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former order, or to reinvigorate a fantasy that the world formerly
was orderly. '

Is there something to be gained from grieving, from tarrying with
mwwoh from remaining exposed to its unbearability and not endeav-
oring to seek a resolution for grief through violence? Is there
something to be gained in the political domain by maintaining grief
as part of the framework within which we think our international
ties? If we stay with the sense of loss, are we lefs feeling only passive
and powerless, as some might fear? Or are we, rather, returned to a

jy Sense of W.EBB_ valnerability, to our collective responsibility for the -
M physical lives of one another? Could the experience of a dislocation -

' of First World safety not condition the insight into the radically

_.N\ |, inequitable ways that corporeal vulnerability is distributed globally?

L0 w%mﬁ.o foreclose that vulnerability, to banish it, to make ourselves secure

] at the expense of every other human consideration is to eradicate one
uf of ﬁ.wm most important resources from which we must take our
bearings and find our way.

To grieve, and to make grief itself into a resource for politics, is

not to be resigned to inaction, but it may be understood as the slow
process by which we develop a point of identification with suffering
itself. The disorientation of grief—“Who have I become?” or, indeed,
“What is left of me?” “What is it in the Other that 1 have mo%.vuln

5y 4 wo&a the “I” in the mode of unknowingness.
g#-{  Butthis can beapoint of departure for a new understanding if the

Y | narcissistic Preoccupation of mel i i
~\consideration of the m&umnwv..rd\ OHMMMM HnMMb ”mm “Mwmmﬁun”nnmu :
J evaluate and oppose the conditions under which certain human mﬁw
aremore vulnerable than others, and thus certain human lives are more
grievable than others. From where might a principle emerge by which
We vow to protect others from the kinds of violence we have suffered,
if not from an apprehension of a common human Sbnmﬂmwmm@w Ido

is a more general conception of the human with which I am trying toi¢m*®
work here, one in which we are, from the start, given over to thejo
other, one in which we are, from the start, even prior to individuation 1\ TW J o0
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not mean to deny that vulnerability is differentiated, that it is allocated
differentially across the globe. I do not even mean to presume upon a
common notion of the human, although to speak in its
already (and perhaps only) to fathom its possibility.

“name” is

I am referring to violence, vulnerability, and mourning, but there N ;s

Q\C&
7

havr
g.

itself and, by virtue of bodily requirements, given over to some set #~ " £, J
of primary others: this conception means that we are vulnerable to _,MMMWE%

those we are too young to know and to judge and, hence, vulnerable o7,
to violence; but also vulnerable to another range of touch, a range |/n®* ok
that includes the eradication of our being at the one end, and the ﬂﬂ@&v.
physical support for our lives at the other. N

Y
. fxoy
Although I am insisting on referring to a common human

vulnerability, one that emerges with lfe itself, I also insist that we

cannot recover the source of this vulnerability: it precedes the
formation of “1.” This is a condition, a condition of being laid bare
from the start and with which we cannot argue. I mean, we can argue

“with it, but we are perhaps foolish, if not dangerous, when we do.

I do not mean to suggest that the necessary support for a newborn
is always there. Clearly, it is not, and for some this primary scene is
a scene of abandonment or violencé or starvation, that theirs are
bodies given over to nothing, or to brutality, or to no sustenance.
We cannot understand vulnerability as a deprivation, however,
unless we understand the need that is thwarted. Such infants still must
be apprehended as given over, as given over to no one or to some
insufficient support, or to an abandonment. It would be difficult, if
not impossible, to understand how humans suffer from oppression
without seeing how this primary condition is exploited and exploitable,
thwarted and denied. The condition of primary vulnerability; oﬁ@,



i AL

e,

_-6». N
v%q [0

i

kT804

Y
oA

e

e #E —
E o P
Mm\,v@m‘ HMMMMM\ gendered people have asked as they are singled out for harassment
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[being given over to the touch of the other, even if there is no other

m there, and no support for our lives, signifies a primary helplessness
iand need, one to which any society must attend. Lives are supported
and maintained differently, and there are radically different ways in
which human physical vulnerability is distributed across the globe.
Certain lives will be highly protected, and the abrogation of their
claims to sanctity will be sufficient to mobilize the forces of war.
Other lives will not find such fast and furious support and will not
even qualify as “grievable.” ,

A hierarchy of grief could no doubt be enumerated. We have seen
it already, in the genre of the obituary, where lives are quickly tidied
up and summarized, humanized, usually married, or on the way to be,
heterosexual, happy, monogamous. But this is just a sign of another
differential relation to life, since we seldom, if ever, hear the names of
the thousands of Palestinians who have died by the Israeli military
with United States support, or any number of Afghan people
children and adults. Do they have names and faces, personal Emnommmv
family, favorite hobbies, slogans by which they live? Whar mmmnnmnv
against the apprehension of loss is at work in the blithe way in which
we accept deaths caused by military means with a shrug or with
self-righteousness or with clear vindictiveness? To what extent have

, 5 2 .
wi 8 M‘m\
S h% 2| Arab peoples, predominantly practitioners of Islam, fallen outside the

“human” as it has been naturalized in its “Western” mold by the

mn«&w # 7 contemporary workings of humanism? What are the cultural con-
& . oA~ tours of the human at work here? How do our cultural frames for

E the human set limits on the kinds of losses we can avow as
) N loss? After all, if someone is lost, and that person is not someone, then
what and where is the loss, and how does mourning take place?

il

&/ . -
o /mN p This last is surely a question that lesbian, gay, and bi-studies have

d in relation to violence against sexual minorities; that trans-
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and sometimes murder; that intersexed people have asked, whose
formative years are so often marked by unwanted violence against
their bodies in the name of a normative notion of the human, a
normative notion of what the body of a human must be. This
question is no doubt, as well, the basis of a profound affinity between
movements centering on gender and sexuality and efforts to counter
the normative human morphologies and capacities that condemn or
efface those who are physically challenged. It must also be part of the
affinity with anti-racist struggles, given the racial differential that
undergirds the culturally viable notions of the human, ones that we
see acted out in dramatic and terrifying ways in the global arena at
the present time.
I am referring not only to humans not regarded as humans, and
thus to a restrictive conception of the human that is based upon their
exclusion. It is not a matter of a simple entry of the excluded into an
established ontology, but an insurrection at the level of ontology, a
critical opening up of the questions, What is real? Whose lives are
real? How might reality be remade? Those who are unreal have, in a
sense, already suffered the violence of derealization. What, then, is
the relation between violence and those lives considered as “unreal”?
Does violence effect that unreality? Does violence take place on the
condition of that unreality? i Lost
If violence is done against those who are unreal, then, from nwm@%wpmﬁ,w\ e
perspective of violence, it fails to injure or negate those lives since iy {,4¢+* wm\r
those lives are already negated. But they have a strange way of remain- | \m“....,.?mﬁuq%v,
ing animated and so must be negated again (and again). They cannot wcﬂunmk.
be mourned because they are always already lost or, rather, never
“were,” and they must be killed, since they seem to live on, sub-
bornly, in this state of deadness. Violence renews itself in the face of wmwvwﬁm\ w\
the apparent inexhaustibility of its object. The derealization of the ] .

“Other” means that it is neither alive nor dead, but interminably \m?@@éswﬁ
¢
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m& .cﬂ __ . N\L\MN mwmnnﬁ_. .Hw.m SmEnm wmnmm.oum ﬁrmﬂmnmmsmm%mémn against terrorism
S kt\i a\%u m as a war without mbm.dﬁz. be one that justifies itself endlessly in
9, T.? relation to the spectral infinity of its enemy, regardless of whether or
oxg, | not there are established grounds to suspect the continuing operation
hqw(m o | of terror cells with violent aims,
N How do we understand this derealization? I is one thing to argue
that first, on the level of discourse, certain lives are not considered
lives at all, they cannot be humanized, that they fit no dominant frame
. for the human, and that thejr dehumanization occurs first, at this
level, and thar this level then gives rise t0 a physical violence that in
.~ some sense delivers the message of dehumanization that is already at
work in the culture. It is another thing to say that discourse itself
effects violence through omission. If 200,000 Iraqi children were
killed during the Gulf War and jts aftermath,” do we have an image
a frame for any of those lives, singly or collectively? Is there a m”on.m
we might find about those deaths in the media® Are there names
attached to those children? A .
There are no obituaries for the war casualties that the United
States inflicts, and there cannot be. If there were to be an obituary,
there would have had to have been a life, a life worth Dombmv a E.m
. o worth valuing and preserving, a life that qualifies for recognition.

A2 ) ?wm\\‘.w }—. 3 . . .
; ,m,co " 7 mk\u though we might argue that it would be impractical to write
’ . n....i{\h ! .

P A )

o bituaries for all those people, or for all people, I think we have to
www.u mmﬁ.u.w and again, how the obituary functions as the instrument by

i aﬂ?wio Y m N.MFWN_ %@4&&.&%.& publicly distributed. It is the means by which a
N ﬂm«M . »w., M UmM OMMHOHMW HMM Mmhm mo meMBmv a publicly m.im.cmEm life, an icon for
Y i | o onal = zm_umnouv e means v.% which a life becomes note-.
& N ; Y- AS 2 result, we have to consider the obituary as an act of
H

1y | nation-build; : :
19§ ination building. The matter is not a simple one, for, if a life is nor

g grievable, it is not quite a life; it does not qualify as a life and is not
worth a note. It is already the unburied, if not the unburiable.
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It is not simply, then, that there is a “discourse” of dehuman-\ M\b\\.\w\w\%
ization that produces these effects, but rather that there is a limit to ot »\&&
discourse that establishes the limits of human intelligibility. It is | it “
not just that a death is poorly marked, but that it is unmarkable. Such Pupman”
a death vanishes, not into explicit discourse, but in the ellipses by , i liie
which public discourse proceeds. The queer lives that vanished on?”
September 11 were not publicly welcomed into the idea of national
identity built in the obimary pages, and their closest relations were
only belatedly and selectively (the marital norm holding sway once
again) made eligible for benefits. But this should come as no surprise,
when we think about how few deaths from AIDS were publicly
grievable losses, and how, for instance, the extensive deaths now
taking place in Africa are also, in the media, for the most part

unmarkable and ungrievable.
A Palestinian citizen of the United States recently submitted to

the San Francisco Chronicle obituaries for two Palestinian families who
had been killed by Israeli troops, only to be told that the obituaries
could not be accepted without proof of death?® The staff of the
Chronicle said that statements “in memoriam” could, however, be
accepted, and so the obituaries were rewritten and resubmitted in the
form of memorials. These memorials were then rejected, with the
explanation that the newspaper did not wish to offend anyone. We
have to wonder under what conditions public grieving constitutes an
“offense” against the public itself, constituting an intolerable eruption
within the terms of what is speakable in public? What might be
“offensive” about the public avowal of sorrow and loss, such that
memorials would function as offensive speech? Is it that we should
not proclaim in public these deaths, for fear of offending those who
ally themselves with the Israeli state or military? Is it that these
deaths are not considered to be real deaths, and that these lives not
grievable, because they are Palestinians, or because they are victims
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of war? What is the relation between the violence by which these
Ew.mummABEm lives were lost and the prohibition on their public
grievability? Are the violence and the prohibition both permurations
of the same violence? Does the prohibition on discourse relate to the
dehumanization of the deaths-—and the lives?
Dehumanization’s telation to discourse is complex. It would be
+ 100 simple to claim that violence simply implements what is already
happening in discourse, such that a discourse on dehumanization
v.nomcomm treatment, including torture and murder, structured vw the
m._mnoE.mm. Here the dehumanization emerges at the limits of discur-
sive life, limits established through prohibition and foreclosure.
u”vmnm is less a dehumanizing discourse at work here than a refusal of
discourse that produces dehumanization as a result. Violence against
those who are already not quite living, that is, living in a state of
suspension between life and death, leaves a mark that is no mark.
There will be no public act of grieving (said Creon in Antigone). If
thereisa “discourse,” it is a silent and melancholic one in which there
mﬁsw.vmmn 10 lives, and no losses; there has been no common bodily
condition, no vulnerability that serves as the basis for an appre-
hension of our commonality; and there has been no sundering of that

, . ¢ commonality. None of this takes place on the order of the event.

tred ¥
¢ 82 BY ?

| None of this takes place. In the silence of the newspaper, there was

§7° event, no loss, and this failure of recognition is mandated through
an identification with those who identify with the perpetrators of that
violence. ‘

This is made all the more apparent in United States journalism, in

o, which, with some notable exceptions, one might have expected a

public exposure and investigation of the bombing of civilian targets,
wwm loss of lives in Afghanistan, the decimation of ncBBE:.mmmv
infrastructures, religious centers. To the extent that journalists Wmﬁw
accepted the charge to be part of the war effort irself, reporting itself
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has become a speech act in the service of the military operations.
Indeed, after the brutal and terrible murder of the Wall Streez journal’s
Daniel Pearl, several journalists started to write about themselves
as working on the “front lines” of the war. Indeed, Daniel Pearl,
“Danny” Pearl, is so familiar to me: he could be my brother or my
cousin; he is so easily humanized; he fits the frame, his name has my
father’s name in it. His last name contains my Yiddish name.
But those lives in Afghanistan, or other United States targets,
who were also snuffed out brutally and without recourse to any
protection, will they ever be as human as Daniel Pearl? Will the
names of the Palestinians stated in that memorial submitted to the
San Francisco Chronicle ever be brought into public view? (Will we
feel compelled to learn how to say these names and to remember
them?) I do not say this to espouse a cynicism. I am in favor of the
public obituary but mindful of who has access to it, and which deaths
can be fairly mourned there. We should surely continue to grieve for
Daniel Pearl, even though he is so much more easily humanized for
most United States citizens than the nameless Afghans obliterated by
United States and European violence. But we m_mﬁw. to consider how
the norm governing who will be a grievable human is circumscribed
and produced in these acts of permissible and celebrated public
grieving, how they sometimes operate in tandem with a prohibition
on the public grieving of others’ lives, and how this differential h m\
allocation of grief serves the derealizing aims of military violence. M.Avﬁq\ﬂi
What follows as well from prohibitions on avowing grief in public is gFd §\§§
an effective mandate in favor of a generalized melancholia (and 2 |™ 7 ‘gend
derealization of loss) when it comes to considering as dead those the/J

United States or its allies have killed. ﬂé@éo?@
Finally, it seems important to consider that the prohibition on mw&&&&w&
certain forms of public grieving itself constitutes the public sphere s QR
on the basis of such a prohibition. The public will be created on the |te~tH#%
. "o puhlity
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