
Distancing, Determining 

Contemporary violence is the response societies make to the 
immediacy of contacts and is exacerbated by the brutality of 
the flash agents of Communication. 1 It is not aIl that easy to 
fore go the comfortable expanses of time formerly allowing 
changes to occur imperceptibly. In cities this speed becomes 
concentrated, and the response explodes. These same mech
anisms are at work both in cultures of intervention and in 
emerging cultures: New York or Lagos.* In the shantytowns 
and ghettos of even the smaIlest cities the same gears engage: 
the violence of poverty and mud but also an unconscious and 
desperate rage at not "grasping" [com-prendre] the chaos of 
the world. Those who dominate benefit from the chaos; 
those who are oppressed are exasperated by it. 

This speeding up of relationships has repercussions on 
how the full-sense of identity is understood. The latter is no 
longer linked, except in an occasionally anachronistic or 
more often lethal manner, to the sacred mystery of the root. 
It depends on how a society participa tes in global relation, 
registers its speed, and controis its conveyance or doesn't. 
Identity is no longer just permanence; it is a capacity for vari
ation, yes, a variable-either under control or wildly fluctuat
ing. 

The old idea of identity as root, whenever it proves hard to 

*The cultures that l caU "emerging" are those that do not have at their 
disposaI the institutionalized-nor, for that matter, improvised-means 
of speaking up in the planetary flow of Communication. 
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define or impossible to maintain, leads inexorably to the 
refuges of generalization provided by the universal as value. 
This is how the elite populations in southern countrics have 
usually reacted when choosing to renounce their own 
difficult dennition. A generalizing universal l'eassures them. 

Ickntity as a system of relation, as an aptitude fùr "giving
on-and-\vith" [donner-avec], is, in contrast, a form of violence 
that challenges the generalizing universal and necessitates 
cven more stringent clcrnands for specificity. But it is hard to 
kcep in balance.* "\Thy is there this paradox in Relation? \Vhy 
the neccssity to approach the specificities of communities as 
closely as possible? To cut clown on the danger of bcing 
boggecl clown, clilutecl, or "arrestecl" in unditferentiated con
glomerations. 

But, in any case, the speecl with which geocultural entitics, 
aggregates f()l'med through cncounters and kinships, change 
in the world is relative. For example, there is a real situational 
community among the creolizing cultures of the Caribbean 
and thosc of the lndian Ocean (in Réunion or Seychelles). 
Hovvever, therc is nothing to say that accelerated evolution 
willnot soon entail equally powerful and decisive encounters 
between the Caribbean region and Brazil, or among the 
smaller Antillean islands (both French- and English-speak
ing), that wiIllead to the formation of new zones of relational 
community. It would not be possible to base ontological 
thinking on the existence ofentities such as these, whose very 
nature is to vary tremendously within Relation. This variation 
is, on the contrary, evidencc that ontological thought no 
longer "{ünctions," no longer provides a founding certainty 
that is stock-still, once and for aIl, in a restrictive territory. 

In such an evolution vve are justified in maintaining the 
f()llowing principle: "Relation exists, especially as the particu
Jars that are its interdependent constituent have first fl'eecl 
themselvcs hom any approximation of depenclency." 

*There is a growing tendeney in \Vestcrn aesthctie theorics. IJOm 
ethnopoctics Lo gcopoctics to cosmopoetics, to makc sorne daim of 
going bc:'ond notions or dimensions of identity, 
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GraduaIly, premonitions of the interdependence at work 
in the world today have replaced the ideologies of national 
independence that drove the struggles for decolonization. 
But the absolute presupposition of this interdependence is 
that instances of independence will be defined as closely as 
possible and actually won or sustained. Because it is only 
beneficial to aIl (it only stops being a pretext or ruse) at the 
point at which it governs the distancings that are determi
nant. 

One of the most dramatic consequences of interdepen
dence concerns the hazards of emigration. "\Then identity is 
determined by a root, the emigrant is condemned (especially 
in the second generation) to being split and flattened. Usu
ally an outcast in the place he has newly set anchor, he is 
forced into impossible attempts to reconcile his former and 
his present belonging. 

Despite their French citizenship, most of the Antilleans 
who live in France, participating in the widespreadmove
ment of emigration into this country (North Mricans, Por
tuguese, Senegalese, etc.), have not been spared this condi
tion. It is through a rather impressive turnabout in history, in 
Martinique, that its leaders are now speaking up to suggest 
that it would not, after aIl, be such a bad thing to participate 
in a dignified manner in this citizenship. 

Summarizing what we know concerning the varieties of iden
tity, we arrive at the following: 

Root identity 
-is founded in the distant past in a vision, a rnyth of the 

creation of the world; 
-is sanctified by the hidden violence of a filiation that 

strictly follows from this founding episode; 
-is ratified bya daim to legitimacy that allows a commu

nity to prodaim its entitlement to the possession of a 
land, which thus becornes a territory; 

-is preserved by being projected onto other territories, 
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making theiI' conquest legitimate-and through the 
project of a discursive knowledge. 

Root identity therefore rooted the thought of self and of 
territory and set in motion the thought of the other and of 
voyage. 

Relation identi~y 
-is linked not to a creation of the world but to the con-, 

scious and contradictory experience of contacts among 
cultures; 

-is produced in the chaotic network of Relation and not 
in the hidden violence of filiation; 

-does not devise any legitimacy as its guarantee of enti
tlement, but circulates, newly extended; 

-cioes not think of a land as a territory from which to 
project tmvard other territories but as a place where 
one gives-on-and-with rather than grasps. 

Relation identity exults the thought of errantry and of 
totality. 

The shock of relating, hence, has repercussions on several 
levels. When secular cultures come into contact through 
their intolerances, the ensuing violence triggers mutual 
exclusions that are of a sacred nature and, for which any 
future reconciliation is hard to foresee. When a culture that 
is expressly composite, such as the culture of Martinique, is 
touched by another (French) that "entered into" its compo-' 
sition and continues to determine it, not radically but 
through the erosion of assimilation, the violence of reaction 
is intermittent and unsure of itself. For the Martinican it has 
no solid rootstock in any sacred territory or filiation. This, 
indeed, is a case in which specificity is a strict requirement 
and must be defined as closely as possible. For this composite 
culture is fragile in the extreme, wearing down through con
tact with a masked colonization. 

Consequently, wouldn 't it be best just to go along \vith it? 
Wouldn't it be a viable solution to embellish the alienation, 
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to endure while comfortably receiving state assistance, with 
aIl the obvious guarantees implied in such a decision? This is 
what the technocratie elite, created for the management of 
decoy positions, have to talk themselves into before they con
vince the people of Martinique. Their task is aIl the less 
difficult since they use it to give themselves airs of concilia
tion, of cooperative humanism, of a realism anxious to make 
concrete improvements in circumstances. Not counting the 
pleasures of permissive consumption. Not counting the 
actual advantages of a special position, in which public funds 
(from France or Europe) serve to satisfy a rather large num
ber of people (to the benefit, however, of French or Euro
pean companies that are more and more visible in the coun
try or castes of békés converted from former planters into a 
tertiary sector and thus won over to the ideas of this elite) 
and serve to foster the hopes ofan even greater number.* 

And it is true that in a context of this sort one spares one
selfboth the sacred violence, which is boundless, and the vio
lence of absolute destitution, which is spreading with such 
lightning speed over half the planet. What rernains here is 
only the suppressed and intermittent violence of a commu
nity convulsively demonstrating its sense of disquiet. What 
sense of disquiet? The one that cornes from having to con
sume the world without participating in it, without even the 
least idea of it, without being able to offer it anything other 
than a vague homily to a generalizing universal. Privileged 
disquiet. 

Traumatic reaction is not, however, the only form of resis
tance in Martinique. In a nonatavistic society of this sort 
three rallying points have grown in strength: relationship 
with the natural surroundings, the Caribbean; defense of the 

*This year (1990) Martinique, which is an underdeveloped country 
with 40 percent unemployment, consumed 1.3 tons of Jr'anian caviar 
(imported from France) and forty million francs' worth of champagne; 
there are 173,000 cars registered for its 320,000 inhabitants. As the tele
vision newscaster, in a felicitous commentary on these figures, said, 
"We'll do better next year!" 
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people's language, Creole; protection of the land, by mobi
lizing everyone. Three modes of existence that challenge the 
establishment (three cultural reflexes that are not without 
ambiguity thcmsclves), that do not link, however, the severe 
demand for specificity to the intolerance of a root but, 
rather, to an ecological vision of Relation. 

Ecology, going above and beyond its concerns with what we 
calI the environment, seems to us to represent mankind's 
drive to extend to the planet Earth the former sacred 
thought of Terri tory. Thus, it has a double orientation: either 
it can be conceived of as a by-product of this sacred and in 
this case he experienced as mysticisrn, or else this extending 
thought will bear the germ of criticism of territorial thought 
(ofits sacredness and exc1usiveness), so that ecologywilI then 
act as poli tics. 

The politics of ecology has implications for populations 
that are decirnated or threatened with disappearance as a 
people. For, far trom consenting to sacred intolerance, it is a 
driving force for the relational interdependence of aIl lands, 
of the whole Earth. 1 t is this very interdependence that forms 
the basis for entitlement. Other factors become null and 
void. 

Concerning the Antilles, for example, there is a lot of dis
cussion concerning the legitimacy of land "possession." 
According to the mysterious laws of rootedness (of filiation), 
the only "possessors" of the Archipelago would be the Caribs 
or their predecessors, who have been exterrninated. The 
restrictive force of the sacred always tends to seek out the first 
occupan ts of a territory (those closest to an original "cre
ation "). So, in the Cal'ibbean would this be Caribs and 
Arawaks or other older and, consequently, more legitimate 
and "determining" populations? The massacre of the Indi
ans, uprooting the sacred, has already invalidated this futile 
search. Once that had happened, Antillean soil couIcl not 
becomc a territory but, rather, a rhizomeclland. lndeed, Mar·· 
tinican soil does not belong as a rooted absolute either to the 
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descendants of deported Africans or to the békés or to the 
Hindus or to the mulattoes. But the consequences of Euro
pean expansion (extermination of the Pre-Columbians, 
importation of new populations) is precisely what forms the 
basis for a new relationship with the land: not the absolute 
ontological possession regarded as sacred but the complicity 
of relation. Those who have endured the land's constraint, 
who are perhaps mistrustful of it, who have perhaps 
attempted to escape it to forget their slavery, have also begun 
to foster these new connections with it, in which the sacred 
intolerance of the root, with its sectarian exclusiveness, bas 
no longer any share. 

Ecological mysticism relies on this intolerance. A reac
tionary, that is to say infertile, way of thinking about the 
Earth, it would almost be akin to the "return to the land" 
championed by Pétain, whose only instinct was to reactivate 
the forces of tradition and abdication while at the same time 
appealing to a withdrawal reflex. 

In Western countries these two ecological options (politi
cal and mystical) corne together in action. Still, one cannot 
ignore the differences that drive them. Not acknowledging 
these differences in our countries predisposes us in favor of 
mimetic practices that are either quite sim ply imported 
because of the pressures of Western opinion or else the bag
gage of standardized fashion, such as jogging and hiking. 

We end up every time with the following axiorn-one not 
given in advance: Pronouncing one's specificity is not 
enough if one is to escape the lethal, indistinct confusion of 
assimilations; this specificity still has to be put into action 
before consenting to any outcome. 

But the axiom, though not a priori, is unbending when 
applied. A perilous equilibrium exists between self~knowl
edge and another's practice. If we are to renounce intoler
ances, why hold out against outright consent? And, if we are 
to follow our freedom to its "logical consequences," why not 
have the right to confirm it in a radical negation of the 
Other? 
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These dilemmas have their own particular areas of appli
cation ta govern. Such as the need for pOOl' countries ta exer
cise self:·sufficiency that is economically and physically sus
taining. Such as the definition ofhow forms ofindependence 
are experienced or hoped for. Such as the putting into prac
tice of ethnotechnology as an instrument of self-sufficiency. 
Never have obligations been so chancy in reality. 

To oppose the disturbing affective standardization of peo
pIes, whose affect has been diverted by the processes and 
products of international exchange, either consented to or 
imposed, it is necessary to renew the visions and aesthetics of 
relating to the earth. 

But, since sensibilities have already been diverted widely 
by these pro cesses of exchange, it will not be easy to get any
one to replace products bearing an intense relational charge, 
such as Coca-Cola, wheat bread, or dairy butter with yams, 
breadfruit or a revived production of madou, mabi or any 
other "local" products. AlI the more since products of this 
sort, whose excellence depends on their fragility, do not tend 
to keep weIl, which is one of the secrets of Iarge-scale com
merce. Standardization of taste is "managed" by the indus
trial powers. 

There are plenty of native Martinicans who will confess 
that when they were children they used to hate breadfruit (a 
staple vegetable and, therefore, intimately associated with 
the idea of poverty and the reality of destitution). Then the 
reverse has become true with age, especially for those who 
have lived for a long time away from the island-they have 
acquired a lasting taste for it. Any survey taken would show 
the same to be true today for most of the children in Mar
tinique. With a fierce "tchip!" of the lips, children reject even 
the thought of breadfruit and relish the idea of dried 
sausage. ln countries in which imports reign, childhood is 
the first deportee. 

1 made note of sorneone who, claiming to criticize novel
ists from Martinique whose vision of reality is expressed in 
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the poetics of a language irrigated by Creole, spoke disdain
fully of "dachinisme" (from the word dachine [dasheen], or 
Chinese cabbage, another local vegetable). Thus, the sarne 
negativity is used to punish any production that does not con
sent to international standardization or conform to the gen
eralizing universal. 

In rich nations, in which imports are balanced with more 
or less difficulty by exports and in which, consequently, for
eign goods offered for consumption are exchanged rnore or 
less indirectly against local production, it is easier to main
tain equilibrium between the levels. The international prod
uct has a less severe impact on sensibilities; "desire" for it is 
not so irnplacable. 

In poor countries any appeal for self-sufficiency grounded 
solely in economics and good sense is doomed to failure. 
Good sense is of no consequence in the tangle ofworld Rela
tion. Sensibilities have become so profoundly contaminated, 
in most cases, and the habit of rnaterial comfort is so weIl 
established, even in the midst of the greatest poverty, that 
political dicta tes or proclamations are inadequate remedies. 
Here, as elsewhere, one ITlust figure out how much we have 
to consent to the planetary evolution toward standardization 
of consumer products (the present course in Martinique, 
with French products widely imported) and how much we 
should push for invention and a new sensibility in association 
with "national" products. 

This is where the irnagination and expression of an aes
the tics of the earth-freed from quai nt naïveté, to rhizome 
instead throughout our cultures' understanding-become 
indispensable. 

It is certainly true that we do not work the land, are no longer 
the country people we used to be, with our same old instinc
tive patience. Too many international parameters come into 
this relationship. A man involved in agriculture is inevitably a 
man involved in culture: he can no longer produce inno
cently. 
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Daily wc hear about how occupations connected \vith the 
land are among the sorriest that exist. The birmer's tradi
tional solitude has become exacerbated by the embarrassed 
thought that his work is anachronistic, in developed coun
tries, or pathetic, in poor coun tries. In the f()rmer he strug
gles against productivity, taxes, markets, and surplus; in the 
latter against dust, the lack of tools, epidcmics, and short
ages. Roth here and there the display of technological wealth 
overwhelms him. It would be obnoxious to indulge in idiotie 
praise of the peasantry when it is going downhill this way 
everywhere. vVill it die, or will it be transfùnned into a reserve 
labor force for advanced techniques? 

It is said-·a commonplace-that the future of humanity is 
at stake, unless, before extinction, such techniques make pos
sible the massive production of artificial foods that would 
take care of the richest. Picture an uncultivated land when 
the factories producing synthetics have provided enough for 
the stomachs of the chosen te\v. It would only be used for 
leisure, for a kind of Voyage in which seeking and knowledge 
would have no place at aIl. It would become scenery. That is 
what would happen to our countries, since it is entirely possi
ble that the aforesaid factories wendd never be located in 
them (unless they are really responsible for producing too 
much waste). We would inhabit Museums of Natural Non
History. Reactivating an aesthetics of the earth will perhaps 
help differ this nightmare, air-conditioned or not. 

This trend toward international standardization of C011-

sumption will not be reversed unless we make drastic changes 
in the diverse sensibilities of communities by putting forward 
the prospect--or at least the possibility-of this revived aes
thetic connection with the earth. 

How can such a poe tics be resuscitated, when its mind-s,et 
drifts bctween the obsolete mysticism that we noted and the 
mockery of production that is emerging everywhere? An aes
thetics of the earth seems, as always, anachronistic: or naive: 
reactionary or sterile. 
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But we must get beyond this seemingly impossible task. If 
we don't, aIl the prestige (and denaturation) felt in interna
tionally standardized consumption will triurnph permanently 
over the pleasure of consuming one's own product. The 
problem is that these denaturations create imbalance and 
dry things up. Understood in its full-sense, passion for the 
land where one lives is a start, an action we must endlessly 
risk. 

An aesthetics of the earth? In the half·starved dust of Mricas? 
In the mud of flooded Asias? In epidemics, masked forms of 
exploitation, flies buzz-bombing the skeleton skins of chil
dren? In the frozen silence of the Andes? In the rains uproot
ing favelas and shantytowns? In the scrub and scree of Bantu 
lands? In flowers encircling necks and ukuleles? In mud huts 
crowning goldmines? In city sewers? In haggard aboriginal 
wind? In red-light districts? In drunken indiscriminate con
sumption? In the noose? The cabin? Night with no candIe? 

Yeso But an aesthetics of disruption and intrusion. Finding 
the fever of passion for the ideas of "environment" (which 1 
calI surroundings) and "ecology," both apparently such futile 
notions in these landscapes of desolation. Irnagining the idea 
of love of the earth-so ridiculously inadequate or else fre
quently the basis for such sectarian intolerance-with aIl the 
strength of charcoal fires or sweet syrup. 

Aesthetics of rupture and connection. 
Because that is the crux of it, and almost everything is said 

in pointing out that under no circumstances could it ever be 
a question of transfonning land into territory again. Territory 
is the basis for conquest. Territory requires that filiation be 
planted and legitimated. Territory is defined by its limits, and 
they must be expanded. A land henceforth has no Emits. 
That is the reason it is worth defending against every form of 
alienation. 

Aesthetics of a variable continuum, of an invariant discon
tinuum. 
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Self-sufficiency can be worked out. With the sole condition 
that it not end up in the exc1usivity of territory. A necessary 
condition but not enough to incite the radicalities capable of 
saving us [rom an1biguity, rallied together within a land-· 
scape-reforrrlÏng our taste, without our having to force OUl"

selves into it. 
Thus, within the pitiless panorama of the worldwide com

mercial market, we debate our problems. No matter where 
you are or what government brings you together into a com
rnunity, the forces of this market are going to find you. If 
there is profit to be made, they will deal with you. These are 
not vague forces that you might accommodate out of polite
ness; these are hidden forces of inexorable logic that must be 
answered with the totallogic of your behavior. For exarnple, 
one could not accept state assistance and at the same time 
pretend to oppose it. You must choose your bearing. And, to 
get back to the question raised earlier, simply consenting 
would not be worth it, in any case. Contradiction would knot 
the community (which ceases to be one) with impossibilities, 
profoundly destabilizing it. The entire country would 
become a Plantation, believing it opera tes with freedom of 
decision but, in fact, being outer directed. The exchange of 
goods (in this case in Martinique: the exchange of imported 
public money against exported private profit) is the rule. 
Bustling commerce only confirms the fragmentation and 
opposition to change. Minds get used up in this superficial 
comfort, which has cost them an unconscious, enervating 
braining. 

This is the dilemma to be resolved. We, have learned that 
peremptory dec1arations, grounded in the old Manichaean
ism of liberation, are of no use here, because they only con
tribute to reinforcing a stereotypical language with no hold 
in reality. These are allliabilities whose dialectics must first be 
either realized or bypassed. 

Thinking, for example, that ethnotechnology would save 
us from excessive importation, protect the vivid physical qual
ity of the country, find an equilibrium for our drive to COD--
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sume, and cement links among all the individuals concerned 
with producing and creating amounts to saying that we would 
return to a pretechnical, artisan level, elevated to the rank of 
a system, leaving it to others to take care of providing us with 
the spin-off from their dizzying experirnents, making us 
admire from afar the achievements oftheir science, and rent
ing us (but un der what conditions) the fruits of their indus
try. Have sornething to exchange that isn't just sand and 
coconut trees but, instead, the result of our creative activity. 
Integrate what we have, even if it is sea and sun, with the 
adventure of a culture that is ours to share and for which we 
take responsibility. 

There is no value to practicing self:'sufficiency, or consent
ing to interdependance, or mastering ethnotechnology, 
unless these processes constitute both distancings from and 
accord with (and in relation to) their referent: the multiform 
e1sewhere always set forth as a monolithic necessity in any 
country that is dominated. 

We struggle against our problems, without knowing that 
throughout the world they are widespread. There is no place 
that does not have its elsewhere. No place where this is not an 
essential dilemma. No place where it is not necessary to come 
as close as possible to figuring out this dialectic of interde
pendencies or this difficult necessity for ethnotechniques. 

The rnassive and diffracted confluence of cultures thus 
makes every distancing (from a suggested or imposed pre
norm) be deterrninant but also makes every (self:')determi
nation be a generative distancing. 

Now let us try to summarize the things we don't yet know, 
the things we have no current means ofknowing, concerning 
aIl the singularities, aIl the trajectories, aIl the histories, aIl 
the forms of denaturation, and aIl the syntheses that are at 
work or that have resulted frorn our confluences. How have 
cultures-Chinese or Basque, Indian or Inuit, Polynesian or 
Alpine-made their way to us, and how have we reached 
them? What remains to us of all the vanished cultures, col-
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lapsed or exterrninated, and in what fôrrn? vVhat is our expe
rience, even now, of the pressure of dominant cultures? 
Through \vhat f~mtastic accumulations of how many exis
tences, both individual and collective? Let us try to ca1culate 
the result of aIl that. We will be incapable of doing so. Our 
experience of this confluence will forever be only one part of 
its totality. 

No matter how many studies and references we accumu
late (though it is our profession to carry out such things), we 
will never reach the end of such a volume; knowing this in 
advance makes it possible fùr us to dwell there. Not knowing 
this totality is not a weakness. Not wanting to know it certainly 
is. Consequently, we imagine it through a poetics: this imagi
nary l'ealm provides the full-sense of aIl these always decisive 
differentiations. A lack of this poe tics, its absence or its nega
tion, would constitute a failing.* 

Similarly, thought of the Other is sterile without the other 
ofThought. 

Thought of the Other is the moral generosity disposing 
me to accept the principle of alterity, to conceive of the world 
as not simple and straightforward, with only one truth
mine. But thought of the Other can (twell within me without 
making me alter course, without "prizing me open," without 
changing me within myse1f. An ethical principle, it is enough 
that l not violate it. 

The other of Thought is precisely this altering. Then l 
have to act. That is the moment 1 change my thought, with
out renouncing its contribution. l change, and l exchange. 

*1 see the extent to which this imaginary appears tn me to have a cer
tain fonn in spacc: 1 spoke of circularity (imitating, pcrhaps, those cur
vatures of space-time that Einstein invented) and of volume, the sphel'
ical nature of concepts, of various poetics and the rcalities of the 
rI!.U()S-ltW1UÙ', ail ofwhich reconstitutes (for me) the image orthe mother 
planet, an Earth that would be primordial. But mothering is excluded 
[rom this symbolic system-at least, I believe that it is. As weil as the idea 
(so dear to ArisLOtle and Ptolemy) of a perfection in circularity. 
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This is an aesthetics of turbulence whose corresponding 
ethics is not provided in advance. 

If, thus, we allow that an aesthetics is an art of conceiving, 
imagining, and acting, the other ofThought is the aesthetics 
implemented by me and by you to join the dynamics to which 
we are to contribute. This is the part fallen to me in an aes
thetics of chaos, the work 1 am to undertake, the road 1 arn to 
travel. Thought of the Other is occasionally presupposed by 
dominant populations, but with an utterly sovereign power, 
or proposed until it hurts by those un der them, who set 
themselves free. The other of Thought is always set in motion 
by its confluences as a whole, in which each is changed by 
and changes the other. 

Common sense tells us that the world through which we 
rnove is so profoundly disturbed (most would calI it crazy) 
and has such direct repercussions on each one of us that 
sorne are obliged to exist in absolute misery and others in a 
sort of generalized suspension. We line one day up after the 
other, clay after day, as if the world clid not exist, though daily 
it seeks us out with such violence. Yes, we act as if. For if we 
stopped to think about it really we would let everything go. A 
commonplace-one 1 have heard so often repeated. 

To suspend the suspense we have recourse to this imagi
nary construct of totality, by rneans ofwhich we transmute for 
ourselves this mad state of the world into a chaos that we are 
able to contemplate. An imaginary rekindled by the other of 
Thought. A distancing in relation to the predetermined or 
irnposed norm but also prehaps in relation to the norms or 
beliefs that we have passively inherited. How can we put this 
distancing into practice if we have not fully mastered before
hand the things that are ours or part of us? Dependencies are 
infirmities of Relation, obstacles to the hard work of its 
entanglernent. Independencies, for the sarne reasons, 
despite being uncomfortable or precarious, are always worth 
something. 
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The suffering of human cultures does not confine us perma
nentIy within a mute actuality, mere presence grievously 
closed. Sometimes this suffering authorizes an absence that 
constitutes release, soaring over: thought rising from the 
prisms of poverty, unfurling its own opaque violence, that 
gives-on-and-with every violence of contact between cultures. 
The most peacefül thought is, thus, in its turn a violence, 
when it imagines the risky processes of Relation l'et nonethe
less avoids the always comfortable trap of generalization. This 
antiviolence violence is no trivial thing; it is opening and cre
ation. It adds a füll-sense to the operative violence ofthose on 
the margins, the rebels, the deviants, all specialists in distanç
ing. 

The marginal and the deviant sense in advance the shock 
of cultures; they live its future excess. The rebel paves the way 
for such a shock, or at least its legibility, by refusing to be 
cramped by any tradition at aIl, even when the force of his 
rebellion comes from the defense of a tradition that is 
ridiculed or oppressed by another tradition that simply has 
more powerful means of action. The rebel defends his right 
to do his own surpassing; the lives of marginal and deviant 
persons take this right to extremes. 

We have not yet begun to imagine or figure out the results 
of aIl the distancings that are determinant. They have 
emerged from everywhere, bearing every tradition and the 
surpassing of them all, in a confluence that does away with 
trajectories (itineraries), aIl the while realizing them in the 
end. 

Though the cultural contacts of the moment are territy
ingly "immediate," another vast expanse of time looms 
before us, nonetheless: it is what will be necessary to coun
terbalance specifie situations, to defüse oppressions, to 
assemble the poe tics. This time to come seems as infinite as 
galactic spaces. 

Meanwhile, contemporary violence is one of the logics
organic--of the turbulence of the chaos-monde. This violence 
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is what instinctively opposes any thought intending to make 
this chaos rnonolithic, grasping it to control it. 

Distancings are necessary to Relation and depend on it: like 
the coexistence of sea olive and manchineel. 
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