Chapter 2.
Myth Interrupted

We know the scene: there is a gathering, and someone is telling a story.
We do not yet know whether these people gathered together form an assem-
bly, if they are a horde or a tribe. But we call them brothers and sisters
because they are gathered together and because they are listening to the
same story.

We do not yet know whether the one speaking is from among them or
if he is an outsider. We say that he is one of them, but different from them
because he has the gift, or simply the right—or else it is his duty—to tell
the story.

They were not assembled like this before the story; the recitation has
gathered them together. Before, they were dispersed (at least this is what
the story tells us at times), shoulder to shoulder, working with and con-
fronting one another without recognizing one.another. But one day, one
of them stood still, or perhaps he turned up, as though returning from a
long absence or a mysterious exile. He stopped at a particular place, to
the side of but in view of the others, on a hillock or by a tree that had
been-struck by lightning, and he started the narrative that brought together
the others.

He recounts to them their history, or his own, a story that they all know,
but that he alone has the gift, the right, or the duty to tell. It is the story
of their origin, of where they come from, or of how they come from the ;
Origin itself—them, or their mates, or their names, or the authority figure
among them. And so at the same time it is also the story of the beginning
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of the world, of the beginning of their assembling together, or of the
beginning of the narrative itself (and the narrative also recounts, on occa-
sion, who taught the story to the teller, and how he came to have the gift,
the right, or the duty to tell it).

H..—.o speaks, he recites, sometimes he sings, or he mimes. He is his own
hero, and they, by turns, are the heroes of the tale and the ones who have
the right to hear it and the duty to learn it. In the speech of the narrator,
their language for the first time serves no other purpose than that of
presenting the narrative and of keeping it going. It isno longer the language

7 of their exchanges, but of their reunion—the sacred language of a foun-

wmm.ma #nd an oath. The teller shares it with them and among them.

* ¥k %k

It is an ancient, immemorial scene, and it does not take place just once,
but repeats itself indefinitely, with regularity, at every gathering of the
hordes, who come to learn of their tribal origins, of their origins in broth-
= erhoods, in peoples, or in cities—gathered around fires burning everywhere
in the mists of time. And we do not yet know if the fires are lit to warm
£ the people, to keep away wild beasts, to cook food, or to light up the face
% of the narrator so that he can be seen as he speaks, sings, or mimes the
ory (perhaps wearing a mask), or else to burn a sacrifice (perhaps with
=" his own flesh) in honor of the ancestors, gods, beasts, or men and women
“celebrated in the story. I
The story often seems confused; it is not always coherent; it speaks of
ange powers and numerous metamorphoses; it is also cruel, savage, and
itiless, but at times it also provokes laughter. It names things unknown,
eings never seen. But those who-have-gathered together understand ev-
erything, in listening they understand themselves and the world, and they
derstand why it was necessary for them to come together, and why it
as necessary that this be recounted to them.

% %

hered us together in learned fraternities intent on knowing what our
igins were. Our societies, they have told us, derive from these assemblies
hemselves, and our beliefs, our knowledge, our discourses, and our poems
tive from -these narratives. e

*They have called these narratives myths. The scene that we know so well

e scene of myth, the sceme of its invention, of its recital and its
mission.

it is not just any scene: it is perhaps the essential scene of all scenes,
all scenography or all staging; it is perhaps the stage upon which we

know this scene well. More than one storyteller has told it to us,} _._m&ﬁmw
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represent everything to ourselves or whereupon we make appear all our
representations, if myth, as Lévi-Strauss would have it, is primarily defined
as that with which or in which time turns into space.? With myth, the
passing of time takes shape, its ceaseless passing is fixed in an exemplary
place of showing and revealing.

* ¥ %

And so we also know that this scene is itself mythic.

And much more evidently so, it seems, when it is the scene of the very
birth of myth, for this birth is identical with nothing less than the origin
of human consciousness and speech—Freud himself, whom one might single
out as the last inventor, or rather the last dramatist of this scene, declares
it to be mythic.? But the scene is equally mythic when it is simply the
apparently less speculative, more positive scene of the transmission of myth,
or when it is what one might call the ethnologico-metaphysical sceneof a
humanity structured in relation to its myths: for what is in question is
always, definitively, the original or principial function of myth. Myth is
of and from the origin, it relates back to a mythic foundation, and through
this relation it founds itself (a consciousness, 2 people, a narrative).

1t is this foundation that we know to be mythic. We now know that not
only is any «reconstitution” of the initial surging forth of mythic power

itself “a myth,” but also that mythology is our invention, and that myth.

as such is an “unlocatable genre””* We know—at least up to a certain
point—what the Contents of the myths are, but what we do not know is
what the following might mean: that they are myths. Or rather, we know
that although we did not invent the stories (here again, up to a certain
point), we did on the other hand invent the function of the myths that
these stories recount. Humanity represented on the stage of myth, humanity
being born to itself in producing myth—a truly mything humanity becoming
truly human in this mythation: this forms a scene just as fantastical as any
primal scene. All myths are primal scenes, all primal scenes are myths (it
is still Freud playing the role of inventor here). And we also know that the
idea of a “‘new mythology,” the idea of moving on to a new, poetico-
religious foundation, is contemporaneous with the invention or the modern
reinvention of mythology in the romantic epoch. Romanticism itself could
be defined as the invention of the scene of the founding myth, as the
simultaneous awareness of the loss of the power of this myth, and as the
desire or the will to regain this living power of the origin and, at the same
time, the origin of this power. For Nietzsche, who is at least in part heir
to this romantic desire for a “new mythology,” the freely creative power
he likes to credit to the Greeks more than to anyone else stems from the
“mythic feeling of lying freely”’:5 the desire for myth is expressly directed
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toward the mythic (fictive) nature of (creative) myth—romanticism, or the
will to (the) power of myth.

This formulation in fact defines, beyond romanticism and even beyond
romanticism in its Nietzschean form, a whole modernity: the whole of that

gt ]

very broad modernity embracing, in a strange, grimacing alliance, both the

poetico-ethnological nostalgia for an initial mything humanity and the wish
to regenerate the old European humanity by.resurrecting its most ancient
myths, including the relentless staging of these myths: I am referring, of
‘course, to Nazi myth.¢

We know all this: it is a knowledge that takes our breath away, leaving
us speechless, as we always are when faced with humanity at such a point
of extremity. We shall never return to the mythic humanity of the primal
scene, no more than we shall ever recover what was signified by the word
“humanity” before the fire of the Aryan myth. We know, moreover, that

these two extremities are bound up with one another, that the invention of

myth is bound up with the use of its power. This does not mean that from
the nineteenth century onward thinkers of myth are responsible for Nazism,
but it means that the thinking of myth, of mythic scenography, belongs
with the staging and setting to work (mise en oeuvre) of a “Volk” _and of
a *Reich,” in the sense that Nazism gave to these terms. Myth, in fact, is
always “popular” and “millenary”—at least according to our version,
according to the version that our mythic thought gives of the thing called
“myth” (for it may be that for others, for “primitives,” for example, this
same thing is quite aristocratic and ephemeral).

In this sense, we no longer have anything to do with myth. I would be
tempted to say we no longer even have the right to speak about it, to be
interested in it. Comprised within the very idea of myth is what one might
call the entire hallucination, or the entire imposture, of the self-conscious-
ness of a modern world that has exhausted itself in the fabulous represen-
tation of its own power. Concentrated within the idea of myth is perhaps
the entire pretension on the part of the West to appropriate its own origin,
or-to take away its secret, so that it can at last identify itself, absolutely,
around its own pronouncement and its own birth. The idea of myth alone
perhaps presents the very Idea of the West, with its perpetual representation
of the compulsion to return to its own sources in order to re-engender itself
from them as the very destiny of humanity. In this sense, I repeat, we no
longer have anything to do with myth.

* ¥ %

Unless this is, as often happens, the surest way to let that which we wanted
“to be done with proliferate and become even more threatening. It is perhaps
== not enough to know that myth is mythic. This knowledge is perhaps too
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scant, and is perhaps even—this will have to be verified—strictly speaking
already contained in myth. Perhaps this logic of myth still needs to be
demonstrated in order to understand how it can lead to that extremity of
myth’s knowledge of itself and in order to try to conceive what we might
still have to do not with myth, but rather with the end to which myth
inexorably seems to lead. For whether one laments that mythic power is
exhausted or that the will to this power ends in crimes against humanity,
everything leads us to 2 world in which mythic resources are profoundly
lacking. To think our world in terms of this “lack” might well Be an
~{ndispensable task.

Bataille named this state, to which we are doomed, the absence of myth.
For reasons that I shall explain later, 1 will substitute for this the expression
the interruption of myth. It is nonetheless true that *“the absence of myth”
(the “interruption’ of which will designate rather its provenance and its
modality) defines what it is we have arrived at, and what we are confronted
with. But what is at stake in this confrontation is not simply an alternative
between the absence of myth and its presence. If we suppose that “myth”
designates, beyond the myths themselves, even beyond myth, something
that cannot simply disappear, the stakes would then consist in myth’s pas-
sage to a limit and onto a limit where myth itself would be not so much
suppressed as suspended or interrupted. This hypothesis perhaps says noth-
ing more than what Bataille had in mind when he proposed considering
the absence of myth itself as a myth. Before examining this statement more
closely, one might say at least that it defines, on a formal level, an extremity,
an interrupted myth, or a myth in the process of being interrupted.

s

* %k ok

We must try to proceed t6 'the outermost bounds of this extremity; hence-
forth, we must try to perceive this interruption of myth. Once we have
touched the blinding spot—Blut und Boden, Nacht und Nebel—of myth
set to work (mis en oeuvre), all that remains is to move on to the interrup-
tion of myth.-This is not the same thing as what has been called “demy-
thologizing,” an activity that distinguishes between “myth’ and “faith”
and that depends, moreover, on the possibility of positing something like
“faith,’ while leaving untouched the essence of myth itself.” The notion
of interruption proceeds quite differently.

But before getting to this notion, and in order to get to it, we must first
map out the terrain that leads to the extremity at which it is interrupted.
What needs to be asked, then, is not what myth is (and who knows the
answer to this question? Mythologists discuss it endlessly),® but rather what
is involved in what we have been calling “myth” and in what we have
invested, with or without the support of positive, historical, philological,
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or ethnological mythologies, in what must be called, once again, a myth
of myth, in whatever sense we take the word. (Moreover, the formation of
an abyssal myth—myth of myth, myth of its absence, and so on—is no
doubt inevitable and inherent in myth itself in that myth, as we have come
to think of it, perhaps says nothing, but says that it says this: myth says
that it says, and says that this is what it says, and in this way organizes
and distributes the world of humanity with its speech.)

‘We might begin with what myth ended up becoming. After being stripped
simultaneously of its mystery and its absurdity, of its magic and its savagery,
by means of a formidable structural synthesis—which cannot be said to
have “emptied myth of its meaning” unless we add straight away that this
“emptiness of meaning” surely belongs to myth itself—the totality of the
mythic system of humanity then instantly regained, through a kind of
paradoxical reinstitution in the form of a systematic, organizational, com-
binative, and articulative totality, a position or a function that one could
rightfully call “of mythic status.”” No doubt the langauge of this system
of myths is of another order (as is the language of each myth inasmuch
as a myth is “the totality of its versions™),® but it is still 2 primordial
language: the element of an inaugural communication in which exchange
and sharing in general are founded or inscribed.'®

It may be that we have not yet grasped the full extent of the extremity
to which this structural myth of myth has brought us: in the manifold
ambiguity of this appellation lurks at least the suggestion of an ultimate
stage where myth touches its limit and can do away with itself. But if we
have not grasped this it is because the event has remained in some way
hidden within itseif, disguised by the “mythic status” that the structural
myth persisted in giving to myth (or else to structure).

What is “mythic status?” What privileges has a tradition of thinking
about myth attached to myth—privileges that the structural analyses of
myth reintroduced, intact or pretty nearly so?

Myth is above all full, original speech, at times revealing, at times
founding the intimate being of ‘@ comminity> The Greek muthos—Homer’s
muthos, that is, speech, spoken expression—becomes “myth” when it takes
on a whole series of values that amplify, fill, and ennoble this speech, giving
it the dimensions of a narrative of origins and an explanation of destinies
(in the post-Homeric, and then modern, definition of *“myth,” it matters
little whether one believes in the myth or not, whether one views it dis-
trustingly or not). This speech is not a discourse that would come in response
to the inquisitive mind: it comes in response to a waiting rather than to a
question, and to a waiting. on the part of the world itself. In myth the

world makes itself known, and it makes itself kmown through declaration

or through a complete and decisive revelation. :
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The greatness of the Greeks—according to the modern age of mythol-
ogy—is to have lived in intimacy with such speech and to have onw.amn
their logos in it: they are the ones for whom muthos and Nomom. are “the
same.”’"! This sameness is the revelation, the hatching or blossoming of the
world, of the thing, of being, of man in speech. Such muanmr presupposes
panta plére theon, “all things filled with gods,” as Thales is supposed .8
have said. It presupposes an uninterrupted world of presences or an unin-
terrupted world of truths, or else, for this is ERN&M saying nwo Emm? it
presupposes neither “presence” nor “truth,” nor at times even ‘ gods, GE
rather a way of binding the world and attaching oneself to it, a religio
whose utterances would be “great speech” (grand parler).\* *

The enunciation of this mythic “great speech”—the :mmouuquoﬂ._w great
voice”—belongs in turn to a space in which “exchange, the symbolic func-
tion . .. play the part of a second nature.”’** There .Ew% be no better way
of defining myth in brief than by saying that it constitutes Mwﬂm mwnoaa. :nﬂw_«m
of a great speech. As Schelling put it, myth is :Eﬁmma.ﬁnww cuoz.oémum
the word from Coleridge) and not “allegorical”: that is, it says nothing
other than itself and is produced in consciousness by the same process that,
in nature, produces the forces that myth represents. Thus, :..Qomm not need
to be interpreted, since-it explains itself: “die sich um&.ﬁ Q.EE.@:%.. Mythol-
ogie,”* the mythology that explains or interprets itself. .Eﬁb is ﬁwﬁE.m
communicating itself to man, both immediately—because u.n noaﬁcﬁnwﬁ.wm
itself—and in a mediated way—because it communicates .oﬂ. m_u.m».w&. It is,
in sum, the opposite of a dialectic, or rather its completion; it is beyond
the dialectic element. Dialectics; in general, is 2 process that arises ,m.noa
some given. The same could be said of its twin, dialogics. And the given
is always in some way the logos or a logos (a logic, a _m:mnm.wmm_ any kind
of structure). But myth, being immediate and mediated, _m.uwwuw the ren-
dition of the logos that it mediates, it is the emergence of its own organ-

ization. One might even say—thereby doing justice to ﬁ.:n m.ﬁEoﬁ.c& mbm_wm.a
of myth—that from its birth (whether one locates this birth in Emﬂo..E
Vico, in Schlegel, or elsewhere) myth has been the name for logos structuring
itself, or, and this comes down to the same thing, the name for the cosmos
structuring itself in logos.

Even before entering into narrative, myth is made up of an emergence,
it is inaugural. “It is,” wrote Maurice Leenhardt, ‘“‘the speech, .En m..mmd_.ﬂ
the act that circumscribes the event at the heart of-man, emotive like an
infant, before it is a fixed narrative’”'* Thus its initial act (but myth is
always initial, always about the initial) is to represent or _,NEQ.. to present
the living heart of logos. Mythology, understood as n.zw .Eémcou and ﬁwﬁ
recitation of myths (though the recitation cannot be anum.ﬁm.rmn from its
invention), is “lived and living™; in it “are heard words springing from the
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of a humanity present to the world.”’' It is speech live from the
yrgin, live because it is original and original because it is live. In its first
ation there arises the dawn, simultaneously, of the world, of gods,
of men. Myth is therefore much more than a kind of first culture.
Huse it is the “original culture,” it is infinitely more than a culture: it
anscendence (of gods, of man, of speech, of the cosmos, and so on)
Sretented immediately, immediately immanent to the very thing it tran-

el

ds and that it illuminates or consigns to its destiny. Myth is the opening
2 mouth immediately adequate to the closure of a universe.

Thus myth is not composed of just any speech, and it does not speak
st any language. It is the speech and the language of the very things that
mifest themselves, it is the communication of these things: it does not
nmmw of the appearance or the aspect of things; rather, in myth, their
,@EE speaks and their music sounds. It has been written that “myth and
sprachgesang (the song of language) are fundamentally one and the same
hing’"” Myth is very precisely the incantation that gives rise to a world
id brings forth a language, that gives rise to a world in the advent of a
age. It is therefore indissociable from a rite or a cult. Indeed, its
nciation or recital is itself already a ritual. Mythic ritual is the com-
nitarian articulation of mythic speech.

* ¥ ¥

articulation is not something added on to myth: Emﬁygnmnw.mm

nmunitarian in its essence. A private Eﬁrwmmmwﬁommmmﬁannww&oawan
iguage. Myth arises only from a_community and for it: they engender
¢ another, infinitely and immediately.'s Nothing is more common, nothing
Zmore absolutely common than myth. Dialogics can only occur between
se who are situated in the space of exchange or the symbolic function
=1 oth. It is myth that arranges the spaces, and/or ‘symbolizes. Myth
rks out the shares and divisions that distribute a community and dis-
guish it for itself, articulating it within itself. Neither dialogue nor mon-
jgue, myth is the unique speech of the many, who come thereby to
ognize one another, who communicate and commune in myth. .
This is because myth necessarily contains a pact, namely, the pact of’
f own recognition: in a single gesture, in a single sentence, in sum, myth
ays what is and says that we agree to say that this is (it also says, therefore,
hat saying is). It does not communicate a knowledge that can be verified
from elsewhere: it is self-communicating (in this respect it is again faute-
rical). In other words, along with knowledge, about whatever object it
ht be, it communicates also the communication of this knowledge.

Myth communicates the common, the being-common of what it reveals

- what it recites. Consequently, at the same time as-each one of its reve-
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lations, it also reveals the community to jtself and founds it. Myth is always p

the myth of community, That is to say, it is always the myth of a com- %\__war).
anfon==the umigue voice of .wwm‘ﬁmuwwnmvwgm of inventing and sharing

the myth. Thére is no myth that does not at least presuppose (when it does

not in fact state it) the myth of the communitarian (or popular) revelation

of myths. ;

The community of myth is thus properly speaking mything humanity,
humanity acceding to itself. The myth of communion, like communism—
¢ the real appropriation of human essence by man and for man, man’s
total return to himself as social man’’*—is myth, absolutely and rigorously, %
in a total reciprocity of myth and community at the heart of mythic thought !
or the mythic world.

(This does not contradict, indeed the contrary is the case, the fact that
myths are at the same time most often about an isolated hero. In one way
or another, this hero makes the community commune—and ultimately he
always makes it commune in the communication that he himself effects
between existence and meaning, between the individual and the people:

“The canonical form of mythic life is precisely that of the-hero. In it %mo:.m A7
pragmatic is at the same time symbolic.”’)* L ﬁ.%aﬁ,ﬁ.m.o_;..” NG

Thus there can be no humanity that does not incessantly renew its act” 3 .
of mythation. The notion of a “new mythology,” which appeared in Jena 7Y%
around 1798,%' contains both the idea of a necessary innovation in order ° ~
to create a new hurijan world on the ground of the finished world of ancient  *
mythology, and at the same time the idea that mythology is always the
obligatory form—and perhaps the essence—of innovation. A new humanity
must arise from/in its new myth, and this myth itself must be (according
to Schlegel) nothing less than the totalization of modern literature and
philosophy, as well as ancient mythology, revived and united with the
mythologies of the other peoples of the world. The totalization of myths
goes hand in hand with the myth of totalization, and the “new’’ mythology
essentially consists in the production of a speech that would unite, totalize,
and thereby put (back) into the world the totality of the words, discourses,
and songs of a humanity in the process of reaching its fulfillment (or

reaching its end).

* k

It can therefore be said that romanticism, communisim, and structuralism,
through their secret but very precise community, constitute the last tradition
of myth, the last way for myth to invent itself and to transmit itself (which,
“Tor myth, is one and the same thing). This is the tradition of the mythation
of myth itself: myth becomes (wants to become, through the will to its
own power) its own enunciation, its own fautegory, equivalent to its own
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truth and its own realization, its own suppression and entirely new inau-
guration, arid hence the final inauguration of the inaugural itself that myth
has always been. Myth realizes itself dialectically; it exceeds all its “mythic”
figures to announce the pure mytho-logy of an absolutely foundational,
symbolizing, or distributive speech.?

* k k

It is here that things are interrupted.

" The tradition is suspended at the very moment it fulfills itself. It is
interrupted at that precise and familiar point where we know that it is all
a myth.

It is true that we do not know very much about what mythic truth was
or is for men living in the midst of what we call “myths.” But we know
that we—our community, if it is one, our modern and postmodern human-
ity—have no relation to. the myth of which we are speaking, even as we
fulfill it or try to fulfill it. In a sense, for us all that remains of myth is
its fulfillment or its will. We no longer live in EﬁEm life, nor in a time
of mythic invention or mUomm.m. When we speak of “myth” or of “mythol-
ogy” we mean the negation of something at least as much as the affirmation
of something. This is why our scene of myth, our discourse of myth, and
all our mythological thinking make up a myth: to speak of myth has only
ever been to speak of its absence. And the word “myth” itself designates
e dbsence of what it names. €24 70 uyifs
~ This is what constitutes the interruption: “myth” is cut off from its
. own meaning, on its own meaning, by its own meaning. If it even still has
a proper meaning.

In order to say that myth is a myth (that myth is 2 myth, or that “myth”
{is a myth), it has been necessary to play on two quite distinct and opposite
meanings of the word “myth”” The phrase “myth is a myth” means in
seffect that myth, as inauguration or as foundation, is a myth, in other
“words, a fiction, a simple invention. This disparity between the possible
neanings of “myth” is in a sense as antient as Plato and Aristotle. Howeves;
it is not by chance that its modern usage in this phrase that underlies our
mowledge of myth—that myth is a myth—produces, in a play on words,
e structure of the abyss. For this sentence contains, as well as two het-
ogeneous meanings for a single vocable, one mythic reality, one single
ea of myth whose two meanings and whose infinitely ironic relation are
engendered by a kind of internal disunion. This is the same myth that the
adition of myth conceived as foundation and as fiction. The phrase that
ays on the disunion puts to work the resources of a former union, a secret
2nd profound union at the heart of myth itself.
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Mythic thought—operating in 2 certain way through the dialectical sub-
lation of the two meanings of myth®—is in effect nothing other than the
thought of a founding fiction, or @ foundation by fiction. Far from being.
in opposition to one another, the two concepts are conjoined in the mythic
thought of myth. When Schlegel calls for a “new mythology,” he appeals
expressly to art, to poetry, and 0 The creative imagination. It is the imag-
meoaﬂmm\@mﬁam&.onm the secret of an original force of nature, alone
capable of genuine inauguration. Poetic fiction is the true—if not truthful—
origin of a world. And when Schelling takes objection, in a sense, to Schlegel
and everyone he reproaches for considering mythology as a fiction, when
he declares that the forces at work in myth “were not simply imaginary
forces, but were the true theogonic powers themselves,”’2* his critique none-
theless tends to privilege what one would have to call an autoimagining or
an autofictioning of nature. .

Schelling’s analysis of mythology is undoubtedly the most powerful to
be produced before structual analysis. One might even think that these
constitute two versions—the “idealist” and the “positivist” —of the same
myth of mythology, and of the same mythology of myth.

According to this myth, or according to this logic, mythology cannot
be denounced as a fiction, for the fiction that it is is an operation: an
operation of engenderment for Schelling, of distribution and exchange for
the structuralists. Myth is not “‘a myth™ if it has, qua myth, this operative
power and if this operative power is fundamentally not heterogeneous but
homogeneous with the different but similar operations realized, for Schelling
by consciousness, for the structuralists by science. In this sense, myth is
not susceptible to analysis on the basis of a truth other than its own, and
consequently above all not in terms of “fiction.”” Rather, it must-be analyzed
according to the truth that its fiction confers upon it, or more precisely
according to the truth that mything fictioning confers upon mythic tales
and narratives. This is what Schelling demands with his “tautegory.” Myth
signifies itself, and thereby converts its own fiction into foundation or into
the inauguration of meaning itself.

Myth is therefore not only made up of a proper truth, sui generis, but
it perhaps tends to become truth itself, that truth that for Spinoza, as well
as for essential philosophical thought in general, se ipsam patefacit. But
again it is this “patefaction” of myth, and precisely this, that confers upon
myth its fictive character—in an auto-fictioning. As Schelling admits, “It
is true in a certain way” that “the expressions of mythology are figurative™:
but “for the mythological consciousness” this is the same thing as the
impropriety of the majority of our “figurative expressions.” Which is to
say that, just as this figuration is appropriate in language, so within mythol-
ogy impropriety is quite proper, appropriate to the truth and the fiction of

"
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myth. Mythology is therefore figuration proper. Such is its secret, and the
secret of its myth—of its truth—for the whole of Western consciousness.

To be figuration proper, to be the proper figuration of the proper, is to
nnmem_ properly—improperly-properly, as a supplement of propriety?—the
proper itself. Nature with all its ““powers” would never attain to its truth
without the double process of natural and figurative “theogony,” effective
and represented in consciousness, presenting itself, uttering itself in its
mythos.

For Schelling this is not a matter of a secondary representation, of an
interpretation of nature by a primitive consciousness. It concerns rather
much more the fact that nature, in its origin, engenders the gods by affecting
immediate consciousness (which becomes thereby, and only thereby, true
consciousness). It affects it from the outside, it strikes it with stupor, as
Schelling says (stupefacta quasi et attonita).® 1t is in this stupor, which is
anterior to all representation, that represeniation itself is born. It marks
the representative rupture itself, the “initial break effected by mythic
thought™ of which Lévi-Strauss speaks, and more exactly the rupture
brought about by “the primary schematism of mythic thought.”*?

Here, as in Kant, “schematism” designates the essential operation of
transcendental imagination, which in Kant produces the “non-sensible
images” that furnish a “rule for the production of empirical images,”
whereas for Lévi-Strauss, in an inverse but symmetrical movement, myth
“subsumes individualities under the paradigm, enlarging and at the same
time impoverishing the concrete givens by forcing them one after the other
to cross over the discontinuous threshholds that separate the empirica] order
from the symbolic order, from the imaginary order, and finally from sche-
matism.” Myth, in short, W:E§R
and _of humanity, bn(-ngfrgﬁom@gglﬁwé
nation—of nature as humanity and of humanity as nature. Mythic speech

~thus-performs the humanization of nature (and/or its divinization) and the

naturalization of man (and/or his divinization). Fundamentally, mythos is
the act of language par excellence, the performing of the paradigm, as the
- logos fictions this paradigm to itself in order to project upon it the essence
and the power it believes to be its own.

In this respect, the romantic goal of a new mythology, one that would
be fictioning, imaginary, playful, poetic, and performative, merely brings
to light the thinking from which the myth of myth arises: it consists in the
thought of a poetico-fictioning ontology, an ontology presented in the figure
of an ontogeny—where-beimgenpenders itself by figuring itself, by giving
itself the proper image of its own essence and the self-representation of its
presence and its present. Die sich selbst erklirende Mpythologie is the cor-
relative of an essentially mything being or of a mything essence of being.
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And the myth of myth, its truth, is that fiction is in effect, in 55 oEowonu.r
inaugural. In sum, fictioning is the subject of being. Mimesis is the poesis
of the world as true world of gods, of men, and of nature. The myth of ;
myth is in no way an ontological fiction; it is nothing other than an ontology
of fiction or representation: it is therefore a particularly fulfilled and ful-
filling form of the ontology of subjectivity in general. ) I

But this is also what provokes the interruption. From Schelling to Lévi-
Strauss, from the first to the last version of mythic thought, we pass m.dE
one interruption to another. In the beginning, the power of Eﬁ@ strikes
consciousness with stupor and puts it “outside of itself” (that is, it makes
it conscious). In the end, this consciousness become noumnmoﬁﬁmwm of self
and of the totality qua myth suspends itself on (or as) the consciousness
of the mythic (or subjective) essence of the “self”” of all things. Lévi-Strauss
in fact writes:

My analysis. .. has brought out the mythic n:ﬁ.mnﬁm n.um objects: the
universe, nature and man which, over thousands, EE_Q.E or
billions of years, will, when all is said and done, have EE.@G
demonstrated the resources of their combinatory systems, in the
manner of some great mythology, before collapsing in on
themselves and vanishing, through the self-evidence of their own
decay.

Or again:

Wisdom consists for man in seeing himself live his provisional
historical internality, while at the same time knowing @E ona
different register) that what he lives so completely and intensely is
a myth—and which will appear as such to men of a future
century.’! :

The disunion of the meanings of “myth” is therefore once again at work
at the heart of the very'thinking meant to dismiss any denunciation of
myth on the basis of its being fiction, at the heart of a thinking of the
communion of foundation and fiction (of foundation by fiction). In fact,
the same Lévi-Strauss, in a tone all in all very close to Schelling’s, contended
that myths, ‘“far from being the works of man’s ‘myth-making mmnEQ,
turning its back on reality,” preserve “modes of observation and reflection™
whose results “were secured ten thousand years™ before those of the modern
sciences, and which “still remain at the basis of our civilization.”*

The phrase “myth is a myth” harbors simultaneously and in the same
thought a disabused irony (““foundation is a fiction) and an onto-poetico-
logical affirmation (““fiction is a foundation™). ]

This is why myth is interrupted. It is interrupted by its myth.
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This is why the idea of a “new mythology” is not oa@.\: is
futile, for a new mythology would presuppose, s its condition of possibility,
a myth of myth that would not be subject to the rigorous logic whose
course extends from Schelling to Lévi-Strauss**—or else, from Plato to us—
and that is composed essentially of this nihilist or annihilating logic (or
this mythics): the being that myth engenders implodes in its own fiction.

* e K

The power of myth has spanned two interruptions: the interr;
nature and the interruption of myth itself. The appeal to the

—

(whether this appeal be poetical or political, and it can only be,
both at the same time: this is what myth is, it is the poeticity of the political
and The politicality of the poetic—foundation and fiction—inasmuch as the
poetical and the political are inchided in the space of myth’s thinking), this

. appeal, then, or this desire for the power of myth, has sustained itself

; through these two inferruptions—between thé mature opened up by an

autofiguration of its natural power and the culture closed by an auto-

resolution of its illusory figures.

Essentially, myth’s will to power was totalitarian. It may perhaps even

define tatalitarianism (or what 1 have called immanentism), which is there-
fore mqmmon% speaking also interrupted.

Using a rather poor distinction for the sake of clarity, one might say
that myth’s will (to power) is doubly totalitarian or immanentist: in its
. form and in its content.

In its form, because myth’s will, which is manifest more exactly as the
+ will to mythation, is perhaps nothing other than the will to will.>* We must
turn to Kant for the definition of will: will, which is nothing but the faculty
of desiring determined according to reasom, is the faculty enabling the
sause of representations to coincide with the reality of these same repre-
atations. Schelling’s mything nature is a will: it is even, anticipating
Schopenhauer, the will of the world and the world as will. Myth is not
ple representation, it is representation at work, producing itself—in‘an
itopoetic miimesis—as effect: it is fiction that founds. And what it founds
ot a fictive world (which is what Schelling and Lévi-Strauss challenged),
fictioning as the fashioning of a world, or the becoming-world of
joning. In other words, the fashioning of a world for the subject, the
coming-world of subjectivity.

As theogony, COSmMOZONY, mythogony, and mythology,  myth’s will is
’s will to will. As I have already said, essentially, myth communicates
self, and not_something else. Communicating itself, it brings intd being
4t it says, it founds its fiction. This efficacious self-communication is

e

N

. communion,or rather all communions: of man with nature
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will—and will is subjectivity presented (representing itself) as a remain-
derless totality.
Mythic will is

totalitarian in its content, for wm“ooﬁm& is always a
T : ymuni ! of man with
g .
“God, of man with himself, of men among themselves. Myth communicates
itself necessarily as a myth belonging to the community, and it commu-
nicates a myth of community: communion, communism, communitarian-
ism, communication, community itself taken simply and absolutely,
absolute community. For Pierre Clastres, the community of the Guarani

Indians provides an exemplary figure (or myth) of this:

Their great god Namandu emerged from the darkness and invented
the world. He first of all made Speech come, the substance
common to divinities and humans. .. .Society is the enjoyment of
the common good that is Speech. Instituted as equal by divine
decision—by nature!—society gathered itself together into a single,
that is, undivided whole. .. . The men of this society are all one.®

Absolute noguﬂﬂl.aﬁr:lmm not so much the total fusion of indi-

viduals, but the will of community: the desire to operate, through the power
of myth, the noaﬂd._mﬂnmm.mmm myth represents and that it represents as a
communion or communication of wills. Fusion ensues: myth represents
multiple existences as immanent to its own unique fiction, which gathers
them together and gives them their common figure in its speech and as
this speech. e .

This does not rfiean only that community is a myth, that communitarian
communion is a myth. It means that myth and myth’s force and foundation
are essential to community and that there can be, therefore, no community
outside of myth. ‘Wherever there has been myth, assuming there has been
something of the sort and that we can know what this means, there has
been, necessarily, community, and vice versa. The interruption of myth is
therefore also, necessarily, the interruption of community.

* k %

Just as there is no new mythology, so there is no new community either,
nor will there be. If myth is a myth, community is reabsorbed into this
abyss along with it or is dissolved in this irony. This is why lamenting the
«|gss of community” is usually accompanied by lamenting the “loss” of
the power of myths.

And vet the pure and mmEEn.nmmnoambrpm.npg.ﬁa.ag without remain-
der, is a misfortune. Not a sentimental misfortune, not even an ethical one,
but an ontological misfortune—or disaster. For beings who are ‘essentially,

and more than essentially; Beings in common, itisa u&iﬁam,nm being.
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Being in common means that singular beings are, present Emamm?mm.mmm
appear only to the extent that they compear (cormparaissent), to the extent
that: they are exposed, presented, or offered to one another. This com-
Uamwmbon (comparution) is not something added on to their being; rather,
their being comes into being in it. .

Hence community does not disappear. It never disappears. The com-

munity resists: in a sense, as I have said, it is resistance itself. Without the

iy e

compearance of being—or of singular beings—there would be nothing, or
rather nothing but being appearing to itself, not even in comnion with
itself, just immanent Being immersed in a dense pearance (parence). The
community resists. this infinite immanence. The compearance of singular
beings—or of the singularity of being—keeps open a space, 4 spacing within
immanence.

Is there a myth for this community of compearance? If myth is always
~ a myth of the reunion and the communion of community, there is not. On
the contrary, it is the interruption of myth that reveals the disjunctive or
hidden nature of community. In myth, community was proclaimed: in the
interrupted myth, community* turns out to be what Blanchot has named

3 “the unavowable community.” i
Does the unavowable have a myth? By definition, it does not. The
absence of avowal produces neither speech nor narrative. But if community
is inseparable from myth, must there not be, according to a paradoxical
law, a myth of the unavowable community? But this is impossible. Let me
m repeat: the unavowable community, the withdrawal of communion Or Com-
-qunitarian ecstasy, are revealed in the interruption of myth. And the inter-
ruption is not a myth: “It is impossible to contest the absence of myth,”

“*Sye are thus abandoned to this “absence of myth.” Bataille defined it

we say quite simply and in all lucidity that present day man is
defimed by his avidity for myth, and if we add that he is also
&w.muﬁmn by the awareness of not being able to accede to the
possibility of creating a veritable myth, we have defined a kind of

et o .
myth that is the absence of myth.*
th that e f my

Bataillc%rived at this definition after having considered the proposal,
which :‘&iesfrom surrealism (that is, from an avatar of romanticism), to

. create nd,:.;prm He goes on to say that “neither these myths nor these

il e myths or rituals since they will not receive the endorse-
munity.”’ This endorsement cannot be obtained if the myth
“exist in the community—be it in the mouth of a sole being
%Em&ﬁ voice. The very idea of inventing a myth, in this
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sense, is a contradiction in terms. Neither the community nor, consequently,
the individual (the poet, the priest, or one of their listeners) invents. the.
myth: to the contrary, it is they who are jnvented or who invent themselves
In the myth. And it is to the extent that he defines himself through the
168 of community that modern man defines himself through the absence
of myth.

At the same time, Bataille defines the absence of myth as “a kind of
myth” in itself. He explains this as follows:

If we define ourselves as incapable of arriving at myth and as
though awaiting its delivery, we define the ground of present-day
humanity as an absence of myth. And he finds himself before this
absence of myth as one who lives it, and lives it, let us
understand, with the passion that in former times animated those
who wanted to live not in tern reality but in mythic reality
[Bataille therefore also defines myth as a myth]; this absence of
myth before him can be infinitely more exalting than had been, in
former times, those myths linked to everyday life.

What makes the absence of myth a myth is no longer, or not directly,
in any case, its communitarian character. On the contrary, the mythic
relation to the “absence of myth” is here presented, in appearance, as an
individual relation. If.the_absence of myth marks the common condition
of present-day man, this condition, rather than constituting the community,
undoes’it. " WHat assures the functioning of a life led according to myth,
Tere, is the passion and the exaltation with which the content of myth—
here the “absence of myth”—can be shared. What Bataille understands by
“passion” is nothing other than a movement that carries to the limit—to
the limit of being. If being is defined in the singularity of beings (this is
at bottom the way Bataille, consciously or not, transcribes the Heideggerian
thought of the finitude of being), that is to say if being is not Being
communing in itself with itself, if it is not its own immanence, but if it is
the singular aspect of beings (this is how I would transcribe Heidegger and
Bataille, one by the other), if it shares the singularities and is itself shared
out by them, then passion carries to the limit of singularity: logically, this
limit is the place of community.

This place, or point, might be one of fusion, of consumption and com-
munion in an immanence regained, willed anew, staged once more: it might
be a new myth, that is to say the renewal of the old myth, still identical
to itself. But at this point—at the point of community—there is, precisely,
no community: nor, therefore, is there any myth. The absence of myth is
accompanied, as Bataille says a moment later, by the absence of community.
The passion for the absence of myth touches upon the absence of com-

J
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__munity. And it is in this respect that it can be a passion (something other
than a will to power).

This point is not the inverse or negative image of a community gathered
together in and by its myth, for what Bataille calls the absence of community
is not the pure and simple dissolution of community. The absence of com-
munity appears with the recognition of the fact that no community, in the
fusion that it is essentially seeking, for example in “the ancient festival,”
can fail “to create a new individual, that one might call the collective

individual” The fusion.of community, instead of propagating its movement,
reconstitutes its" separation: community against community. Thus the ful-
fillmient of community is its_suppression. To attain to immanence is to be
cut off from another immanence: to attain immanence is to cut off imma-
nence itself.
Absence of community represents that which does not fulfill community,
or community itself inasmuch as it cannot be fulfilled or engendered as a
new individual. In this sense, “the appurtenance of every possible com-
munity to what I call . .. absence of community must be the ground of any
possible community.” In the-absence of community neither the work of
community, nor the community as work, nor communism can fulfill itself;
rather, the passion of and for community propagates itself, unworked,
mumnwmnm\_ demanding to pass beyond every limit and every fulfillment
__enclosed in the form of an individual. It is thus not an absence, but a
movement, it is unworking in its singilar “activity,” it is the propagation,
even the contagion, or again the communication of community itself that
propagates itself or communicates its contagion by its very interruption.
This contagion interrupts fusion and suspends communion, and this
arrest or rupture once again leads back to the communication of community-
Instead of closing it in, this interruption once again exposes singularity to
its limit, which is to say, to other singularities. Instead of fulfilling itself
in a work of death and in the immanence of a subject, community com-
Buuwnmnmm.hﬂmmﬁ. through the repetition and the contagion of births: each
birth exposes another singularity, a supplementary limit, and therefcre
another communication. This is not the opposite of death, for the death
of this singiilar being who has just been born is also inscribed and com-
. municated by its limit. It is already exposed to its death, and it exposes
. us to it as weHWhich means, essentially, that this death as well as this
“birth are removed from us, are neither our work nor the work of the
ollectivity. -

= On all sidesthe interruption turns community toward the outside instead

2: Sinstoward a center—or its center is the geographical locus
wmmmﬁwmu indefinitely’fuiiltiple exposition. Singular beings compear: their com-
; ce constitufes their being, puts them in communication with one
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another. But the interruption of community, the interruption of the totality
that would fulfill it, i the very law of compearance. The singular being
appears to other singular beings; it is communicated to them in the singular.
It is a contact, it is a contagion: a touching, the transmission of a trembling
at the edge of being, the communication of a passion that makes us fellows,
or the communication of the passion to be fellows, to be in common.

The interrupted community does not flee from itself: but it does not
belong to itself, it does not congregate, it communicates itself from one
singular place to another. ““The basis of communication,” writes Blanchot,
“is not necessarily speech, nor even the silence that is its foundation and
punctuation, but exposure to death, and no longer my death, but someone
else’s, whose living and closest presence is already an eternal and unbearable
absence.’¥

Thus “the myth of the absence of myth”—which corresponds to the
interrupted community—is itself neither another myth, nor a negative myth
(nor the negative of a myth), but is a myth only inasmuch as it consists
in the interruption of myth. It is not a myth: there is no myth of the
interruption of myth. But the interruption of myth defines the possibility
of a “passion” equal to mythic passion—and yet unleashed by the sus-
pension of Mythic passion: a “conscious,” “lucid” passion, as Bataille calls
it, a passion opened up by compearance and for it. It is not the passion
for dissolution, but the passion to be exposed, and to know that cammunity
itself does not limit community, that community is always beyond, that is,
on the outside, offered outside of each singularity, and on this account
always interrupted on the edge of the least one of these singularities.

Interruption occurs at the edge, or rather it constitutes the edge where
beings touch each other, expose themselves to each other and separate from
one another, thus communicating and propagating their community. On
this edge, destined to this edge and called forth by it, born of interruption,
there is a passion. This is, if you will, what remains of myth, or rather, it
is itself the interruption of myth.

* * *

The interruption of myth—and the interruption of myth as the passion of

.and for community—disjoins myth from itself, or withdraws it from itself.

It is not enough to say, “Myth is a myth,” since the formula for irony, as
I have already said, is fundamentally the same as the formula for the identity
of myth (and for its mythijc identity).

In the interruption there is no longer anything to be done with myth,
inasmuch as myth is always a completion, a fulfillment. But the interruption
is not a silence—which itself can have a myth, or can be myth itself in
one of its fulfillments. In the interruption of myth something makes itself

1
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heard, namely, what remains of myth when it is interrupted—and which is
nothing if not the very voice of interruption, if we can say this.

This voice is the voice of community, or of the community’s passion.
If : must be affirmed that myth is essential to community—but only in
thé sense that it completes it and gives it the closure and the destiny of an
individual, of a completed totality—it is equally necessary to affirm that
in the interruption of myth is heard the voice of the interrupted community,
the voice of the incomplete, exposed community speaking as myth without
being in any respect mythic speech.

This voice seems to play back the declarations of myth, for in the
interruption there is nothing new to be heard, there is no new myth breaking
through; it is the old story one seems to hear. When a voice, or music, is
suddenly interrupted, one hears just at that instant something else, a mixture
of various silences and noises that had been covered over by the sound,
but in this something else one hears again the voice or the music that has
become in a way the voice or the music of its own interruption: a kind of
echo, but one that does not repeat that of which it is the reverberation.

In itself, in its presence and in its fulfillment, the voice or the music is
played out, it has dissolved. The mythological prestation is ended, it no
longer holds good and no longer works (if it ever worked in the way we
thought it was supposed to work, in our functional, structural and com-
munal mythology). But in some way the interrupted voice or music imprints
the schema of its retreat in the murmur or the rustling to which the gter-
ruption gives rise. It is no longer the sermon—or the performance, as the
linguists or artists say—though it is neither without voice nor without music.
The interruption has a voice, and its schema imprints itself in the rustling
of the community exposed to its own dispersion. When myth stops playing,
the community that resists completion and fusion, the community that
propagates and exposes itself, makes itself heard in a certain way. It does
not speak, of course, nor does it make music. As I have said, it is itself
the interruption, for it is upon this exposure of singular beings that myth
is interrupted. But the interruption itself has a singular voice, a voice or
a retiring music that is taken up, held, and at the same time exposed in
fan echo that is not 2 repetition—it is the voice of community, which in its
way perhaps avows, without saying it, the unavowable, or states without
declaring it the secret of community, or more precisely presents, without
enunciating it, the mythless truth of endless being-in-common, of this being
in common that is not a “common being” and that the community itself
| therefore does not limit and that myth is incapable of founding or con-
taining. There is a voice of community articulated in the interruption, and
even out of the interruption itself.

|
]
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A name has been given to this voice of interruption: literature (or writing,
if we adopt the acceptation of thi word that coincides with literature). This
name is no doubt unsuitable. But no name is suitable here. The place or
the moment of interruption is without suitability. As Blanchot puts it, “The
only communication that henceforth suits it [the community]...passes
through literary unsuitability.”* What is unsuitable about literature is that
it is not suited to the myth of community, nor to the community of myth.
It is suited neither to communion nor to communication.

And yet, if the name “literature” is always in a state of not being suited
to “literary unsuitability” itself, is this not because literature is so closely
related to myth? Is \é\mwm origin of literature, the origin of all
literature and perhaps in a sense its sole content, its sole narrative, or else
its sole posture (that of the recitalist, who is his own hero)? Is there any
literary scene not taken from the mythological scene? (And is not this true
also, in this respect, of the philosophic scene or scenes, which, in one way
or another, belong to the “genre” of literature?)

Not only is literature the beneficiary (or the echo) of myth, literature
has itself in a sense been thought and no doubt should be thought as
myth—as the myth of the myth of mythless society.®® In an early text by
Blanchot, one even reads that in literature - everything should end in a
mythic invention: only where the source of revealing images opens up is
there a work.”® It is not.certain that Blanchot would settle for such a
sentence today. Certainly, there is a work only if there is “revelation” (you
might interrupt me here: What are we to make of this word “revelation™?
Does it not go along with “myth,” as it does moréover with “image”? But
this is the space of absolute unsuitability: each one of these words also

bespeaks its own interruption). wﬁ.ﬁﬁ@ﬁﬂw.._.m<wwmﬂmon. mmmxmaﬁrw,

does not reveal a completed reality; nor the reality of a completion. It does

e i " o

1ot ggveal, in a genel ing—it reveals rather thi¢ unrevealable:
namely, that it is itself, as a work that reveals and gives access to a vision
and to the communion of a vision, essentially interrupted. =~ |

In the work, there is a share of myth and a share of literature or writing.
The latter interrupts the former, it “reveals” precisely through its inter-
ruption of the myth (through the incompletion of the story or the narra-
tive)—and what literature or writing reveals is above all else its interruption,
and it is in this respect that it can be called, if it still can be—and it no
longer can be—a ““mythic invention.”

But the share of myth and the share of literature are not two separable
and opposable parts at the heart of the work. Rather, they are shares in
the sense that community divides up or shares out works in different ways:
now by way of myth, now by way of literature. The second is the inter-
ruption of the first. “Literature” (or “writing””) is what, in literature—in

1]
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the sharing or the communication of works—interrupts myth by giving
voice to being-in-common, which has no myth and cannot have one. Or,
since being-in-common is nowhere, and does not subsist in a mythic space
that could be revealed to us, literature does not give it a voice: rather, it
is being in common that is literary (or scriptuary).

* %k ¥

.

What does this mean? Does it mean anything? I have said that the sole
question is the question of “literary communism,” or of a “literary exper-
ience of community”” Blanchot has insisted that “community, in its very
“failure, remains. linked in_some Way o~ wiiting)” and has referréd to the
“¥deal community of literary communication’# This can always make for
one_more_myth, 2 new myth, and one not even @ MEW as SOME" would
believe: the myth of the literary community was outlined-for the-first time
IEJmﬁfm..m in reality it was perhaps not the first time) by the Jena romantics,
and it has filtered down to us in various:different ways through everything
resembling the idea of a “republic of artists” or, again, the idea of com-
munism (of a certain kind of Maoism, for example) and revolution inherent,
tels quels, in writing itself. ]

But because the interruption of myth does not make up a myth, the
being-in-common of which I affi §péaking=—xmd tar many of us are trying
to speak about, that is to say, to write—has nothing to do with the myth
of communion through literature, nor with the myth of literary creation
by the community. But if we can say, or if we can at least try to say, while
remaining fully conscious of its unsuitability, that being-in-common is lit-
erary, that is, if we can attempt to say that it has its very being in “literature”
(in writing, in a certain voice, ina singular music, but also in a painting,
in a dance, and in the exercise of thought), then what “literature” will
have to desiguate is this being itself . ..in itself. In other words, it would
designate that singular ontological quality that gives being in common, that
does not hold it in reserve, before or after community, as an essence of
man, of God, or of the State achieving its fulfillment in communion, but
that rather makes for a being that is only when shared in common, or
rather whose quality of being, whose nature and structure are shared (or
exposed).

It is as difficult to describe the structure of sharing as it is to assign an
essence to it. Sharing divides and shares itself: this is what it is to be in
common. One cannot tell its story, nor determine its essence: there is no
myth of it, nor is there a philosophy of it. But it is “literature™ that does
the sharing. It does it, or is it, precisely to the “exeent that if Tnterrupts
Tyth. Miyth is interrupted by literature precisely to the extent that literature
does not come to an end.

exposed to one another.
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If literature does not come to an end, this is not in the mythic sense of
an ““infinite poetry,” such as the romantics desired. Nor is it in the sense
in which, for Blanchot, “unworking” would be attained and presented by
works,® nor in the sense that this “unworking” would be purely exterior
to the work. Literature does not come to an end at the very place where
it comes to an end: on its border, right on the dividing line—a line sometimes
straight (the edge, the border of the book), sometimes incredibly twisted
and broken (the writing, reading). It does not come to an end at the place
where the work passes from an author to a reader, and from this reader
to another reader or to another author. It does not come to an end at the
place where the work passes on to another work by the same author or at
the place where it passes into other works of other authors. It does not
come to an end where its narrative passes into other narratives, its poem
into other poems, its thought into other thoughts, or into the inevitable
suspension of the thought or the poem. It is unended and unending—in
the active sense—in that it is literature. And it is literature if it is speech
(a language, an idiom, a writing)—whatever kind of speech it may be,
written or not, fictive or discursive, literature or not—that puts into play
nothing other than being in common. .

“Literature,”’ thought as the interruption of myth, merely communi-
cates—in the sense that what it puts into play, sets to work, and destines
to unworking, is nothing but communication itself, the passage from one
to another, the sharing of 'one by the other. What is at stake in literature
is not just literature: in this, it is unlike myth, which communicates only
itself, communicating its communion. It is true that the profound texture
of the literary work seems at times similar in its intention: it is indeed true
that the text represents nothing other than itself and that its story is always
its own story, its discourse the discourse of itself. And it is precisely to
this extent that there can be a myth of the text.®

But the text that recounts its own story recounts an unfinished storys; i
recounts it interrupted and it essentially interrupts its own recitation. The
text interrupts itself at the point where it shares itself out—at every moment,
to you, from him or her to you, to me, to them. In a sense, it is the sharing
of myth. It is community exchanging and distributing its myth. Nothing
could resemble more closely our myth of the foundation and communion
of a tribe, or a people, indeed of humanity. And vet, this is not what it
is. It is not the original scene of our communion. This does not mean that
there is no theater—as though there could be literature without theater. But
theater, here, no longer means the scene of representation: it means the
extreme edge of this scene, the dividing line where singular beings are
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What is shared on this extreme and difficult limit is not communion,
not the completed identity of all in one, nor any kind of completed identity.
What is shared therefore is not the annulment of sharing, but sharing itself,
and consequently everyone’s nonidentity, each one’s nonidentity to himself
mb....n_ to others, and the nonidentity of the work ‘to itself, and finally the
nonidentity of literature to literature itself. :

. Thus, when the text recounts its own story, when it recounts it unfinished,
and when it interrupts itself—and when it goes on to recount this inter-
fuption, but in the end interrupts itself again—it is because it has a stake,

-an end, and a principle beyond itself. In one sense, literature only ever

comes from literature, and returns to it. But in another sense—which con-

" tinually interferes with the first in such a way that, with each interference,
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it is_myth me.ﬂ.mlemHEE&lﬂrm text, or the writing, stems only from the
singular relationship between singular beings (they are called, or we have
called them up to this point, men, gods, and also animals; but once again
these are mythological names). The text stems from, or is this relationship;
it renders its ontological vein: being as being in common is (the) being (of)
\iterature. This does not imply a being of literature: it is neither a narrative
nor a theoretical fiction. On the contrary, what this means is that literature,
at least from the moment we understand this word as the interruption of
myth, has as being (as essence, if you will, or again, as transcendental
constitution) the common exposure of singular beings, their compearance.
The most solitary of writers writes only for the other. (Anyone who writes

JImOH the same, for himself, or for the anonymity of the crowd is not a writer.)

It is not because there is literature that there is. comunity. One could
even say, no doubt, that it is because there is literature that_there is the

_myth of communion and by extension the tyth of literary communion. In

Sty

this respect, the literature corresponding to the great modern interruption
of myth immediately engendered its own myth. But now this myth in turn
is interrupting itself. And the interruption reveals that it is because there
is community that there is literature: literature inscribes being-in-common,
being for others and through others.* It inscribes us as exposed to oue
another and to our respective deaths in which we reach one another—in
passing to the limit—mutually. To reach one another—in passing to the
limit—is not to commune, which is to accede to another total body where
everyone melts together. But to reach one another, to touch one another,
is to touch the limit where being itself, where being-in-common conceals
us one from the other, and, in concealing us, in withdrawing us from the
other before the other, exposes us to him or her.

It is a birth: we never stop being born into community. It is death—
but if one is permitted to say so, it is not a tragic death, or else, if it is
more accurate to say it this way, it is not mythic death, or death followed
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by a resurrection, or the death that plunges into a pure abyss: it is death -
as sharing and as exposure. It is not murder—it is not death as extermi-
nation—and it is not death as work, no more than it is the nay-saying
embellishment of death; rather, it is death as the unworking that unites us
because it interrupts our communication and our communion.

* % ¥

It is because there is this, this unworking that shares out our being-in-
common, that there is “literature”” That is to say, the indefinitely repeated
and indefinitely suspended gesture of touching the limit, of indicating it
and inscribing it, but without crossing it, without abolishing it in the fiction
of a common body. To write for others means in reality to write because
of others. The writer neither gives nor addresses anything to the others;
he does not envisage his project as one that involves communicating some-
thing to them, be it a message or himself. Of course, there are always
messages, and there are always persons, and it is important that both of
these—if I may for a moment treat them as identical—be communicated.
But writing is the act that obeys the sole necessity of exposing the limit:
not the limit of communication, but the limit upon which communication
takes place. =

Communication, in truth, is without limits, and the being that is in
common communicates itself to the infinity of singularities. Instead of
getting upset over the gigdntic (or so they say) growth in our means of
communication, and fearing through this the weakening of the message,
we should rather rejoice over it, serenely: communication “jtself” is infinite
between finite beings. Provided these beings do not try to communicate to
one another myths about their own infinity, for in such a case they instantly
disconnect the communication. But communication takes place on the limit,
or on the common limits where we are exposed and where it eXposes us.

What takes place on this limit requires the interruption of myth. It
requires that it no longer be said that a word, a discourse, or a fable gathers
us together beyond (or on the near side) of the limit. But it requires equally
that the interruption itself make itself heard, with its singular voice. This
voice is like the cut or the imprint, left by the interruption, of the voice
of myth.

It is each time the voice of one alone, and to the side, who speaks, who
recites, who sometimes sings. He speaks of an origin and an end—the end
of the origin, in truth—he stages them and puts himself on stage along
with them. But he comes to the edge of the stage, to its outer edge, and
he speaks at the softest limit of his voice. Or rather, it is we who stand at
the furthermost extreme and who barely hear him from this limit. Ev-
erything is a matter of one’s practical, ethical, political—and why not add

!
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spiritual?—positioning around this singular eruption of a voice. You can

always make a myth out of it again. But this voice, or another, will always

begin interrupting the myth again—sending us back to the limit.

On this limit, the one who exposes himself and to whom—if we listen,
if we read, if our ethical and political condition is one of listening or
reading—we expose ourselves, does not deliver a founding speech. On the
contrary, he suspends this speech, he interrupts it and he says that he is

Lbﬂmﬂ:nmhm it.

And yet even this, his speech, has something inaugural about it. Each
writer, each work inaugurates a community. There is therefore an unim-
peachable and irrepressible literary communism, to which belongs anyone
who writes (or reads), or tries to write (or read) by exposing himself—not
by imposing himself (and anyone who imposes himself without in any way
exposing himself is no longer writing, no longer reading, no longer thinking,
no longer communicating). But the communism here is inaugural, not final.
It is not finished; on the contrary, it is made up of the interruption of
mythic communion and communal myth. This does not mean that it would
be, attenuating a little the strong meaning of myth, simply “an idea.” The
communism of being-in-common and of writing (of the writing of being-
in-common) is neither an idea nor an image, neither a message nor a fable,
peither a foundation nor a fiction. It consists, in its entirety—it is total in
this respect, not totalitarian—in the inaugural act that each work takes up
and that each text retraces: in coming to the limit, in letting the limit appear
as such, in interrupting the myth.

What is inaugural is this forward movement, moving forward here along
- the dividing line—from you to me, from silence to speech, from the many
to the singular, from myth to writing. And there is no sequel to it: this
% inaugural act founds nothing, entails no establishing, governs no exchange;
= no history of community is engendered by it. In d sense, the interruption
© of myth, just like its birth, according to Schelling, takes place in stupor,
ﬁ for it represents also the interruption of a certain discourse of the com-

~ munitarian project, history, and destiny. But at the same time, the inter-
ruption does entail something: it entails not annulling its gesture—in fact
. it entails recommencing it. In this sense there is once again a history; there
is another story, another history going on, one that has been going on since
the interruption of myth.

From here on, it will no longer be a question of a literature that espouses
-or discloses the form of History, nor will it be a question of communism
“bringing this History to a close. It will be a question, and in truth it already
-is a question, of a history that comes about within a literary communism.
‘It is almost nothing, this communism—it is not even “a communism,” in
whatever sense one takes this word. (It must be said, however, that if this
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word had not had a meaning in other connections, if it had not had so
many mythic and practical meanings, the history of which I am speaking
would not be happening to us.) For the moment, it offers us only this
rather poor truth: we would not write if our being were not shared. And
consequently this truth also: if we write (which might also be a way of
speaking), we share being-in-common, or else we are shared, and exposed,
by it. .

Thus, once myth is interrupted, writing recounts our history to us again.
But it is no longer a narrative—neither grand nor small—but rather an
offering: a history is offered to us. Which is to say that an event—and an
advent—is proposed to us, without its unfolding being imposed upon us.
What is offered to us is that community is coming about,* or rather, that
something is happening to us in common. Neither an origin nor an end:
something in-common. Only speech, a writing—shared, sharing us.

In a sense, we understand ourselves and the world by sharing this writing,
just as the group understood itself by listening to the myth. Nonetheless,
we understand only that there is no common understanding of community,
that sharing doés not constitute an understanding (or a concept, or an
intuition, or a schema), that it does not constitute a knowledge, and that
it gives no gne, including community itself, mastery over being-in-common.

* % ok

Of course, the writer is always in some way the teller of the myth, its
narrator or fabulator, and he is also always the hero of his own myth. Or
rather, writing itself, or literature, is its own recital; it stages itself in such
a way that once again the mythic scene is reconstituted. In spite of this,
at the heart of this inevitable repetition, something has happened to the
writer since the interruption of myth. For also interrupted is the myth of
the writer—a myth perhaps as old as myths in general, and yet as recent
as the modern notion of the writer, but above all a myth through whose
mediation (among others) the modern myth of myth has been elaborated:
the primitive teller is imagined from out of the writer, and referred back
to him as his originary model. (In a word, this represents the subject of
literature, of speech or of writing, a subject that can take all forms, from
the pure recitalist-announcer to the self-engendering of the text, passing
through the inspired genius.)

The myth of the writer is interrupted: a certain scene, an attitude, and
a creativity pertaining to the writer are no longer possible. The task of
what has been designated as écriture (writing) and the thinking of écriture
has comn,_uamﬁmm? to render them impossible—and consequently to render
impossible a certain type of foundation, utterance, and literary and com-
munitarian fulfillment: in short, a politics.
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The gift or the right to speak (and to speak of gifts or rights) is no
longer the same gift or the same right, and it is perhaps no longer either
a gift or a right. No more is there the mythic legitimacy that myth conferred
upon its own narrator. Writing is seen rather as illegitimate, never author-
ized, risked, exposed to the limit. But this is not a complacent anarchy.
For it is in this way that writing obeys the law—the law of community.

The interruption of the myth of the writer is not the disappearance of
the writer. It is certainly not “the death of the last writer,” as Blanchot
has represented it to be. On the contrary, the writer is once again there,
he is if you will more properly (and therefore in a more unsuitable way)

" there whenever his myth is interrupted. He is what the withdrawal of his
myth imprints through the interruption: he is not the author, nor is he the
hero, and perhaps he is no longer what has been called the poet or what
has been called the thinker; rather, he is a singular voice (a writing: which
might also be a way of speaking). He is, this singular voice, this resolutely
and irreducibly singular (mortal) voice, in common: just as one can never
be “a voice” (““a writing”) but in common. In singularity takes place the
literary experience of community—that is to say, the ‘“‘communist” exper-
ience of writing, of the voice, of a speech given, played, sworn, offered,
shared, abandoned. Speech is communitarian in proportion to its singu-
larity, and singular in proportion to its communitarian truth. This property,
in the form of a chiasmus, belongs only to what I have called here speech,
voice, writing, or literature—and literature in this sense has no other final
essence than this property.

Translated by Peter Connor

Chapter 3

“Literary Communism”

Literature cannot assume the task of
directing collective necessity.
—Georges Bataille

The community of interrupted myth, which is community that in a sense
is without community, or communism without community, is our desti-
nation. In othér words community (or communism) is what we are being
called toward, or sent to, as to our ownmost future. But it is not a ““to
come,” it is not a future or final reality on the verge of fulfillment, pending
only the delay imposed by an approach, a maturation, or a conquest. For
if this were the case, its reality would be mythic—as would be the feasibility
of its idea.

Community without community is zo come, in the sense that it is always
coming, endlessly, at the heart of every collectivity (because it never stops
coming, it ceaselessly resists collectivity itself as much as it resists the
individual). It is no more than this: to come to the limit of compearance,
to that limit to which we are in effect convoked, called, and sent—and
whence we are convoked, called, and sent. The call that convokes us, as
well as the one we address to one another at this limit (this call from one
to the other is no doubt the same call, and yet not the same) can be named,
forwant of a better term, writing, or literature. But above all, its essence
iShiotto be “la chose littéraire’” however one might understand this (as
art or style, as the production of texts, as commerce Or communication
between thought and the imaginary, etc.), nor does it consist in what the
vocabulary of the “call”” understands in terms of invocation, proclamation,
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