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APPARITION OF 

THE INAPPARENT 

The phenomenological "conjuring trick" 

An articulation assures the movement of this relentless indict
ment. It gives some play. It plays between the spirit (Geist) and 
the specter (Gespenst), between the spirit on the one hand, the 
ghost or the revenant on the other. This articulation often remains 
inaccessible, eclipsed in its turn in shadow, where it moves about 
and puts one off the trail. First of all, let us once again under
score that Geist can also mean specter, as do the words "esprit" or 
"spirit." The spirit is also the spirit of spirits. Next, The German 
Ideology uses and abuses this equivocation. It is its principal 
weapon. And especially, although it operates with constancy or 
consistency, and even if it is less tenable than Marx himself 
thinks, the argument that permits him to distinguish between 
spirit and specter remains discreet and subtle. The specter is of the 
spirit, it participates in the latter and stems from it even as it 
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follows it as its ghostly double. The difference between the two 
is'precisely what tends to disappear in the ghost effect, just as the 
concept of such a difference or the argumentative movement 
that puts it to work in the rhetoric tends to vanish. All the more 
so in that this rhetoric is in advance devoted to the polemic, in 
any case to the strategy of a hunt or chase [ une chasse]. And even to 
a:.counter-sophistics that at every moment runs the risk of repli
cating the reply: reproducing in a mirror the logic of the adver
sary at the moment of the retort, piling it on there where one 
accuses the other of abusing language. This counter-sophistics 
.(Marx as paradoxical heir of Plato, as we shall see) has to 
manipulate simulacra, mimemes, phantasms. It has to watch out 
for, so as to denounce, the maneuvers of an illusionist, the "con
juring tricks" of a prestidigitator of the concept, or the sleights 
ef hand of a nominalist rhetor . 

. We can try to grasp this strategy as close as possible to its 
literality, and first of all its Stirnerian literality, in what Marx calls 
the series of "conjuring tricks" (French: escamotage; German, 
ESkamotage) , which he intends to take apart at the beginning of 
·~saint Max" ("The Leipzig Council III"). 1 The production of the 
ghost, the constitution of the ghost effect is not simply a spiritual-

~ ization or even an autonomization of spirit, idea, or thought, as 
.J 

happens par excellence in Hegelian idealism. No, once this autono-
mization is effected, with the corresponding expropriation or 
alienation, and only then, the ghostly moment comes upon it, adds 
to it a supplementary dimension, one more simulacrum, alien
ation, or expropriation. Namely, a body! In the flesh (Leib)! For 
there is no ghost, there is never any becoming-specter of the 
spirit without at least an appearance of flesh, in a space of 
invisible visibility, like the dis-appearing of an apparition. For 
there to be ghost, there must be a return to the body, but to a 
body that is more abstract than ever. The spectrogenic process 
corresponds therefore to a paradoxical incorporation. Once ideas 
or thoughts (Gedanke) are detached from their substratum, one 

• 
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engenders some ghost by giving them a body. Not by returning to 
the living body from which ideas and thoughts have been torn 
loose, but by incarnating the latter in another artifactual body; a pros
thetic body, a ghost of spirit, one might say a ghost of the ghost if, 
as Marx sometimes leads one to think, the first spiritualization 
also, and already, produces some specter. But a more acute 
specificity belongs to what could be called the "second" ghost, 
as incorporation of autonomized spirit, as objectivizing expul
sion of interior idea or thought. (In this sense, there is always 
some mourning work in this incorporation of interiority, and 
death is on the program. The theory of ideology depends in 
many of its features, as we will emphasize, on this theory of the 
ghost. As Stirnerian theorem critiqued, corrected, or reversed 
by Marx, it formalizes less a process of spiritualization, the 
autonomization of spiritual ideality, than a paradoxical law of 
incorporation: the ideological as well as, mutatis mutandis, the fetish 
would be the given, or rather lent, borrowed body, the second 
incarnation conferred on an initial idealization, the incorpor
ation in a body that is, to be sure, neither perceptible nor invisi
ble, but remains flesh, in a body without nature, in an a-physical 
body that could be called, if one could rely on these oppositions, 
a technical body or an institutional body. Like the one who says, 
from the safety of his visor, "I am thy Fathers Spirit," it is even; a 
visible-invisible body, sensuous-non-sensuous, and always under 
the tough institutional or cultural protection of some artifaot: 
the helmet of the ideologem or the fetish under armor.) 

But that is not all. The specificity of the process can still capit
alize the spectralization. Once the ghost is produced by the 
incarnation of spirit (the autonomized idea or thought), when 
this first ghost effect has been operated, it is in turn negated, 
integrated, and incorporated by the very subject of the opera
tion who, claiming the uniqueness of its own human body, then 
becomes, according to Marx as critic of Stirner, the absolute 
ghost, in fact the ghost of the ghost of the specter-spirit, 

• 
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simulacrum of simulacra without end. This would be, if one 
believes Marx, the delirious and hallucinogenic moment of the 
properly Stirnerian hubris: in the name of critique, and some
times political critique (for Stirner also maintains a political dis
C0urse; one must recall the infinite entanglement of the debate 
that formed the context of this "Leipzig Council ill: Saint Max"), 
this would be but a raising of the ante of negativity, a rage 
for reappropriation, an accumulation of ghostly layers. Marx 
denounces the sophistics of this "conjuring trick" in one of the 
clearest moments of this verbose and sometimes vertiginous 
argumentation-which itself seems to give into the vertigo to 
which such tropics necessarily lead, for a specter does not only 
cause seance tables to turn, but sets heads spinning. In truth it is a 
matter of another "Eskamotage." Marx loves this word. Why 
does this proliferation of ghosts proceed by so many conjuring 
tricks? A conjuring trick in fact multiplies itself, it gets carried 
away with itself, and is unleashed in a series. Marx begins to 
count them and then gives up. The word "Eskamotage" speaks of 
subterfuge or theft in the exchange of merchandise, but first of 
all the sleight of hand by means of which an illusionist makes 
the most perceptible body disappear. It is an art or a technique of 
making disappear. The escomoteur knows how to make inapparent. He is 
expert in a hyper-phenomenlogy. Now, the height of the conjur
ing trick here consists in causing to disappear while producing 
"apparitions," which is only contradictory in appearance, pre
cisely, since one causes to disappear by provoking hallucinations 
or by inducing visions. Stirner has just been quoted at length and 
there then follows a nearly literal commentary, a paraphrase: 

Thus, the man, identified here with the "unique," having first 
given thoughts [den Gedanken] corporeality [Leibhaftigkeit], i.e., 
having transformed them into specters [d.h. sie zu Gespenstern 

. gemacht hat] now destroys this corporeality again [zerstort er 
nun wieder diese Leibhaftigkeit], by taking them back into his 
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own body, which he thus makes into a body of specters [indem 
er sie in seinen eignen Leib zuriicknimmt und diesen somit als 
den Leib der Gespenster setzt]. The fact that he arrives at his own 
corporeality only through the negation of the specters, shows 
the nature of this constructed corporeality of the man [Leibhaft· 
igkeit des Mannes], which he has first to "announce" to "him· 
self," in order to believe in it. But what he "announces to 
himself" he does not even "announce" correctly. The fact that 
apart from his "unique" body there are not also to be found in 
his head all kinds of independent bodies, spermatozoa, he 
transforms into the ''fable": I alone am corporeal [lch allein bin 
leibhaftig]. Another conjuring trick. (Pp. 125-26) 

The spectral effect corresponds then, according to Marx, to a 
position (Setzung) of the ghost, a dialectical position of the ghostly 
body as body proper. All of this would take place among ghosts; 
between two ghosts. Two according to Marx, while for Stirner only 
the first moment would be spectral, and the ego or I would 
sublate it in the reappropriation of a living and unique body. The 
living body, the "mine," "my property" returns by annulling or 
taking back into it the phantomatic projections, the ideal pros .. 
theses. This second moment marks the "destruction" or "neg
ation" of a ghost previously posed, exposed on the outside, 
objectified, namely, the idea or the thought that has been 
incorporated a first time. This first spectral incorporation is then 
negated and interiorized. The self is what takes it back within 
(zuriicknimmt): "I" incorporates the initial incorporation by negat
ing or destroying, by deposing the previous position from its 
objective exteriority, by de-objectifying the ghost. Obviously, 
Marx is here paraphrasing Stirner in· his description of the dis
covery of self by the adolescent becoming an adult. But only up 
to the point where Marx, and not Stirner, determines the ulti'
matemomentto be a ghost, the bodyproperofthei, the mine, my 
property (als die Meinige, als Mein Eigentum). There where Stirner sees 
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a: ,carnal and living reappropriation, more life (there where there 
would be no more death), Marx denounces a hyperbolic surplus of 
spectrality, more death (there where there would be no more life): 
since the living body, mine, the unique, is but the common 
place, the space in which thoughts or ideal, autonomized 
entities are gathered, is it not itself the "body of ghosts [Leib der 
Gespenster] " ? 

In this whirling dance of ghosts, let us try to hold on to the at 
least apparent firmness of a few obvious facts. What Stirner and 
Marx seem to have in common is the critique of the ghostly. Both 
ofthem want to have done with the revenant, both of them hope to 
get there. Both of them aim at some reappropriation of life in a 
body proper. This hope at least is what impels the prescriptive 
injunction or the promise of their discourses. It is perhaps even 
what gives its first determining content to the messianic formal
ity of their call. But whereas Stirner seems to entrust this reap
propriation to a simple conversion of the self that takes back into 
itself (a self that in truth is nothing but this movement of interior
izing gathering) and authentically reanimates, in some fashion, 
the objectified ghosts, the ghost at large, Marx, for his part, 
denounces this egological body: there, he cries, is the ghost of all 
ghosts! There is the gathering place toward which all the repatri
ated specters run: the forum or agora for all those who come 
back, for there is a lot of talking going on. Marx then prescribes 
that one proceed with the reappropriation while taking into 
account all the practical and social structures, all the empirico
technical detours that had produced the initial ghosts. It is not 
enbugh to destroy as if with a spell, in an instant, the "corporeal
ity" (Leibhaftigkeit) of the ghosts in order to reincorporate them 
alive. This magic of immediacy, which would give life back to 
the specters by simple transition from exterior to interior body, 
from the objective to the subjective, in the simple auto-affection 
of the "I-Me," "creator and owner" of these thoughts, that is 

what Stirner seems to recommend. In the absolute certitude of 
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the pure contact with itself, the immediacy of an "1-Me" would 
have exorcised the ghost by depriving it from then on of any 
interstice,loding, or spacing favorable to haunting. This resembles 
an epokhe, a phenomenological reduction of the ghost, but Marx 
criticizes it as a phenomenological reduction to the ghost (to the 
phenomenality or phantasm of a phantom). The reduction as 
subjectivization of the corporeal form of the external phantom is 
but a super-idealization and a supplementary spectralization. 
Marx quotes and comments on Stirner: 

"How I find myself' (it should read: "how the youth finds him
self") "behind the things [Dinge], and indeed as spirit [Geist], so 
subsequently, too, I must find myself" (it should read "the man 
must find himself") "behind the thoughts [Gedanken], i.e., as 
their creator and owner [als ihr Schopfer une Eigner]. In the 
period of spirits [In der Geisterzeit], thoughts outgrew me" (the 
youth), "although they were the offspring of my brain; like 
delirious fantasies [wie Fieberphantasien], they floated around 
me and agitated me greatly, a dreadful power. The thoughts 
became themselves corporeal [leibhaftig], they were specters 
[Gespenster], like God, the Emperor, the Pope, the Fatherland, 
etc; by destroying their corporeality [Leibhaftigkeit], I take them 
back into my own corporeality and announce. I alone am cor
poreal [zerstore lch irhe Leibhaftigkeit, so nebme lch sie in die 
Meinige zuriick und sage: lch allein bin leibhaftig]. And now I take. 
the world as it is for me, as my world, as my property: I relate 
everything to myself[Und nun nehme lch die Welt als das, was sie 
Mir ist, als die Meinige als Mein Eigentum: lch beziehe Alles auf 
Mich]." (P. 125) 

In the story of what is being said here, in this fabulous 
reconstruction that often proceeds by simple nomination and is 
content to substitute a "pompous series of resounding names~· 
for proper names (p. 13 1), • Marx denounces a surplus of 
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hallucination and a capitalization of the ghost: what is really 
(wirklich) destroyed are merely the representations in their form 
as .representation (Vorstellung). The youth may indeed destroy his 
hallucinations or the phantomatic appearance of the bodies--of 
the Emperor, the State, the Fatherland. He does not actually (wirk
lich) destroy them. And if he stops relating to these realities 
through the prostheses of his representation and the "spectacles 
of his fantasy [ durch die Brille seiner Phantasie]," if he stops trans
forming these realities into objects, objects of theoretical intu
ition, that is, into a spectacle, then he will have to take into 
account the "practical structure" of the world: Work, produc
tion, actualization, techniques. Only this practicality, only this 
actuality (work, the Wirken or the Wirkung of this Wirklichkeit) 
can get to the bottom of a purely imaginary or spectral flesh 
(phantastische . . . gespenstige Leibhaftigkeit) . 

Marx seems to be warning Stirner: If you want to conjure 
away these ghosts, then believe me, I beg you De vous en conjure], 
the egological conversion is not enough, nor is the change in 
the direction of a gaze, nor a putting into parentheses, nor the 
phenomenological reduction; one must work-practically, actu
ally. One must think work and work at it. Work is necessary. as 
is an account of reality as practical actuality. One does not chase 
away the real emperor or pope in a single blow by exorcising or 
by conjuring away [ escamotant] the mere ghostly form of their 
bodies. Marx is very fum: when one has destroyed a phantomatic 
body, the real body remains. When the ghostly body (die gespenstige 
Leibhaftigkeit) of the emperor disappears, it is not the body that 
disappears, merely its phenomenality, its phantomality (Gespen
sterhaftigkeit). The emperor is then more real than ever and one 
pan measure better than ever his actual power (wirkliche Macht). 
When one has negated or destroyed the fantastic or phantomatic 
form (die phantastische und gespenstige Gestalt) of the fatherland, one 
has not yet touched upon the" actual relations [ wirkliche Verhiiltnisse] ·~ 
that constitute it. In his abstract reconstruction of the various 
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stages of life, Stirner gives us but a "spectral shade" that we 
ought to "confront" with its disappeared body, for what he has 
lost in this supposed destruction of specters is quite simply his 
body, "life" and "actual reality [Wirlichkeit]." He lost his body 
out oflove of his body. For this whole history remains under the 
control of the paradoxes of narcissism and the work of mourn
ing. Everything begins, everything ought to begin and begin 
again, according to the Stirnerian axiomatics, with the love of 
one's own body ("wenn man sich leibhaftig liebgewonnen"; "only 
when one has grown fond of oneself corporeally"). One then 
mourns for the ghosts in which one had already expropriated 
oneself (ideas, objectified thoughts, and so forth), in which one 
had already lost one's body and one's life. To this immediate work 
of mourning, to this mourning for work, to this work of mourn-' 
ing without work, to this immediately narcissistic conversion, 
Marx opposes a work on this work of mourning that liberates us 
from this hyper-phantomality: the ego of the Stirnerian body. 
This critique does not eliminate the death and expropriation at 
the heart of the living; it calls one back to what always defers the 
work of mourning, mourning itself and narcissism. Marx merely 
determines the differance or deferral as practical and as a delay of 

reappropriation. 
Has this backward glance allowed us to distinguish between 

the voices which are sometimes so close? In the political dispute 
that Marx wants to provoke with Stirner, these voices seem to 
echo each other. If there were a confabulation for the initiated, it 
would turn around the question of who is better able to have the 
ghost's hide: at what rhythm, according to which detours and 
strategies. In real time, immediately, or in deferred time. Why call 
this a confabulation [ conciliabule] ?2 Beneath the absolute, infinite, 
apparendy definitive discord, the one that Marx insists on above 
all and that he constandy recalls as if no one wanted to believe 
him, a proximity is hidden, indeed a fearsome analogy. Let us be 
clear: fearsome for Marx. And if there is a confabulation, it is 

APPARITION OF THE INAPMRE-NT a•65 

because a common stake incites the polemic. It is called the 
specter. And Marx and Stirner want to be done with it. That is the 
common axiom, which is not open to discussion. One must have 
the ghost's hide and to do that, one must have it. To have it, one 
must see it, situate it, identify it. One must possess it without 
letting oneself be possessed by it, without being possessed of it 
(besessen-that is the tide of one of Marx's accusations: "The Pos
sessed," Die Besessenen [Unreine Geistergeschichte]). But does not a spec
ter consist, to the extent that it consists, in forbidding or blur
ring this distinction? in consisting in this very undiscernability? 
Is not to possess a specter to be possessed by it, possessed period? 
To capture it, is that not to be captivated by it? And yet Marx 
seems to agree essentially with Stirner: one must win out over 
the specter, put an end to it. The disagreement is over the means 
to this end, and over the best solution. This disagreement [ dif
ferend] over how to put the ghosts to death seems method
ological, but by definition it knows no limit: without fail, it 
becomes ontological, ethical, political. The fact remains that a 
conciliabule is a schismatic or heretical council, a secret council, a 
lively discussion. The sworn members [conjures], who are some
times plotters, contradict each other, erect plans, ready their 
arms, or eXchange secrets. There, whether or not they agree on 
strategy, all these opponents of darkness realize in vain that 
Europe is trembling in the face of a certain ghost, the one named 
by the Manifesto with its first noun; they too plot against an army 
of specters, against spectrality itself, and no doubt they all think 
it is a good war. We realize it better now: it will have taken more 
than a century before The German Ideology began to be exhumed, 
brought from beneath the earth, before one began to untangle 
the crossed threads of its roots and the knot of its complicities 
and antagonisms among Marx, Engels, Feuerbach, Stirner, Hess, 
Bauer, and so forth. This has begun but it is not over. And the 
paternal shade of Hegel continues to come back, the plot thickens 
with its first reapparition. To accuse the other, in this poisoned 
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conspiracy, is always to announce or denounce the imminence 
of its return ("if again this apparition come ... "). 

For if this backward glance had made us more attuned to the 
cunning of such a "logic," to all its disguises, to the impregnable 
arms or armors that it provides to the phantom body, to the 
endless strategy to which it gives rise, we better understand 
Stirner. We better understand how and why he would have 
given himself up to this general and precipitous spectralization. 
According to Marx in any case, Stirner accepted a series of 
disguises (Yerkleidungen) of the Hegelian idea. Trusting them, 
accrediting them dogmatically (auf Treu und Glauben), he would 
have taken them for the world itself, a world before which 
he then had to affirm himself, assert his self-worth, and to that 
end oppose himself to a non-self in the face of which he 
would reappropriate himself as living and incarnate individual 
( als leibhaftiges Individuum). 

Stirner has often been read, in fact, as a Fichtean thinker. But 
this Ego, this living individual would itself be inhabited and invaded 
by its own specter. It would be constituted by specters of which 
it· becomes the host and which it assembles in the haunted 
community of a single body. Ego=ghost. Therefore "I am~· 
would mean "I am haunted": I am haunted by myself who am 
(haunted by myself who am haunted by myself who am ... and 
so forth). Wherever there is Ego, es spukt, "it spooks." (The idiom 
of .this "es spukt" plays a singular role in all these texts, as it 
does in.Freud's "Das Unheimliche." Its translation always fails, 
unfortunately, to render the link between the impersonality or 
the quasi-anonymity of an operation [ spuken] without act, with
out real subject or object, and the production of a figure, that of 
the revenant [der Spuk J: not simply "it spooks," as we just ventured 
to translate, but "it returns," "it ghosts," "it specters.") The 
essential mode of self-presence of the cogito would be the haunt
ing obsession of this "es spukt." It would be a matter there of the 
Stirnerian cogito in the logic of an accusation, to be sure, but is' 
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this limit impassable? Can one not extend this hypothesis to any 
cogito? The Cartesian cogito, the Kantian "I think," the pheno
menological ego cogito?3 A real presence is promised here to a 
eucharistic Narcissus. The Stirnerian living being, its unique 
Ego, would be in effect visited by its own apparition. The indi
vidual himself gives to himself his "this is my body." Sancho
Stirner and Christ resemble each other moreover as two "beings 
of flesh [beleibte Wesen]," notes Marx who is not content just to 
underscore incessantly the Christian-Hegelian dimension of the 
enterprise and thus to recall that all phenomenology is a phe
nomenology of spirit (let us translate here: phenomenology of 
the specter) and that, as such, it cannot hide its Christian voca
tion. He also claims to analyze and take apart what is literally in 
his view a "construction." Now, in order to deconstruct what 
resembles a speculative edification, sometimes merely an edify
ing discourse and a new form of right-thinking, Marx suggests 
that beneath this resemblance with Jesus Christ, the Stirnerian phan
tasm projects an identification, in truth a uniqueness: "Sancho is 
the modem Christ, at this 'fixed idea' of his the whole historical 
construction [die ganze Geschichtskonstrucktion] is 'aimed' " (p. 3 8 2) . 
A systematic study would repeatedly bring out that the theme of 
food, the Last Supper, and the host crosses the critique of lan
guage, the disguises and conjuring tricks that always consist in 
naively accrediting discursive powers (abuse of etymology that 
serves as explanation, play on homonyms, privileging of nom
ination, autonomization of language, and so forth.) 4 

A question, then, must be asked, and it is a question of method, 
a. ·second propaedeutic (Anleitung) to the vision of spirits: How 
does one transform the world into a "specter of the truth [in das 
Gespenst der Wahrheit] "? And how does one transform oneself "into 
something holy or spectral [in einen Geheiligten oder Gespenstigen ]"·? 
mhis critical question is addressed first of all by Saint Max 
EStirner) to Szeliga in the course of a fictive dialogue. The latter 
is reproached for the very thing that Marx reproaches Stirner for, 
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namely, that he should not be "surprised" when " 'he now finds 
nothing but a specter' in himself [in sich 'nichts a1s einen Spuk finde']." 
From the moment Szeliga transfigures the object into truth, he is 
no longer concerned with details, he treats the object in general, 
he produces the thing wholesale, he installs "the first manu
facture of specters on a large scale [Etste Gespensterfabrikation im 
Grossen]." He believes in that with which Stirner threatens him 
and the reason Stirner accuses him: conceiving the truth as spec
ter (die Wahrheit a1s Gespenst). But this is precisely what Marx is 
reproaching Saint Max for! He reproaches relentlessly by repro
ducing this staging of positions and oppositions that will end up in an 
"arithmetical series of oppositions" whose "dialectical method" he 
will pretend to admire (p. 156). Vertiginous asymmetry: the 
technique for having visions, for seeing ghosts is in truth a tech
nique to make oneself seen by ghosts. The ghost, always, is looking at me. 5 

"Instructions in the art of seeing spirits. First of all one must become 
transformed into a complete fool, i.e., imagine oneself [pose 
oneself: sich setzen] to be Szeliga, and then say to oneself, as Saint 
Max does to this Szeliga: 'Look around You in the world and say 
for Yourself whether a spirit is not looking at You from every
where!' [ aus Allem Dich ein Geist anschaut!J" (p. 15 2). 

Follow my gaze, the specter seems to say with the imperturb
able authority and the rock hardness of a Commandatore. Let us 
follow this gaze. Right away we lose sight of it: disappeared, the 
departed, in the hall of mirrors where it multiplies. There is not 
only one spirit watching You. Since this spirit "is" everywhere, 
since it comes from everywhere (a us All em) , it proliferates a priori, 
it puts in place, while depriving them of any place, a mob of 
specters to which one can no longer even assign a point of view: 
they invade all of space. Number is the specter. But in order to 
inhabit even there where one is not, to haunt all places at the 
same time, to be atopic (mad and non-localizable), not only is it 
necessary to see from behind the visor, to see without being seen 
by whoever makes himself or herself seen (me, us), it is also 
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necessary to speak. And to hear voices. The spectral rumor now 
resonates, it invades everything: the spirit of the "sublime" and 
the spirit of "nostalgia" cross all borders. "One hears," Marx 
quotes, " 'millions of spirits speak through the mouths of 
people' [ und man hiirt 'aus den Menschen Millionen Geister reden']" 
•Eibid.). A merciless spiraling movement then draws in a series of 
quotations that lead to two conclusions. Marx wants at the same time 
to extract them from Stirner's witness-text and to use them 
against him. As always, he grabs the weapons and turns them 
back against the one who thought he was their sole owner. We 
underscore here the objections that one might be tempted to 
address to the phenomenological principle in general. Two con
clusions, then: (1) the phenomenal form of the world itself is 
spectral; (2) the phenomenological ego (Me, You, and so forth) is 
a specter. The phainesthai itself (before its determination as phe
nomenon or phantasm, thus as phantom) is the very possibility 
of the specter, it brings death, it gives death, it works at 
mourning. 6 

Consequence, concatenation, rattle of chains, endless proces
sion of phenomenal forms that file by, all white and diaphanous, 
in'the middle of the night. The apparition form, the phenomenal 
body of the spirit, that is the definition of the specter. The ghost 
is the phenomenon of the spirit. Let us cite Marx who, citing 
Stirner, wants to force him to admit that he identifies irresistibly 
with the witness-adversary whom he calls to appear, the poor 
Szeliga. The latter will have survived oblivion only in this 
insubstantial guise, he speaks only through this indirect voice. 
Everything is concentrated then in the German expression es spukt, 
which translations are obliged to circumvent. One would have to 
say: it haunts, it ghosts, it specters, there is some phantom there, 
it has the feel of the living-dead-manor house, spiritualism, 
occult science, gothic novel, obscurantism, atmosphere of 
anonymous threat or imminence. The subject that haunts is not 
identifiable, one cannot see, localize, fix any form, one cannot 
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dectde between hallucination and perception, there are only dis
placements; one feels oneself looked at by what one cannot see:. 

If one has achieved this level [where talk passes through 
millions of spirits, aus den Menschen Millionen Geister reden], if 
one can exclaim with Stirner: "Yes, ghosts are teeming in the 
whole world Ua, es spukt in der Ganzen Welt], then "it is not 
difficult to advance to the point" (p. 93) where one makes the 
further exclamation: "Only in it? No, the world itself is an appar
ition [Nur in ihr? Nein, sie selber spukt]" (let your communica
tion be, Yea, yea; Nay, nay: for whatsoever is more than these 
cometh of evil, i.e., a logical transition), "it is the wandering 
pseudo-body of a spirit, it is an apparition [sie ist der wandelnde 
Scheinleib eines Geistes, sie ist ein Spuk]." Then cheerfully "look 
near at hand or into the distance, you are surrounded by a 
ghostly world .... You see spirits [in die Nlihe oder in die Feme; 
Dich umgibt eine gespenstige We/t-Du siehst Geiste~" ... [A]nd 
then "you should not be surprised" if, in these circumstances 
and from the heights ofSzeligality, you discover also that "your 
spirit is a ghost haunting your body [Deine Geist in Deinem 
Leibe spukt]," that you yourself are a ghost [Ou se/bst ein 
Gespenst bist] which "awaits salvation, that is, a spirit." Thereby 
you will have arrived at the point where you are capable of 
seeing "spirits" and "ghosts" in "all" people, and therewith 
spirit-seeing "reaches its final goal" (Pp. 46-47). 

The. basis of this instruction, only much more correctly 
expressed, is to be found in Hegel, inter alia, in the Geschichte 
der Philosophie, Ill, pp. 124, 125. (P. 153) 

This passage will have clarified, among other things, the 
difference between specter and spirit. It is a differance. The spec
ter is not only the carnal apparition of the spirit, its phenomenal 
body' its fallen and guilty 0 body' it is also the impatient 0 ana 
nostalgic waiting for' a redemption, namely, once again, f0r· a 
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spirit (auf Erlosung harrt, niimlich ein Geist) . The ghost would be the 
deferred spirit, the promise or calculation of an expiation. What 
is this differance? All or nothing. One must reckon with it but it 
upsets all calculations, interests, and capital. A transition between 
the two moments of spirit, the ghost is just passing through. 
Stirner, notes Marx while dting him, takes "seriously" this 
passage of the "spirits" (in the plural) that are the "offspring of 
spirit" in the singular (Sankt Max macht jetzt Ernst mit den "Geistem," 
welche die "Kinder des Geistes sind"). He at least imagines this spectral
ity of everything ( Gespensterhaftigkeit Aller). To this whole pro
geniture, to all these children whose sex is never determined, 
neither by Max nor Marx (but everything suggests that they are 
brothers of the same Son, thus sons of the same Father, through 
the mediation of the same Holy Spirit), he is content just to give 
names. Incantatory magic of onomastics and appellations controlees. 
The names are new, the concepts have aged, they drag along 
behind them a single idea: the idea that men represent, predsely by 
means of new appellations, general concepts. The whole debate 
here concerns, of course, the status of conceptual generality and 
the rough treatment it receives from Stirner, who according to 
Marx, phantomalizes it. These "representatives" (Repriisentanten) 
that. are men present or represent the generality of concepts 
in "the Negroid form" (im negerhaften Zustande). Perfidious, bifid, 
the word "Negroid" does double duty. On the one hand, it 
denounces the confusion within which Stirner maintains the 
concept, more predsely the presentation of the concept, the 
manner in which concepts "come onstage" in the intuition: the 
indetermination of the homogeneous, in the dark element of 
a nocturnal obscurity. The "Negroid state" is thus also, as some 
august ancestor had said just a little while earlier, the night in 
which all cows are black. Marx's insinuation utilizes a classic 
stratagem: when you accuse someone of being too generous with 
generality and, moreover, too preoccupied, in the penumbra, with 
ghosts, you try to conclude that the crime is one of obscurantism, 
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or even occultism. Here is someone, you then exclaim, who 
continues to believe in ghosts: he must believe in them to 
expend so much energy trying to get rid of them! In the name of 
Enlightenment and Reason, you then rise up to condemn any 
obscurity in the presentation of the general concept: "Negroid 
form" equals obscurantism plus occultism, mystery plus mysti
cism and mystification. Blackness is never far from the obscure 
and the occult. Spiritualism is but a spiritism. But, on the other 
hand, "Negroid form" might signal the enslavement of these 
pseudo-concepts that have no autonomy. They are not acknowl
edged as having any internal necessity. For they are working 
merely as objects in the service of men, for men. "These general 
concepts appear here first of all in the Negroid form as objective 
spirits having for people the character of objects [ als objektive, 
den Menschen gegenstiindliche Geister], and at this level are called spec
ters or---i!ppa.ritions! [ und heissen auf dieser Stufe Gespenster oder-Spuk!J" 
(p. 157).7 

If the ghost is disseminated everywhere, the question becomes 
a distressing one: where does one begin to count the progeniture? 
It is again a question of the head. Who is to be put at the head of 
all those whom one gets in one's head? (Mensch, es spukt in deinem 
Kopfe!) At the head of the procession comes capital, the capital 
representation, the oldest Son: Man. The arch-specter, the one 
who is at the beginning and at the controls, the capital ghost 
( das Hauptgespenst) is man himself with a capital M ( das Hauptgespenst 
ist natiirlich "der Mensch" selbst). But if men exist, in this logic, only 
as representatives (Repriisentanten) of an abstract generality, an 
essence, a concept, or a spirit, of a foreign (Fremden) sacrality or 
alterity, then they are .present for each other only in a ghostly 
fashion, as specters (nur als gespenstige, Gespenster fiir einander vorbanden 
sind) (ibid.). Humanity is but a collection or series of ghosts. 
Docile application of the Hegelian logic? Careful recitation of The 
Phenomenology of Spirit? Bo Marx suggests and he amuses himself by 
having the procession, precisely, in theory, the parade of these 
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specters march across the page. With the irony of a happy 
pamphleteer and a somewhat nervous self-satisfaction,. one 
whose body no doubt is worked over by some compulsive dis
avowal, he pretends to count off the specters on his fingers~ For 
there would be ten of them, as if by chance. Marx only feigns to 
count them, he pretends to enumerate for he knows that one 
cannot count here. He intends precisely to give a demonstra
tion of the innumerable. These simulacra of identity are classed 
according to a logic that uses every means to confound the 
adversary. Both the grouping of sets and the discrete and ordered 
(in a row: der Reihe nach) serialization of spectral singularities. 
There is in sum, no doubt, but a single ghost, a ghost of ghosts, 
and it is but a concept, not even a concept, the obscure "Negroid" 
presentation of a larger concept, more englobing than all the 
others, indeed it is but a name, a metonymy that lends itself to 
any and all substitutions (the part for the whole that it then 
exceeds, the effect for the cause of which it is in turn the cause, 
and so forth). Nominalism, conceptualism, realism: all of that is 
routed by the Thing or the Athing called ghost. The taxonomic 
order becomes too easy, at once arbitrary and impossible: one 
can neither classify nor count the ghost, it is number itself, it is 
numerous, innumerable as number, one can neither count on it 
nor with it. There is but one of them and already there are too 
many. It proliferates, one can no longer count its offspring or 
interests, its supplements or surplus values (the same figure in 
Greek-Plato knew something of this-associated the offspring of 
the father and the interest of capital or the Good). 8 For the 
singular ghost, the ghost that generated this incalculable multi
plicity, the arch-specter, is a father or else it is capital. These two 
abstract bodies are both visible-invisible. Apparitions without 
anybody [sans personne]. That does not prevent speculation, on the 
eontrary. Nor the desire to count what can no longer be counted. 
AFithmetical desire finds there on the contrary its spur, indeed its 
very origin. And the desire to classify. And the hierachizing 
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compulsion that, on the other hand, does not prevent lining the 
ghosts up in a row, horizontally, like so many concepts equal 
before the law and ready to move over a level field. They are 
labelled, a number is sewn on their backs as if they were playing 
on a soccer team the night of the big final beneath the lights, 
from Ghost No. 1 to Ghost No. 10. Only one of them would be 
missing, one may well wonder which one it is. 

We are going to count the ghosts. On Marx's fingers. But we 
cannot help asking ourselves, once again, at the opening of 
this fabulous scene: Why such relentless pursuit [ acharnement]? 
Why this hunt for ghosts? What is the reason for Marx's rage? 
Why does he harass Stirner with such irresistible irony? One has 
the impression, since the critique appears so insistent and 
redundant, both brilliant and ponderous, that Marx could go on 
forever launching his barbs and wounding to death. He could 
never leave his victim. He is bound to it in a troubling fashion. 
His prey captivates him. The acharnement of a hunter consists in 
setting out an animal lure, here the living lifeless body of a 
ghost, in order to trick the prey. 9 I have my own feeling on this 
subject (I insist that it is a feeling, my feeling and I have no reason 
to deny that it projects itself necessarily into the scene I am 
interpreting: my "thesis," my hypothesis, or my hypostasis, pre
cisely, is that it is never possible to avoid this precipitation, since 
everyone reads, acts, writes with his or her ghosts, even when one 
goes after the ghosts of the other). My feeling, then, is that Marx 
scares himself [se fait peur J, he himself pursues [il s' acharne lui
meme] relentlessly someone who almost resembles him to the 
point that we could mistake one for the other: a brother, a 
double, thus a diabolical image. A kind of ghost of himsel£ 
Whom he would like to distance, distinguish: to oppose. He 
has recognized someone who, like him, appears obsessed by 
ghosts and by the figure of the ghost and by its names with their 
troubling consonance and reference (Geist, Gespenst) . Someone 
who is besieged, like him, by the same and by another, by the 
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same that is each time another, because the identity of the ghost 
is precisely the "problem" (problema: at once question, task, pro
gram, and shield, the apotro paic armor, armor against armor, 
one helmet fascinated by the other, a duel under visors). I am 
describing then this feeling: that of a Marx obsessed, haunted, 
possessed like/ as Stirner, and perhaps more than him, which is 
even harder to take. Now, Stirner talked about all this before he did, 
and at such great length, which is even more intolerable. In the 
sense given to this word in hunting, he poached the specters of 
Marx. 10 Marx tried all the exorcisms, and with what eloquence, 
what jubilation, what bliss! He so loved the words of the exor
cism! For these words always cause to come back, they convoke 
the revenant that they conjure away. Come so that I may chase you! 
You hear! I chase you. I pursue you. I run after you to chase you 
away from here. I will not leave you alone. And the ghost does 
not leave its prey, namely, its hunter. It has understood instantly 
that one is hunting it just to hunt it, chasing it away only so as to 
chase after it. Specular circle: one chases after in order to chase 
away, one pursues, sets off in pursuit of someone to make him 
flee, but one makes him flee, distances him, expulses him so as 
to go after him again and remain in pursuit. One chases some
one away, kicks him out the door, excludes him, or drives him 
away. But it is in order to chase after him, seduce him, reach 
him, and thus keep him close at hand. One sends him far away, 
puts distance between them, so as to spend one's life, and for as 
long a time as possible, coming close to him again. The long time 
is here the time of this distance hunt (a hunt for distance, the prey, 
but also a hunt with distance, the lure). 11 The distance hunt can 
only hallucinate, or desire if you prefer, or defer proximity: lure 
and prey. 

This logic and this topology of the paradoxical hunt (whose 
figure, beginning before Plato, will have have traversed the 
whole history of philosophy, more precisely of the ontological 
inquest or inquisition) should not be treated as a rhetorical 
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ornament when one reads The Manifesto of the Communist Party: its 
first sentences, as we saw, immediately associate the figure of 
haunting with that of hunting. This is the very experience cif 
conjuration. The conjuration is on all sides, in the camp of the 
powers of old Europe (who are leading a "holy hunt" against the 
communist specter), but also in the opposite camp where they 
are also on a hunt. There, two great hunters, Marx and Stirner, are 
in principle sworn to the same conjuration. But the first accuses 
the other of betraying and serving the adversary, Christian 
Europe in sum. The first begrudges the second his having been 
the first to place the specter at the center of his system, his logic, 
and his rhetoric, even if it was only to expulse it. Isn't that 
inadmissible? He begrudges him [II lui en veut], he wants not to 
want the same thing as him and it is not a thing: the ghost. Like 
him, and like all those who are occupied by specters, he wel
comes them only in order to chase them. As soon as there is 
some specter, hospitality and exclusion go together. One is only 
occupied with ghosts by being occupied with exorcising them, 
kicking them out the door. That is what Marx and Stirner have in 
common: nothing other than this ghost hunt, but nothing but 
this singular nothing that a ghost remains. All the same, let us 
not forget that, unlike the spirit, for example, or the idea or 
simply thought, this nothing is a nothing that takes on a body. And 
since the two adversaries want to conjure away this body, noth
ing can efface in this regard a resemblance between them that is 
by definition troubling. The deconstructive critiques that Marx 
will address to the Stirnerian "historical constructions" or 
"montages" risk coming back at him like a boomerang. Whence 
the endless, relentless pursuit. Endless because it maintains itself 
by itself, it is talking with itself [il s'entretient de lui-meme]. He 
wants to classify [ classer], he can only chase [ chasser]. The pursuit 
pursues relentlessly, as we were suggesting, a kind of double or 
brother. Both of them love life, which is always the case but never 
goes without saying for finite beings: they know that life does not 
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go without death, and that death is not beyond, outside of life, 
unless one inscribes the beyond in the inside, in the essence of 
the living. They both share, apparently like you and me, an 
unconditional preference for the living body. But precisely 
because of that, they wage an endless war against whatever repre
sents it, whatever is not the body but belongs to it, comes back to 
it: prosthesis and delegation, repetition, differance. The living 
ego is auto-immune, which is what they do not want to know. 
To protect its life, to constitute itself as unique living ego, to 
relate, as the same, to itself, it is necessarily led to welcome 
the other within (so many figures of death: differance of the 
technical apparatus, iterability, non-uniqueness, prosthesis, syn
thetic image, simulacrum, all of which begins with language, 
before language), it must therefore take the immune defenses 
apparently meant for the non-ego, the enemy, the opposite, the 
adversary and direct them at once for itself and against itself. Marx 
thinks he is a better expert (a better "scholar" of ghosts), let us 
recall that he says in effect to Saint Max: I know my way around 
specters better than you; the ghost is my affair [is looking at me: 
~a me regarde], if you want to save life and conjure away the living
dead, you must not go at it immediately, abstractly, egologically, 
fantasmatically, with the word, with the language act of a phan
tasrnagoreuein; you must pass through the laborious ordeal of 
the detour, you must traverse and work on the practical structures, 
the solid mediations of real, "empirical" actuality, and so forth. 
Otherwise, you will have conjured away only the phantomality 
of the body, not the body itself of the ghost, namely, the reality 
of the State, Emperor, Nation, Fatherland, and so on. But obvi
ously, for the time of this detour, you must accept to take into 
account the autonomous, relatively autonomous body of ghostly 
reality. 

By himself pursuing this double who is in a rush to get things 
over with, and who is therefore all the more insubstantial, Marx 
always runs the risk of going after in this way his own ghost: a 
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specter at once speculative and specular. This risk irritates him, 
so he has to keep endlessly piling on the traits, the distinctive 
traits and the polemical traits. He will never be done with it, but 
it is in order to be done with it, to close out his account that he 
counts things up. 

He counts off the other's ghosts. There are ten of them. Well, 
anyway, he stops at ten. Is it simply so he can count on his 
fingers? A manual operation in view of a manual? But what is 

Marx's hand doing here, underhandedly so to speak, as Patrice 
Loraux might say? 12 Why ten? 

One might read the whole German Ideology, we will not do it 
here, as the inexhaustible gloss on this table of ghosts. For one 
can take it in this way, as a table, a Table of the law in ten parts, 
the specter of a Decalogue and a decalogue of specters. The new 
table is presented also as a tableau, the ironic tabularization, the 
fictive taxonomy, or the statistic of ghosts. A table of the categor
ies of the object or of being as specter in general. And yet, 
despite the stasis that is appropriate for the exhibition of a tab
leau or picture, this one knows no rest in any stability. This 
tableau of spirits moves on the model of a seance table [table 
toumante]. It begins to dance before our eyes, like a certain "table" 
in Capital which we will later see move, when its becoming
commodity opens up the dimension of secrecy, mysticism, and 
fetishism. For in this list of ghosts, in this new table whose 
capital categories stand like the counts of an indictment, the 
concepts cannot be distinguished. They are not added one to 
the other, they supplement each other and thereby pass in turn 

one into the other, each figuring a turn of the other. We cannot 
read here The German Ideology, which at bottom is but the devel
oped exposition of this table. Without even quoting the mocking 
remarks in the exclamatory style (the curious reader is referred 
to them) with which Marx accompanies each one of the ten 
apparitions, we will limit ourselves to a few observations about 
this or that distinctive trait. Whereas in the "pure history of 
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spirits [ reine Geistergeschichte]," Marx had counted "ten theses," 
here, a few pages later, in the "impure history of spirits," he 
banks on [table sur] ten ghosts: 

Gespenst No. I (ghost No. I): the supreme being ( das hiichste 
Wesen), God. Not a minute is wasted speaking of this "incredible 
belief," Marx notes. Neither Stirner nor Marx, moreover, stops to 
consider the essence of believing, here the essence of faith 
par excellence, which can only ever believe in the unbelievable, and 
would not be what it is without that, beyond any "proof of the 
existence of God." 

Gespenst No.2: Being or essence (Das Wesen). [Apparently, we are 
going down: from the highest, das hiichste Wesen, to the less 
high, das Wesen period. An old problem, at least since Aristotle. 
Descending hierarchy, from theology to ontology. Will it be so 
simple? Wesen remains the common concept, as we shall see, and 
the guiding thread of this classification that therefore remains 
essentially ontological, in truth onto-theological. 13J 

Gespenst No.3: the vanity of the world. Nothing to say about that, 
notes Marx, except that it serves to introduce what follows, to link 
"easily," "lightly," Ieicht with what follows. And what is lighter, 
in fact, more vain, precisely, more non-existent (here, no more 
Wesen) than the shadow and the vanity of a ghost? The vanity of 
the world, then, just to make a link with what follows, namely 

Gespenst No.4: good and evil beings (die guten und biisen Wesen). Das 
Wesen has come back but, notes Marx, Max has nothing to say on 
this score, even if there is so much to be said. It is just to make a 
link with what follows, namely: 

Gespenst No. 5: Being and its realm ( das Wesen und sein Reich) . This is 
the first determination of Being. It possesses an empire, whence 
its metamorphosis (Verwandlung) into a plurality of beings. This is 
the first birth of the plural, birth itself, the origin of number and 
progeniture. Of course, the word "realm" already transfers the 
table of the commandments or the table of categories from 
Being to an evangelical ground. 
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Gespenst No.6: beings, therefore (die Wesen). We have passed over 
into the plural, into the proliferation of the progeniture, from S 
to 6, through metamorphosis and spontaneous generation (dass es 
"das Wesen" ist, worauf es sich Hugs in Gespenst Nr 6: "die Wesen" 
verwanddt) . 

Gespenst No.7: the Man-God (der Gottmensch). In this descending 
hierarchy, this is, in sum, the moment of conversion or revers
ibility (descent and ascension). It is also the category of the third, 
the middle or the mediation, for the synthesis of speculative 
idealism, the hinge [ charniere] of this onto-theology as anthropo
theology of the ghost. Does not the Man-God play the same role 
in The Phenomenology of Spirit? This articulating joint also situates the 
place of the becoming-flesh, the privileged moment of the spec
tral incarnation or incorporation. It is not at all surprising that 
Marx, following Max, devotes his longest commentary to it, 
which is also, precisely, the most relentless [ achame], the most 
captivated. Is not the Christie moment, and within it the eucha
ristic instant, the hyperbole of achamement itself? If every specter, 
as we have amply seen, is distinguished from spirit by an 
incorporation, by the phenomenal form of a quasi-incarnation, 
then Christ is the most spectral of specters. He tells us something 
about absolute spectrality. Stirner himself would be ready to grant 
him the singularity of this transcendental privilege. Without this 
incarnation, would the concept of incarnation have any sense at 
all, any historical chance? Jesus is at once the greatest and the 
most "incomprehensible of ghosts" (unbegreiflichste Gespenst). Marx 
insists on this: 

Of him Stirner is able to say that he was "corpulent" [dass er 
"beleibt" gewesen ist]. If Saint Max does not believe in Christ, he 
at least believes in his "actual corpus" [an seiner "wirklichen 
Leib"]. According to Stirner, Christ introduced great distress 
into history, and our sentimental saint relates with tears in his 
eyes, "how the strongest Christians have racked their brains in 
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order to comprehend him"-Yes-"there has never been a 
specter that caused such mental anguish ... " (P. 158).'4 

It is thus easy to go from him to the "horrible being" (zum 
grauenhaften Wesen) : 

Gespenst No. 8: man. Here we come closest to ourselves but also 
to the most terrifying thing. It is of the essence of the ghost in 
general to be frightening. This is especially true of man, of the 
most "unheimlich" of all ghosts, a word Stirner uses that the 
French translations overlook most often and that interests us to 
the highest degree. It is the word of irreducible haunting or 
obsession. The most familiar becomes the most disquieting. The 
economic or egological home of the oikos, the nearby, the famil
iar, the domestic, or even the national (heinilich) frightens itself It 
feels itself occupied, in the proper secret (Geheimnis) of its inside, 
by what is most strange, distant, threatening. We will come back 
to this in conclusion. If Christ, that absolute specter, causes fear 
and pain, the man that this Gottmensch becomes (and man only 
arrives at himself, here, in this becoming) causes even more fear 
as he comes closer to us. He is even more spectral than the 
spectral. Man makes himsdf fear. He makes himself into the fear that 
he inspires. 15 Hence the contradictions that render humanism 
untenable. We see rise up here the logic of this fear of onesdf that is 
guiding our remarks. The ipseity of the self is constituted there. 
No one will have escaped it, neither Marx, nor the Marxists, nor 
of course their mortal enemies, all those who want to defend the 
property and integrity of their home [chez soi]: the body proper, 
the proper name, nation, blood, territory, and the "rights" 
that are founded thereon. Marx exposes the fatefulness of this, 
but he does so in the other, precisely, exposed in the opposite, 
on the side facing, in Saint Max. 16 It has to do with the phenom
enological fold, Marx seems to suggest, with that difference, 
both decisive and insubstantial at the same time, that separates 
being from appearing. The appearing of being, as such, as 
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phenomenality of its phenomenon, is and is not the being that 
appears; that is the fold of the "unheimlich": 

Specter No. 8, man. Here our bold writer is seized with 
immediate "horror"-"he is terrified of himself' ["er ershrickt 
vor sich selbst"], he sees in every man a "frightful specter" [einen 
"grausigen Spuk"], a "sinister specter" [einen "unheimlichen 
Spuk"], in which something "stalks" [in dem es "umgeht"; the 
same word as in the Manifesto]. He feels highly uncomfort
able. The split [Zwiespalt] between phenomenon [Erscheinung] 
and essence [Wesen] gives him no peace. He is like Nabal, 
Abigail's husband, of whom it is written that his essence too 
was separated from his phenomenal appearance ... (Ibid.) 

Everything always happens closest to the head and to the chie£ 
This fear of oneself could have led the writer to suicide. The 
writer, the man-writer could have chased after himself, hunted 
himself down, Saint Max is ready to blow his brains out (once 
again the sign of the hunt: eine Kugel durch den Kopf jagt) from the 
moment the persecution is internal and the other makes him 
suffer in the head. What saves this man from man is still another 
ghost. He remembers that the ancients "took no notice of any
thing of the kind in their slaves." He then thinks of the "spirit of 
the people" wherever it is incarnated. This leads him to deduce 
(Dies bringt ibn auf) the next ghost. 

Gespenst No.9: the spirit of the people (Volksgeist). There would 
be too much to say today about this deduction-not only about 
the return of national-populisms, but about what has always 
linked them, in the founding story they tell themselves, to appar
itions of revenants. The founder of the spirit of a people, one could 
show, always has the figure of a revenant-survivant, a ghost-survivor. 
It always obeys the temporality of its return. Its reapparition is 
awaited but obscurely feared. Marx speaks with so much lucidity 
elsewhere about nationalism, but here he remains very laconic. 
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He merely remarks the necessary transition toward the final 
metamorphosis: 

Gespenst No. I 0: Everything. Max will have succeeded in trans
muting everything, the All itself, into a ghost ("Alles" in ein Spuk zu 
verwandeln). So we have to stop the counting. And the recounting. 
And the story, and the fable, and the gothic novel. And the 
numerological occultism that puts on airs of Aufkliirung. One has 
to admit that, forthwith [seance tenante], "all enumeration ends" 
(alles Ziihlen aufhiirt) once everything comes back to haunt every
thing, everything is in everything, that is, "in the class of spec
ters" (in der Klasse Gespenster). One could throw it all together in any 
order, and Stirner does not fail to do so: the Holy Spirit, truth, 
law, and especially, especially the "good cause" in all its forms 
(die gute Sache, which Marx, who is as always a lucid analyst of 
modern times, accuses Stirner of never being able to forget, as if 
he too had made of good conscience, already, a vocation and of 
rightful law a technique of personal promotion). 

Stirner's exemplary fault, for which he must be judged, 
judged for the example, would be the vice of modern specula
tion. Speculation always speculates on some specter, it speculates 
in the mirror of what it produces, on the spectacle that it gives 
itself and that it gives itself to see. It believes in what it believes it 
sees: in representations. "All the 'specters' that have filed before 
us (die wir Revue passieren liessen) were representations (Vorstellungen)" 
(p. 160). In this sense, speculation is always theoretical and theo
logical. To explain the origin of this "history of ghosts," Marx 
refers to Feuerbach and to his distinction between ordinary 
theology, which believes in the ghosts of sensuous imagination, 
and speculative theology, which believes in the ghosts of non
sensuous abstraction. But theology in general is "belief in ghosts" 
( Gespensterglaube). One might say belief in general, the belief in this 
alliance of the sensuous and the non-sensuous where the two 
theologies intersect, the ordinary and the speculative. We 
will talk again later about the sensuous non-sensuous, with the 



184 SPECTERS OF MARX 

apparition of another table: neither the Table of the ten com
mandments, nor the table of the ten categories, but a wooden 
table this time, a table with four legs, a table with a wooden 
head. It is the birth, quite simply, of exchange-value. And we 
will have spoken of nothing other than heads, tableaux, and 
tables, and tables armed from head to toe. And the origin of 
exchange-value is the birth of capital. Of mysticism and the 
secret. 

In their common denunciation, in what is at once most criti
cal and ontological about it, Marx and Saint Max are also heirs to 
the Platonic tradition, more precisely to the one that associates in 
a strict fashion image with specter, and idol with phantasm, with 
the phantasrna in its phantomatic or errant dimension as living
dead. The "phantasma," which the Phaedo (81d) or the Timaeus 
(71 a) do not separate from the eidola, are figures of dead souls, 
they are the souls of the dead: when they are not hanging around 
funeral monuments and sepulchers (Phaedo), they are haunting 
the souls of certain living persons, day and night (Timaeus). Strict 
and recurrent, this coupling does not let itself be undone. It leads 
one to think that the survival and the return of the living dead 
belong to the essence of the idol. To its inessential essence, of 
course. To what gives body to the idea, but a body with a lower 
ontological content, a body that is less real than the idea itself. 
The idol appears or lets itself be determined only against the 
background of death. It is doubtless a hypothesis without ori
ginality, but one whose consequence can be measured by the 
constancy of an immense tradition, or rather one must say of 
the philosophical patrimony such as it is handed down, through 
the most parricidal mutations, from Plato to Saint Max, to Marx 
and beyond. The lineage of this patrimony is wrought, but 
never interrupted, by the question of the idea, the question 
of the concept and of the concept of the concept, the very 
one that harbors the whole problematic of The German Ideology 
(nominalism, conceptualism, realism, but also rhetoric and 
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logic, literal meaning, proper meaning, figural meaning, and so 
forth). And this question would be a question of life or death, 
the question of life-death, before being a question of Being, of 
essence, or of existence. It would open onto a dimension of 
irreducible sur-vival or surviving [survivance] and onto Being and 
onto some opposition between living and dying. 

What is ideology? Can one translate with regard to it the logic of 
surviving that we have just glimpsed with regard to the patrimony of 
the idol, and what would be the interest of such an operation? 

The treatment of the phantomatic in The German Ideology 
announces or confirms the absolute privilege that Marx always 
grants to religion, to ideology as religion, mysticism, or the
ology, in his analysis of ideology in general. If the ghost gives its 
form, that is to say, its body, to the ideologem, then it is the 
essential feature [le propre], so to speak, of the religious, accord
ing to Marx, that is missed when one effaces the semantics 
or the lexicon of the specter, as translations often do, with 
values deemed to be more or less equivalent (fantasmagorical, 
hallucinatory, fantastic, imaginary, and so on). The mystical 
character of the fetish, in the mark it leaves on the experience of 
the religious, is first of all a ghostly character. Well beyond a 
convenient mode of presentation in Marx's rhetoric or peda
gogy, what seems to be at stake is, on the one hand, the irreducibly 
specific character of the specter. The latter cannot be derived 
from a psychology of the imagination or from a psychoanalysis 
of the imaginary, no more than from an onto- or me-ontology, 
even though Marx seems to inscribe it within a socio-economic 
genealogy or a philosophy of labor and production: all these 
deductions suppose the possibility of spectral survival. On the other 
hand and by the same token, at stake is the irreducibility of the 
religious model in the construction of the concept of ideology. 
When Marx evokes specters at the moment he analyzes, for 
example, the mystical character or the becoming-fetish of the 
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commodity, we should therefore not see in that only effects of 
rhetoric, turns of phrase that are contingent or merely apt to 
convince by striking the imagination. If that were the case, 
moreover, one would still have to explain their effectiveness in 
this respect. One would still have to reckon with the invincible 
force and the original power of the "ghost" effect. One would 
have to say why it frightens or strikes the imagination, and what 
fear, imagination, their subject, the life of their subject, and so 
forth, are. 

Let us situate ourselves for a .moment in that place where the 
values of value (between use-value and exchange-value), secret, 
mystique, enigma, fetish, and the ideological form a chain in Marx's 
text, singularly in Capital, and let us try at least to indicate 
(it will be only an indicator) the spectral movement of this 
chain. The movement is staged there where it is a question, 
precisely, of forming the concept of what the stage, any stage, 
withdraws from our blind eyes at the moment we open them. 
Now, this concept is indeed constructed with reference to a 
certain haunting. 

It is a great moment at the beginning of Capital as everyone 
recalls: Marx is wondering in effect how to describe the sudden 
looming up of the mystical character of the commodity, the 
mystification of the thing itself-and of the money-form of 
which the commodity's simple form is the "germ." He wants 
to analyze the equivalent whose enigma and mystical character 
only strike the bourgeois economist in the finished form of 
money, gold or silver. It is the moment in which Marx means 
to demonstrate that the mystical character owes nothing to a 
use-value. 

Is it just chance that he illustrates the principle of his explan
ation by causing a table to turn? Or rather by recalling the 
apparition of a turning table? 17 

This table is familiar, too familiar; it is found at the opening of 
the chapter on the fetishism of the commodity and its secret 
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(Geheimnis). 18 This table has been worn down, exploited, overex
ploited, or else set aside, no longer in use, in antique shops or 
auction rooms. The thing is at once set aside and beside itself 
Beside itself because, as we will soon be surprised to see, the said 
table is a little mad, weird, unsettled, "out of joint." One no 
longer knows, beneath the hermeneutic patina, what this piece 
of wood, whose example suddenly looms up, is good for and 
what it is worth. 

Will that which is going to loom up be a mere example? Yes, 
but the example of a thing, the table, that seems to loom up of 
itsdf and to stand all at once on its paws. It is the example of an 
apparition. 

Let us take the chance, then, after so many glosses, of an 
ingenuous reading. Let us try to see what happens. But is this not 
right away impossible? Marx warns us with the first words. The 
point is right away to go beyond, in one fell swoop, the first 
glance and thus to see there where this glance is blind, to open 
one's eyes wide there where one does not see what one sees. One 
must see, at first sight, what does not let itself be seen. And this is 
invisibility itself For what first sight misses is the invisible. The 
flaw, the error of first sight is to see, and not to notice the invisi
ble. If one does not give oneself up to this invisibility, then the 
table-commodity, immediately perceived, remains what it is not, 
a simple thing deemed to be trivial and too obvious. This trivial 
thing seems to comprehend itself ( ein selbstverstiindliches, triviales 
Ding): the thing itself in the phenomenality of its phenomenon, a 
quite simple wooden table. So as to prepare us to see this invisi
bility, to see without seeing, thus to think the body without body 
of this invisible visibility-the ghost is already taking shape
Marx declares that the thing in question, namely, the commod
ity, is not so simple (a warning that will elicit snickers from all the 
imbeciles, until the end of time, who never believe anything, 
of course, because they are so sure that they see what is seen, 
everything that is seen, only what is seen). The commodity is 
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even very complicated; it is blurred, tangled, paralyzing, aporetic, 
perhaps undecidable ( ein sebr vertmcktes Ding). It is so disconcerting, 
this commodity-thing, that one has to approach it with "meta
physical" subtlety and "theological" niceties. Precisely in order 
to analyze the metaphysical and the theological that constructed 
the phenomenological good sense of the thing itself, of the 
immediately visible commodity, in flesh and blood: as what it is 
"at first sight" (auf den ersten Blick). This phenomenological good 
sense may perhaps be valid for use-value. It is perhaps even meant 
to be valid only for use-value, as if the correlation of these con
cepts answered to this function: phenomenology as the discourse 
of use-value so as not to think the market or in view of making 
oneself blind to exchange-value. Perhaps. And it is for this reason 
that phenomenological good sense or phenomenology of per
ception (also at work in Marx when he believes he can speak of a 
pure and simple use-value) can claim to foster Enlightenment since 
use-value has nothing at all "mysterious" about it (nicht Mysteriiises 
an ihr). If one keeps to use-value, the properties (Eigenschaften) of 
the thing (and it is going to be a question of property) are always 
very human, at bottom, reassuring for this very reason. They 
always relate to what is proper to man, to the properties of man: 
either they respond to men's needs, and that is precisely their 
use-value, or else they are the product of a human activity that 
seems to intend them for those needs. 

For example-and here is where the table comes on stage-
the wood remains wooden when it is made into a table: it is then 
"an ordinary, sensuous thing [ein ordiniires, sinnliches Ding]." It is 
quite different when it becomes a commodity, when the curtain 
goes up on: the market and the table plays actor and character at 
the same time, when the commodity-table, says Marx, comes on 
stage (auftritt), begins to walk around and to put itself forward as 
a market value. Coup de theotre: the ordinary, sensuous thing is 
transfigured ( verwandelt sich), it becomes someone, it assumes a 
figure. This woody and headstrong denseness is metamorphosed 
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into a supernatural thing, a sensuous non-sensuous thing, sensuous 
but non-sensuous, sensuously supersensible (verwandelt er sich in 
ein sinnlich iibersinnliches Ding). The ghostly schema now appears 
indispensable. The commodity is a "thing" without phenome
non, a thing in flight that surpasses the senses (it is invisible, 
intangible, inaudible, and odorless); but this transcendence is 
not altogether spiritual, it retains that bodiless body which we 
have recognized as making the difference between specter and 
spirit. What surpasses the senses still passes before us in the 
silhouette of the sensuous body that it nevertheless lacks or that 
remains inaccessible to us. Marx does not say sensuous and 
non-sensuous, or sensuous but non-sensuous; he says: sensuous 
non-sensuous, sensuously supersensible. 19 Transcendence, the 
movement of super-, the step beyond (iiber, epekeina), is made sen
suous in that very excess. It renders the non-sensuous sensuous. 
One touches there on what one does not touch, one feels there 
where one does not feel, one even suffers there where suffering 
does not take place, when at least it does not take place where 
one suffers (which is also, let us not forget, what is said about 
phantom limbs, that phenomenon marked with an X for any 
phenomenology of perception). The commodity thus haunts the 
thing, its specter is at work in use-value. This haunting displaces 
itself like an anonymous silhouette or the figure of an extra 
[figurante] who might be the principal or capital character. It 
changes places, one no longer knows exactly where it is, it turns, 
it invades the stage with its moves: there is a step there [il y a ld un 
pas] and its allure belongs only to this mutant. Marx must have 
recourse to theatrical language and must describe the apparition 
of the commodity as a stage entrance (auftritt). And he must 
describe the table become commodity as a table that turns, to be 
sure, during a spiritualist seance, but also as a ghostly silhouette, 
the figuration of an actor or a dancer. Thea-anthropological figure 
of indeterminate sex (Tisch, table, is a masculine noun), the table 
has feet, the table has a head, its body comes alive, it erects its 
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whole self like an institution, it stands up and addresses itself to 
others, first of all to other commodities, its fellow beings in 
phantomality, it faces them or opposes them. For the specter is 
social, it is even engaged in competition or in a war as soon as it 
makes its first apparition. Otherwise neither socius, nor conflict, 
nor desire, nor love, nor peace would be tenable. 

One would have to put this table on the auction block, subject 
it to co-occurrence or concurrency, make it speak with so many 
other tables in our patrimony, so many that we have lost count of 
them, in philosophy, rhetoric, poetics, from Plato to Heidegger, 
from Kant to Ponge, and so many others. With all of them, the 
same ceremony: a seance of the table. 

Marx, then, has just announced its entrance on stage and its 
transmutation into a sensuously supersensible thing, and now 
here it is standing up, not only holding itself up but rising, 
getting up and lifting itself, lifting its head, redressing itself and 
addressing itsel£ Facing the others, and first of all other com
modities, yes, it lifts its head. Let us paraphrase a few lines as 
literally as possible before citing the translation. It is not enough 
for this wooden table to stand up (Er steht nich nur), its feet on the 
ground, it also stands (sondern er stellt sich-and Marx does not add 
"so to speak" as certain French translators had made him con
cede, frightened as they were by the literal audacity of the 
description)-it also stands on its head, a wooden head, for it 
has become a kind of headstrong, pigheaded, obstinate animal 
that, 'standing, faces other commodities (er stellt sich allen andren 
Waren· gegeniiber auf den Kopf). Facing up to the others, before the 
others, its fellows, here then is the apparition of a strange crea
ture: at the same time Life, Thing, Beast, Object, Commodity, 
Automaton-in a word, specter. This Thing, which is no longer 
altogether a thing, here it goes and unfolds (entwickelt), it unfolds 
itself, it develops what it engenders through a quasi-spontaneous 
generation (parthenogenesis and indeterminate sexuality: the 
animal Thing, the animated-inanimated Thing, the dead-living 
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Thing is a Father-Mother), it gives birth through its head, it 
extracts from its wooden head a whole lineage of fantastic or 
prodigious creatures, whims, chimera (Grille), non-ligneous 
character parts, that is, the lineage of a progeniture that no 
longer resembles it, inventions far more bizarre or marvelous 
(viel wunderlicher) than if this mad, capricious, and untenable table, 
its head beginning to spin, started to dance on its own initiative 
[de son pro pre chef; a us freien Stiicken). 20 Whoever understands Greek 
and philosophy could say of this genealogy, which transfigures 
the ligneous into the non-ligneous, that it also gives a tableau of 
the becoming-immaterial of matter. As one knows, hule, matter, 
is first of all wood. And since this becoming-immaterial of matter 
seems to take no time and to operate its transmutation in the 
magic of an instant, in a single glance, through the omnipotence 
of a thought, we might also be tempted to describe it as the 
projection of an animism or a spiritism. The wood comes alive 
and is peopled with spirits: credulity, occultism, obscurantism, 
lack of maturity before Englightenment, childish or primitive 
humanity. But what would Enlightenment be without the 
market? And who will ever make progress without exchange
value? 

Capital contradiction. At the very origin of capital. Immediately 
or in the end, through so many differential relays, it will not fail 
to induce the "pragmatic" double constraint of all injunctions. 
Moving about freely (a us freien Stiicken), on its own head [de son 
propre chef], with a movement of its head but that controls its 
whole body, from head to toe, ligneous and dematerialized, the 
Table-Thing appears to be at the principle, at the beginning, 
and at the controls of itsel£ It emancipates itself on its own 
initiative: all alone, autonomous and automaton, its fantastic 
silhouette moves on its own, free and without attachment. It 
goes into trances, it levitates, it appears relieved of its body, like 
all ghosts, a little mad and unsettled as well, upset, "out of 
joint," delirious, capricious, and unpredictable. It appears to put 
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itself spontaneously into motion, but it also puts others into 
motion, yes, it puts everything around it into motion, as though 
"pour encourager les autres" (to encourage the others), Marx 
specifies in French in a note about this ghost dance: "One 
may recall that China and the tables began to dance when the 
rest of the world appeared to be standing still--pour encourager 
les autres."11 

The capital contradiction does not have to do simply with the 
incredible conjunction of the sensuous and the supersensible in 
the same Thing; it is the contradiction of automatic autonomy, 
mechanical freedom, technical life. Like every thing, from the 
moment it comes onto the stage of a market, the table resembles 
a prosthesis of itself. Autonomy and automatism, but automatism 
of this wooden table that spontaneously puts itself into motion, 
to be sure, and seems thus to animate, animalize, spiritualize, 
spiritize itsel£ but while remaining an artifactual body, a sort of 
automaton, a puppet, a stiff and mechanical doll whose dance 
obeys the technical rigidity of a program. Two genres, two gen
erations of movement intersect with each other in it, and that is 
why it figures the apparition of a specter. It accumulates undecid
ably, in its uncanniness, their contradictory predicates: the 
inert thing appears suddenly inspired, it is all at once transfixed by 
a pneuma or a psyche. Become like a living being, the table 
resembles a prophetic dog that gets up on its four paws, ready to 
face up to its fellow dogs: an idol would like to make the law. 
But, inversely, the spirit, soul, or life that animates it remains 
caught in the opaque and heavy thingness of the hule, in the inert 
thickness of its ligneous body, and autonomy is no more than 
the mask of automatism. A mask, indeed a visor that may always 
be hiding no living gaze beneath the helmet. The automaton 
mimes the living. The Thing is neither dead nor alive, it is dead 
and alive at the same time. It survives. At once cunning, invent
ive, and machine-like, ingenious and unpredictable, this war 
machine is a theatrical machine, a mekhane. What one has just 
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seen cross the stage is an apparition, a quasi-divinity-fallen 
from the sky or come out of the earth. But the vision also survives: 
Its hyperlucidity insists. 

Challenge or invitation, "encouragement," seduction coun
tering seduction desire or war, love or hate, provocation of other 
ghosts: Marx insists on this a lot for there is a multiple of this 
sociality (there is always more than one commodity, more than 
one spirit, and even more specters) and number belongs to the 
movement itself, to the non-finite process of spectralization 
(Baudelaire invoked number very well in the anthill-city of 
modern capitalism-ghost, crowd, money, prostitution-and 
Benjamin likewise in his wake). For .if no use-value can in itself 
produce this mysticality or this spectral effect of the commodity, 
and if the secret is at the same time profound and superficial, 
opaque and transparent, a secret that is all the more secret in that 
no substantial essence hides behind it, it is because the effect is 
born of a relation (ferance, difference, reference, and differance), 
as double relation, one should say as double social bond. 

· This double socius binds on the one hand men to each other. It 
associates them insofar as they have been for all times interested 
in time, Marx notes right away, the time or the duration oflabor, 
and this in all cultures and at all stages of techno-economic 
development. This socius, then, binds "men" who are first of all 
experiences of time, existences determined by this relation to 
time which itself would not be possible without surviving and 
returning, without that being "out of joint" that dislocates the 
self-presence of the living present and installs thereby the rela
tion to the other. The same socius, the same "social form" of the 
relation binds, on the other hand, commodity-things to each 
other. On the other hand, but how? And how is what takes place on 
the one hand among men, in their apprehension of time, explained 
by what takes place on the other hand among those specters that are 
commodities? How do those whom one calls "men;'' living 
men, temporal and finite existences, become subjected, in their 
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social relations, to these specters that are relations, equally social 
relations among commodities? 

[Since temporality appears to be essential here to the process of 
capitalization and to the socius in which an exchange-value is 
merchandized while spectralizing itself, since the existence of 
the men and women inscribed in this process is determined first 
of all, in Capital, as temporal, let us indicate quickly, in passing, the 
possibility of an inheritance or a filiation that would deserve a 
more sustained analysis. In question is the formula that, at the 
opening of Capital, defines exchange-value and determines the 
table as "non-sensuous sensuous" thing," sensuously supersen
sible. This formula literally recalls (and this literality cannot be 
taken as fortuitous or external) the definition of time-of time 
as well as of space-in Hegel's Encyclopedia (Philosophy of Nature, 
Mechanics). Hegel subjects the Kantian definition to a dialectical 
interpretation, that is, to the Aufhebung. He analyzes time as that 
which is first of all abstract or ideal (ein Ideelles) since it is the 
negative unity of being-outside-self (like space of which it is the 
truth). (This ideality of time is obviously the condition of any 
idealization and consequendy of any ideologization and any fet
ishization, whatever difference one must respect between these 
two processes.) Now, it is in order to make explicit the move
ment .of Aufhebung as temporalization of abstract and ideal time 
that Hegel adds this remark: "As space, time is a pure form of 
sensibility or of the act of intuition, the non-sensuous sensous 
[das unsinnliche Sinnliche] ... " (~258; I proposed a reading of this 
passage in·.Margins-of Philosophy).22

] 

The commodity table, the headstrong dog, the wooden head 
faces up, we recall, to all other commodities. The market is a front, a 
front among fronts, a confrontation. Commodities have business 
with other commodities, these hardheaded specters have com
merce among themselves. And not only in tete-a-tete. That is what 
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makes them dance. So it appears. But if the "mystical character.1' 

of the commodity, if the "enigmatic character" ofthe:product:of 
labor as commodity is born of "the social form" oflabor, one must 
still analyze what is mysterious or secret about this process, and 
what the secret of the commodity form is (das Geheimnisvolle der 
Warenform). This secret has to do with a "quid pro quo."The term 
is Marx's. 23 It takes us back once again to some theatrical 
intrigue: mechanical ruse (mekhane) or mistaking a person, repe
tition upon the perverse intervention of a prompter [souffieur]; 
parole souffiee, 24 substitution of actors or characters. Here the theat
rical quid pro quo stems from an abnormal play of mirrors. There is 
a mirror, and the commodity form is also this mirror, but since 
all of a sudden it no longer plays its role, since it does not reflect 
back the expected image, those who are looking for themselves 
can no longer find themselves in it. Men no longer recognize in 
it the social character of their own labor. It is as if they were 
becoming ghosts in their turn. The "proper" feature of specters1 

like vampires, is that they are deprived of a specular image, of the 
true, right specular image (but who is not so deprived?). 25 How 
do you recognize a ghost? By the fact that it does not recognize 
itself in a mirror. Now that is what happens with the commerce of 
the commodities among themselves. These ghosts that are commod
ities transform human producers into ghosts. And this whole 
theatrical process (visual, theoretical, but also optical, optician) 
sets off the effect of a mysterious mirror: if the latter does not 
return the right reflection, if, then, it phantomalizes, this is 
first of all because it naturalizes. The "mysteriousness" of the 
commodity-form as presumed reflection of the social form is 
the incredible manner in which this mirror sends back the 
image (ruriickspiegelt) when one thinks it is reflecting for men the 
image of the "social characteristies of men's own labor": such an 
"image" objectivizes by naturalizing. Thereby, this is its truth, 
it shows by hiding, it reflects these "objective" (gegenstiindliche) 
characteristics as inscribed right on the product of labor, as 
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the "socio-natural properties of these things" ( a1s gesellschaftliche 
Natureigenschaften dieser Dinge). Therefore, and here the commerce 
among commodities does not wait, the returned (deformed, 
objectified, naturalized) image becomes that of a social relation 
among commodities, among these inspired, autonomous, and 
automatic "objects" that are seance tables. The specular becomes 
the spectral at the threshold of this objectifying naturalization: 
"it also reflects the social relation of the producers to the sum 
total of labour as a social relation between objects, a relation 
which exists apart from and outside the producers. Through 
this substitution [quid pro quo], the products of labour become 
commodities, sensuous things which are at the same time 
supersensible or social" (pp. 164----65). 

For the thing as well as for the worker in his relation to time, 
socialization or the becoming-social passes by way of this spec
tralization. The "phantasmagoria" that Marx is working here 
to describe, the one that is going to open up the question of 
fetishism and the religious, is the very element of this social and 
spectral becoming: at the same time, by the same token. While 
pursuing his optical analogy, Marx concedes that, in the same 
way, of course, the luminous impression left by a thing on the 
optic nerve also presents itself as objective form before the eye 
and outside of it, not as an excitation of the optic nerve itself But 
there, in visual perception, there is really (wirklich), he says, a 
light that goes from one thing, the external object, to another, 
the eye: "physical relation between physical things." But the 
commodity-form and the relation of value between products of 
labor in which it presents itself have nothing to do either with 
its "physical nature" or with the "thingly (material) relations" 
( dingliche Beziehungen) that arise from it. "It is nothing but the 
definite social relation between men themselves which assumes 
here, for them, the fantastic form [dies phantasmagorische Form] of 
a relation between things'' (p. 165). As we have just observed, 
this phantasmagoria of a commerce between market things, on the 
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mercatus or the agora, when a piece of merchandise (merx) seems to 
enter into a relation, to converse, speak (agoreuein), and negotiate 
with another, corresponds at the same time to a naturalization of 
the human socius, oflabor objectified in things, and to a denatur'
ing, a denaturalization, and a dematerialization of the thing 
become commodity, of the wooden table when it comes on 
stage as exchange-value and no longer as use-value. For com
modities, as Marx is going to point out, do not walk by them
selves, they do not go to market on their own in order to meet 
other commodities. This commerce among things stems from 
the phantasmagoria. The autonomy lent to commodities corres
ponds to an anthropomorphic projection. The latter inspires the 
commodities, it breathes the spirit into them, a human spirit, 
the spirit of a speech and the spirit of a will. 

A. Of a speech first of all, but what would this speech say? What 
would this persona, actor, or character say? "If commodities could 
speak, they would say this: our use-value may interest men, but 
it does not belong to us as objects. What does belong to us as 
objects, however, is our value. Our own intercourse [Unser eigner 
Verkehr] as commodities proves it. We relate to each other [Wir 
beziehn uns] merely as exchange-values" (pp. 17 6-77). This rhet
orical artifice is abyssal. Marx is going to claim right away that 
the economist naively reflects or reproduces this fictive or spec
tral speech of the commodity and lets himself be in some way 
ventriloquized by it: he "speaks" from the depths of the soul of 
commodities (a us den Warenseele heraus). But in saying "if commod
ities could speak" (Kiinnten die Waren sprechen), Marx implies that 
they cannot speak. He makes them speak (like the economist 
he is accusing) but in order to make them say, paradoxically, 
that inasmuch as they are exchange-values, they speak, and that 
they speak or maintain a commerce among themselves only 
fusofar as they speak. That to them, in any case, one can at least 
•lend speech. To speak, to adopt or borrow speech, and to be 
exchange-value is here the same thing. It is use-values that do no 
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speak and that, for this reason, are not concerned with and do 
not interest commodities-judging by what they seem to say. 
With this movement of a fiction of speech, but of speech that 
sells itself by saying, "Me, the commodity, I am speaking," Marx 
wants to give a lesson to economists who believe (but is he not 
doing the same thing?) that it suffices for a commodity to say 
"Me, I am speaking" for it to be true and for it to have a soul, a 
profound soul, and one which is proper to it. We are touching 
here on that place where, between speaking and saying "I am 
speaking," the difference of the simulacrum is no longer opera
tive. Much ado about nothing? Marx cites right after this the 
Shakespeare play while making a rather tortuous use of the 
opposition between fortune (chance or destiny) and nature (law, 
necessity, history, culture): "To be a well-favoured man is the 
gift offortune, but to write and read comes by nature" (ibid.). 

B. Of the will next. Since commodities do not walk in order 
to take themselves willingly, spontaneously, to market, their 
"guardians" and "possessors" pretend to inhabit these things. 
Their "will" begins to "inhabit" (hausen) commodities. The dif
ference between inhabit and haunt becomes here more ungrasp
able than ever. Persons are personified by letting themselves be 
haunted by the very effect of objective haunting, so to speak, that 
they produce by inhabiting the thing. Persons (guardians or pos
sessors of the thing) are haunted in return, and constitutively, by 
the haunting they produce in the thing by lodging there their 
speech and their will like inhabitants. The discourse of Capital on 
the "exchange process" opens like a discourse on haunting
and on the laws of its reflection: 

Commodities cannot themselves go to market and perform 
exchanges in their own right. ... [T]heir guardians must place 
themselves in relation to one another as persons whose will 
[Willen] resides [haust] in those objects, and must behave in 
such a way that each does not appropriate the commodity of 
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the other, and alienate his own, except through an aGt to which 
both parties consent. (P. 178) 26 

From this Marx deduces a whole theory of the juridical form of 
the pact, the pledge, the contract, and the "economic masks" 
with which persons cover themselves-and which figure but 
"the personifications of economic relations." 

This description of the phantasmopoetic or phantasmagoric 
process is going to constitute the premise of the discourse on 
fetishism, in the analogy with the "religious world. "27 

But before we get to that, let us take a few steps backward and 
formulate a few questions. At least two. 

First of all: If what Capital is analyzing here is not only the 
phantomalization of the commodity-form but the phantomali
zation of the social bond, its spectralization in return, by means 
of a perturbed reflection, then what is one to think (still retro
spectively) of the stinging irony with which Marx treated Stimer 
when the latter dared to speak of a becoming-ghost of man 
himself, and for himself? Of a man who became frightened of his 
own ghost, a constitutive fear of the concept that he formed of 
himself, and thus of his whole history as a man? Of a make-oneself
fear by which he made himself, frightening himself with the very 
fear that he inspires in himself? His history as the history and 
work of his mourning, of the mourning for himself, of the 
mourning he wears right on the surface of what is proper to 
man? And when he describes the phantomalization of the 
wooden table, the ghost that engenders ghosts and gives birth to 
them from its head in its head, outside of it inside of it, beginning 
with itself, departing from itself [a partir d' elle-meme], what kind 
of reflection causes Marx to reproduce the literal language ,of 
Stimer, which he himself cited in The German Ideology and turned 
back, in some way, against its author, that is to say, against 
an accuser who is then charged with the indictment count 
he had himself elaborated ("After the world has confronted :the 
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fantasy-making [phantasierenden] youth (of page 20) as a world of 
his 'feverish fantasies' [Fieberphantasien], as a world of ghosts [als 
Gespensterwdt], 'the offsprings of his own head' [eignen Gerburten 
seines Kopfs] inside his head begin to dominate him") ?28 

This question could be developed endlessly. We will interrupt 
its course and follow one of its other relays. 

Secondly: To say that the same thing, the wooden table for 
example, comes on stage as commodity after having been but an 
ordinary thing in its use-value is to grant an origin to the ghostly 
moment. Its use-value, Marx seems to imply, was intact. It 
was what it was, use-value, identical to itsel£ The phantasma
goria, like capital, would begin with exchange-value and the 
commodity-form. It is only then that the ghost "comes on 
stage." Before this, according to Marx, it was not there. Not even 
in order to haunt use-value. But whence comes the. certainty 
concerning the previous phase, that of this supposed use-value, 
precisely, a use-value purified of everything that makes for 
exchange-value and the commodity-form? What secures this 
distinction for us? It is not a matter here of negating a use-value 
or the necessity of referring to it. But of doubting its strict pur
ity. If this purity is not guaranteed, then one would have to say 
that the phantasmagoria began before the said exchange-value, at 
the thresh-old of the value of value in general, or that the com
modity-form began before the commodity-form, itself before 
itsel£ The said use-value of the said ordinary sensuous thing, 
simple hule, the wood of the wooden table concerning which 
Marx supposes that it has not yet begun to "dance," its very 
form, the form that informs its hule, must indeed have at least 
promised it to iterability, to substitution, to exchange, to value; 
it must have made a start, however minimal it may have been, on 
an idealization that permits one to identify it as the same 
throughout possible repetitions, and so forth. Just as there is no 
pure use, there is no use-value which the possibility of exchange 
and commerce (by whatever name one calls it, meaning itself, 
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value, culture, spirit [!], signification, the world, the relation to 
the other, and first of all the simple form and trace of the other) 
has not in advance inscribed in an out-of-use--an excessive signi
fication that cannot be reduced to the useless. A culture began 
before culture-and humanity. Capitalization also. Which is as 
much as to say that, for this very reason, it is destined to survive 
them. (One could say as much, moreover, if we were venturing 
into another context, for exchange-value: it is likewise inscribed 
and exceeded by a promise of gift beyond exchange. In a certain 
way, market equivalence arrests or mechanizes. the dance that it 
seemed to initiate. Only beyond value itself, use-value and 
exchange-value, the value of technics and of the market, is grace 
promised, if not given, but never rendered or given back to the 
dance.) 

Without disappearing, use-value becomes, then, a sort of 
limit, the correlative of a limit-concept, of a pure beginning to 
which no object can or should correspond, and which therefore 
must be complicated in a general (in any case more general) 
theory of capital. We will draw from this only one consequence 
here, among all the many other possible ones: if it itself retains 
some use-value (namely, of permitting one to orient an analysis 
of the "phantasmagoric" process beginning at an origin that is 
itself fictive or ideal, thus already purified by a certain fantastics), 
this limit-concept of use-value is in advance contaminated, 
that is, pre-occupied, inhabited, haunted by its other, namely, 
what will be born from the wooden head of the table, the com
modity-form, and its ghost dance. The commodity-form, to be 
sure, is not use-value, we must grant this to Marx and take 
account of the analytic power this distinction gives us. But if the 
commodity-form is not, presently, use-value, and even if it is not 
actually present, it affects in advance the use-value of the wooden 
table. It affects and bereaves it in advance, like the ghost it will 
become, but this is precisely where haunting begins. And its 
time, and the untimeliness of its present, of its being "out .of 
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joint." To haunt does not mean to be present, and it is necessary 
to introduce haunting into the very construction of a concept. 
Of every concept, beginning with the concepts of being and 
time. That is what we would be calling here a hauntology. 
Ontology opposes it only in a movement of exorcism. Ontology 
is a conjuration. 

The "mystical character" of the commodity is inscribed before 
being inscribed, traced before being written out letter for letter 
on the forehead or the screen of the commodity. Everything 
begins before it begins. Marx wants to know and make known 
where, at what precise moment, at what instant the ghost comes on stage, 
and this is a manner of exorcism, a way of keeping it at bay: 
before this limit, it was not there, it was powerless. We are sug
gesting on the contrary that, before the coup de theatre of this 
instant, before the "as soon as it comes on stage as commodity, it 
changes into a sensuous supersensible thing," the ghost had 
made its apparition, without appearing in person, of course and 
by definition, but having already hollowed out in use-value, in 
the hardheaded wood of the headstrong table, the repetition 

·(therefore substitution, exchangeability, iterability, the loss of 
singularity as the experience of singularity itself, the possibility 
of capital) without which a use could never even be determined. 
This haunting is not an empirical hypothesis. Without it, one 
could not even form the concept either of use-value, or of value 
in general, or inform any matter whatsoever, or determine any 
table, whether a wooden table--useful or saleable--or a table of 
categories. Or any Tablet of commandments. One could not even 
complicate, divide, or fracture sufficiently the concept of use
value by pointing out, as Marx does for example, this obvious 
fact: for its first presumed owner, the man who takes it to market 
as use-value meant for others; the first use-value is an exchange
value. "Hence commodities must be realized as values before 
they can be realized as use-values" (p. 179).And vice versa, which 
makes the diachrony circular and transforms the distinction into a 
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co,-implication. "On the other hand, [commodities] must stand 
the test as use-values before they can be realized as values." Even 
if the transformation of one commodity into use-value and 
some other into money marks an independent stopping point! .a 
stasis in circulation, the latter remains an infinite process. If the 
total circulation C-M-C is a "series without beginning or end," 
as the Critique of Political Economy constantly insists,29 it is because 
the metamorphosis is possible in all directions between the use
value, the commodity, and money. Not to mention that the use
value of the money-commodity (Geldware) is also itself "dual": 
natural teeth can be replaced by gold prostheses, but this use
value is different from the one Marx calls "formal use-value" 
which arises out of the specific social function of money. 30 

Since any use-value is marked by this possibility of being used 
by the other or being used another time, this alterity or iterability 
projects it a priori onto the market of equivalences (which are 
always equivalences between non-equivalents, of course, and 
which suppose the double socius we were talking about above) .. In 
its originary iterability, a use-value is in advance promised, 
promised to exchange and beyond exchange. It is in advance 
thrown onto the market of equivalences. This is not simply a bad 
thing, even if the use-value is always at risk of losing its soul in 
the commodity. The commodity is a born "cynic" because it 
effaces differences, but although it is congenitally levelling, 
although it is "a born leveller and cynic" (Gebomer Leveller und 
Zyniker) (p. 179), this original cynicism was already being prepared in 
use-value, in the wooden head of that dog standing, like a table; 
on its four paws. One can say of the table what Marx says of the 
commodity. Like the commodity that it will become, that it is in 
advance, the cynic already prostitutes itself, "it is always ready to 
exchange not only soul, but body, with each and every other 
commodity, be it more repulsive than Maritornes herself' 
(ibid.). It is in thinking of this original prostitution that, as we 
recall, Marx liked to cite Timon of Athens and his prophetic 
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imprecation. But one must say that if the commodity corrupts 
(art, philosophy, religion, morality, law, when their works 
become market values), it is because the becoming-commodity 
already attested to the value it puts in danger. For example: if a 
work of art can become a commodity, and if this process seems 
fated to occur, it is also because the commodity began by putting 
to work, in one way or another, the principle of an art. 

This was not a critical question, but rather a deconstruction 
of the critical limits, the reassuring limits that guarantee the 
necessary and legitimate exercise of critical questioning. Such a 
deconstruction is not a critique of critique, according to the 
typical duplication of post-Kantian German ideology. And most 
of all it does not necessarily entail a general phantasmagoriza
tion in which everything would indifferently become commod
ity, in an equivalence of prices. All the more so in that, as we 
have suggested here and there, the concept of commodity-form 
or of exchange-value sees itself affected by the same overflow
ing contamination. If capitalization has no rigorous limit, it is 
also because it comes itself to be exceeded. But once the limits 
of phantasmagorization can no longer be controlled or fixed by 
the simple opposition of presence and absence, actuality and 
inactuality, sensuous and supersensible, another approach to dif
ferences must structure ("conceptually" and "really") the field 
that has thus been re-opened. Far from effacing differences 
and analytic determinations, this other logic calls for other 
concepts. One may hope it will allow for a more refined and 
more rigorous restructuration. It alone in any case can call for 
this constant restructuration, as elsewhere for the very progress 
of the critique. And this de-limitation will also affect discourse 
on religion, ideology, and fetishism. But one has to realize that 
the ghost is there, be it in the opening of the promise or the 
expectation, ·before its first apparition: the latter had announced 
itself, from the first it will have come second. Two times at the same 
time, originary iterability, irreducible virtuality of this space and 

APPARITION OF THE INAPPARENT 205 

this time. That is why one must think otherwise the "time" or 
the date of an event. Again: "ha's this thing appear'd againe 
tonight?" 

Would there be then some exorcism at the opening of Capital? 
When the curtain rises on the raising of a curtain? From the first 
chapter of its first book? However potential it may appear, and 
however preparatory, however virtual, would this premise of 
exorcism have developed enough power to sign and seal the 
whole logic of this great work? Would a conjuration ceremony 
have scanned the unfolding of an immense critical discourse? 
Would it have accompanied that discourse, followed or preceded 
it like its shadow, in secret, like an indispensable and-if one can 
still put it this way-vital surviving, required in advance? A sur
viving inherited at the origin, but at every instant afterwards? 
And is not this surviving conjuration a part, ineffaceably, of the 
revolutionary promise? Of the injunction or oath that puts Capital 
in motion? 

Let us not forget that everything we have just read there was 
Marx's point of view on a finite delirium. It was his discourse on a 
madness destined, according to him, to come to an end, on a 
general incorporation of abstract human labor that is still trans
lated, but for a finite time, into the language of madness, into a 
delirium (Verriickheit) of expression (p. 169). We will have to, Marx 
declares, and we will be able to, we will have to be able to put an end to 
what appears in "this absurd form" (in dieser verriickten Form). We 
will. see (translate: we will see come) the end of this delirium and of 
these ghosts, Marx obviously thinks. It is necessary, because 
these ghosts are bound to the categories of bourgeois economy. 

This madness here? Those ghosts there? Or spectrality in 
general? This is more or less our whole question-and our cir

<mmSpection. We do not know if Marx thought to be done with 
the ghost in general, or even if he really wanted that, when he 
declares unequivocally that this ghost here, this Spuk which Capital 
takes as its object, is only the effect of the market economy. And 
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that, as such, it ought to, it will have to disappear with other 

forms of production. 

The categories of bourgeois economics consist precisely of 
forms of this kind [i.e., delirious, Marx has just said]. They 
are forms of thought which are socially valid, and therefore 
objective, for the relations of production belonging to this 
historically determined mode of social production, i.e. com
modity production. The whole mystery of commodities, all the 
magic and necromancy that surrounds the products of labour 

. on, the basis of commodity production, vanishes therefore 
as soon as we come to [escape to: fliichten] other forms of 
production [Aller Mystizismus der Warenwelt, all der Zauber und 
Spuk, welcher Arbeitsprodukte auf Grund/ age der Warenproduk
tion umnebelt, verschwindet daher sofort, so bald. wir zu andren 
Produktionsformenj/iichten] (Ibid.) 

This translation, like so many others, manages to efface the literal 
reference to the ghost (Spuk).31 One must also underscore the 
instant immediacy with which, as Marx would like at least to 
believe or make us believe, mysticism, magic, and the ghost 
would disappear: they will vanish (indicative), they will dissipate 
in truth, according to him, as if by magic, as they had come; at 
the very second in which one will (would) see the end of market 
production. Assuming even, along with Marx, that the latter will 
ever have a possible end. Marx does indeed say: "as soon as,~~ 
so bald, and as always he is speaking .of a disappearance to come of 
the .ghost; the fetish, and religion as cloudy apparitions. Every
thing~ is veiled' in mist, everything is enveloped in clouds 
(umnebelt), beginning with truth. ·Clouds on a cold night, land'
scape or setting ·ofHamlet upon the apparition of the ghost ("It is 
past midnight, bitterly coid, and dark except for the faint light of 

the stars"}. 
Even· if Capital had.thus opened with a great scene of exorcism, 
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with a bid to raise the stakes of conjuration, this critieal',phase 
would not be at all destroyed, it would not be discredited: A'tr 
least it would not annul everything about its event and ;its1lnau"' 
gurality. For we are wagering here that thinking never has done 
with the conjuring impulse. It would instead be born of that 
impulse. To swear or to conjure; is that not·the chance of think"'" 
ing and its destiny, no less than its limit? The·gift of its finitude? 
Does it ever have any other choice except among:several conjur
ations? We know that the question itself-and it is the most 
ontological and the most critical and the most risky of all ques
tions-still protects itself Its very formulation throws up barri
cades or digs trenches, surrounds itself with barriers, increases 
the fortifications. It rarely advances headlong, at total risk to life 
and limb [a corps perdu]. In a magical, ritual, obsessional fashion; 
its formalization uses formulas which are sometimes incantatory 
procedures. It marks off its territory by setting out there strat
egies and sentinels. under the protection of apotropaic shields. 
Rroblematization itself is careful to disavow and thus to conjure 
away (we repeat,. problema is a shield, an armor, a rampart as 
much as it is.a task for the inquiry to come). Critical problem
atfzation continues to do battle against ghosts. It fears them as 
it does itself. 

These questions posed, or rather suspended, we can perhaps 
iJleturn·to what Capital seems to want to say about the fetish, in the 
satne passage and following the same logic. The point is also, let 
(US; not .forget, to show that.the enigma of the "money" fetishds 
reducible to that of the "commodity" fetish once the latter·,has 
become visible (sichtbar)-but, adds Marx just as enigmatically, 
\Visible or evident to the point of blinding dazzlement: the :French 
it!llanslation to which I am referring here says the enigma,of the 
~lDmmodity fetish "creve les· yeux," literally, puts out one~s,~.eyes 
i(1ilie',Augenblendende Riitsel.des Warenfetischs). 3 2 

; :Now, as we know, only the reference to the religiousr'WOrld 
,allews one to explain the autonomy oftheideological,,.,andthus 
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its proper efficacy, its incorporation in apparatuses that are 
endowed not only with an apparent autonomy but a sort of 
automaticity that not fortuitously recalls the head-strongness 
of the wooden table. By rendering an account of the "mystical" 
character and the secret (das Geheirnnisvolle) of the commodity
form, we have been introduced into fetishism and the ideo
logical. Without being reducible one to the other, they share a 
common condition. Now, says Capital, only the religous analogy, 
only the "misty realm of religion" (die Nebelregion der religiiisen Welt) 
can allow one to understand the production and fetishizing 
autonornization of this form. The necessity of turning toward 
this analogy is presented by Marx as a consequence of the "phan
tasmagoric form" whose genesis he has just analyzed. If the 
objective relation between things (which we have called commerce 
between commodities) is indeed a phantasmagoric form of the social 
relation between men, then we must have recourse to the only 
analogy possible, that of religion: "It is nothing but the definite 
social relation between men themselves which assumes here, for 
them, the fantastic form of a relation between things." Con
sequence: "In order, therefore, to find an analogy [my emphasis: Urn daher 
eine Analogie zu finden], we must take Bight [fliichten again or already] 
into the misty realm of religion" (p. 165). 

Needless to say. the stakes are enormous in the relation of 
fetishism to the ideological and the religious. In the statements 
that immediately follow, the deduction of fetishism is alse> 
applied to the ideological, to its autonornization as well as to its 
automatization: 

There [in the religious world] the products of the human 
brain [of the head, once again, of men: des menschlischen 
Kopfes, analogous to the wooden head of the table capable of 
engendering chimera-in its head, outside of its head-once, 
that is, as soon as, its form can become commodity-form] 
appear as autonomous figures endowed with a life of their own, 
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which enter into relations both with each other and with 
the human race .... I call this the fetishism which attaches 
itself [anklebt] to the products of labour as soon as they,are 
produced as commodities, and is therefore inseparable from 
the production of commodities. 

As the foregoing analysis has already demonstrated, this 
fetishism of the world of commodities arises from the peculiar 
social character of the labour which produces them. (Ibid.) 

In other words, as soon as there is production, there is 
fetishism: idealization, autonornization and automatization, 
dematerialization and spectral incorporation, mourning work 
coextensive with all work, and so forth. Marx believes he 
must limit this co-extensivity to commodity production. In our 
view, this is a gesture of exorcism, which we spoke of earlier 
and regarding which we leave here once again our question 
suspended. 

·The religious is thus not just one ideological phenomenon 
or phantomatic production among others. On the one hand, it 
gives to the production of the ghost or of the ideological 
phantasm its originary form or its paradigm of reference, its 
first "analogy." On the other hand (and first of all, and no doubt 
for the same reason), the religious also informs, along with 
the messianic and the eschatological, be it in the necessarily 
undetermined, empty, abstract, and dry form that we are privileg
ing here, that "spirit" of emancipatory Marxism whose injunc
tion we are reaffirming here, however secret and contradictory it 
appears. 

We cannot get involved here in this general question of 
fetishization. 33 In work to come, it will no doubt be necessary to 
link it to the question of phantomatic spectrality. Despite the 
infinite opening of all these borders, one might perhaps attempt 
to define what is at stake here from at least three points of view: 

1. Fetishist phantomaticity in general and its place in Capital\ 34 
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Even before commodity value makes its stage entrance and before 
the choreography of the wooden table, Marx had defined the 
residual product of labor as a phantomatic objec:;tivity (gespenstige 
Gegenstiindlichkeit). 35 

2. The place of this theoretical moment in Marx's corpus. 
Does he or does he not break with what is said about "the ghost 
and the ideological in The German Ideology? One may have one's 
doubts. The relation is probably neither one of break nor of 
homogeneity. 

3. Beyond these dimensions, which are not only those of an 
exegesis of Marx, at stake is doubtless everything which today 
links Religion and Technics in a singular configuration. 

A. At stake first of all is that which takes the original form 
of a return of the religious, whether fundamentalist or not, 
and which overdetermines all questions of nation, State, inter
national law, human rights, Bill of Rights-in short, everything 
that concentrates its habitat in the at least symptomatic figure of 
Jerusalem or, here and there, of its reappropriation and of the 
system of alliances that are ordered around it. How to relate, but 
also how to dissociate the two messianic spaces we are talking 
about here under the same name? If the messianic appeal 
belongs properly to a universal structure, to that irreducible 
movement of the historical opening to the future, therefore to 
experience itself and to its language (expectation, promise, 
commitment to the event of what is coming, imminence, 
urgency, demand for salvation and for justice beyond law, pledge 
given to the other inasmuch as he or she is not present, presently 
present or living, and so forth), how is one to think it with the 
figures of Abrahamic messianism? Does it figure abstract deserti
fication or originary condition? Was not Abrahamic messianism 
but an exemplary prefiguration, the pre-name [prenom J given 
against the background of the possibility that we are attempting 
to name here? But then why keep the name, or at least the 
adjective (we prefer to say messianic rather than messianism, so as to 
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designate a structure of experience rather than a religion), ther.e 
where no figure of the arrivant, even as he or she is heralded, 
should be pre-determined, prefigured, or even pre-named? Of 
these two deserts, which one, first of all, will have signalled 
toward the other? Can one conceive an atheological heritage of 
the messianic? Is there one, on the contrary, that is more consist
ent? A heritage is never natural, one may inherit more than once, 
in different places and at different times, one may choose to 
wait for the most appropriate time, which may be the most 
untimely-write about it according to different lineages, and sign 
thus more than one import. These questions and these hypotheses 
do not exclude each other. At least for us and for the moment. 
Ascesis strips the messianic hope of all biblical forms, and even 
all determinable figures of the wait or expectation; it thus 
denudes itself in view of responding to that which must be 
absolute hospitality, the "yes" to the arrivant(e), the "come" to 
the future that cannot be anticipated-which must not be the 
"anything whatsoever" that harbors behind it those too familiar 
ghosts, the very ones we must practice recognizing. Open, wait
ing for the event as justice, this hospitality is absolute only if its 
keeps watch over its own universality. The messianic, including 
its revolutionary forms (and the messianic is always revolution-:
ar:y, it has to be), would be urgency, imminence but, irreducible 
paradox, a waiting without horizon of expectation. One may 
always take the quasi-atheistic dryness of the messianic to be the 
condition of the religions of the Book, a desert that was not even 
theirs (but the earth is always borrowed, on loan from God, it is 
never possessed by the occupier, says precisely uustement] the Old 
Testament whose injunction one would also have to hear); one 
may always recognize there the arid soil in which grew, and 
passed away, the living figures of all the messiahs, whether they 
were announced, recognized, or still awaited. One may also con,.. 
sider this compulsive growth, and the furtiveness of this passage, 
to. be the only events on the basis of which we approach and ·fust 
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of all name the messianic in general, that other ghost which we 
cannot and ought not do without. One may deem strange, 
strangely familiar and inhospitable at the same time (unheimlich, 
uncanny), this figure of absolute hospitality whose promise one 
would choose to entrust to an experience that is so impossible, 
so unsure in its indigence, to a quasi-"messianism" so anxious, 
fragile, and impoverished, to an always presupposed "messian
ism," to a quasi-transcendental "messianism" that also has such 
an obstinate interest in a materialism without substance: a 
materialism of the khora for a despairing "messianism." But 
without this latter despair and if one could count on what is 
coming, hope would be but the calculation of a program. One 
would have the prospect but one would not longer wait for 
anything or anyone. Law without justice. One would no longer 
invite, either body or soul, no longer receive any visits, no longer 
even think to see. To see coming. Some, and I do not exclude 
myself, will find this despairing "messianism" has a curious 
taste, a taste of death. It is true that this taste is above all a taste, a 
foretaste, and in essence it is curious. Curious of the very thing 
that it conjures-and that leaves something to be desired. 

B. But also at stake, indissociably, is the differantial deploy
ment of tekhne, of techno-science or tele-technology. 36 It obliges 
us more than ever to think the virtualization of space and time, 
the possibility of virtual events whose movement and speed 
prohibit us more than ever (more and otherwise than ever, for 
this is not absolutely and thoroughly new) from opposing 
presence to its representation, "real time" to "deferred time," 
effectivity to its simulacrum, the living to the non-living, in 
short, the living to the living-dead of its ghosts. It obliges us to 
think, from there, another space for democracy. For democracy
to-come and thus for justice. We have suggested that the event 
we are prowling around here hesitates between the singular 
"who" of the ghost and the general "what" of the simulacrum. 
In the virtual space of all the tele-technosciences, in the general 
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dis-location to which our time is destined-as are from now 
on the places of lovers, families, nations-the messianic trem
bles on the edge of this event itsel£ It is this hesitation, it has 
no other vibration, it does not "live" otherwise, but it would no 
longer be messianic if it stopped hesitating: how to give rise and 
to give place [donner lieu], still, to render it, this place, to render it 
habitable, but· without killing the future in the name of old 
frontiers? Like those of the blood, nationalisms of native soil not 
only sow hatred, not only commit crimes, they have no future, 
they promise nothing even if, like stupidity or the unconscious, 
they hold fast to life. This messianic hesitation does not paralyze 
any decision, any affirmation, any responsibility. On the con
trary, it grants them their elementary condition. It is their very 
experience. 

As we must hasten the conclusion, let us schematize things. If 
something seems not to have shifted between The German Ideology 
and Capital, it is two axioms whose inheritance is equally import
ant for· us. But it is the inheritance of a double bind which, 
moreover, signals toward the double bind of any inheritance 
and thus of any responsible decision. Contradiction and secret 
inhabit the injunction (the spirit of the father, if one prefers). On 
the one hand, Marx insists on respecting the originality and the 
proper efficacity, the autonomization and automatization of 
ideality as finite-infinite processes of differance (phantomatic, 
fantastic, fetishistic, or ideological)-and of the simulacrum 
which is not simply imaginary in it. It is an artifactual body, a 
technical body, and it takes labor to constitute or deconstitute it. 
!Fhis movement will remain valuable, no doubt irreplaceable, 
provided that it is adjusted, as it will be by any "good Marxism;" 
to novel structures and situations. But, on the other hand; even as 
he remains one of the first thinkers of technics, or even, by far 
and from afar, of the tele-technology that it will always have 
been, from near or from far, Marx continues to want to ground 
Ills critique or his exorcism of the spectral simulacrum 'lllt an 
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ontology. It is a--critical but predeconstructive--ontology of 
presence as actual reality and as objectivity. This critical onto
logy means to deploy the possibility of dissipating the phantom, 
let us venture to say again of conjuring it away as representative 
consciousness of a subject, and of bringing this representation 
back to the world of labor, production, and exchange, so as to 
reduce it to its conditions. Pre-deconstructive here does not 
mean false, unnecessary, or illusory. Rather it characterizes a 
relatively stabilized knowledge that calls for questions more rad
ical than the critique itself and than the ontology that grounds 
the critique. These questions are not destabilizing as the effect of 
some theoretico-speculative subversion. They are not even, in 
the final analysis, questions but seismic events. Practical events, 
where thought becomes act [ se fait agir], and body and manual 
experience (thought as Handeln, says Heidegger somewhere), 
labor but always divisible labor-and shareable, beyond the old 
schemas of the division oflabor (even beyond the one on whose 
basis Marx constructed so many things, in particular his dis
course on ideological hegemony: the division between intel
lectual labor and manual labor whose pertinence has certainly 
not disappeared, but appears more limited than ever). These 
seismic events come from the future, they are given from out of 
the unstable, chaotic, and dis-located ground of the times. A 
disjointed or dis-adjusted time without which there would be 
neither history, nor event, nor promise of justice. 

The fact that the ontological and the critical are here pre
deconstructive has political consequences which are perhaps not 
negligible. And they are doubtless not negligible, to go too 
quickly here, with regards to· the concept of the political, as 
concerns the political itself. 

To indicate just one example among so many others, let us 
evoke once again in conclusion a passage from The German Ideology. 
It puts to work a schema that Capital seems to have constantly 
confirmed. In it, Marx advances that belief in the religious specter, 
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thus in the ghost in general, consists in autonomizing a represen,. 
tation (Vorstellung) and in forgetting its genesis as well as its real 
grounding (reale Grundlage). To dissipate the factitious autonomy 
thus engendered in history, one must again take into account the 
modes of production and techno-economic exchange: 

In religion people make their empirical world into an entity that 
is only conceived, imagined [zu einem nur gedachten, vorgeste/1-
ten Wesen], that confronts them as something foreign [das 
ihnen fremd gegeniibertritt]. This again is by no means to be 
explained from other concepts, from "self-consciousness" and 
similar nonsense, but from the entire hitherto existing mode of 
production and intercourse, which is just as independent [una
bhi:ingig] of the pure concept as the invention of the self-acting 
mule [in English in the text] and the use of railways are 
independent of Hegelian philosophy. If he wants to speak of an 
"essence" of religion, i.e., of a material basis of this inessential
ity, [d. h. von einer materiel/en Grundlage dieses Unwesen], then he 
should look for it neither in the "essence of man" [im "Wesen 
des Menschen'1, nor in the predicates of God, but in the 
material world which each stage of religious development 
finds in existence (cf. above Feuerbach). All the "specters" 
which have filed before us [die wir Revue passieren liessen] were 
representations [Vorstellungen]. These representations-leaving 
aside their real basis [abgesehen von ihrer rea/en Grundlage] 
(which Stirner in any case leaves aside)-understood as repre
sentations internal tc;> consciousness, as thoughts in people's 
heads, transferred from their objectality [Gegenstand/ichkeit] 
back into the subject [in das Subjekt zuriickgenommen], elevated 
from substance into self-consciousness, are obsessions [der 
Sparren] or fixed ideas. (P. 16o-61) 

·If one follows the letter of the text, the critique of the 
ghost or of spirits would thus be the critique of a subjective 
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representation and an abstraction, of what happens in the head, of 
what comes only out of the head, that is, of what stays there, in 
the head, even as it has come out of there, out of the head, and 
survives outside the head. But nothing would be possible, beginning 
with the critique, without the surviving, without the possible 
survival of this autonomy and this automatism outside the head. 
One may say that this is where the spirit of the Marxist critique 
situates itself, not the spirit that one would oppose to its letter, 
but the one which supposes the very movement of its letter. Like 
the ghost, it is neither in the head nor outside the head. Marx 
knows this, but he proceeds as if he did not want to know it. In 

The German Ideology, the following chapter will be devoted to this 
obsession that made Stirner say: "Mensch, es spukt in deinem 
Kopfe!" commonly translated as "Man, there are specters in your 
head!" Marx thinks it is enough to turn the apostrophe back 
against Saint Max (p. 160). 

Es spukt: difficult to translate, as we have been saying. It is a 
question of ghost and haunting, to be sure, but what else? The 
German idiom seems to name the ghostly return but it names it 
in a verbal form. The latter does not say that there is some revenant, 
specter, or ghost; it does not say that there is some apparition, der 
Spuk, nor even that it appears, but that "it ghosts," "it appar
itions." It is a matter [II s'agit], in the neutrality of this altogether 
impersonal verbal form, of something or someone, neither 
someone nor something, of a "one" that does not act. It is a matter 
rather of the passive movement of an apprehension, of an appre
hensive movement ready to welcome, but where? In the head? 
What is the head before this apprehension that it cannot even 
contain? And what if the head, which is neither the subject, nor 
consciousness, nor the ego, nor the brain, were defined first of 
all by the possibility of such an experience, and by the very thing 
that it can neither contain, nor delimit, by the indefiniteness of 
the "es spukt"? To welcome, we were saying then, but even 
while apprehending, with anxiety and the desire to exclude the 

APPARITION OF·:rHE INAP.PA'REN;r '21~ 

stranger, to invite the stranger without accepting .him or her, 
domestic hospitality that welcomes without welcoming the 
stranger, but a stranger who is already found within (das 
Heimliche-Unheimliche), more intimate with one than one is .one
self, the absolute proximity of a stranger whose power is singular 
and anonymous (es spukt), an unnameable.and neutral power, that 
is, undecidable, neither active nor passive, an an-identity that, 
without doing anything, invisibly occupies places belonging finally 
neither to us nor to it. Now, all this, this about which we have 
failed to say anything whatsoever that is logically determinable; 
this that comes with so much difficulty to language, this that 
seems not to mean anything, this that puts to rout our meaning
to-say, making us speak regularly from the place where we want 
to say nothing, where we know clearly what we do not want to 
say but do not know what we would like to say, as if this were no 
longer either of the order of knowledge or will or will-to .. say, 
well, this comes back, this returns, this insists in urgency, and this 
gives one to think, but this, which is each time irresistible 
enough, singular enough to engender as much anguish as do the . 
future and death, this stems less from a "repetition automatism" 
(of the automatons that have been turning before us for such a 
long time) than it gives us to think all this, altogether other, every other, 
from which the repetition compulsion arises: that every other is 
altogether other.37 The impersonal ghostly returning of the "es 
spukt" produces an automatism of repetition, no less than it 
finds its principle of reason there. In an incredible paragraph of 
"Das Unheimliche," Freud moreover recognizes that he should 
have begun his research (on the Unheimliche, the death drive, the 
Tepetition compulsion, the beyond of the plesure principle, and 
so forth) with what says the "es spukt. "38 He sees there an example 
with which it would have been necessary to begin the search.,He 
,goes so far as to consider it the strongest example of Unheimlichkeit 
("Wir hatten eigentlich unsere Untersuchung mit diesem, viel
leicht starks ten Beispeil von Unheimlichkeit beginnen konnen," 
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"We could, properly speaking, have begun our inquiry with this 
example of uncanniness, which is perhaps the strongest"). But 
one may wonder whether what he calls the strongest example 
lets itself be reduced to an example-merely to the strongest 
example, in a series of examples. And what if it were the Thing 
itself, the cause of the very thing one is seeking and that makes 
one seek? The cause of the knowledge and the search, the motive 
of history or of the episteme? If it is from there that it drew its 
exemplary force? On the other hand, one must pay attention to 
the conjuring mechanism that Freud then puts forward to justify 
himself for not having thought that he ought to begin from 
where he could have begun, from where he ought to have begun, 
nevertheless, him for example (you understand well what I 
mean: Marx, him too) . 

Freud explains this to us in the serene tone of epistemological, 
methodological, rhetorical, in truth psychagogical caution: if he 
had to begin not where he could have or should have begun, it is 
because with the thing in question (the strongest example of 
Unheimlichkeit, the "es spukt," ghosts, and apparitions), one scares 
oneself too much [one makes oneself fear too much: on se fait trop 
peur]. One confuses what is heimliche-unheimliche, in a contradict
ory, undecidable fashion, with the terrible or the frightful (mit 
dem Grauenhaften). Now, fear is not good for the serenity of 
research and the analytic distinction of concepts. One should 
read also for itself and from this point of view all the rest of 
the text (we will try to do so elsewhere), while crossing this 
reading with that of numerous other texts of Heidegger. 39 We 
think that the frequent, decisive, and organizing recourse that 
the latter has to the value of Unheimlichkeit, in· Being and Time and 
elsewhere, remains generally unnoticed or neglected. In both 
discourses, that of Freud and that of Heidegger, this recourse 
makes possible fundamental projects or trajectories. But it does 
so while destabilizing permanently, and in a more or less subter
ranean fashion, the order of conceptual distinctions that are put 
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to work. It should disturb both the ethics and the politics that 
follow implicitly or explicitly from that order. 

Our hypothesis is that the same is true for Marx's spectrology. 
Is this not our own great problematic constellation of haunting? 
It has no certain border, but it blinks and sparkles behind the 
proper names of Marx, Freud, and Heidegger: Heidegger who 
misjudged Freud who misjudged Marx. This is no doubt not 
aleatory. Marx has not yet been received. The subtitle of this 
address could thus have been: "Marx--das Unheimliche." Marx 
remains an immigrant chez nous, a glorious, sacred, accursed but 
still a clandestine immigrant as he was all his life. He belongs to a 
time of disjunction, to that "time out of joint" in which is 
inaugurated, laboriously, painfully, tragically, a new thinking of 
borders, a new experience of the house, the home, and the 
economy. Between earth and sky. One should not rush to make 
of,the clandestine immigrant an illegal alien or, what always risks 
t:oming down to the same thing, to domesticate him. To neutral
ize him through naturalization. To assimilate him so as to stop 
frightening oneself (making oneself fear) with him. He is not 
part of the family, but one should not send him back, once 
again, him too, to the border. 

-However alive, healthy, critical, and still necessary his burst of 
laughter may remain, and first of all in the face of the capital or 
paternal ghost, the Hauptgespenst that is the general essence of Man, 
Marx, das Unheimliche, perhaps should not have chased away so 
many ghosts too quickly. Not all of them at once or not so 
simply on the pretext that they did not exist (of course they do 
not exist, so what?)-or that all this was or ought to remain past 
{"Let the dead bury their dead," and so forth). All the more so in 
that he also knew how to let them go free, emancipate them 
even, in the movement in which he analyzes the (relative) 
autonomy of exchange-value, the ideologem, or the fetish: Even 
rr one wanted to, one could not let the dead bury the dead: that 
has no sense, that is impossible. Only mortals, only the living who 
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are not living gods can bury the dead. Only mortals can watch 
over them, and can watch, period. Ghosts can do so as well, they 
are everywhere where there is watching; the dead cannot do so--it 
is impossible and they must not do so. 

That the without-ground of this impossible can nevertheless 
take place is on the contrary the ruin or the absolute ashes, the 
threat that must be thought, and, why not, exorcised yet again. To 
exorcise not in order to chase away the ghosts, but this time to 
grant them the right, if it means making them come back alive, 
as revenants who would no longer be revenants, but as other arrivants 
to whom a hospitable memory or promise must offer welcome
without certainty, ever, that they present themselves as such. Not 
in order to grant them the right in this sense but out of a con
cern for justice. Present existence or essence has never been the 
condition, object, or the thing [chose] of justice. One must con
stantly remember that the impossible ("to let the dead bury their 
dead") is, alas, always possible. One must constantly remember 
that this absolute evil (which is, is it not, absolute life, fully 
present life, the one that does not know death and does not want 
to hear about it) can take place. One must constantly remember 
that it is even on the basis of the terrible possibility of this 
impossible that justice is desirable: through but also beyond right 

and law. 
If Marx, like Freud, like Heidegger, like everybody, did not 

begin where he ought to have "been able to begin" (beginnen 
konnen), namely with haunting, before life as such, before death as 
such, it is doubtless not his fault. The fault, in any case, by defin
ition, is repeated, we inherit it, we must watch over it. It always 
comes at a great price-and for humanity precisely. What costs 
humanity very dearly is doubtless to believe that one can have 
done in history with a general essence of Man, on the pretext 
that it represents only a Hauptgespenst, arch-ghost, but also, what 
comes down to the same thing-ilt bottom-to still believe, no 
doubt, in this capital ghost. To believe in it as do the credulous or 
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the dogmatic. Between the two beliefs, as always, the way 
remains narrow. 

In order for there to be any sense in asking oneself about the 
terrible price to pay, in order to watch over the future, every
thing would have to be begun again. But in memory, this time, 
of that impure "impure impure history of ghosts." 

Can one, in order to question it, address oneself to a ghost? 
To whom? To him? To it, as Marcellus says once again and 
so prudently? "Thou art a Scholler; speake to it Horatio .... 
Question it." 

The question deserves perhaps to be put the other way: Could 
one address oneself in general if already some ghost did not come 
back? If he loves justice at least, the "scholar" of the future, the 
"intellectual" of tomorrow should learn it and from the ghost. 
He should learn to live by learning not how to make conversa
tion with the ghost but how to talk with him, with her, how to 
let them speak or how to give them back speech, even if it is in 
oneself, in the other, in the other in oneself: they are always there, 
specters, even if they do not exist, even if they are no longer, even 
if they are not yet. They give us to rethink the "there" as soon as 
we open our mouths, even at a colloquium and especially when 
one speaks there in a foreign language: 

Thou art a scholar; speak to it, Horatio. 
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questions regarding its own subject, in short, also address itself to the 
other or, if one prefers, to other living individuals, to other "monads." 
For all these questions, and such is the hypothesis of our reading, the 
work of the specter here weaves, in the shadow of a labyrinth covered 
with mirrors, a tenuous but indispensable guiding thread. 

8 The text introduces this passage by pointing out that "the French 
translation most often loses these traits." (Tr.) 

9 Before I. had found this allusion to the "red specter" in The Eighteenth 
Brumaire, Etienne Bali bar had alerted me to the existence of a news
paper titled The Red Specter ("during the Revolution of '48 ... 
apparently after the june massacres ... that is, the specter of the 
dead proletarian revolutionaries"). "'I am announcing thejacquerie!' 
writes Romieu in The Red Specter. 'The proletarians are- ready, lying 
in ·ambush in the least little village, hate and envy in their hearts 
•• .' II- (cited by J. Bruhat, Le Socia/isme franfOiS de 1848 a 1871, in 
Histoire generate du socialisme [Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 
1972-78], vol. I, p. 507). "One also thinks," adds Balibar, "of 'the 
specter ofthe red death' by Villiers de ('Isle-Adam, written, if I am not 
mistaken; after the Commune, even if the 'red death' is not apparently 
the same thing as the 'death of the reds' ... " 

10 Cf. above, p. 186, n. 7. 
11 "Stirner discovers that at the end of the ancient world, 'spirit' 'again 

foamed and frothed over irresistibly because gases' (spirits) [Gasej 
Geister] 'developed within it .. .' " Marx then analyzes the "wonderful 
play" that Saint Max thus describes (The German Ideology, in Marx 
and Engels, Collected Works 5 (New York: International Publishers, 
1976), PP• 186-87). Hegel had already been attentive to the affinity 
Gas•Geist: ·the work of death, the fermentation of the cadaver in 
decomposition mark the passage from a philosophy of nature to a 
philosophy of spirit. On these themes, permit me to refer to Glas 
(especially pp. 59, 91, 235) and Of Spirit (p. gg). 

12 The Germanldeo/ogytp. 153. As is well known, Marx constantly weaves 
into his polemical remarks long quotations from Der Einzige und sein 
Eigenthum (1845; translated as The Ego and His Own). 

13 The word "chaire," pulpit or professorial chair, is a homonym of 
"chair," flesh. (Tr.) 

14 On the tangled and overdetermined history of the relations with 
Stirner and on the historico-political context of this polemic, 
cf. Henri Arvon, Aux sources de /'existentialisme, Max Stirner (Paris: 
Presses Universitaires de France, 1954), pp. 128ff. · 
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The English translation of The German Ideology retains "conjuring 
trick" for Marx and Engels' term Eskamotage. We will do so as well for 
obvious reasons, although the French word "escamotage" .could also 
be translated by "dodge," "evasion," "filching," "pinching," .and so 
forth. (Tr.) 

2 The French term has the sense of a secret conversation, sometimes 
with conspiratorial overtones. See below, Derrida's own gloss. (Tr.). 

3 On the strangely murmured implication of death (not only of an "I am 
mortal" but of an "I am dead") in the declaration of the "I am," cf. my 
Speech and Phenomena (Evanston, Ill.: Northwestern University Press, 
1973) 1 PP• 88 ff. 

4 Cf. pp. 157, 449, and especially 229. 
5 In French, fa me regarde: it is looking at me, but also more idiomatically, 

that's my concern. (Tr.) 
6 Of course, the narrow and strict concept of the phantom or the 

phantasma will never be reduced to the generality of the phainesthai. 
Concerned with the original experience of haunting, a phenomen
ology of the spectral ought, according to good Husser! ian logic, to 
isolate a very determined and relatively derived field within a regional 
discipline (for example, a phenomenology of the image, and so forth). 
Without contesting here the legitimacy, or even the fertility of such a 
delimitation, we are merely suggesting the following, without being 
able here to go any further: the radical possibility of all spectrality 
should be sought in the direction that Husser( identifies, in such a 
surprising but forceful way, as an intentional but non-real [non-reelle] 
component of the phenomenological lived experience, namely, the 
noeme. Unlike the three other terms of the two correlations (noese
noeme, morphe-bu/e), this non-reality [non-reel/itt], this intentional 
but non-real inclusion of the noematic correlate is neither "in" the 
world nor "in" consciousness. But it is precisely the condition of 
any experience, any objectivity, any phenomenality, namely,. of any 
noetico-noematic correlation, whether originary or modified. It is no 
longer regional. Without the non-real inclusion of this intentional 
component (therefore inclusive and non-inclusive inclusion: the 
noeme is included without being a part), one could not speak of 
any manifestation, of any phenomenality in general (that being~for-a
consciousness, that appearing appearance which is neither con
sciousness nor the being that appears to it). Is not such an -"irreality" 
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[im!elliti], its independence both in relation to the world and in relation 
to the real stuff of egological subjectivity, the very place of apparition, 
the essential, general, non-regional possibility of the specter? Is it not 
also what inscribes the possibility of the other and of mourning right 
onto the phenomenality of the phenomenon? 

7 When The German Ideology recalls the Hegelian origin of Stirner's 
philosophy of history, it insists on another them a tics of the Negro, the 
one for which " 'The Negroid character [die Negerhaftigkeit] represents 
antiquity, dependence on things' (child)," pp. 163 ff. 

8 Cf. The Republic, me. 
9 This precise sense of the word from venery has been glossed over in 

everyday usage where achamement, s'achamer mean, as we will con
tinue to translate, ferocity, relentless pursuit. But the form of the word 
retains what is most pertinent here and will be exploited more later: 
its link to flesh, to the carnal, to chair. We will insert it in brackets 
whenever this link needs to be underscored. (Tr.) 

10 The term used here is voler ("il a voM les spectres de Marx"). The play 
is on the exact homonyms which mean "to steal" and "to fly," the 
latter also having a relation to valerie, that is, hunting with birds of 
prey. (Tr.) 

11 The phrase is "chasse A l'eloignement" in which "eloignement" could 
indeed designate either the hunter's prey or the means of the hunt. 
The other untranslatable feature of this sentence is the link between 

· "longtemps" and "eloignement," which is not repeated in "long time" 
and "distance." (Tr.) 

12 As we are attempting here to reaffirm the heritage of Marx while 
according it or' bending it to a thinking of the spectral that takes 
into account (in partiCular in the political apprehension of the res 
publica and its-more or less new-space) an irreducible virtuality 
(virtual space, virtual object, synthetic image, spectral simulacrum, 
teletechnological differance, idealiterability, trace beyond presence 
and absence, and so forth), we must attach great importance to what 
Patrice Loraux himself says, in a well-chosen formulation, about 
"Marx's writing" as "synthetic image" and "virtual object." He is talk
ing about a· Marxist discourse that "does not, therefore, accede by 
itself to the threshold of readability." The written does not remain 
under "Marx's hand," within reach of his body that "takes pleasure in 
holding on to it" (but also, we should say, in not holding on to it, and 
everything begins with this other 'pleasure, which is nevertheless the 
same). Loraux then comments: "But, with us in mind, publishers 
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fabricate a completely other object: Marx's text, productofa·sophistical 
manipulation that must furnish the reader with a synthetic Image of 
Marx's writing, for the latter is never but a virtual object, and.·no one 
holds it in his hand" (Les Sous-main de Marx, pp. 21-22; emphasis 
added). 

13 As a necessary and fascinating task, one ought of course to read 
Stirner beyond the extracts (which are generous, it is true) that 
The German Ideology selects and submits most often to the twist of 
satire. One ought as well to reconstitute a tradition or genealogy, 
which traverses Stirner's text, of this thematics of the ghost in the 
nineteenth century, at least, from Kant (not only the Kant interested in 
Sweden borg, but the thinker of the transcendental imagination and 
thus of all the conceptual third terms that the fantastic introduced 
between the sensible and the intelligible, which are so many prop
itious places for spectrality), to the Schopenhauer of the Essay on 
Ghosts (Versuch aber Geistersehen und was . dam it zusammenhlingt, 
1851), to Nietzsche-who had indirect knowledge of Stirner's texts 
and recommended them to Baumgartner in 1874, or to Mallarme, 
whose work keeps watch next to a "ghost white as a still unwritten 
page" (Mimique). As such a reconstitution exceeds the limits of our 
concerns here, let us cite at least once a few passages from The Ego 
and His Own: "The Romantics felt the attack on the very faith in God 
represented by the abandonment of belief in spirits and ghosts; they 
sought to remedy the fatal consequences of this, not only by resusci
tating the world of fable but especially by 'opening the gates to a 
higher world' with their sleep-walkers, Prevorst's clairvoyants, etc. The 
faithful and the Church Fathers did not realize that by destroying belief 
in ghosts, they were also taking away the basis of religion, which left it 
floating, detached from the ground that nourished it. Whoever no 
longer believes in ghosts has only to pursue his unbelief to its conclu
sion to realize that there is no being hidden behind things, no ghost 
or-what comes down to the same thing if one understands the word 
in its naive sense-no 'spirit'." And under the heading of "specter" or 
"spook": "With ghosts, We enter into the realm of spirits, of beings. 
What haunts the universe, pursuing there its secret and unfathomable 
activities, is the mysterious spook We call the Supreme Being. For 
centuries, men have given themselves the task of knowing.its nature, 
of conceiving it, of discovering reality there (of proving 'the existence 
of God'); it is in this frightening, impossible, and endless labor of 
Dana'ides that they persist, seeking to change the specter .fnto a 
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non-specter, the unreal into the real, the spirit into a total person of flesh 
and blood." The Ego and His Own, trans. Steven T. Byington, ed. john 
Carroll (New York: Harper& Row, 1971). [This is an abridged edition of 
Byington's 1907 translation and does not include the passages quoted 
by Derrida. These may be found in L'Unique et sa Propri~te et autres 
~crits, trans. P. Gallissaire et A. Sauge (Paris: Biblioth~que I'Age 
d'Homme, 1972), pp. 107 and 112 respectively. (fr.)] 

14 Marx thus refuses the mirages of Saint Max's Christian onto-theology 
as Saint Max had already refused the mirages of Christian onto
theology. Both of them relentlessly pursue (s'acharnent sur] ghosts, 
both of them chase and hunt them, and they are the same except that 
Marx's relentless pursuit chases (those of) the relentless other, Saint 
Max. But both mean to chase the onto-theological and trinitary spec
ter in the name of a more demanding ontology that not only no longer 
confuses the revenant with the being as living body, in flesh and blood, 
but especially does not confuse, it with that arch-ghost in flesh and 
blood that is, as Saint Max explains so clearly, Christ, God made Man 
in the incarnation. Marx and Saint Max seem to put in question, 
others might say a little quickly "deconstruct," an onto-theological 
and Christian phenomenology; but it is to the extent that it is occu
pied, they both say, and thus inhabited, haunted only by ghosts. Their 
"deconstruction" is limited at the point at which they both oppose this 
spectral onto-theology-each in his own way but regardless of the 
differences between them-to the hyper-phenomenological principle 
of the flesh-and-blood presence of the living person, of the being 
itself, of its effective and non-phantomatic presence, of presence in 
flesh and blood. 

The program ofthis disagreement is interesting in itself, to be sure, 
but it also furnishes us with a virtual model for many debates going 
on today. It also matters to us for this reason. 

15 Let us once again quote Stirner beyond the excerpt that Marx supplies: 
"The longing to make the spook comprehensible, or to realize non
sens [in French in the text], has brought about a corporeal ghost, a 
ghost or spiritwith a real body, an embodied ghost. How the strong
est and most talented Christians have tortured themselves to get a 
conception of this ghostly apparition! But there always remained the 
contradiction of two natures, the divine and human, the ghostly and 
sensual; there remained the most wondrous spook, a thing that 
was not a thing. Never yet was a ghost more soul-torturing .... But 
through Christ the truth of the matter had at the same time come to 
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light, that the veritable spirit or ghost is-man .... Henceforth man 
no longer, in typical cases, shudders at ghosts outside ·hirri\ but at 
himself. In the depth of his breast dwells the spirit of sin; even the 
faintest thought (and this is itself a spirit, you know) may be a devil, 
etc.-The ghost has put on a body, God has become man; but now 
man is himself the gruesome spook which he seeks to· get behind, to 
exorcize, to fathom, to bring to reality and to speech; man is-spirit" 
The Ego and His Own, pp. 56-57). 

16 In the conclusion of a book that has just appeared, La p~nulti~me est 
morte, Spectrographies de Ia modernite (Paris: Champ Vallon, 1993), 
jean-Michel Rabate underscores forcefully that "Marx and Engels 
pretend not to understand the critical scope of Stirner's analyses" 
(p. 223). Even as he denies wanting thus to "rehabilitate 'Saint Max~," 
Rabate remarkably reinscribes The Ego and His Own in a powerful 
lineage-which is thus spectrographic-that the anarchist posterity 
of the book is not even close to exhausting (from Shakespeare to 
Sade, Mallarme, joyce, Beckett). 

17 In French, "une table tournante" refers most often to the spiritualist 
seance. (fr.) 

18 Capital, trans. Ben Fowkes (New York: Vintage, 1977), Vol. 1, Ch. 1, 
sect. 4, pp. 163 ff. 

19 The English translation conjures away this difficulty with "a thing 
which transcends sensuousness." (fr.) 

20 "The form of wood, for instance, is altered if a table is made out of it. 
Nevertheless the table continues to be wood, an ordinary, sensuous 
thing. But as soon as it emerges as a commodity, it changes into a 
thing which transcends sensuousness. It not only stands with its feet 
on the ground, but, in relation to all other commodities, it stands on 
its head, and evolves out of its wooden brain grotesque ideas, far 
more wonderful than if it were to begin dancing of its own free will. 

The mystical character of the commodity does not therefore arise 
from its use-value" (pp. 163-64). 

21 As the editor specifies, "A reference to the simultaneous emergence 
in the 1850s of the Taiping revolt in China and the craze for spiritual
ism which swept over upper-class German society. The rest of the 
world was 'standing still' in the period of reaction immediatelyafterthe 
defeat of the 1848 Revolutions." Even though, as we have remarked, 
every period has its ghosts (and we have ours), its own experience, its 
own medium, and its proper hauntological media, even though an 
"epochal" history of haunting poses the same problems, and not by 
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chance, as an "epochal" history of Being, this complication ought not 
to forbid an historical inquiry on this subject. It should merely cause 
such an inquiry to be very cautious. It is certain, for example, that 
the texts ofStirner, Marx, and Engels to which we are referring corres
pond-and respond-in their own time to a powerful "craze" that 
could summarily be called "mediumistic." One can find social, philo
sophical, and literary signs of this (let us recall Stirner's interest in 
Eugene Sue's Mysteries of Paris, the "spiritualist" temptations ofVictor 
Hugo and a few others) and one can try to isolate, or even explain up 
to a certain point its historical singularity. But one must not fail to 
reinscribe it in a much larger spectrological sequence. 

22 Trans. Alan Bass (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1982), p. 45· 
23 The term is used in the sense of a mistaken substitution of one thing 

for another, in particular in the theater when characters reply to each 
other out of some misunderstanding, and not in the now prevalent 
sense in English of tit for tat. The English translation of the passage in 
question from Capital substitutes "substitution" for Marx's use of the 
Latin phrase. (Tr.) 

24 Both a word that is whispered, for example by the prompter [soujJ/eur], 
but also a word that is stolen or pinched. "La parole souffl~e" is the 
title of Derrida's first essay on Artaud, in 1965, collected in Writing and 
Difference, trans. Alan Bass (Chicago: University of Chicago Press; 
1978). (Tr.) 

25 In the course of an admirable reading of La Peau de chagrin, Samuel 
Weber points out this vampiristic character of capital, this living mon
ster (btJsetJ!tes Ungeheuer), and precisely in relation to the spectral 
logic ofthe·fetish. Cf. Unwrapping Balzac: A Reading of"La Peau de 
chagrin" .(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1979), p. 86, arid 
especially·notes 1-3 devoted to Marx-and to Balzac. 

26 Since Marx was also, in a different way than Shakespeare, a thinker of 
the pact and the oath; one may consult what he ironically says about 
the oath in The German Ideology, p. 162. 

27 However:one interprets this trajectory, it goes back at least to what the 
third of the. 1844 Manuscripts says about death and the senses, about 
the manner in .which the senses become "theoreticians" in their very 
practice, thus insensibilizing, one could say, the sensible and ruining 
thereby in advance all oppositions between "subjectivism and object
ivism, spiritualism and materialism." Marx is thinking then and, it 
seems to me,.will·never cease to think that these oppositions, deemed 
insoluble by a philosophy that would only see a theoretical task in 
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them, are and or must be lifted by the state of society and by social 
practice. Cf. Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 18441 trans. 
Martin Milligan (Buffalo, N.Y.: Prometheus Books, 1987), pp. 105 ff. 

28 The German Ideology, p. 161. 
29 See The Critique, for example p. 93· 
30 Capital, p. 184. 

31 In the French translation cited by the text (ed. jean-Pierre.·Lefebvre 
[Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, "Quadrige" collection, 1993]), 
the final sentence of this passage reads: "Si done no us no us &hap
pons vers d'autres formes de production, nous verrons disparaltre 
instantan~ment tout le mysticisme du monde de Ia marchandise, 
tous les sortileges qui voilent d'une brume fantomatique les produits 
du travail accompli sur Ia base de Ia production marchande." Derrida 
then comments in his text: "With the expression 'brume fantoma
tique' [ghostly fog], the recent translation we are citing marks very well 
the literal reference to the ghost (Spuk), there where so many earlier 
translations regularly effaced it." (Tr.) 

32 The English translation of this passage reads: "The riddle of the 
money fetish is therefore the riddle of the commodity fetish, now 
become visible and dazzling to our eyes" (p. 187). (Tr.) 

33 In its general form, I have attempted to approach it elsewhere (cf. in 
particular Glas, pp. 42, 130, 206 ff., 222 ff., 237 ff.). On the relation 
between fetishism and Ideology, cf. Sarah Kofman Camera obscura
de /'ideologie (Paris: Galil~e. 1973), in particular what precedes and 
follows "La table tournante" (p. 21), and Etienne Balibar, Cinq etudtJs 
du materialisme historique, as concerns the "theory of fetishism," 
pp. 206 ff. 

34 Cf. Balibar, Cinq etudes, pp. 208 ff. 
35 In the figure of its sensuous materiality, the proper body .of this 

phantomatic objectivity takes form, hardens, erects, or petrifies itself, 
crystallizes out of a slack and undifferentiated substance, it institutes 
itself out of an amorphous residue: "Let us now look at the residue 
of the products of labour. There is nothing left of them in each case 
but the same phantom-like objectivity; they are merely congealed 
quantities (Gallerte: gelatin, figure of the homogeneous mass] of 
homogeneous human labour, i.e., of human labour-power expended 
without regard to the form of its expenditure. All these things now tell 
us [all that is presented in them: Diese Dinge stel/en nur noch dar] is 
that human labour-power has been expended to produce them, 
human labour is accumulated in them. As crystals [A/s KristalltJ] of 
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this social substance, which is common to them all, they are values
commodity values" (Capital, p. 128). 

On this "phantomatic objectivity" (gespenstige Gegenstlindlichkeit), 
cf. Samuel Weber (Unwrapping Balzac, p. 75) who, between Balzac and 
Marx, insists quite rightly on the feminine charater of the Gommodity
chimera. There is in fact more than one sign of this. But how to 
stabilize the sex of a fetish? Does it not pass from one sex to the 
other? Is it not this movement of passage, whatever may be its 
stases? 
In a text that has just appeared, Thomas Keenan also analyzes, among 
other things, what gets "sublimated" in this "ghostly reality": "In 
the rigor of the abstraction, only ghosts survive" ("The Point Is To 
(Ex) change It," in Fetishism as Cultural Discourse, E. Apter and W. Pietz, 
eds. [Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1993), p. 168). 

36 For all these motifs, we refer obviously to the work of Paul Virilio, 
as well as to Bernard Stiegler, La technique et le temps, La faute 
d'~pimt!tht!e, (Paris: Galilee, 1994). 

37 The palindromic syntax here is: "tout autre est tout autre, "both "every 
other is altogether other," and "altogether other is every other." (Tr.) 

38 Why does Freud consider haunting to be "perhaps the most striking 
ofall [examples]," a kind of prototype, in the experience of Unheimli
chkeit? Because many people experience "in the highest degree" (im 
allerhochsten Grade) the sense of the "unheimlich" in relation to death 
and dead bodies, to the return of the dead, and to spirits and ghosts" 
(Geistem und Gespenstem). But to the great chagrin of translators, 
Freud wants to illustrate this assertion by remarking not that "es 
spukt" is so difficult to translate (for the reasons we indicated above), 
but that "some languages in use to-day can only render the German 
expression 'ein unheimliches Haus' by a house in which 'es spukt' 
[manche moderne Sprachen unseren Ausdruck: ein unheimliches Haus 
gar nicht anders wiedergeben konnen als durch dies Umschriebung: ein 
Haus, in dem es spukt]" ("Das Unheimliche," Gesammelte Werke, XII, 
pp. 254-55). In truth, "unheimliche" is just as untranslatable as "es 
spukt." And this yields awkward and in fact incomprehensible transla
tions. For example: "plusieurs langues modernes ne peuvent rendre 
notre expression 'une maison unheimlich' autrement que par cette 
circonlocution: une maison hantee" ("L'Inquietante etrangete," trans. 
M. Bonaparte et E. Marty, in Essais de psychanalyse appliqut!e [Paris: 
Gallimard, 1933), pp. 194-95); or again: "some languages in use 
to-day can only render the German expression 'an unheimlich house' 
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by 'a haunted house' (Standard Edition, vol. XVII, p. 241). As for what 
Freud then puts forward concerning death itself, we return to it else
where in order to relate it to the discourses of Heidegger and Levin as 
on this subject (cf. Aporias). Another period, another modality, another 
mode for ghosts: Freud remarks, on the same page, that distinguished 
lectures on communication with spirits were showing a tendency to 
proliferate. Subtle minds, he notes, among men of science and espe
cially at the end of their lives, give into the telepathic or mediumistic 
temptation. He knew what he was talking about. And since Hamlet 
will have been our subject, let us specify that Freud deemed its appar
itions wholly devoid of any power of Unheimlichkeit (GW, p. 265; SE, 
p. 251). Like those of Macbeth or julius Caesar, like those in Dante's 
Inferno. They may be terrifying (schreckha.ft) or lugubrious (duster), 
to be sure, but no more unheimlich than the world of Homeric 
gods. Explanation: literature, theatrical fiction. According to Freud, 
we adapt our judgment to the conditions of fictive reality, such as they 
are established by the poet, and treat "souls, spirits, and specters" 
like grounded, normal, legitimate existences (vollberechtige Existen
zen). A remark that is all the more surprising in that all the examples 
of Unheimlichkeit in this essay are borrowed from literature! 

39 Freud and Heidegger. In The Post Card (Chicago: Chicago University 
Press, 1987), the signatory of Envois couples them like two specters: 
"Here Freud and Heidegger, I conjoin them within me like the two 
great ghosts of the 'great epoch.' The two surviving grandfathers. 
They did not know each other, but according to me they form a 
couple, and in fact just because of that, this singular anachrony" 
(p. 191). 

Given that a revenant is always called upon to come and to come 
back, the thinking of the specter, contrary to what good sense leads us 
to believe, signals toward the future. It is a thinking of the past, a 
legacy that can come only from that which has not yet arrived-from 
the a"ivant itself. 




