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THE SOCIETY OF ABANDONMENT.
A BLUEPRINT OF AN EXISTENTIAL SOCIOLOGY'

Adrian T. Sirbu

Institutul de Istorie ,,George Barit” din Cluj-Napoca

We remember how the unanimous sympathy which met the dramatic events
of Romanians getting rid of Ceausescu symbolically epitomized also in the large-
scale publicity stirred by the famous cliché of the “Romanian Gavroche”. For a
moment and thanks to the mimetic redundancy of the media everywhere (hungry,
as we know, for such “ready-made” images, then passing right away to something
else), the orphan holding a flag with a hole in the middle became the ephemeral,
but pregnant effigy of the spontaneous redemption, by its very (castaway) children,
of a worn out and imbruted nation, despoiled of any future. In fact, that image was
correct, because its filigree offered exactly the very cipher to the turning felt (in an
overwhelming, exulted manner, how else could it have been?) by a society which
so far had regarded itself as being forsaken by its very own destiny — in a dead-end
of the latter and of history, in general. With only one condition: that this cipher be
correctly deciphered.

It’s true, the bizarre announcement of the rebelled people’s “victory” over the
“Daddy” who abused it in every possible way — before turning tail —, uttered as a
pathetic exclamation about God, another fatherly instance, who had “finally turned
his face to Romania”, was the precise — and exclusive — expression of one thing: a
feeling that the state of abandonment was suspended or miraculously obliterated (a
fact that did obscure, indeed, the apprehension of the real motifs for the tyrant’s
fall). Just like, on the other side, clipping a hole in the flag meant, besides the
jubilatory discharge, nothing else but an attempt to ablate a stigmata which evoked
(along with the other symbols being vandalized, destroyed, ran over those days) the
trauma of the just suspended abandonment. Abandonment against abandonment,
foreclosure of rejection” and separation through self-excision from it, one could say

! Translation from Romanian by Alex Moldovan and Adrian T. Sirbu.

% For a brief, basic explanation of concepts, see J. Laplanche, J.-B. Pontalis, Vocabularul
psihanalizei (Rom. transl. of Vocabulaire de la psychanalyse), Bucuresti, Edit. Humanitas, 1994,
article “Forcludere”, p. 166—169.
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(one more compensation scheme, which would have been put into act — discharged
—, right after that, through the physical elimination of the dictator).

However, in fact, this in extremis revenge over abandonment, no matter how
justifiable it was, and seemingly enlightened by approvals from above, was (and
couldn’t have been anything else) just an exasperated curettage of a hollow. An
abreaction — unexpected, compulsive as any abreaction — to an irrecoverable lack,
in general, to an inconsolable absence... For, otherwise, literally, that exclamation
had been a genuine politic and civic nonsense — a void cry, but an utterly
mystifying one in the emptiness it had to resonate with — in a revolution, or
reversal, which, be it “reparatory”, as many understand it, has not denied, not for a
second, its claim for modernity; and neither, especially, that for emancipation, at all
levels (as one might have thought). On the contrary.

And this should be clear to everyone, not only from the parricide of the
“father” found guilty for desertion (the most recent avatar of the prototypical
ending — under the guillotine — of the despot’s felony towards the genuine
sovereign uprisen to reclaim his usurped right), but even from the “negative
(political) theology” inherent to the fiction which is the immanent ground for the
rights and liberties constitutive of modern democracies. — In essence, human rights
and the social contract (in its various hypostases®). Namely the regulative fictions
whose restoration was looked for, on purpose (although not without confusion),
after they were “altered” by communism (which hadn’t abolished them either, in
the juridical fiction of its normal activity, et pour cause!). In other words, those
foundations precisely which can institute us as the autonomous subjects (complete,
self-determined, etc.) we necessarily have to be, in order to fructify our existence
(Dasein/Mitdasein and In-der-Welt-sein®) in its modern form — in any of its aspects
that we approach: ethical, juridical, political, economical, desiring, libidinal,
cultural, etc. —, in a single way: by taking us in its care as already adult members,
regardless of our natural age — that’s the only way there are children rights, as

? Here we don’t have to limit ourselves to the classic political sense of the notion. An
important social contractual relation, decisive in our modern societies, is also the salary’s social-
economic one (relation between capital and labour) or, at the other extreme end of the social-
economic field and gaining a strategic significance — through its consequences — at the present time,
the relation between the global shareholder stuff of a multinational company, respectively its
executive board, and the local societies wherein its activities are crucial. And let’s not forget another
important element of the picture, the property itself (the attribute “private” is quasi-pleonastic here);
inasmuch as it is a condensate of the history of some social relations and thus a result of the same
kind, it takes part, too, in the social contract’s device, and this in a twofold manner: first as a logical-
transcendental presupposition of it, and, secondly, as a limit to the social-logical field empirically
subtended by the meaning of such a contract.

* Cf. M. Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, 14" ed., Tiibingen, Niemeyer, 1977, § 26 (Das Mitdasein
der Anderen und das alltdgliche Mitsein), p. 117-125.
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well,> — of social, productive, civil and, of course, political bodies established pre-
eminently in a “terrestrial”, purely “human” way. So all these reject, by nature, any
transcendent fatherhood (and also de-legitimatize, intrinsically, any claim of
authority made as merely paternal or paternalist); moreover, they tend then to
remove the efficiency (and meaning), too, from any overlooking guarantees for the
reality of the forces and the bonding which aggregates them. (That doesn’t mean,
of course, that the forclosed cannot return precisely as the purest exteriority.®) And
for the same reason, neither the liberation (in the normative sense of freedom,
never sufficient for the narcissistic and gregarious animal that we are: as partaking
without sharing it, by which we are “tied” to each other inasmuch as we don’t
personally depend on the others), and especially not the emancipation (or “coming
of age”) are, generically, accessible to the modern man but at a high cost. Perhaps
exorbitant, but unavoidable: acknowledging — that is assuming — the fact that, in
the last resort, modernity’s human being, is nothing but “the orphan” (with no
parent) of his own condition.

It is one of the ineluctable consequences of his descent — of his configuration
as a type of humanity (as Husserl would say)’ — before anything from its own form
(formula) of existence®; therefore from his own historical and moral world: the one

3 For the juridical order consubstantial to such a foundation, the subject of the law has no age
and, as a matter of fact, no other natural characteristic pre-existent to this order; so, before the law,
and in principle, the subjects have no gender, no race, no ethnicity (which is different from
nationality), etc. This argument is then extrapolated in order to guarantee “special” rights for the
handicapped, for the mentally ill, etc (in fact a law “supplement” meant to redress, by making them
equal before the law, the contingency of natural inequality); then by another analogous derivation of
the same argument, law stipulations as “positive discrimination”, etc., can be justified. Today we can
see that the de facto limit where this logic stumbles consists of the situations wherein the legislator
looks for “support and light” from the debates falling, by all means, under the head of bioethics. This
is the reflexive instance where they literally ask the question of when does the subject come into the
world (at his birth or before? and for how long before? — with regard to the debates concerning the
ethical-juridical aspects of abortion, those related to the genetically assisted procreation, the embryo
research, the therapeutic cloning, etc.), and when does it end (dilemmas of euthanasia). However, the
bioethical reflection doesn’t have another guiding concept of subject but that already equivalent to its
old modern metaphysical sense, with its juridical and ethical-political applications.

8 J. Lacan, Réponse au commentaire de Jean Hyppolite sur la ,, Verneinung” de Freud, in
Ecrits, Paris, Seuil, 1966, p. 381-400; and also: D’'Une question préliminaire a tout traitement
possible de la psychose, ibidem, p. 531-584..

" E. Husserl, Criza umanitdtii europene gi filosofia [Rom. transl. by Al Boboc of Die Krisis
des europdischen Menschentums und die Philosophie (1935)], Bucuresti, Paideia, 1997, p. 11-68,
passim; for the term Menschentum (humanity) itself, see the translator’s introductory remark, p. 15.

8 Cf. M. Heidegger, op. cit., p. 117 (“... die «Substanz» des Menschen ist nicht der Geist als die
Synthese von Seele und Leib, sondern die Existenz”); and also p. 12 (“Das Sein selbst, zu dem das
Dasein sich so oder so verhalten kann und immer irgendwie verhélt, nennen wir Existenz. Und weil
die Wesensbestimmung dieses Seienden nicht durch Angabe eines sachhaltigen Was vollzogen
werden kann, sein Wesen vielmehr darin liegt, daf es je sein Sein als seiniges zu sein hat, ist der Titel
Dasein als reiniger Seinsausdruck zur Bezeichnung dieses Seienden gewéhlt”).
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that postulates him from the very beginning as an adult making himself and who, in
his turn, doesn’t replicate and doesn’t carry further (doesn’t “multiply” and doesn’t
unfold: structurally, as time, as spaces) but this one.” With his own existence as a
“parent”'’, he doesn’t perpetuate, doesn’t reproduce but this one, and it is this one
that he “inherits”, too. (In this respect, he only inherits himself, thus asserting and
uncovering better his way of being, that what he most properly “has”, as its
existence exposes him in more detail, more openly — while he unfolds it —, and both
actuate their potentialities, coming to fruition as a tandem, because, like their
world, both their temporality and their history are one and the same.'") This way,
his “growing up”, both in (as) the world’s history and in every single one, his
becoming-a-subject, that is the manner of self~(pre)supposing he already is, by
destin(alit)y (Geschick) — and here we are already talking about the effective,
singular subject of its own existence (je meines : “mine, each time”) and of
existence as such'? (the one, at the same time, rather mystified through the original
fiction which prescribes, not without some forgery, his insertions in the historical-
empirical order of the world: by the fact that it not only wanted him to be an adult,
but also a total, a completely self-determined, perfectly self-attained one) — is
nothing else but the integration, during everyone’s life, of this orphan condition:
learning (to be with) it. (For reasons of concision, I simplify, of course, the design
of the argument and go straight to the point. For instance, when I speak of the
singularity of existence that each/any of us is — moreover, revealing an historic path
which condenses in itself a long epoch emergence —, this is neither solipsism, nor
an arbitrary empirical generalization starting from introspection, and certainly not a
dubious idealist speculative retrospection. On the contrary, this characteristic
singularity is purposely meant to say that it is exemplary just because is plural,
endlessly multipliable — exactly what is convenient for the “sociability” of our
mass societies.”” Also, one could already understand that what I practice here is
definitely not a historical anthropology'*; I resume myself at setting, although on
the run, but as strictly as possible, several landmarks which someone would call

% Ibidem, p. 13 (“Zum Dasein gehdrt aber wesenhaft: Sein in einer Welt. Das dem Dasein
zugehorige Seinsverstdndnis betrifft daher gleichurspriinglich das Verstehen von so etwas wie «Welt»
und Verstehen des Seins des Seienden, das innerhalb der Welt zuginglich wird.”). For the
inextricable relationship between “existence” (Dasein) and (its) “world”, their mutual implication, see
further § 12, 14-16, and 23-24.

10 «“Dag Dasein versteht sich selbst immer aus seiner Existenz, einer Moglichkeit seiner selbst,
es selbst oder nicht es selbst zu sein. Diese Moglichkeiten hat das Dasein entweder selbst gewiahlt,
oder es ist in sie hineingeraten oder je schon darin aufgewachsen [my italics]” (Ibidem, p. 12).

" Ibidem, § 69-71.

12 Ibidem, § 25 (“Der Ansatz der existenzialen Frage nach dem Wer des Daseins”), p. 114-117
corroborated with § 9, p. 41-45.

3 Ibidem, § 27 (“Das alltigliche Selbstsein und das Man™).

' Ibidem, § 10 (“Die Abgrenzung des Daseinsanalytik gegen Anthropologie, Psychologie und
Biologie”) and § 11 (“Die existenziale Analytik und die Interpretation des primitives Daseins. Die
Schwierigkeiten der Gewinnung eines «natiirlichen Weltbegriffes»”).
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existential and histori(c)al (geschichtlich),” absolutely necessary if we want to
confront seriously the issue of abandonment under its pre-eminently modern form:
as dereliction between fellow humans, between neighbours'®).

The fact that modern subject, besides other “flaws” which undermine its
glory, is radically orphan, is anyway one of the most secret (existence) lessons —
most enigmatic and most terrible at the same time (whence its impenetrable nature,
as long as it’s not appropriated) — for every child coming into world. He opens
himself to personal and interpersonal life, to memory and future, gains experience
of all things and fellow humans, thus growing in his own existence — up to the
point, indiscernible before it happens, when the secret vanishes, seemingly all by
itself, and finally he may indeed understand. (I’m not saying that’s exactly how it
happens; on the contrary, most often, there are sufficient, all too sufficient
“benevolent” instances — family, educators, teachers, church and priests, various

fractions of the society, as well as various combinations of them all — who

commission themselves with the “task” of “placing a god in [that] void place™’; a

god, an idol, a fetish...) It is, however, the most intimate and implacable (and, in a
sense, the most common) knowledge (rather a certainty, even when we don’t want
so much to acknowledge it) for everyone who, at the akmé point of adulthood (for
instance, with “runaway” children and, especially, with one’s own parents gone),
crossed this threshold and may recognize himself in the teaching of that lesson.
And, for the same reason, although our existence is the very place where(from)
abandonment arrives, although it is in itself one and the same with being-forsaken'®

15 Ibidem, § 74-76.

'S Eli Eli lama sabachthani : [“et circa horam nonam clamavit lesus voce magna dicens Heli
Heli lama sabacthani hoc est] Deus meus Deus meus ut quid dereliquisti me” (Vulgata) ; “... Mon
Dieu, mon Dieu, pourquoi m’as-tu abandonné ?”; “... Mein Gott, mein Gott, warum hast du mich
verlassen ?”; “... My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?” (Mathew. 26: 47). This is, of
course, the fulgurant etymon of the abysmal experience of being abandoned and, at the same time, the
very first discursive occurrence, from a Western point of view, for its communication; where the
sense of the abandonment situation (state) is expressed, condensed from within, so to speak — from
the position of its subject (a subject which, always in abandonment, is at the same time its object,
patiens, victim) — and thus already elaborated for its apprehension “from outside”. (That what we
have here is an elaboration, simply indispensable for any statement about this, is suggested by the fact
that these in articulo mortis words of Jesus are already, and at the same time, a quote — from Psalms
21: 1.) It is nevertheless clear that in order to make use of that prototypic, in fact inevitable elaboration, it
has to be completely demythologized and especially secularized; not so much its conversion into the
profane (it wouldn’t make much sense, anyway), but its radical mundanization (Verweltlichung).

' Nichita Stanescu, The Second Elegy (Getica) [Elegia a doua, getica]. It should be quoted in
extenso: O, don’t cut your hand or foot, by mistake or on purpose. // They’ll put a god on the wound,
right away / like all over, like everywhere, / they’ll put a god in there / for us to worship him, because
he / defends everything coming apart from the self” (Nichita Stanescu, Ordinea cuvintelor, Bucuresti,
Edit. Cartea Romaneasca, 1985, p. 179).

'8 We know that, technically, this bears the (concise, austere) names of “Geworfenheit” (cf.
Sein und Zeit, § 38) and ‘“Verlassenheit”. For the latter, cf. Die Selbstbehauptung der deutsche
Universitit / L’auto-affirmation de 1’Université allemande (éd. bilingue, trad. par G. Granel),
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(to-be-without-parents, in the most literally sense, because the latter beget us, not
our existence), when it comes too soon — and the sooner it comes — the secret,
brutally ripped, of our essentially orphan condition is (literally, i.e.
etymologically) devastating for the child who is really abandoned.

Being devoid — frustrated — of the parent’s securing presence is, both for the
child and for the incomplete, unfinished subject that we continue to be until the end
(regardless of the age), the very matrix of the abandonment experience. It is
according to its “void” that one can measure, apprehend the other species of
abandonment, too. The meaning of this experience is, briefly, that of the cessation
of the possibility that the “burden” of one’s own existence (its solitude, its care) is,
under certain circumstances, shared and thus attenuated; in regard to the child, even
without his knowing, but that’s just natural, the burden has be taken upon him by
the parent. For the subject of its own existence (Dasein) in its “shaping”, the
experience (of relating to this cessation) is a “structuring” one — it’s an unavoidable
point of crossing and of re-turning to oneself — because the latter, just like
mortality'’, points, in a disclosing manner (although in diagonal), to the
constitutive finitude, especially in the line of that which is called inter-subjectivity.
It teaches us, by ricochet, about separation of splitting/desertion, about consigning
oneself to somebody else, respectively about the unequivocal limits of this — as the
most proper margins of the power to be a “self” really coincident with itself (but
without “owning” itself as a transparent “myself”, as a self-consciousness), like, on
another, even more essential, level, it is the instance making possible what one
calls the “mourning labour”. (Indeed labour, more than work, because it’s really a
“birth” — just a reverse one — and on the condition that we understand the
experience as integration, as such, of the irremediable caesura that separates us
from what we, always and completely wrong, just conceive as the “origin”, its
overflowing effusive plenitude, etc.).

So this seems to be the price to be paid for emancipation and liberation.
Uncomfortable as it may seem, this accountance cannot be left apart; it may give
one to think (and it has to do so), but its final balance is just what supports us in
existence, also shaping it as an epoch. For the last two or three centuries, mankind
— the one we claim and aspire to be a part of — cannot identify itself anymore but
through such an emancipation scheme, with all its due consequences. It doesn’t
even seem to deny this self-identification, although there are signs that the
dynamics of emancipation, itself subjected to its own accelerate over-determination

Mauvezin, T.E.R., 1982, p. 12 (“... wenn wir Ernst machen miissen mit dieser Verlassenheit des
heutigen Menschen inmitten des Seienden...”); and see also: Einleitung zu “Was ist Metaphysik”
(1949), GA [Wegmarken], Bd. 9, Frankfurt/Main, Klostermann, 1976, p. 378.

19 Cf. Sein und Zeit, the whole 1 chapter of the 2™ section (Das mdgliche Ganzsein des
Daseins und das Sein zum Tode).
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centrifugates its very sense, ending as futile liberations (while turning a blind eye
on other servitudes). But, however, on the other hand, it (mankind) didn’t (didn’t
“want” to) invent another way to free the human [nature] from man along with that
what he really “begets”: not an offspring (“humanities”, unlike individuals and kin
(genos) or tribes (ethnos), do not stem, naturally, continuously one from another),
but, before all, a subjectivity: the one consisting in exacerbating, intensifying and,
in fact, completing — to its narcissistic, even autistic extremity, anyway devoid of
references transitive to anything else but itself — the “egotistic” way of being a
subject of the modern subject (as all modern philosophy presented to us in detail,
exhaustively).

What keeps emerging from this — i.e., what is socially reproducible, precisely
— may, therefore, be literally described as an egoistic way of appropriating, on the
background of the societal results generated by the autotelic sovereignty of the
emancipatory movement, of its benefits, individually deductible (like all kinds of
“liberties” and licenses which the adult of today allows himself in the pursuit of
“personal happiness™). A privatisation of emancipation which, inevitably, for the
mass man of our mature modernity — representative of this humanity of the plastic,
protean, subjectivity, constrained not even by itself and inherited from no one —is a
way of des-assuming, as well (in regard, for example, to the generic content of the
emancipation mission assigned by the Enlightenment, modernity’s matrix), without
getting him out of the already drawn path of his own subjectivation. It’s rather a
phenomenon of des-investing (with its counterpart, the retreat on “personal self”)
from all that falls outside his everyday life (with its activities, human relations and
concerns), as well as from the genuine dimension of the solidarity with his fellow
humans; not so much in the line of natural or spiritual- or moral/afective-organic
community (on the contrary, tribe solidarities, on the one hand, and leagues, clubs,
associations, parties, groups of interest, NGOs — all of which are associations
around a particular interest — are as lively as possible), but in the line of the same
commonly taken care — not identical, but to be shared in various ways — for the
cohabitation at the same histori(c)al hour of his own existence’s sense. (The
partake kinds cannot be counted, cannot be erased from a list, because they are as
many as the possible ways of free communion, to be found or looked for, on the
various meridians of the existence solidarity. Such a solidarity or community of
existence, which would run against the predominant narcissistic, futile, philistine —
in a nutshell, hollow — subjectivation, because itself would be the one who would
found its subjects, singular(ised) in communion, singularised by (through) this very
fact, doesn’t exclude the cosmopolite project of a Kant, for example, or the
different utopian projections of emancipated/emancipatory communities so
numerous in the modern thinking (and even in the historical practice), but it doesn’t
reduce to that. The orientation elements not only for the way such a community
could be thought/imagined, but also for how it really is, may be found, even though
not always manifest and accesible (acceptable) for everyone (again, the reason is
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obvious), in the writings of such authors as Bataille, Blanchot, J.-L. Nancy,
Derrida, but also Marx, G. Granel or Heidegger™). In this respect, it would be,
indeed, a de-socialisation, in an essential sense, only apparently paradoxical in such
times like ours, when the individuals are more exposed than ever to
communication, to circulation (of theirs and of information) and, finally, to
sociability (“networking”) and to “socialization” (in the American sense of the
word). But this goes hand in hand, for instance, with a tendency which the
individual cannot resist by himself, neither if he wants to, of abandoning
everything that, on his way to “self-realisation”, he considers to be a — moral,
relational, affective, practical — ballast, belonging to a state of his affiliations
(familiar — broadly speaking, thus at the same time restricted, of social group, etc.)
(regarded as) past.

Finally, the summing-up made for the birth and the generalisation of this kind
of hypertrophic subjectivity, invasive, but, at the same time, so little generously
open to the world and to the others while focusing on the narrow circle of the
present man’s personal life, whose humanity it illustrates, may be also indicated in
another way: by emphasising it in the ubiquitous dissemination of its monotone
effects on the surface of the social relations — at their interface. The request for the
success of this perception is very simple. Let’s admit that this is how we ourselves
are, each and everyone, in order to be able to recognize ourselves in the reflection
returned by (almost every) “other” one in our relation-related practices. By the very
thing that could endlessly “differentiate” us and diversify us in a lot of
individualized, idiosyncratic, allegedly not replicable profiles, to (allow to) see
how much, how “deeply” we are alike in a crucial aspect. It’s all about the myriad
versions of the same copy of subjective interiority; about the same subject
subjected — subdued — to the cumulative effects of the same process of
subjectivation, that which allows us to homologate ever lesser the unnumberable
sides of existence, its profusion, in other way than with respect to the cogito rank,
a generalized and overall endemic one, attained by ante-predicative propositions
such as: “that’s the (only) way I like it”, “that’s what I think”, “I believe that”, “I
want (or must have) that, too”, “in my opinion”, “that’s how / am”, and so forth.
And as this pattern is reproduced at a large scale on every of the society’s ways
and channels of communication with itself, on every way of shaping (and
programming) of its members, we cannot but teach our children to perpetuate (to
empower, to aggravate) this further on. Not before, of course, they present us the
bill, right on time.

2 By economy (and to avoid a fastidious list of references), I would mention only Jean-Luc
Nancy’s La Communauté désoeuvrée (Paris, Chr. Bourgois, 1986) and La Comparution (Politique a
venir) (written together with J.-Chr. Bailly, Paris, Bourgois, 1991), as well as Gérard Granel’s De
["Universitée (Mauvezin, T.E.R., 1981). In fact, these two authors epitomize well, both through their
elaborations and their own philosophical backgrounds, the various issues pertainig to this
contemporary field of thought about the community in its existential sense.
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What may seem strange and disquieting in this review (the extreme
subjectivation along with its a-sociality and its a-genealogical character) is already
well dissembled in the familiar figures of normal behaviours in our modern-
contemporary societies, and it is covered, with respect to the efficiency, in the
pragmatic advantages it supplies us with.

Not only that our ethical joys and triumphs, when they are so, don’t have
another reason (inasmuch as that’s exactly how sovereignty itself, as rational as it
can be, of our finite will over itself is certified — the practical reason doesn’t have
another content’"), but our fundamental enjoyments (jouissances) themselves are,
in the end, nothing but manifold compensatory short-circuits, discharges by which
we consume, in order to reload it over and over again, from the anxiogenic tonus of
the satisfaction — let me say it again, of existence — through which we adhere to
our condition, simultaneously adult and orphan (orphan because it is a priori adult,
through the evoked epoch necessity). This fact verifies everyday with our pleasures
(and especially with our “vices”); either the trivial ones, shared and encouraged by
our habits — so little austere, but allergic to jawing —, or the more idiosyncratic
ones, the solitary, but pretty uniform ones (from the undisclosable, “damned” ones,
to those just “pervert”). For instance, what comes up in the subtle,
incompressible/incoercible satisfaction (relief) of abandoning things, goods,
thoughts, commitments, blames, pets and even persons (for example, the divorce,
but also the actual abandoning of children or old people), when we feel that they
run the risk of “bothering” us in excess (how? precisely in the “calculation of our
pleasures”); or in the relieve, “liberating” (often cathartic or soporific) feeling of
abandoning ourselves to our favourite kind of entertainment. Principally, those
which presuppose the consumption of a quantum of satisfaction, delivered for
money by a specialized dealer, who, in his turn, is backed up by an entire industry

! This fact is confirmed in today’s dominant thinking (either in the academy, or in various
kinds of publishing, including large scale press) by everything that may pass as ethical reflection,
speech on the supreme moral “principles” and “values”, “lighthouse”, which “lead” us (“cement” our
convictions, aim to “inspire” our democratic, civic, humanitarian, ecological, patriotic, philanthropic,
business and so forth behaviour) and which, at best (which is very rare) raises to the philosophical
decency of Kantian ethics (and also to its genuine ethical purity). Usually, when they are not
contaminated with vulgarized theological residues, these speeches reach to the level of a common
recycled neokantianism, possibly mixed with some Anglo-Saxon (ethical) utilitarianism.
Ideologically, one can observe that all of that corresponds grosso modo to the moral horizons of a
liberal-bourgeoisie from the second half of the XIX-th century — until the First World War —, a
morality presented as “natural” moral order of humanity and somehow patched up in order to face
novel situations — as ethical provocations — after the Second World War and even in the last decades
(the Holocaust and the crimes of communism or “the war against terror” included). Needless to say
not only that this kind of speech falls way behind the real practices, individual and collective (being,
in this respect, a hypocritical one), but it is also used to justify some of the great recent injustices,
provoked, in the name of “values” and “principles”, to entire collectivities (for instance, the N.A.T.O.
campaign in Yugoslavia, the Iraqi War, the desertion of the Palestinians, but also the scandal around
the Mohamed cartoons, et caetera).



170 Adrian T. Sirbu 10

and less of what one could call hobby, although, to an ever greater extent, those last
territories are massively colonized by leisure industries, with their economical-
libidinal logics. On the whole, an applied phenomenological description of the
types of our pleasures could offer a good radiography of the typical portrait of
modern-contemporary subjectivity, on its intra-, respectively inter-subjective
dimensions. They all happen (and our unconscious loves this) as they are decisively
incited, fed, in a phantasmal and/or mimetic manner, by the cultural mechanisms
meant for an indefinite and massive doping of desire (and not for satisfying it) —
mechanisms which are on connivance with the “gentle” mores and the soft
ideologies of the personalist “styling” of the quotidian, but no less vigorously
supported by an all-powerful economy of productive superabundance which forces
the consumption at any rate. So, at the same time, the work as such (salaried — so,
as Marx would say, “exploited”), for the same consuming turned a raison d’étre of
existence. (In this respect, one doesn’t need some particularly sharp eye to notice
something pretty obvious. To work hard, all day long, or to have several jobs at the
same time, in order just to subsist, because of the salary level, happens only at the
periphery of the contemporary capitalism, for instance, in the post-communist
societies just entered within its orbit. However, in order to describe the exact
situation in a country like Romania, precisely in this respect, a remark is required.
Although in fact people work mainly for subsistence, we are talking about most of
the employees, the urge to consumption is, however, as big as anywhere else, if not
even ardent; a fact which is exploited by the marketing and advertising machine, by
the big stores with their offer of goods on credit, by the lines of banking credit,
exclusively meant for personal consumption. Which created not only the illusion,
but also the blind faith which expresses itself in the wide spread belief — especially
among those who bet everything, not even on the new economic realities, but on
the promises they are ready to swear that the former would guarantee — that even
“more work” is needed, ever more intense, that here would reside the secret of
“success”, individual, as well as for all. It’s not false, but in one and solely aspect;
of course that more work is needed: beside subsistence, somebody’s got to pay the
credit rates.) Thus, we have to consider this abundance as rigorously meant for
hyper-consumption, as an economic factor in the renewal of the productive cycles,
and not to its “exhaustion”, to its becoming a “use value” or, even worse, to be
refused; in time, such categories as penury, neediness or sobriety have become
taboo, stigmatizing, shameful, and their correspondent reality — insupportable; just
like, on the other side, the consumption as pure spending, as jubilatory waste of
resources and goods, is thought to be anomic: a foolish, crazy or, on the contrary, a
subversive behaviour.”? Or, beyond the economical-technological infrastructure of

22 Cf. G. Bataille, La Part maudite précédé de La notion de dépense, Paris, Minuit, 1967.
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these mechanisms (in fact, their eco-technical essence [Gestell]**], beyond their
concentric, compact, ever more insidious establishment, at the most proximal and
ambiguous horizons of our needs (and thus even more difficult to observe from the
very core of the pleasures procured for us) — well, hedonistic liberalism, as well as
cynical largess of the merchant who forces nothing upon the client, as long as he
knows that his stock-in-trade can satisfy any of the client’s fancy, any “choice” (as
many facets of the omnipresent injunction of being an adult...) —, the procedural
rule they apply is as simple as possible. They don’t cease to solicit, to seduce us
(our real and/or imagined desires — the border between them is ambiguous,
anyway) and flatter us as adults in order to make us regress smoother, with lesser
reserves and guilt, with our full approval, to an infantile “stage™*. A “stage” which
is not at all one (as the analogy with the psychoanalysis lexis would suggest),
because it is the very assumed finality of our most serious and possessive
occupations. In fact, it’s just the other side, the current and manifest back side, not
only ordinary (in the rhythm of days and weeks of work, in the alternance
work/repaus, activity/relaxation, accumulating/spending), but absolutely diurnal
and “mediocre” (durchschnittlich) of the adult life, exposed without any secrets,
without dissimulation. And thus the gratification, as licit as possible (as long as it is
the norm, without an alternative), of the way we have to enjoy (in) our own effort
of existence. So we are not talking about a regressive state of existence either; but
rather, as by a sort of contract of an indefinitely compelling leasing (with it as such
as the provider) — and having itself as the object (of that contract): as the
commodity of the most large utility —, about the fullfilment of the very use we are
able to get for it.

2 The notion (in french: écotechnie) belongs to Jean-Luc Nancy (“Guerre, droit, souveraineté
— techné”, in ,,.Les Temps modernes”, No. 539, June 1991, the english translation in Rethinking
technologies, ed. by Verena Andermatt Conley, Minneapolis/London, University of Minnesota Press,
1993) and is meant to elaborate further, in our times of “globalisation”, the Heideggerian thought of
the Gestell; more precisely, this elaboration intersects also with a line of thought coming from Marx
and blends with it. For Gestell, see chiefly Die Frage nach der Technik (1953), in GA, Bd. 7
[Vortrdage und Aufsétze], Frankfurt/Main, Klostermann, 2000, p. 7-36. Beyond the thematisation of
Gestell’s semantic feature of “Bestand” (among other: “asset”, “crop” [agr.], “holding”, “inventory”,
“population” [biol.], “portfolio”, “stock™), it is quite remarkable that Heidegger already noticed the
techno-economical logic of the Gestell in its relevant application, precisely to the sphere of the
consumption as such. As proof, the annotation of Heidegger himself and dated 1954, which is
provided by the volume’s editor as related to the following passage: “Zu dem, was die Technik ist,
gehort das Verfertigen und Beniitzen von Zeug, Gerdt und Maschinen, gehort dieses Verfertigte und
Beniitzte selbst, gehoren die Bediirfnisse und Zwecke, denen sie dienen.” The annotation’s anchor is
the word Bediirfnisse and it sounds: “(Wirtschaft — Bedarfsdeckung — Konsum) Industrie. Das
erhéhte Konsumpotentiel”, p. 8 (Heidegger’s italics).

24 «“The child is but a polymorphic pervert” (S. Freud).
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But we not only remember the unanimous sympathy for the way we seemed
to collectively take our destiny into our own hands and which contributed as well
to the pride of ending up with tyranny. We also remember how this sympathy was
soon followed by the shock — wherein pity and horror mixed — stirred, and
complacently maintained by (and through) mass-media (as well from everywhere),
of numberless reports about the hellish life of the abandoned children left behind,
the explications went, with a morbid insistence on the most horrid details (the most
perfectly fit for the media obscenity) by the natalist “bio-politics” of the penury
communism. It would certainly have been more helpful that, beyond the moral
“nice feelings” — raked up, stirred, extorted through emotional blackmail, turned
hysterical —, someone approached a more frontal explanation of the situation by
which its mortifying failures (denounced as just propagandistic) were to be handed
over and thus “inherited” by a post-socialist transition with quite another agenda.
(For instance, under the pompous name of “shift to a functional market economy”,
the predatory, rapacious privatisation of every profitable and/or legitimate social
wealth or the dedication used to discredit, by all means, of a publicly
institutionalised notion of the collective solidarity publicly experienced, other than
the philanthropic-religious charity; and, after all, the sabotage itself through
governmental policies, devised from who knows where, but religiously
implemented — or simply through intended abandon — of the possibility itself and
resources to efficiently manage it, at last, after the disaster left behind by the last
period of the former regime). Of course, against the perception of such a hell, the
memories of so many children “raised with the key hanging by the neck”, between
the blocks, proved to be benign, even constructive to some extent (for a less
anomic socialisation) and entitled, perhaps, to some kind of sympathetic nostalgia.
And of course, this only should make us think more deeply, something more,
anyway, than maybe the embarrassment felt because of the new dispraise
descended upon our society. More precisely, in our case, upon the sociability itself
which characterizes our society, just as a bond — genealogical or not — between the
affiliation to different generations of its members.

Then let’s go back, for a last review of the issue we have been exploring so
far the generic articulations, without for a moment leaving the ground of social-
historical located experience which raises it.

So, not quite recovered from the state of juvenile grace in which, like an
exorbitant Christmas gift (it was before the Coca-Cola Christmas!), we seemed to
regain a re-opened history, a sense of it (quasi-miraculously inverted: innocent,
freshened) — and therefore a kind of collective subjectivity to be re-assumed
autonomously —, without realising that, along with that, along with the regained
liberties and the common sovereignty would also come their responsibility; and
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at the same time unprepared for the forced resignations, for the new exclusions
and the hopeless jams — for the neglect of entire areas in the individual and
collective existence, as well as of the social reality itself — brought by the so
desired “welfare society” to everyone (but only related to his buying capacity),
we were forced to confront with two figures of the extreme abandonment. The
more terrifying they were/are, such as the [concentration] camp — the images
from the orphanages with starved children, lacking the most elementary care
looked like —, respectively the jungle — a close analogy for the indifferent cruelty
of the street to which the castaway children from the big cities are delivered —,
already themselves places/circumstances of hopeless slough in which someone
could be pushed and forgotten, associated here, due to the age (condition) itself
of the abandonment’s subjects, with an unbearable purity of the sense of a notion
like innocent victim. In fact, we are still forced to face the black radiance of these
figures, their stigmata, because we are not even with this story, no matter how
many of its most revolting aspects remitted (and it is, no doubt, an extraordinary
fact that some of them could be reintegrated). But we cannot be so, while every
abandoned child’s story also reflects, imprescriptibly, the adult responsibility of
the abandoner: parent or society. Except for the case that, at a deeper level, under
the behaviour of the latter, we couldn’t sense its own radical confusion, and by
that, somehow, its own state of abandon(ment), of being disarmed, and the
incapacity of adequately playing its part in relation to the one which, that way,
ends up as abandoned. This would be proof of something we should call, in the
absence of a better term, an essential “super-objectivity” of the abandonment
situation, every time it occurs in some form in the contemporary societies. Not
only that this, by its very existential (existential-historical) characteristics, is fit
to develop, as I’ve been trying to show, a social objectivity, in its most proper,
most formidable sense, for the interruption — the sectioning — of human relations,
for carving inconsolable absences around the individuals, of uncolmatable
abysses in them and, at the same time, unsuturable hiatuses in the social fabric —
as all these aspects of the abandonment are “automatic” (self-moved) effects of
the very (self-emancipating) dynamics which found the being-together of
individuals along with the modern societies in general; but, even more, as [’ve
been also trying to suggest, when the abandonment occurs, its agent, by which it
happens, abandons (exposes) himself to the abandonment (the existence’s one);
and that by abandoning, he “falls” (verfdllf), he loses himself “in” abandonment
(and into the world),” “through” the unravelling it accomplishes, thus testifying a
contrario a literally abysmal solidarity — by the essential, vacuum-generating
nature of the (act of) abandoning — between the abandoned and the one who

% “Von ihm selbst als faktischem In-der-Welt-sein ist das Dasein als verfallendes schon
abgefallen; und verfallen ist es nicht an etwas Seiendes, darauf es erst im Fortgang seines Seins stof3t
oder auch nicht, sondern an die Welt, die selbst zu seinem Sein gehort.” (Sein und Zeit, § 38, p. 176 —
Heidegger’s italics.) See also above, note 18.
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abandons: both are involved (“swallowed”) by and in abandonment. (That’s why
the responsibility involved here on the side of the one who abandons is
something more than “ethical” — if we may say so — and the “nice feelings”,
however entitled, rather obscure the understanding of the situation. And all which
I used to call the social-existential “super-objectivity” of abandonment in the
modern and contemporary societies, and not some empathic pseudo-
comprehensions may make us realize its cruelty — compared to its experience in
the traditional societies, where caring for thy neighbour, regardless of the moral
[moral-religious] sanctions for its neglect, was distributed by another kind and
“length” of the “social bound”).

The fact that, even in these extreme cases, it was not simply about an
exclusive consequence of the profligate policy of the late tyrant and of the regime
he incarnated (after all, at that time “aurolacii”*® from the gutter didn’t exist yet, on
the contrary — the system sought to integrate children from the very childhood), but
rather about the exponential exacerbation, in times of crisis, of a societal
monstrosity more spread, more familiar — in its soft, insidious forms — in our
everyday lives than we would like to admit; a dammage already affecting, perhaps,
the ethic (ethical-political) foundations of the “natural” base of the diachronic
reproduction of the social bond in the conditions of the (post)modern life (filiation,
family relations, parental responsibility in the process of shaping and humanizing
the infans subject); at last, a symptom, of a relational misery or deficiency, before
we can talk about a purely economical one (extreme poverty) and which simply, in
an apparent paradox, only revived just its most brutal expressions from the times of
the industrial revolution (see the novels of a Dickens), all these are continuously
suggested by the numerous additional features added especially further to the base
design of these figures of the abandonment. It was proved, a posteriori, implicitly
and with no intention whatsoever, but de plano, by the government itself when,
finding himself interested, willingly or not, in mobilizing the necessary will (under
the deadline pressures of the U.E. admission — a “maturity” certificate for the
country, isn’t so), found out, after more than 10 years from the collapse of the old
regime, how to finally stop the “export of abandoned children”, which flourished in
that very period. It is proven, even more incisive, by the following thing. The two
extreme figures of the extreme abandonment, which 1 was talking about, the
“camp”, respectively the “jungle” are not just twins (even Siamese twins, because
they internally communicate), but also perfectly, rigorously complementary from
the point of view of their capacity of expressing neatly the only two exclusive

% A mock, but popular name in Romanian slang contrived for the homeless children living on
the street (“in the gutter”) by exploiting the appellative of the cheap varnish (“aurolac” : literally,
gold varnish) they use to inhale from plastic bags in order to get stoned. (7ransl. note)
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alternative possibilities available for every such deserted child (when the chance of
an adoption didn’t present for him): either the “institutionalisation”, or the street.
(However, most of them oscillate between the only two “options”, even today
when, by different efforts of the community the old orphanage, the prison-like one,
was mostly replaced by the more welcoming “receiving centres”). But what we
also have to remark is that these two twin figures draw, in their reciprocal relation,
a kind of Janus bifrons. If the “camp” points clearly to the past, the “jungle”
belongs, as contribution, exclusively and inalienably to the post-communist times.

There’s no doubt that we will still find out about cases of children falling
victims of bad treatments from their own parents, that there will always be mothers
who desert their babies under various reasons, sometimes really implacable, that
the press won’t fail to report about intolerable abuses against children, within the
family or not. And, after all, any exaction, abuse or abjection to which a child is
subjected by those he depends upon (affectively, existentially, materially), literally
or by consequences, is a form of abandoning him, of pushing him in a situation
which crushes him, mutilates him, denies him. (The same way as, at the other end —
and only to suggest the delicate threshold from which the excess of abandonment,
as irreparable neglect, starts —, to credit, in a foolish, unlimited manner, the child’s
“savage” subjectivity, incomplete by definition, its in-form desires, is irresponsible
as well).

But to focus exclusively — and rather voyeuristically — on such strident, tacky
cases of child’s desertion (serious indeed, but for which, in one way or another,
there are legal and practical means of urgently intervening) means to blindfold
ourselves with regard to a mainstream course of things, which is already common
in the everyday life of most urban families. All the more when people are better,
more “successful” (more passively) integrated — effectively or through their
aspirations to a life “style”, to a certain level of consuming everything that can be
sold for their money (even on credit), from dreams of happiness, personal or “with
the loved ones”, to “(packed) services”, by all means “professionalized”, of
parental, pedagogic, educative, recreational assistance/substitution — by the society
shaped as it is, in like manner as everywhere, by those forces and trends who, on
the whole, and in Romania, too, succeeded in doing their job. A course of things
which, if is to be proven to allow no recourse whatsoever (and it does become more
and more difficult to surpass at a strictly individual, private level, as it largely
implies structural trends), could mean a really disturbing anthropological (cultural,
societal) shift. It’s knocking at our door from the future — our children’s children
future, delivered, exposed ever more unprotected to the instances which
benevolently offer to replace us in their lives (for instance, directly addressed
advertising, marketing campaigns in schools, under the most virtuous pretences,
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including covert religious or moralizing propaganda using the same methods,
multimedia contents especially projected by entertainment industries and so forth).
And it will indeed be unavoidable if the alibis we more often find (with the best
intention, of course) for our resignations and defects, as well as the compensatory
(because diffusely culpable) outbids for the “spoils” those same benevolent
instances so generously offer, in fact a flight ahead in this kind of abandonment,
will get to obscure our sight. And our vigilance.



