What Is
an Author?

The roming into being of the notion of “author” constibites the
rrivileged moment of fndividuaiization in the history of ideas.
knowledge, lterature, philosophy, and the sciences. Even bo-
day, when we reconsiruct the history of 4 concept, Bterary genre,
or school of phalusophy, such categories scem relatively wrak,
seenndary, and suporimposed scansions in comparison with the
salid and fundamental uniz of the awthor and the waork.

Eshall not offer here a soqohistoncal anslysis of the author's
rersona. Lertanly if would be worth examining how the author
bevame individuaiioed in a calture ke ours, what staties he has
veem giver:, at what momert studics of autheaticty and atrl-
dztion began, in what kind of system of valorization the author
was involved, at what point we began te recoun? the lives of
suthors rather than of heroes, and how this fundamental cate-
gy of “the-rnan-and-his-work onticism” began. For the mwo-

- ment, however, §wanl Lo dead solely with the relationship between
fex: and author and with the manner in which the toxt points
te this “Higuee” that, at Jeast in appearance, is cutside i and
anterades it

Beckett nicely formulates the theme with which | would m;e?

begini ™ ‘What dowes it matter who is speaking,” someone said J
whal does © maber who s speaking.’ © I this indifference
#ppear: one of the fundamenial pthical principies of contem.

ersry writing (foriture}. §say Vethical” because this indifference
ot really a frait characterizing the manner in which one speaks

id writes, but rather a kind of tmunanent rule, taken up over
=6 over again. never fully applied. not Jesignaiing wriling as

melling completed, but dominating it 2 8 praciice. Skwe it

soe familiar to regoire a lepgthy analvsis, this immanent mie
am on adeguately flusirated here by tacing fwo of s major
emes.



C s identified with 138 cwn unfolded exteriority. This means hists
it is an interplay of signs arranged less according 1o its signified
* contont than according to the very nature of the sigrufier, Wit
 ing unfolds ke a game {few) that invariably goes beyond ils owa
‘rules and transgresses its Bmits, In wriling, the point is nold

* pnove famitiar. This link subverts an old tradition exemplified
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azity of his absence; he must assume the wole of e dead man
in the game of writing,

Nope of this is recont; iticism and philosophy mok note
f the disappearance——ar death---uf ihe author some timne ago.
Bet the vonsequences of their discovery of i have not heen
sutficently examined, nor has its import been acvurztely meas-
wred. A cortain number of notions that are intended fo replace
the privileged position uf the author actually seem fu preserve
it privilege and suppress the real meaning of his disappeas-
anee. 1 shall examine twio of these notions, both of great -
portance fuday. '

The first 1s tie idea of the work. It is o very familiar thesis
ot the task of crifivisa is not to bring out the work’s selation-
ships with the author, nor (o reconstruc throuph the lext a
fhought or experience, but rether lo analyze the work through |
ke shructure, its architecture, it indrinsic form, and the piay of
5 interal relationships. At this puind, however, a probiem
isoa: What is a work? What is this cunous umity which we
‘designate a5 a work? Of what elements is it compesed? 15 it
ot what an author has written? Difficaltics appear immed-
tely. If ap individual were not an author, coutld we say that
hat he wrote, said, 1oft bohind in bis papers, or what has been
Jlerted of his remarks, could be cafed 2 "work”? When Sade
a5 not considered an author, what was the siatus of his papers?
Vere they simply rolls of paper. O which he ceasgiessly un-
niled his fantasios dusing hus imprisonmoni? . -
© Even when an individual has been accepied as an aatior,
w6 must shll ask whether overyihing that he wrote, sabd. or left
sehing is part of his work. The problem s both thenretical and
schnical.  When undertaking the publication of Nistzsche's
works, for example, whete should one swp? Burely avarything,
mast be priblishecd. bul what is “everything™? Everything that
Mietzsche nimsel? published, certainly. And what abuout the
rough drafts for his works? Dbviously. The plans tur s apho-
ssms? Yes. The deleted passages and the notes at the bulioot
of the page? - Yes. What if, within s wotkbook filled with aphu-
wizms, one iinds a reference, the notatiun of a meeting or of ani
address, or a laundry list: Is it a wori, o7 not? Why not? And

First of all, we can say that today's writing bas freed ise
feom the dimension of expression.  Heferiing only 10 #tsell,
without being restrivted o the confines of 18 interiority, writin

| nanifest or exnlt the act of writing, nov st e pin a aubied
within language; it is, tasher, a question of aealing a space jnic
which the writing subject constantly disappears :

“TRE LT theme, wridng s relabionship with dealh, is eved

by the Greek epic, which was intended to perpenuiate the B
mortalisy of the hero: i e was willing to Jdie young, it wass
at his life, consecrated and magnified by death, might pass
i iminortaliry; the narrative then redeemed thes accepie
death. Ir apother way, the mulivazon, as woell as the themd
and the protext of Arablan narratives—such as The Thousend sug
One Nights—was also the eluding of death: one spoke, teils
stories into the carly mowning, in order 1o forestall deatn,
nostpone the day of reckonang that would silence the namato
Geheherazade’s narrative s an efiort, renewed gach night, i
keep death vulside the ciede of e _
Owr culture has metamorphosed s idea of narrative, o
wiitmg, as somothing designed to ward off death, Writing bt
hecone linked 10 sacTifive, even to the sacrilice Uf Hie: it Is nog
a voluntary effacemant which does net need to be representas
in hooks, since it is brought abuat in the writer s very gxistence
The work, witch once had the duly of providing trrncrvaliey;
BOW POSINRSEs the nght to Wt be ile anthor's murdeser. &
. the cases nf Flaubert, Proust, and Katka. 1hal = not ally
however: this tolationsiup beewesn writing and death i altg
mauifested in the offacement of the wrting subject’s indivi
characiesistics. Using all ibe contrivances thal he sems up b
i S L e =
swpan hinself and what he wiites, the wrting sibnect cancelg
out the sigos of his. partic \ar indinduslize. 55 2 resuit, the

"

rhark of the writer is reduced to nuthing more than ihe singH:
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so on, sd mfinitom. How was one define a work atrdd the
mithons of traces left by semeone afler his death? A thwory gf
the work does rob-exst, and the empirical task of tk"iﬂ&a whi
naively undertake the edibng of works nften suffers in tha ab
SETC uch a theory. o
) mi’*ffﬂimld BO eveg further; Does The Theusand und Qr.wrmhgﬂ_t‘s
comsHtute o work? What about Clement of alexanduia’s Mi-
sellanies or Thiogenes Laertins's LivesT A nm}titide of -quesu_clnls
arises with regard to {his notion of the waik. .k,nnsergumtf ¥ .st_
iy pol encugh to deciane lhat we sheuld du without the Wit
{the author) and study the work itself, TE‘fe wrd werk znd fhe
ﬁni%}' that it designates axe probably a3 preblematic s the s.tatsasl
of the suthor's pwhividuakity.

Another notivn which has kindered uws from taking fufl’

measure of the authur's disappearance, burnng and. concoakng
the moment of this effacernent and subthy ;}resen'mg__'lhe -
thor's existence, is the noton of writing {foridure}. *f.‘men zzv
orously appied, this nodon shoukl allow us not r:mly 10 CLRUVE

sefarences to the author, but alse fo situate 1is recent absence

The notion of writing, as currently emptoved, 1% cororrned with

peither the act of wiiting noy the 'im:!icaﬁ.un—ube it symplom &
signe--of 2 meaning which somecne might have wanied 10 ex
bl a e
z:?;gz;ch test, ihe condition of both the space in which it 15 dis
persed and the time in which 3t untolds. -
in current usage, however, the nolion of writing seems &
transoese the empitica’ characteristics of ti;. aut.hor into 3 tri?-
seondental anonymity. Weare content 10 efface the mors Visitie
marks of dre author's empisicity by playing off. une agams?._ﬁ's_”
cther, two ways of characienizing af:;?;i:ing,‘ ;&amei}'_. 'thta -Cri-'i Bt
and the religious approaches. Giving wnting & nrimal .Sia-.
seems to be 4 way of refranstating, in tr.n}scendentai T, bﬂs;.
the thevlogical affirmation ol 1ts sacred characies and th{: i .
affirmation of its crontive character. To admmul that writing is,
hecause of the very history thal it made possible, subject i ﬂ‘{s
test of oblivion and repressinn, svems 10 r.ﬁpr{‘Sf‘.nt, Lt Hanseer
dental terms, the religious principle of the hidden :r-nealnmg:-fvhgk
requires interprefation} and the critical ;}:mczp}e of implict §ig:
milicatons, silent determinations, and nbscured contents {wh

We iy, with great efiert, to itnagine the gereral conditien:;
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gives rise W commentary). Toimagine writing as absence seems
i be & simple repeiition, in franscendental terms, of both the
creligions principie of inalterable and vet never fulfilled taditicn,

and the aesthetic principle of the work's survival, iis purpetua-
- den beyond the author's death, and it enigmatic excess in o
: dationt to hinu

This usage of the nofon of writing runs the risk of main-

- tining the author's privileges under the protection of writing's

2 prige! stas: It keeps alive, in the gray hight of newtralration,
e interplay of those representations thatl {ormed a parlicaiar
image of the awthor. The aullws's disappearance, which, since

- Maliarme, has been a vonstantly recurring cvent, fs subjecs 1o a

sefies of renscendenial barriers There seems to be an impor-
tont dividing Line between those who believe that they can sl
leate today’s discontinuities [ruptures) in the historico-ransces-
dental fradition of the nineteenth century, and those who Ly Lo
fzee themselves once and for all frvin that tradition,

i oot enongh, howoyver, 1o repeat the empty affirmation that
the atther has disappeared. For the same reason, it is notenouzh
i keep repeating {after Mietzsche) that God and man have died
acoromon death. Instead, we must locals Gw space lelt emmpty
by the author's diseppearance. tollow the distribudon of gaps
aned breaches, and watch for the openings that this disappear-
AN WIKK DTS,

Firast, we need o clarify briefly the probiems arising from
e use of the author's name. Whatis an author's name? {ow
oes it function? Tar from offering a soluiion, 1 shall eady in-
icate some of the difficuities that i presents,
The author's name is a proper name, and therpdors o rajses
he problerns common 30 all proper names. (Here § refer o
Searle’s nnalyses, among others. Obviousiy, one cannot turn
B PEOPHT RAINE Inte a pure and simple reference. It has other
than incicative functions: more than an indweation, & gesiwe, 2
fnger pointed at sumeone, it is the equivalent vf 2 desciption.
When one says “Aristotle,” one employy a word that is the
ur/aiznt of one, or & seties, of definite dosoriptions, such as
he author of the Aralytics,” “the founder of ontology,” and
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oo fopds, One carmot stop there, however, because 2 prop
neme does ot hawe just one signification. When we discovd
that Rimbaud did not write La Chasse spinfuslle, we Cannet pie
tend that the meaning of this proper name, 0t that af the authe
has been aitered. The proper name and the anthor's ame arg
siiuated betwern the (wo poles of descrivlion and designation
they must heve a cottain Link with what they name, but one thal
is noither entirely in the mode of designafivn nos in that of
descriptiun: 1t must be a spacfic fink. Howeover  and i is here
that the partivsiar difficutties ot ihe author's name anse—ihe
links betweon the proper name and tie individual named and
belween the author's name and what i names are not 10
murpluc ard do net funcienin the same way. LDOrE are seveTs
differemwees. .
I, for example. Plerre Dupond does not have blue eyes, O
wras not hora s Panis, or is not a doctor, the namn Plerre Drapont,
will still afways refer 1o the same person; st:ch things do not
jmsaciéf}’ she Hink of designation.  The probems ratsod by the
L athor s name are much more complex, hawever. T discuver
that Shakespeare was nol born in the house thai we visit thday,
ihis i a imodification which, obvicusty, wilt not alter the Fine-

itomng of the author's name. Byl if we proved thal Shakespenre

did not write Liose sonnets whici pass for his, that wouid com

| shibute a eigniticant charge and affect the manner in wiich the

aatnor's name binctions. i we proved that Shakespoate wrele
Hacor's Organin by showing that the same awthor wrote bo

the works of Bacon and those of Shakespeare, that world bea

-

third type of change which would entrely modily the funchion
ing of the author's name.' The author's name s not, therefors
just a proper name ke the resi.

Many other facts point ot the patadoxial singulanty of -
the author's name, o say that Pierre Dupont does not BXiELE

not sl all the same 23 saying that Homer or Heomes Trismeginiug
did not exst In the first case, it means thit no one has the

samp Plerre Dupent; in the second, it means that several peopiﬁ

were mixed fogether under one name, oF that the true author
tad none of the taits traditonally ascribed to the personas of
Fomer or Hermos, fo say that X's real name i3 actually Jacques
Durand instead of Merre Thapont is not the same a3 saving ihat
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ieadhal’s name was Henxi Beyle. One could also question the
meaning and fanctioning of propositions Lke “Hourbak: 5 so- 7
md-sa, so-and-se, ofc. and TVictor Fremita, Chmacus, Anti-
dimacas, Frater Tackumus, Constanding Comstantus, 35 of tlwese
are Kierkegaard,”
These differunces may result from the fact that an authar's
pame is not simply an element in 2 discoursy {capable of being

. mther subject or chiect, of beny veplacad by a pronosn, and the

ke, it performs a certain role with wegard o narrative discourse,
assuring a classificatory function. Such 2 name permits one o
group together & certain number of lexis, define them, ditier-
entiate Faem from and contrast zhem to others. In addition, i
establishes a relasionship among the texts. Hennes Trismegistg
did not exist, nor did Hippocates-—in the sense hal Balzac
exictod-—bub the fact ghat soveral texis have beon placed under
the some naie indicates that there has been esmabiished aimong
fhem 2 relativnship of homogeneity, Gliahion, aurhentication of
some texts by the use of others. reriprodal gxpliication, oY COT-
womitant wribizaton. The author's name serves 0 characterize
3 certain mode of being of diszourse: the fact thal the disconrse
hoe s author's name, That cue can say “this was wridlen by so-
andeso or “speand-so s s author,” shows thet thus (iscourse
is not ordinary everyday speech that merely COMOE andd goes;
not something that 15 immediatety consumable. On the con-
frary, it 18 A speech that must be recoived in & certain mode and
that, in a given culiure, st roceive ¢ oerfain stalus.

}: would seers that the author's name, uniike other propey
pames, Joes not pass from the mtenor of a discourse to the real
and exterios dividuad who produced 1t instead, the name seeims
alwavs to be present, marking of the wdges of the text, revealing,
or at least charactenzing, s mode of being. The author’s rame

- manifests the appearance of & certain discursive set and indicates
- the statns of this discourse within a society and a caitere. It

Ras nio Jegal status, nor is it located in the fiotinn of the work;
mather, it s Jocated in the breax that founds a corizin discarsive
sonerract snd its very particular mode of being. AS2 resul, we

- could say that in a civilization like vur owa thers aye o cerlain

sumber of discourses that axe epdowed wilh the “author func-
ton.” while others are deprived of it. A private ketter may wril
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have a sizner—it does not bave an anthor, a contract may w
have a gmaraniur—ii does not have an auther. An anonymes
rext posted on a wall probably has 2 writer—but not an author
The apthor function is therefure tharactenstic of the mode ©
existence. droudation, and funcioning of certau) UsCowrses within
d seety.

L2t us analyre this “puthor funchon’ as we have just describe:
it. In our culture, how does one characierize a discourse ton-
tawung the author function? In what way is this discourse dif:
fprent from other discourses? IF we Hmit our remarks w the
author of a bovk or a text, we can jsolate four different char
acteristics, -
o/ Tirst of afl, discourses ate objects of appropriation. The
forrn of cwnarship from which they spring is of 2 rather partc
ular type. one that has been codified for many years. We should
note that, historically, this type of ownership has always bees
subsegueni v what one mught call penal appropriation. Tonts,
wooks, and discourses really began to have authors {other thany
mythical, “sacralized” and “'sacralizing” figures} o the extent
that authors became subject 10 punishment, that 13, 1o the extent
that discourses could be transgressive. In our culture {and
doubtivss in many others), discourse was not originally a Lrroide
uct, a thing, a kind of gouds; it was essentially an act—an ad
placed in the hipolar field uf the sacred and the profane, the Hoit
and the Mizir, the religious and the blasphemons, Historically, |
it was a gesture fraught with risks before becoming goods caught
up in 4 caeuit of ownership. :
{rnee & syslenn of ownership for toxds came into being, once E
strict rules concerning auther's rights, author-publisher rals-
dons, rights of reproduction, and related matterswere enacted—
at the end of the sightcenth and the beginning of the mneteen
cemury—the possibility of transgressicn atlached o the act of
writhisg, tock on, more and more, the form of an wnperaty
peculiar 10 hierature, 1t is as if the author, boginniug with the
moment at which he was placed in the system of property that:
characterizes our suciely, compensated for the status that b
thus acquired by rediscovering the oxd bipolar field of disconrse
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syslematically practicing transyression and thereby restoring
danger b0 a wriiting which was now guaranieed the benefits of
awnorship,

y . The author function does oot atfect all discourses in a un-
rersal and comstant way, however, This is i second charac-
tenshic. I onr civilization, it has nolahyavs been the same types
of texis which have required attrihution ku an author. There
was o time when Ehe exts that we oday call “hierary” {narra-
“ves, siorics, ppics, tragedies, comedies] weare accepied, pul nio
drenlation, and volorized without any question abput the den-
ity of their author; their Aanenymity caused ne difficualties since
their arcieniness, whether real or imagined, was regarded as 2
spficient puarantee of their status, On the uther hand, those
texts that wo now wouid call scentific-those dealing with cos-
mology and the heavens. medicing and filnesses, natural so-
ences and geography—were accepled in the Middle Ages, and
aepted as “oue,” ondy when marked with the name of their
agthur, “Hippocrates said,” “Pliny tecounis,” were not realiy
formules of an argurnent based onanthority; they were the mark-
ers insevted in discourses that were sapporied to by recenved ps
statements of domonstrated tuth.

A reversal arcurred in the syveateenth or eightesnth century.
Scieptific discourses began to be reverved for themseives, in the
anonyinily of an established or abyvays redemonsirable truth,
thetr membershdp in a systematic ensemble, and act the reter-
snce to the individual who produced them, stood as lielr guar
aatee. The axtthor function faded away, and the inverter's name
served only to christen a theorein, proposition, particniar etted,
propesty, body, group of slements, or pathological syndrome,

By the samne loken, literary discourses came 0 be accepied only

when sndowed with the auther fonction. We aow ask of each
poetic or fictinnal texi: From where does # come, wiw woote i,
when, under what droumstances. or beginning with what de-
signi? The meaning aseribed tu U and the status OF value ac-
curded 1t depend on the manner in which we answin Thesg
caestions. And ¥ a text shouid b2 discovered in a statz of an-
omymity —whether as a consequence of an accident or the aa-
thot's explicii wish—the game becomes one of Tedisegvenng the
author. Since literary anonymity s not tolezable, we can accept
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.,
eromne proposes four criteriar (3} 1 among several hooks aitrib-
wied 1o an author one is inforfor o the others, it must be with-
draws froarn the list of the anthor's works (Hhe author is therefore
defined as a constant level of valueki{2) the same shovtd be dome
f certain: tewts contradict the doctring expotnded in the author's
net works {the anthor igdhws defined as a fieid of concepiual
or heoretical coherencel 433 une must alse axclude works thet
sra writlen in a different stvle, containing words and expressions
aot ordinardly found in the writer's_pridution (the authoer 5
here conceived as a sivilstic :mit:y'};"{éil finally, pacsages quoting
saatements that were made of menbioning events thal ogcured
¢ after the author's death must be r2garded as interpolated texls
- fihe author is here seen o5 o historical figuee at the crossronds
of a certatn nusmber of svents).

Modern literary crticism, evon when-—as 1 now custom:
ary—it is not concerned with guestions ot guthenication, stili
' defines the anthor the same way: the author provides the basis
for explaining not only the presence of cestain fvents ina work,
wal also their transformations, disiertions. and diverse modile
wations {through his biogzaphy, the detennination of bis indi-
vidual perspective, the anaiysis of his socal postion, and tho
revelation of his basic design). The author is also the prindple
of & pertain umity ol writing—all differences having lo e re-
soived, at least v part, by the prndples of evolution, malura-
tor. or influence The author also serves to orotraiice ibe
onkradictions that may emerge in a senes of texts: thore must
et 4 certain level of his thought ur desize, of hls CoOnacioma-
70685 OF UnCONSLIGUs-—a point where contradiclions are resoived,
where incompatible eiepnerss are at last ted fogether or prgan-
ized around a fundamenial or originating contradiction. Fmally.
- the auther is a partieniar suwce of expression that, in more oF
ess compisted forms. is manifesied equally wel:, and with sl
lir valigily, o works, sketches, lefters, ragments, and sooom.
Clearby, Saiod Jerome’s four oriteria of authentiaty {oriteria which
- seern totally insutficient for today’s exegeres) do delne the four
- modalities aconrding o which modern criticisn prings the as-
- thor fanction into play.

Bazt the author fonction s ot 4 pare and simple reconstned-
for made secondhand from a lesl gaven as passive matesiai.

it only in the guise of anenigma. Asare sult, the author funcion
day plays an important role in owr view of Hterary wurks:
{These are chviously generalizations that would have to he re-
fined imsofar as cecent critical practice L concsrned. ) :
" The third characteristic of this author funuiion is that it does

an individual It 15, rather, the resulz of a complex vperation |
witich comstructs & certain rational bemg that we call “suthor.”
Crities doubtless trv to give this mtsliigivle being & realistic sta-
rus, by discerning, in the individual, a “ovep” motive, a "ore-
ative’ power, o7 a “design,” the milien in which wriling origi-
nates. Nevertheloss, these aspests of an individual which we
designase as making him sn author are ondy a projecton, A
mire OF Less ?S}rchoﬁi}gizing torms, of the operations rhat we
Zaree texts o underge, the connootions that we make, the trails
shat we establish as pertinent, the continuities that we FECOgnie;
or the exclusinns thal we practice. Al these uperations vary
according to perinds and typss of discourse. We do not <one
struct a “philosephical authur” as we do a “poet,” fust as, I
the eighieenth century, one did mot consbuct & novelist as we
do today. Sall, we can find ghyongh the ages ceriain constants
in the rules of author construction.

1: seerns, for example, that the manner in which lietary
criticisin once defined the author—or, rather, consiructed the
figure of the author beginning with existing texts and div-
sourses - is directly derived from the manaet in which Chzistian
eradition authenticated for rejectad) the texis al its disposal. I
order to ' rediscover” an aulhor in a work, ModeTT critiasin Rses
iethods sirmdlar to those that Chinstizn exegesis employed when
trving to prove the vahie of a text by its avthor's saintliness.

N piris luséribus, Saint lerome explains that homonymy in

15T
sufftciont o identify legitimately authors ut more than one wark:
different individuals could have had the same raine, OF ONE maly
could have, dlegitimately, borrowed another’s patrooyaus, The
rame a5 an individual rademark is not enough when oo works
witkhun a texinal tradition

How, then, can one attribute several discourses 10 one and-
the same sulbor? [low can ono use the author function 10 G-
termine it ome iy dealing with one or several individuals? Saint

W
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The text alwavs contains & cerialn number of signs refermng b
the author. These signs, well kinown to grammarnians, are pe

sona) pronwuns, adverds of Hme and place, and verk conjugs-
Hon. Such elements o not play the sawe roie in discourses.

provided with the author funcden as in those iacking . Inthe
taster, such *‘shifters’ refer to the real speaker and W ihe spasto-

temporal coordinates uf his discourse (although cermain mivdi-
fications can occur, a5 in the opetaton of relating discnuTses i

the fusk person). In the former, however. their role is more
complex and vatable. Evervons knowsthal, ina novel narrated

in the Hrst persca, neither the first-persen pronsuo 20T the
nresert indicative refers exactly either the writer or ko the

moment in which ho writes, but rather to an alter 020 whuse
distance from the author varies, oflen changing in the course uof

(the work, It would be just a5 wromg 10 equace the author with
tthe real writer as to equate him with the fictitions speaker; the |

anthor function i camied out and operates in the scission itsel,
lin this division and lus distance.
Cmne might object thad this is a characteristic pouliar o
novelistic or poetic discourse, & "game” i which ondy paaxs
digcourses” participate, in fact, however, all discourses £
dmved with the author function do possess this plusatity of seif,
- The self that speaks in the preface to a freatise on s \athematics—
ganci shat indivatos the cireumstances of the wroatise’s composi
- tion-—is identionl neither in its position not in its fo neboning &
| the self that speaks in the course of a demonstration. and that
"appears i the form of “{ conciude’” or “Isuppose.” In the first

case, the I refers 1o an individual withowl an eguavalent whi
. Ina determined place and time, completed a cenian task; in the
:@ second, the T indivates an instance and a level of demonsina-
; don which any individual could pexform provided that he ac-
' cepted the same systern of symbots, play of axioms, and set of
previous demonstrations, We could also, in the same treatise,
ncate 2 thud self. one tha: speaks o tell the work's meaning,
the pbstacles excountered, the results obtained, and the re-
*_aining probleme; dus self is siwated in the Heid of already
existing or yotin-appear mathematical disconrses. The author
function is not assumed by the Grst of these seives at the expense
of the other two, which would then be nothing more than a
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fictiious splitang im two of the Srst one. On the contmary, byl
tapss ciscourses the author function GPeTIies s6 a8 20 gtfert the
gisporsion of these three shnuiianenis srives,

Ne doubt analysis couhd discover il muoze characteristic

ks of Tao Ekhor funchion, | wil Tnfut fmyseld t5 hese four.
momever, ecause they seem both the most wistble arpd the most
impustant. They can e summanzed as [ollows: {iythe b
function s knked to e jundical and instidubional system that
Ercomnpanses, JEErmuNe:, and articulatos thy wniverse of dis-
courses; {21 does net affect ali discourses in e same way ai
i titnes and in all types of civilization; {3 it 35 nut defined by
the spontanecils sitribution of a discourse to itz produxer. but
rarher by & series of specific and complex operations; 14yt does
not refor purely and simply ko a renl individual, since it can give |
rise simultnesvsly $o several seoves, 10 soveral sublecis—oo
citions that can be occupted by different Gasses wf individuals. /

Up to s point { have unjustifiably limited my subject, (e
iainly the author fupcdon [ painting. musie, and other aris
showd have been discussed, bul even supposing that wa remain
within the world of disconarse, as [ want 30 du,  seem o have
given the werm “auihos” much too parrow a meaning | have
Hucussed the author only in the limiled sense of @ person to
whom the production: of & 12xi, a honk, ¢r & work crn be legit
mately atinbuted. 15 casy 0308 thatin the sphere of discours?
cae can be ihe author of much more than o book—one can be
the author of & theory, traditicn, oF giscipling iy which other
i and authors will in their turn {ind 2 place. These authors
are in a postton whith we shali call “iransdiscursive.” This is
A reCBInng _pher.ﬂrn.emm—u-certam}}' as oK as our chilizabon.
Homer, Aristotle, and the Chuwch Fathemn, as well as the first
mathematicians and the originators of the Bippocratic tradition.
ali played this wole

Furthermors, in the course of ihe pineteerth ceniory, thers
appeared in Burope another, more wacommon, kind o author,
whom one shonld confuse with neither the “great’” lierary av-
thers, nor e suthors of religlons oxis, A6% she founders of
science. In a semewhat srbilrary way we ahali call those who
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*‘eiﬁné in thus last group Vtounders of discursivity ' They are
unigue s that Hhey are not just the authers of their own A works,
They have produced somcthing else: the possibilities and the
ruies {or the formation of other texts. In this sense, thev are
very different, for example, from 2 novelist, whe is, in s,
: Tnothing more than the author of his vwn text, Frend is not gt
i the awthor of The Inferpredution of Dreams o Jokes and Their Relotion
izt Unsorseoss; Marx is not just the anthor of the Cominunist
Muarifesty or Dus Kapital: they both have established an endiess
- prmsinility of discourse.
~ o Ooviously, it s easy to object. Oune might say Usat i is not
true that the author of a novel is valy the acthor of his own text
i a sense, be also, provided that he acguires some “imoer-
tapge,” guverm and commands more than that, To take a very
siinple Hawp r, one coudd sey that Ann Radeliffe not only wiote
Tae {astles of Athiin and Dus ‘wwm and several otlwer novels, bui
aisb made possible the appearance of the Gothi horur novel
at the beginning of the ninsteenth century; in thas respoct, hor
author funchion exceeds her own work. Bu? T think there is an
answer fo s objection. [These founders ¢ of disgurivity (I use
Marx woud Freud as kaﬂ,{,ﬁ . because § beliove 1 *h—’*m e
the drit oad the most im porrant teases! make p%sﬁ: e somel] il
alsEiter different from mm'n‘:&m possibie, “Arn
Raddliffe’s texis opened the way for a certan number of resem-
biances and analo;:,_tes which have their modcl or privwipis in
her werk. The latter contains characteristic signs, -Eigums, Ta-
latonships, and structures which could be reused by others. i
uiher woeds, 10 say that Ann Raddliffe founded the Gothic horror
rovel means that in the pineteenth-century Gothiv movel one
will find, as in Ann Radcliffe’s works, the theme of the herain
canght in the wap of her uwn innocence, the hidden castle, the
characier of thwe black, cursed hero devoted to making the world
é;\: prale the svit done to him, and all the rest of &
F Onthe other hand, when, [ speak of Marx or Freud as found-
fers of discursivity, T mean that ti“eay made possible oot oidy a
coevtain number of anaiogies, Dul also {and equally Bnportant) a
: Lﬂrtam murmnber of differences. They have areated a possibility
" for sometiing other lhan their discourse, yet qa:-m{-‘-tbm be-
ie‘%gz g to whal they founded. To sav that Freud founded pPsy-
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choanalysis docs ner %m:piy} mesn hat we find the concept of
the lbide or the rechnique of dream analysis in the works of
Kar: Abraham or Melanie Klein; it means that Fread made pos- |
sible a cerdain number of divergences——with respect 1o his own;
texts, conoepts, and hypotheses—that all arise from the psy-
chonnalyhc discourse ifself, '

This would seom (o present o new difficuity. however i3
‘he above not true, after all, of any fuunder of a scence, or of
any author who has introduced some importanl transtermation
into a science? After all, Galileo made possitis not unly those
discourses that repeated the laws that he had formulated, bul
aiso etatements very ditferent from what he himseif bad said.
§ Cuvier is the founder of biclogy or Saussure the founder of
linguistcs, it is not becavse they were unsaled, nor begause
pecple have since taken up again the concept of grgansm OoF
sivm; it is because Cuvier made possitle, 10 8 cettain wxiend, 2
theory of exvolution d,am-?h{.ai} ppposed to his own fixis ©#
is beeanse Saussure made pussible a generative gramunar radi-
calty different from his structural analyses. Superficially, then,
fhe initiation of discursive practifes appears s0m dar b the found-
ing of any scientific spdeavor.

Stiil, shere is a difference, and a notabic one. in the case
of o science, the act that founds it is on an egual footing with
its farure fransformations; 1his act becomes in some raspocts part
of the s2t of modificarions thut Il makes peossible. Of course,
s belonging can take several forms. In the futume deveiop-
ment of & science, the founding act may appeur as bitle more
than a particular instance of a more genem! phenomenon which
unvolls itself in the process, 1 can also turn out bo be marred
by imtuition and empirical bias; one must then reformulate i,
making it the sbject of a rerin number of supplementary the-
oretical operations which establixh it mmore rigoously, etc. Fi-
nally, it can $eem ko be a hasty generalization which must be
Emited, and whose restricted domain of validity must be ve-
taced. Ik other wosds, the founding act of 2 soiener can always
be reincroduced witinn the machunery of those transfermations
that derive from it

Ir. contrast, the initiation of 2 discursive practieeis-hatero-
BenEnus mwmquaﬂ A_mfprm:sh-)m I expand 2 type
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of discursivity, sugh as psychoanalysis 28 fuunded by Seud, i
ngt to give it 2 formal | gﬁ;}g;ﬁ}ﬁ@jt uguif_‘lht_'%_ftﬂg},ngmﬁzﬁed
af the cutset, Dus rathor dy open 1t wp 10 3 cﬂwumlua}*
oG appiications.  To limif psyvehoanaiysis s a type of di-
CriesiiEy f i TeARty, te iy to 5ol in the fowonding act an
eveptuaily restricied mumber of propositions or stafements o
which, alone, cne granls a founding value, and o relabor
which cormin concepts ur iheories acceptad by Freud seight be
cansidered as derived. secondary, and accessory. In addition.
ome cos not daclare certalr propositions in the work of these
fonders fo be {alse: instead, when frying 1o seze the act of
founding, one sets aside those statements thatare not periinent,
either becanse they are deemed inessential, or because ey are
considered ”pr-ehiémﬁc” arwd derived from ancther type of dis-
. cursivity, o other words, undike e founding of & science, the
L ipitiation of a discursive practice dues nol participate in 148 ater
ranstormaions. '
" As o result, one defines a proposition’s theoretical validity
i relation to the work o the founders—while, in the case of
Calilao and Newton, it iy in relation to what physics or cos-
snobogy s (in its intrinsic struciure and “ponmativity”y that ove
sHirns the vajidity of any proposition that those men may have
Tput forth. To phrase it vesy schamabically: the work of iAo
© of discursivity is nol situated in the spoce that stienwe defines;
*pather. it is the science or the discarsiviry which refers back to
! thedr work as primary coordinales, _
" in this wav we can undersland the inevitable necessity,
witin shese felds of discursivity, for a “refwn to the origin”
This resurn, whuch is part of the disqursive fieidl itself, never
stops modifying it The retum is not a historical supplement
which would be added o {he discursivity, or merely anl oina
ment; on the conrary, ¥ ronstlules an effectdve and nece:;-'_?a:}f
tusk of ransforming the discursive practice itself. _Rfa:mmm;su
Hon of Galileo's text may well change bur kaowiedge of the
thigidry of medhanics, but it will never be able"io change me
g_l}ﬁnifé?éﬁﬁ Dt the Tthet had, 'ﬂﬁ:ﬁi;‘;‘?‘f@ﬁd’% texts
maodifies peyCRGaRELEE Teelt] ‘}us*ﬁa‘mma_tsmﬂ%m $
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What 1 have just outlined regarding the Initistion of dis
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cursive prachices 18, of course, very schemahico; this Is trpe, in
particular, of the opposition that [ have tried to draw between
discursive mitiation and sclentific founding. It is not abweays
easy to distinguish between the two; moreover, nothing proves
that they are two mutnally exclusive procedures. 1 have ap-

tempted the distincHon for eniy goe wasun: o show thatthe

author function, which is cumples snough when one tries to
Sifliate 0. al Uw Jevel Of 4 book 07 o series of 1exts that carry a
piven 55;-;;_1@_‘{&1?%?%3\’95 stii_more detes nining factors wheh
one TIES o analyze it in larger units, such as groups of woiks

~or éndire dciphnes.

To vonciude, { would Bke to roview the reasons why | attach 2
cerlain inporianoe W what 1 have sald.

First, there are theoretical reasons. On Bie one hand. an
zoalysis in the direction that I have outlined migh! provide for
an approach to a typology of discoucse, I seemns to me, at least
at first glance, that such a typalugy Lannot be constracted soizly
from the graniuatical fuatures, formal structures, and objects of
discourse: imure fkely there ovist properties or reiazionshi?s pe-
culiar b discourse {nol reducible to the rules of grammar and
ingic), and one must use these to distinguich the major categories
of discourse. The relatiorship for nonrelalionship) with an au-
shor, and the different founs s reletionskip takes, constitite—
w3 guede visihe menper--one of these discursive properties.

On the other hand, 1 balieve that one coudd find here an
miroduntion to the historical analysis of discourse, Perhaps it
s time 10 study discourses net enly in ferms of e expressive
value er formal ansiormabons, bul sqording fo their mods
of existence. The muodes of cirodaton, vail o :
and appropriation of discourses vary with each enlture and are
utdiied within cach. The manner in which they are articulated

{1

according to social relationships can be more readily understood. »,

[ belteve, in the aclivity of the auther function wed wds mod-

motion.
it would seam that one could also, beginning with analyses
of ihis type, rewxamnine the privileges of the subjedt 1 realize

iﬁ‘?ﬁ‘ﬁﬁﬁﬁfh&h in the themes or congepls Hhwal discourses sef in
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thai b undertaking the internal and architectonic analysis of a
work {be il a iiterary text, philosophical system, or sclentific
work), in setting aside blographical and psychological refer-
ences, one hag aiready called back imto guestion the abschile
-character and founding role of the subject. bill, perbaps one
roust return o this question, not in order 1o racstablish the theme
of an ougirating subject, but to grasp the subject’s points uf
insertion, modes of [unchioning, and system of dependendies.
Ding so means pvertarning the traditional problem, no longer
raising the questions: How can a free subject penetrate the sub-
stance of things and give if meaning? How can it activate the
rules of 2 language from within and thus give rise 1o the designs
witicly are proverly Uts own?  Insiead, these guestions will bo
raised: Mow, under whal cordifions, and n what forms <an
sotnething Hike a subject appear in the order of discourse? What
place can it ocenpy in each type of discowse, what {unctions
can it assume, and by obeying whatyules? inshort, it s a matier
of depriving the subject {or its substiture} of its role as originaior,
and uf anabyeing the suect as 2 variabie and complex function
of discourse.

Cecond, there are roasons dealing with the “wdeclogical”
status of the anthor. The guestion then becomes: How can one
reduge.the great peril, the grea: danger withsu DI tckentireal-

s
-~

[

éﬁ} our world] The answar is! one can veduce it with the author,
The madoraliows a hnglation of the cancerous and dangerous
aroiferation of sipnifications within & world where one is thrifty
ngt only with onc's resources and siches, bul alse with ane's
discourses and their significetions. The author s the prinaple
of thrift in the proliferation of meardng. As ¢ resait, we mwst
erdirely reverse the taditional idea of the anthor. We are ac-
sustomed, as we bave seen earlier, to saying that the author is
the penial creator of a work in which he deposits. with infinite
wealth and generosity, an inexhaustible woald of sigrifications.
We are used 1o thinking that the zathor is 5o different from all
other men, and so tfranscendent with regard to all languages
that, as spon as he speaks, meaning begins to proliferate, W
pruliberate mdelinglely.

The truth is guite the cenlanscdhesutharisnotan indefinite
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?:ggsﬁi_ede_f.*_he works; he it a gertaln funchional princple by awhich,
i wid Culture,_one limits, celudon. and chooses; dn shorf, Ty

which_ge impedes the free droulation, the fre¢ manipulation,

e Fres comousiion, Secamposition, and recomiposiaen of fic

fign, In fact, 3 we are accustomed to presenting e AGTHOT 2%
a gendus, as a pripetial surging of invention, H is bowaase, 12
reality, we make him function in exactly the opposite fashivn.
One can sav that the author i on ideciogical product, ginee we
sopresesyd him as the opposie of 1 hiziorcally weal function
{When a historically given function is yopresesied ia @ figire,
fhat inverts &, one hes an ideciogizal production.) ihe awthor
is therefors the idenlogical figare by which oné marks the man-
per in which we fear the proliferation of meamng. —
{n saying this, § seem to all for a foom of culfure in which
Hetiom wowd not be hmited by the figure uf Gie author, [twoudd
be pure romanticsn, however, © imagine a culture o whicn
the fictive would operale in an absolutely froe state, i whech
fiction would he put @t ihe disposal of everyone and wouls ;
develop without passing through sometning like 2 necossary of
corwdraining fgure. Although, since the esghteentn century, the™
author has plaved the role of the regrlator of the Hasbes, @ role
quite characterislic of our era of industrial and buurgeols soety,
of individualism and privale property, stifl, given the hustorical
modifications that ore eking plave, it does not 500M NEEIEATY
Hiat the author function remain constant in form, complexity,
and even in existenca, | think thal. as our secdety changes, al
the very moment when it i3 in the prodess of changing, the
author fancton will disappear. and n such winanner that ficdon

K

agaip function accerding o

will no longer be the au
mzmﬁiﬁrwpex.ba:ﬁ,_expgg}md . -
Al discourses, whatever their stotus, form, value, and
whatever the bealment to which they wili be subjected, would
sthen develop in the anonymity of 2 swrmar, We would oo
-longer hear the questions that nave been rebashed for so long:
Who eally spoke? Is it really he and not semeont olse? With
what authenticioy or originality? And what part of his deepest |
self di¢ he express in his discourse? Instead, there wontld be i
' -
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other questions, lixe thes
discourse? When
arnd who '
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