Disiplinler Arasi Dusunce:

ir ‘bilgi estetigi’istemin-
den anlasilmasi gereken
ne? Bu agikca bilgi bi-
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dolayi da ayridirlar. imdi, bu ¢if-
te olumsuzluk yalnizca sanat ya-
pitlarini degerlendirmenin yeni

cimlerinin estetik bir boyut ykiésullarinca tanimlanmaz. Ola-

lenmesi gerektigini sdyleme
meselesi degildir. ifade, boylesi
bir boyutun butinleyici bir motif
olarak eklenmek zorunda olma-
digini, her anlamdabilginin i¢kin
bir verileni olarak zaten orada
oldugunu dénvarsayar. Geriye bu-
nun ne anlama geldigini anlamak
kalir. Ortaya koymak istedigim
tez basit: Bilginin estetik boyu-
tundan sz etmek, bilginin kav-
ram ve pratigini ayiran bir bil-
gisizlik boyutundan sdz etmektir.

Bu 6nerme agikca ‘este-
tik’in anlamiyla ilgili bir énvar-
sayimi gerektirir. Tez su: Estetik,
sanatin ya da guzelin teorisi ol-
madigi gibi, bir duygululuk
teorisi de degildir. Estetik, tarihi
olarak belirlenmis, 6zgil bir go-
rinebilirlik ve anlasilabilirlik re-
jimini gosteren, duyulur dene-
yim kategorileriyle onun yeni-
den anlamlandirilmasina yazili
olan bir kavramdir. Kant’in Yar-
giglci’nin Elestirisi’nde sis-
temlestirdigi yeni bir deneyim ti-
pidir 0. Kant’a gore estetik dene-
yim, duyulur deneyimin ahsila-
gelmis sartlarindan belli bir ayri-
lis1 gerektirir. Bu onun 6zetledigi
bir cifte olumsuzluktur. Bir
form’un estetik kavranisi kav-
ramsizdir. Sanatc¢i, verili bir
maddeye bir bilgi (savoir) isle-
vine gore sekil vermez.

Bu ylzden, glzelin se-
bepleri sanatinkilerden ayridir.
Ayrica bir nesneyi arzulanabilir
ya da ofansif yapan sepeplerden

gan toplumsal deneyim kosul-
larinin belli bir ertelenenisini de
tanimlar. Kant, bunu Yargigu-
cl’niin Elestirisi’nin baslangi-
cindasaray 6rnegiyle aciklar; bu-
rada estetik yargiglci sarayin
bos bir zenginligin gosterisi mi
yoksa onu yapmak icin calisan
insanlarin doktugu alinteri mi ol-
dugu bilgisine (savoir) bakmak-
sizin, bicimi tek basina yalitir.
SarayIn bicgimini estetik olarak
degerlendirmek igin, bunun gor-
mezden gelinmesi gerektigini
yazar.

Kant’in bildirdigi bu gor-
mezden gelme arzusu bir skan-
dala yol agmakta gecikmedi. Pi-
erre Bourdieu alti yliz sayfa bo-
yunca tek bir tezi tanitlamaya ca-
listi: bu gérmezden gelisin, yan-
siz estetik yargi guctnun, kendi-
lerini sosyolojik yasadan -her
toplumsal sinifi onlarin et-
hos’unauygun disen begeni yar-
gilariyla, yani birvarolus tarziyla
onun kendi kosulunu dayattigi
bir duyu/izlenim bigimini bag-
dastiran sosyolojik yasadan-
soyutlayanlarin (ya da soyut-
layabilecegine inananlarin) bir
ayricahigr oldugunu kavramak
icinki, sosyoloji biliminin gide-
rek daha kesinlikli bicimde bize
ogrettiklerinin bilincli bir yanhs
taninmasi (meconnaissance) ol-
dugunu. Sarayin bicimsel guzel-
ligiyle uyumlu yansiz yargiglcu,
gercekte ne saray sahiplerine, ne
de saray yapicilara geri doner.

Evrensel duslince ve yansiz be-
geni konumunu benimseme yo-
luyla kendisine ylzveren, emek
ya da sermaye hakkinda hi¢ bir
tasasi olmayan kii¢uk burjuva
entelektlelin yargigtcudir o. [1]
Bu ylzden onlarin siradisi duru-
mu, begeni yargilarinin gercekte
toplumsal olarak belirlenmis bir
ethosu terclime eden anonim top-
lumsal yargilar oldugunu, norm
uyarinca dogrular.

Bourdie’nun ve estetik
yanilsamay! acikca suclayan-
larin yargiglcu basit bir alterna-
tife dayanir: biliyorsunuz ya da
bilmiyorsunuz [on connait ou on
meconnait]. Eger bilmiyorsaniz
[meconnait], nasil bakmaniz ya
da bakmamaniz gerektigini bil-
mediginizden [sait] dolayidir.
Filozofya da kuclk burjuva, bu-
nu reddeden ve estetik yargi-
glcinin yansiz niteligine ina-
nanlar, goéremediginden dolayi
gOrmeyi istemez, ¢linki belirlen-
mis bir sistemde isgal ettikleri
yer, baska herkes i¢in oldugu gibi
onlar icin de bir yanlis-tanima
[meconnaissance] bi¢imini belir-
leyen bir konaklama/uyum mo-
deli kurar. Kisaca, estetik yanil-
sama, nasil isledigini anlama-
dilarindan dolayi 6znelerin bir
sisteme tabi olmasini saglama
baglar. Ve eger anlamiyorlarsa,
sistemin gercek isleyisi yanls
tanindigi icindir. Fikir adami, bu
sistemik nedenlerin kimligini ve
onun yanlis taninma nedenlerini
anlayan kisidir.

Bu bilgi yapilanisi basit
bir alternatife baghdir: Farkinda
olan bir dogru bilgi [savoir]
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vardir, bir de gérmezlikten gelen
bir sahte bilgi. Sahte bilgi baski
altinda tutar, dogru bilgi 6zgir-
lestirir. Imdi, bilginin estetik ta-
rafsizlastirilmasi, bu semanin
fazla basit oldugunu akla getirir.
Bir degil iki bilgi oldugunu, her
bir bilgiye (savoir) belli bir bilgi-
sizlikle eslik edildigini ve dolayi-
styla bastiran bir bilgiyle, 6zgur-
lestiren bir bilgisizligin de oldu-
gunu gosterir. Eger (saray) yapi-
cilar eziliyorsa, bu durum tizerle-
rindeki somurlyl sarayda otu-
ranlarin hizmetine soktuklarini
gormezlikten gelmesi nedeniyle
degildir. Aksine, gdrmezlikten
gelemedikleri icindir, ¢clinkl on-
larin durumu, onlari ezen durum-
dan tamamen farkh govdeyi ve
bambaska bir gérme tarzini ya-
ratma geregini kendilerine daya-
tir, ¢cunkl ezici/zulmedici olan,
onlarin sarayda yatirilimis eme-
gin Grdndyle, bu emekten temel-
luk edilmis bir aylakliktan
/basibosluktan baska bir sey gor-
melerini engeller. Baska deyisle
bir bilgi daima bir gifttir: bir bi-
Igiler toplulugu [connaissances]
ve ayrica konumlarin érgatlu bir
dagihmi (partage)[2]. Bu neden-
le yapicinin bir bilgi giftine [sa-
voir] sahip olmasi gerekir: teknik
hareket bicimlerine iliskin bir
bilgi ve sonra gelen kosullarin
bilgisi. imdi, bu bilgilerin herbiri
belli bir bilgisizligi icerir. Elle-
rini nasil kullanmasi gerektigini
bilenlerin, yaptiklari isin ytice bir
amacin esiti olarak degerlemek
bakimindan bilgisiz oldugu var-
sayihr. Rollerini oynamay! sur-
dirmeleri gerektigini tam da bu
nedenle Dbilirler. Ama
“pbil”diklerini [sait] sdylemek,
gercekte onlarin bir roller siste-
minin ne olmasi gerektigini bil-
medigini sdylemektir.

Platon, bunu tam olarak
aciklamisti. Sanatgilar iki neden-
le sehrin ortak meseleleriyle
mesgul edilemez: birincisi is
beklemez oldugu icin, ikincisi,
tanri sehri yonetmesi gereken-
lerin ruhlarina altin katarken,
sanatcilarin ruhuna demir kattigi
icin. Baska deyisle onlarin mes-
legi (ugraslar) yetenekleri (ve
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yeteneksizlikleri) tanimlar ve
karsiliginda kendi yetenekleri
onlari belli bir meslege havale
eder. Sanatcilar icin varliklarinin
derinliklerinde, tanrinin kendi
ruhlarina demir ya da yoneti-
cilerinin ruhlarina altin kattigina
kanaat getirmek zorunlu degildir.
Gergeklik buymuscgasina her
gunki olagan temelde davran-
mak onlar igin yeterlidir. Kollari,
bakislari ve yargilarini know-
how’lar1 [savoir-faire] yapmak
ve durumlarinin bilgisini bir
digeriyle uyumlu hale getirmek
yeter. Burada hicbir yanilsama
ya da yanlis tanima yoktur.
Platon’un dedigi gibi, bu bir
‘inang’ meselesidir. Ama inang,
bilgiye karsit ve gercekligi giz-
leyen bir yanilsama degildir. iki
‘bilgi’nin ve onlara denk diisen
iki ‘bilgisizlik’in belirli bir daya-
nisik iliskisidir.

Estetik deneyimin di-
zensizlestirdigi bu diizenlemedir
(dispositif). Bu nedenledir ki, bu
deneyim sanat yapitlarint bir
degerlendirme tarzindan fazla
bir seydir. Bir know-how (teknik
bilgi, uzmanlk) olarak bilgi
(connaissance) ile rollerin dagi-
limi olarak bilgi (savoir) arasin-
daki dongusel iliskileri etkisiz-
lestiren bir deneyim tipiyle iliski-
lidir. Estetik deneyim hiyerarsik
diizeni yapilandiran rol ve yete-
neklerin duyulur dagihmini atlar.
Sosyolog, bunun sadece filozo-
fun yanilsamasi olmasini ister,
cunki filozof, is¢inin varolus tar-
21 ve begenilerini belirleyen du-
rumlari gérmezden helen gizele
iliskin yargilarin yansiz evren-
selligine inanir. Ama burada ya-
picilar, sosyolog yerine filozofa
inanir: onlarin ihtiya¢c duydugu
ve estetik deneyimin gosterdigi,
inang rejimindeki bir degisimdir;
gOzlerin gorebildikleriyle, kolla-
rin nasil yapilacagini bildigi sey-
ler arasindaki dayanisik iliskinin
degisimi.

Kant’tan elli yil sonra,
1848 devrimi déneminde bir isgi
gazetesinde okudugumuz budur;
bir is¢i, isginund anlatmay! ister,

ama daha cok Yargiglci’nin
Elestirisi’nin kisisel bir ac¢im-
lamasini yaziyor gibidir. Onun
yazdiklarindan bir alinti yapa-
lim: “Yer désemeye ara verme-
mek kosuluyla, kendi evinde ol-
dugunu varsayarak oda dlzen-
lemeyi seviyor. Eger pencere bir
bahceye aciliyor ya da essiz gu-
zellikte bir ufuk manzarasina ba-
kiyorsa, bir an igin kollarini du-
raksatiyor ve yakindaki evlerden
birine sahip olmaktan daha da
iyisi, keyfini ¢ikarmak icin ferah
bir manzaraya dogru hayallere
daliyor.”[3] Evin bagkalarina ait
oldugunu gérmezden gelmek ve
bakis yoluyla zevk alinan sey ona
da aitmis gibi davranmak: bu,
kollar ve bakis arasinda, bir mes-
lekle ona denk disen yetenekler
arasindaki etkili bir ayrisimdir;
bir mis-gibi’yi bir diger mis-gi-
bi’yle mibadele etmektir. Pla-
ton, teknik bilgileri ‘amag’larin
bilgisine teslim etmek icin hika-
yeler, mitler anlatmisti. Bu
amagclar bilgisi hiyerarsik diizeni
kurmak icin gereklidir. Ne ki bil-
gilerin [savoir] ve konumlarin
dagilimina uygun bir temel sag-
layan bu ek, temelin kendi tanit-
lanabilirligi disinda yer alr.
Boyle yapmak icin anlatilmasi
gereken bir hikayeye, yukarda
tanimlandigi anlamda ‘inanil-
masi’gerektigi dnvarsaytimali.
Bilgi, der Platon, hika-
yelere ihtiya¢ duyar, ¢inki ger-
cekte o daima iki anlamlidir. An-
cak, Platon bu hikayeleri etik bir
cerceve icinde kavramak ister.
‘Etik’, estetik gibi anlami 6zgul-
lestirilmesi gereken bir sdzcik-
tir. Onu kolaylikla tikel olgula-
rin evrensel degerlere gore yargi-
landigi bir ugrakla tanimlariz.
Amaethos’un basta gelen anlami
degildir. Yasa, torellik ya da de-
geri animsatmadan 6nce, ethos,
ikamet yerini (sejour) gosterir.
Bundan baska bu ikamet yeriyle
ortisen bir varolus tarzini ve her
kime ait olursa olsun verili bir
yeri isgal eden bir duygu ve di-
stince tarzini gosterir. Gergekte
Platoncu mitte s6zkonusu edilen



mesele budur. Platon, bir duruma
ait olan bireylerin onu yasamasi
gerektigi sekli bildiren hikaye-
leri anlatir. Baska deyisle, derse
donastikleri belirli bir gerceve
icindeki bir ‘poetik’runler kata-
logu hazirlar Platon; burada siir,
halkin, iyinin ya da kotundn bir
ogretmenidir. Diger bir deyisle,
Platon’a gore ‘estetik’yoktur.

Estetik, gercekte ‘amac-
siz bir ereklilik’ (finalite sans
fin), amach her bilimden kopuk
bir arzu demektir. Mis-gibi’nin
statusunde bir degismedir. Sara-
yin bigimine bakan estetik bakis,
onun islevsel mikemmelligiyle,
toplum duzenindeki kaydiyla
iliskisizdir. Sarayinyapiminaya-
tirllmis bilgi (savoir) ve onun
baglamini saglayan toplumsal
diizen; bakis bu iki anlamli daya-
nisik iliskiden kesip cikarila-
bilirmis gibi davranir. Sanatcilar,
tam da bu nedenle baska bakim-
lardan kendilerine ait olmadigini
bildikleri bir evde kendi evlerin-
deymis gibi, sanki bir bahce
perspektifine sahiplermis gibi
davranirlar. Bu ‘inang¢’, herhangi
bir gercekligi gizlemez. Ama etik
duzeninyalnizcabir saymak iste-
digi bu gercekligi ikiye Katlar.
Bunun sonucu olarak calisma
kimlikleri, ikiye katlanabilir; ta-
nimli bir rejimde kendi evindeki
bir is¢inin kimligine proleter bir
kimlik eklenebilir-baska bir de-
yisle bir 6znenin kimligi 6zel bir
duruma atanmaktan kurtulabilir
ve topluluk iliskilerine baglana-
bilir.

Sosyologun reddettigi bu
katlanmadir. Onun sdyleminde
mis-gibi, yalnizca bir yanilsama
olabilir. Bilgi estetik olamaz, ak-
sine, estetigin tersi olmahdir. Es-
tetik, gercekte bir bilgi ayrimi,
toplumsal konum, beg@eni, tutum
ve bilgilerle (savoir) yanilsa-
malari uyumlu hale getiren duyu-
lur deneyimin bir araylzidur.
Bourdieu’nun estetige Kkarsi
polemigi belli bir sosyologun
belli bir toplumsal gergeklik tize-
rine calismasi degildir; o, yapi-
saldir. Gercgekte bir disiplin, ilk

elde belli bir alan ya da belli bir
nesne tipine uygun bir yontemler
kiimesinin tanimi degildir. Once
bu nesnenin bir dustince nesnesi,
belli bir bilgi idesinin gosterimi-
baska deyisle bilgi ve bir
konumlar dagilimi arasindaki
belli bir dayanisik iliski idesidir.

Bir disiplinle demek iste-
nilen budur. Bir disiplin, daima
bu alanin istismarindan baska bir
sey ve o nedenle bir bilgi [savoir]
idesinin gosterimidir. Bir bilgi
idesi [savoir] iki bilgi [savoir] ve
bilgisizlik arasindaki uyumun bir
dizenlenisi olarak anlasiimali.
Dusundlebilirlik idesini, bilgi
nesnelerinin neyi distinebilecegi
ve bilebilecegi idesini tanimla-
manin bir yoludur. Dolayisiyla
hep belli bir uyusmazligin, onun
etik bir diizenle iliskili olarak ya-
rilip agitlmasinin dizenlen-
mesidir (ecart) ve buna gore belli
bir durum tipi belli bir dusunce
tipini gerektirir.

Kant ne derse dersin,
Bourdieu, seckin siniflarin ve
halk siniflarinin kendi konumla-
riyla ortisen begeniler edindi-
gini dogrulayan bir ctimleler ve
fotograflar tertibati kurguladi-
ginda, bu dusunulebilirlik bagla-
m1 ishasindadir. Bu amacla kul-
lanilan anketlerin 6zellikle ‘alla-
doksi’ (yanlis temsil) olgusunu
onlemek amaciylayapildigini bi-
liyoruz. Ornegin, halktan insan-
lara su yargi onerilir: ‘klasik mi-
zigi seviyorum, Ornegin Stra-
us’un valslerini.” Yargl formi-
lasyonu, Straus’un bir klasik mi-
zik bestecisi sayllmadigindan
habersizce klasik mizigi sev-
digini soyleyerek yalan sdyle-
yecek olan isciler icin, onlar
eleveren bir tuzaktir.

Acik ki, sosyolojk yon-
tem burada kurmanin gerekli ol-
dugunu onvarsayar. Baska bir
deyisle bilim-ortodoksi (egemen
ya da genel-gecer yorum bigimi)
ve alladoksi olgularini arastirma
yontemi olmadan énce- ortodok-
si ve alladoksiye karsi bir savas
makinasidir. Ama onun alladoksi
adlandirmasi gercekte estetik bir

uyusmazlik, marangozun baki-
siylakollar arasindaki bir agilma,
bir bedenle onun bildigi-bilginin
cifte anlaminda- arasinda farke-
dilebilir bir yirtilmadir. Kant ve
sosyolog arasindaki ¢ok sayidaki
cokelti, evvela bizim agacisci-
mizin durumuna iliskindir. Sos-
yoloji, Universitede dgretilen bir
disiplin olmadan 6nce, baska bir
anlamda, bir demokratik devrim-
ler cagi da olan bir estetik ¢agin-
daicatedilmis ve bu ¢cagin sorun-
larina yanit olan bir savas
makinasidir dncelikle.

Sosyoloji ‘toplum bilim’
olmadan oOnce, tarihsel olarak
toplumun kendini yeniden du-
zenlemesi projesiydi. Sozde fel-
sefi soyutlama, protestan birey-
cilik ve devrimci bigimcilikle bo-
linmas toplumu yeniden bir be-
den yapmaya gerek duydu. Top-
lumsal 6rglyd yeniden olustur-
mak istedi. Boylelikle belirli bir
konumdaki birey ve gruplar, ken-
di konumlari ve kollektifuyumla
ortiisen bir ethos’a, duygu ve di-
stince tarzlarina sahip olacakt.
Sosyoloji bugln kesinlikle ken-
dini bu organikci toplum goru-
sunden ayirdi. Amatoplum yara-
rina, bilimin iyi bir toplum igin
istedigi seyi istemeyi, toplumsal
kosullar, tutumlar ve ona bagh
olanlarin yargilari arasindaki or-
tisme kuralini yorumlamaya [sa-
voir] devam ediyor. Yargilar alla-
doksisine karsl bilimsel savas,
davranis anomisine karsi politik
savasl, kendi icinde bedenin bo-
linmesiyle ilgili estetik ve de-
mokratik kargasaya karsl savasi
strddrlyor.

Boylece sosyoloji Pla-
ton’cu etik projeyle polemiksel
bir sugortakhgina girer. Onun
reddettigi ve filozoflarinilan etti-
gi sey, esitsizligin bir yapinti,
dayatilan bir hikaye oldugudur.
Esitsizligin toplumsal davranisla
birlesik ve bu davranisin anistir-
digiyargilarlayanhs taninmis bir
gerceklik oldugunu savlamayi
gereksinir 0. Ve bir savlamayi
daha: bilimin bildigi, nesne-
lerinin bilmedigidir.
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Bir sosyoloji 0Ornegi
aldim. Bir tarih 6rnegi de almis
olabilirdim. Tarihsel disiplinin
yuzyili askin sdredir kendisini
nasil devrim halinde teblig etti-
gini biliyoruz. Boylelikle 6nemli
kisiler hakkindaki gerceklerle,
vakanivisler, yazicilar ve elcile-
rin yazili belgelerine bagli vaka-
yiname bir tarihten kopusunu ve
bir halkin ortak yasamindaki
uzun dénemlerle maddi olgulara
donecegini duyurdu. Bunlar, ta-
rihin bilimsel statisunu belli bir
demokrasiyle bagdastirdi. Ama
aciktir ki, bu demokrasi bir dige-
rine karsit bir demokrasidir.
Uzun hayat ¢evrimlerinin maddi
gercekligi, bir yapicinin bakisini
cevirmesi ve bunun hikaye edil-
digi gegici bir glince gibi dis go-
rintlyu bozan calkantilara karsi
cikar. March Bloch’a gore tarih,
zamandaki insanin bilimidir.
Amabu “zamanda”, gercekte za-
manin orgutli bir dagilimidir.
Yapicinin gergek zamaninin, ya-
samin kendisini yeniden lreten
uzun zamani oldugunu dogrular
0, estetik deneyimin askiya alin-
mis zamanini, kamusal alandaki
aktorlerin ‘gundelik’ zamani
olan ve estetik deneyimin zamani
ona dogru saptirdigi ‘kisa za-
man’1 degil. Belli bir zaman ve
uzami isgal edenlerce neler his-
sedilebildigi ve dusunilebildi-
gini tanimlayan etik bir baghhk
ilkesi olma islevini gorir. “Yeni
tarih’, maddi hayatin ve zihinsel-
kiimelerin tarihi, sosyolojinin de
istigal ettigi bir savasa aittir.

Savastan s6z etmek, s6z
konusu disiplinleri ehliyetsiz-
lestirmek degildir. Bir disiplinin
verili bir nesneler alanini disiin-
meye elveren bir usuller toplulu-
gundan hep daha fazla bir sey
oldugunu animsatmaktir. Basta
gelen bu disiplinsel alanin bizzat
olusumu, dolayisiyla distnule-
bilirin belli bir dagiliminin kurul-
masidir. Gercekte bu, dil ve di-
stince ortak érgustnde bir kesin-
tiyi gerektirir. Disiplinler kendi
alanlarini, agag iscisinin ifadele-
riyle, bu ifadelerin demek iste-

50|

dikleri arasinda, onun bize yap-
t1g1 betimlemelerle, bu betimle-
menin gerisindeki gizli gercek
arasinda bir yirtilma yaratarak
kurar. O nedenle disiplinler ken-
di mevkilerine ait olandan bir
baska bilgi ve bir baska bilgisiz-
lik oldugu iddiasina karsi savasa
kalkismak zorundadirlar. Baska
deyisle, iscinin bizzat dévistig
savasa kars! bir savas. lyi diizen-
lenmis bir toplum, algilamalar,
duyumsamalar ve onlarla ortu-
sen dustncelere sahip olmak icin
onu olusturacak bedenler ister.
imdi, bu 6rtiisme stirekli olarak
bozulur. Serbestce dolasan, efen-
disi olmayan ve bedenleri hedef-
ten baska yone ceviren, onlari
belli yakin sozctklerle manevra-
larda kullanan sozcukler ve soy-
lemler vardir. Disiplinsel disun-
ce, bedenin halleri ve algilama
modelleriyle onlarla ortiisen an-
lamlandirma arasinda kararl
iliskiler kurmak icin bu kan kay-
bini araliksiz gizlemelidir. Sava-
si araliksiz yaratmelidir, ama bir
asayisi saglama harekati olarak.
Bu nedenle disiplin-siz
(in-disciplinary) dustnts[4] bir
savas baglamini, Foucault’nun
deyisiyle savasin uzaktan kiikre-
mesini ¢agristirir. Boyle yapmak
icin belli bir bilgisizlik calismali.
Disiplinsel sinirlarin gérmezden
gelinmesi ve dolayisiyla onlarin
statusinin mucadeleci silahlar
olarak yeniden kurulmasi gere-
kir. Ornegin, bir marangozun ifa-
delerini kendi olagan baglamlari
disinda alarak yapmak istedigim
bu. Bu olagan baglam toplumsal
tarihin baglamidir ve onlari bir
iscinin durumuna 6zgu ifadeler
olarak dusundr. Bu ifadeler, bir
durumla ona ilistirilen gortnar-
lik bicimleri ve dustince yetileri
arasindaki iliskiyi yeniden icat
eder. Farkli sekilde sdylersek, bu
anlati [recit] Platoncu anlamda
mittir: anti-Platoncu bir mit, yaz-
ginin bir karsi hikayesi. Platoncu
mit durum ve disince arasindaki
karstlikh bir dogrulama iligkisini
gerektirir. Marangozun karsi miti
cemberi kirar. Disiplinsel-olma-

yan yordam, boylelikle bu mit’e-
mitilisisinin gérinebilirve disi-
nilebilir oldugu anlamlandirma
uzamini ve metinseli yaratma-
lidir.

Bu durum, sinirlari olma-
yan ve ayni zamanda bir esitlik
uzami da olan bir uzam vyarati-
min1 dnvarsayar; burada maran-
gozun yasam anlatisi, gl¢ ve
yazginin orgitli dagilimina ilis-
kin felsefi anlatiyla bir diyaloga
girer. Bu dolayl bigimde bir di-
ger-disiplinsel olmayan- felsefe
pratigini, onun insan bilimleriyle
iliskisini gosterir. Klasik anlam-
da felsefe, insan bilimleriyle top-
lumsal bilimlerin y&ntemleri
Uzerine duslnen ya da onlara te-
mel saglayan bir Gst-disiplin tiri
olarak dustunilmusti. Boylelikle
soylem evreninde bir hiyerarsi
kurulur. Stphesiz bu bilimler bu
statliye karsi ¢ikabilir, onu yanil-
sama gibi distnebilir ya da ken-
dini felsefi yanilsamanin gergek
bilgisi olarak konumlandirabilir.
Bu, bir baska hiyerarsi ve soy-
lemlere haddini bildirmenin bir
baska yoludur. Ama tclncu bir
hareket tarzi daha vardir: sdylem
duzenini kurmaya yonelik felsefi
savin tersylze edildigi arahgi
kavrayan ve esitlik¢i bir anlati di-
liiginde, bu duzenin saymaca do-
gasiniagigavuranbir tarz.

Platoncu mitin 6zgullu-
gl, hikaye (conte) konusundaki
tamamen keyfi bir diretme araci-
ligiyla, bilgi [savoir] nedenlerini
basasagl dondiirme yoluyla olus-
turulur. Tarihci ve sosyolog, belli
bir yasamin, bir yasami ifade
eden belli bir disundsu nasil or-
taya ¢ikarttigini bize gosterirken,
filozofun miti bu zorunlugu geli-
siglizel ve ayni anda ¢ogu insan
icin yasamin gercekligi olan bir
“glzel durus”a havale eder. Bu
zorunluluk ve olumsallik 6zde-
simi, durusun gercekligi, gercegi
yanilsamadan ayiran bir sfylem
bicimi icinde rasyonellestirile-
mez.O yalnizcahikaye edilebilir,
baska deyisle sdylem hiyerar-sisi
ve ayrimini askiya alan sgylem-
sel bir bicimle ifade edilebilir.



Bu nedenle felsefenin ayricahigi
genelde ondan degerli ya da mu-
essif istenen soyutlamanin aksi-
ne- séyleminin literal agikligidir:
bu aciklikla felsefe, nedenler ve
anlatilar arasindaki bu asli 6zde-
sim durumunu nasil ifade etmesi
gerektigini anladi. Bu aciklik tek
basina ona, yasamlarin 6rgutli
dagihmindan s6z etme imkanini
Verir.

Tam da bu noktada Pla-
ton, Phaedrus’ta, dogru’dan
(verite) s6z ettigimiz yerde dogru
konusmamiz gerektigini 6nesu-
rer. Ustelik burasi en radikal hi-
kayeye (conte) basvurma nokta-
sidir da: dogrunun basitligi, sa-
vas arabasi sirucisi ya da bazi-
larini glimis rengi insanlara, ba-
zilarini atlet, sanatcl veya saire
dondstlren disisin hikayesine.
Baska bir deyisle Platon, kosul-
larin 6rgatld dagilimini en aci-
masizca ifade ettigi anda, etrafta-
ki nesneleri farkli bir sekilde ala-
rak, son derece radikal bigimde
reddettigi seye, sOylem hiyerar-
sisi ve bunun saglama aldi1gi 6te-
ki hiyerarsileri yikan ortak dilin
ve hikayenin gliciine basvurur.

Disiplinli dusunce sunu
soyler: bizim alanimiz ve onlara
denk dusen nesnelerimiz var.
Sosyolojinin ya da tarihin, siya-
salbilimin ya da edebiyatin soy-
ledigi budur. Kendisini bir disip-
lin varsayan felsefenin de. Ama
kendi statustni disiplinlerin
disiplini olarak temellendirmek
istedigi anda felsefe, bir tersinme
uretir: temelin temeli bir hikaye-
dir. Ve felsefe yontemlerinden
emin olan bu bilgilere [savoir]
gore konusur: yontemler hikaye
edilen oykdlerdir. Bu, onlarin
bos ve degersiz oldugu anlamina
gelmez. Bir savastaki silah ol-
duklarr anlamina gelir: bir alanin
aciklanmasina olanak taniyan
araglar degil, onun hep belirsiz
olan sinirini belirleme islevi go-
ren silahlar.

Sosyolojinin alanini fel-
sefenin alanindan ya da tarihgi-
lerin alanini edebiyatin alanin-
dan ayiran guvenli bir sinir yok-

tur. Bilinen higbir sinir bilimin
bir nesnesi olan bir agag is¢isinin
soylemini bilimin kendi soyle-
minden ayirmaz. Sonugta bu si-
nirlari izlemek, bu sorunu dislin-
mus ve disinmemis olanlar ara-
sindaki siniri izlemektir. Bu sinir
bir hikaye bicimi disinda izlene-
mez. Yalnizca hikayelerin dili,
disiplinlerin nesnelerinden 6tiri
nihai bir nedenin yoklugu ¢ikma-
zini zorlayarak siniri izleyebilir.

Bir defasinda ‘bilgilerin
poetikasl” kavramini [savoir]
onermistim. Bilgilerin poetikasi
siddetli usavurma denemelerin-
de hep edebiyatin varoldugunu
soylemenin basit bir yolu degil-
dir. Boylesi bir tanitlama bos bir
demistifikasyon mantigina aittir.
Bilgilerin poetikasi disiplinlerin
sahte bilgiler oldugunu savla-
maz. Bilgilerin poetikasi, onla-
rin, esitligin nedenleriyle esitsiz-
ligin nedenleri arasindaki bitmek
bilmez savasta, bir bedenin
yapabilecegi seyleri bildirmenin
yollar arasindaki bitip tikenmez
savasta mudahil yollar oldukla-
rint savlar. Bu disiplinlerin hi-
kiimsiz oldugunu savlamaz,
clnkd tim bu disiplinler hika-
yeler anlatir. Bir bilgi poetikasi,
bu disiplinlerin nesneleri gos-
terimlemelerini, etkilesim yor-
damlarini, argiiman bigimlerini
dilden ve ortak duslinceden
odung almalari gerektigini soy-
ler. Bilgi poetikasi, tasvir ve
argmanlarin gicin, ortak dilin
esitligiyle, nesneler, hikayeler,
argimanlar yaratmaya 0zgu
ortak yeti kapsaminda yeniden
kaydeder. Bu anlamda o, bir
esitlik metodolojisi olarak adlan-
dirilabilir.

DIPNOTLAR

*http://www.parrhesiajournal.or
g/parrhesia0l/parrhesia0l_ranci
ere.pdf

* [ngilizce’ye gevirenin notu: Bu
deneme boyunca ‘bilgi’ s6zcigu
(6rnegin baslikta), kuramsal an-
lamda bilgi sézcuguni anlam-

landiran ‘connaissance’ sézcigu
ve onun fiil bigciminin -connaitre-
bir cevirisi olarak alinmali.
Ceviri icinde “sovair” sozcugl
‘bilgi’ anlaminda cevrildiginde
bir notla [savoir] bu belirtilecek.
Bu metnin g¢evirmeni (Jon Rof-
fe), ceviriyle ilgili yazisma-
lardaki comertligi sebebiyle
Jacques Ranciere’ye tesekkir
eder.

[1] Clmlenin fransizcasi:“ll est
propre & cette petite bourgeoisie
intellectuelle qui prend son
sejour entre les deux chaises du
travail et du capital pour le siege
de la pensee universelle et du
goQt desinteresse.”

[2] ingilizce’ye gevirenin notu:
Ranciere’nin bu metinle yakinen
baglantili olan 2000 tarihli Le
Partage du sensible (La Fab-
rique, Paris) bashkh c¢alismasi-
nin ana kavramlarindan biri olan
‘partage’yi ‘Orgutlt dagilim’
olarak geviriyorum.

[3] G. Gauny, “Le Travail & la
tache”, akt. Jacques Ranciere, La
Nuit des proletaires (1981:
Fayard, Paris), 91; burada John
Drury cevirisinden alindi, The
Nights of Labour (1989: Temple
University Press, Philadelphia),
81.

[4] ingilizceye cevirenin notu:
Ranciere’nin yeni sozcigu “in-
disciplinaire” (disiplin-siz”) ol-
dugu gibi muhafaza edildi. Bir
parca kulak tirmalayici olmasina
karsin, degistirilmis disiplin bi-
cimlerine indirgenemez o: ‘di-
siplinsel-olmayan’, onun anla-
mint butindyle disiplinlerden
koparir ve ‘anti-disiplin’, Ran-
ciere’nin projesini, kendisine
ragmen disiplinlerin savas alani-
na dondurar. Ayrica indiscip-
linary (‘disiplin-siz’ sbzclgu),
Ranciere’nin buradaki temel il-
gisi olan bilginin merkezindeki
bilgisizlikle bir bagi surdiirme
ustanlaguni iceriyor.
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Thinking Between Disciplines:
An Aesthetics Of Knowledgel

hat should be unders-
tood by the invoca-
tion of an ‘aesthetics

Jacques Ranciere*

object of knowledge nor an ob-

ject of desire. Aesthetic apprecia-

tion ofa form is without concept.

ofknowledge’? It is clearhAnodrdist does not give form to a

matter of saying that the forms of
knowledge must take on an aest-
hetic dimension. The expression
presupposes that such a dimen-
sion does not have to be added as
a supplementary ornament, that
it is there in every sense as an
immanent given ofknowledge. It
remains to be seen what this imp-
lies. The thesis that | would like
to present is simple: to speak of
an aesthetic dimension of know-
ledge is to speak of a dimension
of ignorance which divides the
idea and the practise of know-
ledge themselves.

This proposition evi-
dently implies a presupposition
concerning the meaning of ‘aest-
hetics’. The thesis is the follo-
wing: aesthetics is not the theory
of the beautiful or of art; nor is it
the theory of sensibility. Aest-
hetics is an historically deter-
mined concept which designates
a specific regime ofvisibility and
intelligibility ofart, which is ins-
cribed in areconfiguration of the
categories of sensible experience
and its interpretation. It is the
new type ofexperience that Kant
systematised in the Critique of
Judgement. For Kant, aesthetic
experience implies a certain dis-
connection from the habitual
conditions of sensible experien-
ce. This iswhat he summarises as
a double negation. The object of
aesthetic apprehension is charac-
terised as that which is neither an
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given matter according to a
function ofknowledge [savoir].
The reasons of the beautiful are
thus separate from those of art.
They are also separate, though,
from the reasons which render an
object desirable or offensive.
Now, this double negation is not
only defined by the new condi-
tions of appreciation of art
works. It also defines a certain
suspension ofthe normal conditi-
ons of social experience. This is
what Kant illustrates at the be-
ginning of the Critique of Jud-
gement with the example of the
palace, in which aesthetic jud-
gement isolates the form alone,
disinterested in knowing [savoir]
whether the palace serves the
vanity of the idle rich and for
which the sweat of working
people has been spent in order to
build it. This, Kant says, must be
ignored to aesthetically appre-
ciate the form ofthe palace.

This will to ignorance
declared by Kant has not ceased
to provoke scandal. Pierre Bour-
dieu has consecrated six hundred
pages to the demonstration of a
single thesis: that this ignorance
is a deliberate misrecognition
[meconnaissance] of what the
science of sociology teaches us
more and more precisely, to
grasp the fact that disinterested
aesthetic judgement is the privi-
lege of those alone who can abs-
tract themselves - orwho believe

that they can - from the sociolo-
gical law which accords to each
class of society the judgements
of taste corresponding to their
ethos, that is, to the manner of
being and of feeling that its con-
dition imposes upon it. The disin-
terestedjudgement on the formal
beauty of the palace is in fact re-
served for those who are neither
the owners of the palace nor its
builders. It is the judgement of
the petit-bourgeois intellectual
who, free from worries about
work or capital, indulges himself
by adopting the position of uni-
versal thought and disinterested
taste.Their exception therefore
confirms the rule according to
which judgements of taste are in
fact incorporated social judge-
ments which translate a socially
determined ethos.

Bourdieu’s judgement,
and that of all those who
denounce the aesthetic illusion,
rests on a simple alternative: you
know or you do not [on connait
ou on meconnait]. If you do not
know [meconnait], it is because
you do not know [sait] how to lo-
ok oryou cannot look.

But to not be able to look
is still away ofnot knowing how
to look. Whether philosopher or
petit-bourgeois, those who deny
this, those who believe in the di-
sinterested character of aesthetic
judgement do not want to see be-
cause they cannot see, because
the place that they occupy in the
determined system, for them as
for everyone else, constitutes a
mode ofaccommodationwhich



determines a form of misre-
cognition [meconnaissance]. In
short, the aesthetic illusion con-
firms that subjects are subjected
to a system because they do not
understand how it works. And if
they do not understand, it is be-
cause the very functioning of the
system is misrecognition. The
savant is the one who unders-
tands this identity of systemic
reasons and the reasons for its
misrecognition.

This configuration of
knowledge rests on a simple al-
ternative: there is a true know-
ledge [savoir] which is aware and
a false knowledge [savoir] which
ignores. False knowledge opp-
resses, true knowledge liberates.
Now the aesthetic neutralisation
of knowledge [savoir] suggests
that this schema is too simple. It
suggests that there is not one
knowledge but two, that each
knowledge [savoir] is accom-
panied by a certain ignorance,
and therefore that there is also a
knowledge [savoir] which rep-
resses and an ignorance which li-
berates. If builders are oppres-
sed, it is not because they ignore
their exploitation put in the ser-
vice of the inhabitants of the pa-
lace. On the contrary, it is beca-
use they cannot ignore it, beca-
use their condition imposes on
them the need to create another
body and another way of seeing
than that which oppresses them,
because what is oppressive
prevents them from seeing in the
palace something other than the
product of the labour invested
and the idleness appropriated
from this labour. In other words,
a “knowledge” [savoir] is always
double: it is an ensemble of
knowledges [connaissances] and
it is also an organised distribu-
tion [partage]3 of positions. The
builder is thus supposed to pos-
sess a double knowledge [savo-
ir]: a knowledge relative to their
technical comportment and a
knowledge ofthe latter’s conditi-
ons. Now, each of those know-

ledges has a particular ignorance
as its reverse: they who know
how to work with their hands are
supposed ignorant with regard to
appreciating the adequation of
theirwork to asuperior end. This

is why they know that they must
continue to play their part. But to
say that they “know” [sait] this is
in fact to say that it is not they
who know what the system of
roles mustbe.

Plato has explained this
once and for all. Artisans cannot
be occupied with the common
matters of the city for two
reasons: firstly because work do-
es not wait; secondly, because
god has putiron inthe souls ofar-
tisans as he has put gold in the
souls of those who must run the
city. In other words, their occu-
pation defines aptitudes (and
ineptitudes), and their aptitudes
in return commit them to a certa-
in occupation. It is not necessary
for artisans to be convinced in the
depths oftheir being that God has
truly put iron in their souls, or
gold in those of their rulers. It is
enough for them to act on an
everyday basis as though this
was the case: it is enough that
their arms, their gaze and their
judgement make their know-how
[savoir-faire] and the knowledge
of their condition accord with
each other, and vice versa. There
is no illusion here, nor any
misrecognition. It is, as Plato
says, a matter of ‘belief’. But
belief is not illusion to be
opposed to knowledge and which
would hide reality. Itis a determi-
ned rapport of the two ‘knowled-
ges’ and the two ‘ignorances’
which correspond to them.

It is this arrangement
[dispositif] that aesthetic expe-
rience deregulates. It is thus that
such experience is much more
than away ofappreciating works
of art. It concerns the definition
of a type of experience which
neutralises the circular relation-
ship between knowledge [conna-
issance] as know-how [savoir]

and knowledge as the
distribution of roles. Aesthetic
experience eludes the sensible
distribution of roles and compe-
tences which structures the
hierarchical order. The sociolo-
gistwould like this to be nothing
more than the illusion of the
philosopher, who believes in the
disinterested universality ofjud-
gements concerning the
beautiful, since it ignores the
conditions which determine the
tastes and the manner ofbeing of
the worker. But here the builders
believe Plato rather than the
sociologist: what they need, and
what aesthetic experience
signifies, is a change in the regi-
me of belief, the change of the
rapport between what the arms
know how to do and what the
eyes are capable ofseeing.

This is what we read,
fifty years after Kant, in the
journal of aworker in the time of
the 1848 Revolution, a builder
who claims to recount his
working day but seems much
rather to be writing apersonal pa-
raphrase of the Critique of Jud-
gement. To cite an extract of his
text:

Believing himself at ho-
me, he loves the arrangement ofa
room so long as he has not
finished laying the floor. If the
window opens out onto a garden
or commands a view of a pictu-
resque horizon, he stops his arms
amoment and glides in imagina-
tion towards the spacious view to
enjoy it better than he possessors
ofthe neighbouring residences.4
Ignoring the fact that the house
belongs to others, and acting as if
what was being enjoyed by the
gaze also belonged to him - this
is an operation of an effective
disjunction between the arms and
the gaze, a disjunction between
an occupation and the aptitudes
which correspond to it. This is to
exchange one as if for another as
if. Plato told stories [histoires],
myths, in order to submit tech-
nical knowledges to aknowledge
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of ‘ends’. This knowledge of
ends is necessary to found a hie-
rarchical order. Unfortunately,
this supplement which provides
foundation for the distribution of
knowledges [savoirs] and positi-
ons is without demonstrable fo-
undation itself. It must be pre-
supposed, and in order to do so a
story needs to be recounted
which must be ‘believed’, in the
sense defined above.

Knowledge, Plato says,
requires stories because it is in
fact always double. However, he
aims to comprehend these stories
within an ethical framework.
‘Ethics’, like aesthetics, isaword
whose meaning must be speci-
fied. We easily identify it with
the moment in which particular
facts are judged according to
universal values. But this is not
the foremost meaning of ethos.
Before recalling law, morality or
value, ethos indicates the abode
[sejour]. Further, it indicates the
way of being which corresponds
to this abode, the way of feeling
and thinking which belongs to
whoever occupies any given
place. Itis in fact this which is at
issue in the Platonic myths. Plato
recounts stories which prescribe
the way in which those who
belong to a condition must live it.
That is, he inscribes ‘poetic’pro-
ductions within a framework
such that they are lessons, where
the poetis ateacher ofthe people,
good or bad. This is to say that for
Plato, there is no ‘aesthetics’.
Aesthetics means, in effect, a
‘finality without end’ [finalite
sans fin], a pleasure disconnec-
ted from every science ofends. It
is a change in the status ofthe as
if. The aesthetic gaze which sees
the form of the palace is without
relation with its functional per-
fection, and with its inscription
in an order of society. It acts as if
the gaze could be detached from
the double rapport of the palace
with the knowledge [savoir] in-
vested in its fabrication, and the
knowledge [savoir] of the social
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order which provides it with its
context. Consequently, artisans
act as if they were at home in the
house that they otherwise know
is not theirs, as if they possessed
the perspective of the garden.
This ‘belief’ does not hide any
reality. But it doubles this reality,
which the ethical order would
like to consider as only one. As a
consequence of this, they can
double their working identities;
to the identity of the worker at
home in a defined regime can be
added a proletarian identity - in
other words, the identity of a
subject capable ofescaping the
assignment to a private condition
and of intervening in the affairs
ofthe community.

Itis this doubling that the
sociologist refuses. On his
account, the as if can only be an
illusion. Knowledge cannot be
aesthetic, but must rather be the
contrary ofthe aesthetic.

The aesthetic is, in effect,
a division of knowledge, an
interference in the order of sen-
sible experience which brings
social positions, tastes, attitudes,
knowledges [savoirs] and illusi-
ons into correspondence. Bour-
dieu’s polemic against aesthetics
is not the work of one particular
sociologist on a particular aspect
ofsocial reality; itis structural. A
discipline, in effect, is not first of
all the definition of a set of
methods appropriate to a certain
domain or a certain type of ob-
ject. It is first the very constitu-
tion of this object as an object of
thought, the demonstration of a
certain idea of knowledge - in
other words, a certain idea of the
rapport between knowledge and
adistribution ofpositions.

This iswhat ismeantby a
discipline. A discipline is always
something other than an exploi-
tation of this territory, and there-
fore ademonstration ofan idea of
knowledge [savoir]. And an idea
of knowledge [savoir] should be
understood as aregulation ofthe
rapport between the two know-

ledges [savoir] and two
ignorances. It is a way of
defining an idea of the thinkable,
an idea of what the objects of
knowledge themselves can think
and know. Itis therefore always a
certain regulation of dissensus,
of its dehiscence [ecart] in rela-
tion to the ethical order, accor-
ding to which a certain type of
condition implies a certain type
ofthought.

It is this context of the
thinkable which is at work when
Bourdieu constructs the disposi-
tif of phrases and photographies,
attesting that the distinguished
and popular classes each adopt,
whatever Kant says, the tastes
which correspond to their place.
We know that the questionnaires
used for this purpose are made
notably to avoid the phenomena
of ‘allodoxy’. For example, the
following opinion is proposed to
the popular public: ‘I love clas-
sical music, for example the
waltzes of Strauss’. The formula-
tion of the opinion is conceived
as a snare for the workers who
will lie, saying that they love
classical music, but are betrayed,
being ignorant of the fact that
Strauss does not deserve to be
considered a composer of clas-
sical music.

It is clear that the socio-
logical method here presupposes
the result that it was supposed to
establish. In other words, science
- before being a method to study
the phenomena of orthodoxy and
allodoxy - is an orthodoxy, awar
machine against allodoxy. But
what it calls allodoxy is in fact
aesthetic dissensus, the dehis-
cence between the arms and the
gaze of the carpenter, the sensib-
le rupture ofthe relation between
abody and what it knows - in the
double sense of knowing. The
settling of scores between the so-
ciologist and Kant is first of all
the settling of scores with our
woodworker.Sociology,before
being a discipline taught in the
university is firstofall, in anot-



her sense, a war machine
invented in the age of the
aesthetic which is also the age of
democratic revolutions, as a
response to the troubles of this
age.

Before being the *science
of society’, sociology was first
historically the project of a reor-
ganisation ofsociety. Itwanted to
remake a body for this society
supposedly divided by philo-
sophical abstraction, protestant
individualism and revolutionary
formalism. It wanted to recon-
stitute the social fabric such that
individuals and groups at a given
place would have the ethos, the
ways of feeling and thinking,
which corresponded at once to
their place and to a collective
harmony. Sociology today has
certainly distanced itself from
this organicist vision of society.
Butit continues, for the benefit of
science, to want what science
wants for the good of society, to
understand [savoir] the rule of
correspondence between social
conditions and the attitudes and
judgements of those who belong
to it. The scientific war against
the allodoxy ofjudgements con-
tinues the political war against
‘anomie’ of behaviour, the war
against the aesthetic and
democratic unrest of the division
ofthe body politic within itself.

Thus sociology enters
into a polemical complicity with
the Platonic ethical project. What
it refuses, and what the philo-
sopher declares, is that inequality
is an artifice, a story which is
imposed. It wants to claim that
inequality is an incorporated rea-
lity in social behaviour and mis-
recognised in the judgements
that this behaviour implies. It
wants to claim that what science
knows is precisely what its ob-
jects do not.

I have taken the example
of sociology. I could also just as
well have taken that ofhistory.
We know how the historical dis-
cipline, for more than a century,

has declared itself in revolution.
It has thus proclaimed its sepa-
ration from chronicle-history
which attached itself to facts
about great men and to the docu-
ments written by their chro-
niclers, secretaries and ambas-
sadors, and by this to devote
themselves to material facts and
long periods ofthe time in the life
of common people. They have
thus related its scientific status to
a certain democracy. However, it
is clear that this democracy is
also one democracy opposed to
another. It opposes the material
reality oflong cycles oflife to the
agitations which disturb the
surface, like the distraction ofthe
builder’s gaze, and the epheme-
ral revolutionary journal in
which itis recounted. History, for
Marc Bloch, is the science of
man in time. But this ‘in time’is
in fact an organised distribution
of time. It confirms that the true
time of the builder is the long
time of life which reproduces
itself, and not the suspended time
of aesthetic experience, and that
towards which it makes time
deviate: the ‘short’ time, the
‘ephemeral’ time of actors in the
public sphere. It functions as an
ethical principle of adherence,
defining what can be felt and
thought by the occupants of a
space and a time. The ‘new his-
tory’, the history of material life
and of mind-sets belongs to the
war that sociology is also enga-
gedin.

To speak of war is not to
disqualify the disciplines in
question. It is to recall that a
discipline is always much more
than an ensemble of procedures
which permit the thought of a gi-
ven territory of objects. It is first
the constitution of this territory
itself, and therefore the establish-
ment of a certain distribution of
the thinkable. As such, it sup-
poses a cut in the common fabric
of manifestations of thought and
language. The disciplines found
their territory by establishing a

dehiscence between what the
phrases of the woodworker say
and what they mean, between
what the woodworker describes
to us and the truth hidden behind
the description. They must
therefore engage in a war against
the claim that there is another
knowledge and another igno-
rance than thatwhich belongs to
their condition. In other words,
they must engage in awar against
the war that the worker is himself
fighting. A well-ordered society
would like the bodies which
compose it to have the percep-
tions, sensations and thoughts
which correspond to them. Now
this correspondence is perpe-
tually disturbed. There are words
and discourses which freely cir-
culate, without master, and
which divert bodies from their
destinations, engaging them in
movements in the neighbourho-
od of certain words: people,
liberty, equality, etc. There are
spectacles which disassociate the
gaze from the hand and trans-
form the worker into an aesthete.
Disciplinary thought must cease-
lessly hinder this haemorrhage in
order to establish stable relations
between states of the body and
the modes of perception and sig-
nification which correspond to
them. It must ceaselessly pursue
war but pursue it as a pacifying
operation.

In-disciplinary thought5
is thus a thought which recalls
the context of the war, what Fou-
cault called the ‘distant roar of
battle’. In order to do so, it must
practice a certain ignorance. It
must ignore disciplinary boun-
daries to thereby restore their
status as weapons in a dispute.
This is what | have done, for
example, in taking the phrases of
the joiner out of their normal
context. This normal context is
that ofsocial history, which treats
them as expressions of the
worker’s condition. | have taken
a different path: these phrases do
not describe a lived situation.
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They reinvent the relation
between a situation and the forms
ofvisibility and capacities oftho-
ughtwhich are attached to it. Put
differently, this narrative [recit]
is amyeth in the Platonic sense: it
is an anti-Platonic myth, a coun-
ter-story of destiny. The Platonic
myth prescribes a relationship of
reciprocal confirmation between
a condition and a thought. The
counter-myth ofthejoiner breaks
the circle.The indisciplinary pro-
cedure must thus create the text-
ual and signifying space in which
this relation of myth to myth is
visible and thinkable.

This supposes the creati-
on of a space without boundaries
which is also a space of equality,
in which the narrative of the joi-
ner’s life enters into a dialogue
with the philosophical narrative
of the organised distribution of
competencies and destinies. This
implies another practice - an
indisciplinary practice - ofphilo-
sophy, of its relation to the hu-
man sciences. Classically, philo-
sophy has been considered a sort
of super-discipline which reflec-
ts on the methods of the human
and social sciences, or which
provides them with their foun-
dation. Thus a hierarchical order
is established in the universe of
discourse. Of course these scien-
ces can object to this status, treat
it as an illusion and pose itselfas
the true knowledge of philoso-
phical illusion. This is another
hierarchy, another way ofputting
discourses in their place. But
there is a third way of procee-
ding, which seizes the moment in
which the philosophical preten-
sion to found the order of disco-
urse is reversed, becoming the
declaration, in the egalitarian
language of the narrative, of the
arbitrary nature ofthis order.

The specificity ofthe Pla-
tonic ‘myth’is constituted by the
way in which it inverts the rea-
sons of knowledge [savoir] with
the purely arbitrary insistence on
the story [conte].
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While the historian and the
sociologist show us how a certain
life produces a certain thought
expressing a life, the myth of the
philosopher refers this necessity
to an arbitrary “beautiful lie”, a
beautiful lie which is at the same
time the reality of life for the
greatest number of people. This
identity of necessity and conti-
ngency, the reality ofthe lie, can-
not be rationalised in the form of
a discourse which separates truth
from illusion. It can only be re-
counted, that is, be stated in a
discursive form which suspends
the distinction and the hierarchy
of discourse. The privilege of
philosophy - contrary to the abs-
traction, whether valuable or
regrettable, that it is generally
claimed of it - is thus the literal
directness of its discourse: the
directness with which it has
known how to state this condi-
tion of the primary identity bet-
ween reasons and narratives, the
directness which alone permits it
to speak of the organised distri-
bution of lives.

It is here, Plato claims in
the Phaedrus, that we must speak
truth [vrai], there where we spe-
ak of truth [verite]. It is here also
that he has recourse to the most
radical story [conte]: that of the
plain of truth, of the divine
charioteer, and of the fall which
transforms some into men of
silver, and others into gymnasts,
artisans or poets. In other words,
taking things the other way
around, at the moment when he
most implacably states the
organised distribution of condi-
tions, he has recourse to what
most radically denies it, the po-
wer of the story and that of the
common language which abo-
lishes the hierarchy ofdiscourse
and the hierarchies that this
underwrites.

Disciplinary thought
says: we have our territory, our
objects and the methods which
correspond to them. This is what
sociology or history, political

science or literary theory, says.
This is also what philosophy, in
the regular sense, says, posing
itselfas a discipline.

But at the moment in
which it wants to found its status
as a discipline of disciplines, it
produces this reversal: the
foundation of foundation is a
story. And philosophy says to
those knowledges [savoir] who
are certain of their methods:
methods are recounted stories.
This does not mean that they are
null and void. It means that they
are weapons in awar; they are not
tools which facilitate the exa-
mination of a territory but wea-
pons which serve to establish its
always uncertain boundary.

There is no assured
boundary separating the territory
of sociology from that of philo-
sophy or that of the historians
from literature. No well-defined
boundary separates the discourse
of the woodworker who is the
object of science from the disco-
urse of science itself. After all is
said and done, to trace these bo-
undaries is to trace the boundary
between those who have thought
through this question and those
who have not. This boundary is
never traced other than in the
form of a story. Only the
language of stories can trace the
boundary, forcing the aporia of
the absence of final reason from
the reasons ofthe disciplines.

I once proposed the con-
cept of a “poetics of knowledges
[savoirs]’. A poetics of
knowledges is not a simple way
of saying that there is always
literature in attempts at rigorous
argumentation. Such a demons-
tration still belongs to the idle
logic of demystification. The
poetics of knowledges does not
claim that the disciplines are
false knowledges. It claims that
they are disciplines, ways of in-
tervening in the interminable war
between ways of declaring what
abody can do, in the interminab-
le war between the reasons of



equality and those of inequality.
It does not claim that they are
invalid because they tell stories.
It claims that they must borrow
their presentations of objects,
their procedures for interaction
and their forms ofargument from
language and common thought.
A poetics of knowledge is first a
discourse which reinscribes the
force of descriptions and
arguments in the equality of
common language and the com-
mon capacity to invent objects,
stories and arguments. In this
sense it can be called amethod of
equality.
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*http://www.parrhesiajournal.or
g/parrhesia0l/parrhesia0l_ranci
ere.

*Translated by Jon Roffe

1TN: Throughout this essay, the
appearance of the word
‘knowledge’ (for example, in the
title) should betaken as a trans-
lation of connaissance, or its verb
form, connaitre, which signifies
knowledge in the theoretical
sense of the word. Whenever the
word savoir is translated as
‘knowledge’, a note will indicate
it as such. The translator thanks
Professor Ranciere for his ge-
nerosity in correspondence
concerning this translation.

2 TN: The French here reads: “Il
est propre & cette petite
bourgeoisie intellectuelle qui

prend son sejour entre les deux
chaises du travail et du capital
pour le siege de la pensee
universelle et du go0tdesin-
teresse.”

3 TN: Throughout, | have
translated partage - one of
Ranciere’s key terms, as
evidenced by his 2000 book Le
Partage du sensible (La
Fabrique, Paris), a text whose
theses are intimately connected
with those presented here - as
organised division.

4 G. Gauny, “Le Travail & la
tache” cited in Jacques Ranciere,
La Nuit des proletaires (1981:
Fayard, Paris),

91; quoted here from the
translation by John Drury, The
Nights of Labour (1989: Temple
University Press, Philadelphia),
81.

5 TN: Ranciere’s neologism “in-
disciplinaire” has been retained
throughout. While slightly
jarring, it is irreducible to the ot-
her modified forms of ‘discip-
linary’: ‘non-disciplinary
wholly detaches its sense from
the disciplines, and ‘anti-dis-
ciplinary” would return Ranci-
ere’s project to the battleground
of the disciplines despite itself.
Further, ‘indisciplinary’ has the
advantage of retaining a link to
the ignorance at the heart of
knowledge that is Ranciere’s
concern here.

*http://lwww.parrhesiajournal. or
g/parrhesiaOl/parrhesia0l_ranci
ere.
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Das Interdisziplinare Denken:
Eine Informations-Asthetik

as sollte man unter

der Anfrage “Infor-

mations-Asthetik”
verstehen? Das heipt jedoch
nicht, dass die Formen der Infor-
mationen auf einer BaugroBe
beruhen. Ausdrucklich muss
solch eine Dimension als ein er-
ganzendes Motiv nicht enthalten
sein, denn in jeder Hinsicht ist
die Information schon immanent
vorausgesetzt. Zurtick bleibt nur
noch zu verstehen, was es zu
bedeuten hat. Zur These, zur der
ich kommen mdochte, ist sehr
einfach: Das Sprechen (ber die
asthetische Dimension des
Wissens ist das Sprechen (ber
das Wissen, welches in Praxis
und Konzept unterschieden
wird- es ist die GroBe der
Unwissenheit.

Dieser Satz fordert
deutlich eine Voraussetzung tber
die Bedeutung der “Asthetik”.Es
ist die These: Die Asthetik ist,
sowie sie nicht die Theorie der
Kunst und Schdénheit ist, nicht
die Theorie der Empfindung. Die
historisch bestimmte Asthetik,
die eine besondere Regelung der
Sichtbarkeit und Verstéan-
dlichkeit zeigt, ist das Konzept
mit seinen Kategorien der
sinnlichen Erfahrung, welches

Von Jacques Ranciere*

von neuem an Bedeutung
gewinnt. Es ist die eine Art von
Erfahrung, die Kant in seiner
Kritik Yargigiicl systematisiert.
Nach Kant ist die athetische
Erfahrung das, was eine gewisse
Abweichung von den (blichen
Bedingungen der sinnlichen
Erfahrungen erfordert. Dies ist
eine doppelte Verneinung, die er
zusammengefassthat. Eine Form
der asthetischen Begreifung ist
unbegrifflich. Ein Kinstler
nimmt nicht die Form an, die
Kenntis eines bestimmten
Stoffes Aus diesem Grund sind
die Grinde der Schdnen von den
Kinstlern getrennt. Auperdem
kann ein Objekt entweder ge-
wunscht oder es kann aufgrund
offensiver Grinden getrennt
gehalten werden. Nun kdnnen
wegen den doppelten Verne-
inungen die Auswertung nur fur
die Kunstwerke mit neuen Be-
dingungen nicht anerkannt wer-
den. Ebenfalls wird die Versc-
hiebung der ublichen Bedin-
gungen von gesellschaftlicher
Erfahrung bestimmt definiert.
Kant erklart dies anhand des Be-
ispiels des Palastes, welches am
Anfang der Kritik des Yargi-
glcu’sist; ist nun ist hier die ast-
hetische Yargigiicu eine Zusch-

austellung des bedeutungslosen
Reichtums oder ist es das, was
die Arbeiter versuchen zu ersc-
haffen, wobei sie bei der Arbeit
grope Mihe erbracht haben im
Wissen (savoir) der Nichtzusc-
hauendem, das Format isoliert
sich. Um beurteilen zu kénnen,
ob der Palast einen asthetischen
Stil hat, muss es nach dem Schri-
ftsteller ignoriertwerden.



