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but the fact that, somewhere and somehow, the two are clearly going to meet
the middle. And if they do meet, the ground plan of a systematic and
mprehensive development of criticism has been established.

2.

In the comic vision the animal world is a community of domesticated.aﬂz.
mals, usually a flock of sheep, or a lamb, or one of the gentler birds, usuall;

a dove. The archetype of pastoral images. In the tragic vision the anima 1951

world is seen in terms of beasts and birds of prey, wolves, vultures, serpents

dragons and the like. H
3. )

In the comic vision the vegetable world is a garden, grove or park, or ROLAND BARTHES

of life, or a rose or lotus, The archetype of Arcadian images, such as ﬂ'l

Marvell's green world or of Shakespeare’s forest comedies.® In the agic, 1915-1980

vision it is a sinister forest like the one in Comus or at the opening

[nferno,® or a heath or wilderness, or a tree of death. _ A Generally considered one of the leading figures in French structuralism, Roland

: ) as Jonathan Culler puts it, “famous for contradictory reasons.” On the one

4. i : "_'_d‘-;thEre is the scientific Barthes: the one who sought a universal grammar of

. o tive in his influential essay “Introduction to the Structural Study of Narrative”

In the comic vision the mineral world is a city, or one building or temple;o j ; or who explored FERDINAND Df SAUSSURE's notion of semiology—a broad
one stone, normally a glowing precious stone—in fact the whele ence of signs in human culture, of which linguistics would provide a model—in
series, especially the tree, can be conceived as luminous or fiery. The arche sich works as Elements of Semiology (1965) and The Fashion System (1967). But on
type of geometrical images: the “starlit dome”” belongs here. In th _ theother hand, there is the hedonist and connoisseur: the Barthes who wrote playfully
vision the mineral world is seen in terms of deserts, rocks and ruin j ili*aﬂusi‘(’tltlgy?'dliﬂgt pleﬁsulre in The Pleasure réfthe Tedxlt (197i} and in AdLover‘s
U . : : COUTSE 7). Even his literary tastes seeme contradictory: he promoted avant-
sinister geometrical images like the cross. e writers ( Robbe-Grillet, Bre::)ll'lt, Sollers), but he also luvo:z andpwrote about the
aditional of French authors (La Bruyere, Racine, Chate'aubriand, Balzac,
ust). And he who questioned the importance of the author was himself preemi-
itly an author—indeed, the only author to have written his own volume in a series
perennial masters” (Roland Barthes by Roland Barthes, 1975), A quintessential
an of letters” in the traditional sense, he was also a man of letters in an idiosyn-
e, literal sense, organizing three of his books alphabetically so as to avoid thematic
t logical organization, and highlighting the material form of letters in one of his book
itles, /7 (1970). He was less a path breaker than a habit breaker, resolutely com-
ited'to unlearning the routines of intelligibility, even those he himself had helped

5.

i
In the comic vision the unformed world is a river, traditionally fourfold, whi
influenced the Renaissance image of the temperate body with it.ll"
humors.® In the tragic vision this world usually becomes the sea, as
narrative myth of dissolution is so often a flood myth. The combination
the sea and beast images gives us the leviathan and similar water-mons

Obvious as this table looks, a great variety of poetic images and form
be found to fit it. Yeats's “Sailing to Byzantium,™ to take a famous xam)
of the comic vision at random, has the city, the tree, the bird, the comm

-of sages, the geometrical gyre and the detachment from the cyclic wa?rla
is, of course, only the general comic or tragic context that determine ;
interpretation of any symbol: this is obvious with relatively neutral archet
like the island, which may be Prospero’s island or Circe’s.! o

Our tables are, of course, not only elementary but grossly over-simplified ¥
just as our inductive approach to the archetype was a mere huncl"?:‘
important point is not the deficiencies of either procedure, taken b

Roland Barthes was born in Cherbourg, His father, a naval officer, was killed a year
and Barthes’s mother moved to the paternal family home in Bayonne in south-
!brance. The theorist of the death of the author thus grew up without a father,
with or near his mother until her death in 1977, three years before his own. In
mother and son moved to Paris, where Barthes progressed to the baccalauréat
e Parisian schools and began studying for entrance into the prestigious Ecole
nale, until his promising academic trajectory was interrupted by the first of sev-
attacks of tuberculosis. Meanwhile, his mother's already strained relations with
arisian family worsened in 1927 when she gave birth to an illegitimate child—
d's half-brother, Michel Salzado. Although Barthes's grandparents were well-
hey refused Henriette Binger Barthes and her two sons any financial support,
the result that Henriette had to scrape by on what she earned as a bookbinder.
rom 1934 to 1950 Barthes's life alternated between tuberculosis sanitoria (he was

5. Shakespeare's forest (that is, pastoral) come- . j
dies incluge As You Like It (ca. 1599), For the 8. The four ﬂujds_ of the body—l?loud
“green world" of Andrew Marvell (1621-1678), choler, and black bile—whose relative prop

English metaphysical poet, see especially “The we;e thnugjhﬁ mkietermine a person's disp pted from military duty and spent the years of the Occupation in a sanatorium
1 " (1 i and general health. i I s i : d
glm_-rdiheg ﬁ(rsi)s lgok of PARTE. ATICHIERIE: Diviss o em (1927) by the Irish poet Will __e;IsIeTe), a.cade.micl institutions where he studied, and, when ]?15 health permitted,
Comedy (1321). Comus (1634), a religious masque Yeats (1865—1939), ! ng jobs in Biarritz and abroad in Bucharest and Alexandria. Despite—or per-
by Mift“'}- i saican - :lh lf‘lcszl;rgzi'“f("ﬁ; r:'esgd“y‘:'s"eﬁsw}-’-"]‘ because of—his forced convalescences, he read avidly, founded a theatrical
£ idge’s poem “Kubla e islan, a J s e
;hf;.e'(m‘::t;’“’]?g;’lmﬁ Vs I%}fw ichrefersto  land in Homer's Odyseey). Prospers : i and began to write. From the first Barthes's writings reflect both his idiosyn-
Kubla Khan's “stately pleasure-dome.” setting of Shakespeare’s play The Tempest ( taticrcreativity and his attunement to the intellectual milieu in which he found
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himself. His first book, Writing Degree Zero (1953), iniFially publishfecl as artéc_'le's .13 : |
Albert Camus's journal, Combat, analyzes the history of literary styles in Fermsi) :‘;:_1‘1%&1_.i ..[ |
from Marx and from Sartre. In this book Barthes looks at the relal‘:chlms. 13 \Errze i
Literature with a capital L and the various modern for:ns of its de,m‘)rrsu c]::,a,tlonl, o
STEPHANE MALLARME's “vibratory near-disappearance” to Camus’s "blank” style (th: .
“sera degree” of the title). .

.',L:Js::cogr:d, quite differe)nt, project Barthes undertook at the samie time Ivas ;An e;tT |
sive study of the imagery used by the nineteenth—c.entury ’hlslori,mw]u es Mic e
Scribbling passages on index cards, Barthes orgar}lz.ed M'.(r*hele‘t‘s Ima.ig:naﬁw 4
ways that did not correspond to the explicit intentions of his writing. Like % ;E'o
of the phenomenological critics Jean-Pierre Ricl:la'rd and GEORGES POULET, Baj be;
analysis was a way of structuring Michelet's writing arou.nd its unconsc.loush 0 Sn'{
sions.” This research was published :;?la book Litledthchelet (1954) in the sam

iters' series in which Barthes himself later appeared. . .
Wrg::ihfas's third project in the mid-1950s, difjferent yet again, was a serlfes gf ilh: ;
occasional pieces later published as Mythologies §19S’7). In this }vork, o ‘1‘:; ic -,;1-'.
give three examples, Barthes does a kind of Marxian semiology of mass culture an

slogan “Structures don't take to the streets!"—were rebelling against the generation
- of Barthes himself,
. 'The Death of the Author” begins with an example taken from Balzac’s novella
Sarrasine—the tale of a sculptor who falls in love with an Italian diva subsequently
revealed to be not a woman but a castrato (Sarrasine was the text analyzed that year
in his seminar, and Barthes went on to publish a full-length study of it in his book
S/Z). Barthes focuses on a sentence in the text in which a series of exclamations
bout femininity cannot be clearly attributed to the conscious intentions of any one
erson, whether that be the author, the narrator, a character, or even “universal
wisdom.” Barthes argues that the effective, productive, and engaged reading of a text *
depends on the suspension of preconceived ideas about the character of the particular
. author—or even about human psychology in general. The text itself is feigning a set -
of assumptions it will subsequently reveal to be misguided. From the moment that
writing detaches itself from an immediate context, “It is language which speaks, not
heiauthor.” The author, the text, and the reader are each composed of a universe of
uotations without origin or end. In its celebration of the birth of the reader, “The
Death of the Author” explores the consequences of freeing the reading process from
the constraints of fidelity to an origin, a unified meaning, an identity, or any other
Pregiven exterior or interior reality.
. IiiThe publication of $/Z marks a turning point in Barthes's relation to structuralism. It
multilevel analysis that refuses to structure the text otherwise than by cuttingitinto
undreds of little pieces of varying lengths (called lexias) and also by identifying five
road functions (called codes) at work in the text. Written as if it were meant to consti-
tuteamethodological examplar, it exaggerates the performance of metho dologytosuch
extent that it becomes inimitable and perhaps parodic. When commentators lookfor
break between structuralism and poststructuralism, $/Z stands as a revealing hinge.
Init Barthes pursues not so much a critique of structuralism (as does JACQUES DER-
14, for example) as an explosion of it. The hints of larger structures at work are frag-
ntary and multiple, not sustained, and the theoretical comments are printed as
. digressions, numbering almost a hundred. Boredom with the structuralist project of
reducing all narratives to a common grammar combines with delight in the foretaste
* of a multitude of grammars and rhetorics hinted at but not developed in S/Z.
Barthes’s subsequent essay reprinted here, “From Work to Text” (1971), is one of *
the clearest available summaries (including the obligatory disavowal of such a sum-
mary) of the poststructuralist theory of the “text” as it was developed not only by
~ Barthes but by all the writers associated with the vanguard journal Tel Quel, including
Philippe Sollers, JULIA KRISTEVA, Derrida, and others. This description of “textuality”
can be seen as one way of marking the transition between structuralism and post-
structuralism. Whereas culture and language for Lévi-Strauss and Saussure were
structured like a game (chess is the favorite example), the text is structured like play—
children’s play, musical performance, or the excess motion in a machine. But both
| structuralists and poststructuralists would contrast their analyses to the classical
 study of literary and other cultural objects (“work”). The text is a process; the work is
- aproduct. Works can be found on library shelves; texts are signifying fields into which
. one enters. (The development of the Internet has perhaps made this distinction seem
 less radical than it did in the 1970s.) Their point is not that literature can be divided
into works and texts but that the reader can activate either the closure of the signified
the coherence of a meaning) or the “play” of the signifier (the dissemination and
disruption of meanings). The text deserves no vital “respect”—it is not alive and can *
thus be “broken” or “manhandled” in ways that would violate organic forms. The
 death of the author turns out to be based not on a murder but on an elimination of
the metaphor of life in the first place. The work is “consumed"”; the text is “produced”
lin §/Z, Barthes called these the readerly and the writerly aspects of a text). Barthes
]

 ends the essay by opening onto pleasure, a topic that would engage him more and
. more from then on.

e

everyday life. His object is to show how mass culture is saturated .\z]th ?dil)l'?g; al
propositions (“myths”) presented as if they were natural am.:l s(?,lf—e\n hent, t eb:é_s
in many ways anticipates what is today called cultun?l‘studles. Bart e:ijﬁl i
sharp eye for the social life of signs with a subtle critique .of the }'u.atul flz]i onv
the ethnocentric, patriarchal, petit-bourgeois French worldview, Flnuca o xth icg ert
functions of what-goes-without-saying, Barthes n?vertheless enjoys the e d'I i s
advertisements, photographs, articles, films, wrestling matches, and commo ﬁIES i
provide the occasion for his little feats of writing. In .the essay on soap powde;s 'S
example, he both ends up revealing that the competing pltoclucts are ;\me i ﬂi;e }i
same company and—in his descriptions of these produ,:ts in terms of oafn: f?nth‘ i
the depth of linen and the triumph of cleanliness—enjoys the process o ; othin ts&
rhetorically himself. In fact, in a perfect illustration of how caplta'llsm evou:is it i
critics, an executive at France's largest advertising firm found Barthes's worl:‘. on adver: |
tising so compelling that he began studying with Barthes and persgstded hfm;l to w;;}, :
briefly as a consultant for the automaker Renault. Barthes was crit}call o tdebm'g},
making operations of petit-bourgeois culture, but he was also intrigued by : :Iq
meaning-making functions of cultural objects themselves‘b ' ﬁ
As a researcher in Paris for ten years at the CNRS (Nanor}a] CEI?tel' for Scienti |
Research), Barthes—like many others in Paris at that tim(?, including CLAUDELEVI:
STRAUSS in anthropology, JACQUES LACAN in psychoanalysis, apd TZVETAN TOIII;iIJ
and Gérard Genette in literary studies—continued his exploration of the possibi :
of extending Saussure's synchronic linguistic analys‘is to larger cu]tura]’structure;._ i
1962 Barthes was appointed to a tenured post in “the sociology of signs, sym g_
and representations” at the Ecole des Hautes Etudes (School for Ad\.fanced Study);
where his seminar became legendary. His book On Racine (1963) raised hackles
the traditional academic community for its concentration on the structures;of
Racine’s textual world rather than his biographical or historical W?ljld‘. Raymond
Picard, a Racine scholar at the Sorbonne, countered \frith New Cm:u'::sm or Ne
Fraud? (1965). Barthes responded to Picard by arguing .that traditional eri
recourse to the values of clarity, nobility, and humanity, which they- treat as neutr
and self-evident, actually exerts a coercive, censoring force on other 1nterpretwe‘lpl _
SIb';"l}llzelgicard affair is the backdrop for one of Barthes’s most notorious‘e:ssa)rs,. “The
Death of the Author.” Written at the height of the antiestablishment uprisings of M
1968, it assails academic criticism’s typical focus on “the man and his work {whlc}ill-
is in many ways the organizing principle of the present anthulogy)‘ [ndeeg, E}Eiar_tb gs
was surprised to find himself caught in 1968 between generations: vlfh e he ]ja_',;
attacking the generation of Picard, the students—brandishing the antistructura 3

—
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The Death of the Author!

In his story Sarrasine* Balzac, describing a castrato disguisad as ;d woman,
writes the following sentence: "This was woman herself, with her sudden fears,
her irrational whims, her instinctive worries, her impetuous b’oidness, her )E"'uisls—
ings, and her delicious sensibility." Who is speaking thus? Is it the hero of t t:
story bent on remaining ignorant of the castrato hidden ben'eath thc: woman:
Is it Balzac the individual, furnished by his persor}al experience with afphl:
losophy of Woman? Is it Balzac the autl:wr professing llteraiy ﬁdeas m;(rl er‘:r:r .
ininity? Is it universal wisdom? Romantic psychollogy? We sha .neverf ow,
for the good reason that writing is the destruc.tmn of.every voice, }? every
point of origin. Writing is that neutral, composite, oblique space where our

THE DEATH OF THE AUTHOR / 1467

doubtless the first to see and to foresee in its full extent the necessity to
substitute language itself for the person who until then had been supposed
to be its owner. For him, for us too, it is language which speaks, not the .-
author; to write is, through a prerequisite impersonality (not at all to be

- confused with the castrating objectivity of the realist novelist), to reach that

i-’:. point where only language acts, ‘performs’, and not ‘me’, Mallarmé'’s entire
~ poetics consists in suppressing the author in the interests of writing (which
is, as will be seen, to restore the place of the reader). Valéry,¢ encumbered
by a psychology of the Ego, considerably diluted Mallarmé’s theory but, his
taste for classicism leading him to turn to the lessons of rhetoric, he never
stopped calling into question and deriding the Author; he stressed the lin-
guistic and, as it were, ‘hazardous’ nature of his activity, and throughout his
prose works he militated in favour of the essentially verbal condition of lit-
erature, in the face of which all recourse to the writer’s interiority seemed

subject slips away, the negative where all identity is lost, starting with the;
very identity of the body writing.

to him pure superstition. Proust” himself, despite the apparently psycholog-
ical character of what are called his analyses, was visibly concerned with the
task of inexorably blurring, by an extreme subtilization, the relation between
the writer and his characters; by making of the narrator not he who has seen
. and felt nor even he who is writing, but he who is going to write (the young
~ man in the novel—but, in fact, how old is he and who is he?—wants to write
but cannot; the novel ends when writing at last becomes possible), Proust
gave modern writing its epic. By a radical reversal, instead of putting his life
nto his novel, as is so often maintained, he made of his very life a work for
which his own book was the model; so that it is clear to us that Charlus®
does not imitate Montesquiou but that Montesquiou—in his anecdotal, his-
. torical reality—is no more than a secondary fragment, derived from Charlus.
~ Lastly, to go no further than this prehistory of modernity, Surrealism, though
. unable to accord language a supreme place (language being system and the
aim of the movement being, romantically, a direct subversion of codes—
itself moreover illusory: a code cannot he destroyed, only ‘played off’), con-
tributed to the desacralization of the image of the Author by ceaselessly
recommending the abrupt disappointment of expectations of meaning (the
Afamous surrealist jolt’), by entrusting the hand with the task of writing as
quickly as possible what the head itself is unaware of (automatic writing),
‘by-accepting the principle and the experience of several people writing
together. Leaving aside literature itself (such distinctions really becoming
invalid), linguistics has recently provided the destruction of the Author with
avaluable analytical tool by showing that the whole of the enunciation is an
empty process, functioning perfectly without there being any need for it to
be filled with the person of the interlocutors. Linguistically, the author is *
vermore than the instance writing, just as I is nothing other than the
stance saying I language knows a ‘subject’, not a ‘person’, and this subject,
mpty outside of the very enunciation which defines it, suffices to make
guage ‘hold together’, suffices, that is to say, to exhaust it.

eremoval of the Author (one could talk here with Brecht® of a veritable
(distancing’, the Author diminishing like a figurine at the far end of the lit-

iy

6. Paul Valéry (1871-1945), French poet and de Montesquiou-Fezensac (1855-1921).

9. Bertolt Brecht (1898-1956), German poet and
Marcel Proust (1871-1922), French navelist. dramatist, whose “epic theater” was intended to
8. Le baron de Charlus, a character in Proust's distance and alienate the audience From traditional
femembrance of Things Past {1913-27), said to theatrical illusion. '

have been modeled on the aesthete Robert, comte

No doubt it has always been that way. As soon as a Ea(?t'is narratec‘?, no
longer with a view to acting directly on reality but intransitively, Fhat ;st }:o
say, finally outside of any function other than tbat of thfl: very Rractl;ce o . e.
symbol itself, this disconnection occurs, the voice loses its origin, the au or
enters into his own death, writing begins. The sense of thl.S .p.henomenon,_
however, has varied; in ethnographic societies thg .resp0n51blllty for a]nar—
rative is never assumed by a person but by a mf:dlatnr, shaman or re atI;)r
whose ‘performance’—the mastery of the narrative code—may possibly fl.;
admired but never his ‘genius’. The author is a modern ﬁgure, a .product. ch !
our society insofar as, emerging from the Midf;ile Ages with El’lgll"j]’l em]:gln
cism, French rationalism and the personal fal.th of the Reformat;ori,hlt s
covered the prestige of the individual, of, as itis more nobl): put, the um;nl
person’. It is thus logical that in literature it should l?e this pomtmsné,_the”j.
epitome and culmination of capitalist ideology, which has at‘tﬁchfa the
greatest importance to the ‘person’ of the author. :The author still reigns 1-11
histories of literature, biographies of writers, inter»f{ews, magazines, as in ht .
very consciousness of men of letters anxi?us to unite their perstl))n z;nd tdel
work through diaries and memoirs. The image of hteran.fre to be T:'ml in
ordinary culture is tyrannically centred on the aul}hor, his person, his
his tastes, his passions, while criticism still consists for. the most par\t{
saying that Baudelaire’s work is the‘ fai‘lure of Baude{alre. thefman, ka
Gogh’s his madness, Tchaikovsky’s his vice.* The e.xplan‘at‘wn o alwor

: always sought in the man or woman who produced it, as if it were always 1-11
the end, through the more or less transparent allegory of the fiction, t. :
voice of a single person, the author ‘confiding’ in us. !
Though the sway of the Author remains powerfz}I (the new criticism® ]1.'.1.

often done no more than consolidate it), it goes without saying that C‘esl.'talll
writers have long since attempted to loosen it. In France, Mallarmé

i 0), Dutch painter.

Heath. Vincent van Gogh_{IISSE'—_IS‘J ; !
él g\i?':larii‘ieﬁy (Sltesg?ﬁnbyeaﬁonuré de Balzac 4, TI:ied“new critni:_mm hm Ftrianctla1 :1:0:::;0‘1103
1799— ich Barth s in the pro- included structura ]St,ll ematic, p nolog
(cfa.:sg Erf zvsrisl?li'ga(i:g:t;;?cg?%r). = 2 cal, sociological, Marxst, and psychoanalytic erit
; ikovsky (18401893}, Russian com- ieism,
36s£3‘.0[lr1i?b:]‘:e”vsisy presumably homosexuality. 5, STEPHANE MALLARME (1842—1898), Frend

CHARLES BAUDELAIRE (1821-1867), French poet. poet.
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erary stage) is not merely an historical fact or an act of writing; it utterly
transforms the modern text (or—which is the same thing—the text is hence-
forth made and read in such a way that at all its levels the author is absent).
The temporality is different. The Author, when believed in, is always con-
ceived of as the past of his own book: book and author stand automatically
on a single line divided into a before and an after. The Author is thought to
nourish the book, which is to say that he exists before it, thinks, suffers, lives
for it, is in the same relation of antecedence to his work as a father to his
child. In complete contrast, the modern scriptor is born simultaneously with
the text, is in no way equipped with a being preceding or exceeding the
writing, is not the subject with the book as predicate; there is no other time
than that of the enunciation and every text is eternally written here and now.
The fact is (or, it follows) that writing can no longer designate an operation
of recording, notation, representation, ‘depiction’ (as the Classics would say);
rather, it designates exactly what linguists, referring to Oxford philosophy.
call a performative, a rare verbal form (exclusively given in the first perso
and in the present tense) in which the enunciation has no other conte
(contains no other proposition) than the act by which it is uttered—som
thing like the I declare of kings

or the I sing of very ancient poets. Havin :
buried the Author, the modern scriptor can thus no longer believe, as accorf
ing to the pathetic view of his predecessors, that this hand is too slow for his
thought or passion and that consequently, making a law of necessity, he must
emphasize this delay and indefinitely ‘polis

h' his form. For him, on the con=
trary, the hand, cut off from any voice, borne by a pure gesture of inscripti
(and not of expression),

traces a field without origin—or which, at least,h
no other origin than language itself, language which ceaselessly calls into
question all origins. '

not a line of words releasing a single ‘theol
ical’ meaning (the ‘message’ of the Author-God) but a multi-dimens

space in which a variety of writings, none of them original, blend and clas
The text is a tissue of quotations drawn from the innumerable centres
culture. Similar to Bouvard and Pécuchet,? those eternal copyists, ation
sublime and comic and whose profound ridiculousness indicates precis
the truth of writing, the writer can only imitate a gesture that is-alwd
anterior, never original. His only power is to mix writings, to counter
ones with the others, in such a way as never to rest on any one of them
he wish to express himself, he ought at least to know that the inner ‘thin
thinks to ‘translate’ is itself only a ready-formed dictionary, its words
explainable through other words, and so on indefinitely; something expe
enced in exemplary fashion by the young Thomas de Quincey,’ he wh
so good at Greek that in order to translate absolutely modern ideas an
images into that dead language, he had, so Baudelaire tells us (in: 3
Artificiels),* ‘created for himself an unfailing dictionary, vastly more ext siy

and complex than those resulting from the ordinary patience of purelyl
erary themes'. Succeeding the Author,

We know now that a text is

the scriptor no longer bears:wi
Vi e Faslinos impressions, but rather this imm
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dictiona i iti
g mo?; l:;lorn .w}?mh he draws a writing that can know no halt: life never
an imitate the book, and the book itself is only a tissue of signs
3

an imitation that is lost, infinitely deferred.

Once t ekutllol 1 ]]l()Ved the aim to de IleI a tex come q 1te
he Sre 2 h Cl Clp t be s guit

futile. To gi is to i
give a text an Author is to impose a limit on that text, to furnish it -

il s o
e eﬁlf:&;i;igf;;iﬁilm clﬁ;se !:he writing. Such a conception suits criticism
. (é,r ol :; .e: ot‘t'mg 1ts.elf the important task of discovering the
o op e Ao ?ouety, I-ustory,‘ psyche, liberty) beneath the work:
e i i een 01.1nd, the text is ‘explained’—victory to the critic
e Jaece ia o o :}:nsefmhthe fal.ct that, historically, the reign of tht;
W el undat of the Ciritic, nor again in the fact that criticism
o everythji is ten]:m;?d along with the Author. In the multiplicity
A fohowed, 'mi g i{;{ b e':h ;sizzﬁazﬁlefi, nothi?{% deciphered,; the structure
E\:fery level, but there is nothing beneath(:) t}?e s‘st;accencrgf) ‘::15:;8?; P:Ui];“ B~
Al ; s
1{’ z,a:r(;: If)gie;:id; \:rlsttmg ce‘aselesdy Posits meaning ceaselefsly t?) ei;-;:rgaig
fuzmine ]dy ematic exemption of meaning. In precisely this wa
o it would be better from now on to say writing), by refusing t()::

| i ¥ l . . [ [
i aISSlgn a secret 3 an ultimate Inealllllg, to the text (all to the WOI‘]d das tﬂxt),

liberates what

= 'hat may be called an anti-theologi i

i : : eological activity, an activity that i
yh.ev]:}quonary since to refuse to fix meaningis, in the’end o ?f hat is
‘his hypostases—reason, science, law. yrazehise Giod

come back to Balzac }'
tlle sentence e, n 21 T { t
Let us It . NO on 5 (8] P S50 ) savs l (i i £

nother— i i
o Vem\;irgf} Erlf;:;sz;]example will help to make this clear: recent research
e olnstratecl the constitutively ambiguous nature of
e Chamcte; it 3ng woven from words with double meanings that
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