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“I'ndefinabl e” Voi ces

From the Heliconian Muses let us begin to sing, who hold the great and holy mount of Helicon, and dance on

soft feet about the dedpue spring and the altar of the almighty sonCoebnos, and, when they have washed

their tender bodies in Permessus or in the Horse’s Sp
Helicon and move with vigorous feet (Hesiod 1914, #8)1

It is the chant of the muses with which HekioThieogonybegins, or rather the muses instill
their divine air into the singing poet, *“anc
laurel, a marvelous thing, and breathed into me a divine voice to celebrate things that shall be
and things thex were aforetime; and they bade me sing of the race of the blessed gods that are
eternally, but ever to sing of 38)hCnensfethé ves b
earliest Europeapoetsthus connects the enigma of the voice with the motives ofr-u t h

s ay i n ggqriZationa ard hiderity, because the voice does not only express itself
authentically, but exposes somethiexfrg an Otherness alienated from human nature. The
voice is speech, mediynand at the same time without location, differéaim the world,
babbling and murmuring-“telling of things that are and that shall be and that were aforetime
with consent i ng —-39)oThe wite teiefbore dncompassés,a pldtiBora of
features: it is tone, sign, manifestation of the moodptem, cut or bewilderment or
adjournment It seems to evincenativeness and authorjtiouchesthe early memory of the
speaking mother and father, evokes confidence and belief, while at the same time it sounds
like a doubleganger, mirroring the spahd appears as mere flesh or ke The voice

makes our life and subjectivity audiblé seems to be amsignificant “signifier’ that
immediately gives birth to significancpresentsour identityto societyor “acs’ and takes

part in the incessa process of communicatiowhich forms culture However it never
belongs to us, becauaethe same timi soundsobscene and exceeds our control. Then again

it pretends to come from a higher place and ordempmhumanity, embodied by divine
gualities thatassembldts different pitches into a collective universe of souMdlsic is the

voicé § i nsi t*dmcdd@nddeg kdeeigtger ) , endowed with ¢t
symphonia unifying the spheres of nature with the order of socigtycieating an ethical
coherence of elementamarmonia

Impossible to tackle the voice completely; it eludey conceptual determination; instead it
resembles an unlimited play of vexations that refuses any consistent definability. Every
charateristic provokes its oppositiorequally both, generaland singular, symbolic and
meaninglessranscenderand immanent, preseraéndfluid, materialandimmaterial, familiar

and uncanny, literabnd metaphoricalyivid and exposed to deatland at the @me time able

to found or break a community. The voice sounds Dionysian, capriaodsseducinglt

marks the boundaries between the inwardness and the outwardness of thessatgscttself

as a venture of exposure, addresses the Gthdrstill renains selfsufficient, whileattracting

those who are willing to heaelusive forthose who are without understandiraiparos.

Also, the voice embraces armlds a cold farewell it conjures and prohibits, it behave
imperiously and is inasmuch a commaasl a demand, but never shows itself neutral in its
affection, neither in the moment of request or identification n@nasmpty position without

any specific agenda or neddke music it stirs us to tears or pushes us into aggression or
violence, just a Pythagorasallegedly moved a youngling into ardent furor by intoning a



Phrygiansongand adjourned him again by singing a Lydiane The voice, hence, sEways

a beginning, an openness to attentiand to the same exteit calls us intoresponse and
‘responsr i thwt'never offers any arrival.

In this chapteithe voice is considerednder thephilosophicalperspective ofts “ethcity.”
“To speak wi t htheethieamaxmohenlightenneeptprimarily servedas a
model ormetaphor for individual freedorand the right to present diseown opinionto the
public. This essay in contrast,approacheshe physical presence of the voice from a
phenomenological point of view amials withits inherentchallenge which enters the social
scene from the very first moment.ofhere is adeep and inextricadb entanglement between
the voice andilterity, which existsimmediatelywhenwe heara v o dista@torsfading
sound,an embroilment or implication, which never stopsirgert demandor care, attention
or respect Its ethical claimthereforelies beyond any question ohtentionality or will. It
allows no exceptionThe “ethicity’ of the voiceis thusgrounded ora stronger demand than
any ethical principlea demand that alwaysrelated to identity or individdacceptancethe
voiceis mersécutioh’ (Lévinas 1978101, 12).

Momentand Physicality of the Voice

In order to find a pathway throughetfabyrinthand different characters of the vome start

with its instant andwith the voiceasan instah From aperformativepoint of view the voice

exists always as éhmomentand asphysicality It exhibits aspects of botbccurrenceand
materiality. In the momentwhen the voice is employed, bothspectsare simultaneously

given. That is why each voige its suddenness is constantly shoclkang brought to life by a
moment of magi c. Al ways *“ appdlesh iamdgiiexpectedd st r :
nakedness all at once. The relation between the voice and gdand] corresponds to this.

The voce reveals itself in sounflLaut], and this sound has an unmistakable tonality, a
particular key, an al most 0 b s ce&nlgexpregsesit n” a
with respect to the singeCharles PanzeraAs tone, soundor resonance, the voics
concerned with the physical. This is most tangible in the foreign: The voice stemmers, it
seems inarticulate, like an animal sound, and its tone hangs isolated intAdeailistener

not only hears the voice, not only hears what is said and its ngedhe listenefeelsit. This

also means that unlike writing, the listener not antglerstandsvhat is said in the meaning

of hermeneutics, but also comes into direct contact witkitdtiches #—by receiving and
accepting the voice. There is somethingerently tactile about the voice and through it, the

voice creates a direct contact with the speaker. The contact has, qua touch, a physical impulse.
Sometimes it is this physical impulse that decides if | listen to it, if | take in what is said or if |

turn away internally or even if | reject the other.

The voice, as a bodily trace, remains nonetheless dependent on ears and hearing. That means,
we are dealing with perception, which in its own way induces a presence. This presence
originates in themateridity of the voice and materiality always describesragularity. Each

voice isunigueand distinct, like the moment in which it addresses me, speaks to me, touches
me, and involves me through its affection. As such the vaicthe body of the speaker,
incorporatedin its organs, itsmmediatearticulation. It is this incorporation that lends each

voice its own type of presence, which, in the moment that it has begun to speak and is not yet
entirely language, alreadyvolves That means, as Michel Seredrawing on Merleau

'Don’t we exper i e msagealpbenomenan when wes areccaptuied by the voice of the Other

or when a musical tune, a sung melody touches our i n
2Yoko Tawada f§irst Tilbingen lecture on poetics examines the comparisdumianv o i c e s tirpingbi r d’ s
and other animal voice2@01, 7-22). | would like to epressmy gratitude to Daniela Drdscher for the

information on Yoko Tawada.



Pontys’ phennaynenoltdey voice I s , fwhereby thea n d f
expression refers to what cannot be classified, deforedetermined, but rather bursts out of

the bodysotospeawi t hout any \oikenamkes the oame feeshydslivers‘words

from death ( S e r r182s° WBabid r@eant here is that, like the face, it is prebefure

the said Nonetheless, as that which remains undefined and comes too close, it simultaneously
withdraws. The voice as matdiig withdraws It refuses to cooperate with the
conceptualization in the sense of those paculialectics of withdrawal:hat which is un
cooperative, is attractive to the same degree in and through-dsoperativeness. Roland

Barthes emphastzl that there is no voice which remains entirely neutral, even when it is
unnoticed:each time it is familiar, aggressive, foreign, uncomfortabteeven fleeting like a
shadow. Each voice—0ois a@ah dodgest” of Baretshese
understand the word e r artaibdd sense, a voice has a specific eroticism to it. As such, it
shimmers between fascination and rejection, between desire, shy or averting, butesamt i c

b e i thg Voice always provokes a reaction. It cannot beragh In speaking the voice
captures or incites as flesh to the point of enticement or disgust, it infects or repels the listener
and enables-or bars—a connection.

In every voice, the bow is drawn between the corporeality of the speakehighdr
relationship with the other. In the voice, language meets the body and thus a présaince
attracts and attackbe other. In doing so, the voice gives birth to itself as a baayin the
same wayjit turns to the other and requests a response from hinTher. t i sanda
gesture to the other. It opens itself up to the other, endangering itself to the point of futility.
For this reason, the voice is always a breath of life, aafglhdoning, a physical presercel

a turn to alterity. They cannot be segted from each other.

gi f

TheTrace of Presence

What encounters first in writing about the voisdts corporeality, itgphysical preseneea
physicality which in turn is not writing and cannot be experienced through writing. To talk
about voices therefe implies grasping onto an inalienable difference. It is difficult to set,
because the voice is incessantly superimposed by what itasmeaning pushes its way in
front of the voice’'s presence, di sgualsing
methods to bring the voice as such to light, to literally expose its meaning. This is primarily
and powerfullytangible where wordgturn out to be distorted, namely iniatic practices in

which the voice is turned into material and its exterior issqmeed, e.g., in the
Lautdichtungen(sound poems) by Kurt Schwitters and Ernst Jandhak o hn Cage’ s
(language) compositions (cf. Mersch 2000 and 2002a~-2Bd). Without exception
paradoxical maguvers are involved, which serve to change the foaeyies of sounds,
words, and syllables are continuously combined omupuand subject to contingencies, until,

as | n E@ptyyWdrds(1973-76), only meaningless vowels and consonants remain,
which are nothing buttones. Then that which isot meaningrises in the voice: the
corporeality of thesound

As every verbal sound, but especially screams, s@hsongs reveal, not just thieroatand

the vocal cords participate in this physicality; the entire body is liteagorbedThe body
functions @ a sounding board, as a metronome. This also meartkegHaddyfunctions as the
volume and rhythm ascribed to the singularity of only one respective body and as such is
incorporated into language and its musicality. As a location for the voice andatpngue

body can be understood as a medium. Nonetheless, the first issue we will consider here is:
how does this singularity ois physicalityrelateto the mediality of the voice? This in turn
corresponds to the question of the relation between phemitgemedium and articulation.

% In the same sense Hék: Cixous also speaks ofthdve e as t he *“ f198854h of | anguage”



If the phenomenality of the voidhat refers especially to its materiality, its body, then its
mediality is relevant, where it first produces language and meaning. Consequently it enters
into the function of articulation.

Articulation, however, is based on cuts and differentiations. In this sense, every articulation
even in musicturns out to be discref@nd is, thus, noticeableyhich is why Ferdinand de
Saussure generally defined 5000897 hragh 8B
because as hstates“ a | anguage does not present It sel
delimited, requiring us merely to study their meanings and organization. It is an indistinct
mass, in which attention and habit aloneenabke t o di sti ngui sh partic
102). In particular, every cut constitutesswhi ch Saussure referred a
scheme, which cannot itself be separated. Articulation thus turns the voice into an instrument

for sign productionlit puts the voice in the service of language, which oscillates between
physicality and significance. For language, both moments are releviaeteas the body of

the voice opens up the connection in that it triggers ana@ff i on, t he divegermsi’f i c e
the meaningwhile the voice in musigparticularly, offers an continuous interplay between

both, revealing one against the other

A nonverbality thus creates the point from wh&bund andanguage occurn doing so the

voice precedefanguage, insofar as it represents the unobtainable condition, which precedes
communication. To unwrap this precedinAng mear
presence of the signs, just as on the other hand thengrdon at the beginning pointeans

connecting speech to the experiences of a withdrawing present. It is reminiscent of an
existence. The voice corresponds then to the audible, the face to the visual. It is non
interchangeable and unmistakable in the same way as the face of the adhetestifies to

its extraordinary presemess.The voice is the trace of this preserjcey st as t he “nud
face” in the sense ocpreséntativik nmeadands évheasul Neéer a
other (1986, 352)To the same degrethe voce refers to an endangering, to a violability.

This violability cor rteitsanvedisg, irt vhichtthe ambwalencee ' s ¢

is inherent right from the start; the ambivalence to be as much a locatiorf ap@ed! and
an appellatiori asto be overheard or rejected.

Articulation

In a peculiar way the unnameable start of spebakseems to be bound to a withdrawing
presence, w h i drdws oné inte the ltamvemsatian or” cuts it off. A fatal
theoretical bias has limited thavestigation of the voice to the mediality of the sign, to
articulation and to meaning (cf. Mersch 2002b, 30@5) It thus strangled the perspective

and robbed the voice of its phenomenality. This correspotaléde distinctionbetween
significance ad wr i t i n gemioticzBSi tleehvoice right from the beginning and
subordinates it to the symbolic as an expression, enungiatialiscourse. Accordingly there

is no voice which does not at the same time say something or present something to be
undestood: The voice as sound, ‘dkesh;” or as a moment does not come into play. If the
voice is analysed only within this frame then conclusions such as those that Jacques Derrida
drew in his debate with Edmund HusserlSpeech and Phenomerare unavoiddb. Here,
Derrida concluded the momerif a necessary ngoresence of the voice and the loss of its
authorship, in the sense of naathenticity of speaking with ones own voice, is a

“Nel son Go o d rhaanyof symgos deasrwitH a similar problem. Hiolution is noticeably the same,

freely formulated in the language of analytical order relations. Goodmaredife nt i at es bet ween
which generally constitute the symbole,n d “ n o which in tum £nable the construction of a symbols
system. The lattggromptsthe question odnunambiguousietermiration ofits elements, which are provided by
inscriptions based on an organization of claggeodmanl976, 127174)



consequence of its iterability and differentiality (cf. Derrida 1973, &9 exposing these
moments entirely as effects of the sigieichen and its articularityDerrida already begins

his reflection, which is focused on the voice, with the topic of the sign or rather the problem

of t he *“(Anzeige dngarticdanthis discussion is conducted within the context of

a critique on the unity gbhonéand signification and thus on the presence of meaning in the
voice. This however always places it under the custody mirgiple meaning or scripture

and t huddetmeé “odsignhe script

Because the voicalways sayssomething and what was saidilreadycarries the sign, the

writing consequentypr ecedes t he voice. The wringss,ng br
because it understands the voice exuklgi as amedium it has already assumed the
secondarity of mediatisation. The voice is introduced by Deasdga “ desi re t o say
the operation of the simultaneous aatéd f e ct i o n-onesalfis f dvaela™™ i °gbi d. ,
Whoever speaks, hears helfs understands himsekland such understanding is not
thinkable without repeatability: “To speak t
heard by oneself; but, at the same time, if one is heard by another, to speak is to make him
repeat immeidtely in himself the hearingneselispeak in the very form in which |
effectuat ed i Grdmmdtolopymalntains, tBeOrgpeataldlisy subordinates the

voice to the primary scripturality as long as it not only makes the sound repeatable as sound
and thus recognizable, but also already refers to a repeatability that detaches from it in the
moment of i ts v ocagan we firg sllethe cneidencés Afrpdmoridial nos
presencet oncl udes Derri da’ $Speecliand Pnenenaa bd ien ecéh a'pd et
affection supposes that a pure difference comes to dividpsele sence” (i bid., 8
as the observations are, they only raose aspect of the vocal, nametile movement of
“speaki ng” (whichnsagnmand s p e a k i n §)), amavenmarypgspdakinghat

implies saying In this way the analysis of the voice falls totally in the context of semiology

and grammatology. The entire account thus follovsagram of reflectionwhich inscribes

itself in its results right from the start. In other wortdss the distance of the reflection that

gives the voice the aporia that Derrida refers to and thus alienates it from its presence. The
logic of the conclusions in the corresporgichapter irSpeech and Phenomeas well as in

Writing and Differences a result of this prejudice. However, the phenomenality of the voice

is in no waywiped off by this. On the contrary, from the point of view of writing and
scripturality the relatiorbetween voice and recordironedominates, that is the puzzle of

memok anditsma r k s . Der r i da’-mesgnde,tHerefer®, pasigally oepeats then
psychoanalytical insight of Sigmund Freud and Jacques Lacan that experience is a result of a
tracing or forging, which places the processes of memory at the start and not the event itself.
Consequently, media theory has brought the subjeaschifvesandstorageto the forefront

and ousted the question of transfer not only in the sense of a mmadggdort, but also in the

sense of dransformationin the meaning of the word frometaphora of a“carrying ovet

and di s pl-aas n(umgesetzen Hans Blumenbeng Although Derrida added
fundamental aspects through the motifs of repeatability and rupture, of iteration and alteration

of the circulation of writing, the structure of trangfeceis not exclusively covered by the

structure of writing. The teri t r a n s especially lariegs thdialectic of proximity and

distance into play, which in turn assigns the voice another place beyond writing. As
transmissiomedium, the voice belongs to the realm of the intersticgpace(Spatiun), of

the simultaneously separating and connecting. Cagan this accentuates the aspect of
physicality because the experience of the distance, the spatial fissure or gap as well as the
bridging or wiping out is first and foremost a corporeal one, which the equally intruding as

well as withdrawing presencé the voice contributes to.

® In his essayListenirg Roland Barthes also s attention to the idnt i t y of “annandnci ng s
“hear i ntgie.pheang @enésélf, speaking, which tears the voice as the carrier of meaning literally away
fromitself and makes it reflexible (Barthes 1991a)



Beyondthe Medial

In no way whatsoever does the corporeality form only the passive sounding board for the tone
and intonation. Rather, it also describes an element that can be made both modular and
plastic, that both contrilies to the training and aestheticisation of the voice and is destroyed
by it. Thus, where such a voi@nd body are conceived togethethe unity understood as
conjunctionand disjunction, because the joined constantly includes the separatexis
alreadydealing withtwo media the mediality of the voice on the one hand and that of the
body on the other hand. To that extamé we confronted with ariintermedialty,” which
produces its own interferences, oppositiarsl chiasms. In other word#ice andbody can
become opponents; they can overlap with one another, strengthen each other, mutually slow
another, or thwart one anothekrt acts as witnessfor that: when voice and body are
separatedtheir respective characteristics become visible, so thatnitx of media, their
conflicts and their inconsistencies can be promoted to means of refraction and reflection,
which unveil something other than the semiotic character of the voice in the mode of its
articulateness. In particulasuch a fracture subverts the dogmatic focus of supposed
scripturality, because it is able to dissolve the entwining of the voice and language and/or
voice and significance. Especially, the art of performancetzate as well as'new musit

have worked again dnagain withsuch strategies—Cathy Berberiani $Stripsody(1966) or

Gyorgy Ligeti $e Grand Macabrg1974-77, revised 199bare perfecexamples for that;

also it bringst o mi nd Antoni n Ar +%iutldysrramplescrieythres o f b
underfoot” (Artaud 1958, 91)

But let there be the least return to the active, plastic, respiratory sources of language, let words be joined again to
the physical motions that gave them birth, and let the discursive, logical asfetguage disappear beneath its
affective, physical side, i.e., let words be heard in their sonority (ibid., 119)

He thus refers to the voisenonrsemiotic character, its power, inarticulateness, richragss
urgency as well as its unwieldiness amdc€, which does not express the violence of the
signs, but on the contrary %onveys their “in
What one could call thaesthetic of the voidlen becomes obviouthe voice proves to be a
medium of representation, a product of npt adjustments and disciplinings as is
demonstrated by rhetoric or musical trairtrgshere volume, rangeand repertoires need to
be rehearsed and trained. However, at the same time the medial limits are alswudialde
because something appears whegbeeds h e vexpressévéness and expression just as it
exceeds the word, language musicality and remains dissonant to any sound. To be more
precise:there is no voice which is not at the same time controlled, modulatedained,
because the oice constantly appears in public and stagsslf and thus is displayed.
Nonetheless, to the same extdmere is also no voice, which is fully performed or stylized
and even“ st y |,”i becausé m each tone the fragility or strain resonates in which
resistances against the training can Heard to emerge and express its mortality, the
possibilities of decline, pajrand future death. Certainly the voice is not less superficial or
masklike than the face in which we display our public presenoat justas the face shines
through each of the different faces and masks that we wear as a singular trace,uars a ”
inherent in the voice, whiglaccording toEmmanuel Lévingsgives it a facdikeness It is
therefore not so much the trace of a bodyhedrace of an otherness as expressed in every
single body.

This also meanghat the voice cannot be separated from its mediality, thiadl it is also

®This is directed particul anaudgDeradel98mpr ri da’'s interpretat



something other than a mediuthone assigns the mediality of the voice its articulateness and
dispositive pgormance, its nowrticulateness withdraws from an appropriate definition or
adequate conceptualization. Just as the medium is unable to obtain its own mediality or the
writing its structurality, the voice is unable to express itsassimilability, itsuniquenessit

proves to be norecordable remains, residuuior permanent reserves. At best, it can be
defined negatively and thus the paradox of a presenpresence is inherent in the voice. In

this lies its indescribability. It opens the space ofmaleterminability. Roland Barthes tried to
explain this space from the difference between articulation and pronunciation (Barthles 1991
199%) . The | atter includes those “erotic” eff
body. It is—contraintuitively—characterized as thémoment of significancgé The
expression is misleadingsofaras it recalls a significance, which the voice actually does not
possess. We are not dealing so much with a significant relation as with the moments of an
emergenceThe pronunciation means this emergence. It signifies the conspicuous and can
therefore be interpreted within the contexeosétasisthe ecstasis of the voice in the sense of
expositing itself.Here significance is not meaning, but rather something jilmaps out and
appears. Perceivable especially through disruptions such as stuttering or interruptions, or,
according to Roland Barthes, the noise,ggin’, its whistles scratchesor coarsenesghe

voice turns out to be a source of reflection, whoh only finds a negativity in the voice but

alsg on the contrarya surplus, which cannot be domesticated by any censure or production.
The thesis is that thigtensity of surpluss the reason why the voice involves us and in the
moment of communicatio appeals to us and compels us to respond. Similarly, it is this
compelling that Rol and Barthes tried to mak
(Barthes 1991a, 246).

Metacritiqueo f Derri da’s Critique of Pl ato

This imperative‘listen to mé draws the other into the voice. There is no cry, no monological
speech, and no whispering to oneself without a seddtessingwithout imploration ora
relationship tadhe otherThe voice as a trace of the body, therefore, also marks the lootion
an“appellatiori that forces the response. Bdtippedl  a mesponsédisplace the frame of
scripturality and fall out of the repertoire of grammatology. In as much as grammatology is
based on the misjudgement of the spoken word it fails to recodh&evoice in its
relationship to the othefhis promptsme to take ughe critique of Derridagain which |

began elsewhere (cf. Mers@006), this time by producing a metacritiqgue dber r i da’ s
metacritigue of Po’ s cr i ti que of wr it i nAgthe(eadfofthee s pec.i
dialogue in Phaedrus—after Socrates and Phaedrus have spoken about Eros, the art of
languageand the status of rhetoric in relation to tratRlato inserts a myth dealing with the

notion of writing The logical location of this myth in the midst of all the different themes
consists of the question about the relationship betweelivthg and constantly responding

word and thesilent writing which can only beeceivedas a monologuéPlato 2007, 5354).

In doing so, Plato speaks of the old Egyptian d&itguth(or Thoth, who is ascribed the

“ g i of wisdom and the sciences of geometry, astron@ng the game of dice. According

to the tale, the origins of writing and numbers ckeo &e traced back to him. It should be

added here that the same position in Greek mythology is taken &vobyetheuswhom
Aischylos ascribes iPrometheus Boundot only the* g i of fire, but also the discovery of

the crucialmediawriting and numbers “ Y e a , and t hedevice, tfouodéd n u mb e
and the <craft of written words, the worl d’s
20) . I n Pl at o’ s Veudtlswribng is presentedh to KimgyThamus ddr

examination. King Thanmaiis supposed to be convinced of the advantages of writing for
remembering and commemorating. Instead, King Thamus points to the difference between



poiesisand reflection as well a® the ambiguity of advantages and disadvantages that are

inherentinever di scovery: “And in this instance, y
paternal love of your own children have been led to attribute to them a quality which they
cannot have; for this discovery of yours wi/l

In his metacritique of Pl at o’ s apharmakosadf s of
writing, which functions both as poison and remedy. Nonetheless, this passage by Plato is
noteworthy in the sense that it treats writing as a c,hwvhith, placed between art and
technology can be questioned with regards to its-t#s@d which, according to Platogven

the inventor himself is unable to evaluatee designer who only thinks in terms of functions,

fails to see the consequences afconstruction; technology and reflection, as a result,
obviously separate from one another. That which the mediumr i tholds geddy as an

obvious advantage, namely that it provides memory and is able to serve as a cultural
technology for recording anharchiving can only be judged in its full ambivalence by others

who are affected by it. I n addition to hinti
passage thus also unveils the dotgateedness of the technological, whose conflicting nature
inscribes itself into the medium, which in constituting-odastitutes as well. As Plato
suspected, no technology escapes thisdidedness; its ambivalence lays not in using it
wrongly or rightly, rather it is inherent in the technology itself. Thereoisnriting, which

does not record and document how it in the same moment transforms memonyothier a
document or archive. It is there thtasstnotPIl at o
actually a critique of writing, but rather a critique technology

Derrida’s critique of Pl ato’s writing-analy:
sidedness through the figure of tpbarmakonin order to read the implicit gesture of a
privileging of the spoken language before it is fixedwnting—thus missing the crucial

point. Derrida is again concerned with a reversal, demonstrating both that Plato always has to
think from the perspective of writing in order to distinguish language, as well as to assert the

i ndi spens abi (marquy noopresendefem the figtionalisation of the supposed
authenticity of the spoken word and the presence of the voice. In a double Deorda

proposes thafi) it is not the voice that precedes the writing, but rather the writing that
precedeshe voiceand(ii) the notion of presence, of thpreserit that is given to itself does

not exist, and instead memory—with its play between remembering and forgettirig

primary. In otherwords, for Derridathe medium of writing is inevitable, because rgve
recollection or forgetting as well as every perception, experience, cognition, dialogue, living
word, or communication is indebted to the pricyaf writing. This conclusion runs radically

counter to Plato, becausdato assigns thghoné,the presentaund, its own weight and
indivisible dignity in that it is oriented on the other.

The link between philosophy, voicand dialogue, which was obvious to Greek thought,

implied in particularthat the speaker testified for what he has said to othershigtbwn

voice. Consequently the voice advances to a guarantor, who binds what was said to the
speaker’s presence and corporeality. Reasoni
al so emphasi zed, an “exper i en ctescierceisaneverrae s enc
theory, it is an activity, a form of life, in which the other, who speaks and responds, takes on

an outstanding placén his study on rhetorical and discursive traditions in antiquity,-Jean

Pierre Vernant also insisted thaesidesall graphical representations, a general separation
between thalethinos logosthe faithful language, and the wondeis ifiythodesof verbal

expression was decisive to Greek thought. This is a difference which cannot be exhausted by
any theory ofsema& or grammata because these apply to the impact of the talk on the
listener. Vernantirgues thathe power of the voice possesses“athel’ intensity than the

word and its written fixation, because the voice belongsytmmpatheia and the written

fixation to mimesis(cf. Vernant 1990). Reading offers the reader a critical analysis and a
possibility to return to the text again and again and thus demands more disattitodé



compared talistening to an oral lecture. Greek rhetoric was fully conscioustha$: the

speaker has to seduce his audience, in order to hold its att@ritespoken wordffects the

|l i stener l i ke an i nvocation. Des g Plate hist he | e
deconstruction misses this crucial distinction. The vdidags it into play in a way that

cannot be eliminated, because in connectiggandalter there is a dimension inherent in it,

which is different from writing. This can be understood as its gentimet h.i Sincet y
antiquity its first evidence has alwapeer—music.

Mimesis and the Power of Speech

Thenotion® e t h irequirés ya ‘few additional remarksh'®8  “ e tohthecwice—which

does not meanan ethic, but rather only its preondition or prestructure—seems
amalgamated with a u t h ¢ itce she why speaks with her own voice, speaks as author
of her language and her thoughts, for which she, as such, takes responsibility for. However,
Derrida correctly argued that no authorship and thus also no authenticity can be ascribed to
the voice, besuse it does not create language, but ratitebest, delivers it. The ethical
claim, which the presence of the voice raises, can therefore neither lie in the authorship of the
person, if this means being the origin or base of language, nor in what tsysaiSimilarly,

the notion of authenticity proves to be difficult, ambiguoarsd rebellious. Connoted with

“ o W nwith the character of originalifythe notion seems once and for all to be related to

appearance. The word names thehentesf h e étrata” rapcompound ohutos “sel f,”
anda-nyein actomplish As a consequence it describes those who accomplish something
themselves, which s why the i dea of the subject’s sov

form a set. Withthe authatic as appearancdhe figures of sovereignty also become
problematic, just as they have inhabited modern thought since Descartes and have brought the
freedom of* n a.e.,”a primary refusal, into language and its references. Right from the start
they destabilize the possibilities of the social through the negation and the difference which
posit the individual. Accordingly, part of the basis of modern philosophy is to oppose this
doublesidedness witla norm, such as Kant tried to establisiirom the s#-legislation of

reason. Nonetheless, the crokthis idea ofselflegislation liesin a circular argumentin

order to control its arbitrarines# still has to assume the principle of sovereignty and
therefore also confirms that which it strives titi Therefore, the other is lost right from the

very beginning. To the same degree with which language and the social are brought into play
again—a process, which in opposition to Kdrdgunat the lateswith Herder,Johann Georg
Hamann and Wilhelm voniimb o | dt and which reached its f
theory—the moment of the necessity of alterity also comes back into view. Spéech
addition to work—here turns into a place of power, whose historicity goes beyond
subjectivity and its freedom dhegation. H o we v e r—amnditheré ontelagain lies the
limiting of this program—language is reduced exclusively to the said, to the sandéo the
structures of signification, which result from its internal differentiality.

The normativity of thesocial cannot be thus explained. It neither results from the bonding
power of language nor from the orders of the symbolic alone; rather it requires the analysis of
practices which obey categories other than the syntax or semantics of language. e not e

a function of the rhetoric or the figuration, but rather at best a function of the performance,
which also sets the fact of language and the reality which is indicated in it at the same time.
Accordingly, one has derived the remaining obligation from pragmatic presumptions of
language, the legally enforceable claims of validity representing the obligations of the speaker
to both mean what she says as well as to defend what she says with reasons. Thus, the
promise to stay true to language in thead®&peaking is inherent in language, especially from

the perspective strongly supported by Jirgen Habermas. And it is this promise that guarantees
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the relationshigpetween language and truitf. Habermas 1984, 1979; for a critical view cf.
Mersch 2003b, @04). There are not only promises that bind, rather language itself contains
the promise of connection, although this is created alone through the practical sense of
speechDespite all pragmatics, the semantic continues to dominate. Nevertheless, ¢halt whi
can say, have sagidr possibly wanted to say, seems less decisive, as it is not at all about
supposed understandings and their justificatiewkich would mean having to define the
success of sociality exclusively from the rationality of the integbi@ts. Instead, it is much

more concerned with the antecedence of the responsive which does not need a specific
justification of the social. In other words, with the first word language is coupled with the
structure of alterity and thus finds itself aldgain the social horizon, which remains as a
frame and therefore seems neither eligible nor deniable.

This implies a further consequence that speaking occurs nowhere fully intentional, but rather
continually already as an othee., superimposed and inspd by the voice of the other, even
whenthere is no real counterpart whenthe other remains a stranger. As Vernant already
suggestedreferring to the classical understandingtloé dialogical, eact s p e adccurs g ”
mimetically and not because it elates the others in what it expresses, but rather because

speaking takes in the ot herrésaatingevenwhere bnod | et
longer senseit. One knows the echo of the voice, that pierces deep into our ears and that

occasionalc ont i nues to talk much | onger in one’s
in a foreigncountry, wher e voices remain incomprehensik

speaking has literally been appropriated by the voice of the affesaking which am not or

which | do not represent and cannot represent, but instead accept through others in that their
voices speak through me and alienate me from myself. In given moments of speaking, it is
then often not clear why | say or said it like that, so Hwh the performative status of my
speech as well assiteferenceremain undetermined, because there was no specific addressee
and no responggossasesthat from which it responds (cf. Mersch 2008 for a more detailed
discussion). In this sense, the smdbjconstitutes itself as the speaker through the response,
which is always the response to a stranger, because | can only ensure my own speech through
the complexity of t reeadyr is pestrigturg reeays’in® the t r uct
darkness ofte moment, because it speaks itself. Consequently, speaking does not mean
producing language as a spontaneity, but rather to let its possibilities first of all occur through
the structure of such withdrawress. The performativity of the response is aipigs or

rather a“passibilité” It opens up an interstice which constitutes bothrédam of meaning

and of communication. This also applies whdraveapparently made the first step, whére
havebroken the silence and raised my voice to speahkd pehaps with futile effortdall on

deaf ears.

Testimonial andParrhesia

Language is thus never one’s own; it is the
can only speak in the mode of another speech, of another voice. The same is true for other
media, for play, drama, painting, photography, soamd so onwe always refer to an entire

history, to traditions, to other actors and their practices or utterances, to tivearkstand

inscribe our interventions into the body of cultural instins. This does not only apply to the
semiotic character of cultural processes with the parameters of repeating and quoting, to
which Derrida pointed again and again, but rather-aksoad this remains covered within the
concept of writing—to the mimetic poweof the voice, to its unique presence and impact,
which despite all apparent ignorance forces one to listen and to take a stand. Certainly, the
voice cannot state thgruth’ or “trut hf ulimtheserise ob dutheatichgne ani n ¢
believing this wouldndeed be naive. Instead, the meaning is always already another meaning
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permeated with thé g r aof afi€rity. Moreover, in each moment it is purloined from its
immediacy. Accordingly, the voice also does not certify the subf@nt.the contrary,
languag@—as well asthe arts—including their iterability and scripturality (and it has to be

said that Derrida is right here) is always ahead of ekzaggntlichkeitof the subject and its

meaning The voice would literally carry too much, if it had to carry thieole weight of

authorship. t—as fperpetratob of saying—is as ittle capable as the subjeets

Aper petr at orof admittingntlee atrnthfuingss and falseness, the sincerity or
deception of a speech and to be made responsible for it.

Neverthelesssard wi t h  t hat I begin my odPRladeethei on t o
decisive focus of Plato’s analysis of writir
andthusthe related truth or truthfulness of speech, but rather im¢hef positing and the
corresponding performativity of the response which does not coincide with the performance

of the said and the pragmatics of meaning. Authenticity, in the sense of the sincerity of a
testimonial of truth, is only concerned with the content of langudtge propositional
substance. Nonetheless, the positing of the reference which requires the presence of the voice
and provokes a response seems cruci al to Pl
comparison to Derrida can be read as an indicatidheodistinction of the performative in
language—a performativity however, that is already inherent in the connection between
physicality, presencand alterity.

What the voice announces is thus not so much truth or truthfulness of an expressiom which i
producing the presence of the speaker literally attests to the testimony. Nor is it concerned, in
thesenseadd n “ o c cdisabwse bf @resénce, with such testimony, or with the attestation

of one’s self as t htee vaceibgcapmed with & tesimpoayeof the Rat
meaning of being responsible for oneself, which is bound to the occasionality of the moment

and turns to an other. It does not rise from any sovereign act, but instead, as tgesgimony
nothing without the alterity. As shthe voicecan be brought together in context with Michel

F o u ¢ a urkeadihgsof theeclassicglarrhesia(Foucault 1983, cf. also Mersch 199%)e

forthright articulation of one opinion Parrhesia does not constitute authorship in an
emphatic sensdyut rather thevirtue of seHpositing in face of the otheFoucault tried in

particular to establish a virtue of critique out ef-dindwhat has been namedthee t hiofc i t y”
the voiceaboveis linked to that. The voice articulates itself in the sensandf o ut s poken
belief’ or rather an enunciation which risks it all and dives into the scales of history, without
letting itself be bound to discursive power practices or without insuring itself through
justifications. Instead it is much more concerned with e unr eserved natur e

positioning, which corresponds to the exposu
vulnerable and endangers itself through this exposure. As a result we are dealing with a non
rhetoric and norsstrategic way ofe x pr essi on, whi c h, as Fouca

relationships between the monarch and his advisor illustrates, is rooted in an asymmetric
relationship that corresponds to the asymmetry of discourse and power (FoucaulBa®B3).

is especially because tfis that it lends théown voic€ a particular dignity. Th@arrhesia

resists both power as well aoxa the opinion of the majority; it subverts hegemonic
conventions and breaks its laws.ighlso meanshatits fundamental moment is athos It

canbe understood as tlehos of selfestimonylt testifies to a conviction. It is not so much
based on alaim of truth even when this is always meant alongside with it, but rather on the
relativity of the situationn which it is executed and the relatiavhich itrespectively posits

It is not belief or knowledge that belongs to truth, but rather the act of an ethposkifg.

This ethic of testimony is generally realized performance | t i's based on
existence ® The voice is its ideification. Not the individual argument, nor the giving of

Ccf . Mersch 2003a for a discussion aof defining the vo
8With regards to the meaniinmg lodt eam 80 Bl DeEuitdd e | BEwaind
and Hadotl991
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evidence nor even the reasoning seem to be relevdneéy might be supported through the
sound of the voice, strengthenex in contrast undermined and thwarted. Instead, it is the
nature of the gpearance, the seffositing, with which language frees itself from the bonds
and stranglehold of existing discursive practicsstting its own course andnly thus
producing a relaticship. In order to do sthe voiceneeds both a direct confrontationfage

to face, as well as the possibility to respond. The vocal presence can be compared te this self
positing, which due to the power of the exposure sets itself in relation to the other and knows
to answer foritself. By virtue of physical presence itdially challenges one to respond. The
parrhesiais this type of“responsibility in language, which is in a direct way carried out

t hrough t he® However as aready anenyianed, this does not only hold for
language, it also holds for amphysica vocal presentation or performance and its genuine
abandonment, i ncluding act i n goarrhesidtestifiassot c a |
only the actor’s or singer’s presence, but
which, as it wereequp them with the gloryf anephemeraholiness.

“Ethicity” of Presence

Writing does not necessarily inclugearrhesia on the contrary writing shiftparrhesids
performativity into the medial. Because the text cannot respond to the written dis@ourse,
dictates, sets, and presents its knowledge without being able to respond, rgmadiegia
through figuration. Accordingly, extensive rhetoric or literary means are needed to restage
parrhesiain the text, in order to inscribe itself into the voidetlre author and to throw its
radicalness into the scales of circulating discourBasthesig hence, signifies the traces of
active selpositing into the social realm. It does not mean authenticity, but engagement. The
voice—also in its metaphorical me@g—is its sign. Parrhesig therefore, develops its
function not with regards to the significance of an enunciation, but rather specifically in

looking at the social place of the actor or speakert he actor’s position

t he s ppesititnenra’diglogue, in the power games in thatconfronts himself wither
own voice, i.e.the actor or speakgoushes the vulnerability of his own body into the ring of
debate Only the voice and its presence are then able to adequately resysomdturn it is
only possible for voices and bodies to answer appropriatellgeio violability. Answering
here does not meamdiscourse, rather it means aat, a performance a presentation The
presence of the voice belongs to thsesentatiori. Thus, the basic difference between voice
and writing lies not in the difference of the media and their formats, but rather acttred
performance of the response

P

Thi s i s Pl at o’ s cruci al i nsight . Phil osoph

unregrvednessConsequently it does not primarily offer lessons, knowledg&isdom, but

is instead based on tiperformativity of a positioningwhich requires the voice order to
manifest itselflt is this concept of philosophy that underlies the dialstructure of antique

texts, which, as one could say, keeps alive the memory of the continual mourning for the lost
voice of Socrates. That is why Plato preferred dialogicity compared to writing even when
he—paradoxically enough-articulated himself exchively in the written medium.
Nonethelessthe presence of the voice is not so decisive in the dialogue or lseeaasd

lend my word or act the weight of my presence in this moment. Rather, what is fundamental is
the ethicity that is linked with themonent of connection and orientatido the otherwhich
consistently includes thpossibility of respondingand is absorbed in the moment of the
response. In other wordthe extent of its genuine sociality is crucial to the presence of the
voice which presds itself in society-a circumstance which Plato directly implemented in

his philosophy. In this sense philosophy generally constitutes a political act that claims

° Right from the very beginning Foucault bringmrrhesiatogether with ethical dimensions (see Foucault 1983)

[a})
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parrhesiaas its own virtue.

One carthussay that thd”latonic dialogue is rooted in suchrelation to the other, in the fact

of a respondingrespongility.” By reading Plato only in view of the medial intertwining of
writing, logos and memory, Derrida disposes of the relevance of the elemguairifesia

the performance of the voice andiitgroduction to the other, and thus of its genuine ethicity.
He completely shifts the power gfarrhesiainto the toneless circulation of writing. In
moving the reading and picking up of the sign, the quote, the figures of repetition and their
displacemeninto the centre of his considerations, Derrida loses the equally corporeal and
social dimension of the voice which exposes itself to the other. Instead with my—arde

this also means my acting out of the voice pisrhestic claimd | simultaneously ranifest

my position in the here and now, whether | argue in a dispute or address my voice to a public
audienceor present it to the open space of the political. Such positioning then takargsa

stand in an ethical wayGreek antiquity had a deep sdilgly for the ethical impact of
positing oneself and being part of political life.

Doesthis also holdfor music? Obviouslyarrhesiahas noimmediaterelevance for musical
sounds—the term is only reserved fohemata i.e, the way of expressiomilanguage.
However musi@layedan important roleor the entire Greek culturespecially with respect

to thepreservatiorof knowledgeandthe harmonicrelationshipbetweernphysisandpolis, the

latter mirrored in the former. Any musical perfaance therefore was considered totthe
highest fulfilmentof this relation Music, thus, appeared to be in itsethical This ethical
dimension of musialsoapplied to the presence of the gods as well as thpresence of the
audiencen the treaterasa collectiveevent of theioccurrence Ethics here is neither based

on a normative judgement, nor on the formulation or defending of a rule, an imperative or
maxim, instead it is grounded on positingeself simplyas humansometimesas themyth of
Antigone demonstrates, against tradition and its political representation. The maides

et hi c s’ actealizatipnoln rai$ing my voice in the public, in discusstoin adramatic

clash, I consequently gain a social bo@milarily, in singing the liturgy without any
instrumental aidurns the congregationnto one single religious subject. Correspondingly,
Gregorian monody means to participateain v o cotleetivesprayer.The voice forms its
edifice. It approximates &communiori in which the absoluteness of social relationskip
embodied. Thughe voice primarilyis a social phenomen@dnright from the very moment of

its first appearance arlts sociality exists immediately in that itters the scene as a cry, a

“ ¢ a orlan énunciation. This also implies that we cannot hear a voice or its disrupted tone
without responding to it, even if the answer is the ignorance of a passing by, a weariness

mere indifference. In every case theiceopenetrates me even i f I don’ t
documents a genuingathexis(allocatior) , a s-inddfferente” whichnLévinas righty
referred to”as “persecution

Translated from th&erman by Rett RosSj
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