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T will begin by sketching out a problematic, or research
programme, on which I have been working for some time
now, which aims at resuming and recasting the notion of a
philosophical anthropology. For reasons which, [ hope, will
become clear later, 1 suggest that such a programme ought

to begin with a critical discussion, both historical and

analytical, of the notions of man, the subject and the citizen,

which together delineate the ambivalent order of
subjection and subjectivation,

My presentation will be divided into three parts:

1. A brief recall of previous discussions around
‘philosophical anthropology’, including Heidegger's
critique of that notion.

2. A critique of Heidegger's critique, focusing on the
importance of the onto-political category of the 'citizen’
in the debate.

3. An outline of what a renewed philosophical
anthropology could be: it is there that subjection and

subjectivation properly come into play.

Allow me, first, some schematic considerations on the past
controversies that surround the very notion of a
‘philosophical anthropology’. At certain moments they
have been quite harsh; at others they have played a
dedisive role in shapiﬁg twentieth-century philosophy,’
overdetermined though by various other developments:

on one side, the theoretical effects of successive
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philosophical ‘turns’ (epistemological, ontological, linguistic); on the other, the
progressive shifting of the very meaning and use of the term anthrofiology in the
field of the so-called human sciences, from the once prevailing notion of a
physical or biological anthropology towards a social or cultural or historical
and, more recently, cognitive anthropology.

Indeed, the great debate on ‘phitosophical anthropology’, which remains
the source of many of the issues that might be raised today around this notion,
took place in Germany in the late 1920s and early 1930s, taking the form of a
multilateral confrontation between the prominant representatives of Lebens-
philosaphie, the neo-Kantian and the newly born phenomenological currents, 1t
was crossed by references to evelutionist biology, to the great ‘crisis of values’
after the First World War and the Socialist vevolutions, to what one would
describe as the long process of secularization of the Image of the World and
Man itself, which began in the sixteenth century and led to a problematic
victory of intellectual, social and technical rationality in the twentieth.

1t seems likely that the expression ‘philosophical anthropology’ was coined

by Wilhelm Dilthey himself, whose aim was to reorganize philosophy in a
historicist perspective around such notions as successive psychologies and
modes of comprehension in human history. Ernst Cassirer, another repres-
entative of the Kantian tradition, though quite opposed to Dilthey’s vitalist or
‘irrationalist’ standpoint, did not explicitly use the term philosophical anthropo-

logy in his pioneering studies of the 1920s (The Philosophy of Symbolic Forms;
" Individual and Cosmos in the Philosophy of the Renaissance)® but he did express its
programme by combining two directions of investigation: he analysed the
‘symbolic’ {we might also say ‘logical’, or signifying’) structures of representa-
tion, whether scientific, moral or aesthetic, which inscribe ‘reason’ or ‘rational-
ity' in the history of culture; and, conversely, he investigated from a historical
perspective the philosophical problem of ‘Man’, or *human essence’, in its
reiation to the World, to God, to his own ‘conscience’. Here, it is mainly a
question of tracing all the implications of the great successive ruptures which,
from classical antiquity onwards, following an irresistible though not neces-
sarily linear progression, have established ‘Man' as the centre of its {or his) own
universe,

The year 1928 marks a crucial turn in this discussion: it sees the
simultaneous publication of two books, which explicitly cite ‘philosophical
anthropology’ as their central goal. One was written by Bernhard Groethuy-
sen, a sodialist-leaning historian and philosopher of culture, and a pupil of
Dilthey. The other, which remained uncompleted because of its author's
premature death, was written by the Catholic philosopher Max Scheler, one of
Husserl's first and most distinguished students, though profoundly influenced
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by Nietzsche, Dilthey and Bergson (in short, by the Lebcmphilofophie), and very
hostile to the shifting of phenomenology towards the problematics of
consciousness.

According to Groethuysen, ‘philosophical anthropology’ is above all a
reconstruction of the great dilemma running throughout the history of
philosophy, which opposes the philosophers of interiority — for whom the
answer to the question of human essence has to be looked for in the gnathi
seauton (‘'know thyselF), in intimate self-consciousness ~ to the philosophers of
exteriority, who seek to analyse in a positive way the position of Man in the
cosmos, phusis and polis. Whereas, according to Scheler, *philosophical anthro-
pology’is a typology of Weltanschauungen, which combines in a specific manner
the perception of nature and the hierarchy of ethical values, ranging from the
ancient universe of myth to the modern universe of the will to power, and places
them above ‘resentment’, religious faith and progressive Enlightenment.

As early as 1927, however, in the introductory paragraphs of Being and
Time — and, in a more developed manner, in his 1929 book on Kant — Martin
Heidegger had radically challenged all these attempts: not only did he reject
the identification of philosophy and anthropology, thus challenging the notion
that the basic questions of philosophy were anthropological, but, more
radically, he denied the very possibility of asking the question of the nature or
essence of Man without enclosing philosophy in an unsurpassable meta-
physical circle. Certainly, this would not lead Heidegger in his turn to suggest
that the anthropological question be handed over Lo a more ‘positive’
discipline. On the contrary, it was a question of showing how, while defining
itself as ‘anthropology’, philosophy would find itself trapped in the same
dogmatic horizon as the ‘human sciences’, unable to overcome the dilemmas of
subjectivism and objectivism. This led Heidegger to discuss at length the old
Kantian formulation, which proposes that the system of transcendental
philosophical questions concerning the conditions of the possibility of know-
ledge, of morals, of the very teleology of reason, be summarized in the one
critical interrogation: ‘What is Man? But whereas other readers and followers
of Kant understood this question as asking for a foundation of critical
philosophy (admittedly a ‘human’ or ‘humanist’ one), Heidegger himself read
it as an indication of the limils of the critical problematic in the Kantian style:
the limits beyond which critical philosophy either falls back into dogmatism
(not a theological, but a humanist dogmatism), or sets about deconstructing
any notion of ‘foundation’, thus interrogating the very form of metaphysical
questions.

But the core of the representation of Man as the ‘foundation’ of his own
thoughts, actions and history, has, for three centuries at least, not been simply
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a valorization of human individuality and the human species as the bearer of
the universal, it has been the representation of Man as (a, the) subject. The
essence of humanity, of being (a) human, which should be present both in the
unijversality of the species and in the singularity of the individual, both as a
reality and as a norm or a possibility, is subjectivity. Metaphysics (which from
this point of view, and in spite of the depth and novelty of the questions asked
by Kant, includes transcendental philosophy) relies on a fundamental equa-
tion — we might also read it as the equation of foundation as such:

Man = (equals) Subject
or:
The Subject is (identical to) the Essence of Man

This is why — and later Michel Foucault, notably, would take up this question
again — the privileged theoretical object of modern metaphysics, starting with
" “¢ritical philosophy and ending, not surprisingly, with*anthropology, is
end]&iy to reflect on the ‘empirico-transcendental doublét! the difference
between empirical individuality and that other, eminent, subjectivity which
alone bears the universal, the ‘transcendental Subject’.”But we should also
remark, following Heidegger, that this fundamental equation, which summar-
izes the philosophical definition of ‘the essence of Man’, can also be read the
other way reund: as an equation that provides the clue to all questions of essence, to
the ‘metaphysical questions’ in general.

Why is this the case? Because the equation ‘Man = Subject’ is not any
essential(ist) identity. It is the equation which has replaced the old onto-theo-
logical equation: *God = (the) Being’ (which you can also read: God is the
Supreme Being, or God is Being as such) to become the archetype of every
metaphysical attribution of an essence, by means of which the normative form
of the universal is supposed to inscribe itself in the very substance, the very
singularity of the individual. This allows us to understand why, when
Heidegger introduces the concept of Dasein as originary reference for
philosophy, while indicating in a very ambivalent and perhaps perverse
manner (as a puzzle, or a trap for philosophers), that the Dasein at the same
time ‘is and is not’ the subject, ‘is and is not’ Man with respect to the being of its
(his) existence, the theoretical effect he produces is deconstructive and
destructive on both sides. 1t deconstructs and destroys the concept of the
Subject, but it also deconstructs and destroys the concept of the essence (or,
if you like, the concept of ‘concept’ in its traditional constitution}. If there
were something like an ‘essence of Man', that essence could not be ‘the Subject’
(nor could it be the Object, of course), i.e. a universal being immediately
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. conscious of itself (himself), given to itself (himself), imagina‘rily isolated from

“the existential context and contents which form s being-to-the-world, to
human situations. But neither can we consider the Dasein, which substitutes
the Subject, as an ‘essence’, although it appears as a generic concept of
existence. It is rather the name, the always still provisional term by means of

which we try to explain that proper philosophy begins when the questions
about ‘essences’ are overcome,

Allow me to pause here. To put it briefly, I think that Heidegger's
argumentation, which I have greasly simplified, is irreversible. It did not put
an end, as we know, to the projects of ‘philosophical anthropology’. But,
consciously or not, it became a model and a warning for all twentieth-century
philosophers who, especially after the Second World War, ventured to provide
alternatives for philosophical anthropology or theoretical humanism, or
simply tried to describe their limits.®

Though this critique is, as I say, irreversible, cannot be bypassed, it is itself
riddled nevertheless with strange limitations and lacunae, with historical
prerequisites which are cxtmordjneirily__fljagilg:, We must examine them if we
want to decide whether or not the question can be re-opened, possibly on quite
new bases, different from those that ultimately trace back to the grand
adventure of German Idealism, of which Heidegger appears as the ultimate
(though heretical) representative,

The most immediate and striking mistake in Heidegger, although one not
frequently recognized, concerns the very history of the notion of (the) subject in
philosophy, provided we take it literally. Why is it not easily recognized?
Obviously, because Heidegger, with some personal nuances, shares it with the
whole modern philosophical tradition, from Kant to Hegel to Husserl to
Lukdcs. This entire tradition considers and repeatedly asserts that it is with
René Descartes that philosophy became conscious of ‘subjectivity’ and made ‘the
subject’ the centre of the universe of representations as well as the signal of the

- unique value of the individual - an intellectual process which, it is claimed,

typifies the transition from Renaissance metaphysics to modern science, within
the general framework of the assault against ancient and medieval cosmology
and theology. Before Descartes, it is merely a question of locking at the
contradictory anticipations of the concepts of subject and subjectivity, Afler
Descartes — that philosophical ‘sunrise’, as Hegel put it - it is a matter of
finding the subject there, of naming and acknowledging it: this is the first of its

successive philosophical figures, which together form the properly modern
metaphysics of the subject.
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But this story, however broadly accepted," is materially wrong. It is a mere
retrospective illusion, which was forged by the systems, the philosophies of
history and the teaching of philosophy in the ninetcenth century. Neither in
Descartes nor even in Leibniz will you find the category ‘subject’ as an

'equi“valent for an autonomous self-consciousness (a category which itself was
invented only by John Locke),® a reflexive centre of the world and therefore a
concentrate of the essence of man. As a matter of fact, the enly ‘subject’ that
the ‘classical’ metaphysicians knew was that contained in the scholastic notion
of subjectum, coming from the Aristotelian tradition, i.e. an individual bearer of
the formal properties of the ‘substance.’ Therefore, the more they rejected the
substantialist ontology, the less they spoke of the ‘subject’ (which is, indeed, the
case with Descartes, Spinoza and Locke, among others).

If this is the case, you will ask, when should we locate the ‘invention of the
subject’ in the modern philosophical sense, at what place in history and in
which truly revolutionary work? On this point there can be no doubtz.the
“subject’ was invented by Kant through a process t.tEELQ?_l!._Rl_g_c_e_m,dle three
Critiques. These three miajor Works 7178171786, 1791) are immediately
disposed around the great revolutionary €vett; this time in the political sense
of the term. I will return to this point. I{'is Kant, and nobody else, who calls
properly ‘;ﬁ‘Bject' (Subjeke) that universal aspect of human consciousness and
conscience (or rather the common ground of ‘consciousness’ and ‘conscience’)
which provides any philosophy with its foundation and measure.

Now, this reference to the Kantian text immediately allows us wo correct
another distortion in Heidegger's critique of philosophical anthropology,
which nowadays has become all the more visible. What was the context that led
Kant to systematize the table of the ‘critical questions’ of transcendental
philosophy in order to connect them explicitly or implicitly to the question
‘What is Man?" (i.e. the virtual programme of ‘philosophical anthropology’).
This context has less to do with a speculative elaboration of the reflections on
the Subject than with a very pragmatic Ausgang, or ‘way out’, of speculation, in
the direction of ‘concrete’ questions of human life. These are the ‘cosmic’
questions® of the ‘world’ or of the ‘mundane’ (weitliche), not the ‘scholastic’ ones
{which, according to Kant’s terminology, are of interest not for the amateur,
but only for the professional theoretician). On this point Kant is quite explicit:
the practical questions of the world are those that connect knowledge and
duty, theory and morals, with the existence of Aumanity and the very meaning
of its history. The questions of and about the ‘world’ therefore, are not
cosmological, they are cosmopolitical. To ask *‘What is Man?' for Kant is to ask a
concrete question, a question which is therefore more fundamental than any
other, because it immediately concerns the experience, knowledge and
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Practical ends of Man as a citizen of the worldYIndeed the Kantian question
already involves and predetermines a formal answer: ‘Man’ is a (the} citizen of
the world; his ‘essence’ is nothing other than the horizon within which all the
determinations of that universal ‘citizenship’ must fall. The only thing that
remains to do, then, is to elaborate and clarify the meaning of all this.

This remarkable formulation is not the exclusive property of Kant.” At a
decisive historical moment, at the very turning point of the ‘bourgeois
revolutions’, we find it combining, within the intimate structure of philosoph-
ical language itself, two quite different series of conceptual paradigms. It
indicates: (1} that the human subject is able concretely to meet the essence of its
‘humanity’ only within a civic, or political, horizon in the broad sense of the
term, that of a ‘universal citizenship’, which implies epistemological, ethical
and aesthetic rationality,® and (2} that the ‘citizen’ belonging to any human
institution and subjected to it, but particulariy to the legal state (and probably
more precisely the legal national state}, can ‘belong’ to that institution and state

3.2 free and autonomous subject® only inasmuch as every institu tion, every state, is
conceived as a partial and provisional representative Of humanity, which in Fact
is the only absolute ‘community’, the only true ‘subject of history’,

We have now arrived at the core of the question ‘What is Man?' in Kant -
namely, its_civic-and .cosmopolitical_content, which s Ghsepaggp_!q from _its

_metaphysical content. And we see that it is precisely this (including its idealistic/

utopian aspect) that Heidegger would ignore, Not only is he not really

concerned with the fact that the ‘man’ at issue in Kant s a ‘citizen of the world’

in-the political sense (or in the moral-political, herefore also the juridical sense of

the term)"® (unless he believes that this is a purely empirical and pragmatic

matter, not a 'transcendentali one), but he_does-not_see_that the very =
proposition which eguaes ,_fhe‘s{:‘bjééjy and the ‘essence of man’; before and
after Kant, relies.on a ghird term, an.‘essential mediation’, by no means
accidental, namely. the gitizem This citizen may become symbolically universai-
ized and sublimated, but never ceases to refer toa very precise hisiory, where it
is a question of progress, conflict, emancipation and revolutions. The result,
which does not arrive by chance, is that at the very moment when Heidegger
submits metaphysics and its anthropological derivations to the most radical
questioning, he proves totally unable to see that the history of metaphysics,
being intimately connected with the question ‘What is Man?', is also originally
intricated with the history of politics and political thought. No wonder, then,
that he later engages in discussing the meaning of the Aristotelian ‘definition’
of Man as ‘that speaking animal’, ‘that living being which disposes of logos’, i.c.
language, reason and discourse, uithout ever mentioning its counterpart, which
in fact says the same thing: not zéon logon ekhdn, but zéon politikon (2 phusei, “the
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The crucial point here is this: the ‘subject’, for the first time bearing that
name in the political field where it (he) is subjected to the sovereign, the lord,
ultimately the Lord God, in the metaphysica! field necessarily subjects hemself 1o
himself or, if you like, performs his own subjection.'® Ancient man and medieval
man (who will survive in our days in the guise of the ‘voice of conscience’) both
have a relation to subjection, dependency and obedience. But the two
structures radically differ in that, if you consider the man-citizen of the Greek
polis, you will find that his autonomy and reciprocity, his relationships of
equality, are incompatible with the outer subjection typical of woman, the
slave, even the child, or the disciple who is learning under a master, Whereas,
if you consider the Christian man, made of spirit and flesh, who is also

subjected to Caesar, the imperial sovereign, who is confronted with the -

sacrament and the state, the ritual and the Law, you will find that his subjection
is the very condition of any reciprocity.*- o

"1 will call unilateral speech the mechanism of subjection corresponding to

ancient citizenship (but probably by no means restricted to it), which is both
suppressed in the public sphere of the city and required as its prerequisite: for
it has to do with that amazingly-uneven and asymmetrical relationship towards
the logos, which Aristotle-describes in- l.he"‘EBSCS_O_f,ll.'ha_Tl__ra_l_'_l_(_l woman (wife),
master and slave (servant), even father and son (or teacher and student: in
Aristotle the paternal authority is basically a ‘pedagogical’ or ‘educative’ one) —
all relationships in which one person is always talking while the other is always
listening, whereas in the civic space {on the civic stage) the same individuals
alternately talk and listen — in short, they engage in a dialogue - just as they
alternately command and obey.!” As for the completely different mechanism
of subjection, which characterizes the situation of the subjecius or subditus,
obedience to the Law, this is no longer a matter of unilateral speech: I will call
it instead the inner voice {or interiorized voice), that of a transcendent authority
which everyone is bound to obey, or which always already compels everyone to
obey, incdluding the rebels (they certainly do not escape the voice of the Law,
even if they do not surrender to it} — because the foundation of authority is not
located outside the individual, in some natural inequality or dependency, but
within him, in his very being as creature of the verb, and as faithful to it.

We might comment at length on this difference, which never ceased to work
within philosophy, and probably other discourses as well, but let us indicate the
second basic historical threshold. We crossed it when secular and would-be

" "democratic societies were constituted. Better said; Whet He-principte of-a

secular and democratic social organization was declared, namely during the
‘revolutions’ at the end of the eighteenth and the beginning of the nineteenth
centuries, in North America, France, Latin America, Greece and elsewhere,
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As we know, the whole trajectory of historical idealism, from Kant to Marx
onwards, which pictures humankind as subject and end of its own collective
movement, is a reaction to that eveﬁﬁﬁﬁkf"it;’contradictory effects: being
inseparably a discursive or intellectual and a political event (which changed the
very concept of ‘politics’), as well as a metaphysical event:

1 shall take as a main reference here the very text of the Frendh Déclaration
des droits de Phomme el du citoyen, which does not mean that the complexity of the
event can be enclosed within the limits of this singular initiative of the French
revolutionaries, since it clearly exceeds the ‘property right’ of one people.

Why is it that this new event becomes irreversible; not only in the political
order, but also, inseparably; in‘the-order of gntology? The very title of the
Déclaration makes it manifest: because it poses auniversal equation, which does

_not_have.any real-anticipation. in. history, between Man as such and a new
citizen defined by his ‘rights’, better said, by his conquest and collective defence
of his rights, without any pre-established limitation. Allow me to imitate a famous
philosophical formulation: just as a century before, there had been a
Philosopher who dared to formulate the provocative sentence, Deus sive Natura
[God means ‘Nature' {universally)), there are now practical philosophers who
formulate something like the no less provocative (and possibly obscurely
related) sentence, Homo sive Civis [Man means ‘Citizen’ {universally)].

What does this mean, precisely? Formally speaking, that man ceases to be a

. Subjectus, a subject, and therefore his relationship to the Law (and the idea of

»law) is radically inverted: he is no longer the man called before the Law, or to
whom an inner voice dictates the Law! or tells him that he should recognize
and obey the Law; he is rather the man who, at least virtually, ‘makes the Law’,
L.e. constitutes it, or declares it to be valid. The subject is someone who is
responsible or accountable because he is (a) legislator, accountable for the
¢onsequences, the implementation and nop-implementation of the Law he has
himself made. e Ty ' l' o

Here we must choose on which side we stand. Al long histérical and
philosophical tradition (the one I was referring to when I said earlier that
Heidegger had put a heretical end to the adventures of Idealism) has
explained to us that the men of 1776 and 1789, the men of liberty and

- revolution, became ‘citizens’ because they had. universally won access to :
subjectivity. Better said: because they had become conscious (in a Cartesian, or
Lockean, or Kantian) way, of the fact that they were indeed free ‘subjects’,
always already destined to liberty (by their ‘birthright’).é: choose the opposite
interprctation_:}it seems to me that these men, and their followers, were able to
begin thinking of themselves as free subjects, and thus to identify liberty and
subjectivity,c they had.abolished the principle of their subjection, their
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being subjected or subject-being, in an irreversible if not irresistible manner,
while conquering and constituting their political citizenship. From now on,
there could exist no such thing as ‘voluntary servitude’, Citizenship is not one
among other attributes of subjectivity, on the contrary: it is subjectivity, that
form of subjectivity that would no longer be identical with subjection for

anyone. This poses a formidable problem for the citizens, since few of them, in

fact, will achieve it completely.

Now, what kind of ‘citizen’ is this? 1t cannot be only the citizen of some
particular state, some particular nation, some particular constitution, Even if
we do not accept the idealized notion of the Kantian ‘cosmopolitical right’, we
can still maintain that it alludes to a universal claim, possibly to an absolute one.
We could try to formulate it in this way: to equate man and citizen universally
does not mean that only the legal citizens are men (i.e. human beings),'® or that
men as such participate in humanity only within the conditions and boundar-
ies of their official citizenship. We know it means that the humanity of human
individuals becomes determined by the inalienable character of their ‘rights’.
We also know that this amounts to saying in effect that, while rights are always
attributed to individuals in the last instance, they are achieved and won'®
collectively, i.e. politically. In other terms, this equation means that the
humanity of man is identified not with a given or an essence, be it natural or
supra-natural, but with a practice and a task: the task of self-emancipation from
every domination and subjection by means of a collective and universal access
to politics. This idea actually combines a logical proposition: no liberty without
equalily, nor equality without liberty; an ontological proposition: the property
of the human being is the coliective or transindividual construction of his
individual autonomy; a political proposition (but what is not already political in
the previous formulations?): any form of subjection is incompatible with
citizenship (including those forms which the revolutionaries themselves did
not dare to challenge — slavery, the inequality of genders, colonization,
exploited labour, perhaps above all these forms); and finally an ethical
proposition: the value of human agency arises from the fact that no one can be
liberated or emancipated by others, although no one can liberate himself without
others.®®

1 shall now conclude by posing very briefly two questions. We started with a
philosophical investigation, which may have seemed a little scholastic: what
does ‘philosophical anthropology’ mean? What might its programme be after
the discussions that took place at the beginning of this century and the
devastating critique of Heidegger? ‘

First then: If it is true that man, subject, citizen — all these terms being
connected through historical analysis rather than essentialist conceptualiza-
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tion ~ remain for us the key signifiers of philosophical anthropology, must we
arrange their figures in an evolutionary, linear process? This is not necessarily
the case. I spoke of irreversible thresholds. Before medieval political theology
had combined obedience to the Prince and obedience to God, the subjectus
could not be given a unitary figure. Before the French Revolution and,
generally speaking, the democratic revolutions equated man and citizen, it was
not really possible to think of rights in a universal manner as opposed to
privileges, or to do so without defining them as counterparts of obligations,
services and duties. However, that a new form emerges does not imply that the
ancient one simply disappears, So we see that the modern identity of man and
citizen did not lead to the pure and simple negation or Aufhebung of the
subjection to the Law, as an ‘inner’ voice. It has led, rather, to a new twist, a new
degree ofinteriorization (interiority, intimacy) or, if you like, repression, along
with a new ‘privacy’ of the moral sentiments, On the other hand, if there are
inaugural thresholds or historical events, this does not mean that they arise out
of the blue, without historical preconditions. Therefore a ‘philosophical
anthropology” along these lines must also be an investigation of repetition,
recurrence and evolution as they mingle within history, i.e. of historicity as
such.

Second: clearly, a critical rethinking of the philosophical debate pro et contra
philosophical anthropology leads quite naturally to emphasizing a theme,
better said a programme: that of enquiring on the forms of subjection.
Borrowing from Michel Foucault, I would speak of an enquiry into the forms
of subjectivation inasmuch as they correspond to certain forms of subjection — yet
another fundamental ‘play on words’ . . . unless it is always the same. But to
mention Foucault immediately leads to the following question. Following the
permanent traces they have leftin philosophical tradition, we spoke of fwo basic
forms or figures of subjection: the one I described as ‘unilateral speech’ and
the one 1 described as ‘inner voice’ (or inner calling). But why should we think
that there are only two such figures? Why not search for others, from which
other ways of stitching together the questions of man, subject and citizen
would follow? Either in the past: figures of withering away (but does an
anthropological figure, a figure of subjection, ever wither away?); or in the
present: figures of constitution, possibly of becoming dominant. Was not this
what Foucault would have suggested when he wrote on norms, ‘discipline’ or
‘bio-power’? But before him, although in a different way, would not Marx also
have provided us with similar hints when he returned in his theory from
political alienation to human alienation, and from there to the structural
‘fetishism’ of merchant and capitalist societies, which goes along with the use of
man and citizen in the valorization of objects, and their contradictory freedom
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as legal subjects? Probably there are more than simply two ways of displaying
the dialectics of subjection and subjectivation. Maybe there is no ‘end of
history’, no ‘end of the story’.

Notes

1. On‘continental’ philosophy, above all; on ‘insular’ philosophy the influence of this debate
has admittedly been weaker.

2. The much less interesting An Essey on Man was written later in 1941, when Cassirer had
emigrated to the United States.

3. The term theoretical humanism was introduced by Louis Althusser in the 1960s 1o describe
and criticize the roots of every “philosophical anthropology’, including the ‘Marxist'
variants. This marks a shift from the Heideggerian critique, while it retains, at the same
ume, the basic idea that the two problems of the ‘essence of man’ and of ‘subjectivity’ are
inseparable, 1 will discuss this relationship elsewhere.

4. See, for example, Richard Rorty's brilliant Philosophy and the Mérror of Nature (Princeton,
NJ: Princeion University Press 1979), especially the first two chapters,

5. See my essay, 'L'invention de la conscience: Descartes, Locke, Coste, el les autres’,
forthcoming in Traduire les philasophes, Actes des journées de Puniversité de Paris - 1,
January—March 1992, Publications of the Sorbonne.

6. See the chapter in the Critique of Pure Reason called *Architectonics of pure reason’. [t is
alse in this text that Kant lists the three famous transcendental questions, namely: What
can I know? What must 1 do? What can I hope? But it is only in his later Course on Logic,
edited by one of his assistanis, that he explicitly proposes summarizing them by meana of
the single question, "What is Man?” The importance of this addition was hardly suspected
until the twentieth-century debate.

7. Was it not Tom Paine who referred to himself in this way? But during this period he was
not alone in moving in the “cosmopolitan’ direction.

8. Indeed, as Hannah Arendt observed, this means that Kant, formally speaking, retrieved
the Aristotelian ‘definition’ of man as tden politikon, although immediately to imply that the
true polis should no longer be identified with any particular ‘city-state’, but only with the
‘world city' as such. To trace back such an idea to the Stoics, via the Christian theologians
and the political economists among others, is beyond the scope of this chapter.

9. Sucha formulation can be traced back al least to the sixteenth century and Les six fivves de Ia
République by Jean Bedin, enc of the first and leading theoreticians of the modern nation
state. On this, along with other aspects of the history of the concept of ‘the subject’, see my
‘Citizen Subject’, in Who Comes Afier the Subjeci?, ed. E. Cadava, P. Connor and J.-L. Nancy
(New York and London: Routledge 1991). .

10. In Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, Heidegger depicta the ‘cosmic’ nature of ‘Man' and
the ‘cosmopolitan’ character of the Kantian question ‘What is Man® as metaphysical notions.
Typically, what interests Heidegger in the Kantian notion of the ‘cosmopolitical' is not the
‘political’, but the ‘world’, the cosmos.

11, There is no doubt that the *subject’ — namely, the one whe is subjecied — has to be
‘personal’ (though not necessarily ‘individual’). Whether the ‘sovereign’ or the one fo whom
the ‘subject’ is subjected also has to be personal is much less clear: this is a basic theelogical
question which 1 will leave aside here.

12. Everyone knows that the main characteristic of *‘morality’ in Kant's philosophy is that it
provides the subject with ity own essential ‘autonemy’, The moral subject is ‘autonomous’,
whereas the “‘non-moral’ or ‘pathological’ subject is *heteronomeus’: but, in the Kantian
view, this amounts Lo saying that the subject as such is ‘autonomeuy’. (Therefore, tospeak of
an ‘autonomous subject’ is essentially redundant, whereas the *heteronomy of the subject’
marks a contradiction, a departure of the subject from its proper essence. All this amounts
to an explanation of why the ‘essence of man’ is “to be a subject’: this expresses an
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imperative as well as a given, or a given that immediately gives rise to an i i

13. Two possible translations of the Glg':ek i phusei, v n imperative)

14, The German tradition uses the word Beryf for this ‘calling’.

15., These two phrases: ‘to be subjected ultimately to the Lord God”, and ‘to be subjected to
(nobody bu) oneself, are basically equivalent; they refer to the same ‘fact’, viewed from
opposite angles,

16, Such a pattern will, of course, become secularized in later political philosophy and
ideology; see, notably, the way the necessary ‘mediation’ is instituted in Fobbes by the
supreme authority of the state in order to create the conditions for a social (or civic)
equality.

17. What Aristotle does not describe, because he is so rationaliatic, are the lpoks, the visual and
hallucinatory counterparts of this unilateral speech, which he so acutely defines in the
Politics (mainly in Book I) and the Nicomachenn Ethics.

18, Although there is a very strong tendency 1o do 0, as Hannah Arendt noted when she
remarked, in vol. II (‘Tmperialism') of The Grigins of Totalitarianism, that in the modern
world ‘apatrids’ (people without a definite cilizenship) are hardly considered human.

19, Or vindicated, 10 borrow from Mary Wollstonecraft's beautiful title.

20. Recall the *Preambulum’ of the Statutes of the First International, written by Marx, a good

Jacobin in this respect: ‘The emancipation of the labouring classes will be the work of the
Iabourers themselves.’
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