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-Introduction-

A shocking question addressed to a climatologist (02) that obliges us to distinguish values from the ac-
counts practitioners give of them (06).

Between modernizing and ecologizing, we have to choose (08) by proposing a different system of
coordinates (10).

Which leads us to define animaginary diplomatic scene (13):in the name of whom to negotiate (13) and
withwhomto negotiate? (15)

The inquiry at first resembles the one involving speech acts (17) while we learn to identify different
modes of existence (19).

Thegoalis, first,toaccompany a people vacillating between economy and ecology (22).

PART ONE

How To MAKE AN INQUIRY INTO THE MODES OF EXISTENCE OF THE MODERNS POSSIBLE

-Chapter 1-
DEFINING THE OBJECTOFINQUIRY .tituiiiuniiruniiennieennieennseennseesseesssscnnssensss2?
Aninvestigator goes off to do fieldwork among the Moderns (28) without respecting domain bounda-
ries, thanks to the notion of actor-network (30), which makes it possible to distinguish networks as re-
sultfromnetworks as process (31).
Theinquiry definesafirstmode of existence, the network [NET], throughaparticular “pass,” or passage (33).
Butnetworks [NET] have alimitation: they do not qualify values (35).
Law offersapoint of comparison throughits own particular mode of displacement (38).
There s thus adefinition of “boundary” that does not depend on the notions of domain or network (38).

The mode of extension of objective knowledge can be compared with other types of passes (39).
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Thus any situation can be defined through a grasp of the [NET] type plus a particular relation between
continuities and discontinuities (471).

Thankstoathirdtype of “pass,” thereligious type, theinvestigator sees why values are difficult to detect
(42) because of their quite particular ties to institutions (43),and this will oblige her to take into account

ahistory of valuesand theirinterferences (45).

-Chapter 2-
COLLECTING DOCUMENTS FORTHE INQUIRY ..uuuiiiiiiiiiiiieniiiiiiieeennnniesieennnnnnes 47
The inquiry begins with the detection of category mistakes (48), not to be confused with first-degree
mistakes (49); only second-degree mistakes matter (50).
A mode possesses its own particular type of veridiction (53), as we see by going back to the example
of law (54).
True and false are thus expressed within a given mode and outside it (55) provided that we first de-
fine the felicity and infelicity conditions of each mode (56) and then the mode’s interpretive key, or its
preposition (57).
Thenweshallbe able to speak of each mode inits own tonality (58),as the etymology of “category” im-
plies (58) and as the contrast between the requirements of law and religion attests (60).
The inquiry connects understandings of the network type [NET] with understandings of the preposi-
tionaltype [PRE] (61) by defining crossings thatforma Pivot Table (63).
A somewhat peculiar [NET - PRE] crossing (63), which raises a problem of compatibility with the actor-
network theory (63).
Recapitulation of the conditions for the inquiry (64).

Whatis rationalis what follows the threads of the various reasons (65).

-Chapter 3-
A PERILOUS CHANGE OF CORRESPONDENCE +.c0tvitetueeseasassosncsssnssssossssssnsasses 69
To begin with what is most difficult, the question of Science (70) by applying principles of method that
entailidentifying passes (73), which allow us to disamalgamate two distinct modes of existence (73).
Description of an unremarkable itinerary: the example of a hike up Mont Aiguille (74) will serve to de-
fine chains of reference andimmutable mobiles (77) by showing thatreferenceis attached neither to the
knowing subject nortothe known object (77).
The notion of Subject/Object correspondence conflates two passes (81) sinceitis clearthatexistents do
not pass throughimmutable mobiles in order to persistin being (82).
Althoughthereis nolimit to the extension of chains of reference [REF] (83) there areindeed two modes
of existence that co-respondto each other (86).

Wemustthereforeregisternewfelicity conditions (86) that willauthorize adifferentdistributionbetween
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language and existence (88). This becomes particularly clearinthe prime example of the laboratory (89).
Hencethesalience of anew mode of existence, [REP], for reproduction (91) and of acrossing [REP + REF]

thatis hard to keep in sight (93) especially when we have toresist the interference of Double Click (93).

-Chapter 4-
LEARNINGTOMAKEROOM . ...iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiitetiesneensnseasasnesnsnsensas 97
To give the various modes enough room (98) we must first try to grasp existents according to the mode
of reproduction [REP] (99) by making this mode one trajectory among others (100) in order to avoid the
strange notion of an invasive material space (103).
Ifthosewhohave occupiedallthe space neverthelesslackroom (104)itisbecausetheyhavebeenunable
todisamalgamate the notion of matter (105) by the proper use of the [REP - REF] crossing (106).
Now, as soon as we begin to distinguish two senses of the word “form” (106), the form that maintains
constants and the form that reduces the hiatus of reference (107), we begin to obtain a nonformalist de-
scription of formalism (108), which turns out, unfortunately, to be wiped out by a third sense of the word
“form” (109).
Atthis pointwerisk beingmistaken aboutthe course followed by the beings of reproduction (110) in that
we risk confusing two distinct coursesinthe idea of matter (111).
A formalist description of the outing on Mont Aiguille (112) generates a double image through a demon-
stration perabsurdum (114) that would lead to a divisioninto primary and secondary qualities (115).
But once the origin of this Bifurcation into primary and secondary qualities has been accurately identi-
fied (115) itbecomes ahypothesis too contrary to experience (116) and the magic of rationalism vanishes
(117) since we can no longer confuse existents with matter (118),a matter that would no more do justice

tothe world thanto “lived experience” (120).

-Chapter 5-

REMOVING SOME SPEECH IMPEDIMENTS . ..viiuiuieineeerncescsasssncsssncassessssnsnssl23
If we had to begin with the hardest part (124) it was because of an insistence on “straight talk” that con-
nects formalism with closing off discussion (125).

Although this straight talk cannot rely on the requirements of reference [REF] (126), it leads to the dis-
qualification of allthe other modes (127) by creating a dangerous amalgam between knowledge and pol-
itics [REF - PoL] (128), which makes it necessary to abandon the thread of experience in order to put an
endto debates (129).

Fortunately, the method that allows us to recognize a crossing (131) will succeed in identifying a veridic-
tion proper to politics [PoL] (132), which has to do with the continual renewal of a Circle (133) that the

course of reference cannotjudge properly (134).
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Thus we have to acknowledge that thereis more than one type of veridiction (136) to foil the strange amal-
gam of “indisputable facts” (137) and thus to restore to natural language its expressive capacities (138).
The most difficult task remains: going back to the division between words and things (139) while liberat-
ing ourselves from matter, that is, from the res ratiocinans (140) and giving ourselves new capacities of
analysis and discernment (142) in order to speak of values without bracketing reality (143).

Languageis well articulated, like the world with which itis charged (144), provided that we treat the no-
tion of sign with skepticism (145).

Modes of existence areindeed at stake,and there are more thantwo of these (146), afactthatobligesus

totake the history of intermodal interferencesinto account (148).

-Chapter 6-
CORRECTINGASLIGHT DEFECTIN CONSTRUCTION. ..otuiiiiietiiiiiieeeeenniaanaeaannnn. 151
The difficulty of inquiringinto the Moderns (152) comes from the impossibility of understandingina pos-
itive way how facts are constructed (153), which leads to a curious connivance between the critical mind
andthe searchfor foundations (155).
Thus we havetocomebacktothenotionof constructionanddistinguishthree features (157):1.theactionis
doubled (157); 2. the direction of the actionis uncertain (158); 3. the actionis qualified as good or bad (159).
Now, constructivism does notsucceedinretaining the features of agood construction (159).
We thus have to shift to the concept of instauration (160), but for instauration to occur, there must be
beings with their ownresources (161), whichimplies a technical distinction between being-as-being and
being-as-other (162) and thus several forms of alterity or alterations (163).
We then find ourselves facing a methodological quandary (164), which obliges us to look elsewhere to
accountforthe failures of constructivism (164):iconoclasm and the struggle against fetishes (165).
It is as though the extraction of religious value had misunderstood idols (166) because of the con-
tradictory injunction of a God not made by human hands (167), which led to a new cult, antifetishism
(168), as well as the invention of belief in the belief of others (169), which turned the word “rational”
into afighting word (170).
Wehavetotrytoputanendtobeliefinbelief (171) by detectingthe double root of the double language of
the Moderns (172) arising from the improbable link between knowledge and belief (174).
Welcometothe beings of instauration (176).

Nothing butexperience, but nothing less than experience (178).



PART TWO

How To BENEFIT FROM THE PLURALISM OF MODES OF EXISTENCE

-Chapter 7-
REINSTITUTING THE BEINGS OF METAMORPHOSIS. . .cvttttrennnntetrrrennnneeeresannnnees 181
We are going to benefit from ontological pluralism (182) while trying to approach certain invisible be-
ings (183).
Thereisnosuchthingasa“visible world,”any more thanthereareinvisible worlds (184) if we make an ef-
forttograsp the networks [NET] that produce interiorities (185).
Since the autonomy of subjects comes to them from the “outside” (186) it is better to do without both
interiority and exteriority (188).
Backtothe experience of emotion (189), whichallows ustospotthe uncertaintyastoitstarget (190) and
the power of psychic shifters and other “psychotropes” (192).
The instauration of these beings has been achieved in therapeutic arrangements (193) and especially in
laboratories of ethnopsychiatry (194).
The beings of metamorphosis [MET] (195) have ademanding form of veridiction (196) and particular on-
tologicalrequirements (198) that can be followedrationally (198), provided that the judgment of Double
Click [pc] isnotappliedtothem (199).
Their originality comes from a certain debiting of alteration (201), which explains why invisibility is
amongtheir specifications (202).
The [REP - MET] crossingis of capitalimportance (202), butithas beenaddressed mainly by the other col-

lectives (203); thus it offers comparative anthropology a new basis for negotiations (204).

-Chapter 8-
MAKING THE BEINGS OF TECHNOLOGY VISIBLE <ot uuiittiiiiiieneeeeniieeeeeennniaananns 207
The singular silence imposed on technologies (208) and on their particular form of transcendence (210)
requires, in addition to an analysis in terms of networks [TEc - NET] (212), the detection of an original
mode of existence (214) different fromreproduction [REP - TEC] (215).
We need to return to the experience of the technological detour (216), which is hidden by Double Click
andthe form/functionrelation (217).
By drawingoutthelessons of the [REP « REF] crossing onthis point (219) we shallnolonger confuse tech-
nology with the objectsitleavesinits wake (221).

Technology offersaparticular form of invisibility (222): the technological labyrinth (223).
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Its mode of existence depends on the [MET - TEC] ruse (224) as much as on the persistence of the beings
of reproduction [REP - TEC] (225).

The veridiction proper to [Tec] (226) depends on an original folding (227) detectable thanks to the key
notion of shifting (228).

The unfolding of this mode gives us more room to maneuver (230).

-Chapter o-
SITUATING THEBEINGS OF FICTION .. itiuiiiiiiiiiiieiiitiiieneenreseesosnssnsnsssncnnns 233
Multiplying the modes of existence implies draining language of itsimportance (234), which is the other
side of the Bifurcation between words and the world (235).
Toavoid confusing sense with signs (236) we have to come back to the experience of the beings of fiction
[Fzc] (238).
Beings overvalued by the institution of works of art (238) and yet deprived of their ontological
weight (239).
Now, the experience of the beings of [FIc] invites us to acknowledge their proper consistency (240) an
original trajectory (241) as wellas a particular set of specifications (242).
These beings arise from a new alteration: the vacillation between raw material and figures (243), which
gives theman especially demanding mode of veridiction (245).
Weare the offspring of our works (246).
Dispatching a work implies a shifting (246) different from that of the beings of technology
[TECc - F1c] (248).
The beings of fiction [FIc] reign well beyond the work of art (249); they populate a particular crossing,
[Fzc - REF] (250), where they undergo a small difference in the discipline of figures (251) that causes the
correspondence to be misunderstood (252).
We can then revisit the difference between sense and sign (254) and find another way of accessing the

articulated world (256).

-Chapter 10-

LEARNING TORESPECT APPEARANCES. . c0ututeeearaensotssssessassonsssssssossssssnsasnss 259
Toremain sensitive to the momentas well as to the dosage of modes (260) the anthropologist has to re-
sistthe temptations of Occidentalism (261).

Isthereamode of existence properto essence? (262)

The most widespread mode of all, the one that starts from the prepositions while omitting them (264),
habit [HAB], too,isamode of existence (265) with a paradoxical hiatus that producesimmanence (266).
By following the experience of an attentive habit (267) we see how this mode of existence manages to

trace continuities (268) owing to its particular felicity conditions (268).
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Habithasits ownontological dignity (270), which stemsfromthe factthatitveilsbutdoesnothide (272).
We understand quite differently, then, the distance between theory and practice (273), which allows us
todefine Double Click more charitably [HAB - bc] (274).
Each mode hasits own way of playing with habits (275).
This mode of existence can help define institutions positively (277), provided that we take into account

the generation to whichthe speaker belongs (278) and avoid the temptation of fundamentalism (280).

-Conclusion, Part Two-
ARRANGING THE MODES OF EXISTENCE . .vuvuieniuiuienrusenensesensaseesasescnsescasnees 283
Whereinwe encounter an unexpected problem of arrangement (284).
Inthe first group, neither Objects nor Subjectsareinvolved (285).
Lines of force and lineages [REP] emphasize continuity (285), while the beings of metamorphosis [MET]
emphasize difference (286) and those of habit [HAB] emphasize dispatch (287).
Asecond group revolves around the quasi objects (288) [TEc], [F1c], and [REF], originally levels n+1of
enunciation (289), produced by arebound effectatleveln-1(289).
Thisarrangementoffersaconciliatory version ofthe old Subject /Objectrelation (290) and thus another

possible position for anthropogenesis (2971).

PART THREE

How TO REDEFINE THE COLLECTIVES

-Chapter 11
WELCOMING THE BEINGS SENSITIVETOTHEWORD. . .ctuitiiiiuienruiencncencnsaseasnses 295
Ifitisimpossible not to speak of a religious mode (297), we must not rely on the limits of the domain of
Religion (298) butinstead return to the experience of the love crisis (300) that allows us to discover an-
gels bearing tumults of the soul (303), provided that we distinguish between care and salvation as we
explore their crossing [MET - REL] (304).
We thendiscoveraspecific hiatus (305) that makes it possible toresume Speech (306) but without leav-
ingthe pathways of the rational (307).
The beings of religion [REL] have special specifications (307)—they appear and disappear (308)—and
they have particularly discriminating felicity conditions (310) since they define a form of subsistence
thatis notbased onany substance (311) but thatis characterized by an alteration peculiar toit: “the time
has come” (312) and by its own form of veridiction (313).
A powerful but fragile institution to be protected (314) as much against the misunderstandings of the
[REL - PRE] crossing (315) as againstthose of the [MET - REL] crossing (316) and the [REF - REL] crossing,

which produces unwarranted rationalizations (318).
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Rationalization is what produces belief in belief (319) and causes the loss of both knowledge and faith
(321), leading to the loss of neighboring beings and remote ones alike (322) as well as to the superfluous
invention of the supernatural (323).

Hencetheimportance of always specifying the terms of the metalanguage (324).

-Chapter 12-
INVOKING THE PHANTOMS OF THEPOLITICAL «tvvtiiiiiiiiiieiiiiieiieiieieeieeieenaenaens 327
Canacontrastbe lost? The case of the political (328).
Aninstitution legitimately proud of its values (329) but with no grasp of practical description (330): be-
foreitcanbe universalized, some self-examinationis required (331).
To avoid giving up reason in politics [PoL] too quickly (333) and to understand that there is no crisis of
representation (334) we must not overestimate the unreason of [PoL] (335) butrather follow the expe-
rience of political speech (336).
Anobject-oriented politics (337) allows us to discern the squaring of the political Circle (338), provided
that we distinguish accurately between speakingabout politics and speaking politically (339).
We then discover a particular type of pass that traces the impossible Circle (340), which includes or ex-
cludes depending on whetheritis taken up again or not (342).
A first definition of the hiatus of the [PoL] type: the curve (344) and a quite peculiar trajectory: au-
tonomy (345).
A new definition of the hiatus: discontinuity (346) and a particularly demanding type of veridiction
(348), which the [REF - PoL] crossing misunderstands (349).
[PoL] practices a very distinctive extraction of alterity (350), which defines a phantom public (351) in
opposition to the figure of Society (352), which would make the political even more monstrous than it
isnow (353).

Willwe ever be able torelearnthe language of speaking well while speaking “crooked”? (354)

-Chapter 13-

THE PASSAGE OF LAW AND QUASISUBJECTS ..evtttiinnnnreererennnnnecsssanneeeessannns 357
Fortunately,itisnotproblematictospeakaboutlaw “legally” (358) since lawisits ownexplanation (359).
It offers special difficulties, however (360), owing to its strange mix of strength and weakness (361), its
scarcely autonomous autonomy (362),andthe fact thatithas been charged with too many values (362).
Thuswe havetoestablishaspecial protocolinordertofollow (363) the passage of law paved with means
(364) andtorecognizeitsterribly demanding felicity conditions (366).

Thelaw connects levels of enunciation (368) by virtue of its own particular formalism (369).

We can now understand what is distinctive about quasi subjects (371) while learning to respect their
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contributions: first, beings of politics [PoL] (373), then beings of law [Law] (373), and finally beings of
religion [REL] (374).

Quasisubjectsareallregimes of enunciation sensitive to tonality (375).

Classifying the modes allows us to articulate well what we have to say (376) and to explain, at last, the
modernist obsession with the Subject/Object difference (378).

New dread onthe partof ouranthropologist: the fourth group, the continent of The Economy (379).

-Chapter 14-
SPEAKING OF ORGANIZATION INITSOWNLANGUAGE......citiiieiiiinieirnsenensenennns 381
The second Nature resists quite differently from the first (382), which makes it difficult to circumvent
TheEconomy (383) unlessweidentify some gapsbetween The Economyandordinary experience (385).
Afirstgap,intemperature: coldinstead of heat (386).
Asecondgap:anempty placeinstead ofacrowded agora (386).
Athird gap: no detectable differenceinlevels (387).
Allthis allows us to positan amalgamation of three distinct modes: [ATT], [orG], and [MoR] (388).
The paradoxicalsituation of organization [orG] (389) iseasiertospotifwestartfromaweakly equipped
case (390) thatallows usto see how scripts turn us “upside down” (3971).
To organizeis necessarily to dis/reorganize (393).
Here we have a distinct mode of existence (393) with its own explicit felicity and infelicity conditions
(395) andits own particularalteration of being-as-other: the frame (397).
Sowe candowithout Providence for writing the scripts (398), provided that we clearly distinguish piling
upfromaggregating (399) and that we avoid the phantom metadispatcherknownas Society (401) while
maintaining the methodological decision that the small serves to measure the large (402), the only way
tofollow the operations of scaling (403).
This way we can bring the arrangements for economization into the foreground (404) and distin-
guish between two distinct senses of property (406) while including the slight addition of calcula-
tion devices (407).

Two modes notto be conflated under the expression “economic reason” (409).

-Chapter 15
MOBILIZING THE BEINGS OF PASSIONATE INTEREST. .. vvvvuuuurruenneneeneneeneeeeaennennns 413
Whereas the whole is always inferior to its parts (414), there are several reasons for making mistakes
about the experience of organization (415): confusing it with the Political Circle [PoL - orG] (415); con-
fusing organization with organism [REP - 0RG] (417); ballasting scripts technologically [TEc - orG] (418);
confusingunequal distribution of scripts with scaling (420); all thisleads toaninverted experience of the

social (421).



By returning to the experience of what sets scripts in motion (422) we can measure what has to be
passed through in order for beings to subsist (423) while discovering the beings of passionate interest
[aTT] (424).

Butseveral obstaclestothe depiction of this new experience have tobe removed:first,the notion ofem-
bedding (426); then the notion of calculating preferences (427); then the obstacle of a Subject/Object
relation (427);fourth, the obstacle of exchange (429); andfifthand last, the cult of merchandise (430).
Then a particular mode of alteration of being appears (432) with an original pass: interest and valoriza-
tion (434) and specific felicity conditions (435).

This kneading of existents (437) leads to the enigma of the crossing with organization [ATT - orG] (438),

whichwillallow us to disamalgamate the matter of the second Nature (439).

-Chapter 16-
INTENSIFYING THE EXPERIENCE OF SCRUPLES +.vutuvueeeruseetosassssassosscssssssssosnos 443
Detectingthe [ATT - ORG] crossing (444) oughttoleadto praise for accounting devices (445).
However, economics claims to calculate values via value-free facts (447), which transforms the experi-
ence of being quits (448) into a decree of Providence capable of calculating the optimum (449) and of
emptyingthe scene where goods and bads are distributed (450).
While the question of morality has already beenraised for each mode (452), there is nevertheless anew
source of morality inthe uncertainty over ends and means (454).
Aresponsible beingis one whorespondstoanappeal (456) that cannotbe universal withoutexperience
ofthe universe (457).
We can thus draw up the specifications for moral beings [Mor] (458) and define their particular mode of
veridiction: the takingup of scruples (459) and their particularalteration: the quest for the optimal (461).
The Economy is transformed intoametaphysics (462) whenitamalgamates two types of calculationsin
the [REF - MOR] crossing; (462) this makes it mistake a discipline for a science (464) that would describe
only economic matter (466).
So The Economy puts anendto allmoral experience (466).
The fourthgroup, whichlinks quasiobjects and quasisubjects (467),is the one that the interminable war
between the two hands, visible and invisible, misunderstands (469).
Can the Moderns become agnostic in matters of The Economy (470) and provide a new foundation for

the discipline of economics? (472)

-Conclusion-
CANWE PRAISE THE CIVILIZATIONTO COME? ... iviiiiiiiineitnsneesasessossesssasenss 475
Toavoid failure, we must use aseries of tests to define the trial that the inquiry must undergo (476):

Firsttest: canthe experiences detected be shared? (477)
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Secondtest:doesthe detection of one mode allow us torespect the other modes? (478)

Third test: canaccounts other than the author’s be proposed? (480)

Fourth test: can the inquiry mutate into a diplomatic arrangement (480) so thatinstitutions adjusted to
themodes canbe designed (482) whileanew spaceis opened up for comparative anthropology (482) by
aseries of negotiations over values? (483)

Fornew wars,anew peace (484).
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To THE READER:

UserR’s MANUAL FOR THE ONGOING COLLECTIVE INQUIRY

This book summarizes an inquiry that I have been pursuing rather
obstinately for a quarter century now. Thanks to a generous subsidy from the
European Union, I have been able to create a platform that will allow you not
only to read this provisional report but also to extend the inquiry by using the
research apparatus available at MODESOFEXISTENCE.ORG.

Beguninsolitude, my work is being extended here with the help ofa small
team brought together under the code name AIME: An Inquiry into Modes of
Existence, the English translation of the French EME: Enquéte sur les Modes
d’Existence. If all goes well, our platform will allow us to mobilize a consider-
ably larger research community.

Once you have registered on the site, you will have access to the digital
version of this book, and thus to the notes, bibliography, index, glossary, and
supplementary documentation that we have provided. The digital interface as
such is now well anchored in contemporary working practices; ours is flexible
enough to multiply ways of reading while providing a constantly evolving crit-
ical apparatus benefiting from the commentary that you and other readers will
not fail toadd. (The boldface terms in the text refer to the digital glossary.)

What makes this project so interesting, and also, of course, so difficult,
is that you are going to find yourself invited not only to read the work but to
explore a somewhat unfamiliar environment. The digital interface is designed
to provide you with enough handholds to let you retrace a certain number
of experiences that lie, as I see it, at the heart of the history of the Moderns,
whereas the Moderns’ own accounts of these experiences do very little to make
them understandable. In my view, this contradiction between the experiences
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themselvesandtheaccountsof themauthorized by theavailable metaphysicsis

whatmakesitsohard todescribe the Moderns empirically. Itisin order to move
beyond this contradiction that I invite you to join me in paying close atten-
tion to the conflicts of interpretation surrounding the various truth values
that confront us every day. If my hypothesis is correct, you will find that it is
possible to distinguish different modes whose paired intersections, or crossings,
canbedefined empiricallyand can thus beshared. I encourage you to participate
in this sharing via the digital environment we have developed for the purpose.

For I am convinced that, once you have discovered new ways of familiar-
izing yourself with the arguments of the inquiry, you will be able to propose
quite different answers to the questionnaire around which it is structured.
Thanks to the digital interface, you will be able to navigate in each mode and
at each crossing where two modes intersect. After you examine the documents
thatwe have begun to assemble, you may be prepared to contribute others. The
entire interest of the exercise lies in the possibility that you and other partic-
ipants, whether or not they have read the book, will extend the work begun
here with new documents, new sources, new testimonies, and, most impor-
tant, thatyou will modify the questions by correcting or modulating the project
in relation to the results obtained. The laboratory is now wide open for new
discoveries.

In afinal phase, if you wish, you will even be able to participate in an orig-
inal form of diplomacy by proposing accounts different from mine as interpre-
tations of the experiences that we shall have revisited together. Indeed, in a
planned series of encounters, with the help of mediators, we shall try to propose
other versions, other metaphysics, beyond the ones proposed in this provi-
sional report. We may even be able to sketch out the lineaments of other institu-
tions better suited to shelter the values we shall have defined.

This project is part of the development of something known by the still-
vague term “digital humanities,” whose evolving style is beginning to supple-
ment the more conventional styles of the social sciences and philosophy.
Although I have learned from studying technological projects that innovating
onallfrontsatonceisarecipeforfailure, here weare determined to exploreinno-
vations in method, concept, style, and content simultaneously. Only experi-
ence will tell us whether this hybrid apparatus using new techniques of reading,
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writing, and collective inquiry facilitates or complicates the work of empirical
philosophy that it seeks to launch. Time is short: we are obliged to conclude
this attempt to describe the Moderns’ adventure differently by August2014—a
century afteranother, tragically memorable August 14. You can already see why
there is no question of my succeeding in this enterprise on my own!

xxi
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OVERVIEW

Since I cannot disguise the difficulty of the exercise I am going to ask
readers to undertake, I am going to try to give them the overall thrust at the
start, so they will know where I want to lead them—which may help them hang
on during the rough passages. A guide leading the way can announce the trials
to come, extend a hand, multiply the rest stops, add ramps and ropes, but it is
not within his power to flatten the peaks that his readers have agreed to cross
with him.

Ihavedivided thereportonthisinvestigationinto three parts.In Part One,
I seek first of all to establish the object (Chapter 1) and then the data needed for
this rather unusual investigation (Chapter 2). I must also remove the two prin-
cipal obstacles that would make all our efforts to advance our understanding of
the Moderns incomprehensible and even absurd. These two obstacles are obvi-
ouslyrelated, butI have nevertheless distinguished them by devoting two chap-
ters (3 and 4) to the key question of objective knowledge—why has the advent
of Science made it so difficult to grasp the other modes?—and two more chap-
ters (5 and 6) to the question of how construction and reality are connected—
why can’t we say of something that it is “true” and “made,” that is, both “real”
and manufactured, in a single breath? At the end of Part One, we shall know
how to speak appropriately about a plurality of types of beings by relying on
the guiding thread of experience, on empiricism as William James defined it:
nothing but experience, yes, but nothing less than experience.

Thus when the ground has been cleared, when experience has become
a reliable guide once more, when speech has been freed from the awkward
constraints peculiar to Modernism, we shall be in a position to profit, in Part
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Two, from the pluralism of modes of existence and to get ourselves out of the
prison, first, of the Subject/Object division. The first six modes that we are
goingtoidentify willallow us to offeran entirely different basis for comparative
anthropology, these being the contrasts on which other cultures have focused
particular attention. We shall then be able to understand the emergence of the
modes, the fluctuation of their values, the adverse effects that the emergence of
each one hashad on ourability to grasp the others. I shall take advantage of this
analysis, too, in order to arrange them in a somewhat more systematic way by
proposing a different system of coordinates.

This system will allow us, in Part Three, to identify six additional modes,
more regional ones, closer to the habits of the social sciences; these modes will
help us get around the last major obstacles to our investigation: the notion of
Society and above all that of The Economy, that second nature that defines
probably better than all the other modes the anthropological specificity of the
Moderns.

Just as, at the beginning of Fellini’s Orchestra Rehearsal, each instrumen-
talist, speaking in front of the others, tells the team who have come to inter-
view them that his or her instrument is the only one that is truly essential to
the orchestra, this book will work if the reader feels that each mode being exam-
ined in turn is the best one, the most discriminating, the most important, the
most rational of all . .. But the most important test is that, for each mode, the
experience whose guiding thread I claim to have found can be clearly distin-
guished from its institutional report. This is the only way to be able to propose
more satisfying reportsinthe next phase. Atthe end of these two Parts, we shall
atlast be able to give a positive, rather than merely a negative, version of those
who “have never been modern”: “Here is what has happened to us; here is what
has been passed along to us; now, what are we going to do with this historical
anthropology or, better, with this regional ontology?”

What to do? This is the object of the general conclusion, necessarily very
brief because it depends on the fate of the collaborative research platform
in which this text, a simple summary report on an inquiry, aspires to interest
the reader. Here the anthropologist turns into a chief of protocol to propose
a series of “diplomatic representations” that would allow us to inherit the set
of values deployed in Parts Two and Three—all of which define the very local
and particular history of the Moderns—but within renewed institutions and
according to renewed regimes of speech.
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Then, but only then, might we turn back toward “the others”—the former
“others”!—to begin the negotiation about which values to institute, to maintain,
perhaps to share. If we were to succeed, the Moderns would finally know what
has happened to them, what they have inherited, the promises they would be
ready to fulfill, the battles they would have to getready to fight. At the very least,
the others would finally know where they stand in this regard. Together, we
could perhaps better prepare ourselves to confront the emergence of the global,
of the Globe, without denying any aspect of our history. The universal would

perhaps be within their grasp atlast.
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-Introduction-

TRUSTING
INSTITUTIONS AGAIN?

A shocking question addressed to a
climatologist ® that obliges us to distin-
guish values from the accounts practi-

tioners give of them.

Between modernizing and ecolo-
gizing, we have to choose ® by proposing a

different system of coordinates.

Which leads us to define an imaginary
diplomatic scene: ® inthe name of whomto

negotiate ® and with whomto negotiate?

The inquiry at first resembles the one
involving speech acts ® while we learn to

identify different modes of existence.

The goal is, first, to accompany a people

vacillating between economyandecology.



EFORE THE READER CAN UNDERSTAND HOW WE ARE GOING TO
WORK TOGETHER—I HOPE!—BY EXPLORING THE NEW MEANS
THAT THE DIGITAL ENVIRONMENT MAKES AVAILABLE TO US, I
need to offer a foretaste of what is at stake in such an inquiry. Since the
smallest elements can lead step-by-step to the largest, let me begin with
ananecdote.
A SHOCKING QUESTION They're sitting around a table, some fifteen
ADDRESSEDTOA  French industrialists responsible for sustain-
CLIMATOLOGIST®  able development in various companies, facing
a professor of climatology, a researcher from the
College de France. It’s the fall of 2010; a battle is raging about whether
the current climate disturbances are of human origin or not. One of the
industrialists asks the professor a question I find a little cavalier: “But
why should we believe you, any more than the others?” I'm astonished.
Why does he put them on the same footing, as if it were a simple differ-
ence of opinion between this climate specialist and those who are called
climate skeptics (with a certain abuse of the fine word “skeptic”)? Could
the industrialist possibly have access to a measuring instrument supe-
rior to that of the specialist? How could this ordinary bureaucrat be in
a position to weigh the positions of the experts according to a calculus
of more and less? Really, I find the question almost shocking, especially
coming from someone whosejobitistotake particularinterestin ecolog-
ical matters. Has the controversy really degenerated to the point where
people can talk about the fate of the planet as if they were on the stage of
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a televised jousting match, pretending that the two opposing positions
are of equal merit?

I wonder how the professor is going to respond. Will he put the
meddler in his place by reminding him thatit’s not a matter of belief but
of fact? Will he once again summarize the “indisputable data” thatleave
scarcely any room for doubt? But no, to my great surprise, he responds,
after along, drawn-out sigh: “If people don’t trust the institution of science,
we’rein serious trouble.” And he begins to lay out before hisaudience the
large number of researchers involved in climate analysis, the complex
system for verifying data, the articles and reports, the principle of peer
evaluation, the vastnetwork of weather stations, floating weather buoys,
satellites, and computers that ensure the flow of information—and then,
standing at the blackboard, he starts to explain the pitfalls of the models
thatareneededto correctthe dataaswellas the series of doubts thathave
had to be addressed on each of these points. “And, in the other camp,” he
adds, “what dowe find? No competent researcher in the field who has the
appropriate equipment.” To answer the question raised, the professor
thus uses the notion of institution as the best instrument for measuring
therespective weight of the positions. He seesnohigher courtofappeals.
And this is why he adds that “losing trust” in this resource would be, for
him, avery serious matter.

His answer surprises me as much as the question. Five or ten years
ago, I don’t believe that a researcher—especially a French researcher—
would have spoken, in a situation of controversy, about “trust in the
institution of science.” He might possibly have pointed to “confidence
intervals,” in the scientific sense of the term, but he would have appealed
to certainty, a certainty whose origin he would not have had to discuss
in detail before such an audience; this certainty would have allowed
him to treat his interlocutor as an ignoramus and his adversaries as irra-
tional. No institution would have been made visible; no appeal to trust
would have been necessary. He would have addressed himselftoahigher
agency, Science with a capital S. When one appeals to Science, there is
no need for debate, because one always finds oneself back in school,
seated in a classroom where itis a matter of learning or else getting a bad
grade. But when one has to appeal to trust, the interlocutory situation is
entirely different: one has to share the concern for a fragile and delicate
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institution,encumbered with terriblymaterialand mundane elements—
oil lobbies, peer evaluation, the constraints of model-making, typos in
thousand-page-long reports, research contracts, computer bugs, and so
on. Now, such a concern—and this is the essential point—does not aim
to cast doubt on research results; on the contrary, it is what ensures that
they are going to become valid, robust, and shared.

Whence my surprise: How can this researcher at the College de
France abandon the comfort provided by the appeal to indisputable
certainty and lean instead on trust in science as an institution? Who
still has confidence in institutions today? Is this not the worst moment
to set forth in full view the frightful complexity of the countless offices,
meetings, colloquia, summits, models, treatises, and articles by means
of which our certainties about the anthropic origin of climate disrup-
tion are milled? It is a little as though, responding to a catechumen who
doubts the existence of God, a priest were to sketch out the organiza-
tional chart of the Vatican, the bureaucratic history of the Councils, and
the countless glosses on treatises of canon law. In our day, it seems that
pointing one’s finger at institutions might work as a weapon to criticize
them, butsurely notasatool for reestablishing confidence in established
truths. Andyetthisisactually how the professor chose to defend himself
against these skeptical industrialists.

And he was right. In a situation of heated controversy, when it is a
matter of obtaining valid knowledge about objects as complex as the
whole system of the Earth, knowledge that must lead to radical changes
in the most intimate details of existence for billions of people, it is infi-
nitely safer to rely on the institution of science than on indisputable
certainty. But also infinitely riskier. It must have taken a lot of nerve for
him to shifthis argumentative support that way.

Still, I don’t think the professor was quite aware of having slipped
from one philosophy of science to another. I think, rather, that he no
longer had the choice of weapons, because his climate-skeptic adver-
saries were the ones talking about waiting to act until they had achieved
total certainty, and who were using the notion of institution only to put
him in a bind. Weren't they in effect accusing climatologists of being a
“lobby” like any other, the model-makers’ lobby? Weren't they taking
pleasure in tracing the monetary circuits necessary to their research as
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well as the networks of influence and complicity that were attested by
the e-mails these skeptics had managed to get hold of? And how did they
come by their knowledge? Apparently, they could boast of being right
where everyone else was wrong because Certainty is “never a question
of numbers.” Every time someone alluded to the throng of climatologists
and the scope of their equipment and their budgets, the skeptics raised
indignant voices against what they called “an argument from authority.”
And repeated the lofty gesture of Certainty against Trust by appealing
to Truth with a capital T, which no institution can corrupt. And wrapped
themselves in the folds of the Galileo affair: didn’t Galileo triumph all
by himself against institutions, against the Church, against religion,
against the scientific bureaucracy of the period? Caught in such a vise,
the professor had little choice. Since Certainty had been commandeered
by his enemies and the public was beginning to ask rude questions; since
there was a great risk that science would be confused with opinion, he
fell back on the means that seemed to be at hand: trust in an institution
that he had known from the inside for twenty years and that he ulti-
mately had no reason to doubt.

But about which no one ever speaks. Here is where we find the fragility
of the buttress on which he chose to lean. If he found me looking at him
a bit wryly as he struggled to respond, he will have to forgive me, for I
belong to a field, science sTupies, which has been working hard to give
a positive meaning to the term “scientific institution.” Now, in its early
days,in the19sos, this field was perceived by many scientists asacritique
of scientific Certainty—which it was—but also of reliable knowledge—
which it most certainly was not. We wanted to understand how—with
what instruments, what machinery, what material, historical, anthropo-
logical conditions—it was possible to produce objectivity. And of course,
without appealing to any transcendent Certainty that would have all at
once and without discussion raised up Science with a capital S against
public opinion. As we saw it, scientific objectivity was too important to
be defended solely by whatis known by the umbrellaterm “RATIONALISM,”
aterm used too often to bring debate to a halt when an accusation of irra-
tionality is hurled against overly insistent adversaries. Well before ques-
tions of ecology came to the forefront of politics, we already suspected
that the distinction between the rational and the irrational would not
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suffice to settle the debates over the components of the commoN woRLD.
As we saw it, the question of the sciences was rather more complicated
than that; we sought to investigate the manufacture of objectivity in a
new way. And that is why we are always astonished, my colleagues in
the history or sociology of the sciences and I, at the hostility of certain
researchers toward what they call the “relativism” of our inquiries,
whereas we have only been trying to prepare scientists for a finally real-
istic defense of the objectivity to which we are just as attached as they
are—butin a different way.

So my mild surprise at the climatologist’s response will be under-
standable. “Well, well, here you are, speaking positively of the trust one
must have in the institution of science. .. But, my dear colleague, when
have you ever publicly invoked the necessity of such trust? When have
youagreed toshareyour manufacturing secrets? When have you pleaded
loud and long that scientific practice must be understood as a fragile
institution that has to be carefully maintained if people are to trust the
sciences? Are we not the ones, on the contrary, who have done this work
allalong? We, whose help you have spurned somewhat gruffly by calling
us relativists? Are you really ready for such a change in epistemology?
Areyoureally going to give up the comforting accusation of irrationality,
that masterful way of shutting up everyone who picks a quarrel with
you? Isn’t it a little late to take refuge suddenly in the notion of ‘trust,’
withouthaving prepared yourselves for thisinany way?” If I did not raise
such questions with the climatologist that day, it was because the time to
debate the “relativism” of “science studies” had passed. This whole affair
has become too serious for such squabbles. We have the same enemies,

and we have torespond to the same emergencies.
@ THAT OBLIGES US TO This anecdote should help the reader under-
DISTINGUISHVALUES  stand why we have toinquire into therole tobe given
FROMTHE ACCOUNTS  tothekey notion of INsTITuTION, and more especially
PRACTITIONERS  the institution of science, since we find ourselves
GIVEOFTHEM.  facing ecological crises that are unprecedented in
kind and in scale. If I have committed myself to
such aninquiry, itis because, in the professor’s response, one can readily
discern, if not a contradiction, at least a powerful tension between
the vALUE that he wants to defend—objectivity—and the account he
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proposes to define this value. For he seems to hesitate, in effect, between
anappeal to Certainty and an appeal to Trust, two things thatinvolve, as
we shall discover, entirely different philosophies, or rather metaphysics,
or, better still, ontologies.

I am well aware that he had not had the time to get a good handle
on this difference; it is not the sort of detail that one expects of a clima-
tologist. But my own work as a sociologist, or philosopher, or anthropol-
ogist (the label hardly matters) is to explore this disconnect in as much
depthas possible, foraslong as it takes, and thus to propose—and for me
this is the whole point of the project—a solution that will make such a
value shareable and sustainable. As we shall see, the proposition I am
exploring through this inquiry consists in using a series of CONTRASTs
to distinguish the values that people are seeking to defend from the
account thathasbeen given of them throughout history, so as to attempt
toestablish these values, or betteryet toinstall them, in institutions that
might finally be designed for them.

I am all too well aware that the words “value” and “institution”
can be frightening, can even sound terribly reactionary. What! Go back
to values? Trust institutions? But isn’t this what we've finally gotten
away from, what we’ve done away with, what we’ve learned to fight and
even to dismiss with scorn? And yet the anecdote analyzed above shows
that we may have actually entered a new era. The scope of the ecological
crises obliges us to reconsider a whole set of reactions, or rather condi-
tioned reflexes, that rob us of all our flexibility to react to what is coming.
This at least was the hypothesis with which I began. For a researcher at
the Colleége de France to shift from Certainty to Trust, something truly
“serious” has to happen. This is the seriousness that weighs on our work
together.

My goal for this inquiry is to create an arrangement that I call
DIPLOMATIC, one that would make it possible, if I could make it work (but
I can’t do it alone), to help our researcher who has been attacked in the
name of “rationalism” by offering him an alternative definition of what
he holds dear. Can I succeed in redefining objectivity through trust in
a scholarly institution without leaving him with the sense that he has
lost the value for which he has been fighting? Even if, once the work
has been done, he will have to rely on a totally different philosophy of
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science? And can I do this with him? Such are the stakes of this research:
to share the experience of the values that my informants seem to hold
dear, but by offering to modify the account, or more accurately the meta-
physics, through which they seek to express the experience in the overly
conflictual cases where they risk losing it while defending it clumsily.
Can certain of the concepts that we have learned to cherish be offered
the opportunity for a type of development that the much too narrow
framework of modernization has not given them? After all, the notions
of “sustainable development” and “protected species” can also apply to

concepts!
BETWEEN MODERNIZING Why can so many values no longer hold up
AND ECOLOGIZING,WE  against attacks? Because of another phenomenon
HAVETOCHOOSE®  thatIhavebeenseekingtodocumenteversince [ was
initiated into fieldwork, in Africa, in the early 1960s,
and that can be designated as the “end of the modernist parenthesis.” In
everything that follows, the terms “modernization” or “MoDERNS” are
opposed to “ecoLocy.” Between modernizing and ecologizing, we have

to choose.

In a book published some twenty years ago, We Have Never Been
Modern, I sought to give a precise meaning to the overly polysemic word
“modern” by using as a touchstone the relationship that was beginning
to be established in the seventeenth century between two worlds: that
of Nature and that of Society, the world of nonhumans and the world of
humans. The “we” of the somewhat grandiloquent title did not desig-
nate a specific people or a particular geography, but rather all those
who expect Science to keep a radical distance from Politics. All those
people, no matter where they were born, who feel themselves pushed by
time’s arrow in such a way that behind them lies an archaic past unhappily
combining Facts and Values, and before them lies a more or less radiant
future in which the distinction between Facts and Values will finally
be sharp and clear. The modern ideal type is the one who is heading—
who was heading—from that past to that future by way of a “MODERNI-
zATION FRONT” whose advance could not be stopped. It was thanks to
such a pioneering front, such a Frontier, that one could allow oneself
to qualify as “irrational” everything that had to be torn away, and as
“rational” everything toward which it was necessary to move in order
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to progress. Thus the Moderns were those who were freeing them-
selves of attachments to the pastin order to advance toward FREEDOM. In
short, who were heading from darkness into light—into ENLIGHTENMENT.
If I used Science as my touchstone for defining this singular system of
coordinates, it was because any disruption in the way the sciences were
conceived threatened the entire apparatus of modernization. If people
began to mix up Facts and Values again, time’s arrow was going to inter-
ruptits flight, hesitate, twist itself around in all directions, and look like
aplate of spaghetti—orratheranest of vipers.

Onedidn’'thavetobeagenius, twentyyearsago, to feel thatmodern-
ization was going to end, since it was becoming harder and harder by the
day—indeed, by the minute—to distinguish facts from values because
of the increased intermixing of humans and nonhumans. At the time, I
offeredanumberofexamples, referring to the multiplication of “hybrids”
between science and society. For more than twenty years, scientific and
technological controversies have proliferated in number and scope,
eventually reaching the climate itself. Since geologists are beginning to
use the term “ANTHROPOCENE” to designate the era of Earth’s history that
follows the Holocene, this will be a convenient term to use from here
on to sum up the meaning of an era that extends from the scientific and
industrial revolutions to the present day. If geologists themselves, rather
stolidand serious types, see humanityas a force of the same amplitude as
volcanoes or even of plate tectonics, one thing is now certain: we have no
hope whatsoever—no more hope in the future than we had in the past—
of seeing a definitive distinction between Science and Politics.

As a result, the touchstone that served to distinguish past from
present, to sketch out the modernization front that was ready to encom-
pass the planet by offering an identity to those who felt “modern,” has
lostallits efficacy. Itis now before Gaia that we are summoned toappear:
Gaia, the odd, doubly composite figure made up of scienceand mythology
used by certain specialists to designate the Earth that surrounds us and
thatwe surround, the Mobius strip of which we form both the inside and
the outside, the truly global Globe that threatens us even as we threaten
it. If I wanted to dramatize—perhaps overdramatize—the ambience
of my investigative project, I would say that it seeks to register the
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aftershocks of the modernization front just as the confrontation with
Gaiaappearsimminent.

Itis as though the Moderns (I use the capitalized form to designate
this population of variable geometry that is in search of itself) had up to
now defined values that they had somehow sheltered in shaky institu-
tions conceived on the fly in response to the demands of the moderniza-
tion front while continuing to defer the question of how they themselves
were going to last. They had a future, but they were not concerned with
what was to come—orrather, what was coming. Whatis coming? Whatis
it that is arriving unexpectedly, something they seem not to have antici-
pated? “Gaia,” the “Anthropocene” era, the precise name hardly matters,
somethinginany case thathas deprived them forever of the fundamental
distinction between Nature and Society by means of which they were
establishing their system of coordinates, one step at a time. Starting
from this event, everything has become more complicated for them.
“Tomorrow,” those who have stopped being resolutely modern murmur,
“we’re going to have to take into account even more entanglements
involving beings that will conflate the order of Nature with the order of
Society; tomorrow even more than yesterday we're going to feel ourselves
bound by an even greater number of constraints imposed by ever more
numerous and more diverse beings.” From this point on, the past has an
altered form, since it is no more archaic that what lies ahead. As for the
future, it has been shattered to bits. We shall no longer be able to emanci-
pate ourselves the way we could before. An entirely new situation: behind
us, attachments; ahead of us, ever more attachments. Suspension of the
“modernization front.” End of emancipation as the only possible destiny.
Andwhatisworse: “we” nolonger know who we are, nor of course where we
are, we who had believed we were modern ... End of modernization. End

of story. Time to start over.

@BYPROPOSING A DIFFERENT Is there another system of coordinates that can

SYSTEM OF COORDINATES. replace the one we have lost, now that the modernist
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parenthesis is closing? This is the enterprise that I
have been doggedly pursuing,alongside other endeavors, fora quarter of
acentury,and thatI wouldlike to shareand extend through thisbookand
its accompanying digital apparatus. I believe that it is actually possible
to complement the starkly negative title We Have Never Been Modern with
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a positive version of the same assertion. If we have never been modern,
then what has happened to us? What are we to inherit? Who have we
been? Who are we going to become? With whom must we be connected?
Where do we find ourselves situated from now on? These are all ques-
tions of historical and comparative anthropology that we cannot begin
to approach without a thorough inquiry into the famous modernity that
isin the process of shutting down.

Why do I believe I am capable of proposing such an inquiry and
offering such an alternative? Simply because, by suspending the theme
of modernity in order to characterize the adventure of the Moderns, I
think I have localized the experience of a certain number of values that
can be presented, I believe, in alternative versions.

I am convinced, for example, that the experience of objectivity did
not seem to protect Science with a capital S very well because no one had
everreally feltaneed to defend it. As soon as objectivity is seriously chal-
lenged, as it was in the anecdote related above, it becomes desirable to
describe the practice of researchers quite differently, offering scientistsa
different representation of themselves, one that would make it possible
to regain trust at last in a profoundly redefined scientific institution.
As we shall soon see, the work of redescription may be of value in that
it may allow us to give more space to other values that are very commonly
encountered butthatdid notnecessarily find acomfortable slot for them-
selves within the framework offered by modernity: for example, politics,
orreligion, orlaw, values that the defense of Science in all its majesty had
trampled along its way but which can now be deployed more readily. If it
isaquestion of ecologizing and no longer of modernizing, it may become
possible to bring a larger number of values into cohabitation within a
somewhat richer ecosystem.

In all that follows, I am thus going to offer readers a double disso-
ciation: first, I shall try to tease out an EXPERIENCE proper to each value
from the account traditionally provided for it; next, I shall take it upon
myselfto give this experience an entirely provisional alternative formu-
lation thatIshall putonthe bargaining tableand submitto critique. Why
proceed this way? Because it seems to me that an experience, provided
that it is pursued with care, can be shared, whereas the alternative

1
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formulation that I offer of that experience cannot be—in any case, not
atthe outset.

The study of scientific practices that I have been carrying out
for so long can serve as an example: I have rarely heard critiques of the
descriptions that “science studies” has given of scientific networks (on the
contrary, the veracity of these descriptions has always been recognized,
as if, after Harvey, we had discovered the veins and arteries of the schol-
arly bloodstream). And yet the alternative versions my colleagues and I
have proposed in order to account for the fabrication of objectivity have
been hotly contested by some of the very researchers whose values we
were trying to make comprehensible, at last, to others. The very words
“network” and “fabrication” are sometimes enough to shock our inter-
locutors, which only shows how badly we have gone about it. What poor
diplomats we have been!

Since the goalis take an inventory of the Moderns in order to know
what we are to inherit, it would be tragic to confuse three ingredients in
particular:the accounts the Moderns have invented in the course of their
various struggles; the values they have held to during this same history,
through experiences that can be shared; finally, my own formulation,
overly particular or overly polemical, of this same experience.

Thisis why theapparatus I wantto offer readers is presented in two
sequences; the report of an inquiry to which they are welcome to add, or
subtract, whatever seems to them to correspond, or not, to what is given
in the experience; second, a procedure that really has to be called nego-
tiation by means of which the author and some readers—who will have
become cOINVESTIGATORS—can envisage participating in a shared refor-
mulation of these same experiences.

Such is my attempt. To put it bluntly, I think I am right in the
detection of the experiences that I am going to try to bring to the read-
er’s attention; I am sure that I am often wrong in the expression that I
have proposed for each of them while seeking to offer an alternative to
modernism. And if I am wrong, it is by construction, since a diplomat
cannot be right all alone. He can only offer a formula for peace and send
itout to be picked apart both by those whom he represents and by those
who are on the receiving end. The object of this book is thus to serve
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as the report on an inquiry and also, perhaps, as a preliminary step in a
peacemaking process.

The strangeness of this diplomatic situation = WHICHLEADS USTO
does not stem solely from the procedure chosen (a  DEFINE ANIMAGINARY
digital environment!) or from the nature of those = DIPLOMATIC SCENE:®
that I claim to represent (obviously, without the
slightest mandate!); it also stems from the conflict itself, for which the
intervention of diplomats is finally required. For modernization never
takes the form of a war that could appropriately be brought to an end.
What conflict, then, has so exhausted the parties that they now dream
of holding peace talks? A strange conflict in which none of the protago-
nists can be defined: neither the aforementioned Moderns, since they
“have never been” modern, nor of course the “others,” since they were
“others” only by comparison with a modernity maintained in vagueness.
The diplomatic scene—a perfectly imaginary one, I confess—that I seek
to set forth through this inquiry is one that would reunite the aforemen-
tioned Moderns with the aforementioned “others” as Gaia approaches.
The situation that I would like to sketch out is one in which the Moderns
present themselves once again to the rest of the world, but this time finally
knowing, for real, what they value!

This may appear astonishing and even some- @ INTHE NAME OF WHOM
what backward-looking, but it is in the Moderns, in TONEGOTIATE ®
“Occidentals,” yes even in “Europeans,” that we are
going to have to take an interest, at last, in this inquiry. Not to worry:
there is no narcissism here, no nostalgic search for identity. Itis just that
for along time ANTHROPOLOGY has taken it for granted that it has had to
set up a contrast between “the other cuLTures” and a process of modern-
ization that was European, or in any case Western, in origin, a process
that no one had tried to specify further, and that anthropologists did not
see it as their job to study. Nevertheless, it was always in relation to that
standard, defined by default, that the irrationality, or, more charitably,
the alternative rationalities manifested by other cultures were judged.
As respectful as anthropologists wanted to be of “the savage mind,” it
was from the starting point of “cultivated” or “learned” minds that they
had to conceive of the difference. This is the ideal of modernity that has
been used to identify the “cultural,” “archaic,” or “reactionary” elements

13



14

+ Introduction

with which “modernity” itself has remained imbued. Moreover, it is in
relation to this modernization front that some are still trying to pene-
trate the secrets of the future (are cultures going to converge, diverge,
enter into conflict? and so on). The result of an approach like this is that
we still lackan anthropology of the Moderns.

The factis that these populations with elastic borders have always
posed a real problem of description for themselves and for others, since,
even if they have never been modern, they have certainly thought of
themselves as such. The Moderns have never been modern, but they
have believed they were modern, and this belief too is crucial, for it has
made them act in a thousand contradictory ways that we must learn to
sort out—while we may have to abandon, for our part, the very notion of
“geLier.” In other words, there is an opacity proper to the Moderns with
which comparative anthropologywill have to reckon sooner orlater. This
opacity is all the more enigmatic in that it contrasts with the Moderns’
claim to practice self-awareness, self-analysis, critique, lucidity—and
alsowith the oddidea thatthe “other cultures” would be the ones thatare
opaque andin great need of ethnography. Itis to combat this opacity—or
this false transparency, perhaps—that I have needed to develop a special
protocol forinquiry. As we shall see, the anthropology of the Moderns is
in noway easier than that of the “others”—who, moreover, having ceased
to be “the others,” have thereby probably become easier to analyze than
the Moderns, who remain as opaque as ever!

Iamgoingto proceed asifthe Moderns had discovered during their
history—most often as borrowings from other civilizations, moreover—
a number of values that they hold dear and that constitute, as it were,
their very self-definition, even though they have never had an entirely
firm grasp on these values. Because of this lack of assurance, I am going
to proceed as if they have not managed, this time on the theoretical level,
to find a way to respect their own values—and still less, then, to respect
those of others. In other words, in this hypothesis the Moderns did not
invest as much energy in the overall design of their values as they put
into discovering them in practice, one after another. It is not simply that
the Moderns are two-faced, like “white men with forked tongues.” It is
rather that,encumbered by their treasures, they have never had the occa-
sion to specify clearly what it is that they really hold dear. A matter of
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excessive gourmandise, orgreed? Who knows! Inany case, thanks to this
sort of charitable fiction, I shall be able to extend my ethnographic inves-
tigations even as I acknowledge the immense gap between the official
and the unofficial versions, without seeking to criticize them forall that.
It is in this sense that I can claim to be offering a positive rather than a
purely negative version of modernization—at the risk of appearing ever
so slightly positivist and of being accused, basically, of connivance with
my subject (butafterall, isn’t connivance another name for the attribute
of ethnologists that we call empathy?).

This fiction of an embarrassment of riches, @ ANDWITHWHOM
as will soon become clear, is not at all aimed at TO NEGOTIATE?
rendering the Moderns innocent by washing them
clean of all their excesses. Its goal is above all to propose at last a some-
what realistic description of what could be called the modern adven-
ture, while no longer confusing it all—for better and for worse—with
the advent of a modernization front. If it is really a matter of war, then
let war be declared; in particular, let its objectives be defined so that we
can finally figure out how to end it. This descriptive project is useful in
itself, since if it were to be successfully completed, it would allow us to
provide comparative anthropology with a standard that would no longer
beafantasy (as was theadvent of Reason) and that would not be, either,a
negative or simply critical version of the goal of modernization. But it is
usefulinanotherway, too: if we were finally to learn what “we” Moderns
have really been, we could renegotiate that “we” from top to bottom—
and thusalso renegotiate what we might become with the “others,” as we
face the new horizon of Gaia.

The fact is that comparative anthropology remains hanging in the
airaslongaswedonothaveaccesstoanalternative version of the point of
comparison thatalways remains in the background: the “West” (a fright-
fully vague term towhich we oughttobeable to give a precise meaningat
last). As long as we have not taken the inventory of the Moderns’ legacy,
we cannot undertake an authentic comparative anthropology, nor can
we—and this is perhaps even more serious—come up with any long-
term hypotheses about the future of their relations with the rest of the
world. A “rest of the world,” a “remainder” whose definition obviously
varies depending on whether “we” have been modern or something else
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entirely; to begin with (but this was already becoming clear), this world
no longer remains by any meansa “remnant”!

After the terrifying scenes of empires in which all the other popu-
lations watched with alarm the downfall of the brilliant madmen who
were overturning their own values along with those of othersin an inde-
scribable disorder while chopping up the planetinasort of juvenile fury,
their eyes fixed on the past as if they were fleeing backward away from
some dreadful monster before covering everything over with the cloak
of an inevitable modernization and the irreversible reign of Reason, I
would like to proceed as if the madmen could calm down, go home, get
a grip, chill out, and then come back to present themselves, not in order
to apologize (who is weak enough to demand apologies?) but to explain
what they were looking for, and to discover at last, on their own, what
they were ultimately holding onto. It is not totally fanciful to imagine
that the “others” might then take an interest, in part, in the “Western”
project—atlast.

This recalling of modernity, in all senses of the word “recall”
(including the meaning it has in the automobile industry)—is more
useful for preparing “Occidentals” for their future than their strange
claim to be extending the modernization front to the antipodes. It is
entirely possible—indeed, it is already largely the case—that the West
(Europe, atleast, unquestionably) is finally in a situation of relative weak-
ness. No more question of hubris; no more question of repentance. It is
high time to begin to spell out not only what happened in the name of
“modernity” in the past (a patrimonial interest, as it were) but also and
especially what this word will be able to mean in the near future. When
the incontrovertible authority of force is lacking, when it has become
impossible to “steal history,” might the diplomats’ moment finally be at
hand?

This inquiry into values, as they have been extracted, cherished,
misunderstood, mistreated, patched back together, and appropriated by
the West as its patrimony, seeks to contribute to the planetary negotia-
tion that we are going to have to undertake in preparation for the times
when we shall no longer be in a position of strength and when the others
will be the ones purporting to “modernize”—but in the old way and, as
it were, without us! We shall claim, even so, that we have something to
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say about our values—and perhaps also about those of the others (but
with none of the privileges of the old European history). In other words,
“Occidentals” will have to be made present in a completely different
way, first to themselves, and then to the others. To borrow the remark-
able expression used in chancelleries, it is a matter of making “diplo-
matic representations” in order to renegotiate the new frontiers of self
and other.

But if there is to be diplomacy there have to be diplomats, that is,
people capable—unlike those who dispatch them—of discovering,
finally, what their principals really cherish—at the price of some sacri-
fices that they learn to detect during often interminable negotiations. A
delicate exploration that has to proceed by feeling one’s way in the dark,
efforts that accusations of treachery must not interrupt and that will
occupy a privileged place in this inquiry.

The two questions that justify this work, then, are these: can we
finally offer a realistic description of the modern adventure, one that
will allow us to give comparative anthropology a more credible basis
for comparison? Can this comparative anthropology serve as a prelim-
inary to the planetary negotiation that is already under way over the
future of the values that the notion of modernization had at once
revealed and compromised? We shall be told thatitis too late to plunge
into such an exploration. Too late because of the crimes committed;
too late because Gaia is irrupting too urgently. “Too little, too late.” I
believe, on the contrary, that it is because of the urgency that we must
begin to reflect slowly.

How are we going to proceed? To use expres-  THE INQUIRY AT FIRST
sions that would be more suitable to an analytic =~ RESEMBLES THE ONE
philosopher, let us say that the inquiry will allow us ~ INVOLVING SPEECH ACTS ®
to clarify, fairly systematically, for a large number of
unexpected subjects, CATEGORY MISTAKEs bearing on what I have called
the various MODES OF EXISTENCE.

By comparing conflicts of values in pairs—scientific versus reli-
gious, for example, or legal versus political, or scientific versus fictional,
and so on—we shall observe very quickly that a large proportion of the
tensions (tensions that explain in part the opacity I mentioned above)
stem from the fact that the veracity of one mode is judged in terms of the
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conditions of veridiction of a different mode. We shall have to spend a
good deal of time on this essential issue; it clearly presupposes that we
accept the pluralism of modes and thus the plurality of keys by means of
which their truth or falsity is judged.

Butthedifficultyisnotsogreat,afterall, if we turn to the work done
by].L.AusTin and his successors on “speech acts.” The notions of FELICITY
AND INFELICITY cONDITIONS, now solidly established in our intellectual
traditions, make it possible to contrast very different types of veridic-
tion without reducing them to a single model. The difficulty will come
later, when we shall need to go beyond the linguistic or language-bound
version of the inquiry to make these modes more substantial realities.
Butinthe meantime, the heart of the investigation will involve an effort
to clarify assertions bearing on the truth or falsity of an experience. This
isthe only test thatis worthwhile, it seems to me, for the reader: does the
redescription of amode of existence make it possible to clear up conflicts
between values—conflicts that had previously given rise to more or less
violent debates—or not? Thus the truth and falsity of distinct forms of
experience will be our first concern. It turns out, though, that there are
several types of truth and falsity, each dependent on very specific, prac-
tical, experiential conditions. Indeed, it can’t be helped: there is more
than one dwelling place in the Realm of Reason.

When I speak of several types, I am not making a relativist argu-
ment (in the sense given this term by the papacy) about the impossibility
of reaching any truth whatsoever, but only an argument about the fact
that there are incompatible felicity conditions that nevertheless allow
us, each in its own way, to reach incontrovertible judgments (in prac-
tice, of course, they always generate controversy) on the truth and falsity
(relative and notrelativist) of what theyare tojudge. This is, for example,
the case for Law [LAW] (a topic on which we shall spend a good deal of
time), which manages to persevere in its own system of truth and falsity,
even though this value in no way resembles any of the ones that might be
applied, with just the same taste for discrimination, to judgments said to
be “scientific.” And when we show how fragile these truths are, each in
itsown mode, the pointwill not be to stress their deficiencies, as skeptics
do, but to invite attention to the institutions that would allow them to
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maintain themselvesin existence alittle longer (and itis here,as we have
already seen, that the notion of trust in institutions comes to the fore).

Our project is thus in fact a rational project (if not rationalist) from
start to finish, provided that we agree to define reason as what makes it
possible to follow the various types of experience step-by-step, tracking
down truth and falsity in each mode after determining the practical
conditions that allow us to make such a judgment in each case. I have
always thought that the metaphor of Occam’s razor is misapplied when
itis used to supporta claim that one must empty the world of everything
that is not rational; the metaphor is confused, it seems to me, with the
metaphor of the Gordian knot, which Alexander sliced through with his
sword rather than going to the trouble of untying it. I have always imag-
ined for my part that the story of Occam’s razor alluded to a little case
made of precious wood like those once used by surgeons, in which a great
many tools adapted to all the delicate operations of reason lie nestled in
green felt compartments. Shouldn’t even the most hardheaded rational-
istsrejoice that there are several types of instruments, aslong as each one
is well honed? Especially if this allows them to reconnect with the other
cultures to prepare themselves for whatlies ahead.

But why speak of an inquiry into modes of exis- @ WHILE WE LEARN TO
tence? It is because we have to ask ourselves why  IDENTIFY DIFFERENT
rationalism has not been able to define the adven-  MODES OF EXISTENCE.
ture of modernization inwhichithasnevertheless, at
leastin theory, so clearly participated. To explain this failure of theory to
grasp practices, we may settle for the charitable fiction proposed above,
to be sure, but we shall find ourselves blocked very quickly when we have
toinventanew system of coordinates to accommodate the various expe-
riences that the inquiryis going to reveal. For language itself will be defi-
cient here. The issue—and it is a philosophical rather than an anthro-
pological issue—is that language has to be made capable of absorbing
the pluralism of values. And this has to be done “for real,” not merely
in words. So there is no use hiding the fact that the question of modes
of existence has to do with METAPHYsICs or, better, oNToLoGY—Tegional
matters, to be sure, since the question concerns only the Moderns and
their peregrinations.
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In fact, as will quickly become clear, to deploy the diversity of
felicity conditions it would do no good to settle for saying thatitis simply
amatter of different “language games.” Were we to do so, our generosity
would actually be a cover for extreme stinginess, since it is to LANGUAGE,
but still not to being, that we would be entrusting the task of accounting
for diversity. Being would continue to be expressed in a single, unique
way, or at least it would continue to be interrogated according to a single
mode—or, to use the technical term, according to a single cATEGORY.
Whatever anyone might do, there would still be only one mode of exis-
tence—even if “manners of speaking”—which are not very costly, from
the standpoint of ordinary good sense—were allowed to proliferate.

1

“Keep talking: I'm interested!” wouldn’t be too unfair a way of
qualifying this curious mix of open- and closed-mindedness that has
made it possible, in the West, to welcome the diversity of cultures. It is
true that they interest us; but it is also true that these are “just manners
of speaking.” Through a somewhat perverse mental restriction, on the
one hand we acknowledge the most extreme diversity among these
representations, while on the other we deny them any access to reality.
Relativism, in other words, never traffics in hard cash. All the weak-
nesses of the aborted dialogues about the diversity of cultures, the
plurality of worlds, the future composition of a common world, the
universals to be extended, can be explained by mental restrictions of
this sort, by a bizarre mix of irenicism and condescension. In circles like
this, no one pays the ontological price for open-mindedness. Different
words, a single reality. Pluralism of representations, monism of being.
And, consequently, no use for diplomacy, because every representative
is convinced that at bottom the arbitration has already occurred, else-
where, at a higher level; each party is convinced that there is an optimal
distribution, an unchallengeable arbiter and thus, somewhere, a Game
Master. In the final analysis, there is nothing to negotiate. Violence
resumes under the benign appearance of the most accommodating
reason. We haven’t advanced an iota since the era of Divine Judgment:
“Burn them all; the Real will recognize its own!”

To speak of different modes of existence and claim to be investi-
gating these modes with a certain precision is thus to take a new look at
the ancient division of labor between words and things, language and
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being, a division that depends necessarily on a history of philosophy
that we shall have to confront, I am afraid, along with everything else.
The goalwill be to obtain less diversity in language—we shall have to pay
in cash and not on credit—but more diversity in the beings admitted to
existence—there is more than one category, or rather, the will to knowl-
edge is not the only category that allows us to interrogate the diversity
of being (we shall spend a great deal of time addressing this difficulty).
Conditions of felicity or infelicity do not refer simply to manners of
speaking, as in speech act theory, but also to modes of being thatinvolve
decisively, but differently in each case, one of the identifiable differences
between what is true and what is false. What we say commits us much
more extensively than we would like to think—enough to make us slow
down and ponder before we speak.

Conversely, though, we may benefit from an ontological pluralism
that will allow us to populate the cosmos in a somewhat richer way, and
thus allow us to begin to compare worlds, to weigh them, on a more equi-
table basis. It should not be surprising if I speak throughout what follows
about “the beings” of science, of technology, and so on. Basically, we have
to go back to the old question of “what is X?” (what is science? what is the
essence of technology?), but in the process we shall be discovering new
beings whose properties are different in each case. What we shall lose in
freedom of speech—words bear their weight of being—we shall regain
through the power to enter into contact with types of entities that no
longer had a place in theory and for which a suitable language will have
tobe found in each case. A perilous enterprise if ever there was one.

It would have been more reasonable, I admit, to limit the inquiry
to its ethnographic dimension alone. But since it is a matter of finally
bridging the abyss that separates what the Moderns say from what they
do, I have not been able to see any way this inquiry into modes of exis-
tence could do without pHILOsoPHY. I am turning to philosophy, then,
not in the vain hope of finding in the “foundations” what field study is
unable to provide but, on the contrary, in the hope of forging a METALAN-
GuAcE that will allow us finally to dojustice, in theory, to the astounding
inventions that the fields reveal at every step—among the Moderns too.

We shall see, moreover, that we cannot recover the notion of insti-
tution without addressing questions that might seem overly basic. If it
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is true that “there are more things in heaven and earth than in all of our
philosophy,” it is also true that, without philosophical exploration, we
would not succeed in expressing very much about what is on earth, let
aloneinheaven.Inany case, I have no choice: the Moderns are the people
of Ideas; their dialect is philosophy. We shall have to concentrate first of
all on their curious regional ontology if we want to have the slightest
chance of confronting the “others”—the former others—and Gaia—the
truly other Other.

THE GOAL IS, FIRST, TO At all events, we shall not cure the Moderns

ACCOMPANY A PEOPLE of their attachment to their cherished theme, the

VACILLATING BETWEEN modernization front,ifwe donotoffertheman alter-

ECONOMYAND ECOLOGY.  nate narrative made of the same stuff as the Master
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Narratives whose era is over—or so some have
claimed, perhaps a bit too hastily. We have to fight trouble with trouble,
counter a metaphysical machine with a bigger metaphysical machine.
Diplomats, too, need a “narrative,” as advocates of “storytelling” say in
the American press. Why would the Moderns be the only ones who have
no right to a dwelling place, a habitat, city planning? Afterall, they have
cities thatare often quite beautiful; theyare city-dwellers, citizens, they
call themselves (and are sometimes called) “civilized.” Why would we
not have the right to propose to them a form of habitation that is more
comfortable and convenient and that takes into account both their past
and their future—a more sustainable habitat, in a way? Why would they
not be at ease there? Why would they wander in the permanent utopia
that has for so long made them beings without hearth or home—and
has driven them for that very reason to inflict fire and bloodshed on the
planet?

The hypothesis is ludicrous, as I am very well aware, but it is no
more senseless than the project of an architect who offers his clients
a house with a new form, a new arrangement of rooms and functions;
or, better still, an urbanist imagining a truly new city by redistributing
forms and functions: why would we not put factories here, run subways
there, ban cars in these zones? And so on. It would not be a matter of
diplomacy—for the others—but of convenience—for oneself. “And if you
were to put science over there, while relocating politics over here, at the
same time thatyourun thelawunderneath and move fiction to this spot,
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wouldn’t you be more at ease? Wouldn’t you have, as people used to say,
more conveniences?” In other words, why not transform this whole busi-
ness of recalling modernity into a grand question of design?

Such castlesintheairhavetobejudged by the only testworthitssalt:
would the potential inhabitant feel more comfortable there? Is it more
habitable? And this is the test I was speaking of earlier under the name of
diplomacy and under the still obscure notion of institution. At bottom,
that is what this is all about: can one institute the Moderns in habitats
that are, if not stable, at least sustainable and reasonable? More simply,
more radically: can one offer them a dwelling place at long last? After all
these years of wandering in the desert, do they have hope of reaching not
the Promised Land but Earth itself, quite simply, the only one they have,
atonce underfootand all around them, the aptly named Gaia?

The question is not as idle as one might think, if we remember that
the adventure of these last three centuries can be summed up by the
story—yes, [ admit it, the Master Narrative—of a double displacement:
from economy to ecology. Two forms of familiar habitats, oikos: we know
that the first is uninhabitable and the second not yet ready for us! The
whole world has been forced to move into “The Economy,” which we now
know is only a utopia—or rather a dystopia, something like the opium of
the people. We are now being asked to move suddenly with our weapons
and our baggage into the new dwelling place called “ecology,” which was
sold to us as being more habitable and more sustainable but which for
the moment has no more form or substance than The Economy, which
we are in such a hurry toleave behind.

It’s hardly surprising, then, that the modernizers are gloomy. They
are refugees twice over, twice driven out of artificial paradises, and they
don’t know where to put the dwelling places they bought on the install-
ment plan! To put it bluntly, they don’t know where to settle. They are
travelers in transit, displaced masses currently wandering between the
dystopiaof The Economyand the utopiaofecology,inneed ofanurbanist
who can design a shelter for them, show them drawings of a tempo-
rary living space. In the face of this generalized housing crisis, modesty
would be treason. Anyway, philosophy does not have a tradition of being
reasonable; like Gabriel Tarde, italways shouts: “Hypotheses fingo!”
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PART 1

How To MAKE AN INQUIRY
INTO THE MODES OF EXISTENCE

OFTHE MODERNS POSSIBLE






-Chapter 1-

DEFINING
THE OBJECT OF INQUIRY

An investigator goes off to do fieldwork
among the Moderns ® without respecting
domain boundaries, thanks to the notion of
actor-network, ® which makes it possible
to distinguish networks as result from

networks as process.

The inquiry defines a first mode of
existence, the network [NET], through a

particular “pass,” or passage.

But networks [NET] have a limitation:

they do not qualify values.

Law offersapointof comparisonthrough

its own particular mode of displacement.

There is thus a definition of “boundary”
that does not depend on the notions of

domainor network.

The mode of extension of objective
knowledge can be compared with other

types of passes.

Thus any situation can be defined
through a grasp of the [NET] type plus a
particular relation between continuities

and discontinuities.

Thanks to a third type of “pass,” the reli-
gious type, the investigator sees why values
are difficult to detect ® because of their
quite particular ties to institutions, ® and
this will oblige her to take into account a

history of values and theirinterferences.
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AN INVESTIGATOR GOES ET US IMAGINE AN ANTHROPOLOGIST WHO

OFF TO DO FIELDWORK HAS COME UP WITH THE IDEA OF RECONSTI-

AMONG THE MODERNS ® TUTING THE VALUE SYSTEM OF “WESTERN
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societies”—a terrain whose precise boundaries mat-
ter little at this stage. Let us imagine as well that, informed by reading
good recent authors, she has overcome the temptation to limit her stud-
ies among the Moderns to the aspects that superficially resemble the
classical terrains of anthropology—various folklores, village festivals,
ancient patrimonies, assorted archaic features. She has clearly under-
stood that, in order to be a faithful imitator of the anthropologists who
study distant societies, she has to focus on the very heart of modern in-
stitutions—science, the economy, politics, law, and so on—rather than
onthe margins, the vestiges, the remnants,and thatshe hasto treat them
allat the same time, as a single interconnected set.

Let us also imagine—and this is more challenging, or at least
the case is less frequently encountered—that she knows how to resist
OccIDENTALISM, a form of exoTicism applied to what is close at hand,
which consists in believing what the West says about itself, whether
in praise or criticism. She has already understood that modernism’s
accounts of itself may have no relation to what has actually happened to
it. In short, she is a true anthropologist: she knows that only a prolonged,
in-depth analysis of courses oF AcTioN can allow her to discover the real
value system of the informants among whom she lives, who have agreed
to welcome her, and who account for this system in terms to which she
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must avoid giving too much weight. This much is obvious: it is the most
ordinary ethnographic method imaginable.

If the question of where to begin nevertheless strikes her as quite
complicated, it is because the Moderns present themselves to her in
the form of pomains, interrelated, to be sure, but nevertheless distinct:
Law, Science, Politics, Religion, The Economy, and so on; and these, she
is told, must by no means be confused with one another. She is strongly
advised, moreover, to restrict herself to a single domain “without
seeking to take in everything all at once.” A metaphor often used in her
presence involves geographical maps, with territories circumscribed by
borders and marked in contrasting colors. When one is “in Science,” she
isassured, oneis not “in Politics,” and when one is “in Politics,” one is not

“in Law,” and so forth.

Although her informants are obviously attached to these distinc-
tions, she comes to understand very quickly (a few weeks spent doing
fieldwork, or even just reading newspapers, will have sufficed to
convince her) that with these stories about domains she is being taken
for a ride. She sees clearly, for example, that the so-called domain of

“Science” is shot through with elements that seem to belong rather to
Politics, whereas the latter domain is full of elements that come from
Law, which is itself largely composed of visitors or defectors from The
Economy, and so on. It quickly becomes apparent to her that not every-
thing in Science is scientific, not everything isjuridical in Law, notevery-
thing is economic in The Economy ... In short, she sees that she will not
be able to orient her research according to the Moderns’ domains.

How isshetofind otherreference points? We cannotimagine heras
naive enough toexpecttofindaninstitution wholly made up of the value
in question, asifeverything in Religion would be “religious,” everything
in Science would be “scientific,” and everything in Law would pertain
to “law,” and so on. But we may suppose that she is intelligent enough
to resist the temptation to be critical or even cynical: she is not going
to waste her time being shocked that there are political “dimensions”
or “aspects” in Science, or economic dimensions in Law, or legal dimen-
sions in Religion. No, she quite calmly reaches the conclusion that the
notion of distinct domains separated by homogeneous borders does not
make much sense; she sees that she has to leave cartographic metaphors
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aside and that, if she still nurtures the hope of identifying her interlocu-

tors’ value system, she will need a very different investigative tool, one

that takes intoaccount the factthataborderindicateslessadividingline

between two homogeneous sets than an intensification of crossborder
traffic between foreign elements.

@WITHOUT RESPECTING Let us suppose that, by chance, she comes

DOMAIN BOUNDARIES,  across the notion of NeTwork—and even, the

THANKS TO THE NOTION hypothesis is not so absurd, that of AcCTOR-NETWORK.

OF ACTOR-NETWORK, ® Instead of wondering, for example, if Science is a
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domain distinct from Politics or The Economy or
Religion, the investigator will be content to start with some arbitrary
sequence of practices. For example, she goes into a laboratory: there she
finds white lab coats, glass test tubes, microbe cultures, articles with
footnotes—everything indicates that she is really “in Science.” But then,
with a certain obstinacy, she begins to note the origins of the successive
ingredients that her informants need in order to carry out their work.
Proceeding this way, she very quickly reconstitutes a list of ingredients
characterized by the fact (in contradiction with the notion of domain)
that they contain ever more heterogeneous elements. In a single day, she
may have noted visits by a lawyer who has come to deal with patents, a
pastor who has come to discuss ethical issues, a technician who has
come to repaira new microscope, an elected official who has come to talk
about voting on a subsidy, a “business angel” who wants to discuss the
launching of a new start-up, an industrialist concerned about perfecting
anew fermenting agent, and so on. Since her informants assure her that
all these actors are necessary for the success of the laboratory, instead
of seeking to identify domain boundaries, which are constantly chal-
lenged by innumerable erasures, nothing prevents her any longer from
following the connections of a given element, it hardly matters which one,
and finding out where itleads.

Itmustbeacknowledged thatthe discoveryof the notion of network,
whose topology is so different from that of distinct domains, gives her
great satisfaction, at least at first. Especially because these connections
can all be followed by starting with different segments. If she chooses to
use a patent as her vehicle, for example, she will go off and visitin turn a
laboratory, alawyer’s office, a board of trustees, a bank, a courthouse, and
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so on. Buta different vehicle will lead her to visit other types of practices

thatarejustasheterogeneous,followingadifferentorderoneachoccasion.
If she has a taste for generalizing, she may thus conclude that there is no

such thing as the domain of Science, or Law, or Religion, or The Economy,
but that there are indeed networks that associate—according to segments

thatare always new, and that only empirical investigation can discover—
elements of practice thatare borrowed from all the old domains and redis-
tributed in a different way each time.

Whereas the notion of domain obliged her = ©®wHICHMAKESIT
to stay in one place while watching everything  POSSIBLE TO DISTINGUISH
else move around incomprehensibly, the notion of NETWORKS AS RESULT FROM
network gives her the same freedom of movement  NETWORKS AS PROCESS.
as those whose actions she wants to follow. To avoid
misunderstandings, let us specify that, for this investigator, a network
is not only a technological arrangement such as, for example, a network
for rail transport, water supply, sewers, or cell phones. The advantage
of the term, despite all the criticisms to which it has been subjected, is
that it can easily be represented in material terms (we speak of sewage
networks, cable networks, spy networks); thatitdraws attention to flows
withoutany confusion between whatis being displaced and what makes
the displacement possible (an oil pipeline is no more made “of” gasoline
than the Internet is made “of” e-mails); and, finally, that it establishes
such a powerful constraint of continuity that a minor interruption can
be enough to cause abreakdown (aleak in an oil pipeline forces the oper-
ator to shutthe valves; a three-meter displacementina WiFizone results
inalost connection: there is no longer any “network coverage”).

And yet, even if the word draws from its origins the welcome
connotations of technology, materiality, and cost (without forgetting
that a network must always monitor and maintain itself), the notion
that interests our ethnologist is defined by a quite specific double move-
ment that we must keep firmly in mind in everything that follows. The
fact that information can circulate by means of a cell-phone network
tellsus nothing about the way the network hasbeen puttogethersoasto
work, right now, without a hitch: when all the elements are in place and
everything is working well, in the digital window of our cell phones what
we can track is only the quality of a signal marked by a certain number of
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rising vertical bars (by convention, from one to five). The “network” in
the usual sense of technological network is thus the belated result of the

“network” in the sense that interests our investigator. The latter, were
she to follow it, would oblige her not to verify the quality of a signal but
rather tovisitin turn the multitude of institutions, supervisory agencies,
laboratories, mathematical models, antenna installers, standardization
bureaus, protesters engaged in heated controversies over the harmful-
ness of the radio waves emitted: these have all ultimately contributed to
the signal she gets on her phone. The distinction between the two senses
of the word “network” would be the same if she were interested in rail-
roads: following the tracks is not the same as investigating the French
national railroad company. And it would still be the same if, taking the
word more metaphorically, she wanted to investigate “networks of influ-
ence” here, too, what circulates when everything is in place cannot
be confused with the setups that make circulation possible. If she still
has doubts, she can rerun the video of The Godfather: how many crimes
have to be committed before influence finally starts to circulate unchal-
lenged? What exactly is the “offer that can’t be refused”?

So under the word “network” we must be careful not to confuse
what circulates once everything is in place with the setups involving the
heterogeneous set of elements that allow circulation to occur. The
natural gas that lets the Russians keep their empire going does circulate
continuously from gas fields in the Caucasus to gas stoves in France, but
it would be a big mistake to confuse the continuity of this circulation
with what makes circulation possible in the first place. In other words,
gas pipelines are not made “of gas” but rather of steel tubing, pumping
stations, international treatises, Russian mafiosi, pylonsanchoredinthe
permafrost, frostbitten technicians, Ukrainian politicians. The firstis a
product; the second a real John Le Carré-style novel. Everyone notices
this, moreover, when some geopolitical crisis interrupts gas deliveries.
In the case of a crisis, or, more generally, in the case of a “network inter-
ruption” (we have all come to know this expression with the spread of
cell phones), the two senses of the word “network” (what is in place and
what puts itin place) converge. Everyone then sets out to explore all over
again the set of elements that have to be knitted together if there is to be
a “resumption of deliveries.” Had you anticipated that link between the
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Ukraine and cooking your risotto? No. But you are discovering it now. If
this happens to you, you will perhaps notice with some surprise that for
gas to get to your stove it had to pass through the moods of the Ukrainian
president. .. Behind the concept of network, there is always that move-
ment, and that surprise.

It is not hard to see why our ethnologist friend is interested in this
single notion that can be used to cover two distinct but complementary
phenomena: the exploratory work that makes it possible to recruit or to
constitute a discontinuous series of heterogeneous elements on the one
hand and on the other something that circulates in a continuous fashion,
oncealltheelementsarein place, when maintenanceisassuredand there
is no crisis. By following the establishment of networks in the first sense,
she will also be able to follow networks in the second sense. Just as, in
physics, the resting state is an aspect of movement, a continuous, stabi-
lized, and maintained network turns out to be a special case of a network
of heterogeneous associations. It is thus indeed, as she had already
suspected, the movement of association and the passage through unan-
ticipated elements that could become her privileged tool, her Geiger
counter, whose increasingly rapid clicks would signal the numerous
surprises that she experiences in the discovery of the ingredients neces-
sary to the extension of any practice whatsoever.

The notion of network can now be made alittle ~ THE INQUIRY DEFINES A
more specific: it designates a series of associations FIRST MODE OF EXISTENCE,
revealed thanks toatrial—consistinginthesurprises ~ THE NETWORK [NET],
of the ethnographic investigation—that makes it = THROUGH A PARTICULAR
possible to understand through what series of small ~ “PAssS,” OR PASSAGE.
discontinuities it is appropriate to pass in order to
obtain a certain continuity of action. This principle of FREE ASSOCIATION—
or, to put it more precisely, this principle of IRREDucTION—that is found
at the heart of the actor-network theory has demonstrated its fruitful-
ness by authorizing a number of observers to give themselves as much
freedom of movement in their studies as their informants have. This is
the principle that the observer-investigator counts on using at the outset.

To study the old domains designated by the Moderns, our anthro-
pologist now has a tool, the network, defined by a particular way of
passing through, going by way of, another element that comes as a surprise
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to her, at least at first. The continuity of the course of action—labora-
tory life, for example—would not be ensured without small interrup-
tions, little hiatuses that the ethnographer must keep adding to her ever-
growing list. Let us say that it involves a particular pass (as one speaks of
a passing shot in basketball), which consists, for any entity whatsoever,
in passing by way of another through the intermediary of a step, aleap, a
threshold in the usual course of events.

It would be absurd to suppose that this pass would be experi-
enced in the same way by an ethnologist who discovers the new ingre-
dient from the outside, after the fact, as it is experienced by the labora-
tory director, who has discovered it earlier from the inside and in the
heat of action. The surprises registered are only those of the observer: it
is she, the ignorant one, who discovers as she goes along what her infor-
mants already know. All ethnologists are familiar with situations like
this—and they know how indispensable such moments are to the inves-
tigation. But the notions of surprise and trial, if we shift them slightly
in time, can also serve to define how the informants themselves have
had to learn, in their turn, through what elements they too had to pass
in order to prolong the existence of their projects. After all, the labora-
tory director whom our ethnologist had chosen to study at the outset
had only discovered a few years earlier that he was going to have to “go
through” the patent application process in order to bring his project to
fruition. He “wasn’t expecting that.” He didn’t know he would have to

“pass over” that hurdle.

The notion of surprise can be understood all the more readily as
common to the investigator and her informants in that they can each
find themselves, in the face of the slightest crisis or controversy or break-
down, confronted with an unexpected new element that has to be added
to the list, one that neither of them anticipated. For example, a disgrun-
tled rival sues the researchers for “exceeding the patent”; they did not
expect this; they have to go through lawyers or risk going under. And so
the entire laboratory and its ethnologist are obliged to learn that, if they
are to continue to function, a new element will have to be added to the
list of things necessary for existence. Before their eyes the network is
being enriched, becoming more complicated or atleast more extensive.



Defining the Object of Inquiry -

From here on, this first mode of exploration of the entities required
for the existence of another entity will be noted as [NeT], for network.
(Throughout this inquiry, to avoid inventing new terms, I have decided
to retain the customary names of the traditional domains—Law,
Religion, Science, and so on; however, when I want to give them a
precise technical sense I use a three-letter code. A complete list can be
found on pp. 488-489.)

Although our anthropologist is rather proud  BUTNETWORKS [NET]
of her discovery, her enthusiasm is tempered a bit ~ HAVE A LIMITATION: THEY
by the fact that, while following the threads of the = DONOTQUALIFY VALUES.
networks, she notices that she has lost in speci-
ficity what she has gained in freedom of movement. It is quite true that,
thanks to the networks defined in this way, she really can wanderaround
everywhere, using whatever vehicle she chooses, without regard to the
domain boundaries that her informants want to impose on herin theory
but which they cross in practice just as casually as she does. And yet, to
her great confusion, as she studies segments from Law, Science, The
Economy, or Religion she begins to feel that she is saying almost the same
thing about all of them: namely, that they are “composed in a heteroge-
neous fashion of unexpected elements revealed by the investigation.” To
be sure, she is indeed moving, like her informants, from one surprise to
another, but, somewhat to her surprise, this stops being surprising, in a
way, as each element becomes surprising in the same way.

Now, she has a strong feeling that her informants, even when they
agree to follow herinlisting the truly stupefying diversity of the entities
that they have to mobilize to do their work, continue in spite of every-
thing (is ita matter of bad faith? false consciousness? illusion?) to assert
calmly that theyare indeed in the process of sometimes doing law, some-
times science, sometimes religion, and so on. If the notion of domain
has no meaning (she prefers not to reopen this question), everything
happens as if there were indeed a boundary, a somehow internal limit,
to the networks, one that the notion of network has not allowed her to
capture, it seems. There are no borders between domains, and yet, she
tells herself, there are real differences between domains.

Our friend finds herself facing an impasse here: either she retains
the diversity of associations—but then she loses this second form of
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diversity (that of values, which “must not get mixed up”; her informants
appear to hold strongly to this point)—or else she respects the diver-
sity of values (Science isn’t really the same thing as Politics; Law is not
Religion;and so on), but then she has noway of collecting these contrasts
exceptthe notion of domain, and she knows perfectly well that the latter
does not hold up under examination. What can she do to hold onto
both forms of diversity, the first allowing her to remain attentive to the
extreme heterogeneity of associations, the second allowing her, if only
she has the right tool, to determine the type of value that seems to circu-
late ina particular network and to give it its specific tonality?

At first, the metaphor of the technological network continues to
help her, since it allows her to differentiate the installation of a network
from the result of that installation, namely, the continuous supply of
a particular type of resource: a cell-phone signal, electricity, railroads,
influence, gas, and so on. One could imagine, she tells herself, that the
same thing holds true for the values whose system I am trying to recon-
stitute: to be sure, Law is no more made “of” law than a gas pipeline is
made “of” gas, but still, the legal network, once it is in place (established
through a multitude of nonlegal elements, she understands this now),
really does ensure the supply “of law,” as it were. Just as gas, electricity,
influence, or telephone service can be qualified as networks without
being confused with one another (even if they often share the same
subterranean conduits—influence in particular!), why not use the same
term to qualify “regular supplies” in science, law, religion, economics,
and so on? These are networks that can be defined as series of associa-
tions of the [NeT] type, and yet what circulates in them in a continuous
and reliable fashion (provided that they are maintained with regularity,
atgreat cost) does indeed supply values, services, distinct products.

With this compromise solution the anthropologist would get out
of the impasse where her investigation has led her, and, still more impor-
tant, she would stop uselessly shocking her informants—who have the
patience to welcome her, to inform her, and to teach her their trade—
by saying the same thing about all activities. She would know to doubt
what she was being told—fields don’t organize themselves into contig-
uous domains—and at the same time she could respect the diversity of
the values to which her informants seem legitimately attached.
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Unfortunately,itdoes nottake herlongtonotice thatthis metaphor
does not suffice to characterize the specific features of the networks she
is seeking to define. If she questions gas producers, they will undoubt-
edly have her run through a staggering list of variables, all of which
are necessary to the construction of a particular pipeline, and many of
which are unforeseeable. But they will have no doubt whatsoever about
the product to be transported: even if it has no smell, it is very easy to
characterize by its chemical composition, its flow, and its price. More
precisely, and this is what she finds most exasperating, she and her infor-
mants are capable, in any situation whatsoever, of detecting in a fraction
ofasecond thata given phrase is “legal” whereas a different one is not, or
thata certain attitude “has something scientific about it” while another
one does not, or that this sentiment is “religious” and that one is impious.
But when it comes to qualifying the nature of what is designated by these
ever-so-precise judgments, her informants fall back on incoherent state-
ments that they try to justify by inventing ideal institutions, so many
castles in the air. While with the notion of network she has a tool that
makes a positive empirical investigation possible, for each value her
networks purport to convey she has only an ineffable “je ne sais quoi,” as
finely honed as itis ungraspable.

But we are dealing with a true anthropologist: she knows that she
must not abandon either the empirical investigation or the certainty
that those “somethings” through which values are defined are going to
lead her someplace. In any case, she now has herinvestigation cut out for
her:if the notion of domain is inadequate, so is that of network, in and of
itself. So she is going to have to go a little further; she will have to begin
againandagain until she manages to determine the values that circulate
in the networks. Itis the conjunction of these two elements—she is now
convinced of this—thatwill allow her toredefine the Moderns. However
entangled the ties they establish between values, domains, institutions,
and networks may be, this is where she must turn her attention. What
will allow her to advance is the fortuitous realization—a real “eureka”
moment for her—that, in her fieldwork, she has already encountered
courses of action thathave something in common with the movement of
networks: they too define a pass by introducing a discontinuity.
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LAW OFFERS A POINT OF To be sure, these are not the same passes or the

COMPARISON THROUGH same discontinuities, but they nevertheless share

ITSOWNPARTICULAR  a family resemblance. The legal institution, as she

MODE OF DISPLACEMENT.  understands perfectly well, is not made up “of” or

“in” law. So be it. And yet during her investigation
our ethnologist has spotted a movement very specific to law that legal
experts designate, without attaching much importance to it, moreover,
asameaANs. They say, every few minutes: “Is there alegal means...?”; “this
is not an adequate means”; “this means won't get us anywhere”; “this
means can take usin several differentdirections”;and so on. In the course
of her work, she has even followed the transformation of an ill-formed
demand made by indignant plaintiffs whose lawyer, first, and then the
judge, “extracted,” as they put it, the legal “means” before passing judg-
ment. Between the more or less inarticulate complaint, the request in
due form, the arguments of the parties, and the judgment, she is able
to trace a trajectory that resembles no other. To be sure, all the intercon-
nected elements belong to different worlds, but the mode of connection,
forits part, is completely specific (we shall see thisagain in Chapter13).

For any observer from outside the world of law, this movement is
discontinuous, since there is hardly any resemblance, at each step, between
stepsn-1,n,and n+1,and yet the movementappears continuous to thelegal
expert. This particularmovement can even be said to definealegal expert
as someone who is capable—by dint of hard work—of grasping it in its
continuity despite and owing to the series of hiatuses that are so striking
seen from the outside. Someone who understands what the word “means”
means is a legal expert even if the word itself does not figure in special-
ized legal dictionaries, so obvious does itappear, precisely, “to a real legal
expert.” And yet it can’t be helped, the notion of means remains totally
obscure, marked by discontinuities whose logic completely escapes the

outside observer—and also the plaintiffs themselves.

THERE IS THUS A DEFINITION Thus there is indeed here, at least to the ethnol-

OF “BOUNDARY” THAT  ogist’s eyes, an internal boundary that does not trace

DOES NOT DEPEND a border between the domain of law and what is

ONTHENOTIONS OF  outside that domain (in the final ruling, the plain-

DOMAIN OR NETWORK. tiffs, the lawyers, the judges, the journalists, all
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point out examples of “extralegal factors” to such
an extent that the border, if there were one, would be a real sieve) but
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that nevertheless allows her to say that in the trajectory that traverses

this whole medley of motifs, something specifically legal can be found.
Our observer’s enthusiasm is understandable: she considers that she

has managed to define for law the equivalent of what a network trans-
ports withoutrenouncing the heterogeneity, not to say the weirdness, of
the elements required to maintain legal activity. No, indeed, Law is not
made “of” law; but in the final analysis, when everything is in place and

working well, a particular “fluid” that can be called legal circulates there,
something that can be traced thanks to the term “means” butalso “proce-
dure.” There is here, in fact, a pass particular to law; something that leaps

from one step to the nextin the work of procedure or in the extraction of
means. In short, there is a particular type of connection, of association,
that we are going to have to learn how to qualify.

If our investigator is so optimistic, it is because THE MODE OF EXTENSION
she soon notices that she can compare this pass, OF OBJECTIVE KNOWLEDGE
this type of transformation, with another one, just ~ CANBE COMPARED WITH
as astonishing, that she has already identified in =~ OTHER TYPES OF PASSES.
studies bearing on the domain called “Science.” It
did not take her long to notice that in Science “not everything is scien-
tific.” She has even spent a fair amount of time drawing up alist, a truly
dizzying one in this case, of all the ingredients required to maintain any
scientific fact whatsoever (a list that nothing in the official theory of her
informants allowed her to produce, moreover—here we have the contri-
bution of the ethnography of laboratoriesinanutshell). Butby goinginto
the mostintimate details of knowledge production, she believes she has
distinguished a trajectory characterized in its turn by a particular hiatus
between elements so dissimilar that, without this trajectory, they would
never have lined up in any kind of order. This trajectory, made of discon-
tinuousleaps, is what allows aresearcher to determine that, for example,
between a yeast culture, a photograph, a table of figures, a diagram, an
equation, a caption, a title,a summary, a paragraph, and an article, some-
thing is maintained despite the successive transformations, something
thatallowshimaccesstoaremote phenomenon, asif someone had setup,
between theauthorand the phenomenon, asortof bridge thatothers can
cross in turn. This bridge is what researchers call “supplying the proof of
the existence ofa phenomenon.”
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What really strikes our ethnographer is that, again, for someone
looking at this course of action from the outside, each step in the proofs
is marked by an abrupt discontinuity: an equation does not “resemble” a
table of figures any more than the latter “resembles” the yeast cultures
that were the point of departure. Even though, for an outsider, each step
has “nothing to do” with the one that went before or the one that came
after, for a person who is operating within this network, there is indeed
continuity. Or rather, however strange the list of ingredients that make it
possible to hold the scientific network together may be, a person who is
capable of following this path by leaping from transformation to trans-
formation in order to retain the similarity of an element that giveshima
hold on another, remote until then—that person is a researcher. Had he
beenunabletodothis,hewould have proved nothingatall (we shallcome
back to this movementin Chapters 3 and 4). He would no more be a scien-
tist than someone who has been unable to extract the means to proceed
from a muddled dossier would be alawyer. Two entirely different trades
are nevertheless distinguished by the same capacity to grasp continuity
through a series of discontinuities—and then to grasp another continuity
by passing through another discontinuity. So now the ethnologist is in
possession of a new pass, as discriminating in its genre as means in law,
andyet totally distinct.

She is understandably excited: she believes she is capable both
of defining the particular fluid that circulates within networks and of
studying these networks without resorting to the notion of domain sepa-
rated by borders. She believes she has discovered the philosopher’s stone
of the anthropology of the Moderns, a unique way to respect the values
that the informants cherish above all, yet without having to believe for
a moment in the distribution into domains that is supposed to justify
these values.

Law is not made of “the legal,” but “something legal” circulates in
it nevertheless; Science is not made “of science,” but “something scien-
tific” circulates in it nevertheless. In the end, the situation is very much
the same as the one that allows us to compare gas, electricity, or tele-
phone networks, except that the definition of the values that circulate is
not obvious in the least, and the theory espoused by those who work to
extend these values does not permit their collection.
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Our investigator now has a somewhat more  THUS ANY SITUATION CAN BE
robust instrument at her disposal: for any course of = DEFINED THROUGH A GRASP
action whatsoever, she tries to identify the unex- OF THE [NET] TYPEPLUS
pected ingredients through which the actors have  APARTICULAR RELATION
to pass in order to carry it out; this movement, BETWEEN CONTINUITIES
consisting of a series of leaps (identified by the = ANDDISCONTINUITIES.
surprises encountered by the ethnologist and her
informants), traces a network, noted [NeT]. This heterogeneous network
caninprincipleassociateany elementwithanyother. Noborderlimitsits
extension. Thereisnorule forretracing its movements other than that of
empirical investigation, and each case, each occasion, each moment, will
be different. Every time someone confronts the observer with the exis-
tence of an impenetrable boundary, she will insist on treating the case
like a network of the [NET] type, and she will define the list, specific in every
instance, of the beings that will be said to have been associated, mobi-
lized, enrolled, translated, in order to participate in the situation. There
will be as many lists as there are situations.

The essenck of a situation, as it were, will be, for a [NET], the list of
the other beings through which it is necessary to pass so that this situ-
ation can endure, can be prolonged, maintained, or extended. To trace
a network is thus always to reconstitute by a TRIAL (an investigation is a
trial, but so is an innovation, and so is a crisis) the antecedents and the
consequences, the precursors and the heirs, the insand outs, as itwere, of
a being. Or, to put it more philosophically, the others through which one
has to pass in order to become or remain the same—which presupposes,
as we shall see later on, that no one can simply “remain the same,” as it
were, “without doing anything.” To remain, one needs to pass—or at all
events to “pass through”—something we shall call a TRANSLATION.

At the same time, our anthropologist has understood that another
ingredient must be added to this definition of essence, one that makes
it possible to go anywhere without fear: an ingredient that makes it
possible to determine, in a given situation, the value that emanates from
thatsituation. These trajectories have the same general formasthose ofa
[NeT]. They tooare defined by leaps, discontinuities, hiatuses. But unlike
networks, they create sequences that do not simply lead to heteroge-
neous lists of unexpected actors, but rather to a type of continuity specific
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to each instance. Our investigator has already identified at least two
such types: means, inlaw, and proofs, in science (plus a third, networks—
in the [NET] sense—through which one ultimately obtains continuity
through the intermediary of discontinuities, unexpected associations,
thatarerevealed by the course of the investigation).

The sense of a situation can thus be defined thanks to two types of
data: first, the very general data of the [NeT] type, which tell us nothing
more than that we have to pass through surprising associations, and
second, something that we have to add to these data in every case, some-
thing that will allow us to define the quality of the activity in question.
The first type of data will allow our friend to explore the extraordinary
diversity of the associations that define the adventure of the Moderns;
the second will allow her to explore the diversity of the values they
appear to cherish. The first list is indefinite, as are the entities that can
be associated in a network; the second is finite, as are the values that the
Moderns have learned to defend. At least we must hope that this is the
case, so that the investigator will have a chance to bring her project to

fruition...

THANKS TO A THIRD TYPE One more puzzle remains before she can really

OF “PAss,” THE RELIGIOUS  getstarted. Why isitso difficultto specify the values

TYPE, THE INVESTIGATOR  to which her informants seem so firmly attached?

SEESWHY VALUES ARE ~ Why do the domains offer such feeble indications

DIFFICULTTODETECT®  as to the nature of what they are thought to contain

2

(they spill over into other domains in all directions
and do not even define what they purport to cherish and protect)? In
short, why is theory so far removed from practice among the Moderns?
(Letusrecall that our investigator has not found anything in the “theory
of law” or the “theory of science” that can help her grasp these trajecto-
ries, which are so specific that it has taken years of fieldwork to make
them explicit.) She cannot be unaware of this new problem, for she is not
prepared to fall back on the overly simplistic idea that theory is only a
veil discreetly thrown over practices. Theory must have a meaning, and
the gap between theory and practice must play an important role. But
whatrole?

Fortunately, our friend has benefited from a sound education,
and she now notices (a new eureka moment) that this problem is not
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unrelated to an eminently classic question that she has also studied
in another field, that of religion. Indeed, she recalls that the history of
the Church (an institution if ever there was one!) has been traversed
through and through by the question of how to be faithful to itself even
as it has transformed itself from top to bottom—going all the way back
toits origins.

The Churchinterestsherall the morein thatitbeginsby offering her
a third example of a pass, but again completely distinct from the others (as
we shall see in Chapter 11). Here again we find a hiatus, an agonizing one
during whicha priest,abishop, areformer,a devout practitioner, a hermit,
wonders whether the innovation he believes necessary is a faithful inspi-
ration or an impious betrayal. No institution has invested more energy
(through preaching, councils, tribunals, polemics, sainthood, even
crimes) than in this obstinate effort to detect the difference (never easy
to formulate) between fidelity to the past—how to preserve the “treasure
of faith”—and the imperious necessity of constantly innovating in order
to succeed, thatis, to endure and spread throughout the world.

A new pass, a new continuity obtained by the identification, always
to be begun anew and always risky, of discontinuities that appear from the
outside as so many non sequiturs—not to say pure inventions or, one
mightsay, piouslies. If the legal and scientific passages gave ourignorant
observer the impression of incomprehensible transformations, each in
its own genre, those offered by the religious passage make her hair stand
on end. And yet it is in fact this passage that the observer has to learn
to compare with the others, since the transit itself, however dizzying it
may be, entails a value indispensable to certain of her informants. To be
faithful or unfaithful: for many of those whom she isaddressing, thisisa
matter of life or death, of salvation or damnation.

However important this new example ofapass @ BECAUSE OF THEIR
may be for her (it is understandable that her confi-  QUITE PARTICULAR TIES
dence in the success of her project has grown apace), TOINSTITUTIONS ®
what interests her here above all is the link between
this particular pass and the institution that accepts it. She is well aware
that to study religion without taking this pass into account would make
no sense whatsoever, since, from the preaching of a certain Ioshua of
Palestine (to limit ourselves to the example of Christianity) through the
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Reformation to the latest papal encyclicals, all the statements, all the
rituals,allthetheological elaborationsbearon the touchstonethatwould
make it possible to distinguish between fidelity and infidelity, tradition
and treachery, renewal and schism. Yet at the same time it would make
no sense to suppose that this shibboleth alone could explain the entire
religious institution, as if Religion or even the Church consisted exclu-
sively “in” the religious. If there is any doubt about this, our investigator
has only to read a biography of Luther, a history of the papacy, or a study
of the Modernist controversy (in the sense that Catholics give this late-
nineteenth-century episode). Clearly, every time anyone has sought to
use the fidelity/infidelity distinction as a touchstone, it has been in the
midst of innumerable other considerations. All these instances of reli-
gious history would without any doubt be much better grasped by an
approach of the actor-network ([NeT]) type.

No, what interests our investigator about Church history is that
in it the continual fluctuations in the very relation between these two
questions—which she has still not managed to bring together—can be
clearly seen. The multiple gaps between network, value, domain, and
institution are not only her problem, as an uninformed observer, but
the problem that her informants themselves confront constantly, explic-
itly, consciously. Whether it is a question of St. Paul’s “invention” of
Christianity, St. Francis’s monastic renewal, Luther’s Reform (I almost
said St. Luther), each case features the relation between an aging, impo-
tent institution and the necessary renewal that allows that institution
to remain fundamentally faithful to its origins while undergoing huge
transformations. And each case calls for judgment; in each case, the
researcher has to make a fresh start, cast the fruitfulness of the renewal
into doubt, go back to the beginning, reconsider and redistribute all the
elements thathad been renewed. ..

In other words, our ethnologist has a clear sense that there is here,
in the history of the Church, an almost perfect model of the complexity
of therelations between avalue and the institution that harbors it: some-
times they coincide, sometimes not at all; sometimes everything has to
be reformed, at the risk of a scandalous transformation; sometimes the
reforms turn out to consist in dangerous innovations or even betrayals.
And there is not a single actor who has not had to participate, during
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these last two millennia, in one of these judgments or another—from
the secret of the confessional through the tribunals and the massacres
to the scenography of the major Councils. But judgment is required on
each occasion, according to a type of judgment specific to the situation.

Itis entirely possible, our anthropologist tells herself, that the rela-
tion found here between value and institution is a unique case. Only in
the religious domain—and perhaps only in the history of the Christian
churches—would we find such a series of betrayals, inventions, reforms,
new starts, elaborations, all concentrated and judged on the basis of the
principal question of whether one is remaining faithful or not to the
initial message. But her own idea (the origin of her eureka moment) is
thatthesituationis perhaps the same forall the Moderns’institutions: in
each case, perhapsitis necessary toimagine an original and specific rela-
tion between the history of the Moderns’ values and the institutions to
which these values give direction and which embrace and shelter them—
and often betray them—inreturn.

Here is a problem that those who are busy = @ AND THIS WILL OBLIGE
bringing networks of gas, electricity, or cell phones  HER TO TAKE INTO ACCOUNT
and the like into cohabitation do not encounter: in A HISTORY OF VALUES AND
each case they have a network at hand (in the sense ~ THEIR INTERFERENCES.
that discontinuous associations have to be put into
place). But for the case of the anthropology of the Moderns, we are going
to have two types of variations to take into account: values on the one
hand and the fluctuation of those values over time on the other. This
history is all the more complex in that it will vary according to the type
of values, and, to complicate things further, the history of each value will
interfere with the fluctuations of all the others, somewhat the way prices
do on the Stock Exchange.

What the anthropologist discovers with some anxiety is that the
deployment of one value by a robust institution will modify the way all
the others are going to be understood and expressed. One tiny mistake
in the definition of the religious, and the sciences become incomprehen-
sible, for example; one minuscule gap in what can be expected from law,
conversely, and religion turns out to be crushed. Still, the advantage of
this way of looking at things is that the investigator will be able to avoid
treating the gap between theory and practice as a simple matter of “false
consciousness,” as a mere veil that would conceal reality and that her
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investigation should be content to remove. For each mode and for each
epoch, and in relation to every other value and to every other institu-
tion, there will be a particular way of establishing the relation between
“theory” and “practice.”

Even if the task looks immense to her, our ethnographer can be
rather proud of herself. She has defined her object of study; she has
fleshed out her ordinary method with two additional elements specific
to the modern fields: network analysis on the one hand, the detection of
values on the other. Finally, she knows that she is going to have to take
into account, for each subject, a fluctuating relation between the values
that she will have identified and the institutions charged with harboring
them. Allthese pointsare important for the way she conceives ofhertrade.

In fact—I should have pointed this out earlier—she is not one of
those positivist ethnologists who imagine that they have to imitate the

“hard sciences” and consider their object of study from a distance, as an
entomologist would do with insects (the mythic ideal of research in the
hard sciences, quite unfair to insects, moreover, as well as to entomolo-
gists). No, she knows thata contemporary anthropologist has tolearn to
talk about her subjects of study to her subjects of study. This is why she
can hardly rely on the resources of critical distance. She is fairly satisfied
that she knows how to describe practices through networks, even while
remaining faithful to the values of her informants, yet withoutbelieving
in domains and thus without believing in the reports that come from
them, but also (the exercise is a balancing act, as we can see) without
abandoning the idea of a possible reformulation of the link that values
maintain with institutions. In other words, this is an anthropologist
who is not afraid of running the risks of diplomacy. She knows how diffi-
cultitis tolearn to speak well to someone about something that really matters to
that person.



-Chapter 2-

COLLECTING
DOCUMENTS FOR
THE INQUIRY

The inquiry begins with the detection
of category mistakes, ® not to be confused
with first-degree mistakes; ® only second-

degree mistakes matter.

A mode possesses its own particular
type of veridiction, ® as we see by going

back tothe example of law.

True and false are thus expressed within
a given mode and outside it ® provided
that we first define the felicity and infelicity
conditions of each mode ® and then the

mode’sinterpretive key, or its preposition.

Then we shall be able to speak of each
modeinitsowntonality, ®asthe etymology
of “category” implies ® and as the contrast
between the requirements of law and reli-

gionattests.

The inquiry connects understandings of
the network type [NET] with understand-
ings of the prepositional type [PRE] ® by
defining crossings thatformaPivot Table.

A somewhat peculiar [NET - PRE]
crossing, ® which raises a problem of
compatibility with the actor-network

theory.

Recapitulation of the conditions for the

inquiry.

What is rational is what follows the

threads of the various reasons.
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WITH THE DETECTION OF INQUIRY WITH SUFFICIENT CLARITY: TO CON-

CATEGORY MISTAKES ® TINUE TO FOLLOW THE INDEFINITE MULTIPLIC-
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ity of networks while determining their distinctive
ways of expanding. Buthow are we toregister the documents that might
allow usto give thisresearch an empirical dimensionand thereby enable
the reader to distinguish the experiences identified in this way from the ac-
counts of them that are usually offered, as well as from the accounts that
will come alonglater in place of the first?

The source of these documents is perfectly ordinary, and the
method we shall follow is quite elementary. To begin, we shall record the
errors we make when we mistake one thing for another, after which our
interlocutors correct us and we then have to correct—by means of some-
times painful tests—the INTERPRETIVE KEY that we shall have to apply in
similar situations from that point on. It has become clear to me over the
years that if we were to make ourselves capable of documenting such
interpretive conflicts carefully enough, systematically enough, over
long enough time periods, we would end up identifying privileged sites
where contrasts between several keys are revealed. The raw material for
thisworkisthusavastchartin which caATEGory MmisTAKEs are identifiedin
pairs. The resultis what I calla PivoT TaBLE; we shall soon see how to read
its mostimportant results.

The use of the term “category mistake” may cause some confusion
in itself. The canonical example involves a foreign visitor going through
the buildings of the Sorbonne, one after another; at the end of the day,
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he complains that he “hasn’t seen the University of the Sorbonne.” His
request had been misunderstood: he wanted to see an institution, but he
had been shown buildings. .. For he had sought in one entity an entirely
different entity from what the first could show him. He should have
been introduced to the rector, or the faculty assembly, or the institution’s
attorney. His interlocutors had misheard the key in which what he was
requesting could be judged true or false, satisfactory or unsatisfactory. It
isin this sense that I propose to take up the term “mistake” again—before
specifyinglateron how “category”istobe understood.

We make mistakes so often that there would =~ @NOTTOBE CONFUSED WITH
be no value in trying to note all the ones we might = FIRST-DEGREE MISTAKES; ®
possibly commit. The only ones of interest here are
those that reveal what could be called second-degree mistakes and that
bear on the detection of the causes of the mistake itself. To distinguish
these clearly from the first-degree sort, let us take the exemplary case of
mistakes of the senses, which have played a sometimes excessive role in
the history of philosophy and in the very definition of EmpIRICISM.

Take the tower of a castle that, from a distance, looks more or less
square tome. AsIwalktoward it, that first form shifts, becomesunstable.
I then hesitate abit: ifit’s worth the trouble, I change my path soas to get
closerand “putmymindatrest,” asitwere,and I finally understand thatit
is round—that it has proven to be round. If I don’t succeed in determining
this on my own, I get my binoculars out of my bag and satisfy my curi-
ositythrough theintermediary of this modestinstrument.IfIcannotget
close enough myself or get a sufficiently enlarged image through binoc-
ulars, I ask some better-informed local resident, I look at the geograph-
ical survey map, or I consult the guidebook I got at the tourist office. If
I'm still in doubt, either about the knowledge of the local resident or the
range of my binoculars or the testimony of my own eyes, [ will shift my
itinerary once again and go look at the cadastral survey, interrogate local
experts, or consult other guidebooks.

It is easy to understand why mistakes of this type will not be of
interest to us during this inquiry: they are all located, as it were, along
the same path, that of rectified knowledge, and thus they all stem from
the same interpretive key. However perplexing they may be, there is
no ambiguity about the way one has to approach them in order to settle
the matter little by little. As long as one is not asking for absolute and
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definitive certainty, one can always dispel mistakes of the senses by
doing research, by perfecting instruments, by bringing together a suit-
able group of informants—in short, by providing time and means for the

movement toward knowledge. There are no mistakes of the senses that
cannot be corrected by a change in position, by recourse to some instru-
ment, by the appeal to multiple forms of aid from other informants

or some combination of these three resources. Such gropings may not

succeed, butitisalwaysin this spirit that one has to proceed if one wants

to bring them to an end.

The project of listing category mistakes will not lead us, then,
toward the quarrel between the epistemologists and the skeptics.
Because they were trying to thwart the thoughtless demands of certain
epistemologists who wanted to know with certainty but without inves-
tigation, without instrumentation, without allowing themselves the
time to deviate from their path, withoutassemblingan authorized group
ofreliable witnesses, the skeptics had to multiply theirattacks in order to
show that unfortunate human minds always found themselves caught
in the net of mistakes. But if we decide not to doubt the possibility of
knowledge that is rectified little by little, and if at the same time we
are careful not to minimize the importance of the material and human
means of which knowledge must avail itself, the skeptics’ objections
should not trouble us—no more than the climate skeptics’ objections
rattled the researcher whom I mentioned in the introduction. When
Descartes wonders whether the people he sees in the streets are not
robots wearing clothes, he could be asked: “But René, why don’t you rely
onyourvalet’s testimony? You can’t putan end to this sort of uncertainty
without budging from your stove.” If Descartes had to resign himself to
radical doubt, itis only because he believed he had to face the monster—
also hyperbolic—of a deceitful God. In the present inquiry, clearly, it is
notaquestion either of responding to skeptics or of continuing to follow
the sole path of rectified knowledge (even if we shall have tolive through

encounters with more than one Evil Genius).
@ ONLY SECOND-DEGREE What will be of interest, however, are the cases
MISTAKES MATTER.  in which we find ourselves confused about the very
way in which the question of truth and falsity should
be addressed. Not the absorption of mistakes within a given mode, but
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uncertainty about the mode itself. Not a mistake of the senses [des sens],
but a mistake of direction [de sens]. If there is no mistake of the senses
that cannot be provisionally corrected by launching a research project,
perfecting instruments, forming a group of reliable witnesses, in short,
moving toward objectivized knowledge, there are, in contrast, mistakes
of direction that often trip us up and that appear much more difficult to
correct. The notebooks of ouranthropologist doing fieldworkamong the
Moderns are full of such confusion. For, like the visitor to the Sorbonne,
she often has the disturbing impression of mistaking one thing for
another, making a mistake not in a given direction but about the very
direction in which to turn herattention.

“This trial, for example, is ending at my adversary’s expense, and
yet I can’t seem to ‘get over’ the wrong he did me. It’s as though I can’t
manage to reconcile the closure of the debate (even though my lawyer
assures me that there’s no recourse’ against the court’s ‘ruling’) with the
deep dissatisfaction I feel: the judge has spoken, and yet I find that, for
me, nothing is really over.

“I continue to be indignant about my hierarchical superior’s
‘repeated lies, without being able to spell out just what it would mean,
in his case, to ‘speak the truth,” since he heads a huge institution whose
mechanisms are immersed, for him as well as for me, in a profound and
perhaps necessary obscurity. Am I not being a bit too quick to call ‘lies’
what others, better informed, would call the ‘arcana of power’?

“These questions bother me all the more in that the tedious moral-
izing discourse of this funeral ceremony strikes me as irritating, even
scandalous, and in any case sickeningly sentimental; it seems to me
to add a tissue of enormous lies in order to comment on texts stitched
together with glosses: in the presence of this coffin holding a friend who
is about to slide down a ramp into the crematorium furnace, I cannot
accept the meaning they claim to give to the words ‘eternal life.’

“They’re still telling me that the emotion I feel, this rage that makes
my heart rate go way up, lies within me and that I have to go through a
lengthy analysis and plunge deep into myself, myself alone, to master it.
And yet I can’t keep from thinking (everyone is trying to keep me from
thinking!) that I am threatened by forces that have the objectivity, the
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externality, the self-evidence, the power of a storm like the one that tore
the tops off the trees in my garden, justa few days ago.

“For that matter, I'm not sure I really know what to make of that
storm, either, for while I attribute it to the involuntary forces of nature,
this magazine I'm reading calls it a consequence of global warming,
which in turn is the result, or so they tell me, of recent activities of
humanindustry—and thejournalist, carried away by hisownreasoning,
blames the calamity that has just swept through our area on mankind’s
failure toact.

“I guess it’'s not surprising that I so often feel mistaken: what seems
to me to come from the outsidle—my emotion just now—actually
comes from inside, they say, but what I was attributing unhesitatingly
to the great outdoors is now supposed to be the result of the collective
will of the narrow human world. And here I fall into a new dilemma: I
was getting at least a vague sense of how to control my emotions, but I
haven’t the slightest idea about what I could do to help overcome global
warming. [ have even less of a handle on collective action than on the
forces of nature or the recesses of my psyche.”

It is clear, in these notebook entries, that mistakes like the ones
described are not at all of the same order as those of the senses. If the
investigator gets lost rather easily, as we all do, it is because she fails to
identify the key in which she has to grasp the direction, the trajectory,
the movement of what is being asserted ... The trajectory is the sense
in which a course of action has to be grasped, the direction in which
one should plunge. If we mistake a round tower for a square one, Venus
for the evening star, a red dwarf for a galaxy, a simple windstorm for a
tornado, arobot fora person, all these mistakes are found along the same
path, which could be called “epistemological,” since it concerns the path
of objectivized knowledge. All these mistakes are of the same type and
can be provisionally corrected by launching an investigation, perhaps a
long and controversial one, more orless costly in instruments, butin any
case amenable to (at least provisional) closure. As soon as knowledge
is given its means, we can set aside both claims to absolute knowledge
and the skeptical reactions intended to demolish such claims. But once
this type of mistake has been dealt with, all the other uncertainties remain
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firmly in place. Once mistakes of the senses have been set aside, we are
left with mistakes of direction.

Now, mistakes of the latter type are no longer =~ AMODE POSSESSES ITS
located along the path of our inquiry like so many = OWN PARTICULAR TYPE
epistemological obstacles that would endanger the = OF VERIDICTION,®
movement of knowledge alone; they do not interest
either the skeptics or their adversaries. For these are mistakes that bear
ontheinterpretivekeyitself. Every hikerknows thatitisone thing toembark
boldly on a well-marked path; it is quite another to decide which path to
take at the outsetin the face of signposts thatare hard to interpret.

The documentary base that I have begun and that I would like
to extend has to do with hesitations of this sort. The hypothesis I am
adopting posits a plurality of sources of mistakes, each of which presents,
but each time in a different order of practices, as many obstacles as those
that one discovers at every step while pursuing the single question of
objective knowledge. If the skeptics came to look something like deep
thinkers, it is because they were reacting—and their reaction, although
misdirected, was welcome—against the exaggeration of those who
sought to make the question of knowledge the only one that mattered,
because it allowed them to judge all the other modes (after it had been
deprived of all means to succeed in doing so!). In other words, the skep-
tics, like theiradversaries, unfortunately worked on asingle type of mistake,
and this is why their philosophies have so little to say about the conflicts
of values in which the Moderns have found themselves entangled. As a
result, by obsessively following only the obstacles to the acquisition of
objective knowledge, they risk being mistaken about the very causes of
the mistakes.

Still, it is not enough to recognize these moments of hesitation to
know how to record them in the database. We also have to identify the
principles of judgment to which each mode is going to appeal explic-
itly and consciously to decide what is true and what is false. This is the
crucial point in the investigation, and it is probably on this subject that
the endless battle between the skeptics and the rationalists has most
distracted us from a descriptive task that is, however, essential. It turns
out in fact that each mode defines, most often with astonishing preci-
sion,amode of veripIcTION that has nothingto do with the epistemological
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definition of truth and falsity and that nevertheless warrants the quali-
fiers TRUE and FALSE.

@ AS WE SEE BY GOING BACK This point will be easy to grasp if we return to

TOTHE EXAMPLE OF LAW.  the example of law. When I require of a judgment
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rendered in court that it also provide me with the
closure that would allow me to “get over it,” as it were, I am asking the
impossible, since the type of closure provided by the legal apparatus
in no way aims—this becomes painfully clear to me—at offering repa-
rations to my psyche; its goal is merely to connect texts with facts and
with other texts through the intermediary of opinions according to the
dizzying itinerary that is qualified, though not described, by terms we
have already encountered, meaNns or procedure. The same thing would
be true, moreover, if I expected that a ruling in favor of compensating
victims would “objectively” establish the truth of the matter. The judge,
if she is honest, will say that she has settled the “legal truth” but not the
“objective” truth in the case at hand. If she knows some Latin, as every
legal professionalis prone to do, she will cite the Latin adage according to
which the judgment is pro veritate habetur (“taken as the truth”): neither
more nor less. If she is something of a philosopher, she will ask that
people “stop confusing” the legal requirement of truth with the scien-
tific requirement of truth, means with proof—and even more with the
psychological requirement of intimate reparations—not to mention the
social requirement of fairness. “All that,” she will say, “has to be carefully
differentiated.” And she will be right.

This example, which I have deliberately chosen from the highly
distinctive world of law, proves the care with which we are capable of
identifying different orders of truth and signaling possible category
mistakes in advance: if you take the ruling of a tribunal as true, as fair,
as intimate, you are making a mistake: you are asking it for something it
will neverbe able to give; you are setting yourself up forwrenching disap-
pointments; you risk being wrongly indignant if you are scandalized ata
result that the type of practices called “legal” could not fail to produce.
But your lawyer, for his part, will of course try to identify all the “legal
mistakes” that can strengthen your case in the judge’s eyes. Mistakes of
thissortare committedallalong the path of thelaw,and theyare the ones
that the concerned parties, judges, attorneys, and commentators learn
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to spot. So we can see, at least in this case, how to distinguish a “legal”
mistake from a category mistake; the firstis found along the chosen path,
while the second produces hesitation about the path it would be appro-
priate to follow.

It is thus quite possible, at least for the case of ~ TRUE AND FALSE ARE THUS
scientific proof and that of legal means, to distin- EXPRESSED WITHIN A GIVEN
guish between two phenomena: on the onehandthe =~ MODE AND OUTSIDE IT®
detection of the difference between true and false
within one of the two modes, and on the other the difference between
different uses of true and false according to the mode chosen.

The situation would be the same, moreover, if we were claiming
to pass judgment on the faithfulness of a religious innovation simply
by checking to see whether it follows tradition in every feature. On the
contrary, itisbecause itdoes not “resemble” the tradition atall thatithas
a chance of being faithful, because instead of just reiterating the tradi-
tion the innovation takes it up again “in a wholly different way.” This is
what the audacious Jesuit fathers preached in order to modify the inflex-
ible position of the Holy See during the Quarrel over Rites in the seven-
teenth century: to convert the Chinese, Church authorities would have
to agree to change everything in the formulation of the rites in order to
recapture the spirit of predication, doing for China what St. Paul, they
said, had done for the Greeks. In their eyes, this was the only way to be
faithful to their apostolic mission. What a catastrophe, if the Church
were to take the letter for the spirit! Or rather, what a sin! The most
serious,asinagainst the spirit... In this new episode, the problem posed
by the identification of category mistakes is clear: even if, for outsiders
or uninformed people, judgments on the question of faithfulness or
unfaithfulness seem to be trivial matters, proof of total indifference to
the truth or, more charitably, as a “suspension” of all criteria of rational
truth, there are few institutions more obsessed with the distinction
between truth and falsity than the religious institution. And yet we also
understand that it would be erroneous to claim to judge religious veridic-
tion according to the entirely distinct modes of law or science.

Exactly the same thing can thus be said about the legal or reli-
gious spheres as about the epistemological sphere: just as all obstacles
to knowledge have to be removed by the launching of an investigation
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@ PROVID

that will make it possible to bring a provisional end to doubts while
remaining throughout on a single path, so legal mistakes or religious
infidelities, obstacles to the passage through law or to the expansion of
the religious have to be addressed; but within the confines of a particular
type of path that will leave, in its wake, as it were, “something juridical”
or “something religious” rather than “objective knowledge.” We would
be making a category mistake, in this sense, if we continued to mix up
the processes, networks, and trajectories that leave behind “something
juridical,” “something scientific,” “something religious.” Even if we
could fill the database with judgments made all the way along a single
path (involving, for example, all the methodological mistakes, all the
legal mistakes, all the heresies, or all the impieties), it would still not
give us any way to grasp the plurality of interpretive keys. If it is neces-
sary to identify, for each type of practice, the rich vocabulary that it has
managed to develop to distinguish truth from falsity in its own way, the
crossings of all the modes will have to form the heart of our inquiry, for
this is where the causes of mistakes are obviously the most important—
and also the least well studied.
ED THAT WE FIRST Toavoid getting lost, we shall need two distinct

DEFINE THE FELICITY AND  expressions to designate on the one hand the obsta-

INFELICITY CONDITIONS  cles to be removed along a given path and on the
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OF EACHMODE®  other the initial choice through which we become
attentive to one interpretive key rather than another.
To go back to the contrasts pointed out above, it is obvious when,
in the case of law as well as in the case of knowledge or religion, either
a procedure or an investigation or a predication has been launched. All
three depend on a certain amount of equipment, a certain number of
regroupings, expert opinions, instruments, judgments whose arrange-
ment and use make it possible to identify in each order of truth what it
means to “speak truths” and to “speak untruths.” To qualify what these
paths have in common—and to shiftaway from the metaphor of a hiking
trip—I propose to use a term that is quite familiar in speech act theory,
FELICITY AND INFELICITY CONDITIONS. On each path of veridiction, we will
be able to ask that the conditions that must be met for someone to speak
truths or untruths be specified according to its mode.
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This takes care of the first term, the one that @ AND THEN THE MODE’S
will define the armature making it possible, for INTERPRETIVE KEY, OR
example, to establish a procedure, in the case of law, ITS PREPOSITION.
or to launch a search for proofs, in the case of recti-
fied knowledge, or an evangelizing mission, in the case of religion. But
how are we to name what distinguishes one type of felicity condition
from another? What I have called, in the examples above, “mistakes of
law” or “mistakes of the senses” or “infidelities” will help us distinguish
the veridiction proper to legal activity from the veridiction proper to the
acquisition of scientific knowledge or religious piety. To designate these
different trajectories, I have chosen the term prePosITION, using it in
its most literal, grammatical sense, to mark a position-taking that comes
before a proposition is stated, determining how the proposition is to be
grasped and thus constituting its interpretive key.

William James, from whomIamborrowing this expression,asserts
that there exists in the world no domain of “with,” “after,” or “between”
as there exists a domain of chairs, heat, microbes, doormats, or cats. And
yet each of these prepositions plays a decisive role in the understanding
of what is to follow, by offering the type of relation needed to grasp the
experience of the world in question.

There is nothing magical about this distinction between felicity
conditions and prepositions. If you find yourself in a bookstore and you
browse through books identified in the front matter as “novels,” “docu-
ments,” “inquiries,” “docufiction,” “memoirs,” or “essays,” these notices
play the role of prepositions. They don’t amount to much, just one or two
words compared to the thousands of words in the book that you may be
about to buy, and yet they engage the rest of your reading in a decisive
way since, on every page, you are going to take the words that the author
puts before your eyes in a completely different tonality depending on
whether you think that the book is a “made-up story,” a “genuine docu-
ment,” an “essay,” or a “report on an inquiry.” Everyone can see that it
would be a category mistake to read a “document” while believing all the
way through that the book wasa “novel,” orvice versa. Like the definition
of aliterary genre, or like a key signature on a musical score, at the begin-
ning an indication of this sort is nothing more than a signpost, but it will
weigh on the entire course of your interpretation. To pursue the musical
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metaphor, if the score had not been transcribed into a different key every-
thing would sound wrong. We can see from this example that to under-
stand the meaning of the proposition thatis being addressed toyou, you have to

have settled the initial question of its interpretive key, which will deter-
mine how you are understand, translate, and transcribe what is to follow.

But if the prepositions say nothing in themselves, doesn’t every-
thing depend on what follows? No, since if you take them away, you will
understand nothing in the statement that is about to be made. But then,
everything lies in the prepositions, and what follows is nothing but the
deployment of their essence, which they would then contain “poten-
tially”? No, thisis not the case either, since prepositions engage you only
in a certain way, from a certain angle, in a certain key, without saying
anything, yet, about what is to come. Prepositions are neither the origin
nor the source nor the principle nor the power, and yet they cannot be
reduced, either, to the courses to be followed themselves. They are not
the FounpATION of anything and yet everything depends on them. (We
shall see later on how to charge the term “preposition,” borrowed from

linguistic theory, with a greater measure of reality.)

THEN WE SHALL BE ABLE The reader will have now understood the

TOSPEAKOF EACHMODE  demand hidden behind that innocent claim to speak

INITSOWNTONALITY,®  well to someone about something that really matters to that

person: one has to seek to avoid all category mistakes
rather than just one. The anthropologist of the Moderns is not merely
trying to avoid the blunders she risks committing along the path of
equipped and rectified knowledge alone; she is also trying to avoid the
enormous mistake, the mistake squared, that would lead her to believe
that there is only one way to judge truth and falsity—that of objective
knowledge. She purports to be speaking while obeying all the felicity
conditions of each mode, while expressing herself in as many languages
as there are modes. In other words, she is hoping for another Pentecost
miracle: everyone would understand in his or her own tongue and would
judge truth and falsity according to his or her own felicity conditions.

Fidelity to the field comes at this price.

@ AS THE ETYMOLOGY OF A project like this is not risk-free, especially

“CATEGORY”IMPLIES®  since the more or less forgotten etymology of the
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word “category” is hardly reassuring. Let us recall
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that in “category” there is always the agora that was so essential to the

Greeks. Before designating, rather banally, a type or division that the

human mind, without specifying any interlocutor, carves at will out of
the seamless fabric of the world’s data, kata-agorein is first of all “how to

talk about or against something or someone in public.” Aristotle shifted

the term away from its use in law—meaning “to accuse”—and made ita

technical term, subject to endless commentary over the centuries, that

was to subsume the ten ways, according to him, of predicating some-
thing about something. But let us return to the agora. Discovering the

right category, speaking in the right tonality, choosing the right interpre-
tative key, understanding properly what we are going to say, all this is to

prepare ourselves to speak well about something to those concerned by
that thing—in front of everyone, before a plenary assembly, and notina

single key.

Life would not be complicated if all we had to do were to avoid a
single type of mistake and discriminate between speaking well and
speaking badly in a single well-defined mode, or if it were enough to do
this on our own, in the privacy of our own homes. The question of cate-
gories, what they are, how many there are, is thus at the outset a ques-
tion of eloquence (how to speak well?), of metaphysics (how many ways
of speaking are there?), and also of politics, or, better yet, of diplomacy
(how are those to whom we are speaking going to react?). When we raise
the big question of philosophy about categories once again—"“In how
many ways can one truly say something about something else?”—we are
going to have towatch out for the reactions of ourinterlocutors. And here
itis notenough to be right, to believe we are right. Anyone who claims to
be speaking well about something to someone had better start quaking
in his boots, because he is very likely to end up crushing one mode with
another unless he also notes with extreme care, to avoid shocking his
interlocutors, the relation that the various interpretive keys maintain
with one another. The goal, of course, is always, as Whitehead insisted,
above all, not to shock common sense. (Common sense will always be
opposed to good sense in what follows.)
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@ AND AS THE CONTRAST If I have chosen the cases of law and religion as

BETWEENTHE  anintroduction to the inquiry, it is because they are

REQUIREMENTS OF LAW  respected in contrasting ways in the public square,

AND RELIGION ATTESTS.  where the fate of categories is played out. Law bene-
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fits from an institution that is so strong, so ancient,
so differentiated, that right up to our day it has resisted being confused
with other forms of truth, in particular with the search for objective
knowledge. It will be futile, in your rage as someone ignorant of law, to
complain aboutits coldness, its formalism, its rulings that do not satisfy
you, the “jargon” its practitioners impose on you, the “endless paper-
work,” the “nitpicking requirements,” the signatures and the seals; the
fact remains that you feel clearly, as soon as you see a judge in his robes,
oranattorney behind her desk, thatyou are going to have to comply with
an order of practices that cannot be reduced to any other, one that hasa
dignity of its own, an order in which the question of truth and falsity will
alsoarise, butinadistinctive way.

Stirred up by the details of your case, you may be stupefied to
discover that the very “legal means” that would have allowed you to
win is lacking: for example, you have misplaced the proof of receipt that
wouldhave given you more time; the attorney,apologetic, points out that
your complaint “can no longer be lodged.” There is no point in becoming
indignant because your case can no longer be heard owing to “such a
trivial detail” you will understand very quickly that the appeal to texts
or precedents, the quest for signatures and proofs, the mode of convic-
tion, the contradictory posturing of the parties, the establishment of the
dossier, all this defines a procedure capable of producing a type of truth-
telling, of veridiction that, although very different from the practices of
knowledge, nevertheless possesses a similar type of solidity, stability,
and seriousness—and requires of you a similar respect. Law thus offers
a fairly good example of an ancient and enduring institution in which
a quite particular form of reasoning is preserved, capable of extending
everywhere even though its criteria of veridiction are different from
those of science. And yet no one will say that law is irrational. Put it to
the test: you may complain all you like that law is “formal,” “arbitrary,”

“constructed,” “encumbered with mediations,” but you will not weaken
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itin the slightest: it will always remain law, exotic perhaps, specialized,
esoteric, but surely law—“Duralex sed lex.”

The situation of religion is the opposite. In many circumstances,
the mostignorant person around can mock religion today without risk—
at least if Christianity is the target. In its most intimate mechanisms,
religious life may be obsessed with the difference between truth and
falsity, buttonoavail: itappears tooreadily as the refuge of the irrational
and the unjustifiable. And often—this is the strangest part—in the eyes
of religious persons themselves, hastening to take shelter behind what
they call a bit too quickly its “mysteries,” perhaps because they too have
lost the interpretive key that would allow them to speak well about
what matters to them. We may be astonished at the coldness, the tech-
nical aspect of law, we may even make fun of it, but we do not dismiss
it with scorn. It seems that people have full latitude to scorn religion, as
if the difference between salvation and damnation no longer mattered,
no longer traced a perilous path of exhortations that no one dare neglect
without risking his life—or atleasthis salvation.

It will be clear why I spoke earlier of the importance of noting care-
fully the fluctuationsin therelations that the different modes have main-
tained among themselves over the course of history. The institution of
law hasvisibly betterresisted the test of modernism—to the pointwhere
our investigator can take it, unlike religion, as an example of veridiction
that has maintained a dignity equal, inter pares, to that of the search for
objective knowledge. It is impossible to do the same thing with religion.

We are going to have to try to understand why there are so few types of
veridiction in the history of the Moderns thathave managed not to clash
with others.

To define the project of thisinquiry,allwehave = THE INQUIRY CONNECTS
to do now is link the results we have just obtained =~ UNDERSTANDINGS OF THE
to those of the previous chapter. Every COURSE OF  NETWORK TYPE [NET] WITH
ACTION, let us say, every situation, can be grasped, = UNDERSTANDINGS OF THE
as we have seen, as a network (noted [NET]), as  PREPOSITIONALTYPE [PRE]®
soon as we have recorded the list of unexpected
beings that have had to be enrolled, mobilized, shifted, translated in
order to ensure its subsistence. The term “network” reminds us that no
displacement is possible without the establishment of a whole costly
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and fragile set of connections that has value only provided that it is regu-
larly maintained and that will never be stronger than its weakest link.
This is why it still appears indispensable, if we are to keep from getting

lost, to raise the following question at the outset: “In what network do

we find ourselves?” The great advantage of this mode of understanding

is that it allows the analyst as much freedom as that of the actors in the

weaving of their worlds; it frees the field entirely from its organization

into domains. Especially when we learn to liberate ourselves from some

of the supposedly uncrossable borders—which the Moderns constantly

cross, however—between nature and culture, for example, or power and

reason, the human and the nonhuman, the abstract and the concrete.

But as we have just seen, the same situations can be grasped in
an entirely different way, one that we can readily identify as soon as
we begin to compare the different ways of making a series of associa-
tions, using prepositions that provide the key in which what follows is
to be interpreted. This second mode will be noted [Pre] (for preposi-
tion). The interest of this second understanding is that it allows us to
compare the types of discontinuities and consequently the trajectories
that these discontinuities trace, one pair at a time. In this new type of
understanding, comparisons are made by characterizing as precisely
as possible the discontinuities and hiatuses through which the conti-
nuities are obtained. We have already checked off three of these: legal
means, scientific proof, and religious predication (all obviously provi-
sional terms). To these we must now add [NeT].

We shall thus say of any situation that it can be grasped first of all
in the [NeT] mode—we shall unfold its network of associations as far as
necessary—and then in the [PRE] mode—we shall try to qualify the type
of connections that allow its extension. The first makes it possible to
capture the multiplicity of associations, the second the plurality of the
modes identified during the course of the Moderns’ complicated history.
Inordertoexist,abeing mustnotonly pass by way of another [NeT] butalso
in another manner [PRe], by exploring other ways, as it were, of ALTERING
itself. By proceeding in this way, I hope to remedy the principal weak-
ness of every theory that takes the form of an association network (it is
aweakness of all monisms in general, moreover): the ethnographer will
be able to retain the freedom of maneuver proper to network analysis,
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while respecting the various values to which her informants seem to
cling so strongly.

With the [NeT-Pre] link, we meet the first ~ @BYDEFINING CROSSINGS
instance of what I call a crossING, the meticulous  THATFORM A PIVOT TABLE.
recording of which makes up the raw material of the
Pivot Table (by convention, the order of the modes will always be that of
the table on pp. 488-489). It is in fact by situating ourselves at these cross-
ings that we can grasp the irreducible character of their viewpoints: this
is where we shall be able to see why the conclusion of a trial bears no
resemblance to that of a scientific proof and why one cannot judge the
quality of a predication either through law or through science. A crossing
makes it possible to compare two modes, two branchings, two types of
felicity conditions, by revealing, through a series of trials, the coNTRASTS
that allow us to define what is specific about them, as well as the often
tortuous history of theirrelations. We mustexpect to treat each crossing,
each contrast, as a separate subject that will require its own elaboration
in each case. It is becoming clear why the inquiry is going to take time
and will expand quickly!

The [NET - PRE] crossing is rather special, sinceit A SOMEWHAT PECULIAR
is the one that authorizes the entire inquiry. Fromthe = [NET - PRE] CROSSING, ®
standpoint of descriptions of the [NET] type, all the
networks resemble one another (this is even what allows our investigator
to go around freely, having extricated herself from the notion of bomaiIN),
butin this case the PREPOSITIONS remain totally invisible exceptin the form
of mild remorse (the investigator hasa general feeling that her descriptions
failtocapturesomething thatseemsessentialin the eyes ofherinformants).
Conversely, in an exploration of the [PRE] type, networks [NET] are now
only one type of trajectory among others, while the modes have become
incompatible, even though their felicity conditions can be compared for
each pair, but only from the standpoint of [PRE].

Readers of a sociological bent will not have =~ @ WHICH RAISES APROBLEM
failed to notice that the [NET - PRE] crossing raisesa ~ OF COMPATIBILITY WITH THE
problem of “software compatibility,”asthe computer =~ ACTOR-NETWORK THEORY.
scientists would say, between the ACTOR-NETWORK
THEORY [ANT] and what we have just learned to call [pre]. Clearly, in
order to be able to continue her investigation, the anthropologist of the
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Moderns must now get over her exclusive penchant foranargument that
had nevertheless freed her from the notion of distinct domains.

This theory played a critical role in dissolving overly narrow
notions of institution, in making it possible to follow the liaisons
between humans and nonhumans, and especially in transforming the
notion of “the social” and socieTy into a general principle of free associa-
tion, rather than being an ingredient distinct from the others. Thanks to
this theory, society is nolonger made of a particular material, the social—
as opposed, for example, to the organic, the material, the economic, or
the psychological; rather, it consists in a movement of connections that
are ever more extensive and surprising in each case.

And yet, we understand this now, this method has retained some
of the limitations of critical thought: the vocabulary it offers is liberating,
but too limited to distinguish the values to which the informants cling so
doggedly. It is thus not entirely without justification that this theory is
accused of being Machiavellian: everything can be associated with every-
thing, without any way to know how to define what may succeed and what
may fail. A tool in the waragainst the distinction between force and reason,
itrisked succumbing in turn to the unification of allassociations under the
sole reign of the number of links established by those who have, as it were,

“succeeded.” In this new inquiry, the principle of free association no longer

offers the same metalanguage for all situations; it has to become just one

of the forms through which we can grasp any course of action whatsoever.
The freest, to be sure, but not the most precise.

RECAPITULATION I can now recapitulate the object of this

OF THE CONDITIONS  research. By linking the two modes [NeT] and [PRE],
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FORTHEINQUIRY.  the inquiry claims to be teaching the art of speaking
well to one’s interlocutors about what they are
doing—what they are going through, what they are—and what they care
about. The expression “speak well,” which hints at an ancient eloquence,
sums up several complementary requirements. The speaker who speaks
well has tobe able
- To DESCRIBE networks in the [NET] mode, at the risk of shocking
practitioners who are not at all accustomed, in modernism, to speaking
of themselves in this way;
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- To VERIFY with these same practitioners that everything one is
saying about them is indeed exactly what they know about themselves,
butonly in practice;

-To EXPLORE the reasons for the gap between what the description
reveals and the account provided by the actors, using the concepts of
network and preposition;

-Finally, and thisis the riskiestrequirement, To PROPOSE a different
formulation of the link between practice and theory that would make it
possible to close the gap between them and to redesign institutions that
could harborall the values to which the Moderns hold, without crushing
any one of them to the benefit of another.

The projectisimmense, butatleastitis clearly defined, all the more
soin thateach of its elements is the object of a specific test:

- THE FIRST is factual and empirical: have we been faithful to the
field by supplying proofs of our claims?

- THE SECOND requires an already more complicated negotiation,
something called the restitution at the end of investigations: have we
succeeded in making ourselves understood by those whom we may have
shocked, without giving up our formulations?

- THE THIRD is both historical and speculative: have we accounted
for the historical fluctuations between value and network?

- THE FOURTH presupposes the talents of an architect, an urbanist,
a designer, as well as those of a diplomat: in the plan proposed for a
habitat, are the future inhabitants more comfortable than they were
before?

The reader may object thatI have already failed =~ WHAT IS RATIONAL IS WHAT
to measure up to this admirable program by failing =~ FOLLOWS THE THREADS OF
to take up the adjective “rational” on my own behalf.  THE VARIOUS REASONS.
Andyetitwould be so convenient to be able to reuse
the venerable term ReasoN. Afterall, if we don’t want to fool ourselves, it
is because we too want to find the reason for things, to be right, to resist
settling down complacently in error, to live as rational beings, and so
on. There may be other vocations under the sun, other cultures, even
other civilizations, but the form of life into which we were born, the one
that the Moderns would really like to inherit, the one about which they
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passionately wish not to be mistaken, mustindeed have something to do,
in spite of everything, with a history of Reason with a capital R.

The problem is that we have been presented with a form of reason
that is not reasonable enough and above all not demanding enough,
since it has always been divorced from the networks we have just iden-
tified, and since it has only interrogated truth and error in a single key.
Now, if the term “rational” can be given a precise meaning, if it can desig-
nate the veridiction within a network that is proper to that network, for
example to law, or knowledge, or religion, it no longer has any meaning
once it has been deprived of its conditions of exercise. Reason without
its networks is like an electric wire without its cable, gas without a pipe-
line, a telephone conversation without a connection to a telephone
company, a hiker without a trail system, a plaintiff without legal means.
Ifitis true that “the hearthasitsreasons that Reason does not know,” we
have to acknowledge that each mode has its networks that Reason does
not know.

But, someone will say, this is exactly where you've taken the
wrong path: there are not several ways to distinguish truth from falsity;

“Reason” can’t be declined in the plural but only in the singular; or else
words don’t mean anything any longer and you are asking us to sink
along with you into the irrational. Now, it is in this assimilation of the
rational with the singularity of a particular type of trajectory that the
most dangerous and least noticed source of mistakes, mistakes squared,
seems to lie. If it is true that the notion of category allows us to multiply
the ways of speaking well ofagiven thing, we may be astonished that this
is always to reply to the single question of equipped and rectified knowl-
edge. Itis precisely because we want to take up the adventures of reason
anew that we have to make the notion of category mistakes capable of
following a plurality of reasons.

This is why I would like us to be granted the right, in what follows,
to use the adjective RATIONAL to designate from now on the step-by-step,
thread-by-thread tracing of the various networks, to which we shall add
the various trajectories of veridiction or malediction, each defined by a
separate preposition. To understand rationally any situation whatsoever
is at once to unfold its network and define its preposition, the interpre-
tivekey in whichithas to be grasped ([NeT - PRE]). Afterall, isn't wanting
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to speak well about something to someone, standing in the agora, afairly
good approximation of what the Greeks called logos?

Let us note, to conclude, that here we are encountering a first
example of the “diplomatic representations” that we shall have to carry
outallalong the way: can we reassure the rationalists as to the solidity of
their values, even as we refine what they cherish in a way that makes it
unrecognizable, at first glance? Can we really convince them that their
values, thusrepresented and redefined, will turn out to be better grounded
than in the past? I do not imagine a reader impatient enough, cruel
enough to demand that I succeed in such a negotiation after only a few
pages, buthe has the right toask forareckoning at the end of the exercise,
forthisisindeed the direction in which am obliged to set out by the defi-
nition of reason I have just proposed.
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-Chapter 3-

A PERILOUS CHANGE OF
CORRESPONDENCE

To begin with what is most difficult, the
question of Science ® by applying principles
of method that entail identifying passes,
® which allow us to disamalgamate two

distinct modes of existence.

Description of an unremarkable itin-
erary:theexample ofahikeup Mont Aiguille
® will serve to define chains of reference
and immutable mobiles ® by showing that
referenceisattachedneithertothe knowing

subject norto the known object.

The notion of Subject/Object corre-
spondence conflates two passes ® since it
is clear that existents do not pass through
immutable mobiles in order to persist in

being.

Although there is no limit to the exten-
sion of chains of reference [REF] ® there
are indeed two modes of existence that

co-respondto each other.

We must therefore register new felicity
conditions ® that will authorize a different
between

distribution language and

existence.

This becomes particularly clear in the

prime example of the laboratory.

Hence the salience of a new mode of
existence, [REP], for reproduction ® and of
acrossing [REP - REF] that s hard to keep in
sight ® especiallywhenwehavetoresistthe

interference of Double Click.
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MOST DIFFICULT, THE TIONALAND THE IRRATIONAL ARE SO VIGOROUS,

QUESTION OF SCIENCE ® IF THE PROSPECT OF NEGOTIATING THE FORM OF
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institutions finally cut out for the work of reason
seems so remote, it is because of a major problem in the anthropology
of the Moderns: the enigma posed for them by the irruption of the sci-
ences, starting in the seventeenth century and continuing today. This
enigma has been made insoluble by the immense abyss that developed,
in the course of the Moderns’ history, between the theory of Science and
the practice of the sciences, an abyss further deepened with the emer-
gence of ecology, which obliges us to take into account what is called the
“known and inhabited world” in an entirely new way.

The anthropologist studying the Moderns can only be struck by the
importance her informants attribute to the themes of Reason, rational
explanation, the struggle against beliefs and against irrationality, and, at
the same time, by the lack of realism that characterizes the descriptions
the same informants provide for the advance of rationality. If we were
to believe what they say, officially, about Reason—and Science is almost
always the highest example of Reason, in their eyes—this Reason could
never have obtained the material and human means for its spread. Since,
to hear them tell it, capital S Science in theory needs only purely theoret-
icalmethods, the smallssciences would have found themselveslong since
with no funding, no laboratories, no staff, no offices: in short, reduced to
the bare minimum. Fortunately, and this accounts for the discreet charm
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of expeditions among the Moderns, their right hand is not fully aware
of what their left hand is doing. The sciences turn out to be equipped, in
the end, but until very recently no one has felt a need to provide a more
orless credible description of the process. To keep the reader with us here,
it would be useful to summarize all the work that has been done on the
institution of science, and we should follow the networks that allow us
to outline its astonishing practices. However, I have chosen to focus not
on an anthropology of scientific institutions but rather on just one of its
ingredients, one whose specific tonality warrants special emphasis, in my
view: the assurance that scientific results do not depend on the humans
who nevertheless produce these results at great cost.

Everything hinges on the question of the CORRESPONDENCE
between the world and statements about the world. Some will say that if
thereisanysubjectthatethnologyoughttoavoidlike the plague,itisthis
famous adequatio rei et intellectus, at best good enough to serve asa crutch
for an elementary philosophy exam. Unfortunately, we cannot sidestep
this question; it has to be faced at the start. Everything else depends
on it: what we can expect of the world and what we can anticipate from
language. We need it in order to define the means of expression as well
as the type of realism that this inquiry has to have at its disposal. By way
of this apparently insoluble question, nothing less is at stake than the
division between reality and truth. The opacity peculiar to the Moderns
comes from the inability we all manifest—analysts, critics, practitioners,
researchers in all disciplines—to reach agreement on the condition of
that correspondence. We shall never be able to define the other modes if
we give up on this one at the outset.

But on what? What to callit? This is precisely the problem: in what
way is what has been designated up to now by the adjective “scientific”
a particular mode of veridiction? Indeed, whenever we talk about corre-
spondence between the world and statements about the world, we don’t
know exactly what we're talking about, whether we're dealing with the
world or with Science. As if the two, through the fuzzy notion of corre-
spondence, had actually amalgamated to the point of being indistin-
guishable. On the one hand, we are told that they are one and the same
thing; on the other, that they have nothing to do with each other and
that they relate as a thing relates to a mind. As if the world had become
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knowable—but through what transformation? As if words conveyed

reality—but through whatintermediary? This notion of correspondence

is a real muddle. When someone wants to define legal veridiction, and,
even more to the point, religious veridiction, everyone has a clear sense

that this person’s felicity conditions must be very precisely defined, and

that these conditions are specific to the mode that leaves something

legal or something religious, as it were, in its wake. But if we assert the

same thing “about” what is scientific, people will no longer know what

we’re talking about: are we supporting the critical position that assim-
ilates science to one mode of “representation” among others, following

thelegal or even (horrors!) the religious model? Or is it that we are amal-
gamating in a single definition a statement and the world whose mere

existence validates what is said about it? If we accept the first version,
all modes of veridiction, science included, turn into simple manners of
speaking without access to reality; if we accept the second version, this

mode, by what miracle we do not know, would (alone?) be capable of
fusing truth and reality. While we might be able to agree to attribute the

births of Venus or the Virgin Mary to miracles, itis a little embarrassing,
for the Moderns’ simple self-respect, to attribute the birth of Reason to

the operation of the Holy Spirit. We still have to seek to understand. We

stillhave to trust reason “forreal.”

If we must begin by facing this difficulty, it is because, were we to
leave it behind unexamined, it would poison all the diagnoses we might
want to posit about the other modes. These modes could never benefit
from their own way of linking truth and reality. In fact, as strange as it
may seem, it is this so ill-composed notion of correspondence, despite—
or perhaps because of—the obscurity it projects, that has served to judge
the quality of all the other modes! After having absorbed all of reality, it
has left to the other modes only the secondary role of “language games.”
Through a paradox whose most unanticipated consequences we shall
never stop assessing, it is the deformed offspring of a category mistake
that has ended up in the position of supreme judge over the detection of
all the other category mistakes! By undoing this amalgam at the begin-
ning of the inquiry, I hope to remove one of the chief obstacles to the
anthropology of the Moderns. There will always be time later to come
back to a description of scientific networks in the manner of science
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studies: practice will always stay in the foreground rather than disap-
pearing mysteriously along the way.

As one might imagine, it is impossible to  @BYAPPLYING PRINCIPLES
approach the question head on. Happily, we learned =~ OF METHOD THAT ENTAIL
in the previous chapters that our inquiry bore on the IDENTIFYING PASSES, ®
identification of a type of TRAJECTORY Whose seeming
continuity was actually obtained by a particular way of leaping over
discontinuities that were different in each case. We have already iden-
tified four of these passes: legal means, scientific proof, religious pred-
ication, and an all-terrain mode, networks of associations; we have also
learned that, to resolve the contradiction between continuities and
discontinuities, each pass or each mode had defined its own forms of veri-
diction thatallowed itto define the conditions for the success or failure of
such a leap; finally, we have understood that modes can be compared in
pairs when they intersect in cRossINGs, occasions revealed most often by
atestof category mistakes bearing on one of the felicity conditions.

It should be fairly easy to recognize that the proliferation of prop-
ositions about the traps and impasses of the correspondence between
the world and statements about the world reveals such crossings, at
least symptomatically. To judge by the scale of the anxieties that this
branching generates, something essential must have been knotted up
here. Inthe absence of agreement on the description of this correspond-
ence, we can at least rely on the passions aroused by the very idea that
one might wish to describe the sciences as a practice grasped according
to the mode of networks of the [NeT] type. The reader will undoubt-
edly acknowledge that science studies are rather well endowed with
passions of this type.

In this section, we are going to try to identify =~ @ WHICHALLOW US
the crossing between two types of trajectories that  TO DISAMALGAMATE
the argument of a correspondence between things = TwO DISTINCT MODES
and the mind, the famous adequatio rei et intellectus, =~ OF EXISTENCE.
reveals (as a symptom) and conceals (as a theory).

We shall try to insert a wedge between two modes that have been amalga-
mated with each other so as to respect two distinct passes and register
the effects of this category mistake on which, one thing leading to
another, all the others depend. Observing that reproduction must not be
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confused with reference, we shall give them distinct names here that will

be defined later on. Let us acknowledge that it is somewhat counterin-

tuitive to define as a crossing between two modes something that the

informants claim precisely is not a crossing, or worse, something that

they interpretas the equivalence between aknowing mind and aknown

thing. But the reader is now prepared; a similar elaboration will accom-
pany every branching.

DESCRIPTION OF AN In order to break apart the connection that we

UNREMARKABLE ITINERARY:  would risk missing if we had misunderstood the

THE EXAMPLE OF AHIKE  activity of equipped and rectified knowledge, let us

uP MONTAIGUILLE®  take a very simple case that does not depend on a
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discovery (to focus on a discovery would be exces-
sively simple, owing to the novelty of the objects thatitwould imply), but
thatrelies, on the contrary, on some ancient knowledge thatis the object
of well-anchored habits in harmony with the hiking metaphor. At the
end of the road we shall come back to the idea of correspondence, to find
that it has undergone a small but decisive modification. It will no longer
be a question of relating a mind and a thing but of bringing into corre-
spondence two entirely distinct modes of verification while respecting
the break in continuity that must always distinguish them.

Since the argument is frightfully difficult, let us begin with what
will not be a simple little stroll for our health. Let us go back to the
hiking trails, and—why not?—to the French geological survey map 3237
oT “Glandasse Col de la Croix Haute,” which I made sure to buy before
setting out on the Vercors trails. As I was having trouble finding the
starting point for the path leading to the Pas de I’Aiguille, I unfolded the
map and, by looking from the plasticized paper to the valley, located a
series of switchbacks that gave me my bearings despite the clouds, the
confusion of my senses, and the unfamiliarity of the site. I was helped
by the yellow markers that punctuated the route, and by the fact that the
tourist office was kind enough to associate those markers with the map
so carefully that one can go back and forth and find the same words, the
same distances and times, and the same turns on both the map and the
landscape—although notalways.

The map, the markers, the layout of the path are, of course, different,
but once they are aligned with one another they establish a certain
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continuity. Moreover, in cases of uncertainty, the steps of countless hikers
who had gone before or thelittle piles of fresh donkey manure would add
awelcome confirmation ofthecircuitIwastofollow.Asaresult,although
I was unquestionably enjoying the privilege of being “outdoors,” “in
freshair,” “in the bosom of nature,” “on vacation,” I was definitely inside a
network whose walls were so close together that I chose tolean on them
every ten minutes or so, verifying whether the map, the markers, and the
approximate direction taken by other hikers were indeed in correspond-
ence, forming a sort of coherent conduit that would lead me up to the
Pas de 'Aiguille. Not a superfluous verification, since the High Plateau
of the Vercors (as the topographic guide I bought as an extra precaution
hadjust warned me in rather frightening terms) is known for its fogs, its
crevasses,andits deserts,and itis not marked by any signals or signposts,
only by cairns standing here and there. If you doubt that I needed to stay
within a network (“Don’t leave the marked trails!”), you're welcome to
go get lost up there in my wake, some foggy day when you can’t see the
tips of your shoes.

However, I have to admit that I was dealing with a particular
conduit, whose walls, although materialized (otherwise I would not
have checked my path with such anxiety), are not made of a material as
continuous as, for example, the walls of a labyrinth or those of a gallery
inside a mine: the two-dimensional paper map, the wooden signposts
painted yellow, the trail marked by trampled grass and blackened leaves,
the landmarks spotted (cairns or just piled-up stones? I hesitated at
every turn), none of these elements resembles any of the others in its
matter. And yet they did maintain an overall coherence that allowed me
to “know where I was.” The discontinuity of the landmarks ended up
producing the continuity of indisputable access. For they formed the
quite particular type of pass we encountered in Chapter1, when I spoke
of the movement of proofs.

The particularity of such linkages is that they establish a connec-
tion that maximizes two apparently incompatible elements: mobility
on the one hand, immutability on the other. Map 3237 or folds up to fit
very easily in the pocket of my backpack; I can carry it the whole way
and unfold it at any point to see, for example, whether the expression

“Refuge du Chaumailloux” corresponds to the particularhut I see, unless
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it is that other one, a few steps farther on, in which case the unmarked
path would begin there on that slope and not here in this valley . .. (I
haven't yet acquired a Gps, which would end up making me so thor-
oughly surrounded that I wouldn’t even have to look at the landscape
“outside” to know where I am; it would be enough to keep my eye fixed on
the screen, like a totally blind yet perfectly oriented termite.)
Butthistransportable, mobile,foldable, tear-proof, waterproof map
establishes relations with the signposts and with the peaks and valleys,
plains and cliffs (and indeed with the remarkable signals established
for triangulation purposes by the old topographers, later with aerial
photos, today with superimposed, artificially colored satellite images
whose slight discrepancies allow us to determine the relief), relations, as
I'was saying, that maintain intacta certain number of geometrical liaisons,
appropriately called constants. If T have notleft my compassathome, I can
verify that the angle formed by the edge of the southern escarpment of
Mont Aiguille and the cross on the monument to Resistance victims is
actually the “same”—except for mistakes in the viewing angle and the
coded declinations—as the one on my 3237 OT map. So it is possible to
establish an itinerary (I am not forgetting that this has required three
centuries of geographers, explorations, typographical inventions, local
development of tourism, and assorted equipment) thanks to which one
can maximize both the total dissimilarity—nothinglooksless like Mont
Aiguille than the map of Mont Aiguille—and the total resemblance—
the angle that I am targeting with my compass is indeed the same as the
one printed on the map. I can refer to the map to locate Mont Aiguille; I
can refer to Mont Aiguille to understand what the map means; if every-
thingisin place—ifthere is no fog, if some goofball hasn’t turned around
the signposts orkicked over the cairns, if my senses donotdeceive me—I
can move along the path with complete safety, because at the same time
I can go back and forth along a continuous road paved with documents,
even though none of these has any mimetic resemblance to the one that
precedes or the one that follows. What is more, it is precisely because
the map does not resemble the signposts, which do not in any respect
resemble the prominent features, which in no way resemble the cliff of
Mont Aiguille, but because all of them refer to the previous and subse-
quent items by remaining constant across the abyss of the material
dissimilarities, that I benefit from the comfort of this network: I am not
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lost, I know where I am, I am not making a mistake. This comfort is rela-
tive, however, because no matter how secure my own displacement may
be, I still have to sweat my way up the steep slope!

Tomark the originality of these networksclearly, = @ wILL SERVE TO DEFINE
let us agree to designate their trajectory by the expres-  CHAINS OF REFERENCE AND
sion CHAINS OF REFERENCE,and letus say thatwhatchar-  IMMUTABLE MOBILES ®
acterizes these highly original chains is that they are
tiled and covered over with what I have come to call IMMUTABLE MOBILEs.

The oxymoronisintentional. The expression canindeed betakenin

two opposite ways. It can either be understood as seeking to emphasize
through high tension two and a half millennia of original inventions on
the part of countless learned disciples working to solve the key question
of reference by maximizing the twoopposing requirements of maximum
mobility and maximum immutability; or, conversely, as presupposing the
problem solved by acknowledging as self-evident that a displacement can
be achieved without any transformation, through a simple glide from
one entity throughanotheridentical toitand on toanother...Inthe first
sense, the expression “immutable mobiles” sums up the efforts of the
history and sociology of the sciences to document the development of
the technologies of visualization and iNscriPTION that are at the heart of
scientific life, from the timid origins of Greek geometry—without trigo-
nometry, no topographical maps—up to its impressive extension today
(think Gps); in the second sense, the same expression designates the final
result of a correspondence that takes place without any discernible discon-
tinuity. Quite clearly, the two meanings are both true at the same time, since
the effect of the discontinuous series of markers has as its final product
the continuous itinerary of the sighting that makes it possible to reach
remote beings without a hitch—but only when everything is in place.
This is what I said earlier about the two meanings of the word “network”:
once everything is working without a hitch, we can say about corre-
spondence what we would say about natural gas, or WiFi: “Reference on
every floor.”

The important point for now is to note thatthe =~ @ BYSHOWING THAT
itinerary of these chains of reference in whichimmu-  REFERENCE IS ATTACHED
table mobiles circulate in both directions would not ~ NEITHER TO THE KNOWING
be clarified in the least if we introduced into their = SUBJECTNOR TO THE
midst the presence of a “human mind.” We gain ~ KNOWN OBJECT.
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access to the emotion elicited by the High Plateau of the Vercors only if
we do notstrayan inch from the composite network formed by the roads,
paths, maps, tourist offices, hotel chains, hiking boots, backpacks, and
the walkers  habitsintroduced by Jean-Jacques Rousseau, along with the
clichés developed during the nineteenth century expressing admiration
for the heights. Without mediation, no access. But this itinerary would
notbe clarified, either—symmetry hasitsimportance—ifwe introduced
the notion of a “thing known.” Borges has clearly warned us against the
dream ofamapatfullscale,sinceany knowledge that “covered” the world
would be as profoundly obscure as the world itself. The gain in knowl-
edge allowed by immutable mobiles stems precisely from the fact that
the map in no way resembles the territory, even as it maintains through
a continuous chain of transformations—a continuity constantly inter-
rupted by the differences between the embedded materials—a very
small number of constants. It is through loss of resemblance that the
formidable effectiveness of chains of reference is won.

In other words, the network manages to spread precisely because it
does not establish any type of relation between the res and the intellectus,
butit never stops erecting bridges between one inscription and the next.
This accounts for all the weirdness of this business of knowing, and it
is why James, with his customary humor, introduced his “deambulatory
theory of truth”: instead of a “mortal leap” between words and things, he
said we always find ourselves in practice facing a form of crawling that s
at once very ordinary and very special, proceeding from one document
to another until a solid, secure grasp has been achieved, without ever
passing through the two obligatory stages of Object and Subject.

If this point has been well understood, it will be obvious that
chainsofreference trace in the territorya particular type of network that
maintains constants provided that it breaks at every step with the temp-
tation of resemblance, to obtain atlasta displacement that seems (here’s
the crux of the matter) to proceed from same to same despite the abyss
of differences. If we do not observe closely how the documents line up
one after the other in both directions, we have the impression that these
immutable mobiles are almost miraculous! Itis certainly true thatat the
outset we have before our eyes, as soon as I unfold my map and relate it to
thelandscape—never “directly,” of course, but through the intermediary
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of signposts and all the rest—a form of transsubstantiation: the signs

inscribed on the waterproof paper are gradually charged—as I keep on

going back and forth—with certain properties of Mont Aiguille and

allow me to come closer to it. Not all its properties (I shall come back to

this): not its weight, not its odor, not its color, not its geological composi-
tion, not its full-scale dimensions; and this is a good thing, for otherwise

I should be crushed under its weight, asin Borges’s fable. Conversely, the

map manages to extract from Mont Aiguille a certain number of remark-
able features, an extraction facilitated moreover by the magnificent
sheer drop of its cliffs, making it eminently “recognizable,” as if it were

alreadya sort of seamark cut outin advance to be included in a guide.

Itis clear, then, that to capture the originality of a chain of reference
we can never limit ourselves to two extreme points, the map and Mont
Aiguille, the sign and the thing, which are only provisional stopping
points: we would immediately lose all the benefits of the “network setup.”
No, it is the whole series of points along the way that make it possible to
verify the quality of our knowledge, and this is why I call it a chain or a
linkage. To get a good sense of its expansion, we need rather to imagine
a strange means of transportation whose continuous back-and-forth
movementalongafragile cable—all the more continuousin thatitwill be
discontinuous, leaping from one medium toanother!—gradually charges
the map with a minuscule portion of the territory and extracts from the
territory a full charge of signs. (We find this warning written on the map,
moreover: “If the route indicated on the map differs from the signage on
the ground, itis advisable to follow the latter”! And, further on: “Users of
this map are urged to let the IGN [National Geography Institute] know of
any mistakes or omissions they have observed.”) No question: to refer, as
etymology tells us, is thus always to report, to bring back.

Even if there are no miracles here, it is nonetheless fitting to
admire an operation that sums up, brings together, draws aside, and
compresses hundreds of person-years and some of the most innovative,
audacious, stubborn, and also costly human endeavors. To be convinced
of this, just think of the price that had to be paid in terms of bureau-
cracy, atomic clocks, satellite launches, and standardizations in order
to obtain, through cross-checking, the little “click-click-click” of a Gps
seeking its “cover” of three satellites. (My venerable topographical map
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adds proudly on its cover, moreover, that it is “Gps compatible,” a new
indication offering ample evidence that, through immense effort and at
great cost, we have succeeded in adding a new layer of normalization to
increase still further the “safety” of hiking trails.) Historians of science
have spent a lot of time following the invention, installation, extension,
maintenance, and dissemination of these sorts of “cables,” which make
the comings and goings, the reports, and the work of reference possible.
Even the splendid view that one embraces from the Vercors plateau fasci-
nates me less, in the end, than the humble effectiveness of map 3237 oT.
We have to be careful, however, not to transform this straight-
forward progression, this fascinating stroll—empirically attribut-
able and describable from one end to the other—into an unfathomable
mystery that would threaten to deprive reason of the only chance it has
to be reasonable. There is in fact nothing difficult, in principle, about
doing justice to the itineraries of reference, as long as one agrees to take
reason not, as it were, stark naked, but on the contrary clothed, that is,
instrumented and equipped. After the previous chapter, we now know
that we can consider reason with or without its networks; apart from
networks, as we have understood, it remains unattributable: it has no
more meaning than map 3237 ortucked away in the depths of alibrary, or
a painted wooden signpost in the storeroom of the Isére Department’s
touristoffice, beforeithasbeen planted in the ground. Butof course once
it has been reincorporated, reinserted, reaccompanied, rearticulated
into the networks that give it its direction, reason in the sense of refer-
ence immediately points both to a series of discontinuities, hiatuses,
steps, leaps, each of which separates one stage from the next, and to the
result ofa continuity thatallowsaccess.
The lines traced by these chains will now allow us to unsettle the
ordinary notion of correspondence. In fact, what are usually called the
“knowing mind” and the “known object” are not the two extremes to
which the chain would be attached; rather, they are both products arising
from the lengthening and strengthening of the chain. A knowing mind
and a known thing are not at all what would be linked through a myste-
riousviaductbytheactivity ofknowledge; theyare the progressive result
ofthe extension of chains of reference. Infact,if weare soreadilyinclined
to speak of “correspondence” between the two, it is because they both
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indeed arise from the same operation as the two sides of the same coin. Itis

as though one could “collect” the scientific mind and the thing known at

every point throughout networks of equipped knowledge—somewhat—
but the metaphor is too prosaic—as one would do with the rubber that

seeps from a rubber tree. Paradoxically, either one concentrates on the

extremes (aknown thing and aknowing subject) and sees nothing of the

chain, which can no longer be extended; or else one concentrates on the

chain: the known thing and the knowing subject both disappear, but the

chain itself can be extended. There is nothing astonishing about this, as

every mountain guide knows: the person who equips amajor hiking trail,
who carvesa pathintoa cliff, produces by the same actionboth amountain

thatis atlast accessible and also a hiker or climber capable of attacking it.
Chains of referenceare notrope bridges strung between the mind on one

sideandreality on the other, but snakes—don’t we associate snakes with

knowledge?!—whose heads and tails grow further and further apart as

their bodies grow longerand stouter.

Careful, here: we've unmistakably come to a THE NOTION OF SUBJECT/
branching point that we mustn’t miss, a bifurcation =~ OBJECT CORRESPONDENCE
on the path of our inquiry where we’ll do well to set ~ CONFLATES TWO PASSES ®
down our packs and spread out the map. Isit possible
to speak of the world to which reference gives access other than as that
res that would serve as a counterpart to intellectus? What happens to it
thatis peculiar toit? How can we describe that through which a territory
passes, when it does not pass through the map? Here is where we need to
slow down, because we risk failing to do justice to the “world” if we treat
itasa “known thing”—just as we would fail to do justice to scientists in
treating them as “knowing minds.” Is there a mode of description that
will allow us to consider existents and the map at one and the same time?
The mapinthe world, orrather on the world, no, letus sayasanadd-on,an
incision, a precision, a fold of worlds? In other words, can we bring to the
surface at once the world and the map of the world, without amalgam-
ating them too hastily through the notion of correspondence? If the prin-
ciple of our inquiry is valid, we know that this question must be raised
in the following form: is it possible to identify a HIATUS, a step, a leap, a
pass that will allow us to define existents also as a particular manner of
establishing continuity through discontinuities? If we were capable of
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differentiating them, we would then have two distinct modes that would

thenindeed enterinto correspondence with each other—common sense was

right—but only after having clearly distinguished and without confusing this

crossing with the equivalence between a known thing and a knowing
mind—good sense was wrong.

EITIS CLEAR THAT At first glance, we can hardly make out the

EXISTENTS DONOTPASS  branching point, so thoroughly has it been obscured

THROUGH IMMUTABLE by the notion of correspondence between minds

MOBILES INORDERTO  and things. And yet the crossing becomes easier
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PERSISTINBEING.  and easier to detect as we equip and clothe and

materialize the reference-producing networks and
their own trajectories, which seem perfectly orthogonal to the famous
Subject/Object relation. If I stress this point, it is to recall why this
anthropology of the Moderns had to begin with the ethnography of
laboratories and had to depend, more generally, on the development of
science studies.

In fact, the more we foreground the “wandering” of reference,
the more unlikely it seems that we are dealing here with the very mode
through which the old “known thing” had to pass in order to maintain
itself in existence. For, after all, I don’t yet know where Mont Aiguille
is headed, ultimately, but if it is to maintain itself in existence, if it is to
remain the same yesterday, today, and tomorrow, one thing is certain: it
does not leap from one immutable mobile to another in order to discern,
through the discontinuity of materials, the maintenance of a geometric
constant compatible with the inscription on a map. It does maintain itself,
since it exists and endures and imposes itself on my steps as it does on
the instruments of geomorphologists, butin any case, and this is hard to
doubt, whatis maintained initand through itdoes nothave the same prop-
erties of inscription, documentation, or information as the properties
that come and go along chains of reference. One can call this “essence,”
“permanence,” “subsistence” (we shall soon give it a precise name), but

it is certain that it is not in the same sense and within the same type
of network as the constants that make it possible to produce rectified
knowledge—by simultaneously creating, as derived products, an objec-
tive mind and a thing objectively known. As a result, if we do not want
to make such a sweeping category mistake, we must no longer confuse
the displacement of immutable mobiles along the cascades of reference
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with the displacement of Mont Aiguille along its path of existence. We
are dealing here with two clearly distinct trajectories.

The confusion was possible only owing to a description of knowl-
edge so nonmaterial that it could be detached without difficulty from
its networks and attach itself mysteriously to what it knew, to the point
of merging with it (we shall see how later on); whence this impression
of resemblance between the two, this mystery of equivalence; and also
this uneasiness before such a conjuring trick, as if there were some-
thing deceitful in such an amalgamation—something that skeptics have
sensed without being able to pinpoint the cause of their dissatisfaction.
Once again, one can revisit the Moderns’ single-minded obsession with
the enigma of correspondence only by materializing the work of knowl-
edge; as soon this work is idealized, the problem seems to go away, since
the crossingbetween the twomodeshassimplydisappeared. Thisiswhat
explains the lasting incomprehension that has marked science studies.
We must not attribute any ill intentions to their adversaries, here: for
them, the problem simply does not exist, since knowledge costs nothing.

But as soon as we begin to make chains of reference visible and
perceptible, their extraordinary originality also becomes apparent,
and, as a result, so does the implausibility of requiring that existents
themselves pass through such trajectories. As soon as the description
is made more realistic, more material, the least sophisticated observers
sense that it is as implausible to make the objects of the world transit
through these chains as it is to make an elephant jump through the
hoop of a lion tamer—or to make a camel pass through the eye of a
needle. It is only when we have brought chains of reference into view
that the metaphysical question can take on its full relief: what happens
to existents themselves? How do they pass? And this new question—
hereistheessential point—is notatallaninsult,an offense toequipped,
instrumented, and rectified knowledge, but only a specification as to
how it can be localized.

As the entire inquiry depends on avoiding  ALTHOUGH THERE
this primary mistake, it is important to understand  1SNOLIMITTO THE
clearly that knowledge is not limited in its exten-  EXTENSION OF CHAINS OF
sion—and all thelesslimited by the subjective frame-  REFERENCE [REF]®
works of the human mind! For years historians and

83



© §1-cH3

84

sociologists of science have been studying the extension of networks
of reference, and they have always found them capable of extending
their grip—provided, of course, that these scholars pay the price, allow
enough time, inventadapted equipment, assemble an appropriate group
of specialists—without failing to procure financing for all these imped-
imenta. As for the limits of the mind, one never finds them, since, if you
confine a scholar to a “limited point of view,” to a given “standpoint,” he
willimmediately find you a dozen arrangements capable of displacing the
viewpoint through the invention of an instrument, a mission, a research
project, a collection, a well-designed experimental test. Displacing the
viewpoint is something at which chains of reference excel: the theory of
relativity allows a cosmologist to circulate among the galaxies without
leaving her little office in the Paris Observatory, as surely as I know
where I am in the Vercors thanks to the topographic map. In this sense,
scientific knowledge is indeed limitless.

And yet there is a limitation that follows this knowledge wherever
it extends, albeit one that is in a sense internal to its expansion. Once
again, the trace of its trajectories providesa much betteridentification of
this internal frontier: however far they go, however well equipped they
are, however fine the mesh, however complete their “coverage,” however
competent their operators, chains of reference can never be substituted
in any way for what they know. Not at all because the known “eludes”
knowledge in principle and resides in a world “of its own,” forever inac-
cessible, but quite simply because existents themselves are also going some-
where, but elsewhere, at a different pace, with a different rhythm and an
entirely different demeanor. Things are not “THINGS IN THEMSELVES,” they
belong “to themselves”—a different matter altogether. Still, none of
this deprives knowledge of access. On the contrary, it accedes marve-
lously well to whatever network, whatever reason, it has to grasp. There
is thus, properly speaking, no beyond of knowledge: either knowledge is
truly beyond us—along a trajectory different from that of chains of refer-
ence—and then we are not dealing with equipped and rectified knowl-
edge—or else there is access—by a new method, a new instrument, a
new calculus—and we remain in fact within the limits of knowledge, not
atall beyond. Those who seek to humiliate the sciences with “higher” or
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“more intimate” knowledge behave like people who want to reach some-
thing without establishing access.

The ethnologist finds something almost comic in the endless
complaint invented by criTIQUE: “Since we accede to known things by
way of a path, this means that these things are inaccessible and unknow-
able in themselves.” She would like to answer back: “But what are you
complaining about, since you have access to them?” “Yes,” they keep on
whining, “but that means that we don’t grasp them ‘in themselves’; we

29«

don’t see them as they would be ‘without us.” “Well, but since you want
to approach them, if you want them to be as they are ‘without you, then
why not simply stop trying to reach them?” More whining; “Because
then we’d have no hope of knowing them.” An exasperated sigh from
the ethnologist: “It’s almost as though you were congratulating your-
selves that there is a path to Mont Aiguille, but then complaining that it
has allowed you to climb up there ...” Critique behaves like blasé tour-
istswhowouldlike to reach the mostvirgin territories without difficulty,
butonlyif they dont come across any other tourists.

On reflection, our ethnologist understands that this inconsistency
on the part of Critique is symptomatic of an entirely different phenom-
enon: the notion of “known thing” does not in fact exhaust what can be
said about the world. Not at all because scientists are “limited” in their
knowledge of things that would remain unknowable, since they accede
to them quite well and know them admirably, but because the expres-
sion “objective knowledge” (provided that it is materialized) desig-
nates a progression, an access route, a movement that will cross paths
with other types of movements to which it cannot be reduced and that
it cannot reduce, either. This impression that there is always something
more than what is known in the thing known does not refer at all to the
unknowable (the complaint of Critique is in no way justified) but to the
presence of other modes whose equal dignity erisTEMoLOGY, despite all its
efforts, has never allowed to be recognized. Knowledge can grasp every-
thing, go everywhere, but in its own mode. It is not a bomaIN, whose
expansion has to be limited or authorized. It is a network that traces its
own particular trajectory, alongside other, differently qualified trajecto-
ries, which it never ceases to crisscross.
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@ THERE ARE INDEED TWO And now, finally, we can talk about correspond-

. . « ” .
MODES OF EXISTENCE  ence again, but this “co-response” is no longer the

THAT CO-RESPOND one between the “human mind” and the “world.”

TOEACHOTHER.  No, we now have a tense, difficult, rhythmic corre-
spondence, full of surprises and suspense, between
the risk taken by existents in order to repeat themselves throughout the
series of their transformations on the one hand and the risk taken by the
constants in order to maintain themselves throughout another no less
dizzying series of transformations on the other. Do the two series some-
times respond to each other? Yes. Do they always do so? No. If it is true
thatittakes two to tango, itis equally true thatitis meaningless to speak
of co-responding unless there are two movements in the first place, each
of which will respond to the other—often multiplying their missteps.
What the canonicalidea of objective knowledge never takesintoaccount
are the countless failures of this choreography.

WE MUST THEREFORE But what about the felicity conditions that
REGISTER NEW FELICITY would allow us, as I said, to define a mode? Can we
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CONDITIONs ®  refer without being ridiculous to the “veridiction
proper to Mont Aiguille”? Of course we can, since
it is a question of recognizing steps and passes. Maintaining oneself
in existence, being rather than not being, is without question one of
the components—and perhaps the most important one—of what we
usually call “true” or “false.” Consequently, instead of having on the
one hand a language that would say what is true and what is false—but
without being able to follow the reference networks—and on the other
hand “things” enunciated that would be content to verify the utterances
by their simple presence or absence, it is more fruitful to give up both
notions, “word” and “thing,” completely, and to speak from now on only
of modes of existence, all real and all capable of truth and falsity—but
eachaccording to a different type of veridiction.

Here is where we are going to begin to understand why our inquiry
bears on modes of existence. At first glance, the idea of attributing the
term “existence” to the two trajectories that cross paths can be surprising,
because the tradition passed along to us asserts, rather, that there are

“existents” on one side—Mont Aiguille, for example—and knowledge on
the other, knowledge that states, when it is well conducted, the truth or
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falsity of these existents. Now it is precisely this division of tasks whose
relevance we shall have to challenge. The distributionisawkward on both
sides: it gives at once too much and too little to equipped knowledge; too
muchand toolittle to the known. Too much to the first: knowledge moves
around everywhere without our knowing hows; too little, because knowl-
edge no longer has the means to establish its access routes. Too little
to the second, which no longer has anything to do but be stupidly there,
waiting to be known; too much, since the known alone validates what is
said of it without knowledge being involved at all. To avoid such category
mistakes, we shall have to propose another sort of transaction, perhaps
the most difficult of the diplomatic representations to come: we need to
harmonize the notion of mode of existence with the work of reference,
and, conversely, recognize in existents the capacity to be true or false, or
atleast,aswe shall see, to be ARTICULATED in their own way.

I could be completely mistaken, but it seems to me that the
example of the Pas de 'Aiguille is going to allow us to cross a col that
overlooks the entire Plateau. In fact, I have attempted to invert the inver-
sion and toredescribe the landscape, including in it from here on atleast
two types of distinct displacements: the one through which the moun-
tain goes its own way and the one, just as venerable, just as interesting,
of equal dignity, but quite different, through which we know the moun-
tain. The world is articulated. Knowledge as well. The two respond to
each other sometimes—but not always. Is there something here that
should frighten common sense? Is it really asking the impossible, doing
violence to ordinary intuitions? I am asking no more than that we stop
confusing the territory with the map, the equipment of a road with the
cliff thatit makes accessible.

And yet our task has been complicated by the example of a moun-
tain. The distinction would have appeared simpler with a living being,
for example, a cat. When an analytic philosopher asserts that one must
establish a “correspondence” between the statement “the cat is on the
mat” and the presence of said cat on said mat in order to be able to vali-
date the statement’s truth value, he is surely right (although one can
hardly do a good job describing the peregrinations of a chain of refer-
ence with only two terms). But the philosopher forgets to speak of the
other correspondence, an equally important one for the cat itself: the one that
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allows it to exist in time t +1 after having existed in time t. Now there is
a truth value to which the cat holds—in every sense of the word “hold™!
There is a hiatus that the cat has to cross, and that every living being
has to pass through with fear and trembling. In addition to this quite
particular leap on the part of an utterance verified by a state of things,
there is thus always that other pass, also dizzying, also worthy of atten-
tion, made by the state of things that remains similar to itself through
the test of subsistence.

@ THAT WILL AUTHORIZE A Why is the analytical philosopher interested

DIFFERENT DISTRIBUTION only in the abyss that he has to cross in order to “give

BETWEEN LANGUAGE  up” his quest for answers, and not in the abyss that
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AND EXISTENCE.  his cat has to cross to remain on its mat? (To be a

little more thorough, here, we would also have to be

interested in the harder-to-dramatize pass that allows the mat to keep

on existing!) Yes, there is indeed correspondence, but this fine word has to

designate the relation maintained between the two risky passages, not
just the first.

At this stage, I am not asking the reader to be convinced but simply
to accept the project of an inquiry into the modes of existence, an inquiry
thatwill proceed step-by-stepand instep with othercrossings,aswith the
enigma of knowledge that was obliging us to separate, mistakenly, “truth
conditions” on the one hand and “existence” on the other. If the reader
finds it frankly bizarre to trace in the imagination the narrow pathway
along which reference circulates, and still more bizarre to speak of the

“network” in which a mountain makes its way in order to maintain itself
in existence, it is because he has not correctly measured the profound
obscurity in which we find ourselves plunged whenever we maintain
the fiction of a pair of china dogs glaring at each other: a language that
would speak of things. By accompanying objective knowledge in the
chains of reference, by granting it the ontological dignity of being a mode
of existence, but while refusing to allow it to substitute itself, through an
overly tempting interpolation, forwhatitsucceedsin knowing,itmustbe
possible to sketch outa differentlandscape. In any case, we want to place
ourselves in a position that will allow us to celebrate Mont Aiguille and
the map of Mont Aiguille simultaneously, withouthaving to forget either
one,and without having to reduce one to the other.
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If we have to grant such importance to labora- @ THISBECOMES

tory studies, it is because they let us see even more PARTICULARLY CLEAR

clearly how rare and complicated it is to establisha  IN THE PRIME EXAMPLE

correspondence between the two modes, something ~ OF THE LABORATORY.

thattheideaofanadequatioreietintellectus completely

concealed. In fact, the demonstration would have been simplerifinstead
of taking an example from cartography—a science so ancient, so estab-
lished, so instituted that it is almost impossible to bring out the way its
network was set up—we had chosen, as is customary in the history of
science, a discovery in the process of being made.

Let us take the example of alaboratory studying yeasts. It is impos-
sible to limit oneself to two segments along the chain, as with the cat
and its proverbial mat. Beer yeasts were in no way prepared to become
the experimental material through which the “yeastists” in Bordeaux
made them capable of making themselves known. These yeasts had been
making grapes fermentaslongas there have been grapes, and producing
grape mustaslong as there have been farmers, but they had never before
caused brains to ferment, or contributed to the writing of blog posts
and articles. They had never before undergone the astonishing trans-
formation that consists in being altered to the point where their profile
now stands out vividly against the white bottom of petri jars. They had
never been fixed, along the path of their existence, through the effect of
controlled and calibrated freezing thanks to a vast refrigerator whose
opening and closing organized the life of the entire laboratory. Now,
after a few years, despite all the problems that the artificiality of their
new conditions threatened to cause, they are becoming quite adept at
producing documents, at training their yeastists to recognize them, at
providing INFORMATION about themselves, and each one finds itself—is
there any other way to put it?—“embarked” on the back-and-forth move-
ments of which we spoke earlier, since in many of their stages they have
maintained their two faces, “tails"—the document—and “heads”—the
experimental material; this double aspect allows them to participate in
the journey of reference, at a pace increasing by the day. Each yeast has,
in part, become one of the numerous stages in the race to instrumented
knowledge (only in part, because they also continue to follow their own
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paths). How can we doubt that here is a decisive branching in the path of
their existence? An event for them as well as for the yeastists?

Here in a laboratory’s grasp of things that it has chosen to engage
in the destiny of objectivity we have an example of what it means for
two modes of existence to interact to some extent, to correspond to
one another gradually; and this reality is specific, sui generis. Let us not
be too quick to say that this grasp necessarily mobilizes either things
or words or some application of words to things. We would lose all we
have gained in our exploration, and we would forget that it is one of the
effects of reference to engender both a type of known object and a type
of knowing subject at each of its extremities; object and subject are then
no longer the causes but only the consequences of the extension of such
chains and, in a way, their products. The more these chains lengthen,
thicken, and become more instrumented, the more “there is” objectivity
and the more “there is” objective knowledge that circulates in the world,
available to speakers who want to plug into it or subscribe to it.

Itis easy to see from examples of this type that, as long as the event
of discovery lasts, no researcher is unaware of the potential dangers of
establishing a correspondence between the dynamics of things and the
work of reference. They all know that they are transformed by the event,
they themselves and the things on which, finally, after so many failures,
they have a grip—provided that they contain these things firmly all
along the path of experimentation, modelization, re-creation, and calcu-
lation. The danger of “missing the connection” is what keeps researchers
on edge at work. The following argument ought to be advanced with
more diplomacy than we are capable of for the moment, but the cate-
gory mistake would be to believe that the world before the invention of
knowledge was already made of “objective knowledge.” This does not
keep us from saying (on the contrary, itis whatallows us to say) that after
chains of reference have been set up and gradually charged with reality,
yes, undeniably, there is objective reality and there are scientist subjects
capable of thinking it.

Wasn'’t it the most famous scientist of them all who used to say
that “the most incomprehensible thing in the world is that the world is
comprehensible”? The second part of the aphorism is true, unquestion-
ably: the world is comprehensible. But Einstein was mistaken is saying
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thatitisincomprehensible that this should be so. There is no mystery, no
miracle: there has been a series of risky events in which at each point we
can see the emergence of a double discontinuity, in the reproduction of
the world and in the extension of reference along with the pas de deux
through which the encounter with “thought collectives”—to borrow
Ludwig Fleck’s lovely expression—adapts. It is on the basis of such
collective events that we must understand the surprise of knowledge
that marks the scientist transformed by her discovery just as much as it
marks the object grasped by the scientist.

Before we fall pell-mell into the dispute between realism and
CONSTRUCTIVISM, those who are about to do a nosedive should ask them-
selves if they are really underwriting the guarantees of knowledge by
depriving it of the possibility of being taken as a mode of existence that is
completeinitskind. Isitreally praising something to speak of it by denying
inthefirstplacethatitisamatterofareality suigeneris? Denying thatthe
only reality grasped by knowledge is exactly the same as it was before it
was known? That nothing has changed? What? All that work for nothing—
for nothing, ontologically speaking? It is not certain that it is useful for
the defense of the scientific institution to render invisible the admirable
contrast extracted in the world by the invention of objective knowledge.

But it is too early to formulate peace proposals in what inevitably
becomes a subject of dispute with those who hold knowledge to be the
supreme value (and they are right to hold to it, as we saw in the intro-
duction, even if they are surely wrong about the shape of the institution
charged with protecting it).

We have not solved the problem of knowledge? = HENCE THE SALIENCE
No, of course not; but we have begun to unblock  OF ANEW MODE OF
the intersection that the notion of equivalence had EXISTENCE, [REP], FOR
covered overwithathorny thicket. Oratleastwehave =~ REPRODUCTION ®
opened up a wedge between two modes, and thus
have toredefine the notion of correspondence, this time in positive terms.

Aswehave done up tonow, weareagain going to plantourownlittle
signposts along these major trails to mark the branching point whose
importance we have just measured. Let us thus use [ReP], for REPRODUC-
TION (stressing the “re” of re-production), as the name for the mode of exis-
tence through which any entity whatsoever crosses through the hiatus
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of its repetition, thus defining from stage to stage a particular trajectory,
with the whole obeying particularly demanding felicity conditions: to
be ornolongertobe! Next—no surprise—let us note [REF], for REFERENCE,
the establishment of chains defined by the hiatus between two forms of
different natures and whose felicity condition consists in the discovery
of a constant that is maintained across these successive abysses, tracing
a different form of trajectory that makes it possible to make remote
beings accessible by paving the trajectory with the two-way movement
of immutable mobiles.

Readers will better appreciate the full difficulty of doing the
anthropology of the Moderns if they now compare the [REP - REF]
crossing we have just identified with what virtually all official repre-
sentations of the question of knowledge have designated as the relation
betweena “knowing mind” and a “known thing.” Thereisin factnosort of
resemblance between the strange Subject/Objectamalgam and what can
be expected from the risky ties between reproduction [REP] and refer-
ence [Rer]. (When I have to pin down ambiguous terms that belong to
several modes, I shall specify them by placing their prepositions imme-
diately before or after.) And yet what vast investments have been made
inthisrelationship! How much anguish attheideathat the bridge might
end up falling down! Can a subject know an object? Yes; no; not always;
never; never completely; asymptotically, perhaps; as in a mirror; only
through the bars of the prison-house of language. Now, those who have
succeeded in identifying the movement of these two modes will have
noticed that the figure of the “subject” is completely absent (in what
respect is [ReF] a “knowing subject”?—it is a network of instruments
and formalisms that produces, at its opposite ends, knowledge and
knowers); and the objectis even more absent (in whatrespect does [REP]
resemble an “object to be known”?—it has something entirely different
todo!). Inthe finalanalysis, there are neither Subjects nor Objects, buta
knowing subject and a known object, the twin results of the extension
of proven knowledge; it is not surprising that they resemble each other
and correspond to each other, since they are the same entities counted
twice! The gap between the Moderns’ theorizations and their practices
isgreater here than with any other crossing. This gap would not pose any
problems (after all, we can survive perfectly well without explaining
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what we are doing) if it had not cast everything else into deep darkness
throughasortofcascade effect, which we shall have to trace toits source
in the next chapter.

If we are astonished that the Moderns have =~ @AND OF A CROSSING

not maintained more carefully, through very elabo-  [REP : REF] THAT IS HARD
rate institutions, a crossing that seems so essential TOKEEP INSIGHT®
to their sustainability, it is because it would take
almost nothing to make the crossing vanish, owing to its very success.
We understand now that there are paths of reference that resemble
gas pipelines or mobile phone networks: once they are in place, no one
(except someone responsible for maintaining them) is interested in
the other meaning of the word “network” (the one involving hetero-
geneous associations that were necessary for putting the functioning
networks in place). As soon as someone “subscribes” to chains of refer-
ence, gets used to them, their thickness, their materiality, their equip-
ment disappear, and all the discontinuities required in order to follow
them fade away. Once all the intermediate steps have vanished, only
the two extremities remain to be considered: the mind and the world.
Asifthere were no longer any need for transformations, passes, discon-
tinuities. And to make matters worse, thisis true only once the network
iswell established and only if it is continually maintained. Thenyes, in
such cases, the subject has something of the object, justas every floorin
the building has some gas for the cook.

It is at this very moment that a sort of Evil =~ @ESPECIALLY WHEN WE HAVE
Genius comes into play, having waited for the chains ~ TORESIST THE INTERFERENCE
of reference to be deployed and stabilized before it ~ oF DousLE CLICK.
intervened. In an allusion to the digital mouse, we
are going to call this devil DousLE CLick (and note it [pc]). Based on a
real enough experiment—reference permits access—this Evil Genius
is going to whisper in your ear that it would surely be preferable to
benefit from free, indisputable, and immediate access to pure, untrans-
formed information. Now, if by bad luck this ideal of total freedom from
costs served as the standard for judging between truth and falsity, then
everything would become untruthful, including the sciences. This is hardly
surprising, since we would be demanding the impossible: a displace-
ment without transformations of any sort—beyond mere pisPLACEMENT. If
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you make the absence of any mediation, leap, or hiatus pass the one and
only test of truth, then everyone, scientists, engineers, priests, sages,
artists, businessmen, cooks, not to mention politicians, judges, or moral-
ists, you all become manipulators and cheaters, because your hands are
dirtied by the operations you have carried out to maintain in working
order the networks that give direction to your practices. You will always
be accused of passing through heterogeneity to obtain homogeneity, of
introducing scandalous discontinuities in what ought to be smooth and
continuous. You will be caught with your hand in the till; you will have
lied aboutit.

By a dangerous inversion of the two senses of the word NETWORK,
Double Click has begun to propagate everywhere an accusation of irra-
tionality about everything that needs, if we are to be able to tell what is
true from what is false, a certain number of operations of transforma-
tion or bIsPLACEMENT—operations that are, however, as we have seen, a
matter of reason itself. Asif the accuser had in front of him the recipe for
obtaining directly, without any mediation whatsoever, a displacement
capable of going from one identical entity through another to another.
Even worse, through a perversity whose origins we shall come to under-
stand later on, this devil (for he is truly diabolical!) has begun to stig-
matize, under the expression “RELATIVISTS,” those who want reason to
pay for the means of its extension in networks. Without seeing that the
inverse position, the one that claims that displacements without trans-
formation exist, deserve no label but “absolutism.” We really don’t want
to deceive ourselves, we want to be able to say that one thing is rational
and another irrational, this thing true and that other thing false, but
we especially don’t want to deceive ourselves about deception itself to
the point of embracing absolutism! By claiming to give a unique and
inaccessible model—displacement without transformations, reason
without networks—to all forms of veridiction, this Evil Genius would
by contrast make all other distinctions between truth and falsity irra-
tional and arbitrary.

Our ethnologist must thus teach the Moderns to protect them-
selves against Double Click. It is the struggle against relativism that
threatens, if they are not careful, to efface, to obliterate one by one the
types of veridiction necessary to the exercise of their civilized life—and,
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to begin with, a paradox within the paradox, scientific activity itself,
which will have become unattributable. We must learn to find in rela-
tivism, or, better, in RELATIONISM, thatis, in the establishment of networks
of relations, the fragile help that will allow us to advance in the inquiry,
feeling our way without going too farastray. If the history of modernism
is defined, in a highly canonical fashion, as “the appearance and exten-
sion of the reign of Reason,” it is clear that the direction of this history
will not be the same depending on whether we call “Reason” the exten-
sion of double-click information or the jealous maintenance of distinct
sources of truth. In the first case, the more modernist we are the more
likely we are to dry up all the sources but one—which does not exist. In
the second case, the more we envisage becoming “resolutely modern” at
last,thelessweshall confuse the sources of veridiction. Theseare the two
alternative histories whose threads we shall have tolearn to untangle. If
there is one source of mistake that has to be brought to an end, it is the
one that claims to be putting an end to mistakes by rendering all prac-
ticesirrational and arbitrary—and first of all those of the sciences!
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-Chapter 4-

LEARNING
TO MAKE ROOM

To give the various modes enough
room ® we must first try to grasp existents
according to the mode of reproduction
[rREP] ® by making this mode one trajectory
amongothers ®inordertoavoidthestrange

notion of aninvasive material space.

If those who have occupied all the space
nevertheless lack room ® itis because they
have been unable to disamalgamate the
notion of matter ® by the proper use of the

[REP - REF] crossing.

Now, as soon as we begin to distinguish
two senses of the word “form,” ® the form
that maintains constants and the form
that reduces the hiatus of reference, ® we
begin to obtain a nonformalist description
of formalism, ® which turns out, unfortu-
nately, to be wiped out by a third sense of

the word “form.”

At this point we risk being mistaken
about the course followed by the beings of
reproduction ® in that we risk confusing

two distinct coursesintheidea of matter.

A formalist description of the outing on
Mont Aiguille ® generates a double image
through a demonstration per absurdum ®
that would lead to a division into primary

andsecondary qualities.

But once the origin of this Bifurcation
into primary and secondary qualities has
been accurately identified ® it becomes a
hypothesis too contrary to experience ®
and the magic of rationalism vanishes ®
since we can no longer confuse existents
with matter, ® a matter that would no
more do justice to the world than to “lived

experience.”
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MODES ENOUGH ROOM ® MODERNS HAVE NEVER BEEN ABLE TO
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TAKE THE EXPERIENCE OF THE VARIOUS
modesasaguide, it is for want of enough room to shelter them all, in par-
ticular the trajectories whose autonomy we have just recognized, and
among these especially the one called reproduction [Rer]. For reasons
we shall try to sort out in this chapter and to some extent in the next, the
Moderns have chosen to institute not a mode but an amalgam between
two modes [REP - REF] that everything should have encouraged them to
distinguish carefully. The most common name for this amalgam is “ma-
terial world,” or, more simply, “matter.” The idealism of this material-
ism—to use outdated terms—is the main feature of their anthropology
and the first result of this inquiry, the one that governs all the others.

For a clear understanding of what follows, the reader must be
prepared to stop considering this “matter” as a province of reality, but
rather as an extremely bizarre institution, one that has had the rather
unfortunate consequence, moreover, of creating, by contrast,a “knowing
subject” and even a “mind” capable of extracting itself from “matter” by
projecting an “external world” “outside” itself, a world whose existence
has become uncertain, furthermore. It is this strange series of inven-
tions that has made the Moderns opaque to themselves, and, what is
more serious, it has left them unable to grasp the “other cultures,” which
had been getting along perfectly well without either the “material world”
or “subjects.”
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Indeed, this is why anthropology has never been able to encounter
the others except precisely as “cuLtures.” To get back to the thread of
experience, to become capable of learning from those who have worked
out their relations with existents quite differently, and to understand,
finally, why the verb ecoLocIzE is going to serve as an alternative to the
verb MmoberNIzE, we shall have to highlight the mode of reproductionand
then make it clearthrough what operationithasbeen confused with that
of reference so as to engender “matter.”

Our ethnographeris at first glance quite power- @ WE MUST FIRST TRY
less to define the mode of reproduction, sinceamong  TO GRASPEXISTENTS
the Moderns no institution is available to help her =~ ACCORDING TO THE MODE
locateit. Every timeshe definesit,sherisksappealing =~ OF REPRODUCTION [REP] ®
to what she “knows” about it according to the mode
of reference [ReF] alone, and thus, thanks to the positive sciences, she
too hastily obliterates the correspondence whose strange pas de deuxwe
havejustreconstituted. She is then in danger of settling for the standard
versions of scientific cosmology, deploying the series of atoms, quantas,
planets, genes, cells, living organisms, that would always land her on
some Master Narrative leading from the Big Bang to human evolution,
from Lucy in the Great Rift Valley to the gangs in suburban Los Angeles.

Or, worse still, she might rely on the countless efforts, as old as the

» o«

scientific revolution itself, to grasp the world “outside,” “alongside,” or
“beyond” Science; if she were to do this, she would be settling for a more
“immediate,” more “naive,” more “sensitive,” more “sensual,” more “alive,”
perhaps more “romantic” grasp—in any case a less well equipped one;
but then she would find herself brought back to simple human subjec-
tivity and thus as far as possible from the originality proper to this mode,
which is as distant from Subjects as from Objects. As Whitehead indi-
cates so vividly, no question about such a trajectory can be clarified by
adding the presence of a human mind contemplating it.
The strangeness of reproduction would be better captured by a
sort of negative metaphysics: no, reproduction is surely not “NATURE,” a
premature unification of all existents, probably political in origin; nor
is it the cosmos—too nice a setup, aesthetic in origin; nor is it the spec-
tacle of sublime landscapes suited to elevate the soul by imitating moral
law; nor is it the world indifferent to human feelings, since the world of
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reproduction is swarming with differences, and the fact thatitin no way
targets persons is not even attributable to indifference toward them. It
is hardly probable that this world obeys laws, for there is not yet any law
and still less any obedience; it would be useless to supplement it with
mind, with anthropomorphism, humanity and souls; and, of course, the
world of reproduction is not objective, either, since oBjJecTIVITY comes to
itonly through a crossing with reference; to say that this world is “before”
everything, like a “background,” does notadvance us any further, for the
world is as much tomorrow’s as it is today’s, as remote as it is close, and it
applies toall sorts of ExisTENTs. And if, despairing before this apophantic
metaphysics, the ethnographer resigns herself to saying that there is
nothing specific about this world, that perhaps it simply doesn’t exist, all
the existents that can be grasped according to the mode of reproduction
press forward and insist stubbornly on being recognized for themselves
and in their own names. If they demand to be thought for themselves, it
is because they do not want to be mistaken for mere supporting players
oraccomplices of knowledge.
@ BY MAKING THIS Fortunately,theanthropologistofthe Moderns

MODE ONE TRAJECTORY  isnowequipped withaquestionnaire thatallows her
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AMONG OTHERS®  to determine TRAJECTORIES fairly precisely without
having to involve them in the major issue of OBjecTs
and SujecTs (from here on alwaysin capital lettersasareminder that we
are steadily distancing ourselves from them). Every instance of conti-
nuity is achieved through a discontinuity, a HIATUS; every leap across a
discontinuity represents a risk taken that may succeed or fail; there are
thus FELICITY and INFELICITY CONDITIONS proper to each mode; the result
of this passage, of this more or less successful leap, is a flow, a network,
a movement, a wake left behind that will make it possible to define a
particular form of existence, and, consequently, particular BEINGS.

When we use this questionnaire with beings of reproduction, we
understand why it would be very unsatisfactory to qualify them by
saying that they form a simple “material world” or that they are “PRELIN-
cuisTic.” On the contrary, they express themselves, they predicate them-
selves, they enunciate themselves, theyarticulate themselvesadmirably.
To be sure, they reproduce themselves almost identically, but that is no
reasontobelieve thattheydonothaveto pay for maintaining themselves
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in existence by passing through other beings, thus by a particular pass.
Indeed, this is probably what qualifies them best: they insist on existing
without any possibility of return. The risk they take in order to continue in
existence can never be taken asecond time; if they fail, they disappear for
good. No mode is more demanding in terms of the difference between
success and failure.

We can recognize them first in two forms, as LINES OF FORCE and as
LINEAGES, two distinct ways of defining the minuscule or massive hiatus
that separates their antecedents from their consequents. The difference
between these two types of alignments is well marked by Whitehead
when he points out humorously that museums of natural science keep
crystals in glass cases, but they have to keep living creatures in zoos and
feed them!

The insistence proper to lines of force—these entities called, too
disparagingly, “inert beings”—has repetition and quantity as its conse-
quences; they are numerous, no, they are countless, because they repeat
themselves and insist. The very notion of Forcke, which will be such a
useful handhold when physics and then chemistry are born, is the conse-
quence of this repeated insistence and of this proliferation. But if these
entities form lines, alignments, it is because, despite the hiatus, despite
the leap from one instant to the next (a leap impossible for human eyes
to discern), each occasion inherits something thatallows it to sketch out,
as Whitehead says (he was their mentor and, as it were, their protector!),

“historicroutes.” The notion of a “material world” would be very ill suited
to capturing their originality, their activity, and especially their diffu-
sion, for it would transform into a full, homogeneous domain what has
toremain a deployment within a network of lines of force.

But it is with lineages that the distortion would be greatest, if
someone were still stubbornly insisting on talking about a “material
world.” Here the existents in question are much less numerous than
the lines of force, much more complex and sensitive to all sorts of influ-
ences and opportunities; in order to endure, they must not only insist
by repeating themselves, they must first of all succeed in enduring, and
then in reproducing themselves—in the usual sense of the term—by
running the truly frightening risk of disappearing entirely if they fail to
pass something along—but what?—to the next generation. And all this
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with no possibility of returning to the past; no second chances. Living
beings—for these are at issue here—sketch out more regional entan-
glements, to be sure, but also more folded, more heterogeneous, more
inventive ones as well. Thanks to DArwINIsSM, we have been familiar for
a century and a half with the risk taken by the entities that thrust them-
selves into subsistence through the intermediary of reproduction. We
experience without difficulty the richness of the “almost,” since we are,
literally, its descendants. We have finally understood that there was no
Idea of a Horse to guide the proliferation of horses. Here ends, on this
point at least, the quarrel of the Universals. If each mode of existence
defines a form of ALTERATION through which one must pass to subsist,
then lineages continue to have much to teach us about the alterations
and detours necessary to their subsistence.

But the grasp of existents according to the mode of reproduction
is not limited to lines of force and lineages; it concerns everything that
maintainsitself:languages, bodies, ideas,and of course institutions. The
price to pay for the discovery of such a hiatus is notas great as it appears,
if we are willing to consider the alternative: we would have to posit a
substance lying behind or beneath them to explain their subsistence. We
would certainly notgaininintelligibility, since the enigma would simply
be pushed one step further: we would have to find out what lies beneath
that substance itself and, from one aporia to another, through an infi-
nite regression thatis well known in the history of philosophy, we would
end up in Substance alone, in short, the exact opposite of the place we
had wanted to reach. It is more economical, more rational, more logical,
simpler, more elegant—if less obvious in the early phases owing to our
(bad) habits of thought—to say that subsistence always pays for itself
in alteration, precisely for want of the possibility of being backed up by
a substance. The landscape discovered in this way seems surprising at
first glance, but it has the immense advantage of being freed from any
ultraworld—substance—without loss of continuity in being—subsis-
tence. There is nothing beneath, nothing behind or above. No TRANSCEN-
DENCE but the hiatus of reproduction. This newly acquired freedom of
movement (intheworldandinthelanguage of the world alike) will count
for a lot when we have to become authentic “materialists” and when we
redefine, in Chapter 10, what must be understood by IMMANENCE.
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Ethnography is obviously not in a position to @ IN ORDER TO AVOID THE
sketch out the institution that would shelter these =~ STRANGE NOTION OF AN
beings—we would need a whole new diplomacy, INVASIVE MATERIAL SPACE.
whose lineaments we shall discover only later. What
is important to us here is simply to situate the trajectories of reproduc-
tion outside the stifling clutch of a “material world,” or, worse, of an

“external world,” by recognizing that they have a capacity for ARTICULA-
TiIoN, and thus for expression, which makes them comparable to the other
modes we have already recognized, since they are able to respond to the
same questionnaire. Here an approach that is not so much positive as
defensive will suffice to keep us from smoothing over all the leaps with
the notion, though it is a very widespread one—we are about to find out
why—of an “external” or “objective world” subjected solely to the reign
of “laws of causality.” This is because, if we are to getacross all the modes,
including reproduction, we need room, and the institution of a “material
world” does not have enough to give us.

We know, thanks to Malinowski, that every anthropologist has his
moments of weakness (is it the heat? exhaustion? homesickness? the
mosquitoes?) when in spite of himself he gives in to exoticism: “These
peoplearereally tooweird; their customsare absolutelyatrocious; [want
togohome.” He gets overit, of course, butstill, he occasionally succumbs.
Our ethnologist, too, gives in from time to time, out of weakness, to
Occidentalism. Especially when she hears some popularizer explain
to her in tremulous tones that the quantum world “is not restricted to
the three dimensions of common sense.” What she finds really bizarre
is not the quantum world, it is that predicator’s idea of the common
world. What! Ithas only three dimensions?! She turns and looks in every
direction, but to no avail: she does not understand where the famous

“Euclidean space” might be, a space that is supposed to be equally suited
to all the world’s objects and that would stand in such striking contrast
to the breathtaking proliferation of the quantum worlds. She is no more
convinced when someone adds to the ordinary world, in a sort of conces-
sion, the “fourth dimension” of time. She cannot keep from wondering:

“How can these people believe for a second that they are living in a world
of 3+1dimensions? Theyarereally tooabsurd. Iwanttogo straighthome.
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Let’sleave the Moderns to their weirdness.” Only there’s the rub: she has
no other home to go to!

IF THOSE WHO HAVE And yet the problem remains: through what

OCCUPIEDALLTHESPACE  cascade of category mistakes have the Moderns

NEVERTHELESS LACKROOM®  managed to start thinking that they live in a four-
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dimensional world when nothing in their experi-
ence, nothing at all, validates this astonishing reduction? If we do not
succeed in understanding this dizzying gap between experience and its
representation, we shall never understand the sort of frenzy for which
they need treatment. This is moreover the only way to define the term
MODERN, which we have been using from the start rather too casu-
ally, though we shall really be able to account for its meaning only if the
inquiry succeeds.
We could give a more precise definition even now by saying that
a Modern is someone who thinks he lives in a world of 3 +1 dimensions.
Provided that we add: and who then wonders with increasing anxiety
where he is going to be able to localize the set of values to which he
holds. In other words, a Modern is someone who, believing himself to
be submerged in a world of 3 + 1 dimensions, is distressed to see that
it literally no longer has any room, anywhere, for him to deploy his
values. He considers the importance of law, morality, fiction, politics,
the economy, organizations, perhaps religion, even psyches, collec-
tive actions, seeking to anchor them somewhere, all in vain: there is no
longer any place to put them. He is groping in the dark. “The Son of Man
has no place tolay his head.”
This frenzy that has struck all observers since the adjective
“modern” came into use stems less from a utopian dream than from
the sort of wandering explained by the brutal expulsion not from an
earthly paradise but from the entire habitable Earth. Modern man has
been seeking to settle down for centuries, yet he has voluntarily chosen
displacement, exile, in a terra incognita. As if the Whites, wherever they
landed, left blank (white!) spots on the map. Because they believe they
are living in a 3 + 1 dimensional world, precisely. Were they chased away
from theirhomes? No, they expelled themselves! In thought, atleast, for,
in practice, on the contrary, they have settled in everywhere... they have
conquered the world and yet they still lack room! These internal exiles
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are still fighting for their “living space,” their “breathing room.” We have
toadmitthat, forourinquiring ethnologist, the paradoxwarrantsacloser
look, and we shall readily excuse her brief lapse into Occidentalism.

All the more so because it is precisely from here that, from the
beginning of the modern era on (in the historians’ sense, this time), all
the poisons and perfumes of exoticism are going to emerge. The more
the Moderns expel themselves from all habitable lands, the more they
believe that they have discovered among the “others” peoples that are,
unlike themselves, solidly attached, anchored, rooted, yes, “autoch-
thones,” as we say or, better yet, “natives.” Oh, how they are going to start
envying those noble savages! “If only we had been able to remain like
them!” And there will never be a shortage of reactionaries to fuse these
two forms of exoticism, the distant and the near, by starting to dream
of a utopian utopia, utopia squared: “If only we could become like them
again!” Once again rooted, once again native, once again autochtho-
nous, once again “reallyathome.” A recipe for creating the most dreadful
barbarities. Inevitably, since the Moderns, to begin with, have never left
home! Have never been modern! How could they have survived for a
momentif they had reallylived in this 3+1dimensional world? A strange
adventure, believing theyare a people wandering in the desert searching
for a promised land when they haven’t even gotten out of Egypt! We
told you that the Moderns warranted an in-depth anthropological study,
that they too are really interesting ... that they need us to approach their
wounds with caution. That they are worth comforting; we might even
contemplate caring for them.

Once again, these questions are much too vast to be confronted
head on,andyetitisindispensable to do the genealogy, howeversketchily,
ofthisidea ofaspace soinvasive thatitwould stifleall modes of existence.
Asifthe Flood had devastated everything, and there were only a few rafts
floating on the waters, vessels on which the exiled Moderns had piled up
in haste the few values they wanted to save.

It would not be wrong to define the Moderns @ IT1SBECAUSE THEY
as those who believe they are materialists and are ~ HAVE BEEN UNABLE TO
driven to despair by this belief. To reassure them, it ~ DISAMALGAMATE THE
would not make much sense to turn toward the mind, NOTION OF MATTER ®
that is, toward all the efforts they have deployed as a
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lastresort, all the lost causes (and causes are indeed atissue here!) in order
to situate their values in “other dimensions,” as they say—dimensions
other than that of “strict materialism” since matter, as we are beginning
to understand, is the most idealist of the products of the mind. The opera-
tionwe mustundertakeleadsusinexactly the opposite direction: we have
to de-idealize matter in order to arrive at immanence and find the means,
at last, to follow experience. When everything is submerged in matter,
there is no raw material, no accessible reality, no experience to guide us.
The reconquest of the “living space” necessary for the deployment of the
full set of modern values comes at this price.

@ BY THE PROPER USE OF THE Even though this is an extremely complicated

[rREP

- REF] CROSSING.  issue, we are not completely helpless, since we have
identified the crossing noted [REp - REF]. We have
already understood that matter is a composITE arrangement that amal-
gamates, to the point of indistinguishability, the requirements of knowl-
edge—a transfer of constants, or, to use the technical term, of IMMUTABLE
mosiLEs—and the requirements of suBsISTENCE—maintenance in exis-
tence through the leap of reproduction. It is as if the mode of displace-
ment necessary to reference had been mistaken for the mode of displace-
ment of the beings of reproduction to which reference accedes. In other
words, the notion of matter is going to come in and hide the [REP - REF]
crossing by making it undergo this minuscule and nevertheless decisive
modification that will make it impossible to tell the two hiatuses apart
even though they are radically distinct.

NOW, AS SOON AS WE BEGIN The operator that is going to allow this slight

TODISTINGUISHTWO SENSES  displacementin the idea of displacementitselfis the

OF THE WORD “FORM”®  possibility of producing a description of formalism
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that is not itself formalist. The development that
followswill seem somewhatbrusque to thereader, butitisindispensable
to the comprehension of the whole. If we do not succeed in deploying
this crossing, all the rest of the inquiry may go up in smoke. (It might be
more expedient, moreover, to skip over the rest of this chapter and come
back toitafter finishing the book, after verifying whetheritis true or not
thatthere isindeed nowroom toaccommodate other modes of existence
rather than simply multiple representations of a single world.)
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It all depends on the possibility of redescribing the notion of Form
as a practice. The work of reference, as we now know;, relies on the estab-
lishment of a series of transformations that ensure the discovery and the
maintenance of constants: continuity of access depends on discontinu-
ities. This is the only means—but a means whose practical discovery is
always perilous and fragile—to ensure the back-and-forth movement,
the coming and going owing to which one can start from a given point (a
laboratory, an institute, a computer center) and reach another, more or
less remote. Think about the hundreds of successive operations required
by an electron microscope through which a researcher ensures access to
thedivision ofacell thatcannotbe seen by the naked eye. Thinkabout the
strings of calculations needed for the spectrum analysis owing to which
an astronomer ensures access to a galaxy, also invisible to the naked
eye. Two infinities that should not scare us, since biologists and astron-
omers both have access to them without the slightest vertigo, from their
laboratories (provided that they have gone through the tollbooths of
their “access providers,” a term from information technology that would
provide a pretty good basic definition of the sciences). The thing known
comes closer as the steps taken to reach it multiply!

There is no difficulty here: a form is what is maintained through a
series of transformations. Suspend the alignment of the transformations
and the form vanishes at once. Using the metaphor of hurdle jumping
or relay races, form, in this first sense, thus occupies the position of the
runner. No matter how good an athlete one is, even during training, at
every hurdle, at every passing of the baton, one always feels the little
flutter that raises the heartbeat of the champion, of course, but also of
the coach and the spectators. Why? Well, because he might fall, knock
over the hurdle, drop the baton. It can go wrong. Form is what must be
called adangerous sport.

Let us look now at the makeup of the succes- @ THE FORM THAT MAINTAINS
sive stages along the risky course of reference: itis =~ CONSTANTS AND THE
composed of forms, this time in the very concrete =~ FORM THAT REDUCES THE
sense of the term (it is interesting to note that in  HIATUS OF REFERENCE ®
French forme and fromage have the same root). A
form or shape, in this second sense, is always an object (an instrument, a
document, an image, an equation) that allows putting into form, or shaping,
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because it ensures the transition between the “tails” side of the coin,
closer to the original raw materials, and the “heads” side, which brings us
closer to the stage of putting into words or calculations.

Here, too, this is very ordinary business: delicately placing a spec-
imen brought back from an archaeological dig in a drawer lined with
cotton is “putting into form,” since the drawer is marked by a label with
a number that will make it possible to categorize the specimen, and the
white cottonlining makes the specimen’s shape more visible (itwas hard
to make out when it was only a brown spot on brown soil). The drawer
has its “tails” side—it takes in the fossil—and its “heads” side—the fossil
receives a label and reveals its outlines more readily. Something like an
ideography. A minuscule transition, to be sure, but indispensable in the
long series of transformations that permit, in the end, perhaps, if the
paleontologistislucky, the reinterpretation of the fossil.

Through the centuries, every discipline has developed thousands
of these arrangements for putting into form, from the humblest, like the
drawer, to the mostaudacious equations. (Butlet’s not belittle the file cabi-
nets, thering binders, the card files, the cupboards: you would be surprised

atthe number of sciences that depend on them!)

@ WE BEGIN TO OBTAIN The key point is that each of these shapings,
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ANONFORMALIST  these putting-into-form events, has meaning only
DESCRIPTIONOF  through the stage n-1that precedes it and the stage n +1 that
FORMALISM,®  follows; only the set of successive embeddings allows
this highly paradoxical back-and-forth movement
that obtains continuity of reference (the runner) through the discon-
tinuity of the stages (the hurdles, the passing of the baton). When we
speak of form in the concrete sense of the term, then, we are designating
the framework and the chain of all reference networks. There are longi-
tudinal forms, as it were, that replay the constants through the transfor-
mations, that thusachieve immutability through mobility,and there are
lateral forms thatauthorize the passage of the longitudinal ones by multi-
plying the transitions, gradually paving over the distance that separates
one place from another. A bitlike aladder, which needs both vertical rails
and horizontal rungs to be used to reach something.
The metaphors of hurdle-jumping, relay-racing, and ladders obvi-
ously have their limitations, for here it is by multiplying hurdles or relays
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or rungs that we speed up the course! The more numerous the stages

to cross, in fact, the more the forms are separated by tiny hiatuses, the

faster reference will move to catch what it is to bring back. It is as though

by multiplying the transitions we can ensure coverage of great distances.
In the end, when everything works, when the network is in place, access

is indeed obtained; you put your finger on a map, a document, a screen,
and you have in your hand for real, incontestably, a crater of the Moon, a

cancerous cell deep within a liver, a model of the origin of the universe.
You really do have the world at your fingertips. There is no limit to knowl-
edge. To describe, as do the history and sociology of the sciences, the

circulation of these veins and arteries of objective knowledge, from

Greek geometry to CERN’s huge detectors, is to appreciate the enthu-
siasm that these have generated. It is also to measure their fragility. Not

only because any little thing may interrupt them but also because if they

work too well they risk disappearing from view. This disappearance of
the risky character of form—in the first sense—and of the concrete char-
acter of forms—in the second sense—is going tolead to the invention ofa

wholly parasitical sense of this same word. It is through the very success

of reference that things begin to go badly.

Let us suppose that, through a mix of enthu- ©® wHICHTURNS OUT,
siasm forthe results obtainedandasudden outburst ~ UNFORTUNATELY, TO BE
of laziness, which will be mingled, as we shall see in WIPED OUT BY A THIRD SENSE
the following chapters, with powerful politicaland  oF THE WORD “FORM.”
even religious motives, we were to start to take the
word “form” in a third sense. This time, we are going to pay no attention
at all to the back-and-forth movement of reference, and we are going
to select only some of the stages covering the chain, without taking into
account all the movement and all the apparatus necessary to the work
of reference.

What forms are we going to choose? Certainly not those found at
the beginning of the transitions (like the storage drawer!), for these are
too material, too humble, too unworthy of respect to play the role we
want them to play. No, we are going to isolate instead those at the end,
those that have the consistency of a number, or, better, of mathematical
signs. We are going to start saying that what really co