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JACQUES DERRIDA

11. Heidegger’s Ear

Philopolemology
(Geschlecht 1V)

Translated by John P. Leavey, Jr.

. .. als Horen der Stimme des Freundes,
den jedes Dasein bei sich tragt

Heidegger, Sein und Zeit

. . as in hearing the voice of the friend
whom every Dasein carries with it

Translated by Macquarrie
and Robinson

. . . €coute qui s’ouvre 2 la voix de I'ami
que tout Dasein porte aupres de lui

Translated by Vezin

. . comme I’écoute de la voix de 'ami
que chaque Dasein porte aupres de lui

Translated by Martineau

. .. Pouir de la voix amie, que tout étre-la
porte en lui-méme

Translated by Boehm and de Wacehlens

1.

The friend is silent. This friend. Keeps silent. Here, at least, this friend says
nothing, One could nearly conclude from this, from then on, that this friend utters
n(?thing determinable: Heidegger evokes nothing said by or no saying, however
fl'!endly, of the friend. The voice of this friend does not necessarily speak. This
friend could be aphasic. One could even be physically deaf without ceasing to
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carry [porter] its voice bei sich, with oneself, through its voice. With oneself
does not mean right next to oneself. With oneself does not mean the nearest,
the closest, nor in oneself. In its strict grammaticality, the phrase says that Dasein
carries with it the friend itself, and not only its voice: “als Horen der Stimme
des Freundes, den jedes Dasein bei sich tragt” (SZ, § 34, p. 163). Through its
voice that I hear, I hear the friend itself, beyond its voice but in that voice. I
hear and carry the friend with me in hearing its voice. Of course, bien entendu,
Dasein “carries” the friend itself, but not the friend in its totality, in flesh and
blood. Dasein carries it, one might say, in the figure of its voice, its metonymic
figure (a part for the whole). What about this rhetoric that seems to complicate
the grammar without, however, contradicting it? For it is indeed the friend and
not its voice that I hear. What about this exemplary part that seems to be valid
for the whole? Why does the voice play this role? And why does hearing assure
this presence of the friend permanently carried by Dasein “bei sich”? The question
of this privileged metonymy will no longer leave us.

Where then is this voice? Where does it come from? It seems to be neither
in us, nor outside us, but within the friend. Neither in our ear, nor outside our
ear. But what does “bei sich tragen” mean to say? Where is an ear? What is
the inside and the outside of an ear? What is it, for an ear, to (be) open? What
is it to prick up one’s ear [tendre I'oreille]? To hear [entendre] or not to hear?
To be deaf, not to be able or to be unwilling to hear, perhaps in the sense in
which Heidegger will speak later (1933—34), about Holderlin’s Der Rhein, about
mortals that turn, as is said in French and English, a “deaf ear” (das Uberhiren)?
Unlike gods and poets, “Mortals hear like those that cannot hear (als nicht-héren-
konnen); their understanding [entente] is the deaf ear (das Uberhéren) and the
will-not-to-hear (Uberhdrenwollen)” (GA 39: § 14, p. 200; I cite this decisive pas-
sage immediately for fear of not having the time to devote all the necessary atten-
tion to it here later, as well as to what is said of Uberhéren and of misunderstand-
ing, mishearing, sich Verhoren, in the lecture Logos [1951], or to what is said
of the ear in Der Satz vom Grund [1955-56)).

Where then is the ear that we lend, as is said in French and English, in particu-
lar the ear we lend to the voice of the friend? What is the ear, in the literal
[propre] sense, if there is such a sense? What, properly speaking, is the ear,
the ear as such and in its singularity? It is true that, however elliptical Heidegger’s
little phrase, it seems already to assure us that we do not even take the initiative
in lending or pricking up the ear to the voice of the friend. Through this voice,
Dasein carries the friend with it, whether it wishes to or not, whether it knows
it or not, and whatever its resolution. In any case, what matters here is not what
the friend’s voice says, not its said, not even the saying of its said. Hardly its
voice. Rather what matters is the hearing (das Horen) of its voice. Das Héren
is the principal theme of this chapter. And this hearing could not open Dasein
to “its ownmost potentiality-for-being (sein eigenstes Seinkonnen),” if hearing were
not first the hearing of this voice, the exemplary metonymy of the friend that
each Dasein bears close by itself (bei sich trdgt). The enigma is situated perhaps
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not far, very close by, if not within these few words, “bei sich” and “tragen.”
Let us not forget that the expression bei sich will have struck, in the German
tongue, the statement [énoncé] of one of the most obscure things, nothing less
than absolute knowledge at the end of Hegel’s greater logic, the pure concept
as it conceives itself, “the simple being to which the idea determines itself . . .
and [that] is the concept that, in its determination, remains close by self (das
einfache Sein, zu dem sich die Idee bestimmt . . . und ist der in seiner Bestimmung
bei sich selbst bleibende Begriff).”’

This friend does not speak, but is also invisible. The friend does not appear
[parait, apparair] any more than it comes to speak or to a decision [l ne prononce
ou ne se prononce). The friend has no face, no figure [figure]. No sex. No name.
The friend is not a man, nor a woman; it is not I, nor a “self,” not a subject,
nor a person. It is another Dasein that each Dasein carries, through the voice
it hears, with itself (bei sich trigt), neither within itself, in the ear, in the “inner
ear,” inside a subjective interiority, nor far away, too far from the ear, for one
can also hear from afar, in an exterior space or in some transcendence, but in
its vicinity [parages], at a distance that is neither absolute—absolutely infinite—
nor null in the absolute proximity of an ownness [propriété], nor then determinable
according to some objective unit of measurement in the world. This carrying-
distance [portée] of the voice, this étre-a-portée de voix, as one would say in
French, this being within earshot of the voice, appears of another order.

That perhaps is what one can be authorized to say, in order to begin, about
the friend such as it is apparently named, only once named, in a brief parenthetical
clause of Sein und Zeir. This allusion seems unique, remains so brief and so
enigmatic that almost no one has lent it any attention or even judged it necessary
to stop at it, except, to my knowledge, Christopher Fynsk, Jean- Frangois Courtine,
and Jean-Luc Nancy to whose brief and recent incursions? I pay tribute as I am
getting ready today to engage myself in a direction that was not theirs.

The friend, then, seems named once in Sein und Zeit, but keeps silent even
if its voice is evoked. The friend does not appear, has the visibility of no determined
figure or face, has no subjective, personal, sexual status; one cannot even decide
if the friend is living or dead. When I say that the friend is named, that is still
too much, for it has no proper name; the friend calls perhaps, but is not then
called, and nothing permits one to suppose that the friend is singular even if
the common noun that designates it, “the voice of the friend,” is grammatically
singular. “The voice of the friend” seems rather to confer on it a kind of oneness
that does not exclude plurality. A friend is always the friend. This friend is always
Fhe friend. As will be seen, a certain singularity remains required; this friend
1s not the concept friend, nor the friend in general. The friend thus commonly
named is not called; the author of Sein und Zeit does not address the friend,
does not say to it, as Holderlin or Aristotle in famous apostrophes, “O, friend,”
"‘0, friends.” One then can hardly say that the friend is named by Heidegger
in Sein und Zeit. 1 prefer to say that the friend is only evoked. Why only evoked?
For three reasons:
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(1) First of all, because of the furtive and enigmatic brevity of the passa?ge,
The passage of the word “friend,” rather than of the friend, in a parenthetical
clause, is as suspended as it could be in a poetic evocation, without well-marked

premises or consequences.

(2) Evoked, next, because the friend itself. is. not the o‘ne named in such an
abstract and indeterminate way, not the friend in itself and in toto; b){ metopymy,
so to speak, by figure, is evoked just a part of th&? figure of the frlend,“lfn thi
general sense of the word “figure” and in thg sense in French of figure as f?ce,
visage: evoked not in itself, en soi, such as it is, this ﬁgure, this fac;, the figure
of the friend such as the friend is in itself, but tpe voice of thfe friend by me,
by the Dasein 1 am, by a certain ear of the Dasein each of us is. And still the
question remains open of knowing whether the ear can.here be narped by figure
or in the literal [propre] sense, indeed beyond this rhetorical alternative. The prob-
lem of the literal or figurative sense of the ear (but also of the eye) of thought
will be thematized in Der Satz vom Grund (chap. 6 I have spoken of that elsewherc;
and perhaps 1 will have time to come back Fo 1? toda}{ fr'om another.potl)nt 0
view). The friend’s voice, the friend in its vmcg is not 12 1tse’l,f [en so:!‘, ”ut 13
me, but not even in me as Dasein, for Dase.in is not a .self,. not. an I3 dag
Heidegger specifies that this friend whose voice I hear, this frlend 1sh cafrr.le y );
every Dasein “bei sich,” with itself, close by itself. The voice of t. e friend i
neither within itself, nor designated as itself, nor within me, nor in a Pase!n
that could include it as a part or a moment of -its own proper constltutlc')n,.m
its very own ear, even if the friend’s being-carr'led seems in effect cc‘)‘nst.ltu‘nl\]/s
of Dasein, for Heidegger does say of every Dasein. The enigma of the t?el sic
excludes at once exclusion and inclusion, transcendence and belongm.g, the
exteriority of an absolute stranger and the intin_lacy of the completely near, dlstance;
and proximity. The friend whose voice I hear is not her.e present., not even pre;en
now on the telephone, even if it is there, however,'takmg part in the bgmg-t ere
of Dasein, and so in the Da of Sein. It is then difficult to assign a site to th'lS
voice of the friend by every Dasein. And we will not know vyhat t_he ear of Da§e1n
is inasmuch as we will not know what hearing (horen) this .vmce. of the f!.'lel'.ld
or hearing in general signifies. The difficulty is 'do.ubled or 1mprlpted ag?flp 13
the word “trigt.” Although the voice is not w1thm. it, D?sem carries the rien
in carrying its -voice. Dasein carries with it the friend, %ts voice or Fhe hear.mg
of this voice of the other friend as if these three constituents, hfaarmg,' voice,
the other-friend, formed in the silent displacement of the same chain, efs it were,

a unique carrying of this carrying-distance of the voice [une seule portée de cette
portlgztd\i/l::: Aoes “carry” (tragen, porter, bear) mean in t'hi‘s case? Carr‘y not
in the sense of carry within oneself, but carry b}’ oneself (bei szcl?), carry without
carrying, carry the other? Carry some other thmg. than oneself in the 'dlgei:/?,cet
and yet in a certain proximity between what carries ar'ld what is carrie 17 b?
can an ear help us to hear and understand on this subject? F_aF from being ahi
to comprehend starting from some other thing, from more familiar schemas, wha
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is this carrying-distance of the voice of the friend by every Dasein, perhaps it
is starting from this hearing of the voice of the friend by oneself [auprés de soi]
for Dasein that one will be better able to hear and understand what not only
friend, but also Dasein, “voice,” “carrying-distance,” “being-by,” and “ear,” etc.,
mean. To begin to read the carrying-distance of this “Tragen” with the seriousness
it calls for, it would be necessary to neglect nothing of the thinking attention
that Heidegger accords to the German semantics of Tragen and to all the potential
resources that he exploits on this or with which he plays, as he will do in particular
much later, on a motif that is not Just any motif, since it is a matter of nothing
less than difference, of one of the names he gives to difference (Unter-schied),
to wit, Austrag.

Without having the time to engage myself in this here, I only recall that this
singular writing of Tragen is deployed in particular in Die Sprache, precisely,
the text in Unterwegs zur Sprache that dates from 1950, and so from 23 years
after Sein und Zeir. lts title, Die Sprache, thus reproduces a part of the title of

the chapter of Sein und Zeit in which we read this evocation of the voice of the
friend that every Dasein bei sich tragt, namely, “Dasein und Rede. Die Sprache.”
In Die Sprache, without in fact [méme] neglecting the idiom of “carrying to term,”
as is said of a child “carried to term” by its mother, in French “porté a terme”
and in German “ein ausgetragenes Kind,” Heidegger describes what I shall call
the singular spacing of the call (Ruf). Like the voice of the friend, carried with
Dasein by Dasein, the call is neither in the ear nor far from the ear, is neither
near nor far away. And to describe this topics or this atopics, Heidegger calls
to the light of day [fair venir au Jour] all the enigmas in gestation in the semantics
of Tragen. Let me select, for lack of time, a few lines in accordance with what
is called in them by the friend’s voice thus carried. I cite the lines in German,
but I shall not translate them; rather I shall hold myself between translation and
paraphrase. In Die Sprache, Heidegger listens in to a Trakl poem, as he will
do again elsewhere, at the place where Trakl also speaks of the brother and of
the stranger in a text I spoke about some years ago. The sentences I am going
to read follow the famous passage that says “Die Sprache spricht. Dies heift
zugleich und zuvor: Die Sprache spricht. Die Sprache? Und nicht der Mensch?
- . . Der Ruf ruft zwar her. So bringt er das Anwesen des vordem Ungerufenen
in eine Nahe. . . . Das Herrufen ruft in eine Niahe. Aber der Ruf entreiBt gleichwohl
das Gerufene nicht der Ferne, in der es durch das Hinrufen gehalten bleibt. Das
Rufen ruft in sich und darum stets hin und her; her: ins Anwesen; hin: ins Abwesen”
(US 20-21): Speech speaks. That also and first of all means: speech speaks.
Speech? And not man? . . . The call calls indeed to come here, It thus brings
to proximity the presence of what beforehand was not called. . . . The call to
come calls to a proximity. But, for all that, the call does not uproot what it calls
from the distance in which what is called remains held by the call that carries
itself toward it. The call calls in itself and thus always goes and comes; here,
toward presence, there, toward absence.

Everything said here of the call and its spacing, of its relation to distance
and to proximity, to presence and absence, to “neither-inside-norantcda * oo .






