t ion of these extract ions a n d exchanges is t ha t t h e essence of a 
concrete subject be capable of several p roper t i es , a n d t h e n that a par t icular 
pe rmuta t ion b e t w e e n the essence a n d w h a t i s p r o p e r to ( and inseparable from) 
i t be possible , w i th in t he m e d i u m of a quas i - synonymy. This is w h a t Aristotle 
calls the antikategoreisthai: t he p red ica te of the essence a n d the predica te of the 
p rope r can be exchanged w i t h o u t t he s t a t emen t becoming false: "A p rope r ty i s 
some th ing wh ich d o e s no t s h o w the essence of a th ing , b u t be longs to i t a lone , 
a n d is p red ica ted conver t ibly (antikategoreitai) of i t . " 5 5 We h a v e b e e n able to say, 
for example , tha t m e t a p h o r , t he m e t a p h o r i c capacity, i s w h a t is p rope r to m a n . 
In effect, g iven a concre te subject , Socrates , w h o s e essence is human i ty , o n e will 
have s ta ted s o m e t h i n g p r o p e r each t ime tha t o n e will be able to say, "If Socrates 
is a m a n , he h a s logos , " a n d reciprocally, "If Socrates h a s logos , he is a m a n " ; 
or 'If Socrates is capable of mimesis, he is a m a n , " a n d vice versa; or "If Socrates 
can m a k e m e t a p h o r s , he is a m a n " a n d vice versa , etc. T h e first example of t he 
antikategoreisthai g iven by the Topics is g r a m m a r : w h a t is p r o p e r to m a n is g r a m ­
mar, the capacity to lea rn to r ead a n d wr i t e . This p r o p e r t y be longs to t he cha in 
of w h a t is p r o p e r to m a n (logos, phone semantike, mimesis, metaphora, e tc .) . "For 

55. Aristotle, Topics I, 5, 102al8-19, trans. E. S. Forster (Loeb Classical Library). Brun-
schwig's edition of the Topics contains a note that makes a point very important for us 
here: "Contrary to its traditional interpretation (but conforming to its etymological sense), 
the word antikategoreisthai does not designate the legitimacy of the transposition of subject 
and predicate, but rather the legitimacy of a reciprocal substitution between two predicates related 
to an identical concrete subject (designated by the words tou pragmatos). In other words, 
one can say that a predicate P is proper to a subject S not when one has 'S is P and P is 
S,' but rather when one has 'for every concrete subject X, if X is S, X is P, and if X is P, X is 
$.' " See also the following section of this note. And, on the different species of "proper" 
(proper in itself—"For example, the property of man as a mortal living creature receptive 
of knowledge,"—or relatively; perpetually or temporarily), see Topics V, i, 128b30-35. 
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example , it is a p r o p e r t y of m a n to be capable of learn ing g r a m m a r (hoion idion 
anthropou to grammatikes einai dektikon); for if a cer ta in be ing is a m a n , he is capable 
of learn ing g r a m m a r , a n d if he is capable of l ea rn ing g rammar , he is a m a n . " 5 6 

3. W h a t i s p r o p e r to t he s u n ? The ques t ion is a s k e d in t he Topics, as an example . 
Is this by chance? Was th is a l r eady insignificant in t he Poetics? Unceasingly, 
unwill ingly, w e h a v e b e e n carr ied a long b y the m o v e m e n t w h i c h b r ings the s u n 
to t u r n in m e t a p h o r ; o r h a v e b e e n a t t rac ted by w h a t t u r n e d the phi losophica l 
m e t a p h o r t o w a r d the s u n . Is no t this f lower of rhetor ic (like) a sunf lower? T h a t 
is—but this is n o t exactly a s y n o n y m — a n a l o g o u s to t he hel io t rope? 

Initially, of course , w h a t will a p p e a r in t he Aristotel ian example is that heli-
otropic m e t a p h o r s can be b a d m e t a p h o r s . In effect, i t i s difficult to k n o w w h a t 
i s p r o p e r to t he s u n p roper ly , literally n a m e d : t h e sensory s u n . I t follows tha t 
every m e t a p h o r w h i c h impl ies t h e s u n (as t e n o r o r vehicle) d o e s n o t br ing clear 
a n d cer ta in k n o w l e d g e : "Eve ry object of sensa t ion , w h e n i t p a s s e s outs ide t he 
r ange of sensa t ion , b e c o m e s obscure ; for i t is n o t clear w h e t h e r i t still exists , 
because i t i s c o m p r e h e n d e d on ly by sensa t ion . This will be t rue of s u c h a t t r ibutes 
a s do no t necessar i ly a n d a l w a y s a t t e n d u p o n t h e subject. For example , he w h o 
h a s s ta ted t h a t i t i s a p r o p e r t y of t he s u n to be ' t he br ightes t s tar that m o v e s 
above the e a r t h ' h a s e m p l o y e d in t he p r o p e r t y s o m e t h i n g of a k ind which is 
comprehens ib l e on ly by sensa t ion , n a m e l y ' m o v i n g above the ea r th ' ; a n d so t h e 
p rope r ty of t h e s u n w o u l d n o t h a v e b e e n correct ly ass igned , for i t will n o t be 
manifest , w h e n the s u n se t s , w h e t h e r i t i s still m o v i n g above the ear th , because 
sensa t ion t h e n fails u s . " 5 7 

This gives r ise, apparen t ly , to t w o c o n s e q u e n c e s w h i c h migh t a p p e a r contra­
dictory, b u t w h o s e oppos i t i on in a w a y cons t ruc t s the phi losophica l concept of 
me taphor , d iv id ing i t accord ing to a l aw of a m b i g u i t y conf i rmed ceaselessly. 

First consequence: Hel io t ropic m e t a p h o r s a r e a l w a y s imperfect m e t a p h o r s . T h e y 
p rov ide us w i t h too little k n o w l e d g e , because o n e of t he t e r m s direct ly o r in­
directly impl ied in t he subs t i tu t ion (the s enso ry sun) canno t be k n o w n in w h a t 
i s p r o p e r to it. Which also m e a n s that t he s enso ry s u n i s a lways im-proper ly 
k n o w n , a n d therefore im-p rope r ly n a m e d . The sensory in genera l d o e s no t limit 
k n o w l e d g e for r ea sons t h a t a re intr insic to t he form of the presence of the sensory 
th ing ; b u t first of all b e c a u s e t he aistheton can a lways not p r e s e n t itself, can h i d e 
itself, ab sen t itself. I t d o e s n o t yield itself u p o n c o m m a n d , a n d its p resence is 
no t to be m a s t e r e d . N o w , from this po in t of v iew, t he s u n is t he sensory object 
pa r excellence. It is t he p a r a d i g m of t he s e n s o r y and of m e t a p h o r : i t regular ly 
t u r n s (itself) a n d h ide s (itself). As t he m e t a p h o r i c t r ope a lways impl ies a sensory 
kernel , o r r a the r s o m e t h i n g like t he sensory, w h i c h can a lways n o t be p re sen t 

56. Topics I, 5, 102a20-22. See also Brunschwig's note. 
57. Topics V, 3, 131b20-30. See also G. Verbeke, "La notion de propriete dans les To-

piques," in Aristotle on Dialectics: The Topics, ed. G. E. L. Owen (Oxford, 1968). The author 
analyzes in particular the reasons for which " 'the proper' cannot be such that its belonging 
to the subject could be known uniquely by sensation" (p. 273). 
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in act a n d in p e r s o n , a n d s ince the s u n in this r e spec t i s t he sensory signifier 
of t he s e n s o r y p a r excellence, tha t is, t he s enso ry m o d e l of t he s e n s o r y (the 
Idea, p a r a d i g m , or parabo la of t he sensory) , t h e n the t u r n i n g of t he s u n a lways 
will h a v e b e e n the trajectory of m e t a p h o r . Of b a d me tapho r , certainly, wh ich 
furnishes on ly i m p r o p e r k n o w l e d g e . But as t he bes t m e t a p h o r i s neve r absolute ly 
good , w i t h o u t w h i c h i t w o u l d n o t be a me tapho r , d o e s n o t t he b a d m e t a p h o r 
a lways yield the bes t example? T h u s , m e t a p h o r m e a n s he l io t rope , b o t h a m o v e ­
m e n t t u r n e d t o w a r d t h e s u n a n d the t u r n i n g m o v e m e n t o f t he s u n . 

But let us no t h a s t e n to m a k e of this a t ru th of m e t a p h o r . Are y o u su re tha t 
you k n o w w h a t t he he l io t rope is? 

The s u n d o e s no t jus t p r o v i d e an example , e v e n i f t he m o s t r emarkab le o n e , 
of sensory Being s u c h tha t i t can a lways d i sappear , k e e p ou t of s ight , no t be 
presen t . T h e ve ry oppos i t i on o f a p p e a r i n g a n d d i s a p p e a r i n g , t he en t i re lexicon 
of the phainesthai, of aletheia, e tc . , of day a n d n ight , of t he visible a n d the invisible, 
o f t he p r e s e n t a n d t h e absent—al l th is i s poss ible on ly u n d e r t he s u n . Insofar 
as i t s t ruc tu res t h e me taphor i ca l space o f ph i losophy , t he s u n r e p r e s e n t s w h a t 
is na tura l in ph i losophica l l a n g u a g e . In every ph i losophica l l anguage , i t is tha t 
which p e r m i t s itself to be r e t a ined by na tu ra l l a n g u a g e . In the metaphys ica l 
al ternative w h i c h o p p o s e s formal or artificial l a n g u a g e to na tu ra l l anguage , 
" n a t u r a l " s h o u l d a lways lead us back to physis as a solar sys tem, or, m o r e 
precisely, to a certain h i s to ry of t he re la t ionship ea r th / sun in t he sys t em of 
percept ion . 

Second consequence: S o m e t h i n g h a s b e e n inver ted in ou r d i scourse . A b o v e we 
said tha t t he s u n i s t h e u n i q u e , i rreplaceable, na tu ra l referent , a r o u n d which 
every th ing m u s t t u r n , t o w a r d w h i c h eve ry th ing m u s t t u r n . N o w , fol lowing the 
same r o u t e , howeve r , we m u s t reverse the p ropos i t ion : t h e literally, p rope r ly 
n a m e d s u n , t he s enso ry s u n , d o e s no t furnish p o o r k n o w l e d g e solely because 
i t furnishes p o o r m e t a p h o r s , i t is itself solely metaphor ica l . Since, as Aristotle 
tells u s , we can no longer be cer ta in of its sensory characterist ics as of its " p r o p ­
erties," t h e s u n i s neve r p rope r ly p r e s e n t in d i scourse . Each t ime tha t there i s 
a me taphor , the re is doub t l e s s a s u n s o m e w h e r e ; b u t each t ime tha t t he re is sun , 
J t ietaphor h a s b e g u n . If t he s u n is metaphor ica l a lways , already, i t is no longer 
completely na tu ra l . I t is a lways , a l r eady a luster, a chandel ier , o n e m i g h t say an 
artificial cons t ruc t ion , if o n e cou ld still give c redence to this signification w h e n 
na ture h a s d i s a p p e a r e d . For i f t he s u n is no longer comple te ly na tu ra l , w h a t in 
na ture d o e s r ema in na tura l? W h a t i s mos t na tura l in n a t u r e bears w i t h i n itself 
the m e a n s to e m e r g e from itself; i t a c c o m m o d a t e s itself to "artificial" light, 
eclipses itself, el l ipses itself, a lways h a s b e e n other , itself: father, seed , fire, eye , 
egg, etc . , t ha t is , so m a n y o the r t h ings , p rov id ing m o r e o v e r the m e a s u r e of 
good a n d b a d m e t a p h o r s , clear a n d obscure m e t a p h o r s ; a n d then , a t t he limit, 
the m e a s u r e of that wh ich is w o r s e or bet ter than m e t a p h o r : 

" O n e c o m m o n p l a c e (topos) r ega rd ing obscuri ty i s t ha t you shou ld see w h e t h e r 
wha t is s t a ted is equivocal w i t h s o m e t h i n g else . . . A n o t h e r c o m m o n p l a c e is 



White Mythology 

to see w h e t h e r he h a s s p o k e n metaphorical ly , a s , for example , i f he h a s descr ibed 
k n o w l e d g e as ' u n s h a k e a b l e ' (ametaptoton), or t he ea r th as a ' n u r s e ' (titheneri) or 
t e m p e r a n c e as a ' h a r m o n y ' (sumphdnian); for me taphor i ca l express ions a r e a lways 
obscure (asaphes; a m e t a p h o r in t he qualification of m e t a p h o r ) . Also , it is possible 
to quibble aga ins t o n e w h o h a s s p o k e n metaphorical ly , r e p r e s e n t i n g h im as 
hav ing u s e d the w o r d in its p r o p e r s ense (hos kurids); for t h e n t h e definition 
given will n o t fit, as in t he case of ' t e m p e r a n c e ' for ' h a r m o n y ' is a lways u s e d 
of s o u n d s . . . Fur ther , y o u m u s t see if he u s e s t e r m s of w h i c h t h e u s e is no t 
wel l -establ ished, as Plato calls t he eye ' b r o w - s h a d e d ' . . . for u n u s u a l w o r d s are 
a lways obscure . Words are s o m e t i m e s u s e d ne i the r equivocally, n o r m e t a p h o r ­
ically, n o r in their p r o p e r s e n s e (oute kurids); for example , the law is said to be 
the ' m e a s u r e ' or ' i m a g e ' (metron e eikon) of t h ings na tura l ly jus t . Such ph rases 
are w o r s e t h a n m e t a p h o r s ; for a m e t a p h o r in a w a y a d d s to ou r k n o w l e d g e of 
w h a t is indica ted (to semainomenori) on account of t h e similarity (dia ten homoioteta), 
for t hose w h o u s e m e t a p h o r s a lways do so on accoun t of some similarity. But 
the k ind o f p h r a s e o f w h i c h we a re speak ing d o e s n o t a d d to o u r k n o w l e d g e ; 
for no similarity exists in v i r tue of w h i c h the l aw is a ' m e a s u r e ' or an ' image, ' 
nor i s t h e law usua l ly descr ibed by t he se w o r d s in their p r o p e r s e n s e . So, i f 
a n y o n e says tha t t h e l aw is a ' m e a s u r e ' or an ' i m a g e ' in the p r o p e r sense of 
these w o r d s , he i s lying; for an image i s s o m e t h i n g w h o s e coming in to be ing 
is d u e to imita t ion (dia mimeseos), a n d this d o e s n o t a p p l y to the law. If, however , 
he i s no t u s i n g the w o r d in its p r o p e r sense , obvious ly he h a s spoken obscurely, 
a n d w i t h w o r s e effect t h a n a n y k ind of me taphor ica l l anguage . Fur ther , you 
m u s t see w h e t h e r t h e defini t ion of t he con t ra ry fails to be clear from the de­
scription given; for correctly a s s igned defini t ions also indicate the i r contrar ies . 
Or, aga in , y o u m u s t see w h e t h e r , w h e n i t i s s t a t ed by itself, i t fails to s h o w 
clearly w h a t i t is t ha t i t def ines , j u s t as in the w o r d s of t h e early pa in t e r s , un less 
they w e r e inscr ibed (ei me tis epegrapseri), it w a s imposs ib le to recognize w h a t 
each f igure r e p r e s e n t e d " (Topics VI, 2, 139bl9-140a23; see also I V , 3, 123a33). 

The a p p e a l to t h e criteria of clarity a n d obscur i ty w o u l d suffice to confirm 
w h a t we s ta ted above : this en t i re phi losophica l de l imi ta t ion of m e t a p h o r a l ready 
l ends itself to b e i n g cons t ruc ted a n d w o r k e d by " m e t a p h o r s . " H o w could a piece 
of k n o w l e d g e or a l anguage be p rope r ly clear or obscure? N o w , all t he concepts 
wh ich h a v e o p e r a t e d in t he definit ion o f m e t a p h o r a lways h a v e an origin a n d 
an efficacity that are t hemse lves "me taphor i ca l , " to u s e a w o r d tha t this t ime, 
r igorous ly i s no longer sui table to des igna te t r opes tha t are as m u c h defining 
as de f ined . 5 8 I f we w e n t back to each t e rm in t h e definit ion p r o p o s e d by the 
Poetics, we could recognize in it t h e m a r k of a figure (metaphora or epiphora is also 

58. The general form of this inclusion is recognized by the Topics, and illustrated with 
this example: "Another way is when the term which is being defined is used in the 
definition itself. This passes unobserved when the actual name of the object which is 
being defined is not employed, for example, if one has defined the sun as 'a star appearing 
by day'; for in introducing the day, one introduces the sun" (VI, 4, 142a-142b). 
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a m o v e m e n t of spatial t rans la t ion; eidos is also a visible figure, a con tour a n d a 
form, t he space of an aspect or of a species; genos is a lso an affiliation, t he base 
of a bir th, of an origin, of a family, etc.). All tha t t he se t ropes main ta in a n d 
sed iment in t he en tang l ing of their roots is appa ren t . However , the issue is no t 
to take the function of the concep t back to the e tymology of the n o u n a long a 
straight l ine. We h a v e been a t ten t ive to t he internal , sys temat ic , a n d synchron ic 
art iculation of t h e Aris totel ian concep t s in o rde r to avo id this e tymolog i sm. 
Never the less , n o n e of their n a m e s be ing a conven t iona l a n d arbi trary X, the 
historical or genealogical (let us no t say etymological) tie of t he signified concep t 
to its signifier (to l anguage) is n o t a reducible cont ingency. 

This impl icat ion of t he def ined in t he definit ion, th is abyss of m e t a p h o r will 
never cease to stratify itself, s imul t aneous ly w i d e n i n g a n d consol ida t ing itself: 
the (artificial) l ight a n d (displaced) habi ta t of classical rhe tor ic . 

Du Marsa is i l lustrates his def ini t ion of m e t a p h o r th is way : 
" W h e n o n e s p e a k s of the light of the spirit, the w o r d light is t aken m e t a p h o r ­

ically; for, j u s t as l ight in the literal, p r o p e r sense m a k e s us see corporal objects , 
so the faculty of k n o w i n g a n d perce iv ing en l igh tens t h e spiri t , a n d p u t s i t in a 
condit ion to bea r s o u n d j u d g m e n t s . M e t a p h o r is therefore a species of Trope ; 
the word w h i c h o n e uses in the m e t a p h o r i s taken in a n o t h e r t h a n the literal, 
p rope r sense : it is, so to speak , in a borrowed dwelling, as o n e of t he anc ien t s says; 
which is c o m m o n to a n d essent ia l for all T r o p e s " (chap . 2 , X). 
I These t w o example s—the l ight a n d the h o u s e — d o no t h a v e t he s a m e funct ion. 
Du Marsais bel ieves tha t he can p r e s e n t t he first m e t a p h o r as o n e example 
i -long o the r s , a s o n e m e t a p h o r a m o n g o the r s . But we n o w h a v e s o m e r e a s o n 

to believe t h a t th is m e t a p h o r i s i nd i spensab le to the genera l sy s t em in wh ich 
the concept of m e t a p h o r i s inscr ibed. Du Marsais does n o t give t he o the r f igure— 
the b o r r o w e d dwel l ing—as o n e m e t a p h o r a m o n g o the r s ; i t i s the re in o r d e r to 
signify m e t a p h o r itself; it is a m e t a p h o r of m e t a p h o r ; an expropr ia t ion , a be ing -
ou ts ide-one ' s -own-res idence , b u t still in a dwel l ing , ou t s ide its o w n res idence 
but still in a r e s idence in w h i c h o n e comes back to oneself, recognizes oneself, 
reassembles oneself or r e sembles oneself, ou t s ide oneself in oneself. This is the 
philosophical m e t a p h o r as a d e t o u r wi th in (or in s ight of) r eappropr i a t ion , pa r -
ousia, the self-presence of t he idea in its o w n light. The metaphor ica l trajectory 
from the Platonic eidos to t he Hege l i an Idea . 

The recourse to a m e t a p h o r in o rde r to give the " i d e a " of m e t a p h o r : th is is 
what prohibi ts a definit ion, b u t never the less metaphor ica l ly ass igns a check­
point, a limit, a fixed place: t he me taphor /dwe l l ing . T h a t these t w o example s 
imposed t h e m s e l v e s , for tui tously o r not , u p o n Du Marsa i s , does no t exclude 

at each m e t a p h o r can a lways be dec iphe red s imu l t aneous ly as a par t icular 
figure a n d as a p a r a d i g m of t h e ve ry p rocess of me taphor i za t ion : idealization a n d 
reappropriation. Every th ing , in t h e d i scourse on m e t a p h o r , tha t pas ses t h r o u g h 

sign eidos, w i t h its ent i re sy s t em, is ar t iculated w i t h t he ana logy b e t w e e n 
She vision of t he nous a n d senso ry vis ion, b e t w e e n t h e intelligible s u n a n d the 
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visible s u n . T h e de t e rmina t i on of t he t ru th of Being in p re sence p a s s e s t h rough 
the d e t o u r of this t ropic sy s t em. The p re sence of ousia as eidos (to be placed 
before t he metaphor ica l eye) or as hupokeimenon (to under l ie visible p h e n o m e n a 
or accidents) faces t he theoret ical o rgan ; w h i c h , as Hege l ' s Aesthetics r e m i n d s 
u s , h a s t he p o w e r no t to c o n s u m e w h a t i t perce ives a n d to let be t h e object o f 
desi re . Phi losophy, as a t heo ry of me taphor , first will have b e e n a m e t a p h o r of 
theory. This circulation h a s n o t exc luded bu t , on t he contrary, h a s pe rmi t t ed a n d 
p r o v o k e d the t r ans format ion of p re sence in to self-presence, in to t he proximity 
or p r o p e r n e s s of subjectivity to a n d for itself. "I t is the h is tory of ' p roper ' 
mean ing , a s we said above , w h o s e d e t o u r a n d r e t u r n are to be fol lowed." 

The " idea l i z ing" m e t a p h o r , w h i c h is const i tu t ive of the p h i l o s o p h e m e in gen­
eral, o p e n s Fontan ier ' s Figures of Discourse, immedia te ly p rov id ing h i m wi th the 
greates t genera l i ty of his theoret ical space . In effect t he ent i re t reat ise is rooted 
in the divis ion b e t w e e n the signified a n d t h e signifier, s ense a n d t h e sensory, 
t h o u g h t a n d l anguage , a n d pr imar i ly the divis ion b e t w e e n the idea a n d the word. 
Fontanier recalls t he e tymology a n d bur ied origin of the w o r d " i d e a , " as i f this 
w e r e n o t h i n g a t all, the very m o m e n t he o p e n s h i s book a n d p r o p o s e s his great 
dis t inct ion b e t w e e n w o r d s a n d ideas : " T h o u g h t i s c o m p o s e d of ideas , a n d the 
express ion of t h o u g h t by s p e e c h is c o m p o s e d of w o r d s . First t h e n , let us see 
w h a t ideas are in themse lves : fol lowing this we will see w h a t w o r d s are relative 
to ideas , or, i f y o u will , w h a t ideas a re as r e p r e s e n t e d by w o r d s . A . — I D E A S . The 
w o r d Idea (from the Greek eido, to see) signifies relative to the objects seen by 
the spirit t he s a m e th ing as image; a n d relative to t he spirit w h i c h sees the s ame 
th ings as seen or perception. But t he objects s een by ou r spirit are e i ther physical 
a n d mater ia l objects tha t affect o u r senses , o r me taphys ica l a n d p u r e l y intellec­
tual objects comple te ly above o u r s e n s e s " (p . 41). After wh ich , Fontanier classes 
all ideas in to phys ica l or me taphys i ca l (and moral ) ideas , s imple or complex 
ideas , etc. An en t i re stratification of m e t a p h o r s a n d of phi losophica l in te rpre­
ta t ions therefore s u p p o r t s t h e concept of t ha t w h i c h i s called u p o n to p recede 
l anguage or w o r d s , t ha t w h i c h i s called u p o n to be p rev ious , exterior, a n d 
super ior to l a n g u a g e a n d w o r d s , a s m e a n i n g i s to express ing , t he r e p r e s e n t e d 
to r ep resen ta t ion , dianoia to lexis. A metaphor ica l lexis, if you will, h a s in t e rvened 
in t he defini t ion of dianoia. It h a s given the idea. 

H e r e , in recall ing t he h is tory of the signifier " idea , " t he i ssue is no t to give 
in to t he e tymolog i sm tha t we con te s t ed above . Whi le a cknowledg ing the specific 
function of a t e r m wi th in its sy s t em, we m u s t no t , however , take t h e signifier 
as perfectly convent iona l . Doub t l e s s , Hege l ' s Idea , for example , is no t Plato 's 
Idea; doub t l e s s t he effects of t he sys t em are i rreducible a n d m u s t be read as 
such. But the w o r d Idea is n o t an arbi t rary X, a n d i t bears a t radi t ional b u r d e n 
tha t con t inues Plato 's sy s t em in Hege l ' s sys tem- I t m u s t also be examined as 
such, by m e a n s of a stratified r ead ing : ne i the r p u r e e tymology n o r a p u r e origin, 
ne i the r a h o m o g e n o u s c o n t i n u u m n o r an abso lu te s y n c h r o n i s m or a s imple 
interiori ty of a sy s t em to itself. Which implies a simultaneous cri t ique of the m o d e l 
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of a t r anscenden ta l h i s tory of p h i l o s o p h y a n d of t he m o d e l of sys temat ic s t ruc­
tures perfectly closed over their technical a n d synchron ic man ipu l a t i on (which 
unti l n o w h a s b e e n recognized on ly in bod ies of w o r k identif ied accord ing to 
the " p r o p e r n a m e " of a s igna ture ) . 

But, we w e r e ask ing a b o v e , can t he se def ining t ropes tha t a re pr ior to all 
phi losophical rhe tor ic a n d tha t p r o d u c e p h i l o s o p h e m e s still be called m e t a p h o r s ? 
This ques t ion cou ld g u i d e an ent i re r ead ing of t he ana lyses Fontanier rese rves 
for catachresis in t he Supplement to the Theory of Tropes.59 Let us be con t en t w i t h 
indicat ing th is r ead ing . The Supplement concerns first t h e violent , forced, abus ive 
inscription of a s ign, the impos i t ion of a s ign u p o n a m e a n i n g w h i c h did no t yet 
have its o w n p r o p e r s ign in l anguage . So m u c h so tha t the re i s no subs t i tu t ion 
here , no t r an spo r t of p r o p e r s igns , b u t ra ther t he i r rupt ive extens ion of a s ign 
| i r o p e r to an idea , a m e a n i n g , dep r ived of their signifier. A " s e c o n d a r y or ig in" : 

"Neve r the l e s s , s ince o u r pr inc ip les concern ing Catachresis serve as t h e foun­
dat ion o f ou r en t i re tropological sys t em, we canno t b u t h a v e t he a rdo r to t h r o w 
ikeater l ight o n t h e m , if poss ib le . This is w h y w e are go ing to a d d several n e w 
observat ions , h e r e , to the ve ry n u m e r o u s o n e s a l ready to be found in t h e Com­
mentary. 

"Catachresis, in general, consists in a sign already affected with a first idea also being 
affected with a new idea, which itself had no sign at all, or no longer properly has any 
other in language. Consequen t ly , it is every Trope of forced a n d necessary u sage , 
t v e r y Trope from w h i c h the re resul t s a pu re ly extensive sense; this literal, p r o p e r 
sense of s e c o n d a r y origin, i n t e rmed ia t e b e t w e e n the primitive proper sense a n d 
the figurative sense is closer to t he first t h a n to the second , a l t h o u g h it could itself 
be figurative in pr inciple . N o w , t he Tropes from w h i c h a p u r e l y extensive meaning 
results no t on ly a re th ree in n u m b e r , like t he Tropes from wh ich a figurative 
meaning resu l t s , b u t t h e y are d e t e r m i n e d by the s a m e re la t ionsh ips as the latter: 
correspondence, connection, or resemblance b e t w e e n ideas ; a n d they occur in t he 
same fashion: by metonymy, synecdoche, or metaphor."60 

„ 59. Fontanier, "Preface," pp. 207ff. "In this supplement will be found new, and doubtless 
rather illuminating, views on an important major point, extensive meaning or Catachresis, 
the subject of so many of the objections raised against Du Marsais in the Commentary on 
his Treatise. Also to be seen is how Tropes differ from the other forms of discourse called 
figures; consequently one will learn how better to distinguish these different forms from 
ofie another. But what this supplement quite particularly offers, and what Du Marsais's 
Treatise and the Commentary do not give the first idea about, is the art of recognizing and 
appreciating Tropes reduced to its principles and in'practice" (p. 211). 

60. Ibid., pp. 213-14. These definitions are illuminated and completed by the definitions 
of the three kinds of meaning (objective, literal, spiritual or intellectual) proposed in the 
first part. The literal seems to correspond rather well to the Aristotelian kurion, which can 
M either proper or tropological, and that is sometimes mistakenly translated as "proper." 
here is Fontanier's definition. "The literal sense is the one which keeps to words taken 
literally, to words understood according to the acceptance in ordinary usage; consequently, 
if is the sense which immediately presents itself to the minds of those who understand 
a language. The literal sense, which keeps to a single word, is either primitive, natural and 
proper, or derived, if one must say so, and tropological. This last is due to Tropes, of which 
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T h u s , Fontanier p r o p o s e s a theoretical classification of all t h e s e i r rupt ive 
t ropes , these " n o n t r u e f igures" tha t no code of semant ic subs t i tu t ion will h a v e 
p receded . But th is classification will b o r r o w its t ypes from the great , k n o w n 
n o r m s . W h e n c e a doub le ges tu re : se t t ing catachresis complete ly apa r t , acknowl­
edg ing its i r reducibly original p lace , a n d yet b r ing ing i t into t he s h a r e d taxonomy, 
seeing it as a p h e n o m e n o n of u s a g e (of abuse) r a the r t h a n as a p h e n o m e n o n of 
a code . Which is to be expec ted s ince t h e code is forced, b u t s t r a n g e because 
the a b u s e is no m o r e a form of u s a g e t h a n an appl icat ion of t he code : "There 
i s a T rope tha t we h a v e accep ted , like Du Marsa is , b u t to w h i c h we h a v e ne i ther 
ass igned a rank , n o r d e v o t e d an article in o u r Theory: this is Catachresis. In effect, 
we d id no t bel ieve i t necessa ry to t reat this T rope m o r e particularly, immedia te ly 
that , far from m a k i n g i t a species apar t , as d o e s Du Marsais , a n d no t only a 
species of T r o p e , b u t e v e n of f igure, we cons ide r i t on ly as t h e forced u s e , i f no t 
primitively, a t least current ly, of o n e or t he o t h e r of t he th ree great species we 
have a l ready r ecogn ized" (p . 213). 

In t he s u p p l e m e n t , t h e longes t e labora t ions a r e g ran ted to t he catachresis of 
me taphor . Particularly because th is t ime the o r d e r of t he n o u n is largely sur­
passed . " H e r e , t he examples w o u l d be i n n u m e r a b l e , a n d i t i s no t on ly n o u n s 
that cou ld p rov ide t h e m , b u t all t he species of w o r d s represen ta t ive of ideas . 
Metaphor-figure ha rd ly goes up to adverbs ; b u t metaphor-catachresis inc ludes in its 
ex tent e v e n interject ions. T h e r e are even ve ry few w o r d s , in each species , tha t 
i t h a s no t subjected to its e m p i r e " (p . 215). I t r e m a i n s that the in te rpre ta t ion of 
the me taphor -ca tachreses of p repos i t ions (to, for example) a lways consists in 
defining its m e a n i n g by m e a n s of t he n a m e of ca tegoremes (disposi t ion, site or 
place, t ime , p o s t u r e , ge s tu re , m a n n e r , a n i m a t i n g cause , des t ina t ion , etc.; cf. p . 
219), a n d even by m e a n s of a single n o m i n a l signification, the " t endency , " " a s 
Condil lac h a s s h o w n so wel l in his Grammar . " 

As for n o u n s a n d verbs , t he examples g iven by Fontanier are ini t ial ly—and 
exclusively—those of me taphor -ca t ach reses w h o s e phi losophical b u r d e n is t h e 
heaviest (light, b l indness ; to h a v e , to be , to d o , to take , to u n d e r s t a n d ) . The living 
body furnishes the "veh i c l e " for all t he n o m i n a l examples in the physical order . 
Light i s t he f i rs t—and on ly—example chosen w h e n o n e accedes to the mora l 

several genera and several species are to be distinguished. But Tropes occur, either by 
necessity and extension, in order to supplement the words for certain ideas which are 
missing from language, or by choice and figure, in order to present ideas with more vivid 
and striking images than their own signs. Whence two different kinds of tropological sense: 
the extended tropological sense and the figurative tropological sense. The first, as one can see, 
stands between the primitive sense and the figurative sense, and can hardly be regarded as 
anything but a new kind of proper sense" (pp. 57-58). What is interesting to us here, thus, 
is the production of a proper sense, a new kind of proper sense, by means of the violence 
of a catachresis whose intermediary status tends to escape the opposition of the primitive 
and the figurative, standing between them as a "middle." When the middle of an op­
position is not the passageway of a mediation, there is every chance that the opposition 
is not pertinent. The consequences are boundless. 
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order: " H e r e a r e the o n e s in t he mora l order : Light, for clarity of spiri t , for 
intell igence, or for e n l i g h t e n m e n t ; Blindness for t roubl ing or c louding of r ea son . 
The first light t ha t we h a v e k n o w n is doub t l e s s the l ight of day, a n d i t is for the 
latter tha t t h e w o r d w a s crea ted . But i s no t r eason like a flame tha t t he A u t h o r 
of na tu re h a s p laced in us in o rde r to en l igh ten ou r sou l , a n d i s no t th is flame 
for us exactly to t he mora l w h a t t he flame of d a y for us is to the physical? T h u s 
a light necessar i ly h a s h a d to h a v e b e e n a t t r ibuted to it, a n d we say, The light of 
reason just as we say The light of day" (p . 216). 

After b r ing ing to bea r th is ana lys is on t he w o r d blindness, Fontanier asks : " A n d 
how, w i t h o u t t he se forced metaphors, w i t h o u t t he se ca tachreses , could o n e h a v e 
come to retrace t he se i d e a s ? " (p . 217). These " i d e a s " a l r eady existed, Fontanier 
seems to th ink , w e r e a l ready in t h e m i n d like a gr id w i t h o u t a w o r d ; b u t they 
could no t h a v e b e e n re t raced, t racked d o w n , b r o u g h t t o dayl ight w i t h o u t t he 
force of a twis t ing w h i c h goes against usage, w i t h o u t t h e infraction of a cata­
chresis. T h e lat ter d o e s n o t e m e r g e from l anguage , d o e s no t create n e w s igns , 
does no t enr ich the code; a n d ye t i t t ransforms its funct ioning, p r o d u c i n g , w i th 
the same mater ia l , n e w rules of exchange , n e w values . Phi losophical l anguage , 
a sys tem of ca tachreses , a fund of "forced m e t a p h o r s , " w o u l d h a v e this relat ion 
to the literality of na tura l l a n g u a g e if, following Fontanier , s o m e such th ing 
existed. A n d w h e n Fontanier neve r the le s s posi ts , p r e s u p p o s e s t he anter ior i ty 
of the m e a n i n g or of t he idea of the catachresis (which on ly comes back to an 
already p re sen t concept ) , he in te rp re t s this s i tuat ion in phi losophical t e rms ; 
indeed, this i s h o w p h i l o s o p h y tradit ionally h a s in t e rp re ted its powerfu l cata­
chresis: the twis t ing r e tu rn t o w a r d the a l ready- there of a m e a n i n g , production 
(of signs, or r a t h e r of values) , b u t as revelation, unvei l ing , b r ing ing to light, t r u th . 
This i s w h y "forced m e t a p h o r s " m a y be , m u s t be "correct a n d n a t u r a l " (p . 216). 
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La metaphysique—relive de la metaphore" A n d y e t< though 1 am fully in favor 
of the positive use of metaphor, (this 
rhetorical figure does far more ser­
vice to human aspirations towards 
the infinite than those who are rid­
dled with prejudices and false ideas— 
which comes to the same thing—are 
prepared to acknowledge), it is none­
theless true that the risible mouths 
of these three peasants are still big 
enough to swallow three sperm-
whales. Let us shrink this compari­
son somewhat, let us be serious and 
content ourselves with saying that 
they were like three little elephants 
which have only just been born. 
Lautreamont, Maldowr IV, 7s2 

It is generally speaking, a strange 
thing, this captivating tendency which 
leads us to seek out (and then to ex­
press) the resemblances and differ­
ences which are hidden in the most 
natural properties of objects which 
are sometimes the least apt to lend 
themselves to sympathetically curi­
ous combinations of this kind, which, 
on my word of honour, graciously 
enhance the style of the writer who 
treats himself to this personal satis­
faction, giving him the ridiculous 
and unforgettable aspect of an eter­
nally serious owl. 
Ibid. V, 6 6 3 

Classical rhetor ic , t hen , canno t d o m i n a t e , be ing e n m e s h e d wi th in it, t he m a s s 
ou t of w h i c h the phi losophica l text t akes s h a p e . M e t a p h o r is less in t he ph i lo­
sophical text (and in t he rhetorical text coord ina ted wi th it) t h a n the phi losophica l 
text i s wi th in me taphor . A n d the lat ter can no longer receive its n a m e from 
metaphys ics , except by a catachresis , i f y o u will , tha t w o u l d retrace m e t a p h o r 
t h r o u g h its ph i losophica l p h a n t o m : a s " n o n t r u e m e t a p h o r . " 

61. TN. This subtitle is untranslatable, at very least because of its double meaning. 
Derrida simultaneously uses relive as both noun and verb here. If relive is taken as a noun, 
the subtitle would read: "Metaphysics—the relive, the Aufhebung of metaphor." If relive 
is taken as a verb, which would be the usual reading, it can be understood in its usual 
sense, i.e. not as a translation of Aufliebung. Thus, the subtitle would read: "Metaphysics 
derives from, takes off from, metaphor." (Further, relive as a verb can also be taken as the 
translation of Aufheben, which gives a reading similar to the first one.) If one is attentive 
to the implications of this unstoppable alternation of meaning, along with the interplay 
of metaphysics, metaphor, and relive, one will have begun to grasp what Derrida is about 
in this essay. (For our system of notes on relive, see above, note 5.) See also below, note 
73. 

62. Lautreamont, Maldoror and Poems, trans. Paul Knight (Harmondsworth: Penguin 
Books, 1978), p. 172. 

63. Ibid., p. 200. 
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For all that , can s o m e me taph i lo sophy , a m o r e genera l b u t still phi losophical 
kind of d iscourse on t h e m e t a p h o r s of t he "first deg ree , " t he n o n t r u e m e t a p h o r s 
that o p e n e d ph i losophy , be d r e a m e d of? T h e w o r k to be u n d e r t a k e n u n d e r the 

l f | a d i n g °f s u c n a me ta -me taphor i c s w o u l d no t b e w i t h o u t in teres t . I n s u m , i t 
would a m o u n t to t r anspor t ing in to t he phi losophical o rde r t he Bachelardian 
program of a me tapoe t i c s {Lautreamont, p. 55) . 6 4 W h a t w o u l d the limits of such 

% t ransposi t ion be? 
11 Bachelard, on th is po in t , is faithful to t radi t ion: m e t a p h o r does no t a p p e a r to 
him ei ther s imply or necessar i ly to const i tu te an obstacle to scientific or phi lo-

| § p h i c a l k n o w l e d g e . It can w o r k for t he critical rectification of a concept , reveal 
ii;&>ncept as a b a d me tapho r , or finally " i l lus t ra te" a n e w concept . In t he process 
oi scientific k n o w l e d g e the "verbal obs tac le" often h a s t he form of m e t a p h o r 
( "metaphor ic con t r ivance ," "genera l i zed image , " "deficient metaphor ica l char-
acter of t he exp l ana t i on" 6 5 etc.) , doub t l e s s . A n d doub t l e s s t h e d o m a i n of met-
apho r is e x t e n d e d e v e n b e y o n d l anguage , t aken in t he strict s ense of verbal 
"express ion" : " m e t a p h o r s s e d u c e r e a s o n . " 6 6 But, on t he o n e h a n d , t he p sycho­
analysis of objective k n o w l e d g e above all m u s t d e n o u n c e " i m m e d i a t e me ta ­
p h o r s " ("The d a n g e r of immed ia t e m e t a p h o r s in t h e format ion of t he scientific 
spirit i s t ha t t h e y are no t a lways pas s ing images ; t hey p u s h t o w a r d an au ton­
o m o u s k ind of t h o u g h t ; t h e y t e n d to comple t ion a n d fulfillment in t he d o m a i n 
of t he i m a g e " ; 6 7 as we will see , i t is t h e system of m e t a p h o r s tha t in teres ts 
Bachelard initially); a n d on the o the r h a n d , a n o n i m m e d i a t e , cons t ruc ted met­
apho r i s useful w h e n i t comes to " i l lus t ra te" k n o w l e d g e w r e s t e d from b a d 
me taphor . Its va lue is t h e n essential ly pedagogical : "A psychoana lys i s of objec­
tive k n o w l e d g e , t h e n , m u s t set itself to b lanching , i f n o t to e ras ing , these naive 

64. Gaston Bachelard, Lautriamont (Paris: Corti, 1939; new ed., 1956). 
65. Bachelard, La Formation de I'esprit scientifique (Paris: Corti, 1938), pp. 74-75. See also 

pp. 15, 194, 195. 
66. Ibid., p. 78. Bachelard cites Van Swinden: " 'The expression that iron is a sponge 

of magnetic Fluid is therefore a metaphor that departs from the true: and yet all the ex­
planations are founded on this expression used in the proper, literal sense. But as for myself, 
I think that it is not exact . . . to think that reason indicates that these expressions are 
erroneous, and nevertheless to use them in the explanation of Experiments' (1785). In a 
somewhat confused form, Van Swinden's thought is quite clear: one cannot so easily as 
is alleged confine metaphors only to the realm of expression. Whether one wishes it or 
not, metaphors seduce reason." Immediately afterward, Bachelard shows that "very great 
minds have been blocked, so to speak, in primary imagery." Thus, "Descartes's meta­
physics of space" would be but a metaphorics of the sponge, "the metaphysics of the 
sponge" (p. 79). 

67. Ibid., p. 81. On the contrary, however, the Preliminary Discourse of the work accredits 
the constructed and constructive metaphors, the metaphors of intermediary status which 
break with sensory immediacy and naive realism. They belong to the order of "figurative 
quantity, midway between the concrete and the abstract, in an intermediary zone." "Sci­
entific thought then is drawn off in the direction of 'constructions' that are more meta­
phorical than real, 'spaces of configuration' whose sensory space, after all, is but an 
imooverished example" (p. 5). 
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images . W h e n abs t rac t ion will h a v e ach ieved th is , i t will be t ime to illustrate 
[Bachelard 's italics] ra t ional s e h e m a s . In shor t , t he initial in tu i t ion is an obstacle 
to scientific t h o u g h t ; on ly an i l lustrat ion w o r k i n g b e y o n d the concept , p u t t i n g 
a bit of color on t he essent ia l characteris t ics , can aid scientific t h o u g h t . " 6 8 O n e 
m a y re read , at the e n d of La formation de Vesprit scientifique, t he m o s t l u m i n o u s 
examples w i t h w h i c h t h e va lue of illustration i l lustrates itself: n o t only the ex­
a m p l e of t h e circle, o f t h e egg , a n d the o v a l , 6 9 b u t also t he example s of t h e s u n 
a n d the focal po in t , t he center , t h e circle, a n d the ellipse. H e r e , jus t t he conclu­
sion: 

" E v e n in t h e s imple d o m a i n o f images , we h a v e often usefully a t t e m p t e d 
convers ions o f va lues . T h u s we deve loped t h e following ant i thes is in ou r teach­
ing. For Aris totel ian science, t he ell ipse is a poor ly m a d e circle, a f lat tened circle. 
For N e w t o n i a n science, t h e circle i s an i m p o v e r i s h e d ell ipse, an ellipse w h o s e 
centers h a v e b e e n f la t tened o n e o n t o the o ther . I m a d e myself t he advocate of 
the ell ipse: t h e cen te r of t h e ell ipse is use less because of its t w o distinct focal 
po in ts ; for t h e circle, t he l aw of a reas is a banal i ty ; for t he el l ipse, t he law of 
areas is a discovery. Little by little, I s lowly a t t e m p t e d to p r y t h e m i n d loose 
from its a t t a c h m e n t to pr iv i leged images . . . Also , I h a v e little hes i ta t ion in 
p re sen t ing r igor as a psychoana lys i s of in tu i t ion , a n d algebraic t h o u g h t as a 
psychoana lys i s of geomet r ic t h o u g h t . Even in t h e d o m a i n of t h e exact sciences, 
ou r imagina t ion is a sub l imat ion . I t is useful , b u t i t can fool us to t h e extent t h a t 
w e d o no t k n o w w h a t w e sub l imate a n d h o w w e subl imate it. I t i s valid on ly 
insofar as o n e h a s p s y c h o a n a l y z e d the pr inc ip le . Intui t ion m u s t neve r be a g iven . 
I t m u s t a lways be an i l lus t ra t ion ." 7 0 

68. Ibid., p. 78. "Modern science employs the analogy of the pump in order to illustrate 
[Bachelard's italics] certain characteristics of electric generators, but does so in an attempt 
to clarify abstract ideas . . . Here one sees a vivid contrast of the two mentalities: in the 
scientific mentality the hydraulic analogy comes into play after the theory. It comes into 
play before in the prescientific mentality" (p. 80). 

69. Ibid., pp. 233ff. This is surely the occasion to recall that in Bachelard's opinion the 
metaphoric obstacle is not only an epistemological obstacle due to the persistence, in the 
field of science, of nonscientific schema deriving from the popular imagination or from 
the philosophically imaginary. The metaphoric obstacle is sometimes a philosophical one, 
when scientific schema are imported into a philosophical domain without rhyme or reason. 
One might speak then of an epistemologizing obstacle. A certain naive scientifism on the 
part of the philosopher can transform scientific discourse into a vast reservoir of metaphors 
or "models" for hurried theoreticians. "Science offers itself to the philosopher as a par­
ticularly rich collection of well constructed and well tied together knowledge. In other 
words, the philosopher simply demands examples of science." These examples "are always 
mentioned, never developed. Occasionally, the scientific examples are commented upon 
according to principles which are not scientific ones; they lead to metaphors, analogies, 
generalizations." La Philosophie du non (Paris, 1940), p. 3. In the same direction, see also 
the end of the chapter on "the diverse metaphysical explanations of a scientific concept," 
and what Bachelard says about the anagogical reverie as a mathematizing reverie, at the 
moment when the mathematical and the arithmetical intervene in the position of meta­
phors (pp. 38-40). 

70. La formation de I'esprit scientifique, p. 237. 
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This epis temological ambiva lence of me taphor , w h i c h a lways p r o v o k e s , re­
tards , follows t h e m o v e m e n t of t he concept , p e r h a p s f inds its chosen field in the 
life sciences, w h i c h d e m a n d tha t o n e a d a p t an u n c e a s i n g cri t ique of teleological 
j udgmen t . In th is field the animis t ic or (technical, social, cultural) ana logy is as 
at h o m e as poss ib le . W h e r e else m i g h t o n e be so t e m p t e d to take the metaphor for 
the concept? A n d w h a t m o r e u r g e n t task for ep i s t emology a n d for the critical 
history o f t h e sciences t h a n to d i s t inguish b e t w e e n t h e w o r d , t he m e t a p h o r i c 
vehicle, t he t h i n g a n d the concept? A m o n g all the examples Georges C a n g u i l h e m 
iSaS ana lyzed , let us cons ide r t w o . The first o n e conce rns " t h e d e v e l o p m e n t of 
cellular t h e o r y " over w h i c h "hover , m o r e or less closely, affective a n d social 
values of coopera t ion a n d associa t ion ." 7 1 

"Concern ing the cell, genera l ly H o o k e i s g ran ted too m a n y h o n o r s . Cer ta in ly 
it was he w h o d iscovered the th ing , s o m e w h a t by chance , a n d d u e to t he p lay 
of a curiosity a m u s e d by the first revela t ions of t he microscope . H a v i n g m a d e 
a fine section of a piece of cork, H o o k e obse rved its compar tmen ta l i z ed s t ruc ture . 
I t i s he also, i n d e e d , w h o i n v e n t e d t he w o r d , u n d e r t h e influence of an image , 
by assimilat ing t h e vegetable object to a h o n e y c o m b , itself an an imal labor 
assimilated to h u m a n labor, for a cell is a small chamber . But H o o k e ' s d iscovery 
started n o t h i n g , i s no t a po in t of d e p a r t u r e . The ve ry w o r d w a s lost , to be 
rediscovered on ly a cen tu ry later. 

"This d iscovery of t h e t h i n g a n d this inven t ion of a w o r d hencefor th call for 
some c o m m e n t s . Wi th t he cell, we are in the p r e s e n c e of a biological object 
whose affective ove rde t e rmina t ion i s incontes table a n d considerable . T h e psy ­
choanalysis o f k n o w l e d g e from n o w on m a y coun t a m o n g its h a p p i e r successes 
its pre tens ion to t he s t a tus of a g e n r e to wh ich severa l cont r ibu t ions m a y be 
ITS night, e v e n w i t h o u t sys temat ic in ten t ion . Everyone will find a m o n g his m e m ­
ories of s t u d y i n g na tu ra l h i s tory the image of the cellular s t ruc ture of living 
beings. This image h a s an a lmos t canonic constancy. T h e schemat ic r ep re sen ­
tation of an ep i the l ium is t he image of t he h o n e y c o m b . Cell is a w o r d tha t d o e s 
not make us t h ink of t he m o n k or t he pr isoner , b u t of t h e bee . Haeckel h a s 
pointed ou t t ha t cells of w a x filled w i t h h o n e y perfectly c o r r e s p o n d to vegetable 
iel l i filled w i t h cellular e s sence . Never the le s s , the inf luence over t he m i n d of 
the notion of t he cell d o e s no t a p p e a r to us to be d u e to t h e comple teness of t he 
correspondence . Rather, w h o k n o w s whe the r , in conscious ly b o r r o w i n g from 
the beehive t he t e rm cell in o rde r to des igna te the e l e m e n t of t he living o rgan i sm, 
the h u m a n m i n d h a s no t also b o r r o w e d from the h ive , a lmos t unconsciously , 
the notion of t he coopera t ive w o r k of wh ich the h o n e y c o m b is the p roduc t ? Just 
as the alveolus is t he e l emen t of an edifice, bees are , in Maeter l inck ' s express ion , 
individuals ent i rely abso rbed by t h e republ ic . In fact, t he cell i s bo th an ana-

71. la connaissance de la vie, 2d ed. (Paris: Vrin, 1969), p. 49. On the problem of metaphor, 
xe >ii-;o Etudes d'histoire et de philosophie des sciences (Paris: Vrin, 1968), most notably the 
< baptors. entitled "Models and Analogies in Biological Discovery" and "Concept and Life" 
(particularly pp. 358-60). 
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tomical a n d a functional no t ion , t he no t ion of an e l ementa ry mater ia l a n d of a 
partial , subo rd ina t e ind iv idua l labor ." 7 2 

This an imal m e t a p h o r of t he h ive , ana lyzed h e r e in its d e t e r m i n e d effects on 
the d e v e l o p m e n t of a theory, is p u t into abyme73 in a w a y by Nie tzsche : in o rde r 
to figure the metaphor ic i ty of t he concept , t he m e t a p h o r of t he me taphor , t h e 
m e t a p h o r of me taphor i c p roduc t iv i ty itself: 

" O n l y o u t of t he pe rs i s t ency of these p r ima l forms the possibil i ty explains 
itself, h o w af te rwards , o u t of t he m e t a p h o r s themse lves a s t ruc ture of ideas 
could aga in be compi led . For the lat ter is an imita t ion of the re la t ions of t ime, 
space a n d n u m b e r in t he r ea lm of m e t a p h o r s . 

" A s we say, i t is language w h i c h h a s w o r k e d originally at t he cons t ruc t ion of 
ideas ; in later t imes i t is science. Just as t he b e e w o r k s at t he s a m e t ime at t h e 
cells a n d fills t h e m w i t h honey , t h u s science w o r k s irresistibly a t the grea t 
co lumbar ium of ideas , t he cemete ry of pe rcep t ions , bui lds ever n e w e r a n d h ighe r 
s toreys; s u p p o r t s , purif ies , r e n e w s the old cells, a n d e n d e a v o u r s above all to 
fill t ha t gigant ic f r amework a n d to a r r ange wi th in i t the w h o l e of the empir ic 
wor ld , i .e . , t h e a n t h r o p o m o r p h i c wor ld . A n d as the m a n of act ion b i n d s his life 
to r ea son a n d its ideas , in o rde r to avoid b e i n g s w e p t a w a y a n d losing himself, 
so t h e seeker after t r u t h bu i lds h i s h u t close to the tower ing edifice of science 
in o rde r to collaborate w i t h i t a n d to find pro tec t ion . A n d he n e e d s protect ion. 
For t he re are awful p o w e r s w h i c h p ress cont inual ly u p o n h i m , a n d which ho ld 
ou t aga ins t t he ' t r u th ' of science ' t r u t h s ' f ash ioned in qui te a n o t h e r way, bea r ing 
devices of the m o s t h e t e r o g e n e o u s character ." 7 4 

Nie tzsche ' s p r o c e d u r e ( the genera l iza t ion of metaphor ic i ty by pu t t i ng in to 
abyme o n e d e t e r m i n e d m e t a p h o r ) is poss ib le only if o n e takes t he risk of a 
cont inui ty b e t w e e n the m e t a p h o r a n d the concep t , a s b e t w e e n an imal a n d m a n , 
inst inct a n d k n o w l e d g e . 7 5 In o r d e r no t to w i n d up a t an empir ic is t reduct ion o f 

72. La connaissance de la vie, pp . 48-49. 
73. TN. Mettre en abyme (to put into abyme) is a heraldic term for the placement of a small 

escutcheon in the middle of a larger one. Derrida is playing on this old sense of abyme, 
with its connotation of infinite reflection, and the modern senses of abimer, to ruin, and 
oiabime—abyss, chasm, depths, chaos, interval, difference, division, etc. As Derrida states 
two paragraphs below, he wishes to demonstrate both the generalization of metaphor, its 
infinitely reflective capacity, and the necessity of this (hidden) generalization in the pro­
duction of so-called "nonmetaphoric" concepts, by means of the "ruination," the "plung­
ing into the abyss" of a particular metaphor. We might think of what Derrida calls "the 
logic of the abyme" as the "figurative ruination" of logic as we know it, as for example 
when the distinction between the reflected and the reflecting falls apart. This is the "logic" 
implied by the double meaning of the title of this section: la mitaphysique—releve de la 
metaphore. The double meaning of releve, infinitely reflecting itself in the same signifier, 
says that metaphysics' "derivation" from metaphor also produces its infinite attempt to 
"spiritualize," to negate-and-conserve (Aufheben) metaphor on a "higher" level, a pur­
portedly nonmetaphoric level. 

74. "On Truth and Falsity in Their Ultramoral Sense" (see note 14 above), pp. 187-88. 
75. It is in order to mark this continuity that Nietzsche describes the metaphorical tissue 

produced by man ("solely in the . . . inviolability of the conceptions of time and space") 
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k n o w l e d g e a n d a fantastic ideology of t ru th , o n e s h o u l d surely subs t i tu te a n o t h e r 
art iculation for t he (ma in ta ined or e rased) classical oppos i t i on of m e t a p h o r a n d 
concept . This n e w ar t iculat ion, w i t h o u t impor t ing all t he me taphys i c s of the 
classical oppos i t ion , shou ld also account for the specific divis ions tha t epis te-
p o l o g y c a n n o t over look, t h e d iv is ions b e t w e e n w h a t i t calls me taphor i c effects 
a n d scientific effects. The n e e d for th is n e w art iculat ion h a s u n d o u b t e d l y b e e n 
Called for by Nie tz sche ' s d i scourse . I t will have to p r o v o k e a d i sp lacement a n d 
an ent i re re inscr ip t ion of t h e va lues of science a n d of t r u th , tha t is, of several 
o thers too . 

Such a red is t r ibut ion w o u l d h a v e to pe rmi t the definit ion of t he " f i gu re" w h i c h 
necessarily con t i nues to give its " s i g n " to a " c o n c e p t " after rectification, after 
abandon ing a g iven m o d e l " w h i c h p e r h a p s , after all, w a s only a m e t a p h o r . " 7 6 

I T h u s — s e c o n d e x a m p l e — w h e n the biological concept of circulation of t he b lood 
is subs t i tu ted for t he technical concep t of irrigation,77 t h e rectification h a s no t 
feduced every figure of speech . A l t h o u g h no t the i r r igat ion of a g a r d e n , such 
as it is desc r ibed in t he Timaeus™ or De Partibus Animaiium, t he "c i rcu la t ion" of 

;!3 a spider's web (ibid., p. 186). Again, re-mark and generalization of a particular metaphor, 
whose effects are determinable, for example in the history of the sciences. Georges Can-
guilhem writes, concerning Bichat's Treatise on Membranes (1800): "The term 'tissue' de­
serves to give us pause. Tissue comes, as is well known, from tistre, an archaic form of 
the verb tisser, to weave. If the word cell has appeared to be overburdened wi th implicit 
significations of an affective and social order, the word tissue appears no less burdened 
with extra-theoretical implications. Cell makes us think of the bee, and not of man. Tissue 
makes us think of man, and not of the spider. Tissue, a weave, is the human product par 
excellence" (La connaissance de la vie, pp . 64-65). See also Marx: "We have to consider labour 
m ii form peculiar to the human species. A spider carries on operations resembling those 
of the weaver; and many a human architect is put to shame by the skill with which a bee 
UMistructs her cell. But what from the very first distinguishes the most incompetent 
architect from the best of bees, is that the architect has built a cell in his head before he 
constructs it in wax. The labour process ends in the creation of something which, when 
the process began, already existed in the worker's imagination, already existed in an ideal 
form. What happens is, not merely that the worker brings about a change of form in 
material objects, at the same time, in the nature that exists apart from himself, he realizes 
his own purpose, the purpose w h i c h gives the law to his activities, the purpose to which 
!u has to subordinate his own will" (Capital, book 1, chap. 5, pp. 169-70). 

76. "On this point, thus, experimental embryology and cytology have rectified the 
concept of organic structure that w a s too narrowly associated by Claude Bernard w i th a 
social model that perhaps, after all, was only a metaphor." "Le tout et la partie dans la 
, f ee biologique," in Etudes d'histoire et de philosophic des sciences, p. 332. 

77. See La connaissance de la vie, p p . 22-23. 
i From a purely rhetorical point of v iew, Condillac displays much severity concerning 

hi i ';ures of speech used by Plato ("the greatest philosopher and the greatest rhetorician") 
to describe the human body, w h i c h he makes into "a monster that escapes the imagina­
t i o n ' most notably when "he says that the blood is the grazing ground of the flesh: and so, 
he goes on, that all the parts may receive nourishment, they have dug, as in a garden, several 
canals, so that the streams of the veins, emerging from the heart as from their source, can flow in 
these narrow channels of the human body." Condillac contrasts this wi th six lines from Rous­
seau, and comments on them thus: "The flowers which multiply on a s tem watered by 
a pure stream are a beautiful image of w h a t the love of glory produces in an elevated 
sou!" ("De l'art d'ecrire," in Oeuvres philosophiques, p. 555). 
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the b lood does n o t p rope r ly t ravel in a circle. As soon as o n e re ta ins only a 
predica te of t h e circle (for e x a m p l e , r e t u r n to t h e po in t of d e p a r t u r e , closing of 
the circuit), its signification is p u t in to t he pos i t ion of a t rope , of m e t o n y m y if 
not me taphor . 

Is rectification hencefor th t he rectification of a m e t a p h o r by a concept? A r e 
no t all m e t a p h o r s , strictly speak ing , concep t s , a n d is t he re any sense in se t t ing 
m e t a p h o r aga ins t concept? D o e s n o t a scientific cr i t ique 's rectification ra the r 
p roceed from an inefficient t ropic-concept t ha t i s poor ly cons t ruc ted , to an o p ­
erative t ropic-concept tha t is m o r e refined a n d m o r e powerfu l in a given field 
a n d at a d e t e r m i n e d p h a s e of the scientific p rocess? The criterion of this p rogress 
o r m u t a t i o n ("break ," " r e m o d e l i n g , " a n d m a n y o the r forms tha t s h o u l d be d is ­
t i ngu i shed from each o the r ) , h a s n o t b e e n def ined , certainly, b u t a double cer­
tainty n o w s e e m s problemat ic : 1. Tha t this cri terion m u s t necessar i ly p u t to w o r k 
a rhetorical eva lua t ion ("from m e t a p h o r to concep t , " for example) ; 2. Tha t t ropes 
m u s t necessar i ly be long to t he prescientific p h a s e of k n o w l e d g e . 

In o the r w o r d s , the re is a lso a concept of metaphor: it too h a s a history, yields 
k n o w l e d g e , d e m a n d s from the epis temologis t cons t ruc t ion , rectifications, critical 
rules of impor ta t ion a n d expor ta t ion . 

We c o m e back to ou r ques t ion : can o n e t r an spo r t in to the phi losophica l field 
the Bachelardian p r o g r a m of a metapoet ics? Bachelard p r o p o s e s to p roceed by 
groups a n d diagrams, a n d th is is w h a t will re ta in us first. By groups: 

" W h e n o n e h a s m e d i t a t e d on the f reedom of m e t a p h o r s a n d on their l imits , 
one perce ives tha t cer ta in poet ic images are projected on to o n e ano the r w i t h 
cer tainty a n d exact i tude , w h i c h a m o u n t s to say ing t h a t in projective poetry t h e y 
are b u t o n e a n d the s a m e image . In s t u d y i n g t h e Psychoanalys is o f fire, we h a v e 
perce ived, for example , t h a t all t he ' images ' of t he in ternal fire, t he h i d d e n f i re , 
the fire g lowing b e n e a t h t he e m b e r s , in sho r t t he u n s e e n fire t h a t consequen t ly 
calls for m e t a p h o r s , are ' images ' of life. The projective link, t h e n , is so pr imit ive 
tha t o n e easily t rans la tes , cer ta in of un iversa l c o m p r e h e n s i o n , images of life in to 
images of f i re , a n d vice versa . T h e deformat ion of t he images t h e n m u s t d e s ­
igna te , in a strictly ma themat i ca l way , t he group of m e t a p h o r s . Immedia te ly tha t 
one can specify t he d iverse groups of m e t a p h o r s of a par t icular poetry, o n e w o u l d 
perceive tha t occasionally cer ta in m e t a p h o r s fail because they h a v e been a d d e d 
in defiance of the cohes ion of t he g r o u p . Natural ly , sensi t ive poet ic souls react 
by t hemse lves to these e r r o n e o u s add i t ions , w i t h o u t n e e d i n g t h e pedan t i c a p ­
p a r a t u s to w h i c h we a re a l lud ing . But i t r e m a i n s no less tha t a metapoet ics will 
have to u n d e r t a k e a classification of m e t a p h o r s , a n d tha t soone r or later i t will 
have to a d o p t t he on ly essent ia l p r o c e d u r e of classification, t he de te rmina t ion 
of g r o u p s . " 7 9 

79. Gaston Bachelard, Lautreamont, pp . 54-55. Here, the projective model permits one to 
recognize not only the syntactic coherence of metaphors, but above all the original and 
final unity of their theme, their central semantic focal point. The demonstration of this 
point, moreover, is rather remarkable: the multiplicity of images (the images of fire, with 
which this metaphorology first had to concern itself) refers, while reflecting it, to the same 
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A n d t h e n by diagrams ( ano ther ma themat ica l m e t a p h o r , or more precisely, a t 
least a geometr ica l m e t a p h o r , b u t this t ime ga rn i shed w i t h a f lower, in o rde r to 
p resen t t he field of a me ta -metaphor ics ) : "If the p r e s e n t w o r k could be re ta ined 
as a basis for a phys ics or a chemis t ry of reverie , as t he out l ine of a m e t h o d for 
de te rmin ing the objective cond i t ions of rever ie , i t s h o u l d offer n e w i n s t r u m e n t s 
j a r an objective l i terary criticism in t he m o s t precise s ense of t he t e rm. I t s h o u l d 
demons t r a t e tha t m e t a p h o r s a re no t s imple ideal izat ions w h i c h take off like 
rockets on ly to d i sp lay their insignificance on bu r s t i ng in the sky, b u t t ha t on 
the contrary m e t a p h o r s s u m m o n o n e a n o t h e r a n d a re m o r e coord ina ted t h a n 
sensat ions , so m u c h so tha t a poet ic m i n d is pu re ly a n d s imply a syn tax of 
me taphor s . Each p o e t shou ld t h e n be r ep re sen t ed by a diagram w h i c h w o u l d 
indicate t he m e a n i n g a n d the s y m m e t r y of his me taphor ica l coord ina t ions , ex­
actly as t he d i a g r a m of a flower fixes t he m e a n i n g a n d t h e symmet r i e s of its 
floral act ion. T h e r e is no real flower t ha t d o e s no t h a v e th is geometr ical pa t t e rn . 
Similarly, t he re can be no poet ic f lowering w i t h o u t a cer ta in syn thes i s of poet ic 
images. O n e s h o u l d no t , howeve r , see in this thesis a des i re to limit poet ic 
liberty, to i m p o s e a logic or a reality (which is t he s a m e thing) on t he poe t ' s 
creation. I t is objectively, after t he even t , after the full f lowering, tha t we w i s h 
to discover t he rea l i sm a n d the i nne r logic of a poet ic w o r k . At t imes s o m e truly 
diverse images tha t o n e h a d cons ide red to be qui te o p p o s e d , i n c o n g r u o u s a n d 
honcohesive , will c o m e toge the r a n d fuse in to o n e c h a r m i n g image . The s t rang­
est mosaics of Surrea l i sm will s u d d e n l y reveal a con t inu i ty of m e a n i n g . " 8 0 

At the limit, is this very necessa ry a t ten t ion to syntax, to t he sys temat ic logic 
i if metaphor ic p r o d u c t i o n s , to " m e t a p h o r s of m e t a p h o r s " (p . 215), compat ib le 
with the concep t o f m e t a p h o r ? C a n o n e do i t justice w i t h o u t p u t t i n g in to ques t ion 
the semant ic , tha t is, m o n o s e m i c po in t of view? Bachelard himself in te rpre t s 
syntactic coord ina t ion as a seman t i c or themat ic sheaf. The multiplici ty of met ­
aphors i s r egu la ted wi th o n e ' s s ights set on " o n e a n d t h e s a m e image , " w h o s e 

focal image ("one and the same image"): but the issue was one of the hidden fire "which 
is not seen, and which consequently demands metaphors." This "consequently" means 
that what is not seen demands a metaphor. Which seems to go without saying. But, if 
one follows the analogical equivalence in this case (covered fire = what is hidden = life), 

Nl* metaphors are also metaphors of life, as the dissimulated focal point of all metaphors, 
metaphors of physis, the source and metaphor of metaphors. A circulation of meaning that 
does not get us very far but amounts to the metaphor of the same, whose shadow by now 
is familiar to us. This is why we insisted above on the necessity linking the values of life, 
<>J metaphor, and of the metaphor of metaphor. "The mind, then, is free for the metaphor 

•HMM | 3Ws is the concept at which we wind up in our recent book on The Psychoanalysis 
of I ire. The long meditation of Lautreamont's work was undertaken with our sights set 
on a Psychoanalysis of Life" (p. 155). We must acknowledge, here, the strict constraints of 
a program. The respect for the "sensitive poetic souls" who "react by themselves" to 
nifiaphors that do not follow, also had long been prescribed in this program (from Aristotle 

•fcCondillac and Hegel), as is elsewhere prescribed the determination ho t "to limit poetic 
freedom" or "the creation of the poet." 

80. Bachelard, The Psychoanalysis of Fire, trans. A. C. M. Ross (Boston: Beacon Press, 
1%4), pp. 109-10. 
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diffraction is b u t a project ive sys t em. H e r e , t h e un i ty a n d cont inu i ty of m e a n i n g 
d o m i n a t e s the p lay of syn tax . We tr ied to d e m o n s t r a t e above tha t this subor­
d ina t ion of t he syntact ic w a s inscr ibed in t h e m o s t invariable characterist ics of 
the concep t of me tapho r , a n d t r ied to s h o w e l s e w h e r e 8 1 t he essent ia l limits of 
such a t h e m a t i s m . 

Does no t such a me taphoro logy , t r a n s p o r t e d into the ph i losophica l field, al­
w a y s , by des t ina t ion , red iscover t he same? T h e s a m e physis, t h e s a m e m e a n i n g 
(mean ing of Being as p r e s e n c e or, amounting to the same, as p resence /absence) , 
the s a m e circle, t he s a m e fire of t he s a m e l ight reveal ing/conceal ing itself, t he 
s ame t u r n of t h e sun? W h a t other t h a n this r e t u r n of the s a m e is to be found 
w h e n o n e seeks m e t a p h o r ? tha t is , r e semblance? a n d w h e n o n e seeks t o de te r ­
m i n e the dominant m e t a p h o r of a g r o u p , w h i c h is in teres t ing by vir tue of i ts 
p o w e r to assemble? W h a t o t h e r is to be found if n o t t he m e t a p h o r of domination, 
h e i g h t e n e d by its p o w e r of d iss imula t ion w h i c h permi t s i t to escape mas te ry : 
G o d o r t he S u n ? 

For example , i f o n e a t t e m p t e d to es tabl ish t he d i ag ram of t h e me taphor i c s 
p r o p e r (or p r e s u m e d such) to Descar tes , e v e n s u p p o s i n g , concesso non dato, t ha t 
one could strictly del imit t h e me taphor i c c o r p u s referring to this s ingle s igna ture , 
there still w o u l d be a n e e d to p o i n t ou t , b e n e a t h the layer of a p p a r e n t l y didact ic 
m e t a p h o r s ( those ind ica ted in Spoerr i ' s psychological a n d empir ical analysis : 
the ivy a n d t h e t ree , t he p a t h , the h o u s e , t he city, the mach ine , t he founda t ion 
or t he chain) a n o t h e r stratification, o n e tha t i s less a p p a r e n t b u t ju s t as sys t em­
atically o rgan ized , a n d t h a t no t on ly w o u l d be beneath t he p r eced ing one , b u t 
i n t e r w o v e n w i t h it. H e r e w e w o u l d e n c o u n t e r t he wax a n d the p e n , d ress a n d 
nudi ty , t he sh ip , the clock, s eeds a n d the m a g n e t , the book, t he stick, etc. To 
reconst i tu te t he g r a m m a r of these m e t a p h o r s w o u l d be to ar t iculate its logic 
wi th a d i scourse tha t p r e s e n t s itself as nonme tapho r i ca l , w h i c h he re is called 
the phi losophica l sys tem, t he m e a n i n g of concep t s , a n d the o r d e r of reason , b u t 
i t also w o u l d be to ar t iculate i t w i th s c h e m a s of cont inui ty a n d p e r m a n e n c e , 
w i t h sys t ems of longer s e q u e n c e s , the " s a m e " m e t a p h o r be ing able to funct ion 
differently h e r e a n d the re . But to respec t a b o v e all else t he phi losophical spec­
ificity of th is syn tax is also to recognize its submiss ion to s ense , to m e a n i n g , to 
the t r u t h of t he ph i losophica l concept , to t h e signified of ph i losophy . The t eno r 
of the d o m i n a n t m e t a p h o r will r e tu rn a lways to this major signified of o n t o -
theology: t he circle of t h e he l io t rope . Cer ta in ly t he m e t a p h o r s of l ight a n d t h e 
circle, w h i c h a re so i m p o r t a n t in Descar tes , a re n o t o rgan ized as they are in 
Plato or Aristot le , in Hege l or Husse r l . But i f we p u t outse lves a t t he mos t critical 
a n d m o s t p rope r ly Car te s i an po in t of t h e critical p rocedu re , a t the po in t of 
hyperbol ic d o u b t a n d t h e h y p o t h e s i s o f t he Evil G e n i u s , a t the po in t w h e n d o u b t 
str ikes n o t on ly ideas of s e n s o r y origin b u t also "clear a n d d is t inc t" ideas a n d 
w h a t i s mathemat ica l ly self-evident , w e k n o w t h a t w h a t p e rmi t s t he d iscourse 

81. "The Double Session," sec. 2, in Dissemination. 
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to be picked up again and to be pursued, its ultimate resource, is designated 
as lumen naturale. Natural light, and all the axioms it brings into our field of 
vision, is never subjected to the most radical doubt. The latter unfolds in light: 
"for I cannot doubt that which the natural light causes me to believe to be true, 
as, for example, it has s h o w n me that I am from the fact that I doubt." 8 2 A m o n g 
the axioms that the natural light s h o w s me to be true, there is, each time, at 
every stage, that which permits me to emerge from doubt and to progress within 
the order of reason, and in particular to prove the existence of a nondeceiving 
God ("Now it is manifest by the natural light that there must at least be as much 
reality in the efficient and total cause as in its effect," p. 162. "The light of nature 
Jkpws us clearly that the distinction between creation and conservation is solely 
a distinction of the reason," p. 168. "From this it is manifest that He cannot be 
g: deceiver, since the light of nature teaches us that fraud and deception nec­
essarily proceed from some defect," p. 171). Prior to every determined presence, 
to every representative idea, natural light constitutes the very ether of thought 
and of its proper discourse. As natural, it has its source in God, in the God 
whose existence has been put into doubt and then demonstrated, thanks to it. 
' For I have certainly no cause to complain that God has not given me an intel­
ligence which is more powerful, or a natural light which is stronger than that 
which I have received from H i m " (Meditation IV, p. 177). In escaping from the 
feical circle that has so occupied him, Descartes all the whi le inscribes the chain 
of reason in the circle of the natural light that proceeds from God and returns 
to God. 

T h i s metaphorics is of course articulated in a specific syntax; but as a meta-
phorics it belongs to a more general syntax, to a more extended system that 
equally constrains Platonism; everything is illuminated by this system's sun, the 
sun of absence and of presence, blinding and luminous , dazzling. This is the 
end of Meditation III, w h e n the existence of God has just been proved for the 
firs! time thanks to the natural light which he himself d i spenses to us , pretending 
to disappear and to leave us to seek the blinding source of clarity: "It seems to 
me right to pause for a while in order to contemplate G o d Himself, to ponder at 
leisure His marvellous attributes, to consider and admire, and adore, the beauty 
of this light so resplendent, at least as far as the strength of my mind, which 
is in some measure dazzled by the sight, will allow me to do so" (p. 171). 

Of course the adoration here is a philosopher's adoration, and since natural 
light is natural, Descartes does not take his discourse as a theologian's: that is, 
the discourse of someone w h o is satisfied with metaphors. A n d to w h o m one 
must leave them: "The author could explain in satisfactory manner, following 
his philosophy, the creation of the world, such as it is described in Genesis . . . ; 
the narrative of creation found there is perhaps metaphorical; thus, it must be 

82, Descartes, Meditations on First Philosophy, in The Philosophical Works of Descartes, vol. 
lllPifts. Elizabeth Haldane and G. R. T. Ross (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 

p. 160. All further references to the Meditations will be to this edition. 
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left to t he theologians . . . W h y is it said, in effect, tha t d a r k n e s s p r e c e d e d 
light? . . . A n d as for t he cataracts of t h e abys s , this is a me tapho r , b u t th is 
m e t a p h o r escapes u s . " 8 3 

Presence d i s a p p e a r i n g in its o w n rad iance , t h e h i d d e n source of light, of t ru th , 
a n d of m e a n i n g , the e r a s u r e of t h e visage of Being—such m u s t be the ins i s ten t 
r e t u r n of t h a t w h i c h subjects me taphys i c s to me taphor . 

To m e t a p h o r s . The w o r d is wr i t t en only in t he plura l . I f t he re w e r e only o n e 
possible me tapho r , t he d r e a m at the hea r t of ph i losophy , i f o n e could r e d u c e 
their p lay to t h e circle of a family or a g r o u p of m e t a p h o r s , t ha t is, to o n e 
"cent ra l , " " f u n d a m e n t a l , " "p r inc ip ia l " m e t a p h o r , the re w o u l d b e n o more t r u e 
me tapho r , b u t only, t h r o u g h the o n e t rue m e t a p h o r , t he a s su red legibility o f t h e 
p roper . N o w , i t is because t h e me taphor i c is p lura l from the ou t se t that i t d o e s 
not e scape syntax; a n d t h a t i t g ives r ise, in p h i l o s o p h y too, to a text wh ich is 
no t e x h a u s t e d in t he h i s to ry of its m e a n i n g (signified concep t or me taphor i c 
tenor: thesis), in the visible or invisible p r e s e n c e of its t h e m e ( m e a n i n g a n d t r u t h 
of Being). But i t i s a lso b e c a u s e t he m e t a p h o r i c does no t r e d u c e syntax, a n d on 
the con t ra ry o rgan izes its d ivis ions wi th in syn tax , tha t i t ge ts carr ied a w a y w i t h 
itself, c a n n o t be w h a t i t is except in e ras ing itself, indefinitely cons t ruc t ing its 
des t ruc t ion . 

This self-destruction a lways will have b e e n able to take two courses wh ich a re 
a lmost t angen t , a n d ye t different, r epea t ing , m i m i n g , a n d sepa ra t ing from each 
o the r accord ing to cer ta in l aws . O n e of t he se courses follows the line of a 
res is tance to t he d i s semina t ion of the me taphor i ca l in a syntact ics that s o m e ­
w h e r e , a n d initially, carr ies w i th in itself an irreducible loss of mean ing : th is is 
the me taphys ica l releve of m e t a p h o r in t h e p r o p e r m e a n i n g of Being. The gen ­
eral izat ion of m e t a p h o r c a n signify this pa rous i a . M e t a p h o r t h e n i s inc luded by 
me taphys i c s as tha t w h i c h m u s t be carr ied off to a hor izon or a p rope r g r o u n d , 
a n d w h i c h m u s t finish by red iscover ing the origin of its t ru th . T h e t u rn of t he 
s u n is i n t e rp re t ed t h e n as a specula r circle, a r e tu rn to itself w i thou t loss of 
m e a n i n g , w i t h o u t i r revers ible e x p e n d i t u r e . This return to itself—this interiori-
zat ion—of t h e s u n h a s m a r k e d no t on ly Platonic, Aris totel ian, Car tes ian, a n d 
o the r k i n d s of d i scourse , n o t on ly t he science of logic as t he circle of circles, b u t 
also, a n d by the s a m e token , t he m a n o f me taphys i c s . T h e senso ry sun , w h i c h 
rises in t he East, b e c o m e s inter ior ized, in t h e even ing of its journey , in t he eye 
a n d the hea r t o f t he Westerner . He s u m m a r i z e s , a s s u m e s , a n d achieves t he 
essence of m a n , " i l l umina ted by the t rue l igh t " (photizomenos photi alethinoi).** 

83. "Entretien avec Burman," in Oeuvres completes (Paris: Plerade, 1967), pp. 1387-88. 
84. "In the geographical survey, the course of the World's History has been marked out 

in its general features. The Sun—the Light—rises in the East. Light is a simply self-involved 
existence; but though possessing thus in itself universality, it exists at the same time as 
an individuality in the Sun. Imagination has often pictured to itself the emotions of a blind 
man suddenly becoming possessed of sight, beholding the bright glimmering of the dawn, 
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Philosophical d i scourse—as such—descr ibes a m e t a p h o r wh ich is d isp laced 
| h d reabsorbed b e t w e e n t w o s u n s . This end o f m e t a p h o r i s no t in t e rp re ted as 
a dea th or dis locat ion, b u t as an inter ior izing a n a m n e s i s (Erinnerung), a recol­
lection of m e a n i n g , a releve of l iving metaphor ic i ty in to a l iving state of p r o p -
e m e s s . This i s t he i r repress ible phi losophica l des i re to summar ize- in te r ior ize-
dialecticize-master-reZeper t h e metaphor ica l division b e t w e e n the origin a n d itself, 
1|§ Or ienta l difference. In t h e w o r l d of this des i re , m e t a p h o r is b o r n in t h e East 
Is soon as t h e lat ter se ts itself to speak , to work , to wr i te , s u s p e n d i n g its 
pleasures , s epa ra t ing itself from itself a n d n a m i n g absence : tha t is , w h a t is . Such 
at least is t h e ph i losophica l p ropos i t ion in its geot ropic a n d historico-rhetorical 
ih i inc ia t ions . " A s m a n ' s first mot ives for speak ing w e r e of the pas s ions , h i s first 
expressions w e r e t ropes . Figurat ive l anguage w a s t h e first to be b o r n . P rope r 
meaning w a s d i scovered last ." A n d " t h e gen ius o f t he Or ienta l l a n g u a g e s " i s 
to be "vital a n d f igura t ive ." 8 5 

|he growing light, and the flaming glory of the ascending Sun. The boundless forgetfulness 
of his individuality in this pure splendour, is his first feeling,—utter astonishment. But 
when the Sun is risen, this astonishment is diminished; objects around are perceived, and 
from them the individual proceeds to the contemplation of his own inner being, and 
thereby the advance is made to the perception of the relation between the two. Then 
inactive contemplation is quitted for activity; by the close of day man has erected a building 
constructed from his own inner Sun; and when in the evening he contemplates this, he 
esteems it more highly than the original external Sun. For now he stands in a conscious 
relation to his Spirit, and therefore a free relation. If we hold this image fast in mind, we 
shall find it symbolizing the course of History, the great Day's work of Spirit. 

"The History of the World travels from East to West, for Europe is absolutely the end 
of History, Asia the beginning. The History of the World has an East Kat' exochen, though 
the l»'rm East in itself is entirely relative, for although the Earth forms a sphere, History 
performs no circle round it, but has on the contrary a determinate East, v.z. Asia. Here 
rises the outward physical Sun, and in the West it sinks down: here consentaneously rises 
the Sun of self-consciousness, which diffuses a nobler brilliance. The History of the World 
is tin- discipline of the uncontrolled natural will, bringing it into obedience to a Universal 
principle and conferring subjective freedom." Hegel, Introduction, in Lectures on the Phi­
losophy of History, trans. J. Sibree (New York: The Colonial Press, 1900), pp. 109-10. 

85. Rousseau, Essay on the Origin of Language, trans. John Moran (New York: Frederick 
Ungar, 1966), pp. 12 and 11. See also, for example, Condillac, Essai sur I'origine des con-
missances humaines II, 1, chap. 10, sec. 103, and especially La logique: "The generation of 

IllPIkand of the faculties of the soul must have been felt in these languages [the first 
vulgar languages] where the first acceptance of a word was known, and where one analogy 
provided all the others. In names were found again the ideas which escaped the senses, 
the very names of the sensory ideas from which they come; and, instead of seeing them 
rt* i he proper names of these ideas, they were seen as figurative expressions which showed 

•Hk; Origin. At this time, for example, it was not asked if the word substance meant 
something other than that which is beneath; if the word pensee, thought, meant other than 

••Rr)to weigh, to balance, to compare. In a word, one could not have imagined the 
qsesiii ins that are asked today by metaphysicians: languages, which answered all of them 
m advance, did not yet permit them, and there was not yet any bad metaphysics. Good 

^^fe inys ics began before languages; and languages owe to it what is best in them. But 
this metaphysics was then less a science than an instinct. It was nature which led men 

H p i t their knowing it; and metaphysics became a science only when it ceased to be 
good," See, again, Fontanier, "Preface," p. 157. 



White Mythology 

" N o t on ly t he Greek p h i l o s o p h e r s , like Plato a n d Aristotle, o r grea t h is tor ians 
a n d ora to rs , like T h u c y d i d e s a n d D e m o s t h e n e s , b u t also the great p o e t s , H o m e r 
a n d Sophocles , on t he w h o l e stick a lmost a l w a y s to literal express ions (eigen-
tlichen Ausdruckeri), a l t h o u g h similes (Gleichnisse) do also occur. Thei r plastic 
severity a n d solidity does n o t to lerate t he sort of b l e n d i n g involved in m e t a p h o r 
o r pe rmi t t h e m to s t ray h i the r a n d th i ther a w a y from the h o m o g e n o u s material 
a n d the s imple , self-contained, comple te cast, in o rde r to ga the r up so-called 
' f lowers ' of express ion (sogennante Blumen des Ausdrucks aufzuleseri) he re a n d 
there . But m e t a p h o r is a lways an in t e r rup t ion of t he course of ideas (Vorstel-
lungsganges) . . . On the o t h e r h a n d , it is par t icular ly t he East, especially the 
later M o h a m m e d a n poetry , w h i c h u s e s figurative express ions a n d i n d e e d h a s 
t h e m of necess i ty ." 8 6 

Metaphor , therefore , is d e t e r m i n e d by p h i l o s o p h y as a provis ional loss of 
m e a n i n g , an e c o n o m y of t h e p r o p e r w i t h o u t i r reparable d a m a g e , a certainly 
inevitable de tour , b u t a lso a h i s to ry w i t h its s ights set on , a n d w i th in t he hor izon 
of, t he circular r eappropr i a t i on of literal, p r o p e r m e a n i n g . This is w h y the phi l­
osophical eva lua t ion of m e t a p h o r a lways h a s b e e n a m b i g u o u s : m e t a p h o r i s 
d a n g e r o u s a n d foreign as conce rns intuition (vision or contact) , concept ( the grasp­
ing or p r o p e r p r e s e n c e of t h e signified), a n d consciousness (proximity or self-
presence) ; b u t i t is in complici ty w i t h w h a t i t e n d a n g e r s , is necessary to i t in t he 
extent to w h i c h the de - tour is a re - tu rn g u i d e d by the function of resemblance 
(mimesis or homoiosis), u n d e r t h e law of t he s a m e . The oppos i t ion of intui t ion, 
the concept , a n d consc iousness a t this po in t no longer h a s a n y pe r t inence . These 
three va lues be long to t h e o r d e r a n d to t he m o v e m e n t o f m e a n i n g . Like meta­
phor . 

Hencefor th t he ent i re te leology of m e a n i n g , w h i c h const ructs t he phi losophical 
concept of me tapho r , coord ina tes m e t a p h o r w i t h t he manifes ta t ion of t ru th , w i th 
the p r o d u c t i o n of t r u t h as p r e s e n c e w i t h o u t veil , w i t h the r eappropr ia t ion of a 
full l a n g u a g e w i t h o u t syntax , w i t h t h e vocat ion of a p u r e nomina t ion : w i thou t 
differential syntax , or in a n y case w i t h o u t a p rope r ly unnamable ar t iculat ion tha t 
is i r reducible to the seman t i c releve or to dialectical inter iorizat ion. 

The other self-destruct ion of m e t a p h o r t h u s resembles t he phi losophica l one to 
the po in t of be ing t a k e n for it. This t ime, t h e n , in t ravers ing a n d doub l ing the 
first self-destruct ion, it p a s s e s t h r o u g h a s u p p l e m e n t of syntactic resis tance, 
t h r o u g h eve ry th ing (for example in m o d e r n linguistics) that d i s rup t s the o p ­
posi t ion of t he seman t i c a n d the syntact ic , a n d especially t he phi losophical 
h ie ra rchy tha t submi t s t h e lat ter to t he former. This self-destruction still has the 
form of a genera l iza t ion , b u t th is t ime it is no longer a ques t ion of ex tend ing 
a n d conf i rming a p h i l o s o p h e m e , b u t rather , of unfo ld ing i t w i t h o u t limit, a n d 
wres t ing its b o r d e r s of p ropr i e ty from it. A n d consequen t ly to exp lode the 
r eas su r ing oppos i t ion of t he m e t a p h o r i c a n d the proper , t he oppos i t ion in which 

86. Hegel, Aesthetics, pp . 407-8. 
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La metaphysique— 
releve de la metaphore 

the o n e a n d t h e o the r h a v e neve r d o n e a n y t h i n g b u t reflect a n d refer to each 
o ther in their r ad iance . 

Metaphor , t h e n , a lways carries its d e a t h wi th in itself. A n d this dea th , surely, 
is also t he d e a t h of ph i losophy . But the geni t ive is d o u b l e . I t is s o m e t i m e s t he 
dea th of ph i losophy , d e a t h of a g e n r e be long ing to p h i l o s o p h y wh ich is t h o u g h t 
a n d s u m m a r i z e d wi th in it, r ecogniz ing a n d fulfilling itself wi th in ph i lo sophy ; 
a n d some t imes t he d e a t h of a p h i l o s o p h y wh ich d o e s n o t see itself d ie a n d is 
no longer to be r e found wi th in ph i losophy . 

A h o m o n y m y in w h i c h Aristot le recognized—in t h e gu i se of t he Sophis t a t 
this p o i n t — t h e very figure of t ha t wh ich doub les a n d e n d a n g e r s ph i lo sophy : 
these t w o d e a t h s r epea t a n d s imula te o n e a n o t h e r i n t he he l io t rope . T h e heli­
o t rope of Plato or of Hege l on t he o n e h a n d , the he l io t rope of Nie tzsche or 
Bataille 8 7 on t h e other , to u s e m e t o n y m i c abbrevia t ions h e r e . Such a f lower 
a lways bea r s i ts d o u b l e wi th in itself, w h e t h e r i t be s eed or t ype , the chance of 
its p r o g r a m or t h e necessi ty of its d i ag ram. The he l io t rope can a lways be releve. 
And it can a lways b e c o m e a d r i ed flower in a book. The re is a lways , absen t from 
every ga rden , a d r i ed flower in a book; a n d by vi r tue of t he repet i t ion in w h i c h 
it endlessly p u t s itself in to abyme,M no l anguage can r e d u c e in to itself the s t ruc ture 
of an anthology. This s u p p l e m e n t of a code wh ich t raverses its o w n field, e n d ­
lessly displaces its c losure , b reaks its l ine, o p e n s its circle, a n d no on to logy will 
have been able to r educe it. 

Unless the a n t h o l o g y is also a l i thography. Hel io t rope also n a m e s a s tone : a 
precious s tone , g reen i sh a n d s t reaked w i t h red ve ins , a k ind of oriental jasper. 

87. See particularly, apart from Bataille's well known texts, certain of his first writings 
collected by Denis Hollier in volume 1 of the Oeuvres completes (Paris: Gallimard, 1970): 
"L'Anus solaire," "Le langage des fleurs," "La mutilation sacrificielle de l'oreille coupee 
de Van Gogh," "Le bas materialisme et la gnose," "Soleil pourri," "Corps celestes," etc. 

88. TN. See above, note 73. 


