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The Express¡on of Meaning in Deleuze,s

Ontological Proposition

RAY BRASSIER

Philosophical modernity pivots around the question of meaning; Is the
r.vorld inherently meaningful, or is meaning projected onto the r,vorld by
humans? Or to put it another r.vay: Is the r,vorld to be explained in terms of
meaning, or meaning explained as an aspect - but only one aspect _ of
the world? Let us, for the sake of argument, assume that this is indeed the
fundamental issue at stake in modem philosophy. If so, then perhaps the
most profound philosophical divide lvould be tle one between those i,vho
insist on taking our experìence of meaning as the incontrovertible datum
that explains intelligibility, thereby providing the fulcrum for
epistemology and ontology; ard those lvho believe that meaning is not
co-extensive r.vith intelligibility, but is to be accounted for in tãrms of
processes r,vhose comprehension does not depend upon their being re-
inscribed r,vithin the realm of meaning. The former are those r.vho hold
meaning to be primary and hence to be the condition for the secondary
distinction betr.veen the intelligible and the unintelligible; the latter are
those convinced that r,ve must first begin by expraining hor,v intelligibility
is possible before going on to explain how meaningful phenãmena
emerge from intelligible yet meaningless processes.

At first sight, it r,vould seem that r,ve have merely reiterated the
familiar opposition between idealists and materialists. But in fact, neither
position can be straightfonvardly mapped onto either term of this
alternative. For, just as an idealist may prioritise the intelligible over the
sensible r.vithout privileging meaning, a materialist may ãppeal to the
intrinsic intelligibility of 'matter'- hor.vever the ratter be àãrined - in
order to account for the ongin of meaning. Consequently, everything

Jay Lampert's Deleuze and Guattari's Philosophy of History

GIOVANNA GIOLI and MATTHEW DENNIS 253
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depends on how mealing and intelligibility are articulated. For
materialism hardly represents an advance over idealism if it is only able
to account for meaning by postulating an originary principle of
intelligibility in matter. Thus it is not only meaning's ..rì.g"n.è fro,rt
meaninglessness that must be accounted for; it is also the emergence of
the intelligible from the sensible. The first is an ontological problern
about r,vhat meaning is, the second is a:r epistemological problein about
hor,v intelligibility is possible in a r,vorld r.vhose structure does not depend
upon thought. It is imperative not to elide thcse two, on pain of
mystifliing both the nature of meaning and that of thought.

It is Kant r,vho is supposed to have discredited the metaphysical
postulate of an originary isomorphy betr,veen thought and being by ruling
out appeals to intellectual intuition. In doing so, he caried out a decisive
redishibution of the relations betr,veen meaning, sensibility, and intuition.
The intelligible is neither intuited intellectually nor passively imprinted
upon the rnind by sensibility. Mediating betr,veen reason and sensibility is
the understanding as the faculty of judgement, r.vhich r,veds concepts and
intuitions into representations r,vhose objectivity is a function of their
propositional content or meaning. By placing the power of judgement at
the heart of the machinery of cognition, and by construing the objectivity
of representations in terms of their propositional content, Kant tums the
theory of meaning into the key that demarcates the boundary betr,veen the
intelligible and the unintelligibler Thus, it Logic of Sense, Deleuze
credits Kant r'vith discovering a properly transcendental dimension of
meaning as that lvhich overturns the metaphysical intuition of 'essence':
"It is true to say that meaning lle ,sensl is the discovery proper to
transcendental philosophy, replacing the old metaphysical essenees. "2

RAY BRASSIER

Yet, as early as his 1954 revier.v of Hyppolite's Logic and
Existence,3 Deleuze is already suggesting that the Kantian problematic of
representation has not completely revoked the pnvileges of essence,
because the disjunction betlveen phenomenon and noumenon simply
reiterates the distinction between being and appearing.'l In order to
consummate the critical displacement of essence by meaning, Deleuze ¿
insists, it is necessary to absolutise the immanence of this tvorld in such a -úr"í

\.vay as to dissolve the transcendent disjunction between things as r.ve tzu
knor,v them and as they are in themselves, and hence to abandon the \'
representational framer.vork lvhich continues to construe meaning as the
key that unlocks the intelligible realm, rather than as that r,vhich dispenses
with the latter altogether: "To say that this r,vorld here is self-sufficient is
not only to say that it is sufficientfor us, but that it is sufficient unto
itself, and that it does not relate to being as to an essence beyond
appearance, or to another lvorld r,vhich r,vould be the realm of the
lntelligible" but rather that it relates to it as to the meaning of this world.$
Consequently, Deleuze continues: "That there is no 'beyond'means thàt
there is no beyond of this world, (because B_ctqg-is{othing"brr1_¡4eaning),
and that there is no beyond of thought in the world (because it is bèing
that thinks itself in thought), and lastly, that there is no beyond of
language in thought itself."5

14 years later, in Dtfference and Repetition,Deleuze r,vill re-assed
this interpenetration of thought, being, and meaning in the claim that
"[t]here has only ever been one ontological proposition: Being is
univocal."6 Univocity entails that "Being is said [L'Etre se clit] in a single
and same sense of everything of r,vhich it is said, but that of which it is

concern lvith the logic of sense constitutes an engagement r.vith r,vhat r,ve are he¡e
calling the fundamental problematic of philosophical modernity: the problem of
meaning. Thus, r.vherever possible, I lvill translate 'sen,g' as.meaning'in orcler to
emphasise the overlap betlveen Deleuze's concerns and those of the more
'mainstream'- I use the lvord without endorsement - post-Kantian tradition. It is
precisely this overlap rvhich is needlessly obscured by the tendency to fetishize the
r'vord 'sense' at the expense of 'meaning'in a r,vay that encourages the r,videspreacl
perception of Deleuze's lvork as r,vilfully eccentric.

3 Jean Hyppolite, Logique et existence. Essai sur la LogiEte tle Hegel (paris: pUF,
1953); Logic and Existence Tr'. L. Larvlor and A, Sen (Albany, Ny: SI_IN! 1997).

4 Gilles Deleuze, 'Jean Hyppolite, Logique et existence' in L,île déserte et autr.es
textes.Ed. D. Lapoujacle (Paris : Minuit, 2002). pp.18-23,p.2},hereafter JH

5 rbid

J

1 cf. Robert FIannah, Kant ancl the Foundations of Analytic philosophy (oxford:
ouP,2001).

2 Gilles Deleuze, Logique du sens (Paris: Minuit, 1969), p. 128, hereafter LS. At this
stage, a point of clarification is necessary. It 1s important to insist that, for much of
the time, lvhen Deleuze is talking about 'sens' he is simply talking about
'meaning'. Gra'ted, the French tyord'sens'can also mean ,direction', 

a semantic
nuance r,vhich Deleuze frequently exploits in orde¡ to bring out the specifically
topological aspect of his concept of rneaning, as exemplified by the fact that it is
deployed upon a'surface'. And no doubt it is in order to retain this nuance that
Deleuze's translators have opted to render 'sens' systematically as ,sense'¡ather

than as 'meaning'. But this laudable desire to preserve an undeniably important
philosophical nuance comes at the cost of occluding the extent to r,vhich Deleuze's



4 Pi' 19 (2008)

said differs: it is difference itself."7 'L'être se dit',lvrites Deleuze, and the

accusative 'sc' bears underlining hç¡g: it implies not only that 'being is
said' but also that 'being says itsetfÏ.Being says itself because thinking is
not exterior to being, as it is for the philosophies ofrepresentation: rather,

the difference betr,veen thinking and being is intrinsic to being insofar as

the latter is nothing but difference, or better, dffirentiatio¿\Thus in his

revier.v of Hyppolite, Deleuze lwites: "The extemal empirical difference

betr.veen thought and being gives r,vay to the intemal difference of Being

thinking itself [...] Thus, in logic, there is no longer what I say on one

hand and the meaning of 'r,vhat I say on the otheq as there is in the

empirical t I MV discourse is logically or properly philosophical [.'.]
r,vhen I say the sense of r,vhat I say and Being lhereby says itself."8 This is

why ontology (from the Ctreek on (gen. ontos)'being' (ptp. of einai 'to
be') + logrø'r,witing about, study of ) must take the form of a proposition:

\it is the discourse of being, r,vhere the genitive is as much objective as

subjective. And this univocal discourse entails a transcendental logic of
meaning preoisely insofar as being does not say itself as the identity of
essence but rather as the difference of sense (i.e. meaning!

But why is sense a function of difference rather than identity? V/hy
is rnea:ring a locus of differentiation rather than identification? To

understand lvhy, lve must bear in rnind the crucial role played by the logic
of expression throughout Deleuze's r,vork. A remark from the last page of
Deleuze's Expressionism in Philosoply Spinozø is parlicularly

illuminating here. Deleuze r,vt'ites there: "'The expressed is meaning:

deeper than the relation of causality; deeper than the relation of
representatioqJ According to Deleuze, it is the triadic struoture of
expression that provides the key to understanding Spinoza's rationalism:
"substance expresses itself, the attributes are expressions, and essence is

expressed."lo The three moments of expression r,vill be a¡ticulated in
terms of the expressive mode, the attributive expression, and the

6 Gilles Deleuze, Dffirence et rëp¿tition (Paris: PUF, 1968); Dffirence ønd

Repetition. Tr. Paul Patton Qrlerv York: Columbia University Press, 1994) p'

52/35,hereafter DR
7 Ibid., p.53136
8 JH,p.21
9 Gilles Deleuze, Spinoza et le problème de I'expression (Paris: Minuit, 1968), p.

3 1 1, hereafter SPE.
10Ibid., p. 21

RAYBRASSIER

expressed essence (substance). But the entire impetus of Deleuze's
interpretation of Spinozism consists in insisting that it is substance that
orbits around the modes, rather than the reverserr. Thus, the critical
destitution of substance tums the latter qua expressed into a function of
the expressive mode.Íir.{oreover, it is bécause being expresses itself as

meaning that it can be grasped r,vithout invoking intellectual intuitioq,\
This lvas already hinted at in Deleuze's revier.v of Hyppolite, r,vhere he
commended Hegel's version of absolute rationalism for dissolving the
metaphysical dualism of being and appearingr2. Accordingly, the
dissolution of representation consummates the oritical destitution of
substance in such a lvay as to entail that being expresses itself as

meaning, but only insofar as meaning qua expressed must be grasped as

entity, r,vhich is to say, as event rather than as substance. The expressed

meaning 'insists' or 'subsists' in the proposition that expresses it, lvhile
remaining irreducible to the signifying word or the designated thing.
Thus, in Logic of Sense rve find Deleuze asserting that "meaning is the
expressed of the proposition, the incorporeal at the surface of things, the
irreducible complex entity, the pure event r.vhich insists or subsists in the
proposition."l3 (1969: 30) By the same token, Deleuze's fundamental
ontological proposition in Dffirence and Repetition constitutes a
'complex entity' in r,vhich being expresses its 'o.r,rn' meaning: "In the
proposition considered as complex entity lve distinguish between
meaning, or lvhat is expressed in the proposition; the designated (rvhat
expresses itself in the proposition); and the expressive or designating
factors, which are numerical modes, that is to say, differential factors
characterising the elements endo'uved with meaning and designation."ra
The expressive factors that differentiate being are its numerically, r,vhich
is to say, quantitatively distinct modes or individuating differences, r,yhile
the attributes are expressed as its qualitatively distinct meanings:FThe
attributes effectively operate as qualitatively different meanings, r,vhich
relate back to substance as to a single designated; and this substance in
turx operates as an ontologically unified meaning relative to the modes
r.vhich express it, and r,vhich subsist r,vithin it as individuating factors or
inherent intense deerees.ff

11lbid,, p. s9
12 JrI, p. 20
13 ¿5', p. 30
14DR,p.52135,tm
15Ibid., p. 59/40, tm

5
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But why should the auto-expression of being as meaning depend

upou the distinction between quantitative difference at the modal level

and qualitative difference at the attributive level? There is a fundamental

difficulty here: on the one hand, Deleuze assules us that being expresses

or thinks itself through thought, rvhile on the other he insists that

"meaning is never a principle or origin, it is produced"l6. Holv then are

lve to reconcile the claim that being expresses itself as meaning r'vith the

claim that meaning is a consequence rather than a cause, a product rather

than a principle? This is the challenge confronting anyone trying to make

sense of Deleuze's exceptionally ambitious but also extraordinarily

difficult project. But'uve can begin to see hor.v these apparently conflicting
claims may be reconciled by distinguishing betrveen two different levels

at r,vhich Deleuze's philosophy of difference operates: On the first level,

differentiation is ontic (in the non-Heideggerian sense of the r'vord as

'pertaining to existence or being', rather than in contrast to 'ontological')

and is elaborated in terms of the theory of temporal individuation r,vhich

lies at the heart of Dffirence and Repetition. This is Deleuze's account of
modal difference as quantitative distinction: individuation provides the

sufficient reason for actualisation and hence for modal different/cialiot't.

On the second level, differentiation is logicøl (in the sense of 'pertaining

to logos or discourse', rather than a parlicular technical discipline) and is

explained in tems of the transcendental topology of the sense-event

provided in Logic of Sense. And it is here that Deleuze provides us r'vith

an account of the origin of qualitative distinction at the level of attributive

expression: it is the produotion of meaning that explains how symbolic

differentiation generates qualitative difference at the attributive level. But

it is important to note that both levels of this ontico-logical distinction

encompass the distinction between viúual differenliation and actual

differenciation: both virtual and actual dimensions are fully operative at

the ontio and logical levels. In this regard, the relationship betr,veen the

ontic and the symbolio, or betlveen time and meaning, suggests that

Dffirence and Repetition wtd Logic of Sense may be conneoted in a lvay

that echoes in an odd and entirely unexpected fashion the link betr,veen

Hegel's Phenomenology afld hìs I'ogic. Thus it is necessary to

reoápitulate Deleuze's account of ontio differentiation in Dffirence and

Repàttionbefore considering hor,v it might be conuected to the account of
logical differentiation proposed in Logic ofSense.

RAYBRASSIER

***

Dffirence and Repetitior? proposes an ontology of temporal difference: it
is precisely being øs time lhat is "said in one and the same sense of all its
individuating differences or intrinsic modalities"lT. And it is because
those individuating differences or intrinsic modalities express divergent
rates or 'tendencies' of duration that being cannot be conceptually
comprehended as an intuitable object. Already in 1956's 'Bergson's
Conception of Difference', Deleuze is arguing that to conceive of being
as pure self-differentiation is to conceive of it in Bergsonian terms as

duration: "Duration, tendency, is self-differentiating; and r,vhat differs
from itself is immediately the unity of substance and subject."18

Dffirence and Repetitio,rz r,vill qualify and complicate this claim that
duration is the 'immediate' unity of substance and subject, or being and
thought, by suggesting that this unity cannot be represented as an identity;
it must be generated through a synthesis r,vhich simultaneously joins and
disjoins substance and subject, thought and being, via an involution of
temporal difference that renders it in and for-itself.

Thus, Deleuze uses the scalpel of a refined Bergsonism to
rearrange the body of Kantianism. Representation is subjected to a
critique lvhich annuls the mediating function of conceptual understanding
vis-à-vis reason and sensibility. kr Dffirence and Repetition the tripartite
structure of the first Critique ostensibly undergoes an involution lvhich
folds the Transcendental Dialectic directly into the Transcendental
Aesthetic. The mediating role of the Transcendental Analytic is
supplanted by an account of spatio-temporal individuation r,vhich provides
the sufficient reason for a non-conceptual synthesis of reason and
sensibility. V/ith the unifying function of the understanding suspended,
the aesthetic manifold need no longer be subjected to conceptual
subsumption; it nor,v incamates the dialectical structures of ideal
multiplicity. Rather than being specified via the representational logic of
subsumption, r,vherein the concept is always too 'baggy' to fit the
pafiicular object, the individuated entity is the actualisation of a virtual
multiplicity; and it is individuation as ultimate determinant of

I7 DR,p.53/36
lSGilles Deleuze,'La conception de la différence chez Bergon'in L'île déserte et

arlres texte.\. Ed, D. Lapou¡ade (Paris : Minuit, 2002).pp.43-72,p. 52

7

,..a

!

16rS, p. 90
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actualisation r,vhich ensures the exact coincidence of the ideal and the

real, and hence a precise fit between ideal genesis and empirical actuality.
In seeking out the ideal conditions capable of generating the individual
entity of actual experience, rather than the particular object of possible

experience, Deleuze's 'transcendental empiricism' treats the concept (i.e.

the Idea as virtual multiplicity) as the object of an encounterr,vhich is no
longer governed by the logic of recognition: thus Deleuze declares,
"concepts are the things themselves, but things in their free and untamed

state, beyond "anthropological predicates". "l e

Ideas are characterised as both distinct and obsoure. They a'e
distinct insofar as they are perfectly differenfiated * via the reciprocal
determination of relations and the complete determination of points - but
obsoure because they are not yet differenciated - since all Ideas coexist
r,vith one another in a state of virlual perplication. By the same token,

intensities are at once clear and confused. They are clear insofar as they

are enveloping and confused insofal as they are enveloped. Thus the

clarity of enveloping depth is insepatable from the confusion of
enveloped distance. Accordingly, in individuation, the perplication of
ideas is expressed by the implication of intensities. Enveloping depth

clearly expresses distinctrelations and points in the ldea, lvhile enveloped

distance confusedly expresses their obscure indifferenciation. Moreover,
enveloping depth constitutes the field of individuating differences, r.vhile

enveloped distances constitute the individual differences. Intensity is

individuating precisely insofar as it expresses the Idea; but this
expression'o is a function of thinking:-

"To the distinct-obscure as ideal unity corresponds the clear-

confused as individuating intensive unity. The clear-confused is

not a characteristic of the Idea but of the thinker rvho thinks it
or expresses it. For the thinker is the individual as such."2l

19DÀ, p. 3/xxi-xxii, tm
20For accounts ofthe role of'expression'in Deleuze's thought lvhich differ from the

one presented here see Len Lalvlor (1998)'The End of Phenomenology:

Expressionism in Deleuze and Merleau-Ponty' in Continental Philosophy Review,

Vol. 31. No. 1, 15-34; and Simon Duffy (2004) 'The Logic of Expression in
Deieuze's Expressionism in Philosophy: Spinozcr, A Stlategy of Engagement' in

International ./ou'nal of Philosophiccrl Studies,Yol. 12, No, 1, 47-60.

21 DR, p. 3251253, tm

9RAYBRASSIER

Intensity as spatio-temporal dynamism implies an individual thinker
precisely insofar as it is the expression of an Idea. Thus, Deleuze insists,

the Idea finds expression in the realm of the sensible because intensity
thinks a¡d is inseparable from thought; albeit a thought that is no longer a

function of representational consciousness : -

"Every spatio-temporal dynamism marks the emergence of an

elementary consciousness r,vhich traces directions, doubles
movements and migrations, and is born at the threshold of
those singularities condensed relative to the body or the object
of r.vhich it is the consciousness. It is not enough to say that
consciousness is consciousness ofsomething; it is the double of
this something and each thing is consciousness because it
possesses a double, albeit very distant and very foreign fo i1.,"22

Yet r,vhat precisely is the relation betr,veen the elementary consciousness
that emerges in every spatio-temporal dynamism and the body or object
r,vhich it 'doubles'? What is the nature of this enigmatic 'doubling'? The
ans\,ver lies in the conelation betr.veen intensity as 'expressing' and the
Idea as 'expressed'. The movement of actualisation corresponds to a fork
in being betlveen the intensive individual's clear-confused thought as

'expressing' and the distinct-obscure difference in the Idea as

'expressed'23. In actualisation, univocal being splits betr,veen the
expressing thought of the intensive thinker - the 'larval subject' of the
spatio-temporal dynamism - and the expressed Idea. This is r.vhy the
difference between thought and thing, thinking and being, is not a
transcendent condition of access to things, as it is for the philosophy of
representation, but is rather intelnal to things themselves. In actualisation,
each thing is at once the expression of an ldea and the thought through
which that Idea is expressed: "Every body, every thing thinks and is a

thought insofar as, reduced to its intensive reasons, it expresses an Idea
r,vhose actualisation it determines."24 Things themselves determine their
or,ln actualisation insofar as they are the loci of spatio-temporal
dynamisms inhabited by larval subjects rvhose thought is the clear-
confused expression of a distinct-obscure difference in the Idea. The
larval subject of spatio-temporal dynamism is the thinker of individuating
difference insofar as it clearly expresses a distinction in the Idea. Thus,

221bid., p. 316/220, tm
23lbid., p.3261253
2Llbid., p. 321/254,Ïm
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individuating difference is the thought that 'makes the difference'25. It is
the 'differenciator of difference', the 'dalk precursor', through r.vhich

difference in the Idea communicates r,vith difference in intensiry26. The
intensive individual or larval subject is the thinker r,vhose clear expression
of distinct relations and points in the Idea generates the individuating
difference through r,vhich the virlual is aotualised.

Ultimately then, individuation determines actualisation, r,vhich

unfolds according to the fork in being betr,veen expressing thought and

expressed ldea. This fork is a function of the nature of intensity as

enveloping and enveloped. Consequently, the distinction betr.veen

individuating and individual difference depends upon Deleuze's account
of intensity as essentially implicating, Moreover, not only is the larval
subject of spatio-ternporal dynamism the catalyst for individuation, and

hence for actualisation, since it is his clear expression of a distinction in
the idea that 'rnakes the difference'; it is the larval subject that provides

the conduit for this fork in actualisation insofar as it is at once the patient
of individuation, or the expression of the Idea, and the individuating
agent, or the expressing thought.

If time qua duration pertains essentially to mind ('esprit'), it is
precisely the mind of the larval subject, r,vhose thinking of individuating
difference detemines the actualisation of the viftual as a contraction of
memory. Thus, for Deleuze as for Bergson, matter is to be understood "as
the dream of mind or as mind's most dilated past."21 The larval subject of
spatio-temporal synthesis dreams matter into being through the

individuating difference of his thought insofar as it clearly expresses a

distinction in the ldea.

But actualisation oocurs through an individuating difference r,vhich

is the detçmination of a differentiation in the Idea; not the specification
of a difference in the concept. Thus actualisation is the determination of
the difference betr,veen two differences: the extrinsic difference betr,veen

instants contracted in the present and the intrinsio difference betr,veen the

degrees of contraction of memory. The difference between the past and

25lbid.,p.43128
26lbid., p. 154/111
27 lbid., p. 114184, tm

i::
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the present resides in the difference betr,veen these two contractions of
difference * betr,veen the repetition in extensity of extrinsically related
successive instants (partes extra partes) and the repetition in intensity of
internally related co-existing levels ofthe past28.

Moreover, actualisation as determination of the difference betr,veen
the contraction of habit and the contraction of memory implies a third
synthesis; and it is the latter that institutes a corespondence betr,veen
expressing and expressed, thought and ldea. Between the detemination
of thought in the passive self of the larval subject and the indetermination
(i.e. indifferenciation) of problematic being in the Idea lies the pure and
empty form of time as the transcendental condition under r,vhich the
indeterminate becomes determinable2e. It is 'pure' because it is the
exclusively logical time intemal to thinking, rather than the chronological
time in r.vhich thought unfolds. It is 'empty' because it is devoid of
empirical content (the living present of habit), as well as of metaphysical
substance (the contractions and dilations of ontological memory). And it
is 'transcendental'because it ensures the a priori corespondence between
thinking and being as expressing and expressed. Accordingly, it
establishes the correlation between the determination of thought as

individuating difference borne by the intensive thinker, and the
deteminability of being as differentiated but undifferenciated pre-
individual realm. Thus it is the third synthesis of time r,vhich accounts for
the genesis of ontological meaning as that r,vhich is expressed in
thought,3o and r,vhich relates univocal being directly to its individuating
difference as the expressed to its expression. In this regard, it is
indissociable from the transcendent exercise of the faculties through
r,vhich the Idea is generated3l. The third synthesis is the properly
ontological synthesis r,vhich determines actualisation as the
different/ciation that generates the future through the division betr,veen
past and present. Moreover, as actualisation of the future, it conditions the
actualisations comprised in the past and the present because it generates
the correspondence betr,veen thought and Idea r,vhich is already
presupposed in them. Thus, the third synthesis not only generates the

28 rbid.
29lbid., p. 220/169
30 "Meaning is like the Idea r.vhich is developed through sub-representative

determinations." (Ibid., p. 201/155, tm)
31 Ibid., p.2571194
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specifically ontological difference betr,veen t\.vo solts of difference - the
exlrinsic difference that separates instants contracted in the present and

the intrinsic difference that separates the contractions of memory - it also

blings together '"vhat it separates since it establishes a conespondence
betr.veen the lalval thought contracted in the present and the ldea
embodied in the degrees of çontraction of ontological memory. The
'fracture' of pure and empty time conjoins thinking and being even as it
separates the past and the present lvhich are retained as degrees of
contraction in the ldea: "For just as difference is the immediate gathering
and articulation of r,vhat it distinguishes, so the fracture retains r,vhat it
splits, and Ideas also retain their sundered moments."32

Aooordingly, thinking for Deleuze is never the activity of a

constituting consciousness. Liker,vise, transcendental synthesis is not
anchored in the subject of representation. Rather, both thinking and the

subject of thought are engendered through the empty form of time that
fractures the 'I' r,vhich is supposed to lie at the origin of thinking and
corelates it with the larval consoiousness which crystallises through the
contractive contemplation of pre-individual singularities (the un-
differenciated'groundlessness' of the ldea):-

"It is the empty form of time that introduces and constitutes
Differenoe in thought; the difference on the basis of r,vhich

thought thinks, as the difference between the indeterminate and

determination. It is the empty form of time that distributes
along both its sides an I that is fractured by the abstract line [of
time - RB], and a passive self that has emerged from the
groundlessness r,vhich it contemplates. It is the empty form of
time that engenders thinking in thought, for thinking only
thinks r'vith difference, orbiting around this point of
ungrounding."33

Betr,veen the determination of the passive self and the indetermination of
the I fractured by the ldea lies the difference generated by thinking; and it
is through the latter that the pure form of time establishes the correlation
between expressing intensity and expressed Idea3a. Thus the key

32 Ibid,, p.220/170, tm
33 lbid., p.354/276,tm
34Ibid., p.3321259

RAYBRASSIER l3

distinction (though it remains unstated in Deleuze's text) is that between
the specifically ontological different/ciation carried out by thinking and
the clear-confused thoughr of the larval subject rvho expresses that
difference. Yet thinking is an act; precisely "the most intense or most
individual act"35 insofar as it overthror,vs the identity of the I and the
resemblance of the self36.

Deleuze associates this act r.vith the 'caesura' of pure and empty
time. The caesura of time effects a selection wherein repetition in
intensity and differentiation in the Idea are separated from the repetition
of habit and the difference in the concept. It marks the point at r,vhich
difference in itself is repeated þr itself. The future as unconditioned or
absolute novelty emerges through the fracture of time that allolvs
individuation to rise up to the surface of consciousness in the gap
between its specific form and its organised matter. But it is the caesura
that generates this fracture in consciousness and hence the act of the
thinker that produces the ner,v. Thus it seems that the act through r,vhich
consciousness is fractured by the form of time in such a r,vay as to
introduce novelty into being is a peculiar prrvilege of complex psychic
systems. Only consciousness can be folded back into its or,vn pre-
individual dimension; only the psychic individual can become equal to its
or,rm intensive individuation. It is the thinker - the philosopher-artist -
r,vho is the 'universal individual'.

Ultimately, the caesura of thinking, the fracture of time, the
affirmation of recunence, and the experience of death through r,vhich the
psychic individual becomes re-implicated in individuation, all point
tolvard a fundamental ontological conversion r,vherein consciousness frees
itself from the strictures of representation to become the catalyst for the
etemal repetition of difference-in-itself. For it is through the caesura of
thinkrng that the implication of intensity is finally prised free from its
explication in extensity and intensive difference finally becomes liberated
from extensive repetition.

35lbid,, p.2851221
36lbid,, p.2831219

***
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I)eleuze distinguishes betr.veen physical, biological, and psychic systems
by virtue of the order of ldeas incarnated in them, their rates of
individuation, and their figures of actualisation. But they are also
distinguished by the fact that they express increasing degrees of
complexity. Deleuze defines the latter in terms of r,vhat he oalls the
'values of implication' or 'centres of envelopment' present lvithin a

system as it undergoes individuation and actualisation3T. These centres of
envelopment "al'e not the intensive individuating factors themselves, but
their representatives within a complex system in the process of its
explication."3s They have three characteristics. First, they are signs,
flashing between tr,vo series of difference in intensity; the latter
constituting the 'signal system'r.vhich generates the sign3e. Second, they
expless the meaning of the ldea incarnated in the system. And third,
insofar as they envelop intensity without explicating it, these centres
testify to local increases in negentropy, defying the empirical lar,v of
entropic explication. Thus r.vhat distinguishes complex systems is their
incorporation of individuating differences: though the latter at'e never
directly expressed in the extensity r,vhose actualisation they determine and
in r.vhich they are partially explicated, they are enveloped r,vithin it insofar'
as they subsist in a state of implication in signal-sign systems. The latter
constitute the centres of envelopment for intensive difference r,vithin an
extensive system, or as Deleuze puts it, the phenomenon closest to the
intensive noumenonao.

Accordingly, the complexity of a system in extensity can be
measured by the extent to r,vhich its individuating factors become
discretely segregated from the pre-individual continuum and incorporated
lvithin it as signal-sign systems. Where the intensive factors that
individuate physical extensity remain extrinsic to the latter, so that the
physical qualification and partitioning ofa system occurs 'all at once' and
only at its edges, those that individuate biological systems are enveloped
r,vithin the organism (as genetic factors for instançe) so that the
specification and organisation of the latter occurs in successive stages,
through influxes of singularities involving dynamic interaction betr,veen

37Ibid., p.3291255
38Ibid., p.329/256,tm
39Ibid., p.286-71222
40Ibid., p.329/256

RAYBRASSIER 15

the organism's internal milieu and its extemal environment.a' Thus,
Deleuze concludes, "the living pays r.vitness to another order; one that is
heterogeneous and of another dimension - as though its individuating
factors or atoms considered individually according to their por,ver of
mutual communication and fluent instability, benefited from a superior
degree of expression in it."42 For Deleuze, the intensive factors enveloped
in living organisms enjoy a 'superior degree of expression' because their
biological incorporation implicates them in extensity r,vithout exhaustively
explicating them. Centres of envelopment harbour an un-explicated
residue of implicated intensity. Consequently, Deleuze considers the
complexity exhibited by the living to be fundamentally 'heterogeneous'to
the inorganic precisely insofar as the former 'expresses' intensity to a
higher degree than does the latter. Here as throughout Dffirence and
Repetition, Deleuze's use of the tem 'expression' is quite specific.
'Expression' is explicitly defined as "that relation r,vhich essentially
comprises a torsion betr,veen an expressor and an expressed, such that the
expressed does not exist apaft from the expressof, even though the latter

41 "Un1ike the physico-chernical sphere, rvhere the 'code' that underlies forms or
qualities is distributed throughout the three-dimensionality of a structure, in the
organic sphere this code becomes detached as a separate one-dimensional
structure: the linear sequence of nucleic acids constituting the genetic code."
Manuel De Landa, Intensive Science and -lìrtual 

Philosophy, (London:
Continuum, 2002), p. 163-4. While this is in many \,vays a very useful gloss, the
claim that individuating factors constitute a'code'is problematic on two collnts,
First, it seems to ignore Deleuze's distinction betrveen individuating and individual
differences, r,vhich is the distinction betr.veen enveloping intensity as clear
expression of a distinct difference in the ldea and enveloped intensity as confused
expression of the Idea's obscure perplication: "Trvo individuating intensities may
be abstractly the same by virtue of r,vhat they clearly expl'ess; they are never the
same on account of the order of intensities r,vhich they envelop or the relations
r,vhich they obscurely express." (DR,p.3261253, tm) This irreducible variability in
the correlation betvveen individuating differences and pre-individual singularities
rvould seem to indicate an order of complexity r,vhich is difficult to codify in an
information-theoretic register. Second, it is not clear horv individuating factors
coukl become detached as a 'separate one-dimensional structure' lvithout
themselves becoming individuated. Intensive individuation r,vas supposed to
provide part of the 'suffìcient reason' for actualisation (Ibici., p. 2851221), not its
cause in extensity, and if the individuating factors invoked in order to account for
actualisation are themseives already individuated then the virtual-actual distinction
collapses and an infinite regress 1ooms.

42Ibid., p.3291255, tm
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relates to the former as to something entirely other than it."a3 (Deleuze
1968: 334, 7994: 260 tm) As rve have seen, the expressive torsion
betr.veen expressor and expressed is articulated in the correlation betrveen
individuating intensity and pre-individual Idea generated through the
fracture of time. More precisely, the ontologically 'expressive' telation
betr'veen univocal being and its individuating differencas is a function of
the corelation betlveen intensity in sensation and meaning in ideation
r,vhich is effectuated through the caesura of thinking. Thus the

'expression' of intensive difference provides the obverse to its
'explication': rvhere the latter corresponds to its degree of dilation in
physical space, the former coresponds to its degree of contraction in
psychic time. Acoordingly, only in the psychic dimension does the
expressive relation betr'veen sensible repetition and ideal difference attain
its consummate realisation. It is in the psyche, and in psychic
individuation more particularly, that intensive difference achieves its
fullest expression. The psychic realm not only represents an exponential
ìncrease in complexity vis-à-vis the domain of the living, but rather the
definitive potentiation of intensive difference precisely insofar as it is in
psyohic individuation - as exemplified by the third synthesis and the
caesura of thinking - that the expressing becomes commensurate r.vith the
expressed.

Hor,veve4 though the expression of intensive difference
concomitant r,vith ontological repetition emerges from bio-physical
repetition as a result of the transcendent exercise of cognitive faculties
possessing a lvell specified empirical function, there is a sense in r,vhich

this maximal psychic repetition of difference is already latent in the

habitual repetitions carried out by the larval subjeots ofpassive synthesis.
Thus, although ontological repetition alises out ofbio-physical repetition,
it ultimately eliminates its bio-physical basis by bringing about a

definitive separation betr,veen bio-physical explication a:id the psychic
expression of difference. Once again, it is Deleuze's empiricist appeal to
the primacy of 'experience'that provides the rationale for this separation
betrveen entropic explication and negentropic expression in the third
synthesis. Instead of presupposing consciousness as a unitary locus of
experience, Deleuze atomises it into a multiplicity of larval subjects. But
in so doing, not only does he render an elementary form of consciousness

ontologically ubiquitous, thereby endorsing avarieTy of panpsychism; he

43 Ibid., p.334/260.tm
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also injects intensive duration into physical extensity by making the
psychic contraction of difference into the precondition for spatial
repetition. Though intensity is implicated in space, its nature is essentially
temporal as the multiplicity which cannot divide rvithout changing in
nature.aa Thus Deleuze finesses the Bergsonian dualism of temporal
heterogeneity and spatial homogeneity by implicating the former at the
hearl of the latter in the shape of elementary psychic syntheses r,vhich
precede constituted individual organisms as r.vell as the individuated
subject of consciousness. The claim that intensive difference originates in
an elementary form of psychic contraction is the crucial empiricist
premise (derived from Deleuze's reading of Hume) r,vhich will allor,v
Deleuze to attribute a transcendental function to time understood as
intensive difference and to construe the latter as the precondition for
spaae construed as extensive repetition:-

"In each instance, material repetition is the result of a more
profound repetition r,vhich unfolds in depth and produces it as a
result, like an extemal envelope or a detachable shell, but one
lvhich loses all its sense and all its capacity to reproduce itself
once it is no longer animated by its cause or by the other
repetition. Thus it is the clothed that lies beneath the naked, and
that produces or excretes it as the effect ofits secretion."4s

The repetition r,vhich unfolds in depth is the intensive repetition behveen
the virtually coexisting degrees of difference in ontological memory. Thus
the clothed or intensive repetition of duration inhabits bare or physical
repetition as its enabling condition. Accordingly, it is the empiricist
premise that time implies the psychic registration of difference, and hence
that temporal difference is a function ofpsychic contraction, that provides
the precondition for the transcendental claim according to r.vhich the
intensive noumenon fumishes the sufficient reason for the extensive
phenomenon. Consequently, it seems at least initially that the vitalism
'lvhich Deleuze lvill quietly but unequivocally endorse toward the close of
DÌlference and Repetition -'fhe living bears lvitness to another order, to a

44"The indivisibility of the individual pertains exclusively to the propefty r,vhereby
intensive quantities cannot divicle r.vithout changing in nature." (Ibid., p. 327/254,
tm) The latter is precisely Bergson's definition of duration as qualitative
multiplicity, rvhich he contrasts to the quantitative multiplicities proper to space.

45 Ibid., p.370/289,tm
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heterogeneous ordeq and to another dimension' - follor,vs from a
panpsychism which is rooted in a form of radical empiricism.

Yet there is a fundamental ambiguity conceming the relation
betr,veen tlre organic and the psychic ít Dffirence and Repetition. On one
hand, Deleuze seems to attribute a fundamental status to the larval thinker
as 'universal' intensive individual and to thought itself as ultimate
individuating factor: "every body, every thing thinks and is a thought
insofar as, reduced to its intensive reasolls> it expresses an Idea r,vhose
actualisation it determines."46 To reduce something to its 'intensive
reasons' is to reduce it to its constituting spatio-temporal dynamisms, of
r,vhich the lawal subject is at once the patient and the agent r,vhose
individuating thought oatalyses the actualisation of ldeasaT. Assuming that
not every body or every thing is organic, this r,vould then imply the
absolute ubiquity of larval subjectivity and hence the existence of passive
syntheses proper to the inorganic realm. Yet this does not seem to be the
case, for all the textual evidence indicates that the passive syntheses
executed by larval subjectivity are peculia. to the organic domain.
Consider the follor.ving three passages:-

"[I]in the order of constituting passivity, perceptual syntheses
refer back to organic syntheses as to the sensibility of the
senses, to a primary sensibility r.vhich r,ve are. We are made of
contracted r,vater, earth, and light, not only prior to recognising
or representing them, but prior to perceiving them. Every
organism is, in its receptive and perceptual elements, but also in
its viscera, a sum of contractions, retentions, expectations.',a8

"What organism is not made up of elements and cases of
repetition, of contemplated and contracted '"vater, nitrogen,
carbon, chlorides and sulphates, thereby interlr,vining all the
habits of r.vhich it is composed? Organisms ar,vake to the
sublime r,vords of the third Ennead: all is contemplation!"ae

"A soul must be attnbuted to the heart, to the muscles, neryes
and cells, but a contemplative soul r.vhose entire function is to

46 Ibid., p.327/254,fm
47[bid.,p.1s6l118-9
48 Ibid., p.99/73,tm
49lbid., p. 102175
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contract a habit. This is no mystical or barba¡ous hypothesis.
On the contrary, habit here manifests its full generality: it
concerns not only the sensory-motor habits that r,ve have
(psychologically), but also, before these, the primary habits that
\,ve are; the thousands of passive synthesis of r.vhich \,ve are
organically composed [. . . ]

Underneath the self r.vhich acts are little selves r,vhich
contemplate and r,vhich render possible both the action and the
active subject. We speak of our 'selfl only in viftue of these
thousands of little r'vitnesses r,vhich contemplate r,vithin us: it is
always a third-party r.vho says 'me'. These contemplative souls
must be assigned even to the rat in the labynnth and to each
muscle of the rat."5o

These and similar passages, r.vhich constantly reiterate the intimate
connection betr,veen larval subjectivity and the organic domain, strongly
suggest that Deleuze's claims conceming the necessary role of passive
synthesis in the constitution of the present, and of larval subjectivity in
individuation, point not towards their ubiquity across the organic and
inorganic realms, but rather tor,vard the much stronger vitalist thesis that it
is insofar as everything is ultimately organic and/or 'living' in some
suitably enlarged sense that everything 'thinks'in some equally expanded
sense. Despite initial appearances, Deleuze does not anchor his
endorsement of vitalism in panpsychism; his assertion of panpsychism is
rooted in his commitment to vitalism. Deleuze's claim is not, contrary to
rvhat one might expect, that some minimal form of consciousness is
implicated even in the inorganic realm, and that this provides the
precondition for the emergence of organic sentience; the latter being
understood as a complexification of this more primitive inorganic
'prehension' (of the sofi envisaged by panpsychists like Whitehead, and
more recently, David Chalmers).5r Rather, Deleuze seems to asseft 1) that
a primitive form of organic time-sentience, understood as the psychic
expression of temporal difference - as effectuated in the conelation
betr,veen thought and Idea - provides the precondition for the actual
experience of individuated extensity; r,vhere 'actual experience' is

50 Ibid., p. 701-3174-5,tm
51 Cf. Alfred North Whitehead, Process and Reality, (London and Nerv York: The

Free Press,1978); David Chalmers'Is Experience flbiquitous?'in Chapter 8 of
Chalmers' The Conscious Mind, (Oxford. Oxfo¡d University Press, 1996).



20 Pti 19 Q008)

understood as simultaneously comprising an unconscious or sub-
representational level and a conscious or representational level, and
'individuated extensity' is construed in terms of the physico-biological
explication of intensity; and 2) that the psychic expression of temporal
difference concomitant r,vith this time-sentience only attains it ultimate
ontological dignity in a specifically psychic dimension of individuation.
V/ithin this continuum of experience that runs from the sub-
representational to the representational level, organic contraction provides
the originary juncture between the virtual dimension of the pre-individual
and the actual realm of constituted individuals. Thus the contraction of
habit yields the originary organic synthesis from r,vhich the two divergent
continua of empiria, i.e. ideality and sensibility, derive. More precisely,
given the tr,vo diagonal axes around ,,vhich Dffirence and Repetition is
structured, ideal-sensible and virtual-actual, organic contraction marks the
point of inception of difference in experience from r,vhich these tr,vo
diagonals originally diverge before ultimately converging aga:n in the
ontological repetition r,vhich generates the transcendental difference that
splits experience by sepæating psychic expression from physical
explication.

Nevertheless, Deleuze's insistence on casting psychic expression as
the sufficient reason for physical explication puts him in a positìon r,vhere
he is constantly equivocating betr,veen the claim that he is providing an
account ofthe genesis of actual experience and the claim that he is giving
an account of the genesis of actualify tottt court, T\te tr,vo are not
coextensive. In response to Deleuze's claims that the synthesis of the
present (organic contraction) constitutes extensity in actual experience,
and that the psychic expression of difference determines the physical as
r'vell as the biological actualisation of Ideas, it is necessary to point out
that, for all its much vaunted audacity, Deleuze,s excavation olthe sub-
representational and unoonscious dimensions of experience still leaves
vast tracts of actual reality completely unaccounted for. For even if
organisms are composed of contracted r,vater, nitrogen, carbon, chloride
and sulphates, these elements are not themselves composed of organic
contractions - thus the neutrinos, photons, gluons, bosons, and muons
r,vhich compose physical space-time cannot plausibly be construed as
contractions of organic habit. Nor can galaxies, gravitational fields, or
dark matter. whatever their ultimate ontological status - r.vhether they are
patronised as useful idealisations or admitted as indispensable
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constituents of actuality - these are precisely the sofis of physical entity
that cannot but be ignored by the empiricist bias of Deleuze's account of
the constitution of space and time. It might be objected that these and
other supposedly 'theoretical' entities do enjoy a real generative status for
Deleuze as the ideal components of virtual multiplicities.s2 But the only
reason for confining them to the domain of ideality - unlike the heart,
muscles, neryes, and cells to lvhich Deleuze ascribes a privileged role as
the loci of passive syntheses - is the empincist prejudice that insists on
contrasting the putative 'concretion' of experience to the 'abshaction' of
cognitive representation. Deleuze radicalises empiricism, r,videning the
ambit of actual experience to include sub-representational and
unconscious depths; nevertheless, it is precisely the assumption that
experience invariably comprises 'more'than whatever can be cognitively
represented and the ensuing contrast betr,veen conceptual abstraction and
perceptual concretion that encourages him to include muscles and r,vater
within the ambit of actual experience, but not galaxies and electrons. It is
because the actual extensity r.vhose genesis Deleuze attributes to the
operations of passive synthesis has been circumscribed as a domain of
experience, and hence necessarily tethered to the organic, that the
muscles of rats are deemed more appropriate sites for the larval subjects
of spatio-temporal dynamisms than are electrons. And it is Deleuze's
empiricist bias toward the genesis of actuality as constituted in experience
that explains his restriction of the ambit of passive synthesis to
differences that can be organically registered. In this regard, it is
imporlant to note hor,v the autonomy Deleuze attributes to the realm of
ideality as virtual reseryoir of pre-individual singularities is neveltheless
anchored in the empiricist claim that temporal difference presupposes
psychic contraction and that contraction requires an organic substrate. For
it is the organic contraction effected by the larval subject that is
responsible for the expression of the ldea: "Larvae bear Ideas in their
flesh, r.vhile \,ve are still at the stage of the representations of the
concept."53 The speculative audacity r,vith r.vhich Deleuze upholds the
rights ofvirtual ideality should not blind us to the curiously conservative
nature of this empiricist premise.

52De Landa (2002) proposes a reading of Deleuze rvherein virtuality becomes the
preserye oftheoretical entities such as phase spaces ancl dynamic attractols. But, as

Albefto Toscano has pointed out, he does so at the cost of eliding Delenze's
fundamental distinction betr.veen virtuality and possibility, Cf. Alberto Toscano,
The Theatre of Prodtrction, (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2006), p. 18a-7 .

53 DR, p.2031279,rm
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ultimately, the vitalism lvhich is e'dorsed at the close of Dffirence ancl
Repetition is indissociable fi'om the empiricism r,vhich is em6r.aced at its
opening, and the epistemological shortcomings of the latter are
aggravated rather than ameliorated by the considerable conceptual
ingenuity displayed in pursuing the o'tologicar ramifications oi the
foyer Vitalism may or may not be compatible r,vith physics; but it
behooves the vitalist to make at least some soú of attempt to réconcile
them Yet although discussions of biology abound in bffirence and
Rep,etition - notably developmental biology - physics is cãnspicuously
under-represented, and where it rs invoked, arbèif metonymicaily in the
form of thermodynamics, this is only in order to be lambasted for
consecrating entropy. In this regard, it is important to note that Deleuze,s
characterisation of entropy as a transcendental illusion presupposes his
account of the implication of intensive difference through the synttresls or
memory - it is the latter r.vhich impricates time as unðancellable
differenoe in actual extensity. But this is based on an account of time as
duration r.vhich remains vitiated by the empiricist premise that insists on
locating the constituting syntheses of time and ìpace at the juncture
betr,veen the organic and psychic realms.

ln the abse'ce of a:ry physicalist corrective to vitarist hubris,
biocentrism leads infallibly to noocentrism. physical qualification and
partitioning is detennined by the correlation between intensity and Idea,
larval thought and ontological memory. Thus Deleuze,. u."ourrt of spatio-
temporal synthesis begins by ascribing a privileged role to organic
contraction in the l" synthesis of the present, proceedi to
transcendentalise memory as cosmic unconscious in the 2'i synthesis of
the past, and ends by turning a form ofpsychic individuation ivhich is as
yet the exclusive prerogative of homo sapiens into the fundamentar
generator of ontological novelty in the 3'd synthesis of the future. Matter
is relegated to 'a dream of the mind', whose representation in extensily
presupposes its animation by a temporal difference that generates
inanimate extensity as its blockage. The empiricist premise that tie life of
thought must already be implicated in insensate matter insofar as the
latter is experienced underlies Deleuze's vitalist claim that physical
space-time harbours an impetus tor'vard cornprexification tetyin! tne
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reign of entropy in actuality. The contrast r,vith r,vhich Deleuze presents
us, betr,veen actuality as an entropic junkyard yoked beneath the iron
collar of representation, and an actuality transformed into an
inexhaustible reservoir of ontological novelty as the result of r,vhat
effectively amounts to an idealisation of matter, continues to assume that
the experience of time is ireducible to the objectifying representation of
space.

Deleuze dissolves the Bergsonian dichotomy of space and time,
quantity and quality, at the cost of reabsorbing the former into the latter in
rvhat ultimately amounts to an idealist monism. Psychic individuation in
the act of thinking defines the point at rvhich experience is transected by
pre-individual singularities in the Idea and impersonal individuations in
sensibility. Psychic individuation marks the moment wherein time, i.e.
being, is folded back into itself. Transcendental aocess to the meaning of
being is intemalised r,vithin experience through the transcendent exercise
of the faculties, l,vhich generates Ideas as the correlates of larval thought
(albeit a 'meaning' r,vhich is indissociable from non-sense).5a As lve have
seen, it is the transcendent operation of the faculties, provoked by the
encounter lvith individuating intensity as the unthinkable proper to
thought, r,vhich gives birth to the act of thinking through r,vhich the Idea is
generated:-

"It is nevertheless true that Ideas have a very special
relationship to pure thought [...] The para-sense or violence
r'vhich is transmitted from one faculty to another according to
an order assigns a particular place to thought: thought is
determined such that it grasps its own cogitandum only at the
extremity of tlle fuse of violence r,vhich, from one ldea to
another, first sets in motion sensibility and its sentendium, and
so on. This extremity might just as r,vell be regarded as the
ultimate ongin of ldeas. In lvhat sense, hor,vever, should lve
understand 'ultimate origin'? In the same sense in r.vhich Ideas

54 "Meaning is the genesis or production of the true, and truth is merely the empirical
result of meaning. [..,] Nevertheless, the Idea r,vhich traverses all the faculties is
not reducible to meaning. For it is just as much non-sense; and there is no
difficulty reconciling this double-aspect through rvhich the Iclea is constitutecl by
structnral elements r.vhich have no meaning in themselves, lvhile constituting the
meaning of everything it procluces (structure and genesis)." (ibi<l , p. 200/154,rm)
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must be called 'differentials' of thought, or the .Unconscious,

of pure thought, at the very moment r,vhen thought,s opposition
to all forms of common-sense remains stronger thán ever.
Ideas, therefore, a¡e related not to a cogito whiãh functions as
ground or as a proposition of consciousness, but to the
fractured I of a dissolved Cogito; in other r,vords, to the
universal ungrounding lvhich characterises thought as a faculty
in its transcendent exercise.,'ij

Thus the Idea in r'vhioh the meaning of being is expressed is the
unconscious of pure thought understood as onólogical memory. The
double genesis of thought and being in the encounter r,vith intensitvwhich
gives rise to the act of thinking produces the divergent rines of
actualisation in the real according to the distinot meanirigs via r,vhich
thinking expresses berng. Thus ldeas have an attributive status as
expressed in actualisation, yet ideal meaning is generated by the act of
thinking. Deleuze uses Bergson to reconcile Kant's discoíery of the
transcendental status of time r,vith spinoza's monism. while Spinoza
cannot deduce the number and nature of fundamental differences in
substance, r,vhich he calls 'attributes', Kant deduces these differences,
r'vhich he calls 'categories', by de-substantialising thern and yoking them
to representation. But the Bergsonian'method of intuition,ofiers Dlleur"
a way of identifying the r,vellspring of ontological differentiation by
characterising differences in nature in terms óf divergent series of
actualisation, Moreover, these divergences in actualisation are not rnerely
empirically given since they are engendered in and through thinking as
expressed meanings of being. Being is said in a single s"rrsJof 

",rerytñingthat is, yet everything that is differs, and this modal difference in
everything that is is a function of divergences i' actuarisation
coresponding to the distinct senses (or meanings) in r,vhich being is
expressed in thought: the ldeas. Thus, for Deleuze, the key to grasiing
ontological differentiation, or the real differences in being, lies in'seåing
the differences in actualisation; but this in tum hinges ãn grasping the
r,vay in r'vhich the larval subject of spatio-ternporal dynamir- l, th" bãu.",
ofindividuating differences, clearly enveloping distinct differences in the
Idea, as r,vell as individual differences, which confusedly envelop the
ldeas'.obsoure perplication. yet the individuating 

"*p."rrion, 
of feing

occur in and as thought: from the germinal thoughi of tire lawal subject to
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the fully potentiated thinking of the fractured I. For Deleuze then, being is
nothing apart from its expression in thought; indeed, it simply ls this
expression, r.vhich is distilled in the crystallisation of meaning.

8t*

This crystallisation is the focus of Logic of Sense. Deleuze distinguishes
betr,veen three dimensions of the proposition: designation, lvhereby it
refers to some individuated states of affairs; manifestation, indexing the
beliefs and desires of the speaking subject; and signification, comprising
the system of inferential relations betr.veen concepts. Attempts to ground
the meaning of the proposition in any one of these dimensions quickly
unravel r,vhen it becomes apparent to r,vhat extent they each presuppose
one another: thus designation cannot be canìed out independently of the
beliefs of the speaking subject; manifestation relies upon the validity of
inferential signification betr,veen conceptual beliefs; and conceptual
inference cannot be dissociated from the designation of some initial
premise. Meaning cannot be deduced from any of these aspects of the
proposition: rather than being construed as a function of empirical
designation, subjective manifestation, or conceptual signification,
meaning must be assumed as the ideal element r,vhich ensures the real
genesis and functioning of each of these three other dimensions. Meaning
is the ideal genetic element animating the internal structure of the
proposition and securing the correspondence betlveen names and
qualities, adjectives and propefiies, verbs and attributes56. Thus it is
meaning that establishes the originary correlation betr,veen r,vhat is
expressed by the proposition and the corresponding attribute of the
designated state of affairs as the obverse and reverse faces of a single-
sided topological surface or Möbius strip continuously tr,visting around
itself. To say that being is univocal is to say that being is the coincidence
of r,vhat is expressed by propositions and r,vhat happens to bodies:
"Univocity means that it is the same thing that happens and that is said:
the attributable ofevery body or state ofaffairs is the expressible ofevery
proposition. Univocity signifies the identity of the noematic attribute and
the linguistic expressed, event and meaning."57

s6ZS,p,30
s7 LS,p.21155lbid., p.251/195,tm
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Yet, holv can Dereuze insist both that meaning is constitutively un-
consciousss and that it is a noematic expression? Husserr defined nå.rrru
as the correlates of intentionar consciòusness' sense-best-uing no;d.
acts.se But r,vhat is noematic sense the conelate of if, asDeleuze insists,
consciousness is not 'of something but rather ¿s tlat somethr"gi rt i, 

"otthe correlate of a constituting cõnsciousness because, as saw above,
'everything thinks and is a thought', and hence has no náed of intentional
consciousness to be expressive ofthought. But the fact that thought is-un-
co'scious does not render the claim that everything is trroight ressgratuitous. For Deleuze, meaning is something Ue.ausã everythiîg is at
once.expressive thought and- expressed thing so that *.uningls the
identity-in-difference of thought and thing, thin"king and being. ifi, ir;ir*
veritable meaning of univocity. Thus, r.vhen Deleuze déscdbes theproduction of the sudace of incorporeal meaning, he does ,o p.""ìrJy_
terms of the distribution of ordinary and singular points which he had
used to characterise the differentiation of the ldea. The topology. of
meaning ooincides r,vith the intemal structure of the ldea. rrrå qrãíi",
then is: Is Deleuze mathentatising nteaning and hence breaking ;;h ;h"
doxas of transcendental anthropology; or is r-rc semanttcising mathesis ina r,va)/ that ultimately reasserls the transcendental soverelgnty of the
meaningful over the intelligible and that re-subordinat., ih"'rdea to
anthropological predicates?

In order to add'ess this question, r,ve must co'sider Deleuze,s 1967
text 'Hor' Does one Recognise sûucturalism?'60 In this text, r.vhich car
9: :."1 as providing a succinct précis of Logic of Sense much as .The
Method of Dramatisati_on' schematises nr6rrrn", or¿ nrprt¡t¡or,
Deleuze fastens onto the Lacaniantriad of rea{imaginary, uno,i.ulii",
holding up the latter as privileged retainei of 

"the 'áU;"oti"ity *a
autonomy of meaning beyond the proposition,s real unA l*uiirrury
aspects - r'vhich is to say, beyond its designation of empirical realif, and
its signification of imaginary representations. It is because tne symuóu. is
the domain of shucture and structure is defined in tems of the primacy of

58 Cf. ¿.1, pp. 124-5
59Cf. Husserl, Ideas pertaining to a prtre phenontenolog;t and to a

Phenomenological phirosophy. First Book. Tr. F. Kersten (Doärecht: Klurve.,
1982), esp. p.214.

60ln L'île dëserte et axtfrc* textes, ed D Lapoujade (paris: Minuit,2002), pp.23g_
269.
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differential relations over identical elements that meaning rmrst be
understood as an effect of dift'erence, But meaning remains indissociable
froln meaninglessness, since the difibrential elements whicli produce
:meaning arc thernselves a-signifying. Conseqnently, if "þn]eaning is
never a principle or origin; it is produced', this is because 'meaning is
alrvays the result of a combiuation of elements which do not themselves
signify."6r The proper renit of transcendental philosophy, Deleuze
suggests, is to account for the genesis of meaning by unlocking the
r,vorkittgs of a symbolic register govenrecl by a-signifying arrd non-
propositional yet perfectly iirtelligible prooesses. Thus the elements of the
synbolic a:rd their combination index a dimension of intelligible
clifference which encorrpasses ancl generates meaning: that of
differentiation as the reciprocal cletermination of indetenninate elements:
ydy + xdx : ff 6¡ tr)/,,*-: Yr.62 Ultirlately, it is the mathematical conception
of tle differential and hence the mathematisation of difference that
provicles the key to grasping the structure of the symbolic: mathesis
unlocks the syrntrolìc matrix for the genesis ofì mearing.63 And it is the
.rerial arganísation of reciprocally determining differential elements that
constitutes stmcture. The catalyst of serialisation ancl the ilstance fhat
causes divergent scries of differences to resonate is a supemumerary
signifier or 'paracloxical'element wldch is at once structure's pennanerrtly
ernpty place and its perpehrally placeless element. For Deleuze, it is this
paradoxical coincidcnce ofst¡uctural lack ancl excess fhat constítutes non-
sense as the 'object:X'that differentiates difference. Thus, not only does
non-sense produce sense, it provides the originary dimension of
intelligibility within which sense unfolds. This 'object' is the veritablc
'subject' of structur:e in the sense of being tlre dynamic 'quasi-cause' that
transfonns one structure into another.

The thesis of the ìntelligibility of non-sense allows Deleuze to
reconcile his acknor,vledgemeut of the transcendental status of meanirrg
r,vith his enclorsement of Spinozism's rnost radical thesis, 'the thesis of
absolute ratiorralism', which is founcled npon "the adequation betr,veen

our rnclerstarrding ancl absolute knowledge", an adequation that "requires
the total intelligibility oflGod, which is the l<ey to the total intelligibility

61 Ibid. p.244
62 Cf. ìbicl., p. 246
63 rbid
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of things."6a This is of course precisely the thesis that the Kantian critique
of metaphysics is supposed to have l'endered i'supportable. The tensron
betr'veen the 'absolute' rationalist thesis according to r.vhich being
expresses itself as meaning and the transcendental-cntioal thesis
according to r'vhich meaning is alr,vays an effect is neutralised by
convefiing the intellectual intuition of essençe into the production of
meaning as event. Hence Deleuze's claim that structuralism necessarily
entails a practice since "it is not only inseparable from the r,vorks it
creates but also from a practice relative to the r,vorks it creates. whether
this practice be therapeutic 

-or 
poritical, it designates a point of permane't

revolution or transference. "65

By the same token, the dichotomy that pitted mathematised
meaning against semanticised mathesis is defused by the claim that being
expresses itself as meaning, but meaning is alr,vays an effect generated by
meaningless yet mathematically intelligible processes. Hor,vever, this
resolution comes at a price. Although he estabiishes a basis for meaningi' an autonomous domain of symbolic intelligibility that transcends the
domain of language, Deleuze does not seem to register the need for an
account of holv the symbolic itself is origi'ally instituted or indeed hor.v
thought is able to access it. This r,vould of course be part of the remit of
an epistemological agenda r,vhich, like Heidegger before him, Deleuze
has effectively foresworn. But it is not enough to sholv hor.v se'se is
conditioned by non-sense if relativising the autonorny of meaning
depends upon absolutising the autonomy of mathematicai intelliglbility.
Deleuze has merely shifted the burden of explanation from thaiof the
origin of meaning to that of the origin of mathesis. The latter cannot be
defined independently of thought and the nature of thought cannot be
explained r,vithout some attentiveness to the evolution of minded
creatures. If post-Danvinian modemity entails that neither thought nor
mindedness can be taken to be originay, one cannot forego the obligation
to explain the emergence of the latter on pain of regressing to sorne pre-
modeln paradi gm. curiously, Deleuze's transcendental predrlectionr rårn
to have blinded him to the binding nature of this intellectual obligation
and inadvertently precipitated him back tor,vard the pre-modem myth of
an originally intelligible and hence enchanted r,vorrd. Thus, r,vhen Déleuze
r'vrites "It is certain that all designation presupposes sense, and that one

641bid, p.216
65lbid.,p.269
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must install oneself in sense from the outset in order to cany out every
designation"66, he seems to ignore the possibility that the relation of
reference might be founded from the bottom up and the outside in, which
is to say, lvithin the element of realit¡ rather than from the top dor,n and
the inside out, rvhich is to say, r'vithin the element of ideality. By
beginning from the fully-formed proposition and ontologising meaning as

sine qua non for the proposition's designative dimension, Deleuze
continues to operate lvithin the confines of a 'top-dor,vn, inside-out'
approach to meaning lvhose veritable alternative is not materialism - a
doctrine every bit as liable to transcendentalise the intelligible as idealism

- but the methodological naturalism whose refusal to subordinate science
to ontology goes hand in hand r'vith its insistence on separating ontology
from semantics. Only by upholding this modem separation can one hope
to provide a non-mystificatory account of the connection bet'uveen

meaning, mind, and intelligibility.

66 LS, p. 28
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Expression and lmmanence

MIGUEL DE BEISTEGUI

Initially (and systematica[y) broached in spinoza ancr the probrem oJ
Expression, r.vhere it cha¡acterises the nature of the relation betr,veen
substance, attributes, and modes, the problem of expression,rupp"u., *
Logic of Senye. Nor.v the focus is on expression as r.vhat designàtes the
operation of sense. ln both instances, expression enables an immanent
conception of its subject matter. Sense is no exception to lvhat r,ve could
characterise as the rnetaphysical, or onto_theological, drive to
transcendence. Indeed, too often, sense is .epresenteã as a principle,
Reservoir, Reserve or origin. As a "celestial" or "divine principle,,, iì is
understood to be fundamentally forgotten and veiled; u, u ,,rubi..rrrreurr,,
(or human) principle, it is understoõd to b" erased, hijacked or alienated.
It becomes a question, therefore, of re-establisrring ár .."o".ri"g r.nr"
beneath the erasure and under the veil, either in u God thut one"would
have nevel' suffîciently understood, or in a humanity that one lvould have
never adequately explored. It is in vain that r,ve réplace Man r.vith God,
hor,vever, if r,ve remain ultimately trapped in anthropomorphism. ú*ll"it is in vain that'we replace the true anà the farse r,viih sense and ,rutu., u.
Nietzsche suggests, if 

've 
persist in thinking the ratter uy -.*" áiit 

"former, as if it \.vere a question of discovering o, unoorr"ring something
essentially hidden. such is the reason why, foi Nierzsche, thõ probrem is
primarily that of the overhuman, and not ihut of hu-unity. To thina;;;se
r'vithout transcendence presupposes that r,ve cease to think of it as buried
or veiled, and think it instead as the object of an encounter, that is, as
s.omething essentially produced. But r.vho or r,vhat produces senr"? úow
does it ocour? we rvill see that the force by rvhich sense is p.odu"-Jr,
ahvays anonymous and impersonal, and that it is not legiti-ut"- o,
possible to infer sense from any transcendent entity r.vithou"t installing
oneself in paradox. ln what follor,vs, I shor,v the extent to lvhich Deleuze,s
account of sense relates to, and differs frorn, that of rogical empiricism
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and Husserl's transcendental logic - in other lvords, I shor,v how his
ambition to construct a transcendental empiricism unfolds with respect to
the question ofsense and logic.

1. The Logical Positivism of the Vienna Circle

The impact and significance of the so-called linguistic turn r,vhich logical
empiricism carried out at the beginning of the last century is lvell knor,rn:
it consists in the systematic analysis of the propositions of knorvledge as

defined by the sciences of empirical reality, and in the dissolution of the
false or pseudo-problems of metaphysics. In addition, logical empiricism
is characterised by its method, the ner,v logic, inherited from Frege and
Russell. The task ofphilosophy is no longer to create theories, but only to
clarify the sense and validity of propositions by logical means.rln other
r,vords, once lve've purged r,vhat is traditionally called "philosophy" of
both pure nonsense and the questions that nolv belong exclusively to the
empincal sciences, lve are left r.vith a unique activity (and not a theory)
that bears onthe language of science, and concerns logic. In Russell's
olr'n r,vords: "the study of logic becomes the central study of
philosophy".2 In the same text, Russell recommends that the ner,v method
of logic be applied to questions that lie outside the mathematical domain
and, through the use of specific examples, demonstrates hor,v logical
analysis can call into question the meaning and significance of a number
of philosophical propositions and problems. For Russell, as for the
members of the Vienna Circle inspired by his r,vork, logical analysis r,vas

to become the exclusive method of philosophy and, at last, clear the r,vay

for a truly scientific philosophy. Yet, insofar it r.vas never meant to be a

1 This is more or less Schlick's position, directly inspired by Wittgenstein's
Tractahs. See Ludr,vig Wittgenstein, "Logisch-philosophische Abhandlung", in
Annalen der Nahtrphilosophie, 7922, n' 14, pp. 185-262; translated into English
by C. K. Ogden, Tractaîus Logico-Philosophicus, Londres, Kegan Paul Trench
Trubner, 1922. Neurath goes further still by refusing to grant philosophy any
constructive role, not even that of clarifying the concepts and propositions of
science. Such a task, according to hím, befalls a science that is entirely devoid of
r,vorldvielvs.

2 Russell, Our Knowledge of the External World as a Fieldfor ScientiJic Me lhod in
Philosophy (London: George Allen & Unr,vin, 1914), p. 243, Quoted in Carnap,
"Intellectual Autobiography" (1963), in Paul Arlhur Schilpp, ed., The Philosophy
oJ Rudolf Carnap (La Salle, Ill.: Open Coufi, 1963), p. 13.
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system of propositions, it could not claim to be a science, str-ictry
speaking. Still, given its extraordinary importance, it .r.vas destiied to be
r'vorshiped as "the queen of a[ sciences"3 and thus cany out the origi'al
dream ofphilosophy.

A particular feature. of modern logic is that it is entirely
independent of experience: it is not .on."r,'"ä r,vith the facts or states ofaffairs designated in the propositions it anaryses, but onry witl, the io.Lalcharacter of those propositions. The criicai anatysis ;¡ ñ;;;g",therefore, aims to distrnguish befi.veen the propositions of scie'ce,
endor,ved r.vith sense, and the propositions of måtaphysi"r, ¿.,roiJ of
sense, yet without any reference to empirical reality. 

'such 
á ¿istinctioo

can be established only on the basis ofa criterion ofsense, r,vhich the neo_positivists of the vienna circle believed to have found in wittg.nrtrir. 
-I"

t]ren v]er'u it is possible to interpret the Tractahts Logico-phitãsophi"r,s inthe follor,ving terms: all metaphysical propositions a." non- o.-fr.r¿"_propositions, that is, propositions ¿evoì¿ of sense. ,,GenuinJl-..or
"meaningful" propositions, on the other hand, are derived from the truthof elementary or atomic-.propositions (,þrotocolary propositions,l, ,"lrln
descri-o-e "atomic facrs," or facts thaì can ue vârifieà uy ouré-ution.
Hence the close, but not excrusive, r"ratio"rhii betr.veen sense, truth andverifioation'a carnap, for instanoe, sees the verification p.rn.ipi. 

-ur-u'

essential criterion of demarcation between scientific pioporiäàn, un¿nonsensical propositions. This is a vier,v that virtually ali ,,,",nu.r, ãrìn"
Vign-na Circle shar.ed, and one that is most clearly fonnulated i, ;i;;;,article by Blumber and Feigl from 193t, r.vticn nto¿ucåJ ,îää,positivism to the English speaking r,vorld.s In ihe article, the arrthors cîai-
3 M. Schlick, "Die V/ende der philosophie,, (1930), Erkenntnis, T, p. g.
4 This is a feature rhat Frege rejected. nfustty, acóáràing to him, the notion of truthprecedes that of the correspondence betrveãn propositiãns *¿ iu.ìr. s..*¿rr,'iii,impossible to measure propositions_aguinri rã.tr, ,in"e ra.t.-*;-;;i;'.;",presented in proposirion_s. See 

_G._Trege, 
.,Logik 

ll*gTl,- ,r" ñà"igií^""ru
sc-hrtfien, edited by H Hermes, F. Kamúartel unî ¡.-ruulüu"rt ru,"*liré, e"ii-Meiner, 1970); translated b-1 p Lang and R. Wtit",.Logic,,, in posthtntotts

- (ri tings (C-hicago : Chicago University-pres s, 197 9\.5 Albert E Blumber and Herbefi Feigl, "Logical po.'tiuir,,'. A Ner,v Movement inEuropean Phitosophy',, r\e 
lourna! ol rñtosophy, vol XXVIII, n; lt',-îf wà,1931, pp 28l-296. Karl popper's "crirical i.uíiån¿ir-,,, it should be said,constitutes a significant exception to this consensus, whilst ,n*ing ,orrr" oiih.goals and assumptions of rogical positivrsm, popper refuses to see sense as tho
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that there is a unique and privileged lvay to arrive at a general

axiomatisation of knolvledge indicated by the verification procedure. In
order to arrive at the atomic propositions, rvhich constitute the core of the
complex propositions of science, the most fertile approach is not to ask,
as Descartes did, about r,vhat cannot be doubted, but to seek the
conditions under r,vhich a proposition can be said to be "true." If the
conditions cannot be given, then the proposition is meaningless. Nor,v

according to Wittgenstein's or,vn definition in paragraph 4.024 of the
Tractatus, the sense or meaning (Sinn) of a proposition is the "r.vhat is the
case" or the "r,vhat is not the case" of the fact it expresses. Thus, to knor,v

the meaning of a proposition or statement is to knor,v "r'vhat must be the
case" in order for the proposition to be true. A proposition is "true" r,vhen

the fact it affirms "is the case;" a proposition is false r,vhen this fact "is
not the case." The truth and falsity ofa proposition can be established by
comparing it with reality. Paragraph 4.06 of the Tractatus affirms that
'þropositions can be true or false only by being a picture of reality."6 By
returning from the complex to the simple, one ultimately reaches those
immediate facts, of r,vhich the "being the case" constitutes the meaning of
the proposition. Given a complex proposition, logical empiricism r,vill
ahvays ask holv it can be verified.

Hithefto, and lvith a fer,v notable exceptions lvhich, follor.ving
Deleuze, I r,vill emphasise, the question of sense (Sinn) emeryed in the
context of a logic that envisaged it as the condition of r'vhat is usually
called "denotation" or'leference" (Bedeutung), and r'vhich designates the
relation betr.veen a proposition and a state of affairs. Thus, according to
Frege, the Sinn of a sentence or a r,vord is a distinct and public entity,
lvhich belongs to, or is associated r,vith, the proposition, rvhereas the
Bedeutung is the reality denoted by the sentence or the r.vord.? By

criterion of scientificity. Instead, he opts for "falsifiability" (or "refutability"),
lvhich is not a criterion of signification separating meaningful (or scientific) from
meaningless (or metaphysical) propositions, but a criterion of "demarcation"
betrveen scientific and metaphysical propositions thought to be equally
meaninpful.

6 L. Wittgenslein, Tractattts Logico-Philosophictts (London and Nerv York:
Routledge, 200 l), $4.06

7 G. Frege, "Über Sinn und Bedeuhmg.". Kleine Schrften. Edited by Ignacio
Angelelli. Hildesheim: G. O1ms, 7967. "O¡ Sense and Meaning." Collected
Papers on Mathematics, Logic, and Philosophy. Translated by Max Black et a1.

Edited by Brian McGuinness. (Oxford. Blacklvell, 1984).
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distinguishing so clearry betlveen sinn and Bedeutung,Frege breaks rviththe philosophical traditìon that deiermrnåål*nr. on the basis of ceftai'mentar terms, or at least on trre rruri. oi pr.-ringuistic erements. In theprocess, he recognises Sinn asindependenifiom-jhe thinking or speakingsubject He frees sense from ¿."otutr*-ã, r,velr as from r,vhat Dereuzecalls "manifestation."8 I] that r"tp".i, õ"rJrre remains indebted to nr=gr.wittge'stein, r'vhose. Tractatrt.s '"*t.,r¿r^'ui¿ 
modifies the distinctionbetr'veen sinn and' Becreutung, go"r iottrrã, äiìl' ur" proposition alone hassense, r,vhereas a name or a primitive *ign h; a Becleutungand representsan object'e Denotation assoòiate* nuor¿! ',.uìih specific pictures, to r,vhichcon'espond specific states of affairs. r.o- i'. iogical ;"i;;;; "L* ,rr"criterion and eremenr of denotation it irrlrîr rhe true and the false. Aproposition or statement-is true'r,vhen tt, dánoìation is actually furfilled bya state of affairs, or r,vhen 

.it is the picture 
-of 

reality, as Wittgenstein,follor,ved by rhe Viennu 
9:r:l:: *g".¿i: rriå,,, on rhe other hand, meansthat the denotation is not fulfilie¿I.r*r.r uäuìse the pictures serected areinadequate' or because it is impossìbi" a iiäa".. a picture that can beassociated rvith the r'vords in question. ny i)íaitions of truth, one needsto understand the rotality of coìditions ,r¿., ofri"r, 

" 
pd;;;l;;*ãrr¿be" true' The condition"a p.oporitiã" n.äït"*"' be ..false,,, in that itrefers to a non-existent or non-verifiabiä state of affairs. Thus, 

'by
grounding trurh, sense arso makes *r", p"rr'". i.,"r, i;',#r"#åi;"n,the condition of 

'ruth 
ís not opposeJì.Lträ ølre, bur ro that r.vhich isdeprived of sense, and_ r,vhich ;";. ,.i,lr" ì*. no, false. This is thevery co'dition that Deleuze calls "signin";tion,,, and which he equatesr'vith the third dimension of ,rr" pìip"riäå" (after. ..denotation,, 

and"manifestation") It is no\' a matter oi the relation betr,veen r,vords a'duniversal or general concepts, and betr,veen syntactical connectio's andconceptual implications, This, modem logic cíaims, is the level of sensestrictly speaking - the very leí"' 
"r,"hi;:; ¡or*o^ ogic, it is ro operate.

Ï:-"tr,""irr of a proposirion "signifv;Ë*Jrp,""r impricarions thar canl'eler to other propositions.arrd-rerve ur- fr.rir.r. fo, tf," äJn*,proposition' Signification is defined u".orJing'ro this order ofconceptuarimplication in rvhich "the proposirion under 
"ãnsi¿.ration intervenes onryas the element of a 'demonstration,' in the rnost general sense of the

8 G. Deleuze, Logique du S-ens (paris: Éclitions de Minuit, 1969), p.23; Logic oJsense'transrated bv Mark Leste¡ rvith crìãJãt"si"rì. (Lorrdon: Arhrone, r990) , p.I 3. Herealrer .r.S, followed by French 
""ã 

Ë"gî.i iig,,,0,,""9 Wittgenstein, 7 ra c t a h r s t 
" 

gi 
"" 

_p nii ir"p ;i,,"i'i ;. I 
*
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r,vord, either as premise or as conclusion."l0 The linguistic signifiers are

thus of the type "implies" and "therefore." Whereas signification is
ah,vays to be found in its corresponding indirect process, that is to say, in
its relation to other propositions, from r,vhich it is infened, or r,vhose

conclusion it renders possible, denotation, on the contrary, refers to a

direct process. The logical value of signification thus understood is no
longer truth, but the condition of truth, that is, the set of conditions under
r,vlriclr a proposition wuild be tnte.

By thinking sense in such a r,vay, hor'vever, logic does not manage
to reach the genuine condition of denotation or expression. By speaking
of a condition of truth, classical logic does indeed move beyond the true
and the false, since a false proposition too has a sense or a signification.
The problem, holvever, is that this superior condition defines only the
possibility for a proposition to be true. As Russell himself, whom
Deleuze quotes, puts it: "We may say that whatever is asserted by a
significant sentence has a cefiain kind of possibility."rl Thus the
possibility for a proposition to be true - its sense - is nothing else than
the fom of possibility of the proposition itself. Deleuze expresses his
dismay before this "odd procedure", r,vhich "involves rising from the
conditioned to the condition, in order to think of the condition as the
simple possibility of the conditioned."r2 Why, Deleuze rvonders, move
from the conditioned to the condition, if, ultimately, we aan think of the
condition only as the image of the conditioned, that is, as its mere form or
its condition of possibility? Why model the condition after the
conditioned? If the move to the condition or to r.vhat some, notably
Husserl, r,vould call the foundation of truth statements, is to take place,
should \,ve not seek their real, rather than merely possible, condition?
Formal logic does indeed reach the level of foundation, but r,vhat is
founded remains r.vhat it lvas, unaffected by the very operation that
grounds it. This is hor'v "denotation remains extemal to the order that
conditions it, and the true and the false remain indifferent to the principle
rvhich determines the possibility of the one, by allor'ving it only to subsist
in its former relation to the other."r3 One is therefore perpetually referred

I0 LS, p. 24/14.
11 Bertrand Russell, An InEùry into Meaning and Tntth (London: George Allen and

Unrvin, 1940), p 179. Cited by Deleuze in Ihe Logic of Sense,p, I 8, footnote 7.

12L5,p.301).8.
13 L5,p.30119.
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frorn the conditioned to the condition, and also from the condition to the

conditioned, in r,vhat amounts to a purely formal back and forth. For the

condition of truth to avoid this defect, Deleuze goes on to say, "it ought to

have an element of its orvn, distinot from the form of the conditioned'"l4

In other rvords, it ought to be something unconditioned capable of
assuring a real genesis (and not a merely possible conditioning) of the

other dimensions of the proposition, namely, denotation, manifestation,

and signification. The condition of truth r,vould then be defined as genuine

sense, and no longer as mere conceptual fotm of possibility. In that, the

"logic of sense" r.vould quite explicitly contravene the imperatives of
logioal positivism, r,vhich sar,v fit to remain at the level of the form of the

próposition, or risk falling back into psychologism ln addition, the logic

of t"nr" r,vould no longer aim to be a meta-language, a mathematics, or a

møthesis universalis of natural and scientific language. Finally, and as

Deleuze himself emphasises, it would renelv Husserl's ambition to

develop a transcendental logic, that is to say, a logic that r'vould aim al

extricating the real conditions of experience underlying all meaningful

operations, and all statements of truth. Whilst himself raising the question

rôgarding the truth conditions of a proposition, Deleuze rejects the

formalist approach. On the one hand, the latter claims to solve the

question ofsànse independently ofexperience. On the other hand, it is the

ernpirical reality itself, or "lvltat is the case," r'vhich in the end guarantees

the validity of the atomic proposition. The r'vay logical positivism

conceives sense is too formal and its çonception of reality is too ernpirical

(insofar as it is determined by the empirical sciences). It is only by

àeveloping a logic not of form, but of content, and a conception of the

real that is not positivist, but transcendental, that one can overcome the

limits-and the limitations-of logical empiricism.

2. Husserlts Transcendental Logic

Husserl's great achievement r,vith respect to the question of sense is to
have facilitated the passage from formal to transcendental logic by

redirecting the sense of the proposition to the horizon of immanence, or to

the antepredicative ground, from r.vhich it stems.ti This transition does not

14 L5,p.30119.
15 See-E. Husser.l, Forntale und transzendentale Logilc (1929). Edited by Paul Janssen

(Husserliana XVII). (The Hague: Nijhoff, 7974). Formal and Transcendental
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amount to a mere dismissal of the linguistic procedures of formal logic.
Rather, it consists in the demonstration of a layer of sense and experience
that precedes such procedures. In short, it is a shift in the order of
grounding. For Husserl, it was a matter of extracting the very condition of
fomal logic and, through such an extraction and its ambition to found the
ernpirical sciences as such, to develop a theory or a pure idea of science.
Such a theory by means of r,vhich one r,vould be able to distinguish the a
priori possibilities to r,vhich science itself must conform if it is to be
genuinely scientific, must indeed exist, if the ultimate justification for
science does not reside solely in its successful organization or its mere
factual existence. Yet the entire question is r,vhether formal logic can
claim to be this science of science. Husserl's anslver is clearly negative,
and stems from the observation that traditional logic cannot cope with the
increasingly complex and differentiated organisation ofthe sciences, and
that modem logic borror,vs its methods ærd its style of demonstration from
mathematical science itself, r,vhich remains a particular science. The
science of sciences, or the truly scientific logic, on the other hand, can
only be auniversal science.

Husserl's Formal and Transcendental Logic is divided into tr.vo
parts, lvhich clearly indicate the aim and movement of Husserl's thought
r,vith respect to the question of logic. In the first part, he is concemed to
analyse the structures and the sphere of objective formal logic, r,vithin
r.vhich he identifies hvo distinct trends: "apophantic analytics" and
"formal ontology." Formal ontology is "an eidetic science of any object
rvhatever."r6 It is a mathematical, ø priori theory of objects, though a
formal one, relating to the pure modes of anything r,vhatever, conceived
r,vith the emptiest universality. As such, it is an all-embracing science, the
forms of r,vhich can be conceived r,vithout reference to concretely
designated objects.rT Formal ontology is distinguished by its theme from
formal apophantics, r,vhich itself is the a priori formal science of the
judgement, more precisely of the predicative judgement, or of r,vhat

Logic. Translaled by Dorion Cairns, (The Hague: Nijhoff, 1974). References r,vill
be to the English translation. In rvhat follor.vs, I have found much inspiration from
Suzanne Bachelard's A Sndy of Hnsserlk Formal and Transcendental Logic.
Translated by Lester E. Emb¡ee. (Evanston, Ill.: Northr,vestern University Press,
1968).

L6 ldeen...I, p. 22.
1 7 E. Hnsserl, Formal and'frans cenden tal Lo gi c, pp. 7 7 -7 8.
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Aristotle caIled øpçphair,sls (asserlion), Apophantics is concetrecl r.vitlt

the categories of signification, such as sttbject, predicate, concept, aud

propositiou, while fbmal ontology is conc'etned with categorles of the

object, suclr as thing, set, ntLmber, ploperty, quality, Ielatioll, identity,

unity, equality, and totality. If Flusserl qualifies this logic as a whole as

çltjective folrnal logic, it is to draw ottr attention to tire fäct that traditional
logic (and that includes lnathetnatisecl, sylnbolic logic) remains

unilaterally focused on the object, that is, orientecl tor,vards thought-

fonrrations (Denkgehilde). Up untjl the encl of the first paÍ of the book,

Husserl is concerned to distinguish betrveen lbrmal ontology and fomal
erpophantics, and analyse the close ties between tbem. By gradually

distinguishing the sense belorrging to traditional logic, howeveL, Htrsserl's

investigation rncoveïs the presuppositions of logic, which reveal it to be

a 'nai've" Iogic, one that nevet dreamt of questioning what it declares to

be a matter of Çourse, narnely, its orientation towards objects or

sometlritrg in general^ The specific plan of lìornnl and 'l'ran,scendenlal

Logic is that of reaching a logìc that tra:rscetrds objective logic by
integrati¡g it into a logic able to attain a full rurderstanclirg of itself: "our
chief- purpose is to show that a logic directed straightfbrrvardly to its
proper thematic spltere. a¡rd active e;xcltrsively in cognisíng that, remains

rtuðk fast in a naitveté that slruts itself off from the philosophic merit of
raclical self-understancling and fttndamental self-justification."rs Thns, itt

the second parl of the book, the investigation into sense is led to cfiticise

the eviclences of logic, atrd lrence to t'etum to the constituting subjective

activity and to the clarification of this activity. Logic, itr other worcls,

becomes reflective, that is, directed tor'vards tlre specific mocle ofl

intending of fonlal logic. Only with the phenornenotr of intentionalitg
ancl with the investigation into the tnannel' in which judgements are

produced, or "constìtuted," do lve arrive at the condition of rneanirrgf-ul or

scientific propositious, and tltus at a genui¡e foundation ofscience itself.

The subiective orientatiott of this criticisn eventually tums ottt to sttppott

the exclusively objective orientation of the theme of traclitional logic.

Husserl's stfoke ofl genius is not sirnply to have introdtrced the pole ofÌ

subjectívity in mattels of sense and logic, that is, to have shifted tire

tenain of logic frorn object to strbject, bttt also, and above all, to have

avoidecl the trap of psychologism in tl-re process. It is by wanting to avoid

this very trap that logical ernpiricisrrr hacl thouglrt it necessary to become

a purely fonnal science. In so doing, ltoweveL, it hacl cut off the operation

l8 E, Husserl, I;.orntal an¿l 'li'¿utsaendental Logic, p' 153
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of sense from that of consciousness, and separated philosophy and
psychology absolutely. With the discovery of intentionality, hor.vever, it is
no longer the empirical consciousness that is sought as the foundation of
sense in general, but the transcendental consciousness. In other r,vords,
there is no longer any reason to interpret problems referring to
subjectivity as problems of natural human subjectivity, hence as
psychological problems in the empirical sense. The problems that the
phenomenological criticism of logic deals r.vith are the problems of
transcendental subjectivity, that is, of a constitutive or sense-bestor,ving
subjectivity.re Thus one comes to a logic that "descends into the depths of
transcendental interiority." Only then can the sense of science in its true
objectivity be fully understood:-

"Only a science clarified and justified transcendentally (in the
phenomenological sense) can be an ultimate science; only a

transcendentally-phenomenolo gically clarified r,vorld can b e an
ultimately understood r,vorld; only a transcendental logic can be
an ultimate theory of science, an ultimate, deepest, and most
universal, theory of the principles and norms of all the
sciences."2o

Formal logic, even expanded into mathesis unittersalis, can only be an
analytic criticism of cognition, a criticism of theories and of ideal
processes that result in these theories. Only a transcendental criticism can
truly set tp a unitersal theory of science, for it is the criticism of the
intentional, or subjective, life that itself "constitutes" regions and
theories.

Let us look briefly, then, at the task that falls to a transcendental
theory of judgement.2r lts ultimate aim is to rediscover the hidden
essential grounds from r.vhich traditional logic springs. As such, it is a
genetic analysis. Nor,v Husserl's thesis is that all syntactical operations
point back to experience as to their irreducible origin: his method of

19This feature is rvhat distinguishes it from the Kantian transcendental subjectivity:
aside fiom the mere form of intentionality, there is nothing that is simply gíven in
the transcendental fieid: all meaningful acts are constituted, or generated. Thrs
genetic dimension ofthe transcendental is also crucial for Deleuze.

20 E. Husserl, Formal and Transcendental Logic, p. 16.

21 Hele, I am follor,ving Suzanne Bachelard's A Study oJ Husserlk Formal and
Transcendental Logic., p. 136 ff.
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successive reductions leads us from true judgements of the higher level

dor,rn to true judgements relating directly to the individual objects, rvhich

are given through experience. The primordial judgements, then, are

judgements of experience: they are the most immediate judgements of the

categorial form, r,vhere one has the "evidence" that procures the pl'esence

of the things "themselves." The basic level of the categorial, the

judgement of experience, oontains in itself "immediately" the source of
experience. Hence we should place ourselves there in order to know lvhat

experience is. And by placing ourselves on the lolvest level of the
judgement, lvhich is the judgement of experience, we come to discover

that lvhat one'r,vould believe to be peflinent to the predicative sphere, that

is, cerlainty and its modalities, intention and fulfillment, etc., is already

pefiinent to the intentionality of experience. There is, then, a type of
categorial activity, albeit of lor,v-level, r,vhich takes place in experience.

This is tvhat Experience and Judgement, devoted to a genetic theory of
judgement, reveals most clearly.22 Even something like perception, r'vhen

accompanied with a minimum level of attention (die betrachende

Wahrnehtnung), Husserl claims, is an activity that must be distinguished
from a mere passivity. No doubt, at the bottom of it all there is a believing
in the existence (Seinsglatùen) of fhe pregiven that is entirely passive.

This is rvhat Merleau-Ponty oalled perceptual faith (oi perceptive). There

is, for instance, the barking of a dog that comes from the sunounding
r,vorld, and lvhich r,ve hea¡ "r'vithout our paying the least attention to it."23

But from the moment \,ve pay attention to it, from the moment r,ve take it
as an object of interest, there is an activity - an antepredicative activity,
but an activity all the same. It is essential, thel'efore, that rve distinguish
the antepredicative and the pregiven, the passive synthesis of mere

perception (which Hume qualified as beliefl and the active synthesis of
attentive perception. This is hor'v Husserl is able to extend the concept of
judging to include this antepredicative aotivity and not reserve it
exclusively for the predioative judging, as traditional logic alr,vays does.

In a sense Deleuze is indebted to Husserl for having extracted a

layer of sense beneath predicative sense, for having broadened the sphere

of sense and judgement and included in it the antepredicative activity, that

228. Husserl, Erfahrung und (Jrteil. Edited by Ludrvig Landgrebe. (Hamburg:

Claassen, 7954). Experience and Judgernent. Translated by James S. Churchill ancl

Karl Americks. (Evanston: Northrvestetn University Press, 1973).

23 E. Husserl, Erfohnmg und Urteil, p. 67.
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is, the life-r.vodd that is the horizon of any relation r,vhatever. The
problem, hor,vever, from Deleuze's or.r'n perspective, is that the life in
question is my life Husserl discovers the transcendental field, yet
immediately proceeds to tie it to the form of the Ego, or to a synthetic
consciousness. In doing so, he perpetuates one of the fundamental
postulates of the lvesteln image of thought, r.vhich seeks to give sense a
unique source (the Ego) and a unique destination or direction, namely the
fotm of the object that corresponds to it. That is whal Dffirence and
Repetition called good sense.'o In addition, the postulate requires that,
qtta ortgin, sense be essentially shared, and thus able to constitute the
ground of science itself and guarantee its objectivity. That is r,vhat

Deleuze çalls common sense. Betr'veen them, good sense and common
sense constitute the tr,vo halves of doxa, or the unthought of r,vestem
thought. Ultimately, the genesis of sense in Husserl's logic is nothing
mot'e than the genesis of good sense and common sense, that is, of sense
as it is from the start subordinated to the imperatives of a synthetic
consciousness. Such is the reason r,vhy this logic remains a logic of
substance, or of the substratum'. it seeks to delimit judgement in its
identity. Sense remains bound to consciousness as the correlate of its
intention in experience. In that respect, it cannot be distinguished from
the fornt of predicative judgement. It is still modeled after that r,vhich it it
is supposed to ground (the predicative judgement): the structure of
transcendental experience reproduces the form of the propositional
structure.

Such is the reason r,vhy, ultimately, Deleuze seeks to solve the
problem ofsense by placing it on a different terrain altogether, that is, one
that r,vould be neither pure grammar, understood as a certain method,
r'vhich Carnap lvould have described as 'syntactic',25 nor intentionality,

24 Difference and Repe tit i on, p. 77 5 / 733 -73 4.

25 Cunap's thesis is most clearly and completely expressed in The Logical Syntax of
Language (Vienna: Julius Springer,1934). The language in question is that of
science. It is necessary to distinguish, therefore, betr.veen the language on lvhich
the philosophical analysis bears and the metalanguage in r,vhich this analysis takes
place. According to Carnap, philosophical analysis must henceforth bear on the
syntax of scientific language, rvhich alone is meaningful. Specifically, it must bear
on the set ofrules that determine such a language, and rvhich ìnclude, one the one
hancl, the rules of formation, r,vhich determine the expressions of a language that
are correctly formed, and, on the other hand, the rules of transformation, lvhich
determine the cleductive relation bet"veen different propositions. "Syntactic" means
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undel'stood as a sense-besto\,ving activity. Sense, Deleuze believes, needs
to be r.wested from logical positivism as r,vell as transcendental
psychology. It must bind its fate neither to the r,vorld understood as the set
of objects or facts as a r.vhole, nor to the formal conditions under r.vhich
expressions can denote such facts, nor, finally, to consciousness as the
site of their originally constitution. But if sense is produced neither in the
proposition as such, nor in the subject from rvhich the proposition
emanates, no¿ finally, in the objects that it intends, from r.vhat horizon
does it unfold? The ansr,ver can be formulated in a fer.v lvords, even
though such r,vords refer to a complex reality: in order to liberate sense
from any intentionality, or horizon of fulfillment, it is necessary to
envisage it as a pre-conscious or unconscious surface, ahoizon" that is,
not of convergenoe, r.vhere each thing r,vould find its place and its focus
from a unique luminescent source, but of divergence, populated by
diffelences as yet untamed and unresolved, and thus pregnant r,vith an
infinity of virtual rvorlds. No longer my life, but ø life.26 The
transcendental field to r,vhich logic refers, and the genesis of rvhich
phenomenology aims to produce, is neither, contrary to r,vhat Husserl
thought, an individuated consciousness, nor even, as Sa¡1re believed, a
pre-individual consciousness, to r,vhich sense r.vould be immanent, but au
impersonal and pre-individual space, at once structural and genetic.

3. Sense and Expression

This is the point at r.vhich shucturalism takes over the project of
phenomenology, and of a transcendental logic: in order to understand the
operation of sense, one needs to envisage it as structure. In the sixth
series of The Logic of Sense, Deleuze argues that a structure must
confotm to the follor.ving minimal conditions. First of all, one needs at
least two heterogeneous series, one determined as "signifying" and the
other as "signified." A unique series is therefore never sufficient in itself
to form a structul'e. In addition, each series has to be constituted by terms
that exist only through their reciprocal relations. To these relations, or

that the definition of such languages and the characterisatíon of their properties
refer only to the form and the order of the signs that constitute the expressions of
tlre language in question, and not the signifcation of such signs.

26 "Immanence: a Life" is the title of the last text that Deleuze published in his life-
time (Two Regimes of Madness: Texts and Intet'views 1975-1995, (Nerv York:
Semiotext(e), 2006), pp. 384-389).
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rather, to the values of these relations, correspond specific "events," that
is, "singularities" that can be assigned in the structul'e. We need to
understand "event" in the sense of a mathematical singularity. Structure is
indeed quite similar to differential calculus, r,vherein the distribution of
singular points corresponds to the value of differential relations. Thus, as

structural linguistics reveals, the differential relationships between
phonemes assign singularities to a particular language, and it's in the
"vicinity" of those singularities that the cha¡acteristic sonorities and
significations of the language in question are constituted. As for sense,
even though it is embodied in "real" r,vords (or in the real part of the r,vord
knor'vn as its "sonority") and in "images" or concepts associated r,vith the
words, according to deteminable series, it is not reducible to them. ln
fact, it is "older" than them, and more profound than the series it
determines.2T As structuring power, sense is this "symbolic" element that
accounts for the genesis ofsignification, manifestation, and denotation, of
the subject as r.vell as the object. It is the genuine transcendental subject,
but a subject that cannot be thought so long as it is envisaged in its
actuality. Structure is a system of differences that ah,vays has a cefiain
reality, an actuality, but one in which r,vhat actualises or embodies itself,
here and now, are this or that relation, this or that differential, and not the
structure or the system as a rvhole, r,vhich can be defined as the totality of
íts ideal differences. It is a kind of ideal reservoir or repertory r'vhere
everything coexists in its virtual state. This, then, is hor,v the question of
sense oscillates betr,veen "structure" and "genesis."

.We 
are left r,vith the delicate question of knolving holv to reaogîize

the symbolic element, or the structure. Deleuze's ans\,ver is: by its
'position'. The position in question, however, is rather unique. Naturally,
sense cannot occupy a real place, or a position in extension. It cannot
even occupy an imaginary place, or the place of a substitute. Such is the
reason r.vhy it is a space outside space, an empty square, or a
'tl'anscendental' space. The ner.v transcendental philosophy, r,vhich
Deleuze extracts from structuralism, and r.vith r,vhich he r,vants to link the
question of sense, alr,vays privileges places over r,vhat fills them. This is
hor.v we need to understand the r.vork of Foucault, for example: Foucault

27 See Deleuze, "À quoi reconnaît-on le stmcturalism e ?", in L'île dëserte. Textes et
entret¡ens (1953-1974) (Paris: Minuit, 2002), pp. 238-269; ttanslated by Michael
Taormina, "Flolv Do We Recognize Structuralism?" in Desert Island and other
Texts (195 j-197r'l (Nerv York: Semiotext(e),200$,pp. 170-192.



.

.:,aai

iiii
'.,i

Li

44 Pli re (2008)

does not consider death, lvork, desire, or play as dimensions of empirical
human existence, but as places or positions that allor,v those lvho occupy
them to become morlal, lvorking, desiring, or playing subjects. One finds,
therefore, a ner,v distribution of the empirical and the transcendental, the
latter being defined as an order of places independent of those lvho
occupy them empirically.2s This is how empirical psychology, the social
sciences as a rvhole, and empirical logic itself find themselves grounded
in, and determined by, a transcendental topology.

A number of oonsequences derive from this local or positional
definition of sense: if symbolic elements are characterised by neither an

extrinsic denotation nor an intrinsic signification, but only by a sense of
position, r,ve must conclude Lhaf sense or rneaning always results from the

combination of elements thcú are themselves not rneaningfttl. In other
r,vord, sense is produced as a result or an effect - akin to an optical,
linguistio or suface effect - of non-signifying elements. This is precisely

r,vhat Deleuze means when he claims that, in order to be a genuine
condition, sense cannot be conceived Á bhe image of signification, or as

its mere condition of possibility. There is, therefore, something like a

meaninglessness or significationlessness of sense, a nonsense of sense,

r'vhich lve must be careful to distinguish from r.vhat is nolmally referred to
as the absurd. From the point of vier.v of the philosophy of the absurd, it is
sense that is lacking, essentially. From a structuralist point of vier,v,

hor,vever, there is al'r,vays an excess of sense in relation to signification,
and any process of signification amounts to a reduction of sense, or to its
'resolution' (in the algebraic sense of the term). Thus nonsense is not
mere absurdity, that is, the opposite or negation of sense (as

signification), but r.vhat gives it a value and r,vhat generates it by
circulating in the shucture.2e Such is the reason r,vhy, throughouf The

Logic of Sense, Deletze drar,vs on various examples of nonsense,

especially from Ler.vis Carroll. Nonsense, in this instance, does not stem

from a personal fondness for the absurd, r.vhich is only a lack of sense,

and desperation in the face of it, but from a surplus of sense that is prìor
to the signifying procedures, and from r,vhich they themselves derive. If,
in the end, Ler,vis Canoll'sl,vork is so jolly and humorous, it is because it

28 Foucauit, Les mots et les choses, (Paris: Gallimard, 1966), p. 329 sq.

29In lhaL respect, non-sense is the exact equivalent of the non-being of Dffirence
and Repetition (pp. 88-91/63-66), rvhich Deleuze distinguishes from the negative
in the Hegelian sense.
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invites the reader to pass to the other side of the mirror of sense (r.vhich is
not its negation, its contrary or its contl'adiction), r'vhere the virtual
conditions (distinct from its real and imaginary incamations) of sense
ar,vait us. Let us take the example of his 'pofimanteau words'. Their role
is exactly equivalent to that of Levi-Strauss's 'floating signifier' or that of
an 'object:x': a symbolic or 'zero' value that circulates r,vithin the
structure and enables it to function as such, and r,vhich, in a r'vay, is also
produced by it, but only as an optical or positional effect. Alr.vays
displaced or at a distance from itself, this object, like Poe's purloined
letter or Carroll's Snark, has the odd characteristic of never actually being
r'vhere r,ve expect to be, and of being found r,vhere it is not. With Lacan,
rve could say that "it is lacking in its or,rn place" or that "it fails to
observe its place".30 Should r,ve attempt to treat the Snark as sign, r've

r.vould be met r'vith the follor,ving, belvildering explanation: "because the
Snark is a Boujoum, you see". In other r,vords, our attempt to differentiate
it from another signifier and connect it i,vith a signified, or a signified
chain, r,vill alr.vays cause it to slide, slip, or float futher. The same goes

for the Knight r,vho announces the title of the song that he is about to sing
in Through the Looking-Glass:-

"'The name of the song is called 'Haddockk Eyes"' - "Oh,
that's the name of the song, is it?" Alice said, trying to feel
interested. - No, you don't understand," the Knight said,
looking a little vexed. "That's r,vhat the name of the song is
called. The name really is 'The AgedMan."' - "Theî I ought to
have said 'That's r,vhat the song is called'?" Alice corrected
herself. - "No, you oughtn't: that's quite a:rother thing! The
song is called'Ilays and Means': but that's only r,vhat it's
called, you knolv!" - "Well, lvhat ls the song then?" said Alice,
r,vho lvas by this time completely ber,vildered. - "I r'vas coming
to that," the Knight said. "The song really is 'A-sitling on a

Gate'! ..."31

On the other hand, as soon as r,ve envisage it as a different kind of
signifier, a Jloating signifier, lve generate both the signifier and the
signified, in one go as it r,vere. The mistake, concerning the Sna¡k, lvould
consist in believing that it consists of tr,vo (or more) significations mixed

30J. Lacan, Ecrits (Paris: Éditions du Seuil, 1966),p 25. Quoted by Deleuze in LS,
p. ssl4L

31LS,p.42129.
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together. In fact, it does not signify stricto senslt; it is othenvise than
signifying, or beyond meaning, precisely to the extent that it signifies the
operation of sense itself, the way, that is, in which sense is produced:
"sense is the Snark."32 Its nonsense is precisely a function ofits sense, or
of the fact that it ls sense (but the sense of being of sense is precisely
r,vhat is at issue here, and one that lve r.vill need to clalify).

According to Deleuze, the Snark, like Ler.vis Carroll's r.vork as a
r.vhole, is traversed by the fundamental alternative, and duality, betr,veen

eating and speaking, r,vhich it reveals and expresses in its constitutive
tension. In Sylvie and Bruno, for example, "the alternative is between
'bits of things' and 'bits of Shakespeale."'33 Similarly, at Alice's
coronation dinner, "you either eat r,vhat is presented to you, o/ you are

introduced to r,vhat you eat."3a More imporlantly still, the altemative is
often betr,veen speakìng of food or eating r'vords (Alice, for example, is
"ovenvhelmed by nightmares of absorbing and being absorbed" and "she
finds that the poems she hears recited are about edible fish"35.¡.

Ultimately, this duality synthesises that betr.veen things and propositions,
or betr,veen bodies and language, in r,vhich the question of sense is played
out: is sense produced in the depths of bodies or things, in "their action
and passion," and in "the lvay in'r,vhich they coexist r,vith one another?"36

Or is it a movement of the surface, produced in language alone? In fact, it
is neither - neither the result of a given proposition nor the effect of a

given state of affairs. Yet it is the condition for both, and for their
ireducible relation. It is the joint, hinge, or articulation betrveen the tr,vo

series, r'vhich it allor'vs to communicate r,vith one other, r.vithout ever
reducing the gap that separates them. It is alr,vays on the move, alr,vays

circulating through the series, and thus defining the unity ofthe structure.
The entire structure is propelled and made to function though this
originary third term, this intruder that lacks an origin. It distributes
differences r.vithin the shucture, and causes the differential relations to
vary through its displacements. In short, it is the differentiator of
difference itself, or its 'paradoxical instance': sense manages to bring
together the tr.vo series it runs through by constantly keeping them apart.

32 LS, p. 3112Q

33 LS, p. 36123

34 LS, p.36123
35 LS, p. 36123

36 LS, p.36/23

i

I

i

t

i

!

.l

L

:

MIGIJEL DE BEISTEGUI 47

As a r,vord:x, it runs through a determinate series, that of the signifier.
But as an object:x, it designates another series, that of the signified.
Neither signifier nor signified strictly speaking, it is simultaneously more
and less than both. As a r,vord, it is most peculiar, insofar as it designates
exactly lvhat it expresses, and expresses r,vhat it designates. It expresses
r,vhat it designates as much as its or.vn sense. In a single operation, it
manages to say something and the meaning of r,vhat it says: it says its
own sense. In that respect, it is utter'ly unusual. For the lar.v that govetns
all meaningful r,vords is precisely such that their sense can only be
designated by another name. The name that expresses its or,vn sense can
only be nonsense.

The logic of Stoicism can be sholvn to operate in the same .r,vay,

and to underlie virtually the r.vhole of Lelvis Carroll's universe. In fact,
the r,vay it introduces and uses the pair semainon/sentatnomenon, or
signifier/ signified, prefigures Saussure's or,vn structural linguistics. The
pair in question essentially presents two cha¡acteristics, r,vhich distinguish
it from Aristotle's theory of language. Firstly, it doesn't r,vork rvithout the
participation of a third tem, the tughkanon, rvhich functions like a
reference point, and r,vhich is often compared lvith Frege's Bedeutung,
inasmuch as it designates the coresponding extemal object. Literally, it
means 'r,vhat's there' or 'lies out there'. Foucault translates it as
'conjoncture' or 'state of affairs'37. It designates the external, corporeal,
or physical substrate (fhe hupokeimenon, of r.vhat stands beneath), r,vhich
coresponds to the vocal utteranoe (the phone). This phone, r.vhich one
utters and hears, in its bodily materiality, is the signifier itself. It shorvs or
manifests the signified. In Sextus Empiricus' ou'n lvords, the latter is
"auto to prctgma, the matter itself as it manifests itself in the vocal
utterance, and r,vhich we, in tum, understand r.vhen it presents itself to our
thought, r,vhereas the people who do not understand our language do not
understand it, even though they hear the vocal utterance."38 The second
characteristic of this invention is that the signified is not called only
semainomenon, but also lehon, as if the Stoics wanted to mark their
invention by creating a neologism. The term ìn question is a
nominalisation of the verbal adjective of the verb lego, to say. Diogenes
Laerlius defines lekton as "that r,vhich subsists according to," or "in

37 M. Foucault, Les mots et le.s choses, p. 57 .

38 Sextus Empiricus, Adverms mathemdticos, VIII, 11-12.
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confolmity r,vith a logical representation."3e Sextus Empiricus takes up this
definition, and refines it: according to the Stoics "r'vhat can be expressed

or spoken pektonl is what belongs to a discursive representation

Itogikenl; a discursive representation is that in rvhich rvhat is represented

can be made manfest in speech llogos]."4o Nor,v r,vhat distinguishes the

logos fuom the mere /e.rls, essentially defined as "the voice articulated in
letters," is that it is necessarily meaningful, precisely as a result of the

presence ofthe lekton,

But lvhat sofi of presence is at issue here? What kind of thing is the

Lekton? This is the point at r,vhich the originality of Stoicism becomes

apparent, and its opposition to the Alistotelian theory of language

manifest: unlike the /ogos, understood as a collection of signifiers, and

the denotation, associated r,vith the state of affairs, lhe lekton ís an

'incorporeal' (asomaton). V/ithout a given /ogos, of r,vhich it is the effect,
the lekton does not exist. It exists (huparkhein) only in the actual uttering
of the speeoh. And yet, it does not simply cease to be outside its
utterance; it remains something. It "subsists" (huphistanai). The being of
sense, therefore, is not existence. Besides existence, which designates the

empirical reality, there is at least another sense ofbeing, lvhich belongs to

the incorporeal. This amounts to another opposition to Frege and his

disciples, for r.vhom the various classical meanings of being can be

reduced to that of existence (r,vhether possible or actual).ar The being of
sense is even less equivalent to that of essence, r'vhich assumes the reality

of an intelligible r.votld, accessible by means other than the propositional.
Rather, acoording to Diogenes Laerlius, incorporeality is said of "that
r'vhich can be ocoupied by bodies, r,vithout actually being so occupied."a2

Besides the lekton, the Stoics recognise three incolporeals: time, space,

3gDiogenes Laertius, The Life and Opinions oJ Philosophers, VII, 63.

40 Sextus Empirícus, Ádverrus mathematicos, VIII, 70.

41 When Quine, for example, asserts that'1o be is purely and simply to be the value

of a variable," he is actually saying that to be is equivalent to being lhe po'ssible

instance of a concept. See "On What There Is," in The Review oJ Metaphysics, II
t19aSl, p. 32. Quine modified the r'vording of his article in From a Logical Point
oJ tr4ew (Cmnbridge: Harvard University Press, 1953), p. 13: "To be assumed as an

entity is, purely and simply, to be reckoned as the value of a variabie." The latter'

formulation better captures his conviction that semantics can only reveal the

ontological commitments of language, but cannot establish definitively r,vhat there

is (pp. 1s-16).
42 Diogenes Laertius, The LiJe and Opinions oJ'l'hilosophers, VII, 140.
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and the void. This distinction betrveen the corporeal and the incorporeal
drar,vs on the Stoic theory of causality. Follor,ving the Platonic definition
of being as po\'ver (dunamis),a3 the Stoics understand the body as rvhat
can act or be acted upon. By contrast, tÌrey define the incorporeal as
essentially inactive and impassive: "According to them, the incorporeal
neither acts on anything, nor is acted upon by anything."aa This vierv
implies that r'vhilst incorporeals do not interact r,vith bodies, nor bodies
r,vith incorporeals, bodies do interact r.vith another. Yet a body can cause
an incorporeal effect in another body, such as "being bumt" or "being
cut." This is hor,v Emile Bréhier, from r,vhom Deleuze drar,vs his
inspiration, puts it:-

"rvhen the scalpel cuts through the flesh, the first body
produces upon the second not a new property blut a new
attribute, that ofbeing cut. The attribute does not designate any
real quality..., it is, to the conhary ah,vays explessed by the
verb, r.vhich means that it is not a being, but a r,vay of being. ...
This r,vay of being finds itself someholv at the limit, at the
surface of being, the nature of r,vhich it is not able to change: it
is, in fact, neither active nor passive, for passivity r'vould
presuppose a corporeal nature r,vhich undergoes an action. It is
purely and simply a result, or an effect r,vhich is not to be
classified among beings. "a5

It is clear, therefore, that the Stoics drar,v a radical distinction betr,veen tr'vo
planes ofbeing: on the one hand, real or profound being, force (dunamis);
on the other, the plane of effects, r'vhich take place on the suface of
being, and constitute an endless multiplicity of incorporeal beings
(attributes).

Follor.ving Deleuze, lve need to emphasise that the lekton is an
attribute of the object, and not of the proposition: it is the predicate, for
example "green," lvhich is the attribute of the subject of the proposition.
It is precisely because of this attribute, r.vhich is affirmed of the object,
r.vithout changing the nature of the object, that the signified object (ro

43 Plato, Sophist, 247 e.

44 Sextus Empiric:us, Adversus mathematicos, VIII, 263 .

45 Emile Bréhier, La Théorie des i.ncorporels dans I'ancien stoi:cisme,9ème édition
(Paris: Vlin, 1997),p.12. Cited by Deleuze in LS,p. 74/5.
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semainomenoø) differs from the object as a corporeal, physical entity
corresponding to the vocal utterance (to tugkhanon). In the proposition,
the attributes of beings are expressed not by its epithets, r,vhich indicate
properlies, but by its velbs, r,vhich indicate acts. But it is the very
meaning of the proposition, and of logic itself, r,vhich changes, r.vhen the
emphasis shifts from predicates to attributes. "Green" (vert) is certainly
tlre predicate of "tree." But "to green" (verdoyer) is its attribute. When I
say: "the tree greens," I do tr.vo things: on the one hand, I erase the
reference to the copula, and r,vith it the delicate question of knor,ving ho.lv
subject and predicate relate to one another, or hor,v to connect different
classes of objects; in a sense, I place rnyself before the subject-predicate
divide, in order to reach the subject in its being, or rather its becoming.
On the other hand, I then erase the predicate itsell and replace it r,vith an

attribute, r.vhich designates the manner of being of the subject. As a result,
this attribute is not that of the proposition itself, but the attribute of the
state ofthings it designates. Thus, the action ofa scalpel on the flesh does
not produce a new propefiy or quality, but an attribute of the type "being
cut." Nolv an attribute is neither a being, nor a quality (g¡een, or cut), but
a r.vay of being, r,vhat the Stoics, in their table of categories, called a pos
ekhon. If is a manner of being that does not affect essences, and is not
even an acoident in the Aristotelian sense. In a sense, it is a manner of
being that leaves the state ofthings ahvays intact. In short, it is an event
'"vhich occurs at the surface, an effect r,vhich slides alongside substantial
beings, affecting neither existences nor essences, neither substances nor
accidents, and r,vhich, as a result, is a matter for a "logic" other than that
of the subject and its predicates. Events ale not like deep sea creatures,
but like crystals, r,vhich form or gro\.v only around the edges. The event is
a manner or a mode of being r,vhich escapes corporeal reality and its
causal connections, its actuality and its chronology: the time of attributes
is not that of being, but a parallel tirne, a pure becoming. From the point
of vier,v of this time, or this becoming, it is not impossible to gror,v and
shrink at the same time, as Alioe does. We need to distinguish clearly
between r.vhat chrono-logy excludes, or r'vhat, from its or,vn point of vier,v,

cannot take place at the same time, and this other time, r.vhich ahvays
doubles and redoubles the first, aI the søme tinte. In r.vhat amounts to a

reversal of the Platonic order, sense no longer designates r,vhat is deep,
but the surface; it no longer designates the origin, but the effeot, no longer
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r,vhat is given from the star1, but rvhat is generated.o6 In every aspect,
sense is opposed to the metaphysical essence, lvhich it replaces. This is
holv sense escapes transcendence.

The attribute absolbs both the copula and the predicate. In other
r'vords, a proposition of essence disappears in favour of a proposition of
modality, and a logic of substance is replaced lvith a logic of events. It is
no longer the colour "green" that is predicated of the substance "tree,"
but the tree itself that appears from a primordial "greening." The att¡ibute

- the verb - is no longer the expression of a concept (an object or a class
of objects), but of an event or a singularity in the vicinity of r,vhich both
subject and predicate organise their relationship. In their classification of
attributes, the Stoics do not distinguish them, as Aristotle did, according
to the (more or less accidental) nature of their connection r.vith the
subject. On the contrary in such attributes they see only the many \,vays
in lvhich an event can be expressed. It is by becoming a logic of the event
that the logic also becomes a logic of immanence. The logic of
predication r,vas a logic of substance and essence, and essence - the
transcendent reality - lvas opposed to becoming. The concept r,vas

modeled after such essence. It must nor,v model itself after the event, or
after r,vhat Deleuze calls pre-individual and impersonal singularities (it is
because of this that the operation of sense is no longer indicative of an
intuitive and sense-bestor.ving consciousness). At this level, all events are
compatible: they express one another, or are "inter-expressive"
(s'entr'expriment).41 lJltimately, the aim is "to attain to the universal
communication of events."as Incompatibility only emerges r,vith the
individuals and the bodies in r,vhich events are effectuated. By allor,ving
oneself to penetrate the plane of events, r.vhere actualisations through
differentiation have not yet taken place, one reaches the point ofvier,v of
God, for r,vhom everything is compossible. But this God is not that of
onto-theology. It is the God of univocal being, the unique substance,
r'vhich is said in one and the same sense of everything of r'vhich it is said.
Thus, lve see hor,v the Deleuzian theory inspired by Stoicism, extends his

46 The play of depth and surface in Alice in Wonderland is fundamentally Stoic, In
the second part ofthe story, we see surfaces prevail over depths: the animals from
the clepths give rvay to playing carcls, to figures lvithout depth, and Alice herself
retrrns to the surface and disavolvs the abvss.

47 LS, p. 2081177 .

482S, p. 2081178.
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ontology of univocity and immanence, inspired by Spinoza: beings are
not the properties of substance, but its manners of being, or its modes;
they themselves are not individuals, but becomings.

{<**

From the staft, and throughout, Deleuze's concefir r,vas to allor,v
singularities to çome out from under individuated realities, to surface and
speak, and so to extract sense from leality itself. In the end, this
conception of philosophy could not be furlher from that of logical
positivism, lvhich envisages philosophy as that r.vhich can establish the
sense or the nonsense of a proposition, but on no account produce it the
aim of philosophy, Wittgenstein affirms, is the logical clarification of
propositions, and not the production of philosophical propositions,ae For
Deleuze, on the other hand, "today's task is to allor.v the empty square to
circulate and to allor,v pre-individual and impersonal singularities to
speak - in short, to produce sense."5o Elser.vhere, he describes the
structure as "a machine for the production of incorporeal sense."51 This,
hor,vever, doesn't signal the reign of arbitrary, random sense. On the
contrary, the mistake would be to think that, because it is produced, sense

is necessarily produced by an'I'or a'self.'Inasmuch as it is pre-
individual, 'I'cannot produce it. It is precisely by no longer being myself,
that is, by rejoining the r,vorld of pre-individual and impersonal
singularities, that I gain access to the r,vorld in the making, as opposed to
the r.vorld as the totality of ready-made things. It is signification, not
sense, that deals r,vith such things, or, to use the terminology of logical
empiricism, r.vith the 'being-the-case' or the 'not-being-the-case' of the
fact expressed in a proposition.s2 As soon as they are meaningful,
predicative propositions designate states of affairs, or facts. At that level,
hor.vever, everything has already been decided. One speaks, but not to say
anything ner,v. As logical empiricism argues, one speaks only to repeat,

49 Wittgenstein, Traclah.s Logico-Philosophicas, $4, 1 12.

s0 LS, p. 91173 .

s1 ZJ, p. 88/71.
52 According to Blumber and Feigl, to knor'v the meaning of a proposition is "to

knor,v rvhat must be the case if the propositíon is tlue" (1931, p 287). This idea is
one that Wíttgenstein had already formulated in proposition 4.024 of the Tractahts.
"To understand a proposition is to knolv rvhat is the case, if it is true."
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albeit in different, logical, terms r,vhat has already been said.53 Yet what
really matters is ignored. For r,vhat matters lies elselvhere, on the other
side of the looking-glass, and not in the sky (r.vhether open or closed) of a
Sense given in advance, to r,vhich it r,vould be a matter of retuming, or
r.vhich it r.vould be a matter of discovering. But sense is the attribute of a
state of affairs, and not the predicate of a substance: it expresses a
singularity, or an event, and not a fact, or a quality. The event is not the
accident of a substance that r,vould preexist it. Rather, it is the substance
itself - or the phenomenon - that is the effect, or the crystallisation, of
such a system. To reduce the event to an accident is to fall back into
vulgar empiricism. To reduce the event to an essence is to fall back into
idealism and dogmaticism. Both vulgar empiricism and idealism fail to
understand that true events a¡e hanscendental, and that they ale
singularities. As transcendental, singularities are precisely not achual.
They are real, yet their reality differs from that of the things in r,vhich they
actualise themselves. As events, they need to be distinguished from the
states of affairs in which they both incarnate and resolve themselves. All
states of affairs, or individuals, presuppose singularities as their origin.
States of affairs are themselves the product of the resolution or the
integration of singular points in ordinary facts and stable situations. This
is hor.v the real unfolds: from the transcendental events to the empirical
subjects, from the singular to the ordinary, and from difference to identity.
All too often philosophy seeks to impose another direction onto the real -
the very direction or sense lvhich it refers to as "good sense." By doing
so, it takes the wodd back to front: it posits states of affairs as primary,
stability as the norm, and subjects the r,vorld to the form of identity.
Identity, hor,vever, r,vhether of the r,vorld or of consciousness, is the effect
of a sense that is first and foremost differentiated and multi-directional.
Inasmuch as they connect singular points and differences of potential r,vith

53 Blumber and Feigl stipulate very clearly that, being concemed only r.vith the
internal sûucture of language, and therefore lvithout relation to experience, logic
clefines the rules that allor.v one to repeat entirely or in part rvhat has been said in a
different form (1931, p. 283). The propositions of logic are tautological, or
analytic. They are not statements, that is, they say nothing regarding the existence
or non-existence of a given state of affairs. It is precisely this tautological
dimension, or the dimension rvhich, in the eyes of logical positivism, defines
philosophy as a r,vhole and as a legitimate enterprise, r.vhich Deleuze rejects
entirely: it is the sign of a miserable and sad conception of philosophy that is not
r'vorthy of philosophy. Not that philosophy ought to concelïì itself r.vith states of
affairs after all: its sole concern, rather, should be for events.
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one anothel; events are not stable. But neither ale they simply unstable.
Rather, they are "metastable." It is this r,vorld of singulalities beneath
states of affairs, these vifiual events folded in individuals, that sense

expresses; sense is their voice, or their trace inscribed at the surface of
propositions. It is this entire horizon, this infra-individual and impersonal
life that The Logic of Sense seeks to grasp in this or that statement lvhere
it has surfaced. It is this, the bottomless, the Dionysian r,vorld of
singularities (in opposition to the divine individuation of Apollo, and,
naturally, to the human individuation of Socrates), r,vhioh is the true
subject of philosophy: -

"What is neither individual nor personal are... emissions of
singularities insofar as they oocur oû an unconsoious surface
and possess a mobile, immanent principle of auto-unification
through a nomadic distribution, radically distinct from fixed
and sedentary distnbutions as conditions of the syntheses of
consciousness. Singularitites are the true transcendental
events... Only r,vhen the r,vorld, teaming r,vith anonymous and
nomadic, impersonal and pre-individual singularities, opens up,
do r've tread at last on the field of the transcendental."5a

As r,ve can see, logic cannot be separated from ontology. The sense that rs

at stake alr,vays exceeds the place that it is assigned in the proposition. Yet
that is r,vhere it sudaces. Whilst never lvhere lve expect it to be, r'vhilst
alr,vays missing in its olvn place, sense alone oan bring us to the things
themselves, to those things that are precisely not "things," but their
virtual conditions ofexistence - their singularities - which exist (or rather
insist) independently of their actual exisfeîce. In the end, Deleuze's efforl
çonsists in displacing the very locus of the question of sense from the
proposition, and its criteria of signification (of truth or truthfulness) to the
truly eventful horizon that surfaces in, and precedes, the proposition.

Translated by Marjorie Grctcieuse ønd Kalrina Mitcheson

54 1.S, pp. 124-125 1102-103
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Nonsense and Mysticism in Wittgenste¡n's

Tractatusl

ANGELA BREITENBACH

1. The problem ofhow to read theTractutus

Ludrvig Wittgenstein r'vrites in the Preface fohis Tractatus2 that:-

"the aim of the book is to set a limit to thought, or rather - not
to thought, but to the expression of thoughts: for in order to be
able to set a limit to thought, r,ve should have to find both sides
of the limit thinkable...

It r.vill therefore only be in languagefhat the limit can be set,

and r,vhat lies on the other side of the limit r,vill simply be

nonsense." (Preface)

Wittgenstein's declared aim in the Tractatus is thus to drar,v the limits of
thought by defining the limits of language. In the final proposition of his
book Wittgenstein concludes: -

"What we cannot speak about r,ve must consign to silence." (7)

Thus, at the end of fhe Tractalzs, Wittgenstein's aim seems to have been
accomplished.

1 This paper developed out of an essay I r,vrote for my MPhil at the Deparlment of
History and Philosophy of Science in Cambridge. I r.vould like to thank Martin
Kusch for inspiring discnssions about Wittgensteinian nonsense.

2 L. Wittgensteiî, Tr(lctalus Logico Philosophiats, Irans. D. F. Pears ancl B. F.

McGuinness (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1961). References to the numbers
of the propositions of the Tractahr are given in brackets in the main text.
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When examining the text, lve find that most of it is concerned r,vith
the character of language and its relation to the r.vorld. According to
Wittgenstein's picture theory of meaning in particular, genuine
propositions have sense in virtue of picturing states of affairs.
Propositions can be either true or false, according to this theory
depending on r.vhether the coresponding states of affairs do or do not
obtain. Insofar as it is a contingent matter r,vhether or not certain states of
affairs are actual, all genuine propositions, too, are contingent.
Tautologies, by contrast, lvhich are ordinarily thought of as necessarily
true, are according to Wittgenstein not true at all. Equally, contradictions
a¡e not false. For tautologies and contradictions do not represent any
particular states of affairs and thus do not say anything about hor,v things
stand in the world. Aooording to the picture theory they are therefore
sinnlos (senseless). Nevertheless, Wittgenstein insists, their mere
structure shows something about the structure of the r.vorld.

Contingent statements about the states of affairs that obtain in the
r,vodd and senseless tautologies and contradictions do not, hor,vever,
exhaust the set of all possible propositions. What, then, does V/ittgenstein
say about statements that claim to deal with necessity? What, in
paficular, can he say about the propositions of philosophy, metaphysical
claims about God or the soul, ethical, aesthetic or religious statements,
and propositions about the structure of language? None of these seem to
picture possible states ofaffairs. Their a:nbition is rather to say sornething
about the necessary conditions or the essential properties of the r,vorld and
of language. All these propositions, Wittgenstein claims, are mere
pseudo-propositions. They do not say or show anything, but are mere
Unsinn (nonsense).

In the Tractatus, fhe lirnits of language are thus dralvn by shor.ving
that only r.vhat can be pictured can be spoken of. All those sentences
r,vhich are not tautologies but neverlheless fail to picture anything,
Wittgenstein argues, ale nonsensical pseudo-propositions. Moreover, the
limits of language thereby define the limits of thought. For every picture,
and thus every genuine proposition, is also r,vhat Wittgenstein calls a
'logical picture' (2.182). And a logical picture of a state of affairs is,
according to the Tractqtus,what is more simply called a 'thought' (3). It
follor,vs that if and only if something can be presented by a picture, it can
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be ptesented not only by a proposition but also by a thought. By drar,ving
the limits to language Wittgenstein has thereby set the limits to thought.

Wittgenstein's statements from the preface and the final proposition
of lTte Tractal¿¡s thus seem to be coherently explained by the picture
theory of meaning. In the penultimate proposition, holvever, Wittgenstein
says:-

"My propositions serue as elucidations in the follor,ving r'vay:

anyone r,vho understands me eventually recognises them as

nonsensical, rvhen he has used them - as steps - to climb up
beyond them. (He must, so to speak, thror,v ar,vay the ladder
after he has climbed up it.)

He must transcend these propositions, and then he r'vill see the
r.vorld aright. " (6.54)

The propositions of the Tractatus, 
.Wittgenstein 

claims here, are

themselves nonsense. This is puzzlitg. For even if this coherently follor,vs
from the picture theory does it not undermine the very argument that
leads to the claim of 6.54? If the Tractarian text really is nonsense it
presents no picture theory. But then it presents no theory r,vhich
establishes that, and r.vhy, the Tractarian propositions are nonsense. Hor,v
can lve make sense of this przzle? Ald thus, hor,v are r,ve to read the
Tractatus?

This paper is concerned rvith finding an interpretation of the
Tractatus that goes some way tor.vards solving this paradox. In particular,
the paper is concerned r,vith finding an interpretation that may solve the
paradox r.vithout damaging the coherence of the Tractarian text on the
rvhole. My suggestion rvill be that a key to the problem of reading the
Tractatus is provided by Wittgenstein's notion of the mystical. A clue to
understanding this notion, I shall argue further, can be discemed from
ideas found in some of the religious rvritings of Leo Tolstoy.

Before I go dor,vn this route, hor,vever, I shall consider the t'r,vo

major, competing, approaches to the problem of hor,v to read the
Tractatzts that have been discussed in the recent literature. They have



58 Pti re (2008)

become knor,vn as the 'traditional' a¡d the 'ner'v' readings of the
Tractahts. As an example of the traditional reading I shall begin by
considering P M. S. Hacker's interpretation in Section 2. Hacker argues
that the nonsensical sentences of the Tractatus are a special kind of
illuminating nonsense lvhich attempts to convey certain genuine but
ineffable thoughts. The problem r,vith Hacker's approach, I shall shor,v,

lies in its failure to account for Wittgenstein's central aim in the Tractatus
of defining the limits of thought by setting the limits to language. As an

example of an alternative to the'traditional'account, I shall, in Section 3,
tum to Cora Diamond's ner,v reading. According to Diamond, all
Tractarian nollsense is plain nonsense. It can illuminate the reader, and
thus present a form of fuqnsitionøl nonsense, only by means of an

imaginative activity that the reader has to perform herself. And yet, as I
slrall argue in Section 4, Ihe notion of a transitional nonsense, if
thoroughly thought through, faces difficulties that are at odds both r,vith
impofiant Tracta¡ian statements and r.vith some of the central claims of the
ner,v reading itself. Follor,ving through the implications of the ner,v reading
rvill sholv that it faces as serious problems as the interpretation it r,vas

intended to replace.

Finall¡ in Section 5, I shall propose that if, rvith the help of
Tolstoy, lve take Wittgenstein's notion of the mystical seriously lve can
find a reading of the Trqctatus that may overcome some of the difficulties
of the traditional and ner.v readings. Rather than understanding Tractarian
nonsense either as expressing ineffable truths, or as standing for nothing
at all, it may be more fruitful to read it as Wittgenstein's failed attempt to
express the non-rational, mystical insights that he took himself to have.
The comparison of Wittgenstein r,vith Tolstoy on r,vhich this interpretation
is based is not entirely nelv. It is well knor,vn that Wittgenstein read and
admired Tolstoy and different commentators have emphasised Tolstoy's
influence on Wittgenstein's .lvorld vier,v and his concept of religion.3 My

3 Cf. E. V Thomas, Itr¡ltgenstein and Tolstoy: The ¿luthentic Orientation, in
Religioits Studies,33 (1997): pp.363-77, D M High, Wittgenstein: On Seeing
Problems from a Religious Point of [/iew, in Internationøl Jottrnal for Philosophy
oJ Religion,23 (1990): pp, 105-117, and W. Baum, Ludwig llittgensteink World
hew, in Ratio,22 (1980): pp. 64-74. C. Thompson (Wittgenstein, 'folstoy and the
Meaning oJ Lrje' in I'hilosophical Investigations,20 (1997): pp. 97-116) points out
parallels betrveen the concepts of philosophy and the meaning of life in Tolstoy's
ConJession and Wittgenstein's Tractatus. On Thompson see also footnote 35

belolv.
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goal here, hor,veve¡ is to make the comparison of Vy'ittgenstein r,vith
Tolstoy productive for the specific p:uzzle ofthe Tractalzs. In particular, I
aim to shor,v that the striking analogies betr'veen Tolstoy's ideas in his
Confession and the thoughts pronounced by V/ittgenstein in his Tractattts
may help us in our sealoh for an ans\,ver to the question of Tractarian
nonsense.4 In the end, hor,vever, it r,vill become clear that the Tractatus
remains an extremely perplexing and, ultimately, mystical r,vork. The
mystical insights that Wittgenstein apparently took himself to have cannot
be expressed by meaningful propositions.

2. The 'traditional reading'

In his book Insight and llhtsion, Hacker argues that the Tractarian
propositions should be understood as 'illuminating' nonsense.s They are
not 'ovefi'nonsense like incomprehensible sentences such as 'Is the good
more or less identical than the beautiful?'. But like the latter, they violate
the rules ofthe logical syntax oflanguage. They do so, Hacker argues, by
illegitimately tsingformal concepts in the role of genuine concepts.

Hor.v is this conception of nonsense to be understood? What, in
parlicular, are \.ve to make of the distinction bet'r.veen formal and genuine
concepts? According lo fhe Tractalzs, simple names are the primitive
vocabulary of language. While the meaning of a name determines its
content, logical syntax determines ifs form. The meanings of simple
names, their content, are the simple objects they refer to. The rules of
logical syntax, of the form of simple names, are the grammatical rules
r.vhich determine the possibilities of combining simple names 'r,vith each
other. These logico-syntactical combinatorial possibilities that determine

4 L. Tolstoy,,zl Confession, The Gospel in Brief and lVhat I Believe, trans, A. Maude
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1971), A Confession rvas first published in
18 82.

5 P M. S. Hacker, Insight and lllusion: Themes in the Philosophy of Wittgenstein
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986). Other interpretations that have been classified as

'traditionaf include G. E. M. Anscombe, An Introduction to Wittgensteinit
Tractatus (London: Hutchison University Library, 1971); P. Geach, Saying and
Showing in Frege and \trittgenstein, in J. Hintikka, ed., Essays on Wittgenstein in
Honour of Georg von Wright (Amsterdam; North Hollancl, 1976), pp. 54-70; A.
Kenny, lVittgenslelz (Harmondsr,vorth; Penguin, 1973), and D. Pears, T'he False
Prison (Oxford: Oxforcl University Press, 1987).
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the form of a name a¡e identical lvith the rnetaphysical combinatorial
possibilities, the form of the object named. All names rvith the same form
thus belong to the same logico-syntactical category. Their form is the
variable, or formal concept, of r,vhich the names are substitution
instances. Examples of such formal concepts are 'object', 'propefiy' and
'number'. As variables they oannot constitute parls of a picture of a
partioular state of affairs. Hence, neither can they oocur in meaningful
propositions. It follor,vs that language cannot make any claims about the
formal aspect of names or objects. It cannot say atything about the
essential features of language or the r,vorld, it can only show it. We
cannot, for example, say that A is an object. And yet, r.vhat lve attempted
to say is nevertheless manifest in the logico-syntactical features of the
name 'A', a name that plays the role of a genuine concept in genuine
propositions.

Given this distinotion betr,veen fomal and genuine concepts, and
betr,veen nonsensical and genuine propositions, Hacker argues that some
nonsensensical propositions, including the Tractarian pseudo-
propositions, are illuminating in tr,vo r,vays. First, they lead the reader to
grasp that fhey ctre nonsense. And second, they bring the reader to
apprehend 'uvhat genuine propositions do not say buf show. The piece of
nonsense 'A is an object' is thus illuminating if it leads the reader to glasp
that the sentence itself is illegitimate, and that r,vhat the sentençe tries but
fails to express is shor,vn by genuine sentences like 'A is red and round'.
Hacker concludes that "r,vhat someone means or intends by a remark can
be grasped even though the sentence uttered is strictly speaking
nonsense."6 The Tractqtus' use of nonsensical pseudo-propositions is
therefore justified by its aim of enlightening us about the limits of
language and thought. Once this aim is achieved, hor,vever, all that is left
for us to consider are genuine propositions that represent possible states
of affairs in the r.vorld.

This interpretation of illuminating nonsense proposed by Hacker
faces an obvious problem. For hor,v can nonsense illuminate given that,
according to Wittgenstein, it neither shor,vs nor says anything? Hor,v can
we grqsp something r,vhich is unsayable and thus unthinkable? Hacker's
account does not seem to ans\'ver these questions and instead appears to

6 Hacker, Insight and lllusion, p. 26.
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explain proposition 6.54 by contradicting Wittgenstein's claim that r,vhat
cannot be said cannot be thought. And yet, if it is possible to grasp r,vhat
is meant by the nonsensical sentences ofthe Tractahts then, although they
ale not supposed to soy anything, they neverlheless seem to convey
thoughts. It follolvs that Hacker's interpretation conflicts with
Wittgenstein's main aim in the Tractatus as it is pronounced in the
Preface: the aim to set the limits to thought by drar,ving the limits of
language. Hacker's account, the investigation seems to suggest, does not
fulfill the requirements of an adequate interpretation of the Tractatus.1

3. The tnew readingt

Diamond presents her ner,v reading as a solution to the problems of the
'ttaditional' account of Tractarian nonsense.s She criticises Hacker as

7 It is not surprising, then, that Hacker does not in fact attempt to provide an
interpretation of the Tractarian text as a coherent lvhole but rather argues against
reading the T'ractatus as a self-consistent lvork. Cf. P. M. S. Hacker, Was ÍIe
Trying to Whistle It?, in A. Crary and R. Read, eds., The New [ryiilgenstein
(London: Routledge, 2000), pp. 353-388, esp. p. 370.

8 C. Diamond, The Realistic Spirit: lfiftgenstein, Philosophy and the Mind
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press, 1991); and C. Diamond, Ethics,
Inmgination qnd the Method of Wttgensteinis Tractatus, in A. Craly and R. Read,
eds., The New Wittgenstefu (London: Routledge, 2000), pp. 149-1.73. Follor.vers of
Diamond's reading include L Conanl, Must We Show llhat l4te Cannot Say?, inP..
Fleming and M. Payne, eds., The Senses of Stanley Cavell (Letvisburg: Bucknell
University Press, 1988), pp. 242-283; J. Conant, T'hrowinp¡ Away the Top oJ the
Ladder, in The Yale Revieru, T9 (1991), pp. 328-364; J. Conant, Kierkegaard,
Wittgenstein and Nonsense, in T. Cohen, P Guyer and H. Putnâm, eds., Purmits oJ
Reason: Essays in Honour of Stanley Cavell (Lubbock, Texas: Texas Tech
University Press, 1993), pp. 795-224; J. Conant, Elucidation and Nonsense in
Frege and Early WÌttgenstein, in A. Crary and R. Read, eds., The New
Wittgenstein (London: Routledge,2000), pp. 174-211; J. Conant, Two Conceptions
of Die Übenvindung der Metaphysik: Carnap and Early Wiugenstein, in T.
McCarthy and S. C. Stidd, eds., I1/ittgenstein in America (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 2001), pp. 13-61; and J. Conant, The Method oÍ the T'ractahts, in E. H.
Reck, ed., From Frege to Wittgenstein: Perspectives on Early Analytic Philosophy
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), pp. 74-470; J. Floyd, The Uncapttue
Eye: Solipsism ønd Wttgenstein'.s Tractatus, in L. S. Rouner, ed., Boston Studies
in the Philosophy of Religion, 79, Loneliness (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1998), pp. 79-108; W Goldfarb, Metaphysics and Nonsense:
On Cora Diamondb The Realistic Spirit, in,Journal oJ Philosophical Research,22
(1991), pp. 57-73; L. Gunnarsson, [4/ittgensteins Leiter (Berlin Philo, 2000); M.



62 Pti t9 (2008)

'chickening out'for arguing that although the Tractarian propositions ale
nonsense, they neveftheless gesture at some unsayable truth.e Diamond
oontrasts this 'substantial' conception of nonsense r.vith her or.vn 'austere'
conception: all nonsense, according to Diamond, is plain nonsense. Or, in
Conant's rvords, "[a]11 the nonsense there is is old-fashioned,
straightforward, garden-variety, completely incomprehensible
gibberish."r0 This 'austere'conception ofTractarian nonsense is based on

the idea that the paragraphs of the preface and the tr'vo final propositions
cited above constitute the 'frame' of the Tractøtus. On Diamond's
interpretation, this frame contains instructions for reading the book. Apart
from it all Tractarian propositions are plain nonsense, including
Wittgenstein's apparent claim that there are features of reality that can be
shown but cannot be put into r,vords.

The presented distinction betr,veen a'substantial' and an 'austere'
conception of nonsense refers to a distinction betlveen tr,vo r,vays of
understanding the causes of nonsense. Diamond rejects Hacker's vier,v

that, in the Tractatur, nonsense results from a violation of logical
syntax.ll A sentence is nonsense, she argues, not because a fotmal
concept is mistakenly used to make a genuine olaim but rather because
one or more of its constituent words have not been given any meaning. If,
hor,vever, one or more oonstituents of a sentence have no sense, Diamond
argues, then the sentence as a lvhole makes no sense, and hence no part of
it has any meaning.r2 We oan therefore identify the contribution that the
senses of the parls of a proposition make to the sense of its r,vhole only if
the r,vhole /zas a sense. No constituent sign of a nonsensical sentence can

Kremer, 'L'he Purpose of Tractarian Nonsense, in Noîts,35 (2001), pp. 39-73; ar'd
T. Rickettg Pictures, Logic, and the Limits of Sense in Iilittgensteinis Tractatus, il
The Cambridge Companion tu Iryifigenstein (Carnbridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1996), pp. 59-99.

9 Diamond, The Realistic Spirit, p. 181. Similarly, Goldfarb, Metaphysics and
Nonsense characterises traditional interpretations as 'irresolute'. Cf. Kremer's
discussion (in The Purpose oJ Tractarian Nonsense) of the concept of resolution
and the critical response in P. M. Sullivan, On Trying to be Resohtte: A Response
to Kremer on the 'Iiactatus, in European Journal of Philosophy, 10 (2002), pp. a3-
78.

10 Conanf , Must We Show, p. 253.
11 Díamond The Realistic Spirit, pp. 95tr. Cf. the discussion in Conanl, 'fwo

Conceptions, pp. 38ff.
12 Diamond The Realistic þlrlr, pp. 100ff.
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mean r,vhat it does in other genuine sentences. And hence, no constituent
of a nonsensical sentence can be said, as Hacker r,vishes to do, to be
combined r,vith the \,vrong solt of signs. The fact that, r,vhen hearing the
sentence 'Caesar is a prime number', r,ve automatically think of 'Caesar'
as meaning a ceftain person is rather, Diamond claims, a psychological
fact. It does not follor,v from this that the sign as it occurs in the
nonsensical sentence has the logtcal role of standing for a person. It
cannot have this logical role, Diamond argues, because there is no
genuine complex in r.vhich it could play any role. Diamond concludes that
the nonsensicality of nonsense sentences like 'Caesar is a prime number'
is due to our failure to make certain determinations of meaning.

The nerv reading thus rejects tr,vo 'traditional' theses. It denies,
firstly, that there are ceftain kinds of sentences which are nonsense but
neveftheless succeed in gesturing at what they cannot say. And it denies,
secondly, that these sentences are nonsense by virtue of violating the rules
of logical syntax. Underlying the rejection of these tr,vo claims is lvhat
Diamond stresses as the correct understanding of Wittgenstein's
conception of logic. Logic, according to Wittgenstein, is internal to
thought. In the same way as the r,vorld that one r,vould see through a pair
of irremovable glasses'r,vould necessarily have the form it has r.vhen seen
through these glasses, so all thought necessarily has the form of logic.13
Just as one could not take off the glasses, so r,ve cannot remove logic and
say things from a position outside logic. Since, therefore, there can be no
illogical thought, there can be no nonsensical thought either. For
something lvhich does not confotm to the logic of language is no thought
at all. It follo'r.vs that to say that there is some truth r.vhich cannot be said
but can nevertheless be grasped, is precisely to imagine that r,ve can take a
standpoint outside logic. Since r,vhat cannot be said cannot be thought, r,ve

r,vould have to be outside logic to be able to grasp rvhat cannot be said.
And it follor.vs also that to say that there can be some kind of nonsensical
thought which is the result of the violation of logical syntax rvould be to
claim the possibility of illogical thought and rvould thereby again try to
obtain a position outside logic. The underlying accusation of Diamond's
criticism against 'traditional'interpreters like Hacker is therefore that they
presuppose precisely this position.

13 lbid., p. 43
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On the netv reading, the seutences of the Tractatus arc thus plain
nonsense, strings of r.vords r.vithout any meaning that do not convey any
hidden thought. But if this is so, hor,v can the Tractalian propositions at all
eluoidate? Ho'w can they help us, as 

.Wittgenstein 
says, to 'see the r,vorld

aright'? Without an ans\,ver to these questions proposition 6.54, and r,vith
it the aim of lhe Tractqtus, remain unexplained.

In fact, Diarnond admits that r,ve can draw a distinction betr,veen
tr'vo types of nonsense.ra This distinction, hor,vever, is not internal bu|
external to the sentence deemed to be nonsensical. lt does not depend on
the proposition itself but on the role played by our imagination r.vhen
trying to understand the proposition. By an imaginative act, Diamond
al'gues, the Tractarian pseudo-propositions can lead us to understand not
the sentences themselves - since they have no meaning that could be
understood - but the author of these sentences * the Wittgenstein of the
Traclalus. But r,vhat is it to understand sorteone r,vho expresses plain
nonsense? Diamond suggests that "to understand a person who utters
nonsense is to go as far as one ean r,vith the idea that there is [a thought to
be understood]"." 8y taking the psychological elements associated r,vith
the familia¡ signs contained in nonsensical senteuces for their mealing,
Diamond argues, we aotively enter an illusion. We imagine that r,ve

understand the sentences and, by so doing, \,ve come to understand their
author. Precisely this, Diamond claims further, is r,vhat the Trctctatus self-
consciously does r,vhen presenting nonsensical pseudo-propositions. The
aim of the imaginative activity of taking nonsense sentences for sense is,
according to Diamond, only transitional. By getting into the same
position as his metaphysically inclined readers, Wittgenstein aims to lead
the readers out of their illusion to see that r,vhere they had previously
thought to have understanding of meaningful propositions, "there r,vas

only false imagination".r6 The Tractcttns thereby shotvs them that they
cannot obtain a position outside language and its logical structure. The
propositions of the Tractatus caî thus cure its readers of their illusion of
seeing sense in the nonsensical pseudo-propositions of phitosophy. The
Tractatus is not self-undermining, Diamond concludes. lt is therapeutic if
read oorrectly.

14 Diamond, Ethics, Imagination and the Me thod, pp. 158ff .
1s lbid., p. 1s7.
16 Ibid., p. 1s9.

l

,,1
..1

'ri
.:¡

ANGELABREITENBACH

4. Making sense of transitional nonsense

65

Diamond's concept of transitional nonsense is central to her therapeutrc
reading. But horv exactly al'e we to understand this notion? According to
Hacker, by distinguishing betr'veen transitional nonsense and plain
nonsense Diamond reinstates the distinction betr,veen tlvo types of
nonsense.lT This, hor,vever, does not seem to be quite correct. The
distinction Diamond wants to get rid of is a distinction betr,veen

nonsensical sentences, r,vhich someho\,v manage to convey thoughts, and
nonsensical gibberish, 'uvith no thought behind it. Her or'vn distinction, by
contrast, is compatible r'vith the claim that there are no inexpressible
truths behind any kind of nonsense. The difference between transitional
and plain nonsense, on her vier,v, is that in the former but not in the latter
case the author uses such nonsense r,vith the imagined belief that it really
makes sense.l8 But hor.v are \,ve to understand the claim that, by actively
imagining a nonsensical pseudo-proposition to be making sense, lve can
arrive at a different vier,v of the rvorld and language?

Diamond is very explicit abo,¿t what the therapeutic aim of the
Tractatus is. She is less clear, hor,vever, about how this aim is supposed to
be accomplished. It will therefore be helpful to look at r.vhat other
proponents of the ner,v reading add in this regard. Thus, James Conant
argues that:-

"Wittgenstein's aim in the Tractatus is to lead the philosopher
from the original 'disguised' piece of nonsense (to which he is
attracted) through this netrvork of (apparent) logical relations to
some more patently nonsensical (pseudo) consequence."re

The Tractatus elucidates, Conant claims:-

"by first encouraging me to suppose that I can use language ...

[to get outside language], and then enabling me to r,vork

17 Hacker, Was He Trying,p.36L
18In Floyd's (The Uncaptive Eye) words, the difference betrveen these trvo types of

nonsense 'is not a difference betr.veen nonsense-lvith-significance and nonsense-

r'vithout-significance. Nonsense is nonsense... But nonsense of the sort lvhich
interests Wittgenstein can very r'vell be taken for sense'(p. 85).

19 Conant, Kierkegaard, Wittgenstein and Nonsense, p. 218.
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through the (apparent) corlsequences of this (pseudo-)
supposition, until I reach the point at r.vhich my impression of
there being a determinate supposition (r'vhose consequences I
have throughout been exploring) dissolves on me.'120

We thus start r,vith the premise that r,ve can meaningfully suppose to take a
standpoint outside language. We follor,v through the iruagined
consequences of this premise until lve reach patently nonsensical
consequences. We then form the geruLine conclusion that r,ve lvere
mistaken atjout our initial supposition. - But hor'v exactly is this
conclusion reached? Different ans\.vers may be proposed.

First, one might think that the Tractahts should be read as giving a

reducÍio qd absurdum argument. By starting r,vith the premise that r,ve can
meaningfully suppose ourselves to occupy a position outside the logic of
our language, lve lvould derive a contradiction: \,ve call both say and not
say r,vhat is nonsensical. We would then conclude the falsity of the
premise: the supposition that \,ve can get outside our language has no
meaning. The conclusion r.vould be a genuine one. It r,vould say that our
premise lvas nonsense and r.vould thereby lead us out of the illusion of
seeing sense in nonsense. And yet, is this argument really valid? If the
premise is plain nonsense, it cannot logically enfall anythizg. For the
entailment of one sentence by another is dependent on the sense ofthose
sentences. V/e can fhus imagine our premise to imply other sentences. But
lve cannot give a genuine reductio argument for its nonsensicality.2'

One might reply, secondly, that both the premises and the
argumentative steps are meaningful only rvithin our imagination. By
going through the imagined argument, r,ve lvould thus reach at least tr'vo

apparently contradioting consequences of the premise. In our imagination,
it r.vould logically follor'v that our initial premise rvas mistaken. We could
conclude that it is meaningless to suppose that lve can take a position
outside language. This conclusion, hor,vever, lvould be parl of oul'
imagined argument. It r.vould itself be meaningful only r'vithin our
imagination. We could then either stay inside the imagined illusion and
thereby oome to a different, only imaginatively meaningful, vier,v of the

20 Conant, Efucidation and Nonsense, p. 796.
21 This problem is discussed by Gunnarsson, Ilittgensteins Leiter, p. 43
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r.vorld. In this case, Ihe Tractalus r,vould not have accomplished its
therapeutic aim of leading us out of our illusion. Or, r,ve could free
ourselves of the illusion and, looking back at r,vhat r,ve were doing, realise
that lve vvere not thinking anything at all, that there r,vas no argument
r'vhich led to any conclusion about the limits of thought. Again, r,ve r,vould
not have arrived at a different vier,v of the r.vorld. Either r.vay, rve r,vould
fail to reach the genuine conclusion that the nelv reading requires. We
r,vould continue to see the r.vorld as r,ve did before.

The Tractatus thus seems to achieve its therapeutic aim neither by
a genuine reductio argument nor by one conducted entirely r'vithin our
imagination. Ho'uv, then, can lve make sense of Diamond's notion of
transitional nonsense? A third r,vay to read the transitional character of
Tractarian nonsense r,vould be to argue that the Tractøtus is not supposed
to convince the reader of the meaninglessness of its sentences. Rather, the
goal of the Tractatus should be understood as somehor,v leading the
reader to a point at r,vhich she ceases to see meaning in its propositions.
By going through the imagined consequences of the premises the reader
r'vould reach consequences that r.vere so obviously nonsensical that she
could not uphold her imaginative activity of making sense of them. She
lvould, as it lvere, drop out ofher illusion ofseeing sense in nonsense and
realise that none of the sentences she r,vas considering have any sense.

She r,vould not infer the nonsensicality of the eatlier sentences from the
fact that they lead to the later consequences. Rather, understanding the
nonsensicality of r.vhat she believed to be consequences of the premise,
she r.vould realise that she r,vas only caught in an illusion when she
thought she r,vas going through a genuine argument r.vith a meaningful
premise. The apparent argument of the Tractalzs could thus be helpful in
reaching its goal r,vithout offering grounds for any kind of proof to the
reader.

It is clear, hor.vever, that discarding the Tractarian sentences as
nonsense in this way means depriving it of the ability to characterise any
standpoint r,vhich it affirms or denies.22 Insofar as the Tractarian sentences

22Lynette Reid (Wittgenstei.nls Ladder: T'he 'Iiactatus and Nonsense, in
Philosophical Investigations,2l (1998), pp. 97-151) therefore points out that the
reader lvho realises that the Tractarian text is nothing but plain nonsense also has
to accept that she r.vill not learn anything from the text over and above the fact that
it ls nonsense.
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are supposed to lead us to 'see the r,vorld aright' they cannot collvey any
propositional insights. Logi Gunnarsson has therefore argued that the
Tractøtus teaches its readers, rather, a practical skll. it teaches thern to
use their already existing, but latent, ability to recognise sentences as
nonsensical.23 By leading its readers into the illusion of taking nonsense
sentences for sense, Gunnarson clairns, the Tractatus makes them realise
that they had not given any meaning to the constituents of these
sentences. By this method, the book gualds its readers against mistaking
nonsense for sense in the future.

This interpretation, ho'wever, raises a question about the thir.d
reading of transitional nonsense. For lvhile it understand s the Trøcîatus as
training the reader's nonsense-detecting skills without giving any hnd of
argument, the interpretation also seems to ascribe to the Tractatus a cleør
concept of the sources of nonsense. Like Diamond, Gunnarsson relies on
passage 5.4'73-5.4733 in r.vhich Vy'ittgenstein explains under r.vhat
conditions a sentence has, or fails to have, a sense. But if this passage is
to be taken seriously as underlying the Tracta¡ian teaohing, it cannot itself
be nonsense. This seems to entail, then, that r,ve need to qualif,z the ner,v
reading's original conception of the frame as constituted merely by the
preface and the final Tractarian remarks. Thus, according to Gunnarsson
the distinction betr,veen the frame and the main body of the book is not a
distinction betr,veen where a remark occurs but how if occurs. And yet, if
this is understood as claiming that the frarne is scattered throughout the
book, then it seems to entail the follor,ving, rather trivial, picture of the
Tractah.ts: lve have in it a number of sentences some of r,vhich have sense
r.vhile others are nonsense. The meaningful sentences contain instructions
for reading the book, including the distinction bettveen sense and
nonsense. Equipped r,vith these instructions, the reader knor,vs that a
sentence is nonsense if one or more of its parts have not been given any
meaning. Possessing this knor.vledge, ho\,vever, does not mean that one
r'vill never mistake nonsense for sense. As the skill of recognising a
sentence as nonsense has to be exercised, this is what the remaining
nonsensical sentences are for.

The picture emerging from the notion of transitional nonsense,
however, seems to be at odds r,vith central aspects of the ner,v reading

']
I

23 Gunnarsson, Wittgensteins Leiter, pp. 7 }ff
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itself. According to the reading just sketched, the main text of the
Tractatus is claimed to entail a perfectly meaningful account of horv it is
that'r've come out r,vith, and thus hor.v r,ve can avoid, nonsense. But this
obviously contradicts the core claim of the ner,v reading according to
r'vhich, in the Tractattts, all nonsense is plain nonsense. In 6.54
Vy'ittgenstein says that anyone r,vho understands him r'vill recognise his
propositions as nonsensical. Wittgenstein does not add that certain
Tractarian propositions are excluded from this claim. Why then, should
he mislead us by indicating that all of his propositions r,vill be recognised
as nonsensical if a pat of them really contains r'vhat has been
clraracterised as the meaningful frame? Fufthetmore, the picture emerging
from the concept of hansitional nonsense does not seem to account for
Wittgenstein's ladder metaphor, again chalacterised by the ner,v reading as

rneaningful. For according to the above interpretation, \,ve do not find
steps that, like rungs of a ladder, must be climbed in order to arrive at a
correct view of the world. Instead, all we get in the Tractatus is an

explanation of the source of nonsense and an opportunity to ffain our
nonsense-detecting skills.

Gunnarsson's distinction between the frame and the main body of
the book as a distinction, not bet\,veen where a remark occurs, but how it
occurs may also be understood in a different sense. For it might be argued
that how the distinction occurs may be dependent on r.vhether or not the
reader recognises a particular sentence as having a sense.2a But this
second suggestion, too, seems to face difficulties. For it in fact seems to
leave little point in the distinction, at the hearl of the ner,v reading,
betr.veen the frame and the body of the Tractarian text. If readers may
differ in their attribution of sense to Tractarian sentences, we cannot
speak of one detetminate distinction betlveen frame and body of the text.
Just as the sense of a sentence could depend on each individual reader, so

also r,vould the distinction betrveen frame and body of the text. And yet, if
there is no determinate distinction between sense and nonsense, and
hence no distinction betr,veen a correct and an incorrect r,vay of attnbuting
sense, there seems to be no point in the Tractarian aim of training the
reader's nonsense-detecting skills and thereby leading them out of their
illusion of seeing sense in nonsense.2t According to the third
interpretation just sketched, there can therefore be no progress in the

24This seems to be impliecl by some of Conant's claims (The Method of the

Tractatxts, pp. 457f).
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reader''s ability to recognise meaning. As long as the reader considers a
sentence rneaningful, it ls mea.ningful - it Øas a sense, at least for the
reader in question. The Tractarian goal, and hence the ladder image as it
is interpreted so far; r'vould lose all significance.

All three interpretations of the concept of transitional nonsense
considered thus lead to serious diffioulties. And yet, even if these
difficulties could be solved for at least one ofthe alternative accounts the
ner,v reading r,vould be faced r.vith a further problem. For a criterion for
having recognised certain sentences as part of r,vhat Wittgenstein counts
as nonsense is, on the ner,v reading, that those sentences are 'thror,vn
ar,vay'after one has readthe Tractahts. Once a sentence is uncovered as a
piece of nonsense nothing fufiher can be lea:nt from it. By citing extemal
evidence, such as published papers, manuscripts, lectures, letters and
discussions, Hacker has convincingly shor,vn, hor,vever, that Wittgenstern
took seriously the idea of things that cannot be said but can be shor,vn -
one of the main ideas that he explicitely renounces in the Tractatus -
even many years after r.vriting the book.26 Comrected \.vith this is.Wittgenstein's 

oontinued reference to the (thus apparently equally
genuine) idea of the 'mystical' as that rvhich cannot be said but can be
shor,vn. The fact that Wittgenstein seerns to hold on to these ideas r,vhich
the nelv reading declares to be plain nonsense thus presents a serious
difficulty to all ner,v readers. All they could say r,vith regard to
Wittgenstein's notion of the mystical is that under the illusion that there is
something r,vhich can be shotvn but not said, r,ve may be in the grip of a
mystical feeling torvards this something.

The ne'"v reading lvas introduced as an interpretation that r,vould
avoid the problems faced by the traditional account. The difficulties just
sketched shor,v, horvever, that the proposed account is in no better positiou
than the approach it r.vas supposed to replace. When its implications are

25 Thomas Wallgren ('l'hrowing Away the Ladder, and Keeping It Tbo, draft,
published online: rwvr,v.helsinki.filfilosofia/tutkij aseminaari/r,vallgren.htm,
200012001) has pointed out this and similar objections to the nerv reading.

26Hacker, Was He 'IVying, pp. 371ff. Further extemal evidence against the ner,v
reading is presented by P. M. S. Hacker, Wittgenstein, Carnøp and the New
American Iryitgeilsteinians, in The Philosophical Quarterly,53 (2003): pp. 1-23;
and J. Proops, T'he New Ilittgenstein; A Critique, in Etrropean Journal oJ
P hilosophy, 9 (2001): pp. 37 5-404.
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thought through, the therapeutic interpretation remains rather
unconvincing. And yet, it seems that the final problem of hor.v to
understand Wittgenstein's distinction betr,veen saying and shor,ving and
his idea of the mystical not only points to the inadequacy of the ner,v

reading but also hints at a third, altenlative, approach to our puzzle about
Tractarian nonsense-

5. The role of the 'mystical'

Af 6.522, Vy'ittgenstein says:-

"There are, indeed, things that cannot be put into r,vords. They
make thentselves mønifesl. They are r.vhat is mystical [døs
My^ttischel;'

Vy'ittgenstein here characterises that of r,vhich lve cannot speak but r.vhich
can be sholvn as the mystical. Hor,v exactly should r,ve understand this?
Why is this notion imporlant for the project of fhe Tractafas? And hor,v

does understanding Wittgenstein's interest in the mystical help us r,vith

our original problem ofhor'v to read Tractarian nonsense?

It is well knor'rn thaf, aI the time of r,witing the Tractatus,
Wittgenstein \,vas much influenced by the r.vork of Tolstoy.2T

Vy'ittgenstein's favourite book r,vas, for example, Tolstoy's Gospel in
Brief, a translation and interpretation of the gospels, rvhich Wittgenstein
alr,vays carried r'vith him as a soldier in the First World War.28 ,¡1

Confession, an earlier one of Tolstoy's religious r,vritings, describes
Tolstoy's struggles r,vith the problem of the meaning of life rvhich
ultimately led him to the decision to study the gospels. This latter r,vork
characterises the conception of faith as an irational type of knowledge
and is particularly interesting for our investigation of Wittgenstein's
notion of nonsense and the mysical in The Tractatu,r. Many of the ideas
expressed ittthe Tractatus (as \,vell as in Wittgenstein's Notebooks which
27 This theme is explored, for instance, by R. Monk, Ludwig Iüittgenstein: The Drúy

of Genius (London: Jonathan Cape, 1990), pp. 115ff. Cf. also B. McGuinness,
Wittgenstein: A Life. Young Ludwig IBB9-1921 (London: Dnckrvorth, 1988), p.

2s1.
28Tolstoy, A Confession, T'he Gospel ('I'he Gospel r,vas first publishecl 1896). Cf.

Monk, Ludw ig lYi ttgensteÌn, pp. 1 1 5ff, and 273,
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\,vele \,vritten during World War One before publishing the TractattLs)
seem to have been inspired by this book.2e Taking a closer look at the
rvork can, I believe, give us a clue to Wittgenstein's ideas about the
mystical as that r'vhich can be sholvu but not said and may advance our
understanding of nonsense in the Tractatus.

Tolstoy presents his Confession in the fom of a temporal narrative
about his conceln with the problem of the meaning of life. He asks "'Why
should I live, r,vhy r,vish for anything, or do anything?' ... 'Is there any
meaning in my life that the inevitable death ar,vaiting me does not
destroy?"'3O When first dealing r,vith these questions, Tolstoy tells the
reade¡ the inability to find an anslver leads him to despair. Tolstoy has to
realise that no branch of knowledge, neither experimental knolvledge nor
speoulative philosophy, can settle his questions. Experimental knowledge
on the one hand, including the natural sciences and mathematics, offers
precise knor,vledge but is irrelevant to the question of life. Speculative
philosophy on the other hand, though concerned r,vith Tolstoy's question,
does not yield secure knor,vledge. Tolstoy concludes that the only
indubitable knor,vledge attainable is that life is meaningless.

Later, Tolstoy finds his reasoning mistaken: the problern of the
meaning of life demands an explanation of finite human life by means of
'the infinite', something that gives meaning to life by going beyond
anything there is in the finitude of life itself. The question that torments
him thus asks for a meaning to life that is not annihilated by death or any
other oontingent fact about life. Hor,vever, Tolstoy reasons, r,vhile
experimental science is exclusively concemed r,vith finite life, speculative
philosophy completely omits any consideration of it. Thç attempt to
combine considerations about the finite and the infinite, to give infinite
meaning to finite life, Tolstoy argues, must therefore fail in both branches
of knowledge. Tolstoy infers that rational kno'r,vledge as such is irrelevant
to the question of the meaning of life. And yet, he observes that the
majority of mankind lives on, believing in some meaning to the lives they
lead. An ans\,ver to his question must therefore be provided, Tolstoy

29L. Wittgenstein, Notebooks 1914-1916, trans. G. E. M. A¡rscombe, G. H. von
Wright and G. E. M, Anscombe, eds. (Oxford: Basil Blackr.vell, 1961b). Cf.
especially 11 June 1916 ff.

30 Tolstoy, ,4 Confession, The Gospel, p.24.
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concludes, by some other kind of knor,vledge, that is, by an irrational type
of knor,vledge. This irrational knor,vledge, according to Tolstoy, is r.vhat
rve understand by 'faith'. It is "a knowledge of the meaning of human life
in consequence of r'vhich man does not destroy himself but lives."3r

"[T]he knor.vledge of faith flo\,vs", Tolstoy argues fufther, "from a
mysterious source", r,vhich he calls "God".32 By examining theology, he
aims to disentangle the explicable - that r,vhich is understandable by
reason - from the inexplicable - that r,vhich falls outside the realm of
reason and belongs to the realm of faith. Tolstoy r,wites:-

"I rvish to recognise anything that is inexplicable as being so

not because the demands of my reason are \,vrong (they are

right, and apaft from them I can understand nothing), but
because I recognise the limits of my intellect. I wish to
understand in such a rvay that everything that is inexplicable
shall present itselfto me as being necessarily inexplicable, and
not as being something I am under at arbiTrary obligation to
believe."33

For the comparison of Tolstoy's Confession r.vith Wittgenstein's
Tractatus three ideas are of patlicular interest, Firstly, by drar,ving the
limits to reason, or intellect, and thereby to the explicable, Tolstoy argues,
\'ve can delimit the realm of rvhat caxnot be knor,rn rationally. By
clanfying lvhat can be knor.vn by reason, \,ve can thus determine lvhat
cannot be so knolrn. This idea seems reminiscent of Wittgenstein's claim
that philosophy "must set limits to r,vhat cannot be thought by lvorking
outr'vards through r.vhat can be thought" (4.114), and further, that
philosophy "r.vill signify r,vhat cannot be said, by presenting clearly what
can be sâid" (4.115). In the sáme r,vay as Tolstoy aims to'recognise'the
'inexplicable' by determining the limits of his intellect, so also
Wittgenstein aims to recognise the unthinkable by determining the limits
of thought. 'We can thus find a parallel between Tolstoy's distinction of
r,vhat can and lvhat cannot be knor,vn rationally and Wittgenstein's
distinction oflvhat can and lvhat cannot be thought or said.

31lbid., p, s1.
32Ibid., p. 68.
33 lbid., pp. 80f
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This first point of agreement refers to a second analogy betr,veen
Tolstoy's Confession and the Tractatus. According to Tolstoy, that r,vhich
cannot be knolvn rationally can neveftheless be knor,ur irrationally. On
Tolstoy's account, we can thus have at irrational knowledge, a type of
knor,vledge that, as he says, contains "the deepest human tvisdom,'3a. And,
as r,ve have seen, Wittgenstein too argues that that r.vhich cannot be
thought or said can nevefiheless be shor,vn or manifested. Both hold, that
the inability to knor.v something rationally or to think or say it, is not the
end of the matter. And r.vhile, on a third point of agreement, for Tolstoy
the source of all irrational knolvledge is 'mysterious', so Wittgenstein,
too, calls all that r,vhich cannot be said but cal only be shor,vn the
'mystical'.

The parallels betr,veen Tolstoy's Confession and Vy'ittgenstein,s
Tractatus are striking. If, then, I am nght to suggest that this congruence
of themes and claims is no coincidence but arises out of a direct influence
of Tolstoy's thinking on Wittgenstein's vier,vs inthe Tractqtus, if therefore
rve should understand Wittgenstein's Tractqhts in the light of Tolstoy,s
thought, then this suggests lhat" pace the ner.v reading, the mystical, or
'inexplessible', is indeed 'there' for Wittgenstein.3i It seems that
according to Wittgenstein r,vhat cannot be thought but can only be sholvn
is something that r,ve can have some kind of attitude tor,vard. In this sense
it seems that, according to Wittgenstein, \ye can have r,vhat he calls
'mystical' insights that are not understandable by means of reason and
hence inexpressible, but that, like Tolstoy's irrational knowledge, oan
give us an insight into the character of language and the r,vorld.
Wittgenstein drops Tolstoy's term 'knor,vledge' for these insights. And
yet, his introductory cha¡acterisation of the Tractatus as containing
thoughts combined r.vith his penultimate claim that all Tractarian
sentences ate nonsensical seems to suggest that the insights he
understands as mystical constitute inexpressible thoughts in an
extraordinary, non-rational, sense of the term.36

34lbid., p. 53.
35 Contrast Diamond, The Realistic Spirit, ch.6.
36An earlie¡ attempt to make the comparison betr.veen'Iolstoy's Confession and

wittgenstein's Tvactatus fruitful for an unclerstanding of the latter lvork can be
found in Thompson, Wittgenstein, Tolstoy. Thompson concludes that the
comparison speaks in favour of the ner'v reading of rractarian nonsense. His clailn
according to rvhich wittgenstein takes from Tolstoy the conviction that an ansr,ver
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It thus seems that Wittgenstein took himself to have certain non-
rational thoughts about the essence of language and the r.vorld. In the
Tractatus, Wittgenstein tried to communicate these thoughts. Yet, his
attempt to put them into r,vords had to fail: language lvas inadequate for
expressing them. By trying to formulate his insights, Wittgenstein realised
that the attempt to express them in the form of propositional statements

seemed to leave him only r'vith nonsensical pseudo-propositions. This is
lvhy, in 6.54, Wittgenstein concludes that the Tractarian propositions are

nonsense. They do îot represent the insights he had. Through reading
them, however, we may nevefiheless get a grasp of r,vhat Wittgenstein
r,vas trying to communicate. This grasp can be no rational understanding
of ordinary thoughts. Instead it is reached if, through reading the
Tractatus, the reader gains the same, or a similar, non-rational insight as

Wittgenstein. Once she has grasped what Wittgenstein tried to
communicate by means of the Tractarian sentences, she realises that these
sentences themselves must be 'trætscended' . The Tractatus may thus lead
the reader to grasp r,vhat Wittgenstein r,vas trying to express if she

comprehends that Wittgenstein's use of the Tractarian propositions rvas

only an attempt to communicate inexpressible thoughts, and if she arives
at similar non-rational thoughts herself. In this sense the reader can use

the Tractarian sentences as rungs of a ladder. She can climb up until she
gets a grasp of Wittgenstein's thoughts. Only once she has reached that
r'vhich Wittgenstein considers the correct vier'v of language and the r,vorld,

and thus the top of the ladder, can she thror.v the ladder ar,vay.37

to the problem of the meaning of life can only be found in a r'vay of living, and that
the philosophical mode of reasoning about this problem has to be replaced by an

imaginative one, seems to be at odds rvith the nelv reading, hor.vevet. For if there
really is something to be imagined and if, furthermore, r,ve need to change the lvay
lve live in order to overcome the problem of the meanìng of life, then some kind of
insight into, or attitude tolvards, the meaning of life must be available. Thompson
takes the traditional and the ner'v reading as exhaustíng the space of possible
interpretations. Thus, he does not seem to see that there is room for a third
altemative, as it is argued here.

37 Some commentators (cf. E. Stenius, Wttgenstein's Tractatus: A Critical
Exposition of its Main Lines of Thought (Oxforcl: Basil Blackrvell, 1969), pp.
222ff .) have characterised the mystical in the liactatus as limited to thoughts
about the ethical, aesthetic and religious. There seems to be no reason, holvever, to
exclude the essence of language and the lvorld more generally from that lvhich
Wittgenstein considered as the mystical. I therefore regard both his highly abstract

discussion oflogic and language as rvell as his remarks about ethics, aesthetics and
religion to be attempts to communicate something that Wittgenstein considered to
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The present approach thus agrees tvith Hacker in saying that there
is something that the Tractarian nonsense conveys, or at least attempts to
convey. And it agrees r,vith the ner,v reading in saying that the Tractaria:r
nonsense communicates no rational thoughts. Yet, it disagrees r,vith both
readings insofar as it takes the Tractarian santences as an attempt to
communicate ineffable, non-rational, and thus mystical, insights.

By taking seriously the notion of the mystical as that rvhich can be
shor,vn but not said, the present account rnay thus avoid some of thc
problems that face the ner,v reading. For it seems to give an explanation of
V/ittgenstein's ladder metaphor as r,vell as of Tractar-ian nonsense as
something that does not say but shor,vs. And it can account for the fact
that, after having r,vritten the Tractatus, Wittgenstein continued employing
the notion of the mystical as that r,vhich can be shor,vn but not said
precisely because he took this notion seriously. Furthermore, the present
account also seems to solve thep,,tzzle r,vith r,vhich the traditional account
left us. By drar,ving a distinction betrveen rational thought and non-
rational, inexpressible insights, the present approach can acçount for
Wittgenstein's claim, lald out in Section 1, that'what cannot be said
cannot be thought and vice versa. The nonsensical sentences of the
TractatrLs are not taken to convey ordinaty thoughts. Instead, they are
recognised as (failed) attempts to express certain inexpressible thoughts.
By drar.ving the limits to language, Wittgenstein can thus be taken to
accomplish his aim of drar.ving the limits to thought - rational thought
which can be expressed by language. Beyond this limit is the mystical,
graspable only by means of some kind of mystical insight.

An obvious objection may be raised. For the approach to the
Tractatus that is proposed here might solve our initial ptrzzle of reading
the Tractatus, but it leaves us with tr,vo equally perplexing problems.
First, r,vhat are lve to make of the notion of an insight into things that
cannot be understood rationally? And second, hor.v can sentences that do
not represent anything help us to get a grasp of such inexpressible
insights? One might reply that the point of my approach r,vas precisely to
slror,v that we cannot rationally understand irrational insights. We cannot
ntake sense of them because they høve no sense. It is therefore simply
impossible to give an account of the notion of a mystical insight over and

be graspable, in the end, only by means of some kind of mystical insight. 3 8 Translation amended.
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above the rough and ultimately unsatisfactory description of it as a kind
of spiritual attitude to something, such as the r,vorld, thought or language.
One might say, fuilher; that the Tractarian nonsense sentences rray
convey Wittgenstein's insights because these sentences are precisely the
kinds of thing that someone r.vho had these insights '"vould say.

Wittgenstein's insights might somehor.v be associated with the sentences
he uses. Despite these attempted explanations I agree r,vith the perplexity
of the notion of the mystical as it is used here. It seems, moreover, that
Wittgenstein is alluding to precisely this problem r,vhen he r,l.rites in the
Preface:-

"Perhaps this book will be understood only by someone who
has himself already had the thoughts that are expressed in it ...
Its purpose r'vould be achieved if it gave pleasure to one 'who

read it r,vith understanding."3s

The Tractatus is thus inspired by insights that, as Wittgenstein concludes,
are not adequately expressed by its carefully numbered propositions.
Wittgenstein's insights can be grasped only by someone r,vho is already
prone to have the non-rational thoughts that V/ittgenstein is hinting at. In
tlris sense, as Wittgenstein says in the Preface,the Tractatus cannot serve
as a 'text-book'. Despite its apparently rigid analysis of the structure of
language and its relationship r.vith the \.vorld, the Tractatus remains a
deeply mystical book. Even though, according to Ihe Tractaløs, r,ve must
allor,v for some kind of insight into the mystical, we r.vill never be able to
ascribe to them a meaning that r,ve can actually make sense of.
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Epistemology and the Givil Union of Sense and

Self- Contradiction: A CoordÍnated Sotution to the

Shared Problems of Political and Mainstream Epistemology

JEREMY BARRIS

"I have nothing

Of r,voman in me: nor,v from head to foot
I am marble-constant: nor,v the fleeting moon

No planet is of mine."

Antony and Cleopatral

1. Two Kinds of Debate in Mainstream Epistemology

There are tr'vo types of debate in contemporary mainstream episternology.
The first is betr,veen different types of epistemology, and the second
betr.veen epistemologists and those r.vho reject epistemology itself
altogether. I shall argue that a viable politicaily 

"*pti"it 
episiemology

needs to take the contradictory insights and results ofboth into account. I
shall focus parlicularly on feminist epistemology.

Examples of the first type of debate include debates betr,veen
epistemologies based on coherence and comespondence theories of truth,
or betr'veen different characterisations of knor,vledge as a sociological
phenomenon and as the oontext-independent product ofobjective tests, or

1 W. Shakespearc, tlntony and Cleopatra (Harmondsrvorth: peng'in Books, 1970),
V ii, pp 238-241.
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betr.veen different notions of the nature and role of objectivity. Feminist
epistemology and philosophy of science have generally taken positions in
this type of debate, attempting to identify and conect, or make use of or
add to, gender characteristics of the various positions. This remains true
even r.vhen feminists drar,v, as they often do, on r'vork that is also drar.vn on
in the second type of debate. For example, in the introduction to the fairly
representative collection Feminist Epistemologies, ríarty of r,vhose

contributors drar.v on r,vork central to anti-epistemology, Linda Alcoff and
Elizabeth Potter r,wite, "The authors included in this text are concerned
r,vith many of the problems that have vexed traditional epistemology,
among them the nature of knowledge itself, epistemic agency,
justification,objectivity....Buttheiressays...treattheseissuesinner,v
ways . . . ."2 These ne\,v \,vays do challenge the possibility of "a general
account of knolvledge," but still offer particular accounts of knor'vledge
that attend to "the social context and status of knor,vers". Similarly, the
contributors to the collectio'n Feminisnt and Science are concemed r,vith
using, modifying the focus of, and adding to existing epistemologies and
science.3

As I shall try to shor.v, holvever, mainsheam epistemology suffers
fi'om intractably unresolved conflicts even before feminist critique arrives
on the scene. Feminist attempts to transform the political dimensions of
mainstream theories leave these conflicts intact, and are consequently still
caught in the same epistemological dilemmas.a In particular, I shall sketch
some of the r.vays in which both mainstream epistemology and the
feminist critique of it is characterised by unresolved conflicts about
r.vhether or not lve need epistemological foundations, and r.vhether or not
\'ve can find them if r,ve do need them.

2 L. Alcoff and E. Potter, eds., Ìì'emi.nist Epistemologies Q.trelv York: Routledge,
1993),p.1-2.

3 N. Tuana, ed., Feminism and Science (Bloomington: Indiana University Press,
1989). See, for example, S. Harding, "Is There a Feminist Method?," p. 29-30.

4 I do not rvish to claim that political t¡ansformations are not also eclually
epistemological in the strict sense. It is clear that a sexist bias, being a bias, is a
strictly epistemological lveakness. In fact I shall argue that a real solution depends
on perspectives that only the more marginalised - or explicitly politícised -
epistemological wo¡k has opened up. But, as I hope to make clear, feminist
epistemology has so far taken ove¡ conflicts of mainstream epistemology that
remain independently of the politìcally relevant improvements.
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I should clari$r that the second and third sections belor,v, in r.vhich I
disouss the conflicts r,vithin mainstream and feminist epistemologies, are
not an attempt to argue that these epistemologies have failed, or; more
parlicularly, that r,ve need, or do not need, a foundation for knowledge.
The same is true of the fourlh section on anti-epistemology. My aim is,
instead, to rehearse some of the existing and ongoing debate end
reservations in both mainstream and feminist epistemology, in order to
shor,v the extent to rvhich these fields are, understandably, conflicted and
troubled by these questions. That is, in these sections my thesis is not that
the various critiques of the various epistemologies are right, but that it
remains understandab ly unres olv ed amongst various infl uential versions
and critiques of epistemology r,vhether or not, for example, r,ve need
foundations and r,vhether or not r,ve can succeed in establishing them if lve
do need them.

The framelvork I propose in the later pafi of the paper endorses
both sides of each of these inesolutions, and it is by doing so, I believe,
that it offers a solution.

These unresolved conflicts r,vithin epistemology have led to the
second type of debate, betr,veen epistemologists and those lvho argue that
epistemology as such is both futile and unnecessary. More extremely, one
such claim is that the notion of epistemology has no substantive content
at all. Donald Davidson and Richard Rorty are perhaps the most
prominent of the anti-epistemologists. Feminists seem to have focused
less on this type of debate; but I shall argue that r,vhat is crucial to solving
the problems that explicitly politicised epistemological efforts have made
so urgently visible is a combination of the epistemological and anti-
epistemological positions. And more than this, I shall argue that these
solutions also help tesolve the still intractable conflicts that trouble
mainstream positions within epistemology. That is, an acknor,vledgment of
the force of anti-epistemology is the basis for establishing a r.vorking and
politically reasonable epistemology.

It should already be apparent that the logic here r.vill be in some
lvays paradoxical. It is in fact some of the political perspectives on
epistemology that have made the necessity of this kind of pal-adox most
apparent, as r,vell as the need to rer,vork r,vhat lve think of as logic and
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sense themselves. As Donna Harar,vay r.vrites, for example, feminists need
"simultaneously an account of radical historical contingency for all
knor,vledge claims and a no-nonsense commitment to faithful
accounts of a 'real' r,vorld," a combination that is "both contradictory and
necessary."5 Andrea Nye argues that logic itself is socially and
historically conditioned, and she advocates finding "an understanding that
logical analysis bound to consistency and univocality cannot."6 And in
Luce lrigaray's much more nuanced assessment, she argues that although

'uvhat r,ve understand as logic is all the logic r,ve have, it is nonetheless tied
to the functioning of a particular, patriarchal social order. Consequently, it
is necessary not take its sense and validity for granted, but to find a r,vay

of thinking paradoxically from both "inside" and "outside" logic at the
sarne time.7

I shall frrst discuss the conflicts shared by mainstream and feminist
epistemology, then a derivative conflict that is particularly acute for
politically oriented approaches. I then sketch the anti-epistemological
vier,v. Next I offer an example of the kind of situation to r,vhich feminist
and other marginalised epistemologies are sensitive. This kind of situation
motivates the solution I propose, r'vith r.vhich I end.

2. Shared Problems

The perennial problems of infinite regress and ultimate circulæity are
very r,vell knor,vn; so lvell knor'r,n, in fact, that for the most part
epistemologists seem to take them as irrelevant. There are no r,videly
accepted solutions, yet the 'r,vork of epistemology proceeds regardless. In
a way, the very intractability of these problems cancels them out across
all theories: any rival theory r,vill suffer from the same problems, so the
choice of the "best theory" is unaffected by the presence of these
problems. In fact, as I shall discuss, it is because of these apparently

5 D. J. Haralvay, "Situated Knorvleciges: The Science Question in Feminism and the
Privilege of Partial Perspective," in Simians, Cyborgs, and Women: The
Reinvention oJNature (Nerv York: Routledge, 1991), p. 187.

6 A. Nye, Words of Potuer: A Fentinist Reading of the History of Logic (Ner'v York:
Routledge, 1990), p. 5.

1 L.Irlgany, This Sex Which Is Not One (Ithaca: Coinell University Press, 1985),
trans. C. Pofter rvith C. Burke, p. 68-69.
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intractable problems that anti-epistemologists have rejected epistemology
altogether.

Epistemologies based on colrespondence theories of truth face the
problem of infinite regress. Whatever given or datum is taken as a piece
of the r,vorld "out there," to which asserlions conespond, rve still need a
criterion for knor,ving that and hor,v it "coresponds" r,vith our beliefs and
statements about it. This means that our knotvledge of the conespondence
must, in tum, correspond to sorne other daturn, the fact or confirmation of
the conespondence itself. And then r,ve need a criterion for knolving that
and hor,v that dafum "coresponds" lvith the belief about ll. The result is
an infinite regl'ess. As Davidson expresses the problem, if lve ta.ke as the
link between our beliefs and the r.vorld "something self-certifying" like
our subjective experiences of observation, "it is so private as to lack
conneotion lvith the sentencçs of the public language r,vhich alone are
capable of expressing scientific, or even objective, claims. But if lve start
r,vith sentences or beliefs already belonging to the public language (or
r'vhat can be expressed in it), we find no intelligible r.vay to base it on
something self-cer1ifying. "8

I shall restrict myself, in this section, to these brief comments on
mainstream reservations about the epistemological solutions offer.ed by
the conespondence theory of truth, as also to the bdef comments on the
coherence theory that follor,v, since the discussion of feminist concems in
the follolving section, and then the discussion of anti-epistemology, lvill
develop these reservations in a variety of r,vays.

Epistemologies based on coherence theories oftruth, for their part,
face the problem of circularity. The soundness of an assertion depends on
its relation to all of the others in the system or r,veb of relevant asseúions.
But the soundness of all of the others depends in parl on their relations to
the first assefiion. In the end, the circle closes: each asseftion is justified
by assertions that are in tuur justified by it. Differently put, the r.vhole set
of assertions, in their parlicular relations, is justified by the r,vhole set of
assertions in their particular relations, and nothing else. The mediation of

8 D. Davidson, "Empirical Content," in E. Lepore, ed., Truth and Interpretqtion:
Perspectives on the Philosophy oJ Donald Davidson (Camblidge: Blackrvell,
1986),p.327 .
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justif,rcation through mâny assefiions certainly performs a useful lvork of
organising the r,vorld, but the epistemological value of that r,vork still rests
on circularity. The r,veakness is made most visible in that more than one
coherent set of assefiions is conceivable, and if coherence is one's
criterion of knorvledge, there is no I'vay to decide betr,veen them. As
Quine points out, one only needs to adjust other parts of the web to
cohere r.vith a ner,v assertion, and the ner,v asseftion is then equally
justified r.vith old, incompatible ones: "Any statement can be held true
come r'vhat may, if r've make drastic enough adjustments elser,vhere in the
system."e

Given that feminist lvork has largely consisted in contributions to
the first type of debate, that is, in attempts to improve, add to, or
transform the r,vay epistemology asks and ans\,vers the same questions it
has traditionally asked, the same kinds of conflicts can be expected to
appear there.

3. A Derivative Problem in Feminist Epistemology

Feminist approaches have focused on identifying and attempting to
conect the sexist biases in epistemological theory or alternatively to
make use of the perspectives illuminatingly opened up by gendered
interests and standpoints. The possible loci of sexist biases in
epistemological theory to consider those for the moment, are various,
ranging from a crude depreciation of rvomen as thinkers and knor,vers to,
as I have mentioned, the structure of logic as such. But lvhile a sexist bias
is ceftainly an epistemological problem, the decision that such a bias is
present is itself a claim to knorvledge and so itself subject to
epistemological constraints. And as feminism itself has often r,vorked to
shor,v, all epistemological approaches, including those of feminists, and
including claims to knor,vledge about epistemology and about bias within
it, are potentially or perhaps even inescapably subject to the biases of the
interests motivating them. Alcoff and Potter, for example, r,vrite of "the
political commitments and effects implicit in every philosophical
position" (Epistemologies, p. 3). And as Sandra Harding notes about

9 W. V. O. Quine, "Tr.vo Dogmas of Empiricism," tn From ø Logical Point of hew:
Nine Logico-Philosophical Essay^r (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1961),
p43
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.(wha1 
I believe is) the analogous case of sociological accounts of

kno.r,vledge, such explanations, r,vhile valuable for r.viat ,h;t ;i;r",
"implicitly assume as grounds for their own account precisely the
epistemology they so effectively undermine" (,.Method,,,p Z+;. ín.r,
problems of self-reference are exactly r,vhat have motivateà parâdoxical
approaches like Irigaray's.

. Here the cogent and othenvise enormously helpful insight of
)/arols political epistemologists rhat the particulariiy or ó", p.irpã"ii,r.,
is in_ fact helpful for gaining knor,vledge, ãnd perhaps 

"rr.n 
n"r"rlury fo.it, does 

'ot resolve the problem. Harding, for example, 
"*fiuíni,rgstandpoint approaches, argues that on"'r ro=óid situation 

"lt "liy ,rt,limits on but also enabres r,vhat one can knolv standpoint theorists
therefore regard examination of the roots of knor,vledge claìms in,f."rrr.
social situations as a rvay of ..maximising 

objectiviiy.,,r0 Sut iuhif"-ìr"
acknor,vledgment and use of our particular ibiases', may allow us to avoid
many of the r,veaknesses of a false 'heutrality,', and so in this respect mayproduce better epistemologies than a commitment to neutrality;an, this
does not respond to reservations about the lvays in r,vhich sitíated
epistemologies are still subject to the negative features orpu,tirutrÇto
dirnensions of genuine 

-bias. 
For 

"*u'npl", 
r,vhat, in th; 

"ri,-j;;;íf,.,situated claims to knor,vledge against ,oiyiiting situated claims?"on this
theory, 

've 
need another situated standpãint tJ adjudicate; but this ner,v

standpoint can have no privilege against the opposed claims of the
standpoints it judges. we are back either to an infinite regress of
adludicating positions, or to circula.ly taking one standpoint tã be the
right one on the basis of that standpoint itself for. equalry cìrcularly taki'g
both to be right, each on irs or,vn basis), or à *ân¿oning the ctaim to
knowledge altogether. As I sha[ discuss-further belor' ir, .ãnrre.tlorrìvltl,
5u1r't^ work on paradigms, it is not clear either that r,ve 

"un "r*p" it i,
kind of conflict or, given this kind of framer,vork, that lve can resolve it.

- Retuming to the issue of sexism: the very concept of sexism itself
depends on various commitments lvhich themseives are not,ilùy;;;,
but are claims to truth disputed by claims based on oth". .o,o,oÍtñ.ntr.

1 0 S Harding' "Rethinking standpoint Epistemology: what Is' strong objecti vity2,','
in^.Feminßt Epistemologies, p. Sa_is, eS. Sã" also, for 

"*u,rr"pt"," 
U*oi"u',,

"Situated Knor.vledges.,'
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As is r'vell known, even the concepts of a "r,voman" and of "women" are
very troublesome to identify as a result of the role of interests in forming
these concepts. In Denise Riley's r,vords, the category of "'r,vomen' is
historically, discursively constructed, and always relatively to other
categories r,vhich themselves change." And she notes that "[f]eminism has
intermittently been as vexed rvith the urgency of disengaging from the
category 'l,vomen' as it has r,vith laying claim to it."11

Feminist critiques, then, have sharpened the relevance of the
problems of ultimate circularity and infinite regress. And given these
problems, feminist critique faces a dilemma. The very vigilance tor,vards
one's or,r.n biases that is one of the strengths of feminist epistemology
problematises the force of feminist critique. If bias is inescapable (this is
not the universal feminist position; I shall explore further shor{y), then
feminist claims are ultimately no more justified than those of their
opponents. But, even if cruder forms of bias are escapable, or even if bias
can be taken into account in lvays that, for example, enhance objectivity,
the problems of circularity and infinite regress ensure that, in the end,
feminist claims are still no more justified than those of their opponents
r,vhen opposing commitments are sufficiently different.

Kuhn's notion of incommensurability is relevant here. As Kuhn
argues r,vith respect to science, it is possible for competing scientific
frameworks (in his r,vord, paradigms) to differ r,vith respect to their very
criteria of evidence and of drar.ving conclusions, that is, rvith respect to
r'vhat oounts as evidence and valid inference. Consequently "the choice

fbetr,veen paradigms] is not and cannot be determined merely by the
evaluative procedures characteristic of normal science, for these depend
in part upon a particular paradigm, and that paradigm is at issue. When
paladigms enter, as they must, into a debate about paradigm choice, their
role is necessarily circular."l2 Similarly, if logic itself can be put in
question, being contextually constituted, if the formal structure of
reasoning itself can be subject to accusations of partiality or bias, then
conflicting positions need have no genuine criteria by which to legitimate

11 D. Riley, "Am I That Name?" Feminism and lhe Category oJ "Women" in History
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 1988), p. 1-2,3-4.

12T. Kuhn, The Struchtre of ScienriJic Revohttions,2"d Ed. (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1962, 1970),p.94, my insertion.
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their claims against each other. More to the point, in this situation
positions cannot legitimate their claims to themselves against conflicting
claims: they have no non-arbitrary grounds for rejecting ihe criteria of the
conflicting positions, or at least no more grounds than the other positions
have for rejecting theirs.

I use the r'vord "legitimate" deliberately: the criteria that are lacking
lr9re are not merely criteria of persuasion, buf epistemological critena.
That is, they are the criteria by r,vhich one establishes the iruth of one,s
claims, and it is those criterìa that, given incommensurability of reasoning
itself, fail to be valid for the other position(s). consequ"nily on" oannot
legitimately expeot the other position(s) to accept one's claims. In fact the
very basis for one's claims, that they meet the criteria for truth, is also the
basis for the opposing claims, that they meet (different) critena for truth.
And since these are, precisely, the criteria for truth, they cannot be further
justified lvithout circularity: they themselves would have to be invoked in
such justification. Given that the opposing claims retain their legitimacy,
one cannot simply avolv the claims of one,s or,vn position either.

Here the political motive is at odds r,vith the epistemological one,
ard if feminist approaches are to be based o' truth a-nd not simply on a
dogmatic r.vill to po\.ver, this divergence of truth and political ion""-,
must be resolved.

One r.vay to go here is to embrace relativism. Barbara Herrnstein
Smith has offered a subtle account of relativism in which not "anything"
lvould "go," because social conventions, our specific, socially givãn
forms of justification, mandate some \,vays of reaching conclusiôns and
not others.r3 The problem remains, hor,vever, that even if there are social
constraints on knowledge claims, these are still not adequately
epistemological constraints. They tell us r,vhat "r,ve" allor,v ourselves to
say, but this so fa¡ has no bearing on the truth of r,vhat \,ve say, only on our
conventions, even if, as smith ¿rrgues, all r,ve have is oulj conventions.
And, practically speaking, "\.ve" are of course very divided, so r,ve still
have no means of establishing r,vhich critelia are the decisive ones.ra
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An altemative direction is to reject the idea that reasoning as such
is gendered. While it is conceivable that feminist purposes r,vould be
served by such an approach, a gïeat deal of productive r,vork on the
effects of gender-styled modes of enquiry would have to be abandoned.
Perhaps more significantly, the problems discussed above r,vould remain
unaffected in contexts like cross-cultural, historical and racial
comparison: and these contexts are central to feminism itself. As Alcoff
and Potter note, ". . . \,vomen, per se, do not exist. There exist upper-caste
Indian little girls; older, heterosexual Latinas; and lvhite, r,vorking-class
lesbians" (Epistemologies, p. 4). The problem of incommensurability, and
hence of ultimate circularity in justifying one's position, if it exists at all,
is common to all uses of rationality or to all truth-claiming discourses,
even r'vithin a single culture.

And even if lve could find a \.vay of showing that
incommensurability ultimately does not exist, the equivalent problem
r,vould still exist for practical purposes. Many debates relevant to
feminism are practically speaking irresolvable, given, for example,
constraints on time and on r,villingness to engage reasonably or
sympathetically rvith the opposing vìer,v. A familiar case r,vould be debates
between many pro- and anti-abortion positions. The result is that even if
genuine incommensurability does not exist, lve would still need a r,vay of
negotiating conflicting truth claims each of r.vhich has some incorrigible
claim to justification.

Before investigating the notion of truth further, a sketch of anti-
epistemology rvill be helpful.

4. Anti-Epistemology

Richard Rorty has argued that epistemology is either an empty concept or
a r'vaste of time. The clalm that it is an empty or meaningless (pseudo-)
concept, having no substantive content, is really a sort of eally
approximation in his thought, and misleading in that it suggests that he

14For a critical discussion of "the disappearing'r've"'in connection r.vith Richarcl
Rorty, see M. Kingr'vell, A Civil Tongue: Justice, Dialogue and lhe Politics' of
Phtralisnt (University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1 995), p, 36ff.

138_. H. smirh, Belief and Resistance; Dynamics oJ contemporary Intellecttrul
Controversy (Cambridge: Harvar.d University press, 1997),p. ø5, Sqî.



88 Pti le (2008)

could demonst.ate something about a concept (its emptiness) once and for.
all, i.e. that he can rely on a valid epistemology. In fact his thinking later
shifts to the claim that epistemology is simply not worlh botheringfr,vith;
there are more productive things to do. Nonetheless, I shall retum to the
claim of meani'glessness, r,vhich is still maintained by others, and is in
any event helpful in its or,vn right.

.
L

l.
,:

a

:

|.

ì;

i
:

I'

I
I

I

I
I

:

JEREMYBARRIS 89

simply, mean at all. Consequently there is no point in trying to ground *
or criticise - our knor.vledge on ultimately justified criteria: lve cannot get
beyond lvhat lve happen to do and say. Aay attempt to ground our
knor,vledge ultimately depends circularly on r'vhat lve happen to find
ourselves doing or saying. Even "the pragmatist cannot argue that

[rnetaphysics] is inconsistentr'vith amass of our otherbeliefs. . . . All the
pragmatist can do is . . . point to the seeming futility of metaphysical
activity; . . . In the end lve pragmatists have no real arguments against . . .

[metaphysical] intuitions . . . " ßorty, Tnúh, p. 42, my insertions). We
have, in our culture, criteria for r,vhat, in our culture, lve rightly call
knor,vledge (for example, Truth, p.73).But these criteria are not
ultimately justified (or unjustified); r,ve simply leam them as part of
becoming members of our society and its various subcultures.

Rorty argues earlier, horvever, for r'vhat ls rn one sense a more
extreme position. One of the resources he turns to here is the lvork of
Donald Davidson, notably Davidson's paper "On the Very Idea of a

Conceptual Scheme."17 The partial (and extremely simplified) gist of the
argument is that, if lve cannot meaningfully speak of an alternative
framer,vork (or "conceptual scheme") to our o$.n, r,ve cannot meaningfully
speak of our o\,vn framer,vork either ("Idea," p. 198). Talk of our o\'vn

framer,vork, r.vhich conttasts r'vith no other framer,vork, is just talk about
hor'v r,ve are generally: it does not pick out any features of holv lve are. 'We

cannot meaningfully speak of other framer,vorks, and consequently talk of
our o\\n framer,vork does no r.vork, identifies nothing, does not signify. In
other r,vords, the very idea of an ultimately or globally justifiable
framer,vork has no content. All there is, as Rorty's later argument also
urged, is r,vhat r've find ourselves doing and saying in particular
circumstances. Consequently there is no content to the objection that
what lve do and say may be ultimately or globally flar,ved. While RoIly's
later position might look like relativism, in this earlier version, as Rorty
argues, there is nothing for our "framer,vork" to be relative to (Objectivity,
pp. 25-26), and nothing \,ve can speak of as a framer.vork to be relative to
anything.

These rigorous rejections of epistemology supply the grounds for
social epistemology, r,vhich r.vithout such grounds is not yet epistemology
at all, for the reasons given above. Sanú-a Harding àgain: ,uih
sociologies 'lmplicitly assume as grounds for their ooun u""orrnt precisely
the epistemology they so effectively undermine', (.,Method," p ã+¡. a, t
shall argue after this section, hor'vever, the basic epistemoiogical
problems remain unless 'we find a r,vay of coordinating traditional
epistemology and anti-epistemology, including in the iatter social
epistemology.

The later Rorty argues that epistemology is a \,vaste of time because
of the type of ultimate circularity I have discussed above. First, "the
pragrnatist [ike Rorty] cannot justify . [our cultural] habits r,vithout
circula'ity, but then neither can the realist.',rs We cannot escape the
limitations of our culture. And second, our criteria for establishing truth
are interdependent with many other elements of our culture, including our
language and our various conceptual netr,vorks. That is, in ordãr to
understand and make use of our truth criteria, tve need to be part of a
culture. "[T]he only criterion r,ve have for applying the r,vord .tue' is
justification, and justification is alr.vays relative to an audience.',r6 It
follor.vs that any truth criteria that diverged from our own sufficiently to
put them in real question r.vould belong not simply to a different
perspective but to an entirely different culture, r.vith a language and
conceptual "system" we could not understand. we are, then, restricted to
r.vhat "people like us" say, and to pretend otherwise is just to spin our
r,vheels making statcments which have no purchase on anything nu", in ou,
culture and with our language and concepts, might mean by reality - or,

15 R. Rorty, Objectivity, Relativism, and Truth: phitosophical papers Volume 1 (Ner,v
York: Canibridge University Press, 1991), p.28-29, my insertions.

16R. Rorty, Turh ønd Progress; Philosophical pøpers Voltmte 3 (Ne'.v york:
Carnbridge University Press, 1998), p. 4.

17 D. Davidson, "On the Very Idea of a Conceptual Scheme," in InEùries, pp. 183-
198.
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It follor,vs from this vier,v, then, that epistemology is a mistaken
enterprise, at least insofar as it asks foundational questions about the
possibility of knor,vledge as such. Knor,vledge is an empirical or everyday
matter, not a philosophical one. "[T]he situation may be seen as a
matter of conditioning people . . to hold certain sentences true under
publicly observable conditions . . . @avidson, "Empidcal Content," p.
330). We have r,vays of getting knor.vledge that lve have leamed as
members of our culture. What r,ve need to do is to lealn those r,vays, and
they then give us r,vhatever r.ve might mean by knor,vledge. There are no
further meaningful questions to be asked.

I tum nor,v to an example of the kind of situation to r,vhich feminist
and other marginalised epistemologies are sensitive, in order to illustrate
the neoessity for both the insights of the anti-epistemological vier,v and
the conflicting insights of the pro-epistemological vier,v.

5. An Example

Let us imagine a dialogue concerning contemporary feminists and r,vomen
in earlier ages. If feminism itself depends on historical conditions (and it
must, given the circularity and hence bias of all positions - inoluding
gendered bias, r,vhich goes both \,vays), \,ve can ask .r,vhether men and
\,vomen in earlier histoncal periods r,vere sexist. One immediate response
might be: perhaps \,ve can say they were not sexist, r.vhile if lve did the
same things in our or,vn historical period r,ve would be. But, one might
say, surely it makes no sense to say that men's dominating r,vomen is
sexist no.r,v but r,vas not so then? Surely it is the same act .r,vith the same
parties?

A common response is that it is not in fact the same act r,vith the
same parties, sinoe social structure constitutes both the parties and the
acts as r,vhat they are, and in earlier periods both r.vere differently
constituted. But then, one might rejoin, r,vhat is the force of talking about
"truth"? Everything, including claims about the social structure, becornes
constructed or equally arbitrary. Diana Fuss notes (r,vith the aim of
alguing that constructionism in fact depends on essentialism, and vice-
versa) that social constructionism avoids this by inconsistently treating
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"the social" as in effect an essence, as not itself constructed but as

something simply given that explains everything else.l8 But if, as a
consistent constructionism must take it, social structure constitutes
everything, including claims about social structure, no socially intelligible
claim is more justified than another, and in fact there is no substance to
the notion of justtficatioz in this context at all. There is only hor.v things
happen to be conshucted, and everything might as r,vell be construoted

albitrarily one way as much as another. This is a standard complaint
against Foucault's reduction of everything to por,ver, that he gives no
reason to choose one form of power over anothel'.1e This outcome leaves

no principled or justice-bearing justification for feminism, even in
justifying to itself that its claims ãre tnte.

So r.ve could try (and I urge the reader to bear r,vith the follor,ving

contradictions: I shall shortly try to shor,v that they are not the end of the

story): then it r,vas not true to say that people 'r,vere sexist in their
consciousness and practice; but now it is true to say that even then it was
true. In other r,vords, truth as stated in a particular context remains

coherently truth, remains universally constant, while that truth would be

negated, equally universally and constantly, in a different context. Here
the emphasis is on the constitution of truth by rhetorical context, the

context of r,vho is speaking to r.vhom, and lvhen and for lvhat purpose. A
shift in rhetorical context r,vould then involve a kind of dividing line on

one side of r.vhich everythÌng under discussion is one \'vay and on the

other side of r,vhich everything under discussion is another, incompatible
r,vay. This is a sort of line across r,vhich the whole of tnúh under
discussion refracts, emerging differently.2o

18D. Fuss, Essentially Spealcing: Feminism, Nature and Difference (Nerv York:
Routledge, 1989), p. 6.

19Michael Walzer, for example, r,vrites, "Foucault gives us no reason to expect that
these [nelv por,ver fotmations] lvill be any better than the ones we nolv live lvith.
Nor, for that matter, does he give us any lvay of knowing r'vhat 'better' might
mean." "The Politics of Michel Foucault," in D. C. Hoy, ed., Foucault: A Critical
Reader (Cambriclge: Basil Blackr,vell, 1986), p. 61, my inserlion.

20lvhchael Williams has offered an approach to anti-epistemology that goes some

way to\,vards the kind of formulation I am attempting. He argues that sceptical

doubts are not meaningless, but beiong to a unique context, separate from that of
onr everyday concelrts lvith knolvledge. Unnatttal Dotùls: Epistemological
Realism and the Basis of Scepticism (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996),

e.g.,p.12.



92 Pti re (2008)

If this formulation achieves any sense at all (given arguments like
Davidson's), it is of course self-contradictory. But before I address this
contradiction, let me note something it does imply and something it does
not imply. If any sense can be made of this kind of formulation - and it is
my aim to shor,v that a sense can be made of it - truth needs to be
understood as a shifting (inconstant, fickle) terrain: nor,v absolute, nor,v
relative, rvith, if anything, rvhat Barbara Smith calls a "pidgin" status
betr'veen (Belief, p. 68). The substance of relevant truth itself r,vould shift
depending on rhetorical context; logic and sense themselves would alter,
in r,vays made determinate by the specificity of the rhetorical contexts.
And this set of formulations about truth is itself located r,vithin a specific
rhetorical context. That is, there are also rhetorical contexts in r,vhich onç
is comparing the rhetorical contexts themselves, and the resulting
formulations have their sense and truth only r.vithin those meta-contexts.
Assuming for the moment, then, that I can succeed in giving a sense to
this role of rhetorical context, it r,vould be right in some rhetorical
contexts to say, for example, "those opposed to us are simply, exclusively
and absolutely r'vrong"; in other rhetorical contexts, "they are simply,
exclusively and absolutely right"; in others, "r,vho is right is relative to the
frarner,vork, or to the rhetorical context"; in others, "both parties ale
absolutely (exclusively) right"; and in others, "both parties ale absolutely
(exolusively) right ønd r,wong."

if, again, these formulations can be given a sense at all, the
contradictory altematives are an artefact of the comparison betr,veen
rhetorical contexts. That is their rheÍoical context, a meta-rhetorical
context, and necessarily requires a contradictory logic. But, as I shall
argue, the necessary contradictions are unique to this meta-context, ald
they resolve also as an artefact of shifting appropriately from this meta-
context of comparison of rhetorical contexts. So these formulations do not
imply that contradiction has free reign. Contradiction r.vould occur only in
meta-contexts, and r.vould lose its sense and relation to truth in any other
contexts. That is, the role of contradiction here is limited by the very
fomulations that allorv it.

It is r,vorth noting that a description of such an account of ûuth
r,vould drar,v on a mixture of gender-evocative terms and evaluations.
Truth becomes in one sense, as I have very briefly noted, fickle and

1

I
i

¡
I

I

I

I

I

JEREMYBARRIS 93

inconstant; in another sense truth is simply and stably r.vhat it is. More to
the point, as rvill emerge belor,v, its inconstancy is a condition of its
constancy and vice-versa. Political oppositions become coordinations, in
consequence of the coordination of epistemological oppositions, r,vith
interesting results for the gender-evocative presuppositions underlying the
political debates.

6. A Proposed Solution

It is r,ve11-knor,r'n, if not necessarily formulated in this rvay, that rhetorical
context alters the political force of an asseftion or action. The political
signification of a'woman's opening a door for another woman is different
from that of a man's doing so for a 'uvoman. A sexist statement in one
context is a feminist, or at least less significantly sexist one in another.
Political force, hor,vever, is not entirely independent of truth. That a
statement has different political force entails that the statement means
something different: and if it truly has different political force, then it
states, at least to an extent, a different truth. So lve have precisely the
truth of the same statement being different in different rhetorical contexts.
Conversely, conflicting statements can have the same or overlapping
political force in different rhetorical contexts, r.vith a related kind of
result: r,vhat r,vould be conflicting truths in the same context can bear the
same truth in different contexts.

This opens up the possibility of conceiving truth, taken as the
content of tue statements, as something r'vhich varies (contradictorily)

'uvhile remaining the same: the same content is conveyed, rightly, by a
different content. One could object that the "same" content is in fact
simply different in different contexts, since the contexts and not only the
r.vording or significant actions constitute the content as rvhat it is. But lve
can only state the content by stating the content: our very attempt to
assert that the "same" content is different presupposes the same content.
The same contradictory variation of truth re-emerges at the meta-level of
any arguments r,ve might make about it. We need, then, to conceive of
huth-content as capable of being the same while being incompatibly
different in the same respect at the same time,



94 Pti 19 (2008)

I suggest that the idea of incommensurability, or .vvhat I shall also
call truth-incompatibility, allor,vs such a conception. As I have noted, the
idea of truth-incompatibility or differences that affect truth itself is, at one
contained level, self-contradictory. But let me stress that this does not
immediately constitute grounds for r.ejecting it as senseless. My
argument, like those of some feminist thinkers and, more generally, some
postmodern thinkers, is parlly that .r,ve need to conceive differently hor,v
sense itself can function (and I have offered some of the motivations for
the need to do so). In which case the different conception of sense I am
about to propose needs to be evaluated before the limitedly contradictory
outcome can be validly rejected, and it needs to be evaluated
independently of standard rejections of contradiction. To reject this
outcome because of its elements of contradiction, before evaluating the
different conception of sense on which it depends, and hence to reject it
precisely on the basis ofthe global rejections ofcontradiction to rvhich it
seeks to explore an alternative, is simply circular. One might be tempted
to object that, if any contradiction is allor,ved, then no ooherent evaluation
of anything is possible.2l But it is precisely this kind of conclusion that
my proposed conception seeks to obviate. It is premature, then, to dra.w
this conclusion right away.

As Rorty acknolvledges, despite Davidsonian claims of
meaninglessness, the argument for the sense of incommensurability is in
fact still a possibility. This is so precisely because the lines ofthought for
and against the idea of incommensurability are themselves arguably
incommensurable - that is, the argument against incommensurabilify
depends on a decision about r,vhether its own grounds are
incommensurable with the opposing line of thought or not. In other
r.vords, it presupposes that it is arguing effectively r,vith the other position,
that it really is dealing r,vith the same conception of the issues. And of
course that decision presupposes the conclusion circularly. The argument
against the sense of incommensurability, then, is far from conclusive.

21 This is part of a standard argument against the legitimacy of violations of the
principle of non-contradiction. In the context of formal logic the argument is that
anything at all follolvs from a contradiction: if one allor.vs a contradiction, one can
then say anything about anything. For formal systems that allolv contradictions
rvitlrout entailing everything, horvever, see, for example, G. Priest, An Introtluction
to Non-Classical Logic (Cambridge: Cambridge University press, 2001).
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Further, as I have mentioned, one of the central arguments against

the sense of incommensurability is that, if such a thing applied, the parlies

ìnvolved r,vould not even be able to understand each other. There r,vould

be nothing intelligible to have a disagreement about. And parl of my or.vn

proposal depends on the kind of radical lack of content of
incommensurable positions for each other that leads to that anti-
epistemological argument. But, r,vhile our language 'uvould not allo'uv us to
grasp the other's language, lve could presumably learn that other language

as lve first learned our o\,vn. Language cannot depend on the possibility of
translation, othelr,vise r,ve could not account for our learning a first
language in the first place. Rorty himself has noted (although r,vith the

aim of undermining the kind of point that is part of my oum here) that
"untranslatability does not entail unleamability" (Objectivity, p. 48). V/e

can, then, learn to speak more than one language, each r,vith its r,veb of
concepts and value commitments, and none of these languages and

conceptual webs needs make sense in terms of the others.

These preliminary responses to anti-epistemology do not remove

the deeper contradiction of saying that truth itself (for example, truth
about the same things in the same respect) is differently constituted in
different positions or framer,vorks ol' contexts. They only suggest that the

objections to the sense of incommensurability are so fal inconclusive, and

ihaT if a sense can be made of the deeper conhadiction it r.vill not imply
some of the self-refuting consequences that are often drar,vn in objection
to it. I nor,v turn to addressing the deeper contradiction.

My proposed solution is that, if r've think of truth-affecting
differences in rhetorical context as incommensurabilities of position or
grounds, \,ve can establish a r.vay of making (a certain kind) of sense of
juxtaposing epistemological with anti-epistemological vier.vs. This, in
tum, allolvs us to preserve the crucial insights of both. Again, that these

formulations are so far contradictory is not yet grounds for rejecting them.

If such gtounds emerge, they r,vill do so legitimately - non-circularly -
only in consequence of the following exploration of hor.v sense might
conceivably function, on r'vhich the formulations depend. Now, the
guiding type of difference here is that betlveen contexts in r,vhich truth-
affecting differences are relevant, and those in r,vhich they are not relevant
at all. Where the disagreeing sides share relevant common grounds - and



96 Pti le (2008)

this of course is only established in the course of dialogue, not given in
advance - truth-affecting differenoes do not occur. And here, as I shall try
to shor'v and as the anti-epistemologists argue, \,ve need no epistemology.
But rvhere there are no relevant common grounds - that is, grounds or
criteria for truth, as opposed to common ground in many other respects,
r.vhich may allor.v, for example, mutual understanding * epistemological
issues become relevant.

A filst advantage of conceiving things in this r,vay is that deep
epistemological issues ,rimply do not exist for oommon-grounds
situations. As Rorly argues, in talking r,vith those "like us" (in this limited
respect of sharing grounds for truth), lve need have no doubts about the
legitimaoy of our criteria for our claims, all else being equal, i.e. if lve
meet our standards for responsible conclusions. No such deep
epistemologicøl doubts are relevant within the context of the discussion.
As Davidson argues, in this context one cannot even speak meaningfully
about one's olvn position as a position, and so no questions can arise
about its ultimate grounds.

Second, in talking with those not "like us" in this sense, deep
epistemological issues are fully relevant. But, the moment they become
relevant, they also lose content, because the lack of common grounds for
truth descnbes incommensurability of positions. And, as the anti-
epistemologists argue, incommensurability, or its practioal equivalents I
discussed above, entails that the claims and criteria of the other position
are meaningless for or irrelevant to one's or,vn (r.vhichever one's or,r'n

happens to be). If the reader r,vill again bear r.vith my apparent illogic for a
moment, this means that the epistemological issues are not a problem,
since the very ideas of circularity and infinite regress lose content the
moment they become applicable. I shall discuss in a moment lvhy it is an
advantage that epistemological issues appear if they also immediately
disappear, but first I want to show - at last * r,vhy this self-contradictory
statement is not simply an absurdity.

What makes this apparent illogic r,vorkable is conceiving it rvithin
the grid of truth-incompatible positions. 'We can, I suggest, apply this grid
to the conflicting grounds for asserting the sense of incommensurability
versus asserting its non-existence themselves. I have already stalted to do
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this above in discussing the self-reference of this debate, its circular
dependence on the decision it aims to support. And if we do apply this
grid to this debate, there is a sense to speaking as I have both of the
content of statements about a deeply different position, and the emptiness

of content of such statements. In other lvords, \,ve can vier,v the very same

phenomenon - the same asseftions about the relation of deeply different
positions - simultaneously both from the meta-position (r'vith the rveb of
concepts and meanings of that meta-position) that these assertions have

content, on one side of the grid, and from the meta-position (r,vith its
different r.veb of concepts and meanings) that they do not, on the other
side of the gnd. The apparent illogic of saying that the fundamental
epistemological problems disappear the moment they appear is not, then,
unmanageable, though it puts very different constraints and freedoms on
logic from those r,ve are traditionally used to. We are not, at this point,
occupying a particular position, but occupying more than one
simultaneously. The epistemological problems arise as 'r,ve take into
account the meta-position from r'vhich incommensurability is conceivable,
and that very same meta-position entails that the claims and criteria of the
other position (since it is incommensurable with it) are contentless for it:
the problems disappear. The moment one returns to the rhetorical context
of a single shared position, hol,vever, the meta-grid of juxtaposed and

simultaneous incommensurable positions no longer has bearing, and the

self-contradiction is simply a self-contradiction, no longer given even the

type of sense allorved by the grid. 
.We 

can no longer speak rvith any kind
of sense of truth-incompatible positions, and anti-epistemology applies
simply exclusively again.

I retum now to the proposed advantage that deep epistemological
issues become relevant in contexts r,vhere incommensurability of truth-
criteria is relevant, artd only become relevant in such contexts. Part ofthe
advantage is that, as I have argued, the recalcitrant problems that
mainstream epistemologies have been unable to resolve find a solution.
As I have noted, they arise as epistemological problems, as r've take into
account the meta-position from r,vhich incommensurability is conceivable,
and then they disappear, as that very conception of incommensurability
entails their contentlessness. (Again, as Davidson argues, in this context
even one's o\,vn position cannot be meaningfully considered as a position,
and consequently there are no questions to be asked about its ultimate
grounds.) That is, they do not simply fail to arise as epistemological
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problems at all, but they emerge and because of the context of that
emergence they ølso disappear. Given that proaess, it is not the case that
they r'vere simply falsely understood to arise as conceivable problems,
r,vith the result that there is nothing for epistemology to do, but they are

formerly unresolyed epistemologicøl problerus for rvhich ø solution has
now been established.

But another part of the advantage is that, in the process of
exploring the epistemological issues (r.vhich of course r,vill turn out to be
contentless or, in a different rhetorical phase, simply senselessly self-
contradictory), we establish in concrete ways,for both oy more sides, fhe
equivalent epistemological justifìcation of each (or, in a different
rhetorical phase, the equivalent lack of content of the requirement for
such justification). This outaome must then transform the nature of the
debate. Firstly, lve have established a fi'amelvol'k lvithin lvhich lve can
account for the possibility of each side's coming to understand the othe¡
despite the immediate senselessness of each side's claims for the other.
Secondly, and consequently, each side is in a position to present its otvn
justifications to the other(s) despite the barrier of immediate senselessness
to the other - a:rd, as importantly, to recognise that the other side may
have justification despite the barrier of i/s of immediate senselessness.
Each side must, by the very principles by r,vhich it justifies itself or by
r'vhich it legitimately rejects the need for such justification, recognise the
equivalent status of the othel side, and require the other side to do the
same. Each side must then, by its or,vn standards * to r,vhich the other
sides can appeal - recognise the legitimacy of the other positions'
conflicting claims, and, again, require the same of the other positions.
Each is then required to leam to think in terms of the other positions
simultaneously with its own, and to find lvays of negotiating that are not
dependent on denying the ûuth either of the opposing claims or of its
own, except r,vhere those claims are in conflict r,vith the epistemological
standards of the position from r,vhich they are made.

The political result is a kind of honourìng of one's enemy r,vithout
reducing the force and urgency of the conflict. Where all conflicting
parties are doing this, I suggest that a lot of irresolvable debate r,vould be
obviated, and a very different type of dialogue, r,vith hopes for surprising
and consluctive outcomes, made possible.
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The rhetoric or language of "rhetorical positions," as having
purchase on the structure or constitution of truth, itself only has content
in rhetorical contexts in r'vhich truth-incompatible positions are at issue.

The present account itself, then, loses content, becomes literally
meaningless, in contexts in r,vhich truth-incompatibility is rhetodcally
irrelevant.

As I have discussed above, there are many situations in which
rhetorical context affects the truth of assefüons. It follows that there are

man¡ often quite ordinary situations in rvhich incommensurability of
grounds obtains. This may go some r,vay to explain r,vhy sexists and
feminists aÍe so tragically divided from each other and among
themselves, beyond mere disagreement, in r.vays that cut both sides to the
existential quick. And it suggests that the kind of problem that this paper
tries to address has consequences r,vell beyond engagements lvith
epistemology as such.
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Presuppos itionless Scepticism

IOANNIS TRISOKKAS

1. Introduction

The Pyrrhonian sceptics (c. 330 BC - c. 200 AD)' developed an exciting
philosophical thought - r,vell documented and maybe2 further developed

1 I have piaced the chronological starting-point of Pyrrhonism at c. 330 BC because
at that time Pynho of Ellis (c. 360 - c. 270), the founder of this school of
scepticism, must have been around thirty years old, and the ending-point at c.200
AD because it must have been around that time rvhen Sextus Empiricus flourished;
for more details see D.K. Flouse, 'The life of Sextus Empiricus', Classical
Quarterly 30, (1980), pp. 227-238, and F. Kudlien, 'Die Datierung des Sextus
Empiricus und des Diogenes Laertius', RheinischesMttseum 106, (1963) pp. 251-
254. The best overall account of Pymhonism is given by R.J. Hankinson, The
Sceptics, (London and Ner,v York: Routledge, 1995); other important studies
include J. Annas and J. Bames, The Modes oJ Scepticìsm (Cambridge: Carnbridge
University Press, 1985), M. Bunryeat and M. F¡ede, The Original Sceptics: A
Conlroversy, (Indianapolis/Cambridge: Hackett, 199'7), L Bames, The Toils of
Scepticism, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), M. Dal Pra, Lo
scetticismo greco, (Ptome and Bani: La Terza, 1975), and C.L. Stough, Greeh
Skepticism (Los Angeles, Calìfomia: University of Califonria Press, 1969).
Hankinson's 'Pyrrhonism' (in E. Craig (ed.), Routledge Encyclopedia oJ'
Philosophy, Vol. 7 (London and Nerv York: Routledge, 1998), pp. 849-854) is a
brief but very lucid and informative account of Pyrrhonism. For the immense
influence exerted by Pyrrhonism on modem European thought see C.B. Schmitt,
'The rediscovery of ancient scepticism in modern times', in M. Burnyeat, (ed.)
The Skeplical nødition, (California: University of California Press, 1983), pp.
225-251 and the majestic study by R. Popkin, A History of Scepticism from
Erasmtts to Spinoza (California, Berkeley: University of California Pr ess, 1979).

2 There is controversy among scholars as to lvhether Sextus'lvork contains original
thought or it is just a compilation and careful ordering of the teachings of older
sceptics. See the discussion and references in J. Barnes, 'Scepticism and the arts',
in Hankinson, (ed.) Method, Medicine and Metaphyslcs (Edmonton, Alberta:
Academic Printing and Publishing, 1988), pp. 53-77.
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by Sextr-rs Empiricnsr - u'hich aimed at the manifestation of the
inrpossibility of human knor.vledge oI úte true nature of dny obiect or
aspect of real.ity whatsoevel.4 In stark contrast to the * then prevailing -
heavily dogmatic Aristotelian, Stoic and Epicurean philosophies,s but also
to moderu scepticism,d the Pyrrhonists' central corìcern was to provide
such manifestation witlnur the employment of arul, dogmatic principles.T
The term 'dogmatic principle' denotes a judgment (or 'proposition'),
syllogism (or 'argumertt') or u'hole theory, lvhich gives the impression
that it purports to say, directly or indirectl¡ and certainly voluntarily and

3 Vy'e posscss tr'vo conrplete rvor*.s by Sextus ((2udines of Scepricism lPyrrhoneioi
Ílypoty,poseirf, cd. and trans. by J. Annas and J. Rarnes (Cambridge: Cambridge
Univer:sity Prcss, 2000), hereaftcr PII and Ágainst lhe Prafessors f4dver,tus
Mathe¡n¿tticos l-Vfl, Irans. by R. G. Bury (Cambtidge, lvlA; Harvard University
Press, 1949), herealier M I-VI), as rvell ns the bulk of ¿r third, rvhich is norv
ilividecl into three books (Against the Logicians lAdverrus Mathematicos VII-Yllil,
trans, by R. ü. Buty (Carlbridge. MA: l:larvard lJnivelsity Press, 1935), heteitflei'
/l'r'Vll-VIll, Aguinsf the Ph.ysicists þl.dve*us MaÍhematicos M IX^n, trans. try R.

G. tsury (Cambridge. MA: Harvard University Press" 193(r), bereafter M lX-X.
anú Against the Ethirists lÅdversus lvÍqihematicos M,V{, trans. by R. G. Bury
(Cìarnbridge. MA: I-Iarvard Univelsity Press, 1936), hereafter MXI). For gencral
¿rcoounts ol'Sexlus Empiricus'lifè and work see Flankinson (1995), pp, 6-7; I'louse
(1980); W lleintz, Studien zu Sextus Empiricus (l"lalle: Nienteyer Verlag, 1932);
K, Janáðek, 'Prolegomena to Sextus Empìricus', i¡tÅcta Universilalis.Palackianae
Olonucen,sis 4, (1S48), pp. 1-64; K. Janáðek, Sextus |impiricu,s'Sceptical Method.s
(Prague: Universita Kallova, 19'72); J.C. Vollgratl 'La vie de Sextus Empiricrrs',
Revre de Psychologie 26, Q9A\ pp. 1 95-210.

4 The ultimate goal (reloç) of a Pyrrhonist rvas to achieve tranquillity (or
ìmperhnbability, rnapaQa): PH l, 12,25; cfì Sedley, 'The notivation of Greek
Skepticism', ìn M. Burnyeat (1983), pp. 9-29, specifically p. 19,21,23 n. 16. The
means to achieve it is by suspension olf judgment (eroXfl, whiclt iu tny
interpretation signif-res ol eutails or suggests the absence ofscientifìo beliefs (PËII,
I 2- I 5), The means to achieve this is by opposing to every ttuth-claim a huth-clairn
of an equal statrm (equipolle¡tce, rcoo0tvttã) (Pil l, l2). For the ptmposes of the
preseni paper, whictr considers only the episternological chatacter and significance
of Pyrrhonism, its ultimatc goal (tranquillity) does not bccome an objcct of
reflection. F'or a very good paper that discttsses tranquillity as the ultimate gôâl ol:
Pyrrhonism and its rel'¿tion to ënrol.q see Seclley (1983). 'l'here are some pass¿Wes

iu PIl which suggest that the Pyrrhonist cloes not alier all oppose scientilìc
ìnqnirics l¡ecause sl]e cannot explicitly say tltttt knolvledgc is irnpossible, i.e. that
tealíty ir unknou'able (see, f'or example, PÍ{, l-4), In The coursc of tlle prescnt
essay i rvill show why this claim is a completc fallacy. If one examincs thc way
Pyrrhonisnr makes r.ce ol the equipollence ol tluth-clairns, one should have
absolutely no dot¡bt that the irim of sceptìcisrn is ess¿nl¡irlþ the clemolition of
science (to rvit, of the search f'trr knowledge)^ On this rnattel see especially the last
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with 'strong irnpulse or inclination', sonething true of the nature of
reality.8 Thus, Pyn'honia:r sceplicism is making the strong clain that it
destroys any pretensions to knowledge in a totzrlly ¡tresupposilitnless
rnanner.e 'lhis essay a:ims to substantiate the Pynhotian route to the
rnanifestation of the impossibility of knowledge by taking its clairn for
presuppositionlessness very seriously. The main textual material for the
'srrbstantiatìon'is provided by Sextus Empiricus' Outlines of Pyrrhoni,sm,

sentence in I'H1,30. For theuniwr:sality of this dernolition see y'TII, 31: "i. .]
TLanquillity follows suspension of judgment about everything L...)i' PH I,232'.
"[Arcesilaus] suspends judgment about everything;" lvÍ N Forster, 'Hegelian vs.

Kantian interpretations of Pyrrhonism: revolution or reaction?',
http://philosophy.uchicago. edu/faculty/files/tbrster/BurnyeatFrede2. doc, (2007),
pp. l-24, esp. p. 5: "Is it likely that the Pyrhonists. who so prided themseJves ou
being at l.east as radical as the Academic sceptics, rvould have 1àllen shoft of
Arcesilaus in his aspiration to do arvay with all t¡elief? Surely not." See also
Sedley (1983) p 1l:"[...] When Arçesilaus aclvocated suspension of assent aboLrt

everything, he rneant snspension of all belief * ref'usal to regard any impression
wltatever; or its contradictory as 1rue." M. Frede (il his 'Des Skeptikers
Meinungen', Neue Hefte.für Philosophie 15, (1979), pp. 102-129) is against this
interpretation; he believes that the Pyrrhonist attacks only a certain category of
tnrth-claims, the ones asserted by those who |trctle calls 'scientists' and
'philoso¡rhers'; the Pynhonist does not, in his opinion, attack the truth-claims
rnacle by orclinary people. (Note that in the present essay when we are referring to
the 'scierÍists' we mean oach ¿tnd evety hum'an being who claìms to have
knowleclge of rhe tnrc nature of objects and aspects of the leal). A critique of
Fr-ede's position can be found in Burnyeat, 'Can the Sceptic live his Scepticisrn?'
(in Burnyeat (.l983), pp. 117-148, hereafìer Bumyeat (1980a)). Barnes, in
'Ancient scepticism and causation'(in Bumyeat (1983), pp. 149-203, esp. pp. 159-
160) claims that Soxtus' text does not allow resolution of the Frede-Burnyeat
dispute since it suppor:ts both. Barnes argues for a modest theory of Pyrlhonism,
one that combines elements from both the.Fredean and Ëiulnyeatian theories ('T'he
Beliefs of a Pyrrhonist', Proceedings o/'the Camhridge Philoktgical Society 208,
pp 1-29). For a critique of Barnes' 'modest theory' see l\4. Forster, Hegel and
Skepticisn (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1989) p. 203. Since the
aim ofthe Pyrrhonists is the complete destnrction of scientifìc inquiry, Pyrrhonian
scepticism is f¡ndatrrentally different from the Caltesian scepticisrn of the
luledilatìons and the Socratic scepticism of tlte Meno, both of which are of a
propuedeulic nature, clearing the grouncl for the acquisition of knowledge. See
Descartes, 'Meditations on First Philosoph¡l' in J. Cottingharn, R. Stootlioff and D.
Muldoch (editoLs and lranslators) , The Philosophiccrl ll'r'itings of Descartes, Yol. II
(Canrbridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984), pp, 6-62;Plato, 'Meno', in Plato,
ProÍagora,s and Meno. trans. by A. Beresford (Lonclon: Penguin, 2005), pp. 81-
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Tlre analysis that follows aspires to do justice to the g,enuine sp¡riÍ
of Pyrrhonisrn ralher than to its letter; and to do lhat not in a philological
or lrìstoricoplrilosophical, hul in a strictly philosophical, ttrgutnentûtive.
mannel. Accorclingly I set ont to provide a non-ambigtrous, systematic
acrount of .Pydronian scepticism that r.vould be attractive to all those
philosoplrers wlto strongLy believe that knowledge of: the true natnte of
any aspect of reality is an intpossihilil.y. For, in rny view, it is this qint of
Pynhonism that detemines its genuine spint and, thercfore, a genuinely
Pynhonia:r argument would only be one which unambiguously fulfils that
aim. The single most important challenge one faces in what follows is to
recorlstnrct this genuinely Pynhoniarr argrurrent without charging the
Pynhouists with the use of everr a singie dogrnatic principle. Whât will
enrerge frorn the forlhcoming analysis is a novel and quite radical
interpretation ofì Pymhorrian scepticìsm.

2. The universe ofdiscourse

The problernatic ofl the present inquiry - nalnely what constitutes dre

object ofì o?.,¡' interest - conccflrs the possibility of hrnnan knowledge of
the true nature of l'ealìty. The generic narne used fo¡ the spltere of human
activity that is meant to prodnce, incorporate and expand such knowledge
is sci.ence (enuntT¡t4. WissenschaJi).10 The production, incorporation arrd

1 66, 79e-80a, 84a-c.
5 Sextus calls A¡istotle and the other dogrnatic philosophers "deluded and self:

satisfied clogmatisis" (P H 1, 62).
6 See Forster (1989), p. 1 itlì
7 Thìs ìs, according to somc, the major diflerence betwecn Pyrrhonian and

Acadenic sceptics; see PH I, 1-4; I, 220-235. Cf. M. Frede,'The Skeptic's tr,vo

kinds ofassent and ihe question ofthe possibilit-v of knowledge', in F'rede (1987),
pp, 201-222, p. 212ff., hereafìer 1987a; G. Striker, 'Über den Unterschied
zwischen den Pyrrhoneern und <len Aka<lemikern', Phrotrc,sis 26. (1981), pp. I 53-
1691 Forste¡ (1989), pp. 198-200.

I Cf. l,ä I, 230.
9 Cf. Forster (1989), p. 11.

l0Note. importantly, that the term'science'does not limit itself to positivistic
conceptions of science, which allo'"v only activities like physics ancl chemistry to
hold tlrat title. The ternt science is here used quite loosely ancl means each ancl

every hurran âctivity tlìat¡:rrrports to say something lr¡r¿ about the real, Thus, each
ancl every human being (and notjust the physicists or the cher¡ists) is potentialty a

.\cìenl,i.rt. In other worcls, if a farme¡ is making a claim to the true flature of realily,
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expansioo of knowledge requires ìnvestigation or incptity into the truth of
tlrings. Call this activily scientilic incpìry, The latter is manifesfed as

sornething said or done. Anything that is said or done nust appeur and
anytlring tlnt appears must appear ,somewhere. We call the abstract space
(the 'somewhere') into wltiçh eyet'ytlttng ,saicl appears the universe rsJ'

cliscr¡trrse and the abstract space into whieh everylhing done appears the
universe rf prøxis. Our problernatic will focus on lhe univer,re oJ'
discoln"se (and not on the univelse of praxis).

The universe of discourse has been, therefbre, disclosed as what
must be minimally thought in a problernatic that concÇnìs itself lvith tlie
possibility of science-as-somethìng-said.rr ln this uriverse, now, there
appeff clairns rnade dudng the activity of scientific inquiry, A number of
those claims relate clirectly to the nature of things (or of reality) and some
of lhese partìcular clairns are (positive or negative) claills abovtfhe true
naflrre of things (or of reality), Given their specific character, let us call
them trz¡th-cløinls, Narowing the domain even further, we now postulate
that tlie present problernatic deals only with truth-claírns and the universe
of discotuse will be thematised solely as a space in i,vhich tluth-claims
appear.

Wrenever a truth-claim appeaïs in the universe of discoulse, it
acqLrires existence. The latter is entaíled from the fact that the trrrth-claim
is 7asl there, has .jr,tst appezu'ed, has.¡l.is/ been posited in the univuse of
discourse, lts existence has, therefbre, an i.nunediale châracter. Thís cloes
noÍ tnean that the truth-claim could not develop or disclose a more
elaborate character, for e,rample, throrrgh its relations with other truth-
claims, Rather, the ernphasis here is on the very motnent a truth-olaim
arise,:; in the uriverse of discourse, in fhat primorclial, most minimal
modus of its existence, the truth-claim has a character of imtnediacy,

There is, then, a prirnordial state-of-affai¡'s in which the elements of
tlre ruriverse of cliscourse, the truth-claims, relate to each other in a non-

she obt¿ins at thãt moment the status of a scientist.
11 AII science begins with something saicl. The universe of cliscourse represents that

space lvithout r.vhich what is said could not appear. lt is therefole a notion which
requiles no lì¡rther grouncling or justification (for rvithout it no grounding or
justiiicati on could appear).
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reflecl¡ve, indi//erenf mannet. Ëxactly at this point the argtttnent becolnes
clistinctively Pyn'honian, tbr it is the Pyn'honisf who tirst pointed ottt that
in snch a state ofì irnmediacy and irrdifïerent telationaiity there oan be no
pri.viLeging of a truth.clailn ove:r any of the others. lndeed, in the universe
of cliscourse lhere reigns initially a state ol equølity or equi¡tollence

Qooo1evtut) âlnong the huth-claims^r: They simply exist in the ttniverse
of discourse, statcling inclifferently next to one ailother, one being no
truer lhan the other.13

The equality of the truth-claìms matters geatly rvhen a cc¡nflicl
appears, when namely the universe of discourse - or pad of it - takes the
specítìc form of a dispule. This is because in case of coilflict the tntth
regarcling the nalure of the object or aspect of reality being affected hide,t
jtselfand, therefore, cannot be expressed. [n such an event the trniverse of
discourse l's contami¡ated (for the expression ofl truth is, with respect to
our problematic, the vely reason it exists in the first place), something
tlrat calls for the retnoval or resolution ofl the conllict.r4 At this point the
seoond most distinctive feature of þr:rhorrisrn - after rco(Í?F;vt:tu -, and
definifely its rnost unsetfling, enters tlìe picture of or.rr problematic. l.his is

T2PH T, 10.
l3 This is a poiut where my interpretation dillers crucially from an alternative, which

can be convincingly supporled by a nurnber of passages fbund in the text of I'11
(e.g. I, 29). M! attempt is to ground the ecluipollence of the ttuth-clairns on their
,simple existence in the universe of discoulse; Llrc alternaÍive ntove would be to
grouncl this equipollence on the equal,Êrz'e they have upon the cottttictiott of some
aadience. I find the alternative unattractive because, irr the case where the force
r.'arleq it allows for an allegedly valid hierarchical ordering of truth-claims based

solely upon the subjective opinions of an audience. M-v apploach avoids this
danger. Sextus seems to agree with me oü this issue in PH I, 33-34, rvher-e he
refuses to al.low that uuiversal agreement on an assertion suffices to show that it is
tnre. Cf. Forster (1989), p. 20: "[...] Sextus Empiricus'commitment to the
coutrnon views of men, althor.rgh it surfàces at sevet'al points in his texts, has the
appearance of beíng nìore a random accretion from external sources that att

essential conìponent of his sceptical position like the equipollence method."
Aenesidemus, on the other hand, seems to have accepted the principle that what is
commonly believed must also be true; see J.M. Rist, 'The Heracliteanism of
Aenesidernus', P hoeníx 24 (197 0), pp. 3 09-3 I 9.

\APH 1,26; "[The] sceptics began to do philosophy in orcler to decide antong
appçarances oncl to apprehend rvhich are true antl which false [.. ]" (my emphasis).
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the mani/eslalk¡n that no conÍlicl between tr-uth-clai¡ns can ever be
resoLved ald herrce fhe true natune offhe real cal uever be expressed.ri

Before the sceptic's argument f'or the itnpossibility <lf the resolution
of conflict is examined, let me here poirrt out what, surely, must have
already become a source of disquiet. Firstly, the sceptic seems to have
moved quite ar:bitrarily frorn a universe of disoourse in rvhich the truth-
claims are related only in an indi/Jercnt lÌìänner to a universe whele suclr
relations take the loaded form of conflict. The question is this: How does
tìre Pyrhonist conceive the move from indifferent relations to conflicting
relations? Secondly, the sceptic suddenly ernployed a juclgrrrent affinning
the negative relation between tntth and conflictirtg truth-claims. How
does she, then, nudersta¡lcl this legative relatiou and how does shejustify
this unclerstanding?

Thus, in what follor.vs I will provide the Pyn'honist's responses to
these three questions:-

(l) Horv does the Pyrlronist manifest lhe unpossibility of the resolution of
conflict among truth-claims?

(2) How does the Pyrhonist conceive a corflict between tmth-claims on
the level of utmost imrnediacy in the univçrse of dìscorrse?

(3) ïIow does the þnhonist argue for the neguf ive relation between fruth
and conflicting truth-claims on that level?

3, Criferion of truth

If, then, (a) certain tnrth-clairns conflict with each other and (b) contìict
contaminates fhe universe of discourse, a choice must be made betr,veen
them so as to resolve the conflict.t6 The decision should not be arbitrary;
orre lras to lnake sure it guurãntee,s that the truth-claim choselr incieed

15P.H1,26: "[B]utthey [i.e. the sceptics] câme Lrpon equipollent dispute, and being
unable to decicle this they suspended judgment." See also P¡?I, i35.

l6 This clainr is discr¡ssed below
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exernplifres the true natnre of the relevant object or aspect of reality.
Otherwise, why shoulcl such clecision be acceptecl? This neecl fbr
gualantee calls for a crtterion of truth. To posit a criterion of truth is to
axpticitty,ray why the one rather thar the othel truth-claim is true.rT But in
doing so one has to say sornelhìng further' (positive or negative) aborLt the
reul, tbra conflict about the tnúh of tbe r:eal can be resolvecl only ìf mrtre
is said abor¡t it. Accordingly', the critedon, wltatever its peculiar fonn (a
jLrdgment, a syllogism, or a theory), is in tum itself a lruth-claim"
altlrouglr one of a special status: it provides the reason why an initially
positecl tmth-clairn is true (and hence why the truth-claím which conflicts
wjth it is false). Let us call all truth-clailns that are initially posited in the
urriverse of discourse./i rsÍ-r¡rc{er truth-claitns and the truth-claims that are
posited in order l,o rcsolvc conflicts between first-orcler tnrth-clairns
s ec ond<¡ rcle r t n il h- c la itn s.

Recall now that a huth-clairn, as soôu as it appears, has an

imffiediate existence in the universe ofdiscourse,just because it is posited
therein. If. in this nniveLse, a truth-claim appears that conflicts with the
posited criterion of truth, a decision has to be made concelning the truth
of the conflicting second-order truth-claims. But this requires a critetion
ofl truth. whiclr woulcl be nothing else than a thitd<trder truth-cla¡)n.lt is
clear that tlte activity ofì resolution of conflict in tlte universe of cliscourse

takes now the tbrm of intolerable infinite ïegl'ess. tf, further, at some
poinf during this process a criterion of tn*h is invoked that has the sane
content as one of the previously posited ctiteria, then the whole process

takes tlre more specific fonn of inlolerable c:trcularity.ts Call this u4lole

þrrlronian argument Ihe urgutnent./iom the crilerir¡n rf-trulh.le

1 7 Cf. Hankinson (l 998), p. 852.
18Ïor Sextus Empiricus' varied form.ulations of the argument f¡or¡ the criterion see

PH I, 114-117, 122-123, 166; lI, 20,34ff., M yTl" 16. For the specific folm of
circularity seePl1 I, 116-117,169; tI,9,36, ll4, i96, 199, ?02;MYLI.J,261,342,
379-380. A good discussion of the argurîent from the criterìon - rvhich however
remains a bìt on the surface with respect to the really important philosophical
issues connected with it - can be fiound in Barnes (1990), pp. 36-57, 58-89, I l3-
i44. The reason why Bames'<liscussion does not go as deep as it should is that he
artificially dissociates the mode of in{ìnite regression' from the phenomenon of
dispute (which he calls the 'mocle ol clisagreement")" i.e. fiom the existence of
conflicting truth-clainìs within a univelse of discourse,

'l9On the notion of lhe crilerion of tnilh see especially J. Brunschwig,'Sextus
Empiricus onlhe ht'iÍe¡'iotr: fhe Skeptic as conceptual legatee', in J.M. Dillon ancl
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Regress and/or circularity are intolerable because theil stmçtnre2o
does not allow lbr the satisfaction of the desideratunr at hand, which has
been /irmLy determined as the resolution of conflict between ./irrl-order
truth-claírns. Circularity does not resolve that conflict, becanse the
criterion sirnply repeats a truth-claim fhat is s¡il/ in conflict with another
tnrth-clairn; the conceptual ohain built by an inlinite izgre^rr rnight
irnpless ns clue to the elaborate and contirruous explanations it produces,
lrut tlrese remain foreign to the truth of the initially posited truth-claims,
fol they lead to no clroice between the latter'.

Based on the argument frorn ihe crÌterio¡r of truth, the Pynhonist
maintains that there has beer given a mantJèstation of fhe irnpossibility of
knowledge of the tme lìahre of any object or aspect of realily
whatsoever, anci this without the employment of any dogrnatic principle.
Indeed, if rve accept (a) the presupposi.lionia-rx notion ofl a univer-se ofì

discourse, the elements of which have initially an imrneiliate, ilou-
ref'lective existence, (b) the phenomenon of confli,ct emerging in this
universe and (c) Ihe need for its resolution when it cornes dor¡,n to
ariving at knowledge of the t¡ue nature of the objects involved, then all
tlre sceptic has clone is to exhibit a totally ct,iti.cal aÍtitucle towarcl the
positing of criteria of truth which purport to resolve the arising disputes.

Now, il'hile it seerns clear that the conflicting truth-claims which
inhabit the universe of discourse represenf no dogmatic principles or
clarìns espoused by the Pymlronist herself the sarne does not seem to be
the case with the conchtsk¡n she dlaws from the argulnent fi'om the
criterion of tnrth, namely that i1 ¡s impossible fo acquire knowledge of the
true natrlre of any object whatsoever or sirnply that nolhing can be known.
The claim that the inference ìs problernatic could be based on either one
of the hvo following reasons: It is problematic either (a) because the
asserfed conclusion can be read as a positive truth-clainl aud represents,
therefbre" a clogmatic principle or (b) because iI catmot he inferred fron

A.A. Long (eds.), The Questiott of Eclecticism: Stu¿lies in LãteÌ'(-h'eek Philts.u4thy
(BeLkeley, Los Angeles: University of CalìfoLnia Press, 1988), pp. 145-i75; A.A.
Long. 'Sextrrs EnTpiricus on the criterion oftruth', llulletin of the lil.t[itute oÍ
Clas,vical Shclies25, (1978), pp.35-49; G, Striker,'The problern of the criterion',
in S. Evelson, Iipistemok>¡5y, Cornpanions to Ancient Thought I (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press 1990), pp,143-160, hereafter lg90a.

20 See the interesting cliscussion ofthis point in Barnes (1990), pp 54-57
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the argument in the first place. I r,vill now exarnine these two objections in
trmr.

The.fìrst objection has it that the Pyrrùonist conch"rdes by stating
fhat nothing can he known and" that this is incornpatible with what
Pyrhonism stands tbr, since it clefinitely sornds like a fìnnly posited
negative claim about the truth of any object whatsoever. It appears
narnely as if the sceptic has arrived at the indisputable knowledge that
such truth can never be obtaineci. The sigrificance of this can be macle
more visible if r,ve turn the negative clairn into its positive equdvalent; for
tlre Pyrh.onist would in this case posiÍively (and in a seU'-contradictrtt)t
manner) maintain that any object whatsoever (i.e. reality in general) l,r

unknolvable. As Hankinson poirlts out, the Pyrhonist woulcl then accept,
in a totally non-Pynhonian spirit, that there is a special metalanguage
rvlu'ch allows higher-order truths to be expressed.2r

This objection woulcì be valid, ancl therefore disastrous for
Pynùonisrn" only if the conclusion ofl the argument frolr the criterion ofl
tmth ís such as stated above. FortLurately fbr the sceptic, it is not. The
Pynhorrist is very careful never fo co¡rclude lrer algument with a
positively formulated proposition.22 Indeed, the argument from the
crìteriorr is constnrcte<l in such a way as to be conceived as literulþ, eitber
regressing or spinning in a circle forever. There is tro need for the
argument to close with a posilively lbrmulated conchrsioil in order for it
to obtain the signifìcance of a sceptical atfi.rude; tnaking us realise that it
fonnally continr-res up to infinity snflices for prompting all those involved
in scientific inquiries to g,ive them rç, a phenomenon refened to by
Sextns as suspen:;ion o'f .judgment (moy4)." Thns, the Pyrrhonrìst aims at a
psychological condition or practical behaviotu; rather tltar at a
concludirtg proposition: the feeling of not wanting to go on or the
actuality of not going on with scientifìc inquiry.2a By shorving that the
algument from the criterioir of tluth has an internal stnlctue that leacls to

21 Hankinson (1998), p. 851.
22Cf . PH 1,200-201,326; Plotinus, Biltliothèque fÙihliothekel, Vol. lll, ecl. by R.

Henry (Paris: Société d'édition "Les Belles Lettres", I962), ?12,169b, hereatler
Bibl.

2iPH 1,8, 10; ÌI, 1,18,196. Cf. Barnes (1990), pp. 42-43 The fitst champion of
tnoNqwas probably Arcesilaus; see Sedley (1983), p. 10.

24 PI{ L,',1 ,
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circularity or infinite regress, the sceptic posilively slale,s neither the
conclusion that 'krrowledge is impossible to obtain'nor fhe concLusion
that 'the truth of reality is unknowable'. It is rather fhe structure of a

never-conclnding argurnent that inrposes a sceptical attitude upon the
Pyrhonist mcl all those who attend to her argument.25 As Annas and
Bames put it, suspension of judgnlent "js sornetlring that happens to us,
rrot a thing that we are ohlig,ed or can choo,:ie lationally to adopt."26 The
sceptic and her atfendants are giving up the pursuit of knorvledge by
fincling themselves in a psychological condition (or following a practice)
in which they are 'lnable to say which of the objects presentecl fthey]
ouglrt to believe and which [they] oughf to disbelieve" (rnroga).21 Ãtrd,
according to the Pyrlhonist, such an abandonment of science is
irnrnedi atel y 1bll owed by tranquillit y (ol o.p ct þ a).28

25 Ifìrny argument is con'ect, Sextus'description of the sceptical conclusions as.rely'
destrueÍed elements is stqter.fltxtus. For this assurres that they .first acqtirc
existence and only Íhen destroy themselves. In contrasl, my clairn is that such
coriclusions aîe never forr¡ulated as u¡nclusions. Cf. Forster (1989). pp. 18-19;
'Velhältnis des Skeptizísmus zur Philosophie. Darsiellung seiner verschiedenen
Modifikationen und Vergleichung dcs neuesten rnit dem alten', in G.W.F. Hegel, in
his Jenae¡' Schrifien (lB0l-1807), ed. by E, Moldenhauer and K. M. Michel
(l'rankfurt a. M.: Suhrkarnp, 1970), pp. ?13-272, esp, pp, 231-233, hereafter triSP.

Hegel seems to have the same wrong idea at VSP, pp.248-249.
26Annas and Batnes (1985), p. 49. Clf'. Hankinson (1998). p. 854.
27 PH 1,196 (my translation). See also Pil I, 7.

28 See especially the magnifrcent image of the painter Apelles in PH 1,28: "A story
tolcl of the painter Apelles applies to the sceptics [i.e. the Pyrhonists]. They say

that he was painting a horse and wanted to represent in his picture the lather of the
horse's mouth; but he was so unsuccessful that he gave up, took ttre $porrge on
which he had been wiping off the colours lrom his brush, and fìung it at the
pictrrre. And when it hit the picture, it produced a perfect representation of the
horse's lather." Cf. Hankinson (1998). p. 848: "[...] 'Ihe resull \¡/as meant to be
suspension of judgment about such nìat¿ers, which would irr turn lead to
tranquillity of mìnd." Clearly, the Pynhonian position that the al¡andonment of
science entaìls tranquillity hits at the heart ofour desire fbr knowledge; see Sedley
(l 983), p. l0; "There is no sr.rggestiou that any of [the] pre-Hellenistic
philosophers delived rnuch comfort fi'om his adrnission ofignorauce ol thought of
it as anytlring nrole than a regrettable expedient. Indeed, it is hard to see wirat
çonrfort it coulcl afford anybody who was not prepared to renounce a rather
fundamental human lrait, the clesire fbr knowledge." On the Pyruhonian rìotion 01:

tranqLrillity see M. Bumyeat, 'Tranqr.rillþ without a stop: Timon frag. ó8',
(lltt.ssicctl Quarterl.y 30, (1980), pp, 86-93; C. Striker, 'Happiness as tranquility',
Moni,ç! 73, (1990), pp, 97-110.
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Tlrus" the Pynhonian ntanifestation of the impossibility of
knowledge does øol âlnount to positing a |ruth-claim in the universe of
cliscourse stâting (or, in Frede's tenninology, tuking lhe position)2e that
nolhing can he lmr¡wn. But since the Pyrlhonist tloes make a case against
scientific inquiry, there must be a concrete difference between (a) positing
thaf nothing cun he krumn in the universe of discourse and (b) the content
of her stance, namely r.vhat her stance does arnount to. This difference can
be clescribed in ferms of one's redction l:o lhe ,:;lructure of intintte regress
rtr ci.r'cularÌty, which can take tr,vo difFerent fonns: One rnight feel that
such strrrchre cân invalidate scientific inquiry only if it leacls to the
explicit positirlg of the truth-claim that nothing csn be known in t1'¡e

univelse of discourse; on the contraryi one rnight be so ,rhoc:ked by the
necessq\) impression of a universal-in-scope ancl formally inlinite or
crlrcul¿Lr series of criteria of truth that one just glves zp scientr'fic inquriry.
Sirnply, ona doe,Í not bother afi)t v¡1¡.¡7o. The person does hqve ø vietu (to
use, again, Frede's terminology), namely that nollting cen be k:notvn,bvt
she does not take the positiorr or actively asseft that nolhing can hs
lcn¡¡wn,3o In other r¡/ords, the Pyruhonist manif'e,st,r that nothing can be
knorvn without ãssent¡ng to the truth-clairn that notll¡îtg cãn he known.

'I'be only objection I can think of here is that the clairn that nothing
can be known woulcl have a forçe against scierlce only if it were posited
as a truth-claiør in the r¡niverse of discourse; sinply a ,state-oJ:ntind or a

¡tractical l:¡ehat,krur does not suffice tbr the demolition of science. The
Pyn'lronist's state-of-rnind, lìowever, is not sitnply a state-of-mind, lt is
the s¡tecific state-of-mind l\at has rusulted from the inherent and
eternally rccurring stmctural irrability of the universe cif discourse to
satisfy l/s r¡wn dernand for a conflict-solving criteríon of tnrth. Tlds
inability nakes such powerful impression on those who attend to it that
they, passively and without pursuing it,3r abandon the sphere of science;

29Frede (1987), p. 202ff.
30Cf'. Forster (1989), p. 22: "In response to this âpparent problern, one might frrst

point out that people quite ofìten find themselves in a psychological conditìorr
whiclt would naturally and probably be described as one of sirnultaneously
believing that p and suspending belief on the cluestion whethel p or even denying
that p."

31 Cfì Frede (1987), pp. 207-208: "[This is] a passive acquiescence or acceptance of
something, in the way in which a people might accept a ruler, not by some act of
approval or acknowledgment, but by acquiescence in his rule, by failing to resist,
to effectìvely reject his rule. [...] One nright, having considerecl matters, just



n2 1'lt 19 (2008)

tlrose who are ilot irnpre ssytl in this rvay lvill siurply continue fheir futile
infinite or circular jouley. Given that this state-of-af'lairs emerges
actunlly from the þnhonian argulnent, consiclered ilr botb clf its
luecessary manifestations (narnely (a) as a suspension ofjudglnent ancl (b)
as a fhtile aclive pursuit of knowledge), one really wonders why the
positing of the tnrtb-claim that noÍhìng can be lnown would still be
regarcled as a prereqnisite for adrnitting the total destnrction of scientific
inqniry! Each and every hrunan being v,ho strongl¡t de.si.ws to acqui.re
lonwledge rsJ'the. trwe naÍuu of'îhings finds him-lherself * ¿rs a lesult of
the Pyrrhonian argrmrent - eíther (a) not actively pursuing any scientifìc
irrquiry or (b) actively pmsuing a./irtile scientific irrquiry: Wry shouìcl
anyone neecl to lvitness, in ctcÌditi.rn to this ilnage, fhe {rutîh-claim that
nothing can be ltnown being posited in he rniverse of cliscourse in orcler
to judge that scientific inquiry has indeed been annrìhilated?!

Let us now adclress the ,vecond objeclion, wliich argues thai the
conclrrsion that nothing can he known simply does not Jbllow finm the
argurnent frorn the criterion of tnrth. It would seem that our response to
fhe first objection removes this secorrd olle as well, because such
conchlsion is never actually fonnulated. Nonetheless, those who put the
second objection forward would really want to rnake an altogether
difibrent point; they would like to say that the argumenf from the criterion
of trltlr establishes only local,not glabal, cloubt. Thus, their problem rvith
tlre conclusion that nolhing csn he known is that its scope \r/as universal.
while, for them, the scope of doubt should have included only tlrose
,specific objects and aspects of reality which the truth-clairns øc'tually-
considered r.vere ref'ening to. As Sedley puts it, "if [the scepticl ìs really
an open-mincled inquire¡ it nray be that he has always up to now found
every dogmatist argument to be equally balanced by a counterargünert,
but why should he suppose tbat the same will hold of theses he has yet to
investigate?"32 Plaìrrly, this line of reasoning holds even after the relnoval

acquiesce in the impression one is left u,ith, r'esign oneselfto it, accept the fact that
this is the irnpression one is leJl r.vith, r,vithoui thoLrgh taking rhe step to accept the
implession positively by thinking the further thought that the impr"ession is true."

32Sedley (1983), p 2.l. He continues thus: "Some Skeptics responded to this
problem by suggesting that in the Skeptic ibrmula 'To every argument an equal
argument is opposed' the nonconrmittal infinitive fbrm of the verb used in the
Greek should be thought of as expressing an injunction - to every argurnent /sl rr.s

oppose au equal argument - in ordel to avoicl being mislecl into clogmatism at some
future time, The move is ingenious, for an injunction is not an assertion at all, let
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of the notion of a positively posited conclusion, for it goes against the
complete denial of the possibility of scientific inquiry. In other words, if
this argument were valid, the Pynhonist, confiâry to rny intetpretation,
would rever stop her exalnirìatìon of hlth-clairns ancl, consequently,
wottld never erjoy .full tranquillity, only ffionrcnts of it, intersperse<l with
rnornents of anxiety and dl'stuilranae (rupuytfl.

But this argument ris completely false, since it mistakenly assulnes
that the argument from the criterion of tmth is applied separately and
corrsecutively to specific pairs of truth-claims. This is l'ìot the case"

hor,vever, because it is, delíberately, absolutely formal and its
effectiveness is not clependent upon the contenî of the truth-claims. All
tlrat nattels tlrerein is the ,slør¿r,s ar /brm of the tmth-clains al; ttalh-
claims. Whether a truth-claim has an empirical or a non-empirical
content, and whether its content is this or tltat, is absolutely irrelevant to
the argnment fion the cdterion,3:ì Thence the necessity of an ongoiug
examination of tmth-claims cannot seriously be ascribecl to a theory of
Pyrhonian scspticisrn. Whsn Sedley writes that it lìs not likely that "the
onset of epoche signals the cessation of irrquiry" and that "resistânce to
the snares of cloctrine must involve lifelong open-minded investigation
and reinvestigation of doctrinaire [i.e, dogmatic] argutnents,"3a he has, I

alone a doctrinai¡e one." In my opinion, this'solution'is ofno value here, exactly
because the problem is fictitious. The abandonmenr of scientific inquiry that
follows frorn a global sustrrensiorr of juclgrnent does no1 imply a dogmatist attitucle.

33 Cf. Folster (2ô07), p.3; "[ ] The Five Tropes of Agrippa seem quite indifferent
as to the ¡rature ofthe beliefs against rvhich they are directed." (l[he Five hopes

for Modes.l of Agrippa are at plny in røy reconstruction of the Pyrhonian
problematic.)

34 Sedley (1983), p. 22. See also Frede (1987), p. 210: "The skeptic has no stake in
the fl-uth of the impression he is lefl with. He is ever ready to consider the matter
further, to change his mind. He has no attachmerìt to the impressions he is leÌl
with. He is not lesponsible for having thern, he did not seeli them out. He is not
out to prove anything, and hence feels no need to defend anything." Although I
nryself agree rvith much of what Frede says in his 1987 paper, I disagree

completely "rvith the content of this excerpt and especially with the second

sentence. For here he suggests that even after the Pyrrhonist has ploduced his non-
concluding argument ancl received the crucial impression that allows him to
abandon scientiiÌc inquiries and become tranquil, he will still attend to scientific
debates and try to adjudicate betrveen thern. But, as far as I can see, this is absurd,

since the structure of the argument is deliheralely absolulel¡t.forntal, no conlenl
coulcl ever aiïect it in such a way so as to stop exemplifying infinite regress orI
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am afraid" provided us with a cornpletely distorted view of the genuine
spirit of Pyrrhonism.

All in all" the argument fi'om the crite¡Ìon of tmth rnanifests tl:;it
knowledge of the trüe natvre of any object or aspect of reality wlxqtsoever
ean never be achieved. This rnanifbstation does not etrerge fi'om a
positively asseded tmth-clairn that would function as the concltrsion of
the argurneut, bnt frorn tlre psychological and practical ramifications of an
attendanoe to the very formal structure of the argLunent. Given these
ranrificafions, þmhonian sceptr'cism leads necessarily to the perrnqnenl
abandonrnent of scicntìfic inquiry. (Quite surprisingly, considerirrg that
the argument from the criterion of truth is totally formal and the notion of
lruth-olailn that is at play therein is a pure form, Pynhonian doubt would
still be what Williarn James woulcl call real doubt, rather than Descartes'
crrlificial douht.ltecause it aspires to really change the lives ofthose rvho

cilcularity. (Of course, as I point out in the conclusion, there is the intriguing
possibility llrat tbe lheorie,s and,it¡r assutttpfions that support the relatiottul
strucÍttt'ès bctween Íhe pure fornts of the examined truth-claims could be totally
removed from the universe of díscourse. But, as soolt as this happens, the
Pyrlhorrist will no more exist as Pyrrhonist, because his whole argumentation,
rvhich is pervaded thlough ancl through by those structures, will irnrnediately
oollapse.) Thus, as far as I am concerned, the Pyrrhonist is nat "ready to consider
the matter fìrrthe¡, to change his mind." He has made a point and done so
saccessfully, which means that scientiflc inquiry as a wholc has Jor him collapsed.
I:{or,v would then be possible for the genuine Pyrr-honist to continue attendirÌg
scientifrc debates and arguing against them if science as a whole no more exists?
Would Apelles, after fìinging his brush at the picture and achieving a per/ect
representation of the horse's lather, tear låls pichrre apart and start painting the
horse anew?l Compare this witlì what Timon, the disciple of Pyuho, says about his
master (Diogenes Laerlius, Lives of lintinetÍ Pltiktstryhers, vol. IT, books VI-X,
tlans. by R, D. llicks (Carnbr-idge, MA; Harvard University Press, 1925), lX, p.

64; my emphasis): "Agecl Pyrrho, how and whence clict you find escape from
slavery to the opinions and empty thought ofthe sophists, and break the bonds of
all deceit and persuasion? You were ttot concernecl tn inquÌre whulwincls hlow over
(jreece, anc{ Íhe origin cnd destinaîknt ofeach rhùry." ll Cf. Forste¡ (1989), p 192:
"At first sight this claim seenrs to involve a total misu¡rderstanding of the ancient
skeptic's position, since the ancient skeptic does not seek to prote anything, Iet
alone with certainty, and does not seek to show the zrntruh of anything, but instead
suspends judgrnent on all c¡uestions. [Horvever; one could say that] the skeptic, in
giving up all pretensions to descrìbe reality or state truths, in a sense rejects ihe
notion of truth altogether,"
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attend to it: its function is to turn them fi'om troubled scientists into
tranquil non-scientists.)

4, Conflict

The Pydionian project would, of conrse, succeed oirly if there was
nothing problernatic regarding the move frorn a rniverse of cliscourse
inhabited by trutlr-clairns that stand next to each other in relations of
indif/Þr'ence to a universe of clìscourse whose inhabitants arc conÍlicÍ¡ng
tnrth-claims. This brings us to the second issue in need of clarifìcation:
Wlrat does it mean for two truth-claims to stand in a relation of atnflict?
Let us initially focus on the trrth-claims taken as.iudgments. There are
two reasons why we begin with the structure of the judgment rather than
with the stmctrlre of the syllogism or with the structure of a whole tlreory.
Filstly, both the syllogism ancl the whole theory are composed of
jndgments, while the reverse cloes not hold; therefbre, the judgment has a
cefiain priority over the other two possible fotms of a tnlth-claim.
Seconclly, even i{Ì the þnhonist does not âscribe to the reason just given,
she certainly applies the argurnent from the clìterion oftruth upon pairs of
sirnple judgments or, as most philosophers nowadays call tlìem"
'propositions';35 this fact alone would suffice tojustify our isolation ofthe
notion of judgrnent from the notions of syllogism ard whole tleory.
Indeed, it seems that for the Pyrrlronist the object of attack does rol have
to lrave the fonn of syllogism or ilreory: il could be just a simple
judgment.r6 l{ence one shoukl be confident that the very character of the

35I>H III,65: "It is assumed by ordinary litè and by some philosophers that moti<¡rr

exists. but by Parmenides, Melissus, and certain others that it does not exisf; while
the sceptics have manifested that it is no more existent than non-existent."

36Cf. F'orster (1989), p. 186r "On the one hand, Sextus Ëmpiricr-rs's method of
bringing about a suspertsion ofjudgment is altnost invariably in plactice one of
balancing opposed cïgtmrcnt.s, not merely propositions, so that this sense ol logos
must surely be involvecl in his defìnition of Pyrrhonist procedure. On tlie other
hand, any opposifion of argurnents ìs of course at the same time an opposition of
the propositions rvhich are theìr conclusious, arid more iltlportatlt, Sextus does not
quite always advocate a balancing of opposecl arguments. For erample, in the
fourth type of Agrippa opposed propositions are balanced against one another
r.vithout any supporting argunents on either side as the means of including a

suspension of judgment," (Note that Forster is simply wlong r.vhen he w'ites ttrat
"Sextus Empiricus's method of bringing about a suspension of ju<lgment is ¿tlmc¡.rl

inariabb, fu praclice one 01' balancing oppose<l argilneilts, not merely

'a
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Pyrrlronian problematic allows us to isolate the truth-clairn as jz.rdgnent
and focus on it separately frorn the ofher two forms.

Tlrus, the truth-claìm rvill hencefbrth be thematised as .juclgmenÍ
and our question could also have the following fonn: 'What does it mean
for tr,vo .judgments to stand in a relation of conflict?' Observation of
Sextus' rnauy descriptions of the historically achral disputes of the
cloglratists reveals tbat tlvo truth-olaims (consideled no\.{' as juclgrnents)
conflict with one another r.vhen (a) they refer to the ,yame object or aspect
ofìreality and (b) the property or characteristic one oflthen assigns to this
object/aspect cannot co-exi,st witb. the property or characteristic tlie
second of them assigns to it.37 This impossibility of co-existence logically
takes tlre specific form of the one of the properties either heing or being
rethrcible to the neg,alîon of the other.38 Thus, if (a) a certain fruth-claim
tcl assigns the properly pl to a certain object or aspect of reality and a
certain other trlth-clain tcZ assìgns the property p2 to the saure object or
aspect oflreality ancl (b) p2 either ìs or can be reduced to the negation of
pl, then tcl and tc2 stand in relation oflconflict to each other.

T'his response makes two ftmdamental clairns: Iìir^stly, it is said that
if lve obsele the universe of cliscourse ancl see one truth-claim as being
the negative of another in the rnauner' .just described, then we oan
inurrediately judge that they are iu conflict, Secondly, it is said that if a
tmth-claim, which assigns a certain property to an object, can be
transfonned explicitly into the negative of some otlier truth-claim already
inhabiting the universe of discoulse, ther we can agairr conclude that they
are in conflict.

As fhr as I can see, however, the second of tliese fundamentai
clairrs (call it 'the lecluctionist clairn') is botb (a) a prohlentutic and (b) an

?ffinecesscrr! addjtion to the Pynìronían argurnent. It is problematic fbr the
followíng two reasons;-

propositions;" it is rather the opposite that is true.)
37 See e.g. PH l, 32-33; II, 55-56; and, of course, the discussion of the so-called Ten

ivlodes of Aenesidemus in PHl, 35-164.
38 Cfì /ãr, t0.
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(1) Any property can tre seen as the negation of any other property (to
wit, it is the property that it is utd not any other property). But lhere are
properties that despite involving such a negation of a cefiain other
property do not conflict with it; for exa:mple, he.ing a man wilh being
wris: John is both a lnan and wise. So, the idea of reclucing cerlain
pr:operties to the negation of others must be qualified if it is to satisry ille
notion of corflict between truth-claims. Such qualification, however;
reqrrires reflective consideration of relations alnong properties and their
taxonomy into comprehensìve categories and systerns. These
constructions r.voulcl require the positing of truth-claíms affrnning the
character and interrelatiorts of properties. Given her cornmifmellt to argue
r,vitirout using clogrnatic prirrciples, narnely rvithout making claims about
the true nature of reality" the Pyrrhonist woulcl really rvant to avoicl such
delt'berations in the course ot consttucting her problematic.

(2) The second reason makes the same point as the first but fi'om a
slightly different perspective. That is, even if one admits that a certain
property can be reduced to the 'proper' (nanel¡r corrflict-irrducrìrg)
negation of some other property, we âre left in darkness regarding such
operations of reduction. What is the ulechanism behind such operations?
The relations of inrJiïerairce holding among the truth-clailns of the
nniverse of discourse do not seem to allow for such reduction; and the
explanation for the meaning of a conflicting relation does not seem to
matter, since a relation of this kind becomes manifest only af'ter the
recluction has talien place. If this reduction is to be possible, certain
specific relations ¿ünong the properties employecl in the tnlth-claims of
the universe ofl dìscourse tnust have already been existing and become
apparent before the event of the reduction itself, and certainly such
reìations cannot be indifferent; otìrerwise, it remains a mystery how sorne
properry p2 has suddenly becolne tlre (proper) negation of some propefiy
pl! Be this conect, howeveq the Pymhonist should respond to the
challenge by providing us with an account as to how those non-indifferent
relatíons have been produced in the first place. An enterpdse of this sort
coulcl be the cause of deep trouble for any scepticism whatsoever ancl

lnuch rnore for the Pyrrhonian. For while positive and complicated
arralysis (which is the sign of the involvement of truth-claitns regarding
property-systerns) wor-rld undoubteclly acconlpany rit, the Pynhonist
clenies the emplolrnent of any such aralysis in the formulation of her'
position.
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'fhis atternpt to show the problematic character of the reductionist
claim might be sirongly objected by those rvho read Se,rtus as saying that

the construction of conflict between truth-claims uses 'data' (i.e,

premises) offered exclusively by the dogntaÍic tileories and clebates

themselves: The Pynlronist just takes trulh-clairns that she finds here and

there in the universe ofdiscourse, which have been posited tlrerein by the

'scientìsts' (or 'dogntatists'), makes a compilation of them and leaves it
up to the 'scientists'to clecide r,vhether they are in or cau be reducccl to

conflìct. As soon às they characterise a t:elation as conflicting, the sceptic

would just make manifest * through the argument from the criterion of
truth - the irnpossibility of resolving it. In tlris way, the reductionist claim

woulcl clearly not entail the Pyrhonist's colnlnittnent to a theory of
properly-câtegori saiion.

Although this suggeslion is apparently closer to Se$us' text,3e it
lras a major disadvantage, a feature that weakens the univar,sctl appeal (ot
glohøl scope) of þnhonian scepticism and is, thereþre, fbreign to its
spirit. For nor,g wltether a relation tretrveen truth-claims is conflicting or
not depends upon the arbitrary ntbiectivity of the scientists (or
'dogrnatists'). lt is they who will now be clecicling whether a truth-claiul
tcl conflicts with a celtain trutlt-claim tc2. Iflthat were the case, lrowever,

Pyrrlronian scepticism, due to its universallly, wotrld imrnediately
collapse, sitce it woulcl allow the possibility of the exisfence of lruth-
claims in tlre universe of discourse that are n<tt entutgled in contlicting
relations and, therefore, it would not be the case that the true nature of
any objec,f or aspect of reality wlxatsoever can be manifested as being
beyond lrurnan knowledge, Sirnply, the sheer agrcernent in a scientific
community that tcl does not conflict with tc2 (or any other truth-claim)
wonld entail that tcl indeed does not conflict with fc2 (or any other truth-

claim) and, therefore, that tcl is true. In this way, nry argument for the

problematic character of the reductionist clai¡n has sulvived the challenge

raised by the above objection.

The reductionist claim, though, is not ottly problernatìc but also

unfleces,rary fbr the successt'ul tbnnulation of Pyrhonial scepticism. This
is so becartse any trtth-claim in the rtniverse of discourse catr be

unclogmatically brouglrt to a state of conflict by sirnply using the notion

39 See Annas aucl Barnes (i985), p. 45
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of intmediste po,siting, which renders the idea of reduclkn superfluous: If
there is a truth-claim in the universe ofdiscourse that assigns the property
pl to a certain objeot or aspect of reality, the Pyr:rhonist /zersefi'will posit
another truth-clairn in this universe which denie^ç the assignment of pl to
that object or aspect of reality. If, for example, there exists the trLrth-claim
'the world is governed by providence', the sceptic will posit the truth.
claim 'the world ls nol govemed by providence'. As sootr as the latter
tnrth-claim is positecl, it acquires an immecliate existence in the universe
of discourse and this allows it to have an equal truth-status with the
former truth-clain.ao And as soon as låi,v takes place aity attempt to
acljudicate between then would be entangled in the rvhirh.vind ofl the
argurnent ffom the critedon of tnrth.

This argument could be attacked only on the basis that there is
sornetlring philosophically wrong with the Pyrrhonist herself'positing a

hltli-clairn in the universe of discourse, There are two points I would like
to make hele:-

(1) This positirrg doue by tlie Pyrrhonìst in no way implies that she should
'assent' or be cornlnittecl to the relevant truth-clairn: such criticism is
trivial, boring and totally in'elevant to the matter at hand. The sceptic
could posit a trLlth-claim orrly f'or the sake ofl argument (as a 'mere
thought', in Sextus'words)" as much as she could use a truth-clairn that is
dctaally espoused by a dogrnatist.at

(2) To J'rtrbid the Pynhonist (who represents in this ínstarce each and
every lruman being) to posit the negatiotr of a trlth-clairn (that is, anolher
truth-claim) in the universe of discourse is to explicítly conceive the
rmiverse of discourse as having a despotic, fascistic or terrorisittg
çharacter, to conceive it namely as an elemeut that stdps htrman beings of
their .freedon? to say v,halever they want lo sq) at the begirrrritrg of a
scieutific inquiry But even for the scientists themselves, who woukl not
really r.vant to be gag,g,ed by sotneone who disagrees with them, it is a

40 See l'I1 l" 202-205: I. 8- I 0; I, 3 I .

4lSeePH II, l0; l, 31. Cf. Barnes (1990), p. 55; Forster (1989)" p. 12: "For the
ancient skeptic's sttategy of settirrg up opposing ptopositions or argumetrls of
eclual weight on each issue in order to induce a suspension of belief did not require' thât they believe any ofthe propositions or arguments thus deployecl."
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Jirndamenlal featufe of the universe of discourse that it exemplifies the

freedom of scientific expression, which thereforc ts a conslituting tleatute

otl its prentppc¡silk¡nless charâcter. Thus, irt the same wÍry you a¡e fiee to
assign truth to any claim you like in a corrtext of immediacy (to wit, at the
very begimrirrg of a cliscussion or scìentific inquiry), so the sceptic is free
to deny the tnrth of your clairn fiust fbr the sake of argnment, of course),
Consequently, unless the 'scíentists" are prepared to accept the
cancellation of discourse altogether (sornething that would suit the

Pyrrhonist perfectly), any attempt to folbid the sceptìc to posit negations
of tnlth-claims in the universe of discourse seems to be doomed to faiiure.

Given then (a) the proven failure of the reductionist claim to be

ìncorporated in a successftrl uroclel of Pyrlhoniau scepticism ancl (b) the
indisputable right of the Pynhonist to posit the negation of any truth-
clairn in the immediate context of the universe ofl discourse, let us hold
fast tlrat a conflict between two h"uth-claims (regarded as ludgment,r)
takes place just when the one is sirnply negatecl by the other (in the way
described, that is, in tenns of properties, chalacterìstics, or predicates).
IJut since the Pynhonist is able to show tliat each and every truth-cJaim
taken as jutlg,tnenl is alr.vays paired with its negation iu the universe of
discourse and since she manifests that conflicts between simplc

.lutlgmenls estabiish the impossibility of hrunan knowledge of the tmth of
the real and, consec¡rently, the irnpossibility of scientific inquiry, the
consideration of the other two possible f'onns of the tnrth-claint, namely
tlre syllogisrn and the whole theory, does not add any extra effectiveness
to Pynhonian scepticism. Simply, the lirst judgrnent one mai<es on one's
way to construct or expound an atgulnent or a theoty will be inmecliately
negated in the universe of discomse. We are all familiæ with those

discnssions where a certain speaker is always intemrpted by the negative
comments of one of his interlooutors and despite the fhct that he gets

inrnrensely angry asking that person to 'let hirn finislr', this never
happens. The þn'honist represents exactly that interlocutor who always
interrupts the flow of scientific talk; but she does that based on her
al¡sohrte freedom as a human being ancl her strong clesire to allow only an
undogrnatic way of doing science. Given then that the Pyrrhonist cari
manifest the totctl annihilatiou of scientifìc iriquiry by making a case

agairrst truth-claims taken as .juclgments, any firther attack on the other
two for::rs of the tnrth-clain would be rneaningless. We can therefore
norv conclude that the construction of ,simple negutions ancl their relation
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to positive trrrth-clairns, consiclered as having the form of a jurlgment,will
be here taken as the only content of the notion of conJ'lict that car be
incorporatecl inthe gpnuine spirit of Pynhonian sceptìcisrn.

This conclusion turns my irrterpretation into one of the most radícal
ìnte4rretations of Pynhonian scepticìsm ever suggested. Wrile imporlant
Pynlonism scholars like Sedley, Frede, Hankinson and others, present
tlre Pyrrhorrist as someone r.vho spends quite a lot of tirne trying to
under,ytctnd the scientific arguments and theories proposed by the
scientists and then come up r¡"ith a cleyer counferargrrnlent or
countefilreory so as to çonvince an. cludienc:e of theil equal strength, nry
systematic analysis of Pyn'honian scepticisrn has shown (convínciugly I
hope) that such picture is cornpletely mistaken. The Pyrrhonist, as a
pltilosopher of freeclom and presuppositionlessness, simply constructs or
acknor,vlsdges conflictìng relatrlons betlveen sirnple scientific judgrnents
(tnrth-clairns)42 and then applies the argument fiom the cliterion of tnrth
to them so âs to lnanitèst the irnpossibility of knowledge of truth. The
only way for rny argurnent to collapse is if those scholal's could convince
us that the Pyrrhonist has something extra to gaitr from making a case not
only against trLrth-clairns as judgrrents (or propositions), but also against
tmth-clairns as syllogìsrns (or arguments) or lvhole theorics. But, in my
opirrion (which is based on the previous laborions analysis). this cannot
possibly be clone.

5. Truth

ln the previous section an explaration has been offered as to what it
means for truth-claims to be in conflict and how this conf'lict comes about
in the unrìverse of discourse. That explanation, however, does lrol provide
an explicit characterisation ofthe asserted negative relatìon between truth

42Cf. PHI,9 (rny emphasis): "[...] We take the phrase with 'the things which appear
and are thought of, 1o show that we &re nol to investigate hcnv what appeal's
appe¿rrs or how what is thought of is thought ofl, but are simply /o take them.for
grarttet!," M IX, I: "With regarcl to the physical division of philosophy we shall
pursue again the samç nrethod ofinquiry and not delay long on particular points as

Clitornachus has done and the rest of the Acadernic troupe (for by plunging into
alien subject-matter and framing their arguments on the basis of dogmatic
assumptions not their own have unduly prolonged their counterstatement)."
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and conflictirrg tluth-claims. 'fhe present section attempts to satisfy this
dernancl aud lhereby responcl to the third quesfion raiseil earlier.

The þrdronian ârgrnnent, as it has beer described in the preceding
cliscussiou, can be sustained only if a,ssent is given to the clairn that
conflicting relations bet\.veen truth-claims cause the tnle nature of the
relevant object or aspect of reality to go, as it were, out of siglrt. ln otller
words, it seents that for the Pl,rrhonislthe conjunctkn of a is p utd a i.r

nol p, tvltere ¿r denoles an object or aspeçt of reality and p a propefiy or
characteristic of ø, cannot possibly exernplify the true naturç of ¿¡. Fronr
this it can be derived (a) that knowledge. of the truth of cr i,s p requires that
a is nol p does not exist in the universe of discourse and (b) that the hrrth
of a is p excludes the truth of a is not p. More generally, (l) knor.vledge of
the true nature ofan object or aspect ofreality requires that this object or
aspect is nr¡t ,sctid to accommodate troth a cedain properly and its negation
and (2) the true nature of that object or aspect does ¡iol include both that
property and its negation.

For tle Pyr-rhorrian argument to be sustained, therefore, the
Pyrrlronist her',self'ntttst assent to the law of non-contradiclion, taken here
as saying that ll ls impossible that a is p and a is not p.If no assent is
grìven to this law, the simple descriptbn ofl a conflicting relation in the
universe of discourse has no bearing on the issue of trufh and, therefole,
cannot be used against scientific inquiry. Ilcleed, the existence of
corrflicting tmth-claims jn the universe of discourse constitutes a pntblent
(an 'anomaly in things', as Sextus puts it)43 only if the sceptio accepts that
the contlict must be resolved, and the only reason tlat can be given fbr
such demand is the tmth oflthe law of non-colrtradiction.

lf this argulnent wele correçt, Pyrrhoniarr scepticisrn would
irnmediately collapse: While the prograrnrnatrìc statements of the sceptical
project leave ¡ro cloubt that ahsolutely no dognattc principles should be
employed in its actualisation, the law of non-contradiction ls a dogmalic
prirciple, for it purporls to say something true of the nature otlreality. The
Pynhonist, however" has aJreacþ a powerful reply up her sleeve: "You've
got it all wrong onûe more," she would say; "the law of non-contradiction

43 PÍI L 12; I, ?9
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is a principle avenecl by all those who get involved in scientific inquiry
and I, the Pynhorrìst, employ that principle only in order to show those
"scientists' that if they accept the larv, then no knor,vledge of truth is ever
possible. If, on the other hand, they do not accept the larv as trLle, (a) there
retnains a picture of the universe of discourse in which any given truth-
olairn (that is, not only the positive truth-claims but also ilheìr negutions)
woulcl be accommodated therein and (b) all these truth-claims would then
have to be taken as being tme. In other words, anstÍhing suid would he
true. An.d t really ilo not have a ploblern rvith this inage because all it
pictures is chaos in the sphere ofscience!"aa

As far as I can see, this response clears the Pynhonist off the
accusation that she 'assetts' to the law of non-contradiction, It is rather
up to the 'scientists' or 'dognatists' lhemselves whether the law would be
assefted as tnre or fhlse or not tre asserted at all. If lhelt f,s1lt fhe law of
non-contradiction or remairr indifferent to its truth, they will get nothirg
but a scientific frame"vork in rvhich - as often saicl - 'anything goes', and
such state-of-affairs woulcl just prove the Pynhonist's poirrt. Tf, on the
otlrer lrand, they accept the truth of the law, they will allow the
involvement of the argument frorn the critedon of truth, which * as showrì

- rnanifests that no conflict in the Lmiverse ofl discourse
betrveen the law and ìt.s negation) can ever be resolved.

(including
45

tle one

6. Conclusion

(l) Pynlroniar\ or presuppositktnless scepticism is a philosophya6 (a) of
freedom and (b) of the impossibility of knowleclge of truth. [t is the first
lrecause it acluctlises our tieedom as scientists to posit any truth-claim we
rv¿nrt in the universe of discourse. It is the second because it ntunifests
tlrat no conflict beh.veen truth-clairns (corrsiclered as judgntent,r) coulci

44Cf'. Aristotle, lvletaph¡,sics, vo1s. I-II, books I-XIV, trans. by H. Tredenriick
(Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press, 1979), IIII.]005b22-35; IILl006all-
b34.

45 On the relation between scepticism and the classical logical laws see the intelesting
remark in Forster (1989), pp. 195-197.

46 One should not be puzzled by or object to the clescription ofPyrrhonian scepticism
as'philosophy'. This <lerives from the innocent fact that Sextus wrote abookin
r.vhich he expoun<ls what the Iabel 'Pynhonism' nrcans; the word 'philosophy' cloes

not here imply commitmenrlo dognalic beliefs (i.e. truth-claims).
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evel be resolved and" consequently, tlìat scientific inquiry is a futile
entetprise. The manifestatíon of the impossibility of knowleclge is
srrpported by (a) the belieflthat a conflict ntust be resolved if truth is to be
clisclosed (i.e. the belief in the truth of the law of non*contradiction) and
(b) the argurnent from the criterjon of truth, This essay has shown (a) horv
exactly these two pillars of the Pynhonian argulnent suppoft that
manifestation and (b) wlty it is immensely difficult or even maybe
irnpossible to invaliclate them.

(2) This fonn of sceptt'cism is prusuppositk.¡nless because neither the
premises nor the conclusion of its argurnent are dogmatic principles
espoused by the Pyrhonist her-selJ'. Rather; they are all either (a)

dogrnatic principles espoused by the 'dogmatist,s' or '.çcientisls' or (tl)
negative trutli-claims that are posited in the universe of discourse by the
Pynlrorrist ./òr lhe suke. rl srgumenl. Given this presuppositionless
character ofPyrrhonian scepticisn, ìts refirtation could be achieved - if at
all - only tlrrough the destruction of those philosophical theories and/or
assumptions which are, consciously or unconsciously, espoused by lhe
scienlists tlremselves and which, despite the fact that they are not trvth-
claims, i.e. expressions abotrt the tme nature of rcølity, still provide
premises that the Pyrlhonist uses r'n order to destroy the knowlcdge-
aspiraticrns of those scientists. Such refutation would mean tliat
knowledge of the true nature of reality has beer restorcd, but in a

framework r,vhose character is uow cletemrined by some other
philosophical theories and/or assuurptions, which, however, would
þomehow) mauage to esÇape falling once rnore into the trap of
Pyn'honism.

(3) The huge diffìculty in formulating those 'other' theories lies in that
îhe prohlematic itself, which asks for a succes.sjùl way of Eounding or
actualising the possitrility of scientific inquiry, has a necessary basis, the
univer.se of di.rcotrr.se, the revealed fundarnental features of which have
been shown to be themselves prc,sttppttsitionless, irr the sense that their
rer¡oval would destloy the problenatic ítself. These r.vere (a) that a
conllict between truth-claims mu,sl be resolved for truth to be restored
(othenvise, as pointed out, 'anything would go' and, therefore. Pynhoniarr
scepticism rvould not be refrrtecl) and (b) that in a corrtext of imrnediacy
the negations of positive truth-claims rvill cottinue to pop up and acquire
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equal truth-statns to their positive counterpalts (ancl, therefole, contexts of
immediacy will ølways be characterisecl by conflict). Crucially, then, ary
successf'ul ref¡tation of Pyn'honian scepticism illust keep tltose
pre.suppositionle^s^s features of the basis of the problematic intact. llhe
clrallenge, then, seems to be to discover sorne other principles, c{istincl

./rom those /wo, wluìch are at play in the fcunnlation of the þnfionian
attack against scieuce atd whose removal would ^rr:¡liehow farce
Pynfionism fo collapse.

(4) Note, finally, that the battle agarìrst Pyrrhonian scepticism would
necessadly have nothirrg to clo with a scepticism that is groundecl on the
dognrcrtic assunrption that there is a distinction between the internal mind
ancl the external reality (i.e. that the tnre natnre of reality is that it is
distinct from human cognition).u? Foq as shown, in her manifèstation of
the irnpossibility of knowledge of truth the Pyrrhonist makes ,zro nse ofl an

alleged.;fitndamental discrepancy between what appears and what rcally

4TFrede (1987), p. 221, sonrewhat reluctantly, ackrtowleclges tliis crucial point: "Fol
all he [i.e. the Pyrrhonist] knows it might be a mistake to distinguìsh quite
gcnerally ancl globally betr,veen how things appear and horv they really are. There
are some cases where it seems to be useful to make such distinctions, e.9., in the
case of illusions, or in tlte case of deception. But lor these cases we have rvays to
ascer"tain what leally is the case which allow us in the lìrst place to draw lbr these

cases, a reasonably clear clistinction between how things appear ancl hor.v they
really are. But how are we supposeci to know wliat is asked tbr when we are askecl

what things are really like in cases rvhere rve have not yct found thaf out? Lr short,
I see no reason why a classìcal skeptic should accept tlre global contrast betweet't
appeãrance and reality." llihis point is also acknowledged by Hegel (tr/S? pp. 225,
247-248). Forster (2007), p. 10, in contrâst, seems to, mistakeril¡ unclerstaud the
Pyrrhonist as one who accepts the dìstinction between an intclnal mind aud an

external reality: "[...] It is an acceptance by the skeptic that his r¡ental affections
are thus an.d so in him, but withont any implication that they represent the external
realities correctly, and hence it [sic] does not attain truth or constitute belief."
IVIaybe Forster has been misted by the fact that Sextus himself sotnetimes

succrnrbs ß rlis dogrno; see PH I, l0 (nry enphasis): "When we questiou wltether
rheunderlying object is such as it appears, we grant [...] that it appears, and our
doubt does not concern the appearance itself;" Sextus Empidcus, Outlines ol'
Pyrrhonism fPythoneioi Hypotlqnseisl, trans. by R. G. Bury (Cambridge. MA:
Harvard University Press. 1933), I, 20 (my emphasis): "Honey appears to us to be
sweet * and this rve grant, tbr we perceive sweetness through the senses - but
'çvhether it is also $¡/eet l¡? it,ç e,ssence is for us a mattel of doubt [...]." Flopefully
the reader agrees with me that these passages are completely itrcon¡tatihle with the
genuine Pyrrhonist's commitrn ent tþ prefl tppolilionlessne.çs.
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ls. Her essential wor:ry is rather that in the universe of disconrse a positive
trLrth-claim has an equal truth-status to its negation. Thus, the refutation
of Kantian, Humean or Cartesian scepticisr does nol entail the refutafion
of Pyrrhonisrn. Heecl should be paid to this parficular point by all those
philosophers. who lnaintain that these lbrms of scepticism would mean
the refltatìon of any serious philosoplrical scepticrìsm. Unfortunately fbr
tlrem, the pre,sultposilksrlies,r scepticism of the Pyrrhonisfs, which is
arguably the most gripping aud depressirlg câse against scientific inçriry
that has ever appeared in the history of hurnan thouglrt,¡;cr.slsls even after
those rlogmatic expressions of scepticism irave been removed flom fhe
phìlosophical pìane.
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Essay on Transcendental Philosophy:

Short Overview of the Whole Work; On the Categories;

Antinomies, ldeas.

SALOMON MAIMON

This overview may not in fact be so short. Some matters are dealt r'vith rn
more detail here than in the main r'vork. But conversely, other material
r,vill be completely omitted, or only touched on briefly. My aim is here to
lay out before the eyes of the reader in suitable order the results of the
r.vhole text, so that he can get an overvier,v of the statum controversiae.

Short Overview of the Whole Work

Sensationl is the modification of the faculty of cognition that only
becomes actual in it in a passive manner (r,vithout spontaneity). This

The given in representation according to Kant can not mean that lvithin fthe
representation] rvhich has a cause outside of the faculty of representation

lVorstellungsløaft], for it does not mean that one cannot recognise the thing in
itself (noumenon) outside of the faculty of representation as cause, in that here the
schema of time is lacking; one cannot even think it assertorically, as the faculty of
representation itself, as much as the object outside of it, can be the cause of the
representation. The given therefore can be nothing other than that in representation
of r'vhich not only the cause, but also the mode of origination (Essentia realis) in ts
ís unknor,vn to us, that is, of r.vhich r've have only an incomplete lunvollsttindigl
consciousness. This incompleteness of consciousness ho'uvever, can be thought by a

determinate consciousness to complete nothingness through an infinite decreasing
series of degrees, consequentiy the mere given (that lvhich is present r,vithout any
consciousness of the faculty of representation) is a mere idea of the limits of this
series, to rvhich (as to an irrational root) one ahvays approaches, but one can never
¡each.
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sensation is, hor.vever, simply an idea, to lvhich lve continually approach
through the attenuation of our consciousness (which \,ve can never reach,
as the lack of all consciousness : 0,2 and consequently cannot be a
modification of the faculty of cognition)

Intuition3 is a modification of the faculty of cognition that becomes
actual in parl in a passive r,vay, but in part through its or,vn action. The
fomer is called the material, the latter, its fom.

Appearancea is an indeterminate intuition, in so far as it is
grounded in this passive maûner.

The a prìori,5 considered absolutely, is for Kant a form of cognition
that is in the mind before all sensation. For me, hor,vever, the a priori is,
cousidered absolutely, a form of cognition r,vhich precedes the cognition
of the object itself, i.e. the ooncept of an object in general, ald everything
r,vhich one can assert about such an object, or r,vhere the object is purely

2 I have already demonstr ated on various occasìons that activity lvill be required for
consciousness Iin order to be conscious].

3 The given in intuition (material) emerges in a passive nranner, the organisation of
it, holvever, according to a form, through activity.

4 The representation of the colour red, for instance, consists in the sensation of this
particular sensible quality r,vhose manifold is ordered according to the forms of
intuition (time and space); it is therefole a determinate empirical intuition.
Appearance is the concept, hor,vever, abstracted from the coloul red and all other
sensible representations, of a sensible representation in general.

5 A priori knor,vledge in general means knor,vledge from grounds (cognitio
philosophica). The predicate is attached to the particular subject therefore, as it is
already attached to the general, rvithin r.vhich this parlicular subsists. For instance,
I judge that the sum of angles of a right angled triangle of a given size is equal to
tr,vo right [angles]; rvhy? Because I knorv in advance that the sum of angles in a
tliangle in general must be equal to tr.vo right angles. The absolute a priori requires
yet another condition, namely that the iast ground of the judgement or the general
judgement to rvhich I reduce all particular ffudgements], is itself a priori, This,
hor,vever, is not possible so long as the condition of the judgement is a particular
determination of the subject (in that it presupposes an infinite series), The
conclition must therefore be the univelsal concept of the thing in general. There is
hor,vever no other judgement of this type than identity and contradiction, rvhere the
condition of judgment in not a determinate object but a necessary form.
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determined through a relation, as in, for example, the objects of pure
arithmetic.

A Priori cognition in the narrorvest sense, and considered
absolutely, is, therefore, the cognition of a relation betr.veen objects before
the cognition of the objects themselves, by lvhich this relation is
encountered. Its principle is the principle ofcontradiction (or identity). If,
horvever, the cognition of the object must precede the representation of
the relation, it is called, in this sense, ct posteriorl. It follor.vs from this
that axioms of mathematics6 are not known a priori. That is to say,

although they are a priori materialiter (in time and space), they are not,
hotvever,formqliter. Suppose I have no conception of a straight line, and
someone asks me, can a straight line also not be straight? Certainly I
\,vould not r,vithhold my judgement (rvith the assumption that I don't knor,v
r,vhat a straight line is) until I have a representation of it, but my anslver
r,vould be right at hand, that this is impossible. If he asked me, hor,vever, is
a straight line the shortest? I lvould ans\.ver, 'I don't knor,¿ perhaps yes,
perhaps no,' until I had acquired a representation of a straight line. The
ground of this lies in the fact that the principle of identity is the most
general form of our kno\.vledge, and consequently it must apply to all
objects in general, though they may be as they like in regard to [their]
accidents. Holvever, that a straight line is the shorlest is merely the form
through rvhich rve think this determinate object, so that so long as r,ve

have no representation of the object, \,ve cannot knor,v if this fotm inheres
in it or not.

The pure is for Kant that r,vhere nothing belonging to sensation r,vill
be encountered. That is, only a connection or relation (as an operation of
the understanding) is pure; for me, hor,vever, the pure is that r'vherein

nothing from intuition, in so far as it is an incomplete operation, lvill be
encountered.

6 I mean the axioms lvhich are palticular to mathematics, such as, for example, a

straight line is the sholtest betlveen trvo points, etc, Not, ho.,vever, those lvhich are

needed in mathematics merely because they are valid in general, such as, the rvhole
is equal to all of its parts taken together, etc. as a rvhole is (Baumgarten,
Metaphysik $. 120) one rvhich is completely the same as many taken together, and

those r.vhich taken together are the same as the one, are the parts of it;
consequently, this axiom is based on the principle of contracliction, and is therefore
a priori in the narrolvest sense.
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The possibility of a concept can have t\,vo senses:-

1) The absence of contradiction, r.vhich r,vill be merely used in symbolio
knor,vledge,T since r'vhen I have knor,vledge of it from intuition, I don't
need to filst compare the determinations, in ordel to see if they contradict
each other, as the fact or actuality itselfis proofenough ofits possibility.

2) A real ground of possibility, and this in tum in t.vvo r,vays; either it
means the absence of contradiction, but not merely in the combination of
symbols, but also in the object itself.s Suppose someone had no concept
of a point, and one asked him, is a¡ extended point possible, or not? Here
he r,vould, simply looking at the rules of combination, say that it is
possible; as from r,vhat should he recognise the impossibility, r,vhen he
does not have a representation of the object? This is not the case r,vhen
one asks him if an unextended extended point is possible. Here it is not

7 A contradiction can only occur betlveen the symbols of opposed forms (being and
not-being), not hor'vever betr,veen the objects, or betlveen the objects and forms;
consequently it is merely used by symbolic knowledge (see the appendix on
symbolic knor,vledge). In this [symbolic knorvledge] I can just as easily say: a
triangle is possible, or a space can be enclosed in three lines, as a triangle is not
possible; in both cases the propositions contain no contradiction. In intuìtive
knor.vledge I can only say the first: rvhy? As I really thìnk it so. That is, this
apodictic relation of form to determinate objects (that one 'lvhich is an apodictrc
relation is a pafticular determination of the form) presupposes already the
possibility of form in itself (absence of contradiction), If one says: a triangle must
be possible before I really think it, as I othenvise couldn't think it as such; then I
ask, rvhat does it mean that ít rnust be possible before I really think it? Presumabiy
it means this: another thinking being that compares me as something determinable
r.vith the triangle as determination, finds that I, determined through the
modification triangle, am possible. This horvever presupposes a third thinking
being, and so on to infinity. The further a member of this series comes, the more
possibilities it thinks at once. The thinking being a, for instance, thinks merely
space as possible in relation to three lines. This supposes, hor.vever, another
thinking being, å, that in addition to thinkíng a triangle as possible, thinks the first
in ¡elation to it as possible as r,vell, and so on. One claims therefo¡e that the real
possibility should precede the thinking of an object, then one r,vould not come
across this possibility in any member of the series. But also not in the last member'
(r.vhen rve lvant to realise this idea); as r,vith this the possibility certainly does not
precede the actuality.

8 That is, r'vhere those r'vhich are thought in a synthesis do not contradict each other
in their concepts, but r,vhere their consequences cancel each other.
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necessary for him to knor,v r,vhat a point is in order to be convinced of the
impossibility of this concept, as the contradiction is here already to be
encountered in the symbolic combination.

Or it means, not only that the symbolic can be realised, but also the
comprehensibility of the mode of origination fEnstehungsarl] of this real
thing, or, if I am allor'ved this expression, the necessity of the possibility.
The concept of an equilateral triangle, lvhere I construct a triangle in
general and simply think through the equality of the sides, is indeed
possible according to the former sense, but this possibility is purely
arbitrary. When I construct, holvever, an equilateral triangle, through tr,vo

equal circles, r,vhere the circumference of each meets the centre of the
other, then I see the necessity of the equality of sides, and consequently
also the possibility of the concept, and so it is r.vith a priori jvdgements as

r'vel1.

Herr Kant raises the question, holv are synthetic a priori
propositions possible? The meaning of this question is this: that analytic
a priori propositions are possible is fully comprehensible, because they
depend upon the principle of contradiction, lvhich doesn't refer to a

deteminate object but instead to an object in general. Consequently, they
must be encountered in the understanding prior to the representation of
speaific objects. Synthetic propositions however refer to a determinate
object, so holv can they therefore precede the representation ofthe object
itself, that is, be ø priori?

In order to prevent the objection that one could make against him,
namely, r,vhy does one need to enquire into the possibility of synthetic
propositionslvhen there are in fact none, Herr Kant aims to place the fact
itself beyond doubt, in that he cites accepted synthetic propositions both
fi'om mathematics and the natural sciences, r,vhich express necessity, and
consequently must be a prior¡ .

I note, hor,vever, that r'vhen such propositions express necessity, it ls
not thereby agreed that they embody (objective) necessity. That I, for
instance, judge that a straight line is the shoftest betr,veen tr.vo points, can
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relate to this, as I have alr,vays perceived it so,e hence it has become
necessary for me subjectively, or once again, this proposition has a high
level of probability, but no objective necessity. My previously stated
criterion of a priori propositions, as containing objective necessity,
should also have validity the other r.vay around, that, rvhere it is not
encountered, no objective necessity is there either, so not only can the
fore-mentioned be merely subjective, but they cerlainly are, as the
criterion is not met. Should it, hor,vever, only serve to demonstrate the
objective certainty of such [propositions], r,vhere it is encountered, here
there remains the slightest uncedainty about the fact, and a fact that is
unceÍain, is not a fact. Pure mathematics r,vill lose nothing through this
doubt, as its propositions can be derived hypothetically from its axioms.
'If a straight line is the shortest line, then ...' and so on. But applied
[mathematics] and natural science probably r,vill. Metaphysics as
speculative science lvill also be none the r,vorse for it. I will ahvays be
able to claim, if the soul is simple, then it is indestructible, and so on.
One thereby makes the hypothetical propositions of eaoh science
absolute, and these propositions lvork reasonably r,vell in practice. The
same oar also be the case r,vith metaphysics. The proposition, 'everything
Itas a cause,' is, so I believe, of the same sort of evidencelo as the
proposition, 'a straight line...,' and r,vhen Herr Kant also demonstrated
that space is an a priori folrn, that is, before the sensible objects
themselves, so is this proposition: the straight line, etc. also only in this

9 That is, not in a pure, but in an empirical construction (lvhen I had drar,vn a straight
line on paper, I alr,vays found that it r.vas the shortest). For r,vhat should then the
pure construction of a straight line be, as lve can give no definition, consequently
no a priori ¡ule of construction?

10 That is, in itself, not merely as a condition of experience. I remark her.e, once and
for all, that I take that rvhich Kant calls objective necessity (condition of an
objective perception or experience) for a merely subjective necessity, on ttvo
grounds. 1. Suppose that a synthetic rule in general in perceptions lvas necessary
for its objective reality. Then, hor,vever, no determinate rule is necessary for this.
We think, for example, the perceptions a and b through the form or rule of
causality; a diffe¡ent thinking being, horvever, can think these perceptions
according to another rule, consequently thìs rule is only subjective in reiation to
determinate perceptions. 2. A synthetic rule is not in general necessary to objective
reality in consideration of an unconstrained understanding not affected by
sensibility. This understanding thinks all possible objects accorcling to their inner
relations to one another, or according to the rnode in lvhich they originate from one
another, that is, ahvays according to an analytic rule, frorn rvhich it follorvs that the
forms or synthetic rules only have objective necessity for us (in that r,ve cannot
make them synthetic because of our limitations), but not in themselves.
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sense a priori, that is, materialiter, not, ho\,vever, priol' to all objects in
general, and not before cognition of the object of judgement itself.
Objective necessity can only be added to those propositions r,vhich refer
to the object in general, such as the pnnciple of contradiction.

But then, one r,vill say, must not this subjective necessity have an

objective ground? I ansr,ver that, yes, certainly, it must do, but even then,
because the ground of the judgement lies in the object, so only an

obtained representation ofthe object itselfr,vill be suitable.

If r,ve r,vant to consider the matter more precisely, then r,ve lvill find
that the expression, 'objective necessity,'rr has no meaning, in that
necessity ah,vays means a subjective force to accept something as true. In
consideration of the evidence in science, \.ve must be ar.vare of the
generality of propositions, and this also not in and for itself, as a more
general proposition is not truer than a less general one; it depends on the
coffect application of these propositions. Namely, the more general a

proposition is, the less one runs the danger of erring in its application. For
suppose that one wanted to apply this same [general proposition] to a
particular case, lvhat does this mean? That this particular case is
contained in the general? Holvever, if it r,vere merely a particular
proposition, then one r,vho wanted to make it general r,vould err greatly, as

the general is not contained in the particular. 'When one is from the start
strongly convinced ofthe comprehensiveness ofa proposition, then it is a
matter of indifference to us; it may in itself be more or less general. The
less detetminations a subject can accept, the more general must the
appropriate judgement be; of this type are the axioms of mathematics. A
straight line is the shortest betr,veen tr.vo points. A straight line can accept
no more determinations than its magnitude, so here the determination of
the subject by the predicate can have no influenoe, as it is the predicate
itself. This judgement must, therefore, be universal. One r.vill say, perhaps

this proposition is only valid for the distance betr,veen the tlvo points

11 Objective necessity can only be attached to the principle of contradiction (in so far
as it means an objective relation of a subject in general to an object in general), or
to the categories (in so far as through this a real object in general can be thought in
relation to our subject), not horvever to a proposition relating to a parlicular object.
The former necessity is a priori, that is, it r'vill be attached to a particular object,
because it must be attached to an object in general. The latter, hor,vever, is merely
a posteliori, accorcling to my explanation.
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which I have already brought into the predicate irr the constnrction, Lrut

not fol otlier distances. So let us first assulnel2 that it appìies to the
distance, aå, but not to the doubled length, nc.

'fhat js, thai the shortest line between a and c is not the straight líne ac,
but irstead uclc, wltich is not the shortest, rvoLrlcl be straight; now"
lrt:wever, I lurve assumecl that the line øå is botll straighf ¿r¡ld the shoúest
behveen ã end b, ancl because the position of the line does not alter its
character or magnitude, I can substitute ¿ró for ác, so that when I position
the point a at h, the point ó must hsncsforth becorne c, meaning that
uc:2ab, and mnst be both the strarìght and shorfest iine. One can alscr

altematively demonstrate that a straight line is also the shortest over a
snraller clistance. Let us assumethal. ctc is (tly virtue of thc construction)
botlr straight and the shortest line betrveen a and c. I say fiom this that
halflof this line must bc straight and tlie shoftest line betrveen a and ó as

well, as lvere it nottlte shortest line between u anclh,fhen2ah (lvhich is
ac), would not be the shortest, contrary to ihe assumption. It must also be
straiglrt, as through the fàct that l havc cttl t:tc it:t half, I have not alterecl its
position, and therefore its nature. This is preserìt in the words thenrselves,
as when I say that pelhaps the straight line with trvice the magnitucle is
not the shortest, 1 conh'adict rnyself, as distance can. be defìned merely
through the shorlest line.

12ln ¡ similar mffnnet Herr Kästner proves thc propositior-r that every polver ol two
is greater than ìts exponent, in that he shows that when the propositiorr is valid for
a certain power; il must ¿rlso ¿pÞly to the next highest po'wer (see Anfangsgriude
Anal)t,çis Lnrtliche Ûrôfen, $. 45).
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The proposition, 5+7:1213 (the second example of mathematical
synthetic propositions), is also general, namely because it is an individual
proposition (which logicians rightly consider universal).

The evidence of mathematics can thus remain fixed even if we do
not assume r,vith Herr Kant that space is an a priori form of intuition.

I, holvever, pose the question as follorvs: given that all knor.vledge
must be analytically a priori, and must be derived from the principle of
contradiction, hor.v shall r,ve make those propositions, r'vhich are synthetic
due to the limits of our cognition, analytic? Or, hor,v shall r,ve define the
subject so that the predicate is identical r.vith it? Because r,vhen r,ve

examine all of those propositions, lve find that the subject is either not
defined (as in the Kantian example, 7+5:12) but simply presented in
intuition, or is badly defined, like the example, a straight line is the
shoftest between tr'vo points. Hor.v are 'r,ve to improve matters? I don't
want to undertake to develop each of the propositions in this r'vay myself;
in order to render my claim sufficiently, it is enough that I have not held it
to be impossible.

"Space," says Kant, "is not an empirical concept r,vhich has been
derived from outer experiences. For in order that certain sensations be
refened to something outside me, and similarly in order that I may be
able to represent them as outside and alongside one another, the
representation of space must be presupposed... " But this only shows that
space is a universal,ra but not on my understanding, an a priori concept. I

13 One could pose the question: rvhat is a determinate number? It is not an a
posleriori object (something given), as it is merely a determinate r,vay to think an
object. It is not an a prior¡ form, as it is not a condition of an object. It is not an a
posteriori form, as this has no meaning at a1l, as each form can be nothing other
than an a priori condition. What is it then?

l4Aform r'vill thereby be thought (as far as I rvas able to gather from Her Kant's
theory) as that in the representation of an object that has its ground not in the
object but in the particular composition of the faculty of representation. The
question is, horveve¡ through r,vhat it is recognised, or through lvhich
characteristics one can tell r'vhether some determination of representation has its
ground in objects or merely in the faculty ofrepresentation? I r'vas not able to find
any others than these: 1) generality in relation to the object; 2) particularity in
relation to the subject; ancl that both of these are necessary, namely, if I find a
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on the other hand assert that space is as an intuition a schema or pictule
ofthe heterogeneity ofgiven objects, or a subjective form ofrepresenting
this objective heterogeneity, r.vhich is a universal form, ol necessary
condition of thinking of objects in general, r'vithout rvhich it r.vould be an
empty space, that is, a transcendent representation r.vhich lvould be
r'vithout any reality (as when I represent to rnyself a homogenous object,
r.vithout referring it to something heterogeneous). Consequently, space is
indeed, taken by itself, a universal, but not an a priori concept, except
simply in regard to that which it represents (the difference), as, narnely,

representation that is common to many objects, then I recognise from that that they
ale not a determination of the object itself (as this can merely be that by r.vhich
each object is distinguished flom every other), but of our mode of representation.
This is, hor,vever, rnerely a condítion through lvhich form can be distinguished
from material, and the form of thinking of an object from the objects themselves
(the given), not, holveve¡ through lvhich that can be recognised which has its
ground in a parlicular mode of representation and not [be recognised] in that rvhich
is inherent to every mode of representation in general in relation to just the same

object. For example, the material is rvhat it is just the same in relation to each

thinking being to r.vhom it is given, as othenvise it'"vould not be merely material,
in that the modification, rvhich passively happens to each ofthem, rvould belong to
form, Further, the material difference of objects is a necessary condition for their
perception as particular objects for every subject \.vithout difference. One sees from
this that the first characteristic is merely a conditio sine quø non, that lvhat is not
parlicular to many objects can not belong to form (mode of representation) but
instead to material (the given), It can, hor,vever, belong to this not only in relation
to a particular ffaculty of representation] but also to a faculty of representation in
general (either as the material itself of as their condition), Space (and also time) is
of this type. Space is not, like red, for instance, the given in the object, through
r,vhich it is recognised and distinguished fiom all other objects, as it is not a

determination in the object, but a relation betrveen multiple objects. Consequently
the filst requisite is found here, nameiy the characteristic of a form in opposition to
material. The second requisite, holvever, is lacking here, or the characteristic of
subjectivity (that, holvever, is of greater importance in consideration of the
Kantian theory). I hold (since it cannot be accounted for), therefore, space for a

form, but not like Herr Kant for a merely subjective [form] (necessary in relation
to a particular type of subject), but for an objective (necessary in relation to every
subject in general) form. But this (according to my hypothesis), in consideration of
space as a concept (of difference in general). However, in consideration of [the
concept] as intuition (the image of this difference), I hold space merely for a

general concept, not holvever for a form, as here the second requisite (the
characteristic of subjectivity) is lacking, The difference betlveen Herr Kant's
theory and mine, thelefore, lies herein: According to Herr Kant, space is merely a

form of intuition, according to me, hor,vever, as concept it is a fonn of all objects
in general, and as intuition an image of this fo¡m. For him it is nothing in the
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the difference lVerschiedenheitl inheres in all things, or all things are
different from one another, or must be thought so, as, therefore, they are
all things.

Second, he says, "Space is a necessary representation etc." This
necessity is, as I have already remarked, purely subjective in relation to
space regarded in itself (for in consideration of that which it represents,

namely difference, it is certainly objective). That one can think of space
r,vithout objects is, as I remarked, purely transcendent.

Third: "the apodictic cefiainty of all geometrical axioms is
grounded in a priori necessity, etc." This apodictic cefiainty depends,
according to me, simply on its universality; this either needs no
demonstration, in that this relation betrveen particular objects of intuition
can be seen, as in, for example, the proposition, 5+7:12, as a parlicular'
proposition is considered as general; or it can at least be demonstrated
that if this proposition is perceived in any single intuition, it must also be
perceived in all presented intuitions, as in the proposition, the straight line
is the shortest betr,veen tlvo points, and similæ. This universality certainly
must have an objective ground, that is to say, the proposition must be
analytic to an infinite understanding, rvhich we, ho\,vever, cannot
comprehend.

Fourth: "Space is not a discursive or universal conaept of the
relations of things in general." This all has its con'ectness in consideration
of space, as it appears to us, but not ho\.veveL in consideration of r'vhat it
presents (the difference of sensible objects in general); as here, the
general difference is abstracted from differences in particular, in that
things are different in different ways. Red is different from green in a

different \,vay than sweet is different from bitter. That this copy is not
fully like the original, or that there are not different spaces lvhich lvould
coffespond to different kinds of difference, should not astonish us, as

little as one can be astonished that on paper, mathematical figures are not
exactly equal to their concepts.

object itself, abstracted from our mode of representation; for me horvever it is
alr,vays something in relation to some subject in general, indeed a form, r.vhich,
hor'vever, has its ground in objects.
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Fifth: "Space is represented as an infinite magnitude." The area of
space can never be greater that the area of things which fill it, and as this
intuition can be nothing else but finite, space can also not be represented
as other than finite. The representation of the infinite magnitude of space
is therefore transcendent, and has no objective reality. I am therefore in
agreement lvith Herr Kant, that space, if considered as an intuition in
itself ftut not as a picture of a relation), merely has a subjective reality,
and that things r'vhich appeff to us in space may not perhaps appear in
space to other thinking beings, but I add that these subjective appearances
must have an objective ground, of rvhich even, therefore, as it is
objective, must be thought the same rvay by all thinking beings. In
relation to Her Kant's theory of time, I could make the same remarks, in
that on my reading time is generally a picture of the differences of mental
states.

Her Kant argues that sensibility and understa:rding are tr.vo r,vholly
different faculties; I argue, hor,vever, that, although they must be
represented by us as two different faculties, they must in spite of this be
thought by an infrnite thinking beiug as one and the same po\,ver, and that
sensibility is in us the incomplete understanding. We are affected by
sensation in three ways: 1) That .r.ve are not conscious of the concepts
contained lvithin it. 2) That r,ve must also, eveu in consideration of
concepts r,vhich rve can acquire, rely on sensibility, in order to bring them
to consciousness. 3) That r.ve, through this, obtain these concepts
themselves, and their relations to one another, often incompletely and in
time, in acoordance r,vith the lar,vs of sensibility; the infinite thinking
being hor,vever, thinks all possible concepts at once in their perfection,
r,vithout any admixture of sensibility.

The table of logical functions of judgement, and follor.ving from
this, the categories, seem to me to be suspect. l) The reality of the
hypothetical judgement is doubtful. In pure a priori sciences, such as
mathematics, we never encounter it, as when I can say, if a line is
straight, then it is the shortest between tr,vo points, etc. this is only a fom
of speech, that here (r,vhere it simply says rvhat a straight line is, etc.
through which it is in reality a categorical judgement) means nothing in
particular, and so must have been derived from somer.vhere else, rvhere it
appeal's to mean sornething, per anølogiam. We encounter it, hor,vever,
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nor,vhere else than in our judgemeasnts about given nature. But if one
denies this, in that one claims that r,ve have in fact no judgements of
experience (r,vhich express objective necessity), but instead purely
subjective judgements (r,vhich have become objective through habit);then
the concept of a hypothetical judgement is and remains simply
problematic.

Furlher, I ask: r,vhat are assertoric and apodictic judgements, and
through r,vhat r,vould these types of judgement be differentiated from one
another? If the mathematical axioms are (because follolving my
explanation lve don't understand the grounds of their necessity ø priori)
asseftoric judgements, then in reality there are indeed no apodictic-
categorical judgements. Because these axioms themselves are indeed
categorical, but not apodictic, r'vhat is derived from assuming them using
the principle of contradiction itself, is indeed apodictic in regards to their
connection lvith the axioms, but its reality in-itself cannot be more than
the reality of the axioms themselves, that is, it is, like these, simply
assertorio. If, holvever, these axioms are (because they express necessity)
apodictic, then I again don't knolv r,vhat a pure asseftoric judgement could
be. It cannot be ajudgement of experience (or perception), for example, a

body is heavy, as this is not in reality a judgement; it expresses merely the
alr,vays perceived conjunction of the predicate and subject in time and
space. So one sees that logic cau be no guide here.

I argue, hor'vever, that the synthetic propositions of mathematics are

indeed universally true propositions, but yet not apodictic ones, but
instead merely assertoric propositions, not a priori (in the sense in r,vhich

I take the r,vord) or pure propositions.

The concepts of substance and accident are just the logical
concepts of subjeot and predicate in a transcendental sense; namely from
tr.vo things rvhich are determined through nothing but this relation, that
the first can be thought r,vithout relation to the other, the latter, hor,vever,

cannot be thought r,vithout relation to the former. Their characteristics
must, it is true, freely be given in experience, in order to be able to
subsume the objects under this concept. I am, therefore, in agreement
r,vith Herr Kant that these concepts, and the judgements grounded therein,
a¡e valid merely for objects of experience; I only argue that they are not
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valid, as Herr K. assumes, for objects of experience as they appear. to us
immediately, but hold good purely for the lirnits of objects of expe'ience
(ideas) and through the mediation of these for the objects of experience.

The difference betr,veen Herr Kant and my reduction of these
concepts is contained herein:-

He' Kant assumed the follor,ving fact as undisputed, that lve have
propositions of experience (that express necessity), and demonstrates
from this their objective validity, therefore he sho',vs that r,vithout these,
experience r,vould be impossible. Nor,v experience is possible, because
follor,ving his assumption it is actual, consequently these concepts have
objective reality. I, hor,vever, dispute the fact itself, that lve have
propositions of experience, and because of this I cannot their prove
objective validity in this r,vay, but instead I prove merely the possibility of
their objective validity of objects, not of experience (r,vhich is detemined
in intuition), but their limits, lvhich are determined by reason in relation
to the corresponding intuitions of objects, r,vhereby the question, quid
juris? (by applying pure concepts to ideas) must fall arvay. The things
can, therefore, stand in this relationship to one another; if they in fact
stand in these relations to one another is still in question. Herr K.
demonstrates, for example, the reality of the concept of cause or the
necessity of ó follor,ving a buf not the inverse, that is, that the sequence
follows a rule of succession. The apprehension of the maniford of the
appearance (which may be sub- or objective) is ah,vays successive. One
can therefore only differentiate the objective from the subjective in that
one perceives that in the first case the sequence follor,vs a necessary rule,
whereas in the latter it is purely arbitrary. Nor,v I say that nor,vhere in
perception does one encounter a sequence r,vhich is necessary according
to a rule; that is, I deny the fact. For should it be necessary because I
cannot during the perception ofthe one sequenoe perceive the other, then
it cannot be distinguished from a purely arbitrary sequence, since also in
the latter case, it is impossible to perceive another dunng the sequence.

That one represents the succession by the representation of a house,
for example, from the ground to the top, as arbitrary, and accordingly the
house itself does not originate in this succession of movement; [but one
represents] the movement of the ship, holvever, as real, a:rd consequently
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originating during the succession; [this] results from the fact that the
house is not simply knorvn through this particular sequence, but is knor.vn
as an object through other characteristics (r,vhich may in tum be perceived
through the succession of our apprehension; it is enough that they are not
as such observed during the given apprehension). The movement of the
ship, hor,vever, r,vill be perceived purely through this particular sequence
of apprehensions, before and after r,vhich there are no criteria which could
reveal their being as an object. Therefore in the former case 1,ve believe
the object originates r,vith the succession in the apprehension, but in the
latter; I've assume the existence of the object prior to the succession.
These tlvo kinds of succession examined in themselves are not distinct
from one another, and consequently, l,vhen someone asserts that the ship
really moves dor,vn the stream, he therefore does not knor,v r,vhat he r'vants
to express r,vith the lvord "really".

Herr K. holds the categories or pure concepts of the understanding
to be merely forms of thought, r.vhich could not be explained lvithout the
conditions ofintuition, therefore having no use. I horvever assert that the
categories, as pure concepts of the understanding, can and must be
explained r.vithout any reference to the conditions of intuition. They
concerr the conceivability of things, the reality of these and their
conditions is to them merely arbitrary. Substance, for instance, is that part
of a synthesis r,vhich can be thought r,vithout the other (albeit as a

predicate ofanother), that is, the subject ofthe synthesis. An accident is
that part of the synthesis lvhich cannot be thought r,vithout the other, that
is, the predicate. We can explicate and clarify these concepts through
scientific as r.vell as mathematical examples. Cause is that rvhose positing
must be seen as the ground of the positing of another; again a subject, not
of a concept but of a judgement. Effect is that r,vhich must necessarily
follor'v (not simultaneously in time) the positing of the former.

I take the understanding merely as a capacity to think, that is, to
create pure concepts through making judgements. No real objects are
given to it as the material that it should operate on. Its objects are purely
logical, and only through thinking do they become real objects. It is an
enor to believe that the things (real objects) must be prior to their
relations. The concepts of number are merely relations, r,vhich don't
presuppose real objects, as these relations are the objects themselves. The
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number 2, for instance, expresses a relation from 2 : l, alrd
simultaneously the object ofthis relation, and even ifthis is necessary for
their recognition, it is, hor,vever, not necessaly to its reality. All
mathematical truths also have their reality prior to our consciousness of
them.

These pure concepts of the understanding and relations, r.vhich
alr.vays come in pairs, explicate each other reciprooally, that is, in a circle,
and they do this totally naturally, as in order for the explication of a
concept not to be circular, it must not be r,vholly pure, that is, it must have
some element lvhich cannot be explicated at all, arrd r.vhich is merely
given (for the sensibility), but rvhich is not thought by the understanding,
ot r,vould have to be explicated through an infinite set'ies of predicates.
This, hor,vever, gives no explication, as r,vhen I say, the character of a is b,
of b, c, etc. then I can never knor,v lvhat a, b, c, etc. are. There are,
therefore, only tr,vo r,vays by r,vhich one can explicate a concept or
objeotive synthesis (unity in the manifold). One either grounds it in
intuition, r,vhich the understanding thinks according to a rule; a concept
originates from this, in r,vhose expla:ration the grounding intuition is the
subject and the rule thought by the understanding is the predicate. This
produces an impure or mixed concept, as all concepts except relations
are. Here the element of the concept must preoede the concept itself, that
is, its synthesis. Or othenvise, the element of the judgement of the
objective synthesis, that it is a possible synthesis, must precede the
judgement itself, as in the example of a straight line. Or the understanding
thinks merely a rule, r.vhich determines a relation betr,veen tr,vo

undetermined logical objects, through r,vhich the objects themselves are
determined; out of this springs a pure concept with or through the
judgement. For example, cause: this concept is not merely a fom, like
homogeneity, r.vhich is not determined through any condition, but it is a
real object rvhich does not precede thought, but is instead produced by it.
Should, hor,vever, the object of thinking merely mean that r,vhich precedes
thinking, then pure thinking has no other object than the ooncept of the
tlring in general (en,s logicum). The object of applied thinking is, hor,vever;
not an intuition, (r,vhich is not an object of the understanding), but also no
mete ens logicum, but the ens reale, r,vhich I have called the idea of the
understanding, and r,vhich is the element of a particular intuition. It is a
limit concepL lGraenzbegrffi bet,veeû pure thinking and intuition,
through r,vhich both are legitimately bound together.
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So r,vhen it is therefore only true drat lve have propositions of
experience (in the sense r,vhich Kant takes it), and that lve apply the pure
concepts of the understanding to appearance for this purpose, then this
can be easily explicated through my theory of possibility or the quid juris,
in that the elements of appearances, to r,vhich according to my theory the
concepts of the understanding are applied, are themselves not
appearances. If one asks, hor'vever, through r,vhat does the understanding
recognise that these elements inhere in these relations? I ansr'ver that it is
because the understanding itself makes them through these relations to
real objects, and because the appearances themselves âh'vays approach (to
infinity) these relations. I say, for example, the ego or my thinking being
is a substance, or the ultimate subject of all my representations; from
r,vhere do I knor'v this? Because I allvays approach something like this
through thought,ls as the more I think or judge, the more general the
predicates of the subject of the judgement become in consideration of the
subject in the object, and the more general these are, the less they present
the object, and the more the subject of my thinking. I judge, for instance,
I am a man, man is an animal, an animal is an organised body, an

organised body is a thing. In this ror.v of connected judgments the
representation of the ego as an object has alr.vays diminished, and the
representation of it as a subject increased, as the ego is the ultimate
subject. Therefore, the more general the predicate becomes, the more it
approaches this ultimate subject, until I have at last got to the limit
betr'veen subject and object (the thinkability of an object in general), and
so it is as lvell r,vhen one thinks synthetically, or generates concepts
through a synthesis. As although here one appears through continued
determination to become closer to the object and further frorn the subject,
it in fact r,vorks the other r'vay around, since the abstracting is not

15 One could indeed object that I approach through thought not my subject, but the
transcendental subject; what right do I therefore have to detetmine my subject as

substance? One has to consider, hor,vever, that r'vhen I judge: I am a man, it does

not mean, I am an indeterminate [man], but instead, in an individual manner, a

determinate man (rvithout really determining him). Consequently, the most general

predicate is in fact in judgement of no greater extension than the ultimate subject
in judgement, that is, the object itself. So before the judgement my 1 rvas man
through ø, for instance, perceived determinately, that is, at the furthest remove
from the ultimate subject in the object. Through the judgement, hor,vever, I think of
myself as man through x, that is, determined through an unknown determination.
Through the substitution of an unknorvn determination for the knorvn (albeit it
refers to the knor,vn), I have, therefore, approached not merely a transcendental
subject, but my subject.
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something easy, I get at the beginning of thinking to a more pa:ticular,
and hence intelligible, predicate, and think of, for example, the thing in
general as detemined through man. Hor,vever, r,vhen I examine the
determination more precisely, then I find that it is not and cannot be an
absolute detemination, as it itself is already composed of something
deteminable and detemination. So I take animal as the determination of
a thing in general, and proceed as before, that is, I come alr,vays closer by
thinking to a determination as subject, until I corne at last to the I, r.vhich
is itself deteminable and detelmination. This last step, hor,vever, is never
made, as the ego r,vhich I get to is still always a predicate (of inner sense).
I alr'vays approach the true ego as to sornething that indeed in regard to
my consciousness is a pure idea, but in itself a pure object, and so
thereby, as one can alr.vays approach it through a determinate progression,
consequently, an infinite understanding must actually be able to think it.

Liker,vise, I can rightly say, I am simple, as I can alr.vays get closer
to this simplicity through thinking, in that my representations as my
predicates through the same ale ahvays more precisely connected, until at
last complete simplicity springs from it. One r,vill no\,v say that all this
gets its truth merely from the representation of the ego, but not, hor,vever,
from the object itself. I ansr,ver this like so: the representation of a thing is
differentiated from the thing itself simply through a lesser completeness;
r'vhen one takes both in their greater completeness (as is here the case),
then they are necessarily one and even the same.

The result of this theory is this. I assert r.vith Kant that the objects
of metaphysics are not objeots of intuition, r,vhich could be given in an
experience. I depart from him, hor,veve4 in that he asserls that they are
not objeots r,vhich can be thought as determined by any form of
understanding. I, on the other hand, consider them as real objects, rvhich,
although they are just in themselves pure ideas, nonetheless can be
determinately thought through the intuitions which derive from them, and
through the reduction of intuitions to their elements, lve are in the
position to determine ner.v relations behveen them, in ol.der to tleat
metaphysios as a science, just as lve are in the position through the
reduotion of magnitudes to their differentials and of these once again to
their integrals, to discover ne\,v relations between the magnitudes
themselves.
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In consideration of the impossibility of an ontological proof of the
existence of God, I am of the same opinion as Kant. I add the follor.vino
grounds for this impossibility.

The ontological explication of God is a being that contains all
possible realities. I r,vill, however, demonstrate, that not only this, but in
general any being, r,vhen it simply contains multiple realities, is
impossible as an object, and is merely an idea. Let us, for example, take a
being that exists as tr,vo realities, a and b; we must thus accept the each of
these itself exists as two parts, namely one that is common to both,
through r.vhich they are realities at all, the other hor.vever that r.vhich is
parlicular to each of them, through r.vhich they differentiated from each
other. Now, the commonality is certainly a reality, because it is that r,vhich
makes both into reality; each pafticular one must also have a reality.
Because if one lvere to assume that in one it is a reality, in the other,
hor.vever, a negation of this reality, then the other r,von't be any pafticular
reality, but the universal concept ofreality in general, r.vhich goes against
our assumption. We get, therefore, from these tr,vo realities assumed in the
thing four. Each of the hvo realities, r,vhich are contained in each of the
tr,vo, must again exist in tr,vo pieces, and so on to infinity; from r.vhich
follor,vs that this concept can never be thought as a determinate object.
Further, it follor,vs from this, that things in general cannot be
differentiated through the number of realities that they contain, but merely
through the intention ofjust the same reality.

Nor,v one could object, that given the positing of this proposition in
relation to a thing r.vhich is thought through a concept, has truth, so it is
not quite like this in consideration of the concept itself, as this is
necessarily a synthesis of multiple realities. For example, a straight line
r,vhich [contains] 2 [realities], a right angled triangle or a space enclosed
by three lines, right angled, r,vhich contains 3 realities, and so on. One
objects, hor,vever, that in fact here no multiplicity of realities is
encountered, as the reality of a concept lies purely in its synthesis. If the
parts of reality Lvere themselves separated, no reality (as synthesis) would
remain. A right angled triangle contains no more realities than a triangle
in general, that is, more unities, but merely a greater reality or unity. And
if lve don't \,vant to take our inability for objective impossibility, then this
idea has its truth, that in the end all concepts must be reduced to one
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concept, and all truths to one truth;r6 at least as ideas this cannot be
denied, as lve ourselves alr.vays approach the same. Consequently, if the
expression, a being that contains all possible realities, is supposed to
have a meaning, then it must mean, a being that contains all possible
grades of the same reality, r,vhioh is in tum a mere idea, to r,vhich one
approaches through successive syntheses, which can never, hor.vever, be
thought as a:r object.

God is either thatl,vhich grounds all possible concepts, that is, the
given, or the embodiment of all possible concepts or realities, that is tied
to this given necessity. So r,vhen one says, God exists, this proposition is
either analytic or synthetic, in the first case, it means so much: the given
in all our concepts, that is, the thus synthetically linked existence is
existence. ln the second case, it means so much: the most real being, or
the embodiment of all possible reality is necessarily linked rvith
existence. In both cases, it is an axiom that has no necessary proof, We
get through it, hor,vever, merely a ne\,v name, but not a ne\'v conaept. As in
the first case, it says so much, existence is existence, in the second,
hor,vever, it says that all realities are merely any reality, and only r,vants to
say, any reality (concept) must have something given as its ground. That,
hor,vever, all realities oan come together in a single synthesis, must first
be proved. Because, although I claim that all concepts must be reducible
to a particular concept, this is still a mere idea. We can never, therefore,
obsele the ooncept of the most real being as an object. I have no need to
disprove in the same manner as Kant the ontological through this, that
since realities do not as such contradict themselves in concept, they can
eliminate each others consequences in the thing. From this it r,vould
merely follow that the most perfect effect of God (the best r,vorld) cannot
be created from this concept, but it cannot follor.v that he himself has no
real synthesis. The first explication of God is a definitio realis, which
corresponds to the definitio notninalis, that God is a necessary being,

16ìn regard to the systernatic sciences, one r.vill easily agree lvith me. One lvill,
however, ask, rvhat kind of connection holds betr.veen the proposition, air is elastic,
and this: the magnet attracts iron, and betr.veen this one and the Pythagorean
theorem for instance? But lvhat follolvs fiom it? Nothing other than that lve do not
understand this connection; the ground ofthis, holvever, is that r.ve do not knolv the
objects themselves in their inner essence; r,vhen lve are acquaìnted \,vith all the
properties of air, of magnets, etc. so that lve lvill be in a position to define these

objects according to their inner essence, then this connection r,vill easily unfold as

rvell,
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because the not merely logical, but real necessity, is nothing else than the
given, r,vithout r,vhich nothing can be thought, the second holvever is that
rvhich the definitio nominalis corresponds to, God as the most perfect
being.

As far as the ontological proof is concemed, then, the \.vodd is not
contingent in relation to its existence, but in relation to the form of
existence. The lar,v of causal connection says so much: å, as a thing that is
determined according to its form, necessarily presupposes a, another
thing that is determined according to its form, but å as much as a, as

determinate forms, necessarily presupposes the material (given). One
must therefore seek the unconditioned lvhich fits these conditioned forms,
but not an unconditioned existence that is already given as condition of
all of these forms, not the given in itself (r.vhat belongs to existence in the
thing), not the thought in itself (r,vhich belongs to essence) is necessary or
contingent, but merely their relation to one another in a synthesis. The
contingenoy of this, however, leads us merely to dissolve it in an infinite
series, but in no r,vay leads us to the unconditioned as object. I am in
agreement r.vith Herr Kant that the transcendental object of all
appearances, considered in itself, is for us an x; I argue, hor,vever, that
lvhen one receives different appearances, one is forced to accept va¡ious
objects corresponding to them, lvhich although not in themselves, instead
can be determinedper analogium r,vith the appearances conesponding to
them, just as a blind man, r,vhile he cannot think every colour in itself,
nevertheless, he can think their proprietary refraction through lines
(r,vhich he can construct in the intuition of sensation), and thtough these
can make them into a determinate object. If one says that appearances can
only form analogies r,vith appearances, and not lvith things in themselves,
then thereby one eliminates r,vholly the concept of intuition, that is, a
relation of a determinate object to a determinate subject. But, since it is
impossible to demonstrate that the intuitions are effects of something
outside of ourselves, so lve must, r,vhen we merely r'vant to pursue our
consciousness, accept lranscendental idealism, namely that these
intuitions are merely modifications of our ego, r.vhich are caused by it
itself, as if they r,vere caused by objects r,vhich are completely different to
us.
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One can imagine this illusion in the follor,ving way. The
representations of the objects of intuition in space and time, at'e also the
images, r,vhich, tluough the transcendental subject of all representations
(the pure ego, thought through its pure a priori form) are produced in the
mirror (the empirical ego); they appear, hor.vever, as if they came from
somer,vhere behind the mirror (from objects r,vhich are different from us).
The empirical (material) of intuitions is really (like the light rays) from
something outside of us, i.e. (different fi'om us) given. One must not let
oneself fall into error through the explession, 'outside of us', as if this
something stood in a spatial relation to us, since space is only a form
r'vithin us, r,vhereas this being 'outside of us' means only something, in
r'vhose representation, r,ve cannot be spontaneously alvare, i.e. merely (in
consideration ofour consciousness) an affect but not an activity in us.

The r,vord, giten, which Kant very often uses for the material of
sensibility, means for him (and also for me) not something in us that has
an origin outside of us, as this cannot be immediately perceived, but must
be purely inferred. Nolv, the inference from the given effect to a
detetminate cause is alr,vays uncertain, as the effect cari arise from more
than one cause, nevertheless in relation to perception of its cause it
remains alr'vays in doubt, r,vhether these are internal or external, but it is
mrrely a representation, r,vhose mode of origination in us is unknor,vn to

An idealist in general is someone r,vho does not dor,vnright deny the
existence of extemal objects of sense, (because hor.v could he?), but
merely doesn't allow that they can be knolvn through immediate
perception, and lvho infers from this that \,ve can never knor,v their reality
through possible experience.

A transcendental idealist asserts that both the material of intuition
(the empirical) and its fom (time and space) are purely in us, and that
things can exist outside of us (things in themselves, or intellectual things,
lvhich differ from us or are not us), but that r.ve c¿tn never be cerlain of
their existence. Opposed to him is the transcendental realist, r,vho asserts
determinate existence outside of our representations, and merely takes the
material as their form, time and space as types of our intuition, r,vhich
outside of our type of intuition, are not encountered in the things
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themselves, and in this, he accords lvith the former. He supposes,

hor,vever, (because he cannot assert it r,vith certainty) that the material of
intuition has its ground in the things themselves, as do their form, in the
relations betr.veen these things in themselves. If r,ve nor,v accept that no
intuited beings exist, then according to the former nothing r'vould exist,
i.e. can be determinately posited; according to the latter, hor.vever, lve
al'uvays but r,vithout certainty hold that something determinate can exist.

As far as I am concerned, I accept (in so far as I must not transcend
my immediate perception), that both the material of intuition (the
empirical r,vithin) and its form are merely in me, and thus far I am in
agreement r,vith the former one's opinion. I differentiate myself from this
opinion in that it understands (by abstraction from the relationships r,vhich
order it) the material to be that which belongs to sensation. I hold instead
that also that r,vhich belongs to sensation, if it is supposed to be
perceivable, must be ordered in relations (although I cannot immediately
perceive these relations), and that time and space, the forms of this
relation, in so far as I can perceive them, exist, and I understand as

material no objects, but merely the ideas into r,vhioh our perceptions must
be at last dissolved. I am, therefore, in agteement rvith the second opinion
that intuition regarding both material and fotm has an objective ground,

but depart from it, ho'"vever, in that it assumes the objects as determined
in and of themselves. I, hor,vever, take them as merely ideas, or as objects
which are indeterminate in themselves, which can only be thought
determinately rvithin and through sensation (as the differential is thought
through its integrals). 

.Were 
the mode of my intuition destroyed, then there

rvould be no intuition, and there r,vould be in-itself no given determinate
objects of thought. But since my faculty of thought could still remain,
this faculty of thought could ah,vays produce out of itself its or,r.n objects
of thought (ideas r,vhich become detetminate objects through thought), as

I hold the connection of thought to be contingent not only to a specific
form of intuition, but also to the faculty of intuition in general, and
because I believe that the understanding (albeit not according to our
present consciousness, considered purely in itselfl is a faculty r,vhich

determines real objects through thought relations that relate to an object
in general (objectum logicr.rm), as I have already explained on various
occasions. Also, I could easily shor,v that this system accords r,vith the
Lelbnizian one (r,vhen this is properly understood), although I hold it to be
unnecessaly to do so nor,v.
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We have here (if I am allor'ved the expression) a trinity, God, the
'r'vorld, and the human soul; that is to say, if lve understand by the r,vorld
purely the intellectual r.vorld, i.e. the sum of all possible objects, r'vhich
can be produced from all possible relations of the understanding, and if
by the soul, an understanding (a cognitive faculty) that refers to these
objeots, so that all these possible relations can be thought by it, by God an

understanding that does really think all these relations (as I don't knor,v
r,vhat else I should of think as the ens realissimum), then these three
things are one and the same. 'When one understands by the r'vorld,
however, merely the sensible 

"vorld, 
as something that can be thought

through our faculty of intuition, vier,ved according to its lar,vs, and can be
thought according to the laws of thought (although by a progressiot Ìn
infinitum); by the soul, this faculty in so far as it is detemined through
actual intuition; but by God, hor,vever, an infinite understanding, whioh
itself really relates to all that is possible through thinking, then they are

really three different things. But since these modes of representation do
not come from our absolute faoulty of knowledge, but from its limitation,
it is not this latter, but rather the former mode of representation r,vhich is
true. Here, therefore, is the point whereby materialism, idealism,
Leibnizianism, Spinozism, even theism and atheism (if these gentlemen
only understood themselves, instead of maliciously rousing the rabble
against one another) can be united. Freely, ìt is a focus imaginørus - |

How far I am in agreement lvith Her Kant here, I leave to the judgernent
of Hen Kant himself, and to that of every thinking reader.

Hen K. holds the ego as the object of psychology to be in itself,
and regarding its empty representation, he holds accordingly all
propositions deriving from it to be mere paralogisms.

I, however, hold the ego to be a pure a priori intuition r.vhich
accompanies all our representations, although we can declare no
oharacteristics of this intuition, as it simply is. This presupposed, let us
look nor,v at these paralogisms more closely. That r,vhose representation is
the absolute subject of our judgement, and hence cannot be used as the
determination of another thing, is substance. I, as a thinking being, am the
absolute subject of all my possible judgements, and this representation of
myself oannot be used as the predicate of another thing, therefore I am as

a thinking being (soul), substa:rce.
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Herr Kant makes this into a paralogism, because he conceives by
the rvord 'I' in rational psychology the thing in itself (noumenon).
Consequently, according to his principle, the concept of substance is not
applicable to it, as here it lacks an intuition through r'vhich one could
knor,v it. I hor,vever, take the ego for an intuition, even an a priori intuition
(as it is the condition of all thought in general); therefore, the category of
substance can be applied to it, so that the question, quidjuris? does not
apply here. If one asks further, from r,vhere do I knor.v that my ego persists
through time? So I ans\.ver, because it accompanies all of my
representations in a time series. From r,vhere do I knor,v that it is simple?
Because I can perceive no multiplicity in it. From where that it is
numerically identical? Because I perceive it to be identical with itself at
different times. Herr Kant makes the objection that perhaps all this has its
correctness simply from our representation of the ego, but not, holvever,
in relation to the real thing r.vhich grounds our representations. I have
already clarified that I take the representation or the concept ofthe thing
to be the same as the thing, and that it is only through the completeness of
the latter in relation to the former that they can be different. Follorving
from this, r.vhere no multiplicity is encountered (as is the case here), the
thing itself is the same as its representation, and r,vhat applies here must
also apply in all cases. Nolv I must raise a doubt, rvhich Kant has brought
up in relation to personality, and one r,vhich does not concem the
difference betlveen the representation of a thing and the thing itself, but
the truth (objectivity) of the representation itself. He says, namely, that
the identity in my or,vn consciousness is encountered inevitably; if I
hor,vever consider the vier,vpoint of another, (as an object of his outer
intuition), then this external obseler considers me originally in time, as

in the apprehension, time is in fact only represented in me. He will
therefore not infer from the 'I', r,vhich accompanies all representations,
the objectivity of the persistence of myself, as lve cannot declare this
from a foreign standpoint to be valid, etc. I note hor,vever,l7 that at least

17 The perception of a change in the object presupposes the persistence in the subject
considered as object, as other,uvise the subject can never relate the changing
determinations in the object to one another in a consciousness. But this also

[presupposes] perception of the persistence in the object, as othel-wise the subject
cannot consider the various deteminations of its olvn as different determinations
of the object. Let us assume trvo thinking beings, I and B. To each must therefore
be attached identity of consciousness to different times (in relation to his time).
One says: perhaps the identity ofconsciousness ofzl in reiation to his time is itself
changeable in the consciousness of .B in relation to his or.vn [time]; that it has, for
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this other can perceive in me as an extemal intuition to him no change, as

the ohange in the relation is the same o11 both sides. When I assume a

third, r,vho obseles us both, so r'vill he observe the change of mine in
relation to the other, and the change of the other in relation to mine. The
persistent and the changing are only relative. Suppose that my position in
relation to a body, a, is persistent, but not in relation to the body ó, so I
knolv here only so muoh that I together r'vith the body ø have altered my
position lvith respect to body b, ard that this in tum has changed its
position in relation to us. I don't know of any absolute alteration,
ho'wever, as change in general can only be relative, and the concept of an

absolute change contains a contradiction. If I therefore say, I am
persistent, I can assefi it only in relation to my or'vn time.

On the Categories

The forms of thought, or judgements in general, are relations betr'veen

indeterminate (logical) objects thought by the understanding. They come
through their reciprocal determination into these relations to be real

example, at one time the detenninati on, a, aI another the determination, a¿. So one
must assume: 1) That B as the object of these different representations, a, øe, must
be identical r,vith ìtself at different times, as othenvise it lvould not relate these two
different representations to itself as just the same subject, that is, it rvould not even
perceive a subjective change. 2) That I as the object of.B under these different
cleterminations in considerations of these latter' (ìn relation to his time) must have
sornething (apart from these changing determinations) identical'"vith itself, that is,
something pelsistent, as othenvise B lvould indeed have perception (subjective) but
not experience (objective perception) of a change. The difference betlveen A ard B
r,vili therefore merely lie therein, that namely the forme¡ r.vould vierv itself as the
persistent subject of a, ae, the latter, hor,vever, lvould not determine ,4 as the
ultimate subject, consequently persistent, but instead as something that in tum is
detemined through predicates. It must, hor,vever indeed think, not l, but the
ultimate subject in this þ] as being identical r,vith itself, that is, as persistent. Thus,
in order to judge that the change in the iclentity of consciousness of -z1 is not merely
subjeotive in B, but has objectively happened in A, the subjective identity of
consciousness of B is not sufficient, but must be considered objectively (in
consideration of a third, Q, since even this is the case, as r.vith B, that it follorvs
from that, that no subject in general can think the change in ,4 absolutely, r'vithout
presupposing sonething persistent in [B]. The change ofrelation, horvever, or the
change of .,1 in relation to the time of B makes necessary simultaneously the
change of B in relation to the time of .zl as otherrvise the time in both rvould have
to be the same, that is, objective, contlaly to the assumption.
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objects of thought, not, however, of cognition fErkennen,sl. Should these
fonns therefore have objective reality, that is, should they be attached to
objects, and be able to be cognise in them, then the objects must already
be thought through something as determinate (in that these forms serwe

simply to connect and not produce the objects). This cannot hor.vever
occur through a posteriorl determinations, due to the question, quid
jttris? but instead through a priori determinations, and since these in tum
can be nothing other than relations of objects to other objects (in that the
understanding does not intuit, but merely thinks, that is, can relate objects
to one another), so this relation must be of such a type that it can refer to
all objects without distinction (also to a posteriori objects), in such a r.vay
that this relation, in that it refers to objects immediately, [is] as well the
material of that r.vhich is its form, that is, that rvhich only through the
medium of this [relation] can refer to objects. This happens through the
concepts of reflection, sameness, difference, and so on. The
understanding thinks, for example, objects r,vhich are determined through
the relation of fhe maximum of similarity, o1 r,vhich is the same, the
minimttm of difference, in relation to one another. It thinks these in tum in
the form of hypothetical judgements, that is, in such relation to one
another, that, if one of these is posited as a, the other, å must be posited.
From this emerges the advantage that r,ve do not only think objects
through a reciprocal relation to one another, but also recognise this
[relation] in perception (of the inner relation, that is thought by the
understanding as a condition of externalisation, r.vhich is expressed in the
form of the hypothetical judgement). If r,ve find that a stands to å, rvhich
immediately follor,vs thereupon, in a relation of the maximi of sameness
(here the question, quid juris? ceases to apply, in that time applies the
form of objects 1.o Ihe a posteriori given), so lve recog.nise that they also
stand in relations of cause and effect. It remains, hor.vever, to determine
r.vhat the cause and effect are (as both have this inner relation in
common). This cannot happen through any concept of reflection, in that
this doesn't determine any object, but presupposes it as determinate. 'We

must, therefore, for this purpose look to something else; we find,
hor,vever, nothing as suitable a priori as time, as this relates itself
immediately to objects, in that it is a necessary form of these, and yet is
also a priori. We therefore differentiate the cause from the effect through
the determination of time, in that the former is ahvays the preceding, and
the latter comes aftenvards in time, and so it is r,vith all the other
categories. The forms of judgements, in so far as they differentiate the
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subjeat from the predicate not mel'ely in all possible objects (through a

real relation), but also through a determination of time, are oalled
categorles. Hor,v far I deparl here from Kant's opinion r,vill be made clear
by the follorving.

1) Herr Kant holds the categories to be conditions of experience, that is,
he argues that '"ve could have perceptions r'vithout these, but yet no
experience (necessity of perception); I, however, r,vith Hume, dispute the

reality of experience, and hold from this the logical forms and the

conditions for their use (given relations of objects to one another) for
conditions of perception itself; that of substance and acoident for
conditions of objects ir themselves; cause and effeot for the perception of
change. Because an object of thought or of consciousness needs unity in
multiplicity, this synthesis presupposes that not every element can be

thought in itself (as it r,vould otherwise have no ground), that is, at least an

element of the multiplioity is impossible 'r'vithout unity, namely, r,vithout
its relation to the other parl, and that in turn the other element itself must
also be thought in itself (or else there r,vould be a mere form, but not an

object), and these arejust the concepts of substance and aooident. Fufiher,
the perception of change again neoessitates unity in multiplicity; that is,
the relation of tr.vo states of a thing to one another. Were these, then,
completely different, then there lvould be multiplicity, but no possible
unity in multiplicity (therefore there r,vould be no reproduction, r'vhich

depends on the lar,v of association, and consequently no comparison).
Were they, hor,veve¿ completely the same, there lvould be no multiplicity,
that is, there lvould be then not ttvo, but one and the same state; in both
cases, there r,vould be no unity in multiplicity, consequently no perception

of change, and not even the representation of temporal sequence r,vould be
possible. These states, therefore, must be in part the same, in parl
different, through i.vhich by perception of the present the reproduction of
the past (through the larv of association), and consequently their
comparison r.vith one another, becomes possible. This difference,
horvever, must be a ntinimum, as othenvise it r,vould not be the same thing
that rnerely changed, but a thing completely different from the former (as

is the case r,vith another reproduction). A green piece of paper is different
from a r.vhite one (although both have something in common, namel¡
papeq and through this are suitable for association), as this difference can

be perceived. Therefore this difference must be an infinitely small one,

through r,vhich the thing merely gains a differential to the previous
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different state, [and this thing] for this reason cannot be seen as the
different thing itself, and just this, as I have already remarked, is the
relation that the understanding subsumes under the form of hypothetical
propositions.

2) According to Kant, this proposition is expressed like so: if a precedes,
then å must necessarily follor,v after it, according to a rule. Here the
sequence of a and b after each other is an antecedent, and the
determination of this sequence according to a rule the consequent.
According to me, hor,vever, it r,vould be expressed like so: When ø and å
succeed one another, then they must themselves be thought of as in
relation to one another according to a rule; the sequence in general is
therefore antecedent, and the inner relation consequent. V/ithout Kant's
rule, one could not differentiate a merely subjective (perception) from an
objective (experience) sequence; r.vithout my rule, hor,vever, one could not
even perceive a subjective sequence, and this is also true in consideration
of all other categories.

3) Which is a consequence of the preceding.

According to Kant, the rule determines not merely the form under
r.vhich the object must be subsumed, but also, in consideration of this
fom, the objects themselves - (that is, not merely the objects, r,vhich can
be perceived in a sequence according to a rule, the form of hypothetical
propositions; that namely the positing of an indeterminate makes
necessary the positing of another indeterminate, must be subsumed, but
also, that the foregoing is that r,vhich must be posited hypotheticall¡ that
is, cause, and the follorving is that which must necessarily be posited after
the first, that is, effect). According to me, however the rule determines
merely the relations of objects to one another (the maximum of unity),
not, hor,vever the object itself in consideration of the relation. According
to him, the cause and effect are distinguished in perception, and
consequently recognisable. According to me, hor,vever, only this relation
of objects to one another is recognisable in perception, not, hol'vever, the
terms ol this relation.

'',.
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That'we do in fact distinguish çause from effect, simply rests on the

follor,ving:-

a) We assume in the objects of this relation more deteminations (r,vhich

are contingently bound up r,vith the essential detetminations, by r'vhich

this relation is found), than that by r,vhich this relation is thought, and

thereupon the objects can be freely distinguished through these surplus
determinations (r'vhich are merely a posteriori a:rd in consequence are not
generally contained a priori in this relation). That is, r,ve take the object,
in r,vhose contingent synthesis, that, r.vhich hereafter is the parlicular
object of comparìson, lvhich is situated before the sequence, for the
cause; that is, for that lvhose positing makes necessary the positing of
another. The object, holvever, r,vhich has received this object of
comparison only in the sequence, [r,ve take] for the effect, that is, for that
r'vhich must be posited necessarily after the positing of the first. The
origin of this elror rests on this: r,ve relate the concepts of cause and effect
to the existence lDaseyn] of the object, that is r,ve believe that the
existence of the cause makes the existence of the effect necessary, since
these concepts (in so far as they should have their origin in logic, lvhich
abstracts from the existençe of the object) merely refer to the mode of
existence. Thus rather than expressing ourselves like so: if tr,vo things, ,,1

and B, follor,v each other immediately, then they must both stand in a

relation of the maximum of similarity to one another; that is, instead of
presupposing the existence of objects in a series, and thinking merely the
type of existence according to a rule, r,ve should express ourselves as

follo'"vs: the existence of ,zl makes the existence of B necessary; r,ve

therefore believe from this that r've cannot reverse the proposition, as ;J

has its existence before the existenoe ofB, but not the other way a¡ound.

In fact, the existence of;1 doesn't conÇern us before the sequence: this
sequence is thought in relation to cause and effect, that is, this sequence

of objects, r,vhioh is detemined according to a rule in relation to their
relationships to one another, is the origin of the objects themselves, but
not oftheir possible perception.

Nor,v, one r.vould like to believe that not only the existence of the
cause must be presupposed by the existence of the effect, but also the
type of existence itself (that which in both has the greatest possible

similarity). For exarnple, a body a moves torvalds the body ó, strikes it,
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and sets it in motion as r,vell; here the motion of a preceded the motion of
å, from r'vhich r've can assume that the motion of a is the cause (condition
of tlre motion of å), and the motion of b, the effect. If one bears in mind,
horvever, that in fact r.vhilst the motion of ø precedes the motion of b, it
did not precede it as cause, as if the motion of ø had only begun by its
contact r,vith å, then the motion of å r.vould have had to follor.v no less
than nor.v, r.vhere it had begun before this contact; consequently, here the
cause (condition ofthe motion ofå) has never existed before the effect. In
the causation itself, hor,vever, there is no medium through r,vhich one can
recognise cause and effect and can distinguish one from the other.
Because a and b move fofih after the contact r,vith the same degree of
motion, one çan consider each liker,vise as cause or effect; or more than
this, since both constitute a body r.vithin the contact, one must consider
their general motion as an effect of a cause outside of this motion. In the
case of an accelerated movement one could indeed believe that tle cause
precedes the effect, as here the degree of the effect is determined by the
magnitude of the motion that comes before it; as r,vhen, for example, a
ball is dropped from a given height, and makes a hole in the soft clay,
then the depth of this hole stands in relation to the given height; I ask,
hor,vever, throughl.vhat r.vould one here differentiate cause from effect, in
that one can here assume one attraction (that at every point the distance
affects it again, through which a uniform acceleration onginates) as r,vell
as an impulse according to just the same lar,v?

From all of this, it becomes clear that we can merely recognise the
relationship of cause and effect, but not the terms of this relationship
(r,vhat is cause and r,vhat is effect?) in the objects of experience. In order
to knor,v something as cause or effect in an action, one must knor.v the
nature of the things outside of the action. So lve catrnot knor,v it
immediately in the action, but merely mediately. For example, l,ve see a
round body in a round hole; then tve cannot knor.v r,vhether the body r.vas

already round, and the hole r,vas made round through its impression, or
conversely, that the hole r'vas already round, and the body took its shape,
until r.ve can r,vork out if the body is harder than the material that the hole
is in, or conversely, and so on. In the action itself, hor.vever (the resting of
the round body in the round hole) either of the bodies, or equally neither
of them (if both the body and the hole r,vere previously round), could be
cause or effect. The nature of the body before the action hotvever car
merely be knor,vn through a comparison of its state before the action r,vith



158 Pti te (2008)

its state after it. If it is found that its state before the action has not been
altered through it, rvhile the state of the other has altered, then we judge
that the present state of the former is cause, and of the latter is effect,
from r,vhich it is made clear that in fact not the cause, but merely
something through r,vhich it is knor,vn, must precede the knor,vledge of the
effect.

If lve want to look at the matter more exactly, then r,ve r,vill find that
the concept of change can not be thought as a:r inner modification of
things, but merely of their relations to one another. One cannot therefore
say, the change in the relation of ø to å is the cause of the change of the
relation of b to ø, as this latter is the same as the former. We must assume
apart fi'om the thought relation of a Io b, ar'd vice versø, still another

[relation], namely that of both to something outside of them, so that a
doesn't change this relation, but changes å. Thereupon we say, this
unchanged relation of a to some third is cause of the changed relation of
b to a. For example, the body;1 is in motion, it hits body B, and sets it in
motion as r,vell, here,4 and B have simultaneously changed their relations
to one another (in that before they \.vere at distance from one another,
nolv, holvever, they touch one another) the change ofeach one is here not
the condition (cause) of the change of the other, but it is identical r,vith it.
In relation to other bodies, holvever, ,4 has not altered its state (not
counting the loss of its motion, i.e. reaction), on the other hand, it alters
-B; r,ve therefore say, the unchanged state of A, i.e." it's motion, is the
cause of the alteration in the state of .B (from rest to motion), and through
this lve are in a position to distinguish cause from effect. Consequently,
the existence of an object is not (as one generally believes) the oause of
the existence of another object, but that merely the existence of an object
is cause of the knor,vledge of another object as effect, and vice versa.
Without the motion of ø - given that å (of r,vhatever type it may be) is set
in such a motion - lve lvould indeed have a perception of an effect
(change in the relation of å to other objects), r,ve r,vould not have thereby,
hor,vever, knowledge of the object of this change (in that this change
could be related to a as lvell as other objects); nor.v holvever lve are also
in a position to determine the object of this change, b,by relating il.to a.
The motion of ó (change of its relations to other objects) could also have
its existence r,vithout the motion of a (in that, as lve have already
remarked, existenoe needs no cause); I r,vould have, hor.vever no grounds
to attach it to ó more than other things, that is, some object in general,
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nor,v, although the change of å in consideration of a (from movement to
rest) is contrasted r,vith the change of ó in consideration of other objects
(from rest to movement), the former, hor,vever, seryes as the characteristic
for the latter, or rather as condition of the knor'vledge of it; and should r,ve

here posit the otherr,vay round (because it is indeed arbitrary) that namely
a is at absolute rest, and å together r.vith the other objects is in movement
torvards a, then lve rightly attribute the change after the impact fo b, no|
hor,vever to a, because the state of the former has changed both in
consideration of a (from movement to rest) and other objects (from rest to
movement), the latter holvever has changed its state merely in
consideration of å (from movement in rest) not hor.vever in consideration
of other objects.

Antinomies. Ideas.

According to Kant, ideas are principles of reason, that according to
their nature demand the unconditioned of everything conditioned; and
since there are three types of syllogisms, namely categorical, hypothetical
and disjunctive syllogisms, there are also necessarily three types ofideas,
r,vhich are nothing other than the three complete categories (ultimate
subject, cause, cosmic r,vhole), and these give the grounds to the
antinomies (the conflict of reason rvith itself), which can be solved only
according to his system of sensibility and its forms.

I hor'vever extend the sphere of ideas and the antinomies originating
from it much r,vider, in that I argue that they are encountered not only in
metaphysics, but also in physics, even in the most evident of all sciences,
namely mathematics, and that because of this the antinomies require a

much more general solution. This solution for me rests on the following,
namely that the understanding can and must be considered in tr.vo

opposed respects. 1) As an absolute [understanding] (unconstrained by
sensation and its laws). 2) As our understanding, according to its
constraints. It can and must therefore think its object according to tr,vo

opposed laws.

The theory of infinity in mathematics, and the objects of it in
physics, lead us necessarily to such antinomies. The complete series of all
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natural numbers is for us not an object r'vhich can be given in an intuition,
but merely an idea, through r,vhich one can consider the successive
progress to infinity as an object. Reason here gets into conflict r.vith itself,
in that it considers something that according to its conditions can never be
given as an object, nonetheless as an object. The dissolution of tåis
antinomy is, hor,vever, this. An infinite number can be produced in our
case (in that our perception is tied to the form of time) not othenvise than
through a:r infinite temporal succession (r,vhich can therefore never be

thought of as completed). In the case of an absolute understanding,
hor'vever, the concept of an infinite number is thought instantaneously
r.vithout temporal sequence. Thus, that lvhich the understanding,
according to its constraints, considered as a mere idea, is a real object
according to its absolute existence. And r,vhat is more, \,ve are sometimes
capable of substituting objects for ideas, or the reverse, to dissolve
objects in ideas, as is the case lvith infinite converging series. We can

calculate their value exactly, and in tum transforu determinate numbers
into [converging series].

There are also ideas, r,vhich, although they ahvays approach
detenninate objects, still neyer according to their nature reach them, so

that r've could substitute these objects for these ideas. Of this type are

irrational roots. Through infinite series (according to the binomial
theorem, or through the help of a series recttrrens) \.ve can ahvays
approach these, and yet lve are convinced a priori, that r.ve can never find
their exact value, in that they cannot be r.vhole or fractional numbers, and
consequently, cannot be a:ry type of number. Here reason finds itself in
antinomy, in that it prescribes a rule, through r,vhich one must find this
number r,vith certainty, and at the same time demonstrates the
impossibility of the fulfilment of this rule. These are examples of ideas
and the antinomies r,vhich originate from them in mathematics.

I also r.vant to shor,v some examples of this type from physics.

1) The movement of a body is the change of its relation to other bodies in
space; consequently, l,ve cannot ascribe this merely subjective
representation (rvhich is thought betr,veen the things, but is not thought in
the things themselves) to one body any more than to the other. Should this
subjective representation have objective validity (determining an object),
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then one must attach to the one body a, for example also outside this
rìovernent, (chærge of its relationshìp with å) still another movetnent
r,vhich is not in ó^ That rìs, we attach the movernent of a, but not to å, as ¿r

has not only alteled the lelation to å, but also to another body, c:.

Hor.vever, å has melely altered its relation to a, bnt not to ¿:. But just as a
has altered its relation to c, so c has alteted its olvlr relation to a, arci scl

lve have no grounds to thinic this rnotiorr as more tr"uly in ø rather than in
¿:, and so we must assulne a body, r/, ancl so on to intìnily. And since rve
can thereby never really think the rnotion as being tmly in ø, but yet feeJ

irnpelled to suppose it (for the pulpose of experience), so we have here an
antinorny" narnely" reason orders us to assùtnc an absolutc motìon, but yct
we may not do so, as the Çoncept of motion can merely be thought of in
relative terms.

2) A wheel moves arorLnd its axis, and so all ofl its pâüs must ïnove
simultaneousl"v. The tle¿lrer a palt is to the centre, holever, the less speed
it has (in that in the same tinìe it travels tlrough less space than a firrther
renroved part). Frorn lvhich it fbllor.vs that there is an infinitely srnall
lnovernent in nature. Consequently, ther:e is a movemerrt lvhich is r.¡¡r¿nl

dqb¡lÌ ninor, that is, infinitely small, as the lnovement is not clelimited by
a real divísion. Ilere again we have an antinomy, in tbat an infinifely
srnall rnove:ment is thought as an object, but af the same lirne isn't
thorrght as an object ofexperience.
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3) Au,lreel tur:ns around its axis along the straight line A.R, frornzl to lJ,

so that all parls of its cirumference cover all parts of the line lB, so that
after a firll revolution, the described line,AlJ is the same length as the total
circumference of the cilcle. Silnultaneously, an assurned smaller circle
C'IG witlrin the larger circle AHI turns around the same axis lrom (l to 1),

so that after a complete revolution the line CD, whicir is parallel with lB
and equal to it, is described. Here a clifficulty arises, namely to explairr
how it is possible that the line C,D, which the smaller circle (11(i'

descdbes, should be the same as the line lR, r.vhich the large circle AHI
clescribes. And yet they must be the same, in that the revolutions of both
circles (as they make up one and the same body) must happen at the sarne

tirne. Aristotle had remarked on this clifficulty in his questíons on

mechanics, ancl since this time the mathematically knolvledgeable have
endeavoured to auslver thìs question. Herr Hofrath Käsmer in his
Anfbngl;gräntle AnalysÌs Ënclliche Graþen, $601, tried to resolve this
problem in the nranner of Galileo in the follorrying way. He says, namely,
"It depends here on the concept of rollìng. If the condition of this is
requestecl, then of all concentric circles, one can roll, ancl it is arbitlary
which one should do so. Of the remainilg sirnilar curves, all points cover
by and by all points on the lines, which are parallel to ll} and equal to it,
but that doesn't prove their identity, as the lines are not suns of points (G.
5 Erkl,) and similar curues of concentric circles have the same mlmber of
poìnts, in that it is possible to draw a radius tlrrough any point on the one

rvhich then also specifies a point on the other. One can represent regular
polygons of a type in order to prove this point, i.e, regular hexagons
recorded around a central point with one insicle the otlier. Now, when thc
outer one rolls along a straight line, so that its sides make contact with the
line one after auother, then these parls will be connected, and when the
entire polygon has rolled around, it will have covered a length ofìthe line
equal to its perineter. But at the sane tirne a srnaller çoncentric polygon
rvill roll along a line parallel to that line in snch a rvay that the parts of
this line, which ale covered by the sides of the polygon by ancl by are not
connected together; when it has completely roìled around, which has
happened sirnultaneously with the [rollirrg of the] large polygon, it has
gone the sarne clistance along its line parallel to that the outer polygon has
rolled along, but it has not covered everythirrg along this length with its
sides, but melely pafts, which are not joined togsther; the surn of these
parts makes up the perimeter of the snall polygon. lf one represents such
polygons wifh more and more sides, then they will approach the circle,

S,,\LOMON M¡\IMON

ancl through this, the dilïìculty is explained.'"
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As tlris position is solrrer,r,hat urrclear, especially as Herr Kästner
has not incluclecl any cliaglatns, I lherefore rvant to clarÌfy it b;' inclucling
a diaglarn. Namely, the condition oflrevoiution or the rolling ol'a wheel is
that eaclt point on its circrunference must by and by touch each point on
the line i.vhich is thereby described, Another concentric aircle describes
tlrrough its circumference a line, r,vhich is parallel ancl the satne as the
previous lìne, but not i¡ sr.rch a r.vay that every poirrt of this touches every
point of tlre line, but instead that sorne [describe] arcs thernselves. whose
chorcls ate particulal parts of the line. This becomes clear when one
thinks of, instead of a circle, regular concentrrìc polygons, fbr example,
lrexagons, The parts of the outer polygon AßC... coincicle by and by i,vith
the line 1)G continuously. The patts of the inner polygon cl.¡¿:... holvever
do not continuously coincicle u'ith the line dH, in that dur:ing the time that
the sicle DË of the larger ceases to coincide with the line DG, before the
side -&.I'begins to cover if, the point e of the smaller rnoves in the arc ty'iq,

bef'ore tlre side ¿/"begins to coincíde with ¿/H. Consec¡uently, the lirc dH
is not rrr.erely the srmr af the sides ab, hc. cd, de, etc., liut this sum plus
the cborcls ofì tlre previously rnentioned arcs, which is the díf}'et'ence
betr+'een the sum of thc sides of tlre srnall.er and larger poiygons. This arc,
hor.vever, stancls in ân everì relation to the length of the sides, ancl these
rvith their: srLm in the reversed relatíon. lf the cluanfíty of the sides is
therefore infinitely great (as rvhen the polygon is a circle) and
cilnsequentJy the sides thernselves ar-e infinitely small, so tlu's arc is ¿lso
infinitely small.I say^ holvever, that as long as we posit insteacl of a circle
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a polygon lvith a finite number of sides, lve also don't require this kind of
explanation (at the least, as long as it cannot be demonstrated that the

circumference of the smaller circle plus the difference betrveen it and the
larger's beginning and endpoints, must be smaller than the circumfetence
of the larger). Because the line dH,*vhich the smaller polygon ø b c d
coincides r,vith by and by r,vhen it rolls, is in fact smaller than the h:ne DG
that the large polygon ABCD covers, in that r've have no grounds to begin
this coincidence from the niiddle ofthe side, and in turn to end it there, as

instead the covering must take place at once. When r've on the other hand
posit the number of sides to be infinite, hor,vever, and consequently the
sides themselves as infinitely small, then the one sot1 of explanation as

little use to us as the other, as here the coincidence occurs at each

moment of time of the rolling at only one point of the line described
thereby, consequently both lines begin and end at the same momen!
r,vhereby my explanation cannot be applied. But Kästner's approach just
as little dissolves the difficulty, as if the sides are infinitely small, then so

are the previously mentioned atos, and consequently these chords, and yet
these chords taken infinitely should be the same as a finite line (the

difference betr,veen the perimeter of the larger and smaller circles). We

nrust therefore admit lzugebenf a real infinite (not merely mathematical,
that is, the possibility of infinite division), as the element of the finite.
From here a true antinomy originates, in that the understanding orders us
(through the idea of the infinite divisibility of space), never to stop the

division of a finite line, so that r've get at last to an infinitely small part,

and yet it demonstrates at the same time that r,ve must get to such an

infinitely small parl. I could cite more of the same examples, both fi'om
mathematics and from physics, but for nor,v these should suffice.

From all this, it is clear that the infinite (the ability to produce it) is
indeed a mere idea for us; but that it nonetheless can be real in a cçfiain
r,vay, and that the antinomies lvhich arise fi'om it can only be resolved
according to my method. Also, these antinomies are just as real, and

challenge reason just as much to its dissolution as the Kantian
antinomies. Thus, even granted that the mathematical antinomies can also

be resolved according to Kant's system of sensibility and its form, in that
nothing else of space can exist than that r.vhich is in our representation,
and consequently, the infinite çannot be thought as an already completed
objeot, but merely as an idea, then nevertheless the above mentioned
physical antinomies, rvhich are encountered in that rvhich is real outside
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of our mode of representation, cannot be resolved in his, but can be
instead in my manner.

Translated by Henry Somers-Hall and Merten Reglitz.
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Conflicted Matter: Jacques Lacan and the

Ghallenge of Secularising Materialism

ADRIAN O. JOHNSTON

A succinct set of remarks made by Jacques Lacan in 1970, during the
course of his famous seventeenth seminar (L'envers de la psychønalyse),
point out holv cefiain varieties of materialism, r,vhile being apparently
atheistic, actually harbor hidden kerrels of religiosity. In the context of
ongoing discussions and debates regarding materialism today, these

remarks nor,v sound like a prophetic r'vaming given that particular strains
of post-Lacanian theory, supposedly materialist in orientation, openly flirl
rvith elements of Chdstianity. Lacan's glosses on these issues can be
heard as calling for further labor tor'vard the construction of a fully
secularised and genuinely atheistic materialism. The resources for this
task, the initiation of lvhich is attempted here, are to be drar.vn from a
philosophically coordinated interfacing of psychoanalytic
metapsychology, dialectical materialism, and cognitive neuroscience
(rvith this interfacing itself taking guidance from Catherine Malabou's
recent efforts to bring together the neurosciences and select European
theoretical traditions). Finally, passing back through an engagement r.vith
Lacan's discourse on "the triumph of religion" allows for the axiom of a
Godless ontology of material being to be formulated as follows: There is
just a r,veak nature (as confliot-ridden matrices of under-determination),
and nothing more.

Emerging Cracks: The Birth of a Truly Atheistic Materialism

Materialism, the brute insistenoe that there is nothiug other than matter,
appaats to offer no place whatsoever to anything even vaguely intangible
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or spiritual. It denies that there are ineffable entities or forms set apart
from the immanence of incarnate beings. Alain Badiou characterises this
basic position of vehement opposition vis-à-vis all varieties of idealism as

"a philosophy of assault."l More specifically, materialist philosophies
throughout history exhibit a common hostility tor,vald religiosity insofar
as the latter appeals to the supposed existence of some sorl of extra-
physical, immaterial dimension of transcendent (ultra-)being. From
Lucretius to La Mettrie and beyond, the natural lvorld of the material
universe is celebrated, in an anti-Platonic vein, as a self-sufficient sphere
independent of ideas or gods.2 A properly materialist ontology posits
matter alone-nothing more, nothing less.

And yet, despite the fundamental clarity and simplicity of this
rejection of spirituality in all its guises, a rejection functioning as an
essential defining feature of any and every species of materialism,
periodic critical reminders seemingly are neoessary in order to r,vard off
the recurrent tendency to backslide into idealism through bluring the
lines of demarcation between materialism and r,vhat it rejects. A century
ago, Lenin, in his 1908 text Materialism and Empirio-Criticislrz, issues
just such a reminder. Regardless of the many philosophical shoficomings
of this hundred-year-old book, one of its priceless virtues is Lenin's
unflinching insistence on the indissoluble, black-and-lvhite border stnctly
separating materialism from idealism. Lenin tirelessly uncovers, exposes,
and critiques a number of subtle and not-so-subtle effofts to disguise and
pass off idealist notions as materialist concepts, efforts to soften the
stinging anti-spiritualist, ineligious virulence of this ruthlessly combative
philosophical stance.3

To resuscitate the heart ofmaterialism today, another such Leninist
gesture is urgently called for in light of recent philosophical frends
seeking to render materialist thinking compatible r.vith such orientations

1 Alain Badiou, Théorie du suj et, (Paris: Éditions du Seuil, 1952), p. 202
2 Lucretius, The Nature of the Universe [trans. Ronald E. Latham], (Baltimore:

Penguin Books, 1951), p. 92-93, 175-176, 1'76-1'7'7; Julien Offray de La Mettrie,
Man, aMachine fltrans. Gerlrude C. Bussey; rev. M.W. Calkins], (La Sa11e: Open
Court Publishing Company, 1993), p 85, 93, 117, 128, 133, 148-149

3 VI. Lenin, Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, (Beijing: Foreign Languages
Press, 1972), p. 22-23,33-34,95, 106, 128-129, 140-141, 142, 145, 167, 1 88-1 89,
19 1, 232, 327, 3 44, 407, 408, 409, 470, 411, 412-413, 41 6-417, 431, 43 4
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as Platonism and Judeo-Christianity. Materialisrn is at risk of, as it lvere,
losing its soul in these confused cun'ent circumstances, since it is nothing
r.vithout its denial of the existeuce of deities or any other ephemeral
pseudo-things utterly unrelated to the realness of the beings of matter.

Succinctly stated, a non-atheistic materialism is a contradiction-in-tenns.
When, for instance, the objects of theology, mathematics, and

structuralism are spoken of as though they are equally as "material" as the

entities and phenomena addressed by the natural sciences, something is
tenibly wrong. At a minimum, this muddle-headed situation raises a red
flag signaling that the rvord "matter" has become practically meaningless.
Another materialist effort at assault is required once more, a stubborn,
unsubtle effort that single-mindedly refuses to be distracted and derailed
from its task by engaging r,vith the seductive nuances and intricacies of
elaborate systems of spiritualism hor,vever honestly displayed or

cleceptively oamouflaged. In light of Lacan's insistence that the truth is

sometimes stupida-one easily can miss it and veer off into enors and

illusions under the influence of the assumption that it must be profoundly
elaborate and obscure-a factical, healthy dose of pig-headed, close-

minded stupidity on behalf of materialism might be r,varranted norvadays.

Strangely enough, in a session of his famous seventeenth seminar
on The Other Side of Psychoanalysis given during the academic year

7969-1970, Lacan utters some rather cryptic remarks that predict a

resurfacing of the need for a new purifying purge of the ranks of
materialism enabling the line separating it from idealism to be drawn yet
again in a bold, unambiguous fashion. Therein, he advances a surprising
thesis-"materialists are the only authentic believel's."5 Of course, what
renders this quite oounter-intuitive claim initially so odd is the deeply
ingrained association betr.veen materialism and atheism. At its very core,
doesn't materialism constitute a rude, violent attack upon the conceptual

foundations of all religions? Don't the diverse manifestations of this

4 Jacques Laca¡, Le Sëminaire de Jacques Lacan, I'ivre XV: L'acte
psychanalytiEte, 1967-1968 [unpublished typescript], session of November 22"d,

1967; Jacques Lacan, Le Sëminaire de Jacques Lacan,.Livre XVI: D'un Autre à
I'autre, Ii68-1969 fed. Jacques-Alain Millerl, (Patis: Éditions du Seuil,2006), p,

41; Jacques Lacan, Le Sëminaire de Jacques Lacan, Livre XXIII: Le sinthome,

1975-1976 [ed. Jacques-Alain Miller], (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 2005), p.72
5 Jacques Lacan, The Seminar of JacEtes Lacan, Boolc XVII: The Other Side of

Psychoanalysis, 1969-1970 [ed. Jacques-Alain Mi1ler; trans. Russell Grigg], (Ner'v

Yolk: WW. Notton and Company, 2007),p.66

::l

ADRIAN O. JOHNSTON 769

philosophical discipline share an antipathy tor,vard faith in anything above
and beyond the de-spiritualised immanence of the material universe?
This very last rvord ("universe"), insofar as it implies a vision of material
being as the integrated organic totality of a cosmic One-All, contains the
key to decoding productively Lacan's startling asseftion that the
materialism usually hovering around and informing the natural sciences
represents a disguised body ofreligious beliefdespite itself.

Through the example of Sade, Lacan explains that the materialists
of eighteenth-century France end up making matter into God.6 Material
being becomes something etemal, indestructible, and omnipotent. Lacan
vier.vs the Sadian flux of nature, r.vith its intense processes of becoming,
as the basis for a monotheism-in-bad-faith resting on foundations not so
different from those of the enshrined religions spurned by the ostensibly
atheist libertine. In the case of Sade ayec Lacary the supposedly
vanquished divinity of monotheistic religion retums r,vith a vengeance in
the guise of a system of nature at one r.vith itself, a cosmos harmoniously
constituting the sum total of reality. God is far from dead so long as
nature is reduced to being the receptacle for a:rd receiver of his attributes
and por,vers. It isn't much of a leap to propose that the scientism
accompanying modern natural science as a r,vhole, up through the present,
tends to be inclined to embrace the non-empirical supposition of the
ultimate cohesion of the material universe as a self-consistent One-All.
In this resides its hidden theosophical nucleus. Lacan's claims regarding
Sade and eighteenth-century materialisms (materialisms still alive and
r,vell today) imply a challenge to which a novel contemporary
constellation involving alliances betr,veen factions within philosophy,
science, and psychoanalysis can and must rise: the challenge of
formulating a fully secularised materialism, a God-less ontology of
matedal being nonetheless able to account for those things r,vhose
(apparent) existence repeatedly lures thinkers onto the terrain of idealist
metaphysics.

6 Jacques Lacan, The Seminar of .Iacques Lacan, Booh WII, p.66
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Toward a Conflict Ontology: Freud, Mao, and the Ubiquity of
Antagonism

On several oceasions, Lacan proposes that, rvhereas the smooth rnaterial-
temporal aontinuum of evolutionary theory is a fundamentally theological
notion despite its out\.vardly atheistic appearance,t only the originally
Christian notion of creation ex nihilo, of abrupt emergences that cannot be
reduced to or predicted by a prior substantial ground, is appropriate to a

thinking that really is done lvith all things religious. He maintains that,
"The creationist perspective is the only one that allor.vs one to glimpse the
possibility of the radical elimination of God,"8 and that, "A strictly atheist
thought adopts no other perspective than that of 'creationism."'e At this
point, the obvious question to be asked and anslvered is: What does
Laoan see as the essenoe ofatheism proper?

On three partioular oçcasions during the course of his teaching,
Lacan provides exemplary explanations for r.vhat he, as a psychoanalyst,
understands to be the true core of an atheistic position/stance. In a 1963
session of the tenth seminar, he raises the questions of whether practioing
analysts should themselves be atheists and r,vhether patients r.vho still
believe in God at the end of their analyses can be considered adequately
atalyzed for the purposes of determining r,vhen to terminate treatment.rO
Referring to obsessional neurotics, r,vith their unconscious fantasies of an

omniscient Other observing each and every one of their little thoughts and
actions, Lacan implies that such analysands r.vould need to move in the
direction of atheism in order to be relieved of those symptoms tied to this
belief in the "universal eye" of a virlual, God-like observer of their
existences.rr He then immediately goes on to assed that, "Such is the true

7 Jacques Lacan, The Senùnar o/ Jacques Lacan, Book VII: The Ethics oJ

Psychoanølysis, 1959-1960 [ed. Jacques-Alain Mller; trans. Dennis Porter], (Nerv
Yo¡k: WW Norton and Company, 1992), pp. 213-214; Lorenzo Chiesa and
Alberto Toscano, "Ethics and Capital, Ex Nihilo," Unbr(a): A Journal of the
Unconscious The Dark God [ed. Andrerv Skomra], (Buffalo: State University of
Ner'v Yo¡k at Buffalo, 2005), p. 10

8 Jacques Lacan, The Senùnør oJJøccptes Lacan, Book VII,p.213
9 lbid.,p.261
10 Jacques Lacut, Le Sëminaire de Jøcques Lqcan, Livre X: L'angoisse, 1962-1963

[ed. Jacques-Alain Miller], (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 2004), pg. 357
11 Ibid., p. 3s7
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dimension of atheism. An atheist r,vould be someone who has succeeded
at eliminating the fantasy of the All-Por,verful."r2 Lacan's version of the
experience of analysis involves a "psychoanalytic ascesis"r3 entailing
"atheisrn conceived of as the negation of the dimension of a presence of
the all-po',verful at the base of the r,vorld."ra That is to say, traversing the
fantasy of an omnipotent big Other, r,vhether this Other be conceived of as
God, Nature, the analyst, or r,vhatever, is an unavoidable rite of passage in
the concluding moments of an analysis seen through to a fitting end.

Lacan articulates these indications regarding atheism even more
decisively and forcefully in the sixteenth and seventeenth seminars. In the
sixteenth seminar, Lacan alleges that being an atheist requires putting into
question the category of the ,sujet supposé savoirl not only as incamated
in the transference-laden figure of the analyst, but also as any Other
presumed to vouch for the maintenance of an overarching horizon of
final, consistent meaning. The Lacaniarr concept-phrase "subject
supposed to knor,v," although onginally characterising the position of the
analytic clinician as determined in and by analysands' transferences,ls
ultimately refers to any assumed/fantasised locus of pre-established,
lar,vful knolvledge and/or order guaranteeing the coherence and
significance of one's being. Without letting fall and enduring the
dissipation of the position of the subject supposed to knor,v, one remains,
according to Lacan, mired in idealism and theology; he equates belief in
such an Other-subject r,vith belief in God.16 As Lacan succinctly states, "A
true atheism, the only one that r,vould merit the name, is that r.vhich rvould
result from the putting in question of the subject supposed to knolv."¡?
The follor,ving academic year, in the seventeenth seminar, he bluntly
assefts that, "The pinnacle of psychoanalysis is r,vell and truly atheism."rs

l2Ibid., p.357
13 lbid., p. 357-358
14Ibid., p. 358
15 Jacques Lacan, The Seminar ofJacques Lacan, Book XI: The Four Fundamental

Concepts of Psycho-Analysis, 1964 [ed. Jacques-Alain Miller; trans. Alan
Sheridanl, (Nerv York: W.W Norton and Company, 1977),p.230,232-233

16 Jacqnes Lacan, Le Séminaire de Jacques Lacan, Livre XVI, p. 280-281
17 Jacques Lacan, Le Séminaire de Jacques Lacan, Livre XVI,p.287
18 Jacques Lacan,The Seminar ofJacques Lacan, Book XVII,p.119
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Aparf from clinical practice, what makes psychoanalysis, at the
lnost foundational theoretical level, a Godless discipline? More
specifically, how rniglrt psychoanalytic theory rnake a crucial oontdbution
to the fonrrulation of a scientifically-infonned materialism that cloesn't
rest npon an either inplicit or explicit set of theosophical-ontological
suppositions regarding some soft of internally integrated One-AIl? The
key Lacanian slogan for an atheistic materialisrn rniglrt appear to be his
declaration lhat""Le grand Auîre n'exi.rte pa,s."re The non-existence of the
big Other is jndeed a tenet cerrtral to Lacan"s above-delineated
characterisations of genuíne atheism. However, this tenet by ìtself cloesl't
gLraranfee a nlateriaìism that would be frrlìy secularised accorcling to
Lacan's or,vn criteria for wh¿t rvould count as a thorouglrly GodJess
ontology. Although the voicl of the big Other precludes irnagining al
oldering of reah'fy frorn above, it doesrr't fbreclose fbe possibility ofì

hypothesising the retum of a mellifluously orchestrated material universe,
a unified natural world, through bottom-up dynamics and processes. To
support an atheistic rnaterialism, the declaration "The big Other does not
exist" requires supplerneutation by another thesis: ln the absence ofevery
version of this Other, what remains lacks any gual'antee of consistency
right down to the bedrock of ontological fundaments. Stril'e, potential or
actual, reigns supreme as a negativìty penneatrìrg the layers and strata of
material being.

The positing of conflict as ubiquitous and primary is precisely r,vhat

rnakes psychoanalysis a God-less discipline. In, for instance, both.'l'he
Future of an lLlttsio¡i ancl his New Intrcù.tctory Lectures on Psycho-
Analysis, Freud depicts the anti-religious tlrmst of analysis as nrerely of a
piece rvith a læger dernystifying scientific '14/e\anschauurry.20 Apart frorn
Lacan's arguments to the coutrary sketched above (i^e., the materialisms

lgAdrian Johnston, Ziiek! Ontoto¡gt: A Tian.scendental Materialist T'heory of'
Sultjeclivily, (Evauston: Norlhwestern University Press, 2008) [forthconring];
Adrian Jobnston, "Fronr the Spectacular Act to the Vanishing Act: Badiou" Ziåek"
and tbe Politics of Lacanian Ttreory," l)id Sowobotty Stry lclcokt¿p;?: Stavo¡ Ziiek
in a Po,tt-Ideoktl¡icctl Unitter,se [ed. Fabio \4ghi and Heiko Feldner], (Basingstoke:
Palgrave-lvlacmill an, 2008) fforthcoming]

20 Sigmuncl Freucl, I'he Standarct Ed¡lìott o.f the (T.omplete P,sychologÌcal Wbrks of
Sigmund fi'eutl (24 vohmte,s), edited ancl trar.rslated by James Strachey, in
collaboration with Amra Freud, assisted by Alix Strachey and AIan Tyson,
(London: The lnstitute ofPsycho-Analysis, 1953-1974), vol. 2l: pp. 38, 49-50,
54-55, 55-56; vol. 22: pp, 34, 160-161, 167-168, 169, l'72-173, 173-174
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of the natural sciences are not automatically atheist, even r,vhen presented
as such), the subsequent course of socio-cultural history also contains
ample evidence that the advancement and coming-to-por,ver of the
Weltanschauung of the sciences is far from having succeeded at shunting
religions to the marginalised fiìnges of collective life. Nonetheless, r,vhat
makes psychoanalysis uttedy atheistic is not, as per Freud, its allegiance
to the Enlightenment r,vorld-vier,v of scientific-style ideologies-rather, its
placement of antagonisms and oppositions at the very heart of material
being, its depiction of nature itself as divided by conflicts rendering it a
fi'agmented, not-rvhole non-One, is lvhat constitutes the truly irreligious
core of psychoanalytic metapsychology as a force for merciless
desacralisation.

Conflict is an omnipresent motif/structure in Freud's co{pr}s.
Holvever, in some of his later, post-1920 texts, lvhat becomes much
clearer and more apparent is that, from a Freudian perspective,
irreconcilable discord and clashes arise from antagonistic splits embedded
in the material foundations of human being. Although there are numerous
problems with the fashions in r,vhich Freud biologises psychical life, there
is also something invaluable in his naturalisation of conflict in terms of
the r,var betr,veen Eros and the Todestrieb raging r.vithin the bodily id,'?r

namely, a germinal ontological insight that shouldn't suffer the fate of the
proverbial baby thror,rm out with the bathr,vater of '"vhat strikes many as
Freud's scientistic biological reductionism. Freudian psychoanalytic
metapsychology here contains the nascent potentials for the formulation,
in conjunction r.vith select resources extracted from today's natural
sciences, of a conflict ontology, a theory of the immanent-monistic
emergence of a disharmonious ontological-material multitude or plurality.

The basic ingredients for creating a ne\,v, entirely atheistic
materialism are to be drar,m not only from Freud's tacit indications
pointing in the direction of a possible conflict ontology-Mao's version
of the distinction betr.veen mechanistic and dialectical materialisms is of
great importance in this task too. In his 1937 essay "On Contradiction,"
Mao illuminates the nature of the distinction betr,veen these tlvo
material ist orientations: -

21lbl.d., vol. 18: pp.52-53,60-61; vol 19: pp. 40-41,59,218,239; SE21: 718-
119,122,141
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",..while we recognise that in the general developrnent of
history the material detennines the mental... we also-ald
indeecl mrrst-recognise the reaction of the nlental on Inatedal

things... This does not go against materialism; ou the

contrary, it avoids mechalical materialisn and finnly upholds

dialectícal materialism."22

Mechanistic tnaterialism is non-dialectical to the extent that it aclinits

solely of a unidirectional llow of causal influence from matter to mind.
For a materialist such as La Mettrie or Diderot, mental lif-e and every

socir:-cultural thing collectively connectecl with it can be only impotent,
ineffective epiphenomena, residttal illursiorls discharged by bio-physical
substances seamlessly and inextdcably bound up r,vith the worlcl of nature

and the encompassing universe of matter. That is to sây" matter clictates its
lalvs to mind, and never the other way around. As Mao indicates,

clialectical rnaterialism, unlike its mechardstic philosophical predecessor,

admits a bi-directional flow of causal influences between matter and

rlind. In paftìcular, Mao's version of dialectical rnaterialism allows far
exceptional circnmstatrces lvheir the mental tail can and does start

reciprocally wagging the physical dog, when the cletenninecl stal'ts

aff'ecfing the detenninant. The youtrg Maoíst Badiou, in hìs 1975 text
ll'hëorie de la contrctdiction, stipt\ates that one tnust adhele to two
principles in orcler to be a dialectical materialist: Materialisrn requires
granting that material things usually occupy the determining position irr
nost situations; And, dralectics (as non-mechanistic) reqttit'es granting

thât this default position of material dominance is vulnerable to

disruption, negation, clr suspetrsìon.23 A key ¿ìspeot of the Badiouian

Mao's ontology is its axiomatic proposition that there is only a conflict-
plaguecl One-that-is-not-Oue as a plane of material immanence, both
natural and historical, fragmentecl from rvithin by the pervasive negativity
of scissions and struggles.2a

What rnakes Maoist dialectical naterialism particularly ttseful in
tJre present context is its ernphasis on the pewasiveuess of kirretic

f2Mao Tse-Tung, "On Contracliction," lu[¿tc¡: ()n Prttctice and Oottlradictiott fed.
Slavoj Zi2ekl. (London: Verso.2007), p.92

23Alain Badiou, Théorie de lã confrdd¡ctiôn, (Paris: Ftançois l\4aspero, 1975), pp

77-78
24lbid., pp.6t-6?

ADRIAN O. JOHNSTON 77s

contradiction, even do'uvn to the rar,v flesh and bare bones of nature
itself.25 More specifically, Mao's account of causality in the context of
elaborating his form of dialectical matetialism can be interpreted as
putting in place a foundational requirement to be met by any materialism
acknor'vledging some sofi of distinction betr,veen matter and mind (i.e.,
any non-mechanistic, non-eliminative materialism). In Thëorie du njet,
Badiou demands a materialism that includes, as per the title of this book,
"a theory of the subject."26 Such a materialism r,vould have to be quite
distinct from mechanistic or eliminative materialisms, insofar as neither
of the latter h,vo leave any space open, the clearing of some breathing
room, for subjectivity as something distinguishable from the fleshly stuff
of the nahrral r'vorld. However, a materialist theory of the subject, in order
to adhere to one of the principle tenets of any truly materialist materialism
(i.e., the ontological axiom according to r,vhich matter is the sole ground),
must be able to explain hor,v subjectivity emerges out of materiality-and,
correlative to this, hor,v materiality must be configured in and of itself so
that such an emergence is a real possibility.

This explanatory requirement is precisely one ofthe issues at stake
in Mao's discussions of internal and extemal causes. Mao states:-

"There is internal contradiction in every single thing, hence its
motion and development. Contradictoriness r,vithin a thing is
the fundamental cause of its development, r,vhile its
interrelations and interactions r,vith other things are secondary
causes. Thus materialist dialectics effectively combats the
theory of external causes, or of an external motive force,
advanced by metaphysical mechanical materialism and vulgar
evolutionism. "2T

Soon after this statement, he further elaborates:-

"According to materialist dialectics, changes in nature are due
chiefly to the development of the internal contradictions in
nature. Changes in society are due chiefly to the development
of the internal contradictions in society... Does materialist

25 Mao, "On Contradiction," pp. 67, 7 2, 7 4,'1 5 -7 6, 86

26 Badiou, Théorie du sujet, p. 198
27 Mao, "On Contradiction," p. 69
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dialectics exclude exte¡nal canses'l Not at all. It holds that
extenlal causes are the condition of change and intemal caüses

are the basis of change, aud that exter:nal causes becolne
operative through internal causes."28

Thc early Badiou of '['héorie tle la contrctcliclir¡n endorscs these assertions
rnacle by Mao.2e And, in resonance with Lacan's above-glossed remarks
apropos the religiosity nascent withiu the lilear continnily of evolutionary
theory, Badiou highlights, in thís same 1975 treatise, the non-evolutionæy
character of the models of historical¡naterial change ofTered by Leninìst-
Maoist clialectical materialism, mr:dels centered on disconlinuous, suclclen

'1'uptures," leap-like tlarrsìtions fforn quantity to qualifyro (irrterestingly,
the nerroscientist Jean-Piene Changeux uses similar language when
talkìng about the etrrergence of mind fionr rnattet'l).

Along Maoist lines, constructing a theory ofì sub.iectivìty entirely
compafible with the strictures of a thoroughly materialist ontology
rìecessitates, in the combined lìghts ofì psychoanalytic metapsychology
and dialectical materialism, two eudeavors: first, delineatirrg the
rnateriality of hnmau being as conflicted florn within, as a point of
condensing intersection for a plethora of incompletely hannonised
fi'agrnents; secoud, expìorìng how tlie endogenous causes of these

conflicts immanent to the materiality of ltumatr being can and do interact
with exogenous causal influeuÇes.32 As Mao rightly underscores, the latter
by thernselves (i.e., purely extenlal variables) are ineffective, What makes

the kinetics of dialectical materialistn possible is atr extetnal activation of
potentials intrinsic to the intemal configurations of certain beings.

29[bid, p.70
29Badiou, 'l'héorie tle la conft'adictk¡tt, pp. 41, 5l-53
30lbid., pp.32-33
3lJean-Pierre Changeux. The Physiology of Tiuîh: Neuroscietrce attd Ht¿nwn

Knotuledge [trans. M.B. DeBevoise], (Carnbridge; Harvard University Press,

2004), p. 210
32Adrian Johnstorr, "Ghosts of Substance Past: Schelling, Lacart, and the

Denaturalization of Nafure," .I-acrrr; The Silent Purtners [ed. Slavoj ZiZel<],
(London: Verso, 2006). pp. 34-35, 35-3ó
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Malabou,From Dialectical to Transcendental Materialism
Neuroscience, and Images of Matter Transformed

The groundbreaking r'vork of Catherine Malabou brilliantly bnngs to the
fore these very issues through a simultaneous engagement r,vith both
dialectical materialism and cognitive neuroscience. Echoes of those
aspects of Maoist thought mentioned above can be heard in her
insistence, in the context of discussing Hegel's dialectic, Heidegger's
destruction, and Demda's deconsfluction, that extemally overriding
something requires this thing's complicity in terms of its 'þlastic" inner
structure,33 a structure embodying the "schizoid consistency of the ultra-
metaphysical real"34 as the non-dialectical ontological origin/ground of
dialectics.35 Entities must possess the proper "ontological metabolism" in
order to be open to and affected by encounters r,vith alterities.36
Malabou's 1996 doctoral thesis on Hegel, L'avenir de Hegel, concludes
r.vith a reference to the life sciences as offering the resources for the
development of an ontology ready to meet the explanatory-theoretical
demands pronounced by the dialectical materialist tradition in lvays that
this tradition itself thus far hasn't been able to accomplish on its ov'rm.37

These 1996 gestures in the direction ofnatural science come to full
fruition in Malabou's revolutionary 2004 book Que faire de notre
cerveau?, a book centered on a reading of today's cognitive
neurosciences as spontaneously generating and substantiating a
dialectical materialist ontology3s (and this r.vhether they realise it or not3e).
Several points made by Malabou deserve to be noted here as stipulations
for a thoroughly secularised materialism sensitive to the breakthroughs

33 Catherine Malabou, La plasticÌtë au soir de I'ecriture: Dialectiqtte, destruction,
déconstnrction, (Paris: Éditions Léo Scheer,2005), pp. 88-89, 94-t5

34 Malabou, La plasticitë au soir de l'éuiture, p.74; Cafherine Malabou, The Fuhtre
of Hegel: Plasticity, Temporality and Dialectic [trans. Lisabeth During], (Nerv
York: Routledge, 2005), pp. 162-163

35 Malabou, La plasticitë au soir de l'ëcriture,p.72
36 Ibid., p. 93

37 Malabou, The Future of Hegel, pp. 192-193
38 Catherine Malabou, Que faire de notre cerveau?, (Paris: Bayard, 2004), pp. 161-

162,162-163
39Malabou, Que faire de notre cet'veau?, pp.27-28,30131, 156; Malabou, la

plasficité au soi.r de l'ëcrihte,p. \9
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and insights achieved by the sciences of nature. F'ocusìng on the
biological level of human being, she conectly notes that the widespread
notion olÌ genetic deteuninism, accordiug to which the physical body is
entirely shaped and controlled by genes, is simply inaccurate, a falsifuing
distortion of the làcts, The tnrth, rather, is that a "genetic
indeten¡ination'" (i.e., genes detennine hun:¿ut beings not to be entirely
cleter:minecl by genesa0) and the neural plasticity linkecl to this
indetemilalionor ensure the open-ness of tlajectories and logics not
anticipated or dictated by the bump-and-grind effTcient causality of
physical pailicles alone. In other words, one need not fear that bringing
biology into the picture ofl a m¿rterialist theory of the subject leads

ìnexorably to a reductive materialisrn of a mechanistic and/ol elimìnative
sorl; such r,vorries are uttetly unwatranted, basecl exclusively ol an

unpardonable ignorance of several decades ofì paradigm-shifling
discoveries in the life sciences,a? No intellectually responsible
philosophical materialism can justify ignoring the evidence unearthed in
these higlrly ¡rroductive fields of adjacent research-unless, of' cotrse,
what is secretly and/or unconsciously desired is a spiritualist ideology
disguising itself in the faded-fàshion garb of a now avftrlly dated anti-
redüctionisn.

A chorus of voices on the empirical side of discussions of the brain
speaks as oue in supporl of the basic, fundarnental premises unclerlying
the efforl undelway here to appropriate tlle t'esources oflthe neurosciences
for the delineation of a reinvigolated materialist ontology. llb begìn with,
not only do some researchers in the neurosciences see the notorions
nature-uurture distinction as dialecticala3-it even has been suggested that
the very dìstinction itself is invalid due to the utter inextricability of what

40Daniel C. l)ennett, l;reedont Evolves, (New York: Viking,2003), pp. 90-91, 93;

Joseph LeDoux, r¡inaplic Se!/: How Otu' ßrains Become IYht¡ þVe Are, (New York:
Penguin Boolts, 2002), Þp. 8-9; Flançois Ansermet, "Des neuro,science,t ¿'tux

ktgosciences," Qui sonl vos ¡tsychanalT'.stas?,led. Nathalie Georges, Jacques-Alain
lvfille¡ and Nathalie lvfar:chaisonl, (Paris; Editions du Seuil, 2002), pp. 37'/-378,
383; Adrian Jolrnston, "Lightening Ontology: Slavoj ZiZek and the UnbeaLable
Lightness of Being Free," J.acanian Ink: The Sym¡tlont, no. 8, Sptìng ?007,

http ://www. I acan. coln/symptom 8_arti cl es/j ohnstonB. html
4lMalabou, Lu plcr,slicité su x¡ir de I'éuiture" p. 112; Malabou, Que.fttire de nt¡lre

cerveatr?, pp. 2l ,31-32
42 Malabou, Qtre faire de not¡'e cerveau? , p. 84-85

43 Clrangeux, I'he I'hysioktgy of ?itrlh, p.33
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is referred to by these tr,vo inadequate terms and the irresolvable un-
decidability that thereby results.44 Most of the resistance to having
anything to do r,vith the life sciences, a resistance r,videspread within the
lvorlds of Lacanianism and Continental philosophy, is due to the
misperception that embracing these sciences inevitably leads to the
crudest forms of reductionism.as But, as Benjamin Libet observes, r.ulgar
reductive materialism is scientism, not science.a6

In fact, these scientists are at pains to shess that their disciplines
aren't rigid fiamer,vorks r'vithin r,vhich the natural, on the one hand, and
the cultural-historical-social, on the other hand, are to be strictly opposed,
r,vith the fixed, frozen essences of the former alr,vays trumping the
subservient (epi)phenomena of the latter.al As Lesley Rogers puts it, "the
idea of biology as immutable is largely incorect."as And, as Joseph
LeDoux explains, a material-neuronal conception of the subject neither is
opposed to nor demands the elimination of theories of non-biological
subjectir,rties.ae There are numerous arguments for r.vhy the neurosciences
and the biology on r,vhich they rest aren't reductive, only some of r,vhich
can be outlined briefly in the context of the current discussion. The
dialectic betlveen innate nature and acquired nufture, if one can still use
these terms, pemeates even the level of genetics (and, much
reductionism and the opposition it generates lean on a fatally flar.ved
picture of geneticsso). LeDoux helpfully points out that nature-nurlure
interaction is operative from the very beginnings of life, given that the
developing embryo takes shape in a r'vomb connected to a maternal body
that itself is entangled in vast mediating netr,vorks of more-than-biological

44 Eric R. Kandel, "A Nerv Intellectual Framer.vork for Psychiatry," Psychiatry,
Psychoønølysis, and the New Biolog¡t of Mind, (Washington, D.C.: American
Psychiatric Publishing, Inc.,2005), p.47; Changeux, The Physiology ofTruth,p.
207-208; Mark Solms and Oliver Turnbull, The Brain and the Inner World: An
Inlroduction to the Neuroscience of Subjective Experience, (Ner.v York: Other
Press, 2002), p. 218; Lesley Rogers, Sexing the ßrzlr, (Ner.v York: Columbia
University Press, 2001), pp. 20, 23-24

45 Kandel, "ANerv Intellectual Framervork for Psychiahy," p. 41

46 Benjamin Llbet,Mind Time: The Temporal Factor in Consciousness, (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 2004), p. 5

47 LeDoux, Synapîi c Se lf, pg. 20; Rogers, Sexing the Brai n, pp. 2-3, 68
48 Rogers, Sexing the Brain,p.5
49 LeDoux, Synaptic Self, pp. 2-3
50 Rogers, Sexing the Brain, pp. 47 -48
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structures and interactionssr (not to mention the Lacanian caveat that both
conception and r,vhat leads up to it are also lvoven into elaborate, knotted
r,vebs of influential factors). Although the genotype sets in place certain
loose, broad parameters establishing a rvide bandwidth of possibilities
and permutations for rvhat the phenotype can actualise/express (r.vhat

Changeux calls a "genetic envelope"s2), in no 'uvay could it be said in any

straightfonvard manner that anatomy is destiny (to invoke an oft-
misinterpreted Freudian one-liner).53 Especially r,vithin the brain, the
genetic is significantly rnodulated by the epigenetic (i.e., experience,
leaming, socialisation, eto.).54 Furthellnore, such complications a¡en't
confined exclusively to the "nature" half ofthe nature-nurture distinction

-the life sciences are also in the process of calling into question the
"nurture" hali a process prompted by a realisation that the notion of
"environment" is incredibly hazy, insufficiently precise to serve as a

concept for rigorous reflection.55 Considering these rudimentary, ground-
zero truths in the life sciences, no sort of standard reductionism is in the
least bit tenable insofar as the mind-bogglingly complex number of
variables converging on a multi-determined brain and body render in
advance any one-sided depiction of these rnatters intellectually
bankrupt.56

Furthermore, parlicular aspeçts of genetics properly conceived are

crucial for an adequate appreciation of the neurosciences. The link
Malabou mobilises betr,veen r,vhat she accurately describes as "genetic

5 1 LeDoux, Synaptic Self, pp, 66-67
52 Changeux, The Physiologt oJ Truth, pp. 152-153
53 LeDoux, Synaptic SeU, pp. 9,91, 296; Solms and Turnbull, The Brain and lhe

Inner Iüorld, p.220; SE 11: 189; ,SI 19: 178; Toril Moi, "Is Anatomy Destiny?:
Freud and Biological Determinism," Ilhose Freud?: The Place of Psychoanalysis
in Contemporary Culture [ed. Peter Brooks and Alex Woloch], Qrlew Haven: Yale
University Press, 2000), pp. 72-73, 7 4

54Eric R. Kandel,'?sychotherapy and the Single Synapse: The Impact of Psychiatric
Thought on Neurobiologic Research," Psychiøfry, Psychoanalysis, and the New
Biologt oJ Mind, pg. 21; Kandel, "A Nerv Intellectual Framervork for Psychiatry,"
pg. 42-43,47; Antonio Damasio, Looking for Spinoza: Joy, Sorrow and the
Feeling B rain, Q{er,v York: Harcourt), Inc., 2003, pg. 162-163, 164, 173-17 4

55 Solms and Turnbull, The Brain and the Inner World, pg. 221-222; Rogers, .\exfug
the Brain,pg.35

56 Eric R. Kandel, "Biology and the Future of Psychoanalysis: A Ner,v Intellectual
Framervork for Psychiatry Revisited," Psychiahy, Psychoanalysis, and the New
Biology of Mind, p. 94; Rogers, Sexi ng the B rain, pp. 97 -98
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indetermination" and neural plasticity is indeed empirically well-
established. The brain is genetically programmed to be open and
receptive to re-programming through learning experiences in relation to
the contextual vicissitudes of exogenous contingencies.sT This determined
lack of determination, this pre-programming for re-programming, is an
important aspect of r,vhat is meant by characterising the brain as "plastic."
Neuroplasticity is considered by those r,vorking in the life sciences to be
an incredibly significært feature in the development and functioning of
human brains.58 LeDoux identifies the plastic synaptic connections of
neurons, hard-r.vired for re-r,viring, to be the precise material points r,vhere
nature and nurture collide, the cross-roads at which genetics and
epigenetics are folded into assemblages that are theoretically un-sliceable
tangles of hyper-dense complexity.5e

Malabou describes the "ontological explosion" of the mental out of
the neuronal as event-like,60 a sharp break requiring (as Mao r,vould put it)
the "internal causes" of the ontological-material plasticity of the human
biological body. More-than-biological "external causes" (again in the
Maoist sense) are able to have their mediating effects on individuals
thanks not only to bodily plasticity in Malabou's precise sense-for her,
the plastic designates, at the same time, both the receptivity of
malleability and the resistance of congealing,6r namely, a literal
contradiction in the fragmented flesh62-but also because of the
antagonisms and discordances materialised in the embodied being of
humans. She maintains that, "the historico-cultural shaping of the self is
not possible except starting from this natural and primary economy of
contradiction."63 She proceeds to claim that, "There is a cerebral

57Eric R. Kandel, 'Trom Metapsychology to Molecular Biology: Explorations Into
the Nature of Anxiety," Psychiatry, Psychoanalysis, and the New Biolog,t of Mind,
p. 1 50; Changeux, The P hysiolog,, oJ Tntth, pg. 32

58Kande1, "A Ner,v Intellectual Framervork for Psychiatry," p,39; Changeux, The
P hysi ologt of Tntth, pp. 26, 28, 194-19 5 ; Rogers, S exing the B rai n, p. 1 05

59LeDoux, The Synaptic SeU, pp. 3, 5, 12, 66
60 Malabou, Que faire de nolre cetveau?, pp. 22,81, 147
61 Malabou, The Fulure oJ Hegel, pp 8-9; Malabou, Que J'aire de notre cerveau?, pp.

15-16, 17, 29-30, 40, 65-66,145-146; Malabou, La plasticitë au soir de l'ëcriture,
pp,25-26,110-111

62 Malabou, Que Jàire de notre cerveau? , pg. 145; Malabou, La plasticitë au soir de
l'écri.lttre,p.21

63 Malabou, Quefaire de notre cerveau?,p.746
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conflictuality, there is a tension betlveen the neuronal and the mental"6a

(i.e., although the mental emerges out of the neuronal, the fotmer comes

to be at odds r'vith the latter). Malabou pleads for a "nelv materialism,"65 a

"reasonable materialism"66 that neither indefensibly ignores the sciences

of material being (especially the neurosciences as relevant to a materialist
theory of subjectivity unafraid of-God forbid-dirlying its hands 'r,vith

actual, factual matter) nor uncritically accepts the ideological distortions
of these sciences by those seeking to exaggerate one side of plasticity at

the expense of the other. For Malabou, as for this project, "A reasonable
materialism seems to us to be one r,vhich poses that the natural contradicts
itself and that thought is the fruit of this contradiction."6T

A Weak Nature, and Nothing More: The True Formula of a Fully
Secularised Materialism

At this juncture, closely examining Lacan's 1975 intervier,v entitled '?e
triomphe de la religion" in light of the discussions above concerning the
philosophical establishment of ær atheistic materialism shaped around the

conjunotion of metapsychology and the neurosciences l,vould be

especially fruitful. Early on in this text, Lacan speaks of a differenoe
between "that r.vhich goes" and "that which doesn't go," the former being
the "r,vorld" (qua the normal run of things in familiar Imaginary-Symbolic
reality) and the latter being the Real (qrLø excluded from and disruptive of
the running of this reality). He notes that psychoanalysts concern
themselves r,vith this Real as lvhat doesn't fit into the smooth movements
of quotidian reality.6s The analyst's presence testifies to this Real-that-
does-not-go, quietly r'vitnessing and marking those occurences in r,vhich

it sudaces. He/she occupies this position and remains there as a
"symptom" of that r.vhich resists going r,vith the flow of the everyday
r,vorld. Hor.vever, a cultural "cure" for psychoanalysis, as itself a symptom
ofthe "discontent of civilisation ofr.vhich Freud has spoken,'úe is readily

64Ibid., p. l s9
65 Malabou, La plasticitë au soir de l'écriture, pp. 113-114
66 Malabou, Que faire de notre ceneau? , p. 747

67 Malabou, Que faire de notre cerveau?, p. 764
68 Jacques Lacan,"Le triomphe de la religion," I'e triomphe de la religion prëcédé de

Discours aux catholiEtes [ed. Jacques-Alain Miller], (Paris: Editions du Seuil,
2005), pp. 16-77

69Ibid., p. 81
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available: religion as a means of repressing the symptoms (including
analysis itself of the un-r.vorldly Real that disrupts r.vorldly reality.T0

Lacan goes on to'wam against equivocating betlveen the symptom
and the Real. He argues thus:-

"The symptom is not yet truly the real. It is the manifestation
of the real at the level of living beings. As living beings, r.ve

are settled, bitten by dre symptom. We are sick, that's all. The
speaking being is a sick animal. 'In the beginning r,vas the
Word'says the same thing."?r

By virtue of the human being's irreparable transubstantiation into a
speaking being, this "living being" becomes a "sick animal." What begins
with the genesis of "the Word"-throughout "Le triomphe de la religion,"
Lacarr plays r,vith this Christian notion/motifl2-are illnesses constitutive
of the human condition. Additionally, Lacan's distinction betr,veen
symptom and Real involves a fer,v nuances r,vorthy of attention. To begin
rvith, the living being's animality is associated with the Real itself. And,
this Real not only introduces dysfunctions into the r,vorld of Imaginary-
Symbolic reality-it comes to be r,vorked and re-r,vorked, r,vritten and
over-r,vritten, by its otvn manifestations (in the form of symptoms) rvithin
this /ogos-inaugurated reality. A Real beyond, beneath, or behind its or,vn
symptomatic manifestations is caught up in a dialectical entanglement
r,vith these same manifestations. In vier.v of this, Lacan continues:-

"But the real real, if I can speak thus, the true real, is that which
lve are able to accede to via an absolutely precise r,vay, l,vhich is
the scientific way. It is the rvay of little equations. This real
there is the exact one r,vhich eludes us completely."?3

The Real underlying and making possible both the emet'gence of speaking
beings out of living beings as r,vell as the s¡zmptoms of these thus-afflicted
animals is not some ineîîable je ne sais quoi, some mysterious noumenal
"x." For Lacan, "the real real," this 'true real," is precisely r,vhat the r.vays
of the sciences enable to be accessed lucidly and rigorously in its truth.

70lbid., pp. 82,87
71lbtd,p.93
12lbtd., pp. 89-90,91)
73 lbid., p. 93)
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Of course, Lacan's mention of "little equations" in the quotation above
hints at a conception of science according to r'vhich the hallmalk of
scientificity is mathematical-style formalisation. But, in addition to the
ample evidence scattered throughout his teachings that Lacan sometimes
associates the Real with things fleshly and corporeal (and not just
mathematical/formal), the quotation preceding the one above associates

the Real r,vith the living animality of the human organism, an animality
that gets hopelessly entangled r,vith the mediating matrices of symbolic
orders. Henoe, perhaps the science Lacan is thinking of here is not just
the mathematised physics of quantum mechanics, but an adequately
formalised science of life. If so, then one of the important consequences

entailed by this is that there could be a scientifically-shaped treatment of
a genuine Real-in-the-flesh as a pre-condition for the immanent surfacing
out of this animal materiality of something different, other, and/or more

than this materiality (i.e., the parlêtre as a denaturalised, but never quite

completely and successfully denaturalised, living being).7a

Tor,vard the end of "Le triomphe de la religion," Lacan pronounces

a couple of additional utterances regarding the Real. After denying that
he's a philosopher proposing an ontology,Ts he emphatically rejects the
suggestion, made by the intervier,ver, that his register of the Real is akin to
Kant's sphere of noumena. Lacan protests:-

"But this is not at all Kantian. It is even on this that I insist. If
there is a notion of the real, it is extremely complex, and on this
account it is not perceivable in a rnanner that r,vould make a

totality. It r,vould be an unbelievably presumptuous notion to
think that there would be a¡r all of the rea1."76

Lacan dismisses the idea that it would be possible to make an "All" of the
Real, to encompass it in the enveloping form of an integrated lvhole.
Presumably, one of Lacan's reasonable assumptions underpinning this
denial of Kantianism is that Kant's noumenal realm of things-in-
themselves is fantasised by Kant as an ontological domain of entirely
consistent being subsisting outside the contradiction-plagued

T4Adrian Johnston, "Ghosts of Substance Past," pp. 34-35,36; Adrian Johnston,

i eh\ Ontologt
75 Jacques Lacan, "Le triotnphe de la religion," p. 96

76 lbid., pp.96-97
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epistemological domain of the objects of subjective cognition.TT 
.What's

more, insofar as Lacan contends that scientific thought provides a direct
path of entry into the inconsistent, de-totalised, and not-All Real, he,
unlike Kant, maintains that one can transgress the purported "limits of
possible experience" so as to lay one's hands on material being an sich.

In two co-authored articles, Lorenzo Chiesa and Alberto Toscano
provide exemplary, superlative readings of some of the crucial subtleties
contained in"Le triomphe de la religton." In that text, Lacan, despite his
openly avor.ved atheism, perplexingly decla¡es Christianity to be "the one
true religion."78 Chiesa and Toscano helpfully clarify that r,vhat this
actually means is that, from aLacanian perspective, the Christian religion
is the least false of the various religions.Te The reason for this has to do
r'vith Lacan's earlier asseltions to the effect that .r.vhereas evolutionary
theory unr,vittingly oontinues to be theosophical by virtue of its reliance
upon an omnipotent, all-encompassing material-histoncal continuum (i. e.,
a seamless, unintemrpted One-All of Nature),8o creationism, especially
the Christian notion of creation ex nihilo, inadvertently opens the door to
the founding of a materialism without God:-

"...Lacafl, a self-professed atheist, repeatedly refers to
Christianity as 'la vraie religion.' To cut a long story shoft,
according to Lacan, Christianity is the 'true religion'insofar as,

more than any other religion, it comes nearest to the
materialistic truth of the creation ex nihiLo of the signifier: 'In
the beginning lvas the Word.' The ex nihilo of the logos, or
better, the logos itself as the ex nihilo, is the specific feature
that, for Lacan, differentiates Christianity from other
monotheistic religions that are also creationist."sr

Just as a kernel of religiosity resides in the heart of supposedly atheistic
evolutionary theory, so too does a kemel of atheism reside r,vithin the
hearl of supposedly religious Christianity. But, one might ask: Given the

77 Adrtan Johnston, Time Driven: Metapsychologt and the Splitting oJ the Drive,
(Evanston: Northr.vestern University Press, 2005), pp. xxxii-xxxiii, 229-230

78Lacat,"Le triomphe de la religion," pp.79,81-82
T9Lorenzo Chiesa and Alberto Toscano, "Agape and the Anonymous Religion of

Atheism," Angelaki,vol.72,no.7, April 2007, p. 118

80 Chiesa and Toscano, "Ethics and Capital, Ex Nihilo," p. 10

81 Chiesa and Toscano, "Agape and the Anonymous Religion of Atheism," p. 118
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counter-intuitive ring to this series of propositions, r'vhat qualifies the

Chnstian doctrine of creation ex nihilo as both atheist and materialist?

And, r,vhat anti-religious advantages does this ooncept dralvn from the

inner sanctum of a particular religion have over the desacralising

ontology of transcendence-stifling irnmanence implicit in evolutionism?
Chiesa and Toscano offer the follor'ving elucidating explanations:-

"...r,vhy r.vould Christian creationism, based as it is on the logos

as the e;r nihilo, contaín in nuce a form of atheistic materialism?

Lacan's theory of the emergence of the signifier ex nihilo is

both materialistic and atheistic since it is grounded on the

assumption that language, and the symbolic order, is unnatural

rather than supetaatural, the contingent product of man's
successful dis-adaptation to nature. Such an unnatural dis-
adaptation, which obviously dominates and perverts nature, oan

nevertheless only originate immanently from r,vhat r,ve name
'nature' and thus contradiots the alleged continuity of any
(transcendentally)'natural' process of evolution."82

Elser'vhere, they repeat the above almost verbatim,s3 to which is appended

the declaration that, "Nature is per se not-One"8a-a declaration rooted in
various statements regarding the notion of nature made by Lacut,
including ones contemporaneous with "I'e triomphe de la reLigion."ss

Chiesa and Toscano, r,vhile illuminating holv Lacan extracts an atheistic

materialism from the ex nihilo of Christianity, even describe "the
(supposed) primitive 'synthesis' of the primordial real" as having "been

broken due to a contingent 'rnaterial' change that is immanent to it."86

The tlvist the reworked materialism of this project adds to these very
insightful oomments is the assertion that the "primordial real" of natural

matter isn't synthesized, that, insofar as subjects exist in the first place, it
is ahvays-already "broken"-r,vith this brokenness, this self-shattered

status of a disharmonious nature devoid of any One-All, being a material

82 Chiesa and Toscano, "Agape and, the Anonymous Religion of Atheism," p. 118

83 Chiesa and Toscano, "Ethics and Capltal, Ex Nihilo," pp.10-11
84Ibid., p. 11

85 Jacques Lacm, The Seminar oJ'Jøcques Lacan, Book XVII, p. 33; Jacques Lacan,

Le Sétninaire de Jacques Lacan, LÌvre XXIII, p. 12; Jacques Lacan, Le Séminaire

de ,lacques Lacøn, Li.vre XXIV: L'insu qtte sait de I'une-bëtae s'aile à nxoLLrre,

I 9 7 6 - I 97 7 [unpublished typescript], session of May 17r', 19'7 7

86 Chiesa and Toscano, "Ethics and Capiral, Ex Nihilo," p. 14
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condition of possibility for the immanent genesis of subjectivity out of the
conflict-ridden groundless ground of materiality.

Ir"Le triomphe de la religion," Lacan speaks of various cures for
anxiety. Specifically, he suggests that a range of conceptions of humanity
function in this capacity.sT This applies not only to religion (r.vhich Lacan
has in mind in this context)-it is also relevant to a speciously scientific
scientism that genuine science is in the process of demolishing. More
specifically, misrepresentations of the "man of science" as either
inflexibly determined by the efficient mechanical causes of evolution and
genetics or flexibly malleable as an infinitely constructible and re-
constructible social, cultural, and linguistic being are often promoted by
various contemporary ideologies. A materialism based on science as
opposed to scientism and faithful to the furthest-reaching consequences of
Lacan's dictum according to rvhich no big Other of any soft exists
(including almighty Nature as r,vell as God) has no place in it for the
different pseudo-scientific images of humanity advertised by today's
reigning bio-politics.

The time has come to pronounce the true formula of atheistic
materialism: There is just a r,veak nature, and nothing more. All that exists
are heterogeneous ensembles of less-than-fully synthesized material
beings, intemally conflicted, hodge-podge jumbles of elements-in-tension

-and that's it. What appears to be more-than-material (especially
subjectivity and everything associated r.vith it) is, ultimately, an index or
symptom of the r.veakness of nature, this Other-less, un-unified ground of
being. The apparently more-than-material consists of phenomena
flourishing in the nooks and crannies of the strife-saturated, under-
determined matrices of materiality, in the cracks, gaps, and splits of these
discrepant material strata.

Fear-driven anti-reductionism, responsible for much of the
resistance in Continental philosophy and European psychoanalysis to a
sustained engagement with the life sciences, tacitly accepts the notion of
a strong nature as Almighty, as an over-determining, omnipotent cosmic
Substance. If Lacan is indeed correct that the ostensibly atheistic

87 Lacan,"Le triomphe de la religion," p.70
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materialists of eighteenth-century France remain, in reality, religious
believers despite themselves, then today's Continental European anti-
reductionists and their followers are also, r'egaldless of lvhatever they
might say, adherents of fideism-they have faith in a natural big Other,
even if this faith manifests itself through rejections of and rebellions
against this Other. Moreover, such anti-teductionists, in accepting the
image of a strong nature lvhile simultaneously lvanting to preserve the
affirmation that there is something in excess of this same nature, are

forced to rely upon a spiritualist metaphysios of one sort or another in the

fom of strict, rigid ontological dualisms hor.vever avor.ved or disavor,ved.

If an atheist, as Lacan claims, is he/she r'vho acknor,vledges the non-
existence of the big Other and the absence of anything all-por,ver{ul at the

foundation of existence, then anyone accepting an image of natural being
as an ultra-por.verful One, r,vhether reductionist materialists or their
reactive opponents, is, in the end, no different-in-kind than the most
fervent of the faithful.

Pti t9 (2008),189-217

Alain Badiou: Truth, Mathematics and the Claim

of Reason

CHRISTOPHER NORRIS

In this essay I offer a brief account of Alain Badiou's notably original and
creative r,vork in philosophy of mathematics, ontology, epistemology,
politics, and ethics. One aim is to dispel the kinds of suspicion that might
be engendered amongst analytic philosophers r,vhen confi'onted with the
claim that any single thinker could possibly (or competently) manage to
encompass such a range oftopics or subjectrareas. Another is to query the
liker,vise typically analytic idea that 'creativity' - or conceptual
inventiveness - has no high place on the list of those intellectual virtues
that philosophers should seek to cultivate. By r,vay of challenging these
dominant assumptions I make the case for Badiou as a keenly analytic as
r,vell as philosophically venturesome thinker who has opened up some
highly productive nelv lines of enquiry in the area betr,veen mathematics -
especially developments in post-Cantorian set theory - and those other
above-mentioned fields of thought. I also set out to situate his r,vork in
relation to earlier thinkers, among them Plato, Spinoza, Lelbniz, Pascal,
Kant, Marx, Heidegger, and Wittgenstein. However my essay makes a
point of stressing the centrality of mathematics to every aspect of
Badiou's thinking, even r,vhere - as in the title of his major r,vork - he
drar.vs a sharp distinction betr.veen 'being' and 'event', that is, between the
realm of a mathematically-based ontology and r.vhatever exceeds or
escapes that realm through its polver to disrupt all existing modes of
ontological specifioation. Thus my essay recommends that analytic
plrilosophers overcome their suspicions, read Being and Event, and
thereby discover some immensely stimulating work that might point a
r,vay beyond the more crampingly orthodox topics and debates that have
set their current agenda.

I

i

!
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In Being and Event, the major rvork of r'vhat might be called hrs

middle period, Badiou puts fon'vard the claim that mathematics is the key
to an adequate conceptual grasp of issues across a r,vide range of
disciplines or subject-areas beyond its olvn, relatively technical or
specialist domain.r Indeed he makes the case that a decent acquaintance
r,vith one particular branch of mathematics * the history of set-theoretical
developments from Cantor to the present day - is stnctly indispensable
for anyone hoping to advance beyond the most rudimentary stage of
critical engagement lvith those other disciplines. That is to say, set theory
provides the only means (at any rate the only precise, conceptually
rigorous means) of addressing certain basic or foundational issues, not
just - as might be expected - in the formal and physical but also in the
social and human sciences.2 Moreover, this is not merely a useful
analogy or suggestive foçon de penser. Rather, he asserls, it is a matter of
strict extrapolation from the methods and procedures of set theory such as

to allor,v an othenvise unattainable degree of precision in our thinking
about questions of social ontology as lvell as questions of ethics, political
justice, and individual or collective agency.

Such is Badiou's uniquely ambitious and distinctive project in
Being and Event, along r,vith the large and steadily increasing volume of
r'vork that he has devoted to a r,vide range of philosophical, scientific,
political, ethical, artistic, and (by no means remote frorn these)
psyohoanalytic issues. It is a project that takes its ontological bearings
from advances in the scope and conceptual polver of post-Cantorian set
theory, advances that have each transpired - along r,vith signal
developments in those other domains - in consequence of some decisive
event in the history of thought, that is to say, one that eludes or exceeds
the grasp of any pre-established ontology.3 Above all it maintains the
absolute necessity of holding trvo crucial thoughts in mind, that is, the

ontological (set-theoretical) thought of inconsistent multiplicity as that

1 Alain Badiou, Being and Event, frans. Oliver Feltham (London: Continuum,
2005).

2 See also Badioq Manifesto for Philosophy, tfans. Norman Madalasz (Albauy, NY
State University ofNerv York Press, 1999); InJinite Thought: truth and the return
to philosophy, trans. Oliver Feltham and Justin Clemens (London: Continuum,
2003); Theoretical Writings, ed. and trans. Ray Brassier and Alberto Toscano
(London: Continuum, 2004).

3 For a highly informative survey, see Mìchael Potter, ,Se¡ Theory and its
Philosophy: a critical introdtrction (Oxford. Oxford University Press, 2004).

CHRISTOPHER NORRIS 191

r,vhich intrinsically transcends all finite determinations or products of the
'count-as-one', along r,vith a thought of the event as that r.vhich
unpredictably arrives to disrupt and unsettle every existing situation or
state of knor,vledge. What is perhaps hardest to grasp is the fact that
Badiou very firmly maintains the distinction betr.veen these dimensions of
thought even though his account of inconsistent multiplicity is itself one
that r.vould appear to involve a surpassing of all ontologically defined
(i.e., consistent) specifications of being in just the same r,vay that events
ale supposed to exceed the utmost pol,vers of achieved ontological grasp.
In order to shor'v r'vhy this should be the case - r.vhy the event should
remain, on Badiou's account, a singularity r.vholly outside and beyond the
compass of ontology in general - one r,vould need to pursue a detailed
exegetical path through some of the most densely argued and
mathematically demanding sections of Being and Event. Suffice it to say
that this distinction is based not only on a rigorous thinking-through of
the relationship betr,veen necessity and chance r,vhich plays such a central
role in his thought, but also on a subtle and sustained engagement r,vith
the many philosophers, mathematicians, and even poets, such as

Mallarmé, r,vho have liker'vise striven to articulate or somehor,v obliquely
convey the nature ofthat relationship.

All the same, this is a challenge that thinking is able to confront
only through a grasp of these issues as they are posed in the context of
set-theoretical debate, that is, in terms of the count-as-one and the
cardinal distinction betr,veen inconsistent and consistent multiplicities,
along r,vith those betr,veen belonging and inclusion or members and par1s.4

In each case the distinction is one r,vith a crucial bearing not only on intra-
mathematical topics but also on matters of political, ethical, and socio-
cultural concelï. For it is only here - at a point of excess r.vhere the
resources of ontology are pressed to the limit and beyond - that
philosophy finds itself equipped or compelled to conceive of the event as
an 'ultra-one' or as a strictly 'supernumerary' item yis-à-vis the existing
order of things, that is, ¿ul occurrence r,vhose advent marks a decisive
break with that order. Such lvould prototypically be instances of - in the
proper as distinct from the debased or everyday usage of these terms -
inventìon in science, creation fui arf, reyolution ìn politics, and passion in

4 Badiou, 'Theory of the Pure Multiple: paradoxes and c¡itical decision', in Being
and tivent (op. cit.), pp. 38-48.
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love.s According to Badiou, each of these has its negative counterparl:
culture in place of a'ft, management in place of politics, technique in place

of science, and sex in place of love. Moreover it is chiefly on the sttength
of his set-theoretical elaborations - his formal rendering of the process

lvhereby truth-events come about in excess of any prior reckoning,
predictive capacity, or polver ofontological grasp - that Badiou is able to
drar,v these distinctions and to specify r,vhat counts as a genuine event in
each of those subject-domains.

Thus, despite his extreme care to distinguish the evental and the
ontological, there is still a clear sense in r,vhioh Badiou's r'vhole project
rests on ontological foundations and indeed requires them precisely in
order to make that same distinotion. More precisely: r,vhat he sees as

philosophy's proper task is not that of making ontological discoveries or
exploring ner.v ontological regions on its or'rn account - sirce this is a role
best left to the mathematicians - but rather that of pursuing a 'tneta-
ontological' enquiry that expounds, clarifies and drar,vs out the

consequences (some of them decidedly extra-mathematical) of any results
thus obtained.

Set-theory has to do lvith relationships of membership, inclusion, and

exclusion amongst numbers or other entities that are taken as forming a

unit of assessment for some given purpose. Thus sets are defined as

products of the count-as-one, that is to say, the classificatory procedure
that consists in g:'ouping together a certain range of such entities and

treating them as co-members of a single assemblage, lvhatever their
othenvise diverse natures or propefties. This latter point is cruoial, not
only in mathematical terms, but also for Badiou's socio-political thinking
since it allor,vs the set-theorist to ignore any merely contingent or
localised differences and accord all items equal consideration as regards

their status as candidate members of this or that set. Ironically enough, as

Badiou notes, it r.vas a point not fully taken by Georg Cantor - the

founder of this branch of mathematics - r.vhen he first enounced his

5 See entries under Note 2, above; also Metapolitics, trans. Jason Barker (Lonclon:

Verso, 2005); Polernics, trans. Steve Corcoran (London: Verso, 2006); Century,
trans. Alberto Toscano (Camblidge: Polity Press, 2007).
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'theory of the pure multiple' and defined it as follor,vs: "By set r.vhat is
understood is the grouping into a totality of quite distinct objects of our
intuition or of our thought". "Without exaggeration", Badiou responds:-

"Cantor assembles in this definition every sìngle concept r,vhose
decomposition is brought about by set theory: the concept of
totality, of the object, of distinction, and that of intuition. What
makes up a set is not a totalisation, nor are its elements objects,
nor may distinctions be made in some infinite collections of
sets (r,vithout a special axiom), nor can one possess the slightest
intuition of each supposed element of a modestly large set."6

Badiou's purpose here is to drive home the point that set theory has nolv
progressed to a stage where it is (or should be) no longer necessary to fall
back upon such notions, and moreover that the intervening post-Cantorian
sequence of advances - which his book sets forth in great detail - r.vere
potentially contained.vvithin Cantor's inaugural insight. So it came about,
he r,wites, that "[a] great theory l,vas born, as is customary, in an
extreme disparity between the solidity of its reasoning and the
precariousness of its central concept" (Being and Event, p. 38).

He goes on to reinforce this point by describing the process of
increasingly advanced and rigorous formalisation r.vhereby set theory r,vas

progressively uncoupled from all such naïve or restrictive appeals to a
domain of distinct objects and likewise distinct thoughts or intuitions
conceming them. Above all, rvhat Badiou seeks to dispel - not only for
the benefit of relatively uninformed readers but also in riposte to some
philosophers of mathematics r,vho take a contrary vier.v - is the idea of
intuition as having any role to play in set-theoretical reasoning. Here he is
in agreement r,vith the majonty of analytic philosophers r.vho liker,vise
adopt an extensionalist rather than intensionalist approach; that is to say,
one that defines the conditions for membetship solely and strictly r,vith
reference to the set of those entities (rvhatever their nature) that fall r,vithin
the relevant domain, and not in terms of any qualifying attributes or
distinctive features that mark them out as fit for inclusion according to
some given (e.g., intuitive) criterion.T "What r,vas thought of as an
"intuition of objects" was recast such that it could only be thought of as

6 Being and Event (op. cit.), p 38. All furthe¡ references given by title and page-
number in the text.
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the extension of a concept, or of a property, itself expressed in a partially
(or indeed completely, as in the r,vork of Frege and Russell) formalised
language" (Being and Event, p. 39). And if the latter project lan into
problems r.vith Russell's discovery of certain paradoxes at the conceptual
hearl of set theory then this lvas yet another indication that mathematical
thinking, once launched on that investigative path, lvould continue to
advance through repeatedly coming up against limits to its present (very
often intuitive) and pointers to its future (more conceptually adequate)

state of understanding.

The great promise of set-theory as envisaged by Cantor, Frege,
Russell and its other early proponents lvas that of reducing mathematics
to a purely logical or axiomatic-deductive structure of entailment-
relations that r,vould leave no room for anomaly or paradox. That claim
had its first major setback r,vhen Russell shor'ved - by purely logical
means * that set-theory lvas intnnsically prone to generate just such
problems, namely the kinds of self-reflexive, impredicative or auto-
referential paradox that resulted from its dealing r,vith formulas such as

'the set of all sets that ale not members of themselves'or 'he r,vho shaves
the barber in a tor,vn'rvhere the barber shaves every man except those lvho
shave themselves'. Yet, as Badiou points out, despite their sorner'vhat
contrived appearance such paradoxes all derive from a basic formula *
that of the set r'vhich is not a member of itself - lvhich, so far from being
forced or extraordinary in fact turns up (quite acceptably so) in each and
every possible specification of a set. Thus, "it is obvious that the set of
r'vhole numbers is not itself a'r,vhole number", and so on for any range of
similar instances (Being and Event, p. 40). To this extent it is an inbuilt
feature of set-theoretical thought, one that emel'ges whenever it is a
question of asserting 'the constitutive por,ver of language over being-
multiple', and r,vhich therefore cannot be regarded as something
pathological or (as Russell and Frege supposed) in need of surgical

7 For a range of vier.vs, see Paul Benacer¡af and Hilaly Putnam (eds), The

Phtlosophy oJ' Mathematics: selected essays, 2d edn. (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1983), pp. 272-94; W.D. Harl (ed.), The Philosophy oJ

Mathematics (Oxford: Oxford Unive¡sity Press, 1996); Jerold J. Katz, Realistic
Rationalism (Cambridge, MA: M.I.T. Press, 1998); J.R, Lucas, The Conceptual
Roots of Malhematics (London: Routledge, 2000); Hilary Putnam, Mathematics,
Matter ønd Method (Camblidge University Press, 1975); Stervart Shapiro,
Thinlcing About Mathentatics: the philosophy of mathematics (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2000).
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excision. Hor,vever it does take on such a negative, subversive or system-
threatening aspect r,vhen its implications are follor.ved through in the
context of an ultra-logicist programme r,vhich identifies truth r.vith formal
validity and validity in turn r,vith the classical ideals of consistency and
total closure under logical implication. For in that context the acceptable
face of self-reference - its ubiquitous and therefore unobjectionable
presence - undergoes a distinct change of expression and becomes, in
effect, the un-doer of that r'vhole optimistic logicist project.

Badiou's r,vork is notable for not losing sight of the set-theoretical
paradoxes - indeed, for placing them squarely at the centre of its
philosophic interests - lvhile regarding them more as an incentive to
thought or a spur to rener.ved intellectual-creative activity than as an
obstacle that has to be set aside if further progress is to be made. Thus,
although they "r,vent on to tveaken mathematical certainty and provoke a

crisis r,vhich it r,vould be r,wong to imagine over [since] it involves the
very essence of mathematics", nevefiheless - he assefis - the r,videspread
acceptance of Russell's pseudo-solution meant that the problem r.vith this
logicist project "lvas pragmatically abandoned rather than victoriously
resolved" (Being and Event, p. 38). As for Cantor, Badiou sees an effofi
to 'force a r.vay through' this looming impasse by resorting to quasi-
mystical, even theologically-inspired notions of absolute infinity as

opposed to the realm of mathematically specifiable transfinite numbers
r,vhich he himself had discovered, thereby opening up (in his or,rm famous
phrase) a 'mathematicians'paradise'. That is, theology makes its reentry
to the othenvise radically de-theologised (since de-ffanscendentalised)
realm of set theory as a result of Cantor's retrograde tendency to equate
absolute being"not r.vith the (consistent) presentation of the multiple", but
rather r.vith "the transcendence through r,vhich a divine infinity in-consists,
as one, gathering together and numbering any multiple r,vhatsoever" (p.
42). On the other hand Badiou is more than r,villing to credit Cantor r,vith
having grasped more vividly than any of his fellor,v-pioneers what also
drove him to seek refuge in such 'onto-theological'notions, namely the
upshot of his or,vn discovery when relieved of its inherited metaphysical
baggage and pressed to its ultimate, strictly logical endpoint. Such lvas
the incipient realisation, already legible though not fully acknor,vledged in
Cantor's lvork, that any resultant (set-theoretically derived) concept of
'being' r,vould resist the best effofis of systematic statement in terms
compatible r,vith that rvhole tradition of thought, whether in its
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mathematical, philosophic or (lvhat effectively subtends both of these) its
crypto-theological aspect.

In this respect Cantor stands out as the most striking and, for
Badiou's pu{poses, the most intellectually heroic example of a thinking
r,vhose special virtue it is to confront the maximum challenge to its
porvers of coherent or rigorous development and thereby gain all the
greater strength to overcome its or,w attachments and resistances. It is the
same pattern that appears repeatedly in varied foms r,vhen he engages
r'vith strong precursors (such as Plato, Aristotle, Descartes, Leibniz,
Spinoza, and Hegel) certain aspects of r,vhose thinking he finds
problematic, unacceptable or retrograde yet lvhose r,vork he regards as

possessing just this same self-resistant or - at their most impressive
moments - self-transcending quality. It is r'vorth quoting another passage

from his commentary on Cantor since it captures precisely r'vhat Badiou
so values about those fer,v select thinkers lvho, in his estimation, achieve
that rank. He r,wites:-

"Cantor's thought thus r.vavers betlveen onto-theology - for
rvhich the absolute is thought as a supreme infinite being, thus
as trans-mathematical, in-numerable, as a form of the one so

radical that no multiple can consist therein - and mathematical
ontology, in r,vhioh oonsistency provides a theory of
inconsistency, in that r,vhat proves an obstacle to it (paradoxical
multiplicity) is its point of impossibility, and thus, quite simply,
is not." @.a2)

What this passage displays most clearly - in his o\,vn \.vay of thinking as

r.vell as in those aspects of Cantor's thought that he finds so exemplary
despite their contradictory character - is the interplay of tr,vo terms,
'consistent' and 'inconsistent', as the main source of conceptual leverage
or (at risk of sounding too Hegelian) the chief dialectical driving force of
Badiou's entire project. Thus he vielvs the history of advances in
mathematical knor,vledge as having most often come about through the
process r,vhereby various sorls ofproblem or paradox eventually gave rise
to some ne\,v concept or agreed-upon r,vay of proceeding r'vhich in turn -
r,vhen its consequences became clear - could be seen to involve a fuither,
deepeq and yet more thought-provoking challenge. At any rate Badiou is
absolutely firm in his belief that although knor,vledge must be held
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distinct from truth - since truth might always transcend the utmost limits
of human knolvability - nevertheless knor,vledge is attainable, albeit i,vith
the strict fallibilist proviso that all and any present claims in that regard
might conceivably be subject to future revision or outright
disconfirmation. Indeed, one of the philosophic traits that lifts his r,vork
r,vell clear of post-structuralist, postmodernist and other recent
Francophile movements of thought is Badiou's unr,vavering commitment
to the existence of language-independent or culture-transcendent truths
and his equally shong rejection of the claim that this is in any sense a
sign of dogmatism or entrenched doctrinal adherence. On the contrary: it
is only by affiming that commitment and hence by conceding the
possibility of eror in even our most deeply-held theories, truth-claims, or
items of belief that r,ve are saved from equating InÍh toltt court withwhat
counts as such for ourselves and fellor'v-members of our or,vn (r,vhether
specialised or culture-r,vide) community

Badiou makes this point most concisely in the context of describing
those advances in the formal development (or axiomatisation) of set
theory that were carried through by post-Cantorian thinkers such as
Zermelo and Fraenkel, the devisers of that particular version - the ZF
system - that he adopts mainly on grounds of conceptual economy and
ease of expository treatment. Nevertheless, as he is keen to impress upon
the reader, r,vhere set theory is at issue "axiomatisation is not an artifice of
exposition, but an intrinsic necessity" (p a3) That is to say - contra a1t

least some of the more hard-line (if soft-core) Wittgensteinians, neo-
pragmatists, intuitionists, conventionalists, or anti-realists - r,vhat is at
stake in that process is not just a matter of finding more convenient since
compactly expressible means of formal presentation for concepts that
might othenvise (and perhaps better) have been expressed in something
less drastically divergent from the norms of natural or 'ordinary'
la:rguage. Rather it is the very possibility of thinking beyond that
tenacious since intuitively deep-laid and linguistically ingrained mindset
which - if not subject to constant rectification and critique through just

8 For furlher discussion, see Michael Devitt, Realism and Truth,2*r edn. (Oxford:
Blackrvell, 1986); Christopher Norris, Ttath Matters: realism, anti-realism and
response-dependence (Edinbwgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2002) and
Philosophy of Language and the Challenge to Scientifc Realism (London:
Routledge, 2004); Stathis Pslllos, Scientific Realism: how science tracks tntth
(London: Routledge, 1999).
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rule, be tlelivered without concep!, that is, yvitÌtotÍ implytng the
being-of-Íhe-one." (Being and Event, p. 43).

His preference for ZÞ' over rival systelns has to do with its pressing so far
as possible in this direction, avoiding all forms of prernature conceptual
(or ontological) commitment, and thercby pursuing rvhat Badiou sees âs
the path of thought strictly laicl dorvn for set-theoretical enquiry. 'llhis it
cloes by allolving just one relation betrveen terms - that of belongÌng,
represented by the syrnbol € - and exclucling all relèrence to r:ther
properties that would bring such otiosc commitments alorrg with them.
The purpose of adopting this austere approach is to avoicl the constant
tcmptation (as witness Cantor's 'theological' tum) of regressing to a more
intuitively manageable concept of set theory which continues, in the
classical Íranner, to distinguish belrveen objects, multiples, multiples of
multiples, and so fofth.

Thus "frvlherr I lvrite "a belongs to B. u € P, the signs u and B are
variables from the säme lisf. and can thus be substituted ibr by
specilically inclistinguishable terms" (p. 44).That is to say, on the ZF
system it is easier to conceive horv thinking can dispense with the
intuitively selÊeviclent distinction between'individual' objects ancl
groups ofobjects, or particular (discrete) sets and assernblages composed
of rnultìple sets under some higher-level grouping principle. Moreover it
leaves no room f'or rvhat seems - on a more conservative or intuitive
accourt - the self-evident truth that logioally there rnust be a distinction
between elements and the sets to which those elements belong or in terms
of which they are specified as elements. Indeed it is at just this point that
set theory in its more developed forms depafts fron the 'naiVe' or still
infuitively-grounded stage that Cantor remained at through his
supposition that to think of' sets was necessarily to think of thern as
entities that diffcrcd, ontologically and logically spcaking, fronl the
clcmcnts that macle them up. In other woLds, "[t]he sign €., unlteîng olany
one, detennines, in a unilbnn manner, the presenfatior.r of "sonrething" as
indexed to the rnultiplc" (p. 44). What set theory most notably - and ro
some thinkers most disturbingly - conjures up is the prospect of a bad
inlinity or a nrultiple that is not cornposed o1'so many fixecl or definable
units but must rather be thought of ari a 'uniformly pure multiplicity'
without any such clearly specitìable constituent parts.

r98 Pli 19 (2008)

such axiomatic-deductive procedures of thought - r,vill persist in
presenting us r,vith 'common-sense' ideas a.nd pseudo-solutious to
misconceived problems. Here Badiou stands four-square with the
rationalist tradition of thought from Descartes, Leibniz and Spinoza to its
latter-day progeny amongst both mainstream analytic philosophers who
continue the basic programme of Frege and Russell and also those French
thinkers * Bachelard, Canguilhem, even the deeply Spinoza-influenced
Manist theoretician Louis Althusser - r,vho stake their projects on the

capacity of thought to transcend the deliverances of mere intuition or
received (linguistically ensconced) doctrine.e By the same token he stands
just as squalely opposed to those latter-day 'sophists'- as distinct from
the more dialectically challenging company of 'anti-philosophers'- r,vho

take refuge in just such sour'çes of false assurance or just such appeals to

the delusory idea of a lvisdom vested in 'ordinary language' and its
associated custotnary'forms-of-life'.

Nor,vhere is the fallacy of this r,vay of thinking more pointedly
shor,vn up, so Badiou maintains, than in the context of developments in
set theory. It emerges through the problems faced by philosophy of
mathematics to the extent that it strives to account for those developments
in conceptually adequate (or - given the nature of its topic - rigorously
formalised if never fully adequate conceptual) terms. Thus:-

"being-multiple, if trusted to natural language and to intuition,
produces an undivided pseudo-presentation of consistency and

inconsistency, thus ofbeing and non-being, because it does not
clearly separate itself from the presumption of the being of the
one. Yet the one and the multiple do not form a 'unity of
contraries', sinoe the first is not r,vhile the second is the very
form of any presentation of being. Axiomatisation is required
such that the multiple, left to the implicitness of its counting

9 See for instance Louis Althusser,'Philosophy and the Spontaneous Philosophy of
the Scientists' and Olher Essays, ed. Gregory Elliott (London: Verso, 1990);

Gaston Bachelard, Laformation de I'esprit scientifique (Paris: Cor1i, 1938), The

Philosophy of No: a philosophy of the new scientific mind (New Yo¡k: O¡ion P¡ess,

1968), The New ScientiJic [þùil (Boston: Beacon Press, 1984); also Dominique

Lecourt, Marxism and Epistemologt: Bachelørd, Cønguilhem and Foucault
(London: Nerv Left Books, 1975) and Mary Tlles, Bachelard: science and

ob.jectivity (Cambridge: Cambridge U.P., 1984).
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Here Badiou offers the suggestion that "[df one admits, r,vith a

grain of salt, Quine's famous formula "to be is to be the value of a bound
variable", one çan conclude that the ZF system postulates that there is
only one type of presentation of being: the multiple" b.aÐ Although it
r,vould no doubt bear a good deal of unpacking this rema¡k is best read as

conveying a cefiain sympathy, on Badiou's part, rvith the 'austere desert

landscapes' that Quine famously preferred to the lush vegetation of more

ample or profligate ontologies.ro Hor.vever the 'grain of salt' serves to
indicate - distinctly in tension r,vith that - a clear sense of just hor,v

restrictive is Quine's echt-analyfic desire to prohibit any reckless
ontological ventures beyond the safe ('scientifically'validated) ground of
a quantified first-order predicate logic coupled r.vith a radically empiricist
conception of epistemic \,vaffant. That is to say, Badiou is by no means

averse to the formal rigor or the extreme ontological austerity of Quine's
approach, accordant as it is r.vith his or'vn professed aims of giving logic
precedence in all matters of ontological enquiry and moreover restricting
such enquiry to r,vhat can be said - oonsistently maintained - on the basis

of a disciplined investigation into the various set-theoretically thinkable
modes of being. Hor,vever, he is sharply at odds r,vith Quine in every other
respect, including his commitment to a rationalist conception of ontology
that could scaroely be further from Quine's outlook of radical empiricism.
Equally un-Quinean - and liker,vise reflecting his distinctly 'continental'
angle of vision - is Badiou's conception of progress in the formal (as lvell
as cefiain branches of the physical) sciences as typically powered by
conflicts, anomalies, or moments of productive friction betr,veen the drive
for consistency and that r.vhich r,vill alr,vays elude or subvert any fully
oonsistent methodology or set of results.

II

It is just this idea of a constant dialectical tension intrinsic to the very
nature of thought - rather than of problems that crop up periodically and

have to be resolved before constructive thinking can once again proceed -
that Badiou finds most compellingly enacted in the sequence of set-

theoretical advances from Cantor dor.rn. He makes the point r,vith

reference to Zermelo's principle - a main oomponent of the ZF system -

10See W.V Quine, 'On What There Is', rn From a Logical Point of Vìew,2"'t ed

(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1961), pp. 1-19.
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Íhat "a property only determines a multiple under the supposition that
there is already a presented multiple" (Being and Event, p. 45). That is to
say, any imputed feature or attribute pertaining to some given member of
some given group, upon r,vhich its membership is taken to depend, must
itself suppose a pre-existent multiplicity subject to no such selective
constraint and therefore - by definition - more numerous or inclusive.
Here again, in this idea of r,vhat is suppressed or marginalised by any
determinate (e.g., 'democratic') instance of the count-as-one, \,ve may
glimpse some of the political or socio-critical implications that Badiou
r,vill go on to drar.v from his set-theoretical elaborations. In formal tenns,
"Zermelo's axiom system subordinates the induction of a multiple by
language to the existence, prior to that induction, of an initial multiple"
(p a5) 'Language' here presumably includes not only those varieties of
natural language to lvhich, as r,ve have seen, Badiou accords no authority
in such matters, but also those formal or regimented languages - like that
which he shares r.vith Quine, i.e., the language of the first-order quantified
predicate calculus - r,vhose very consistency is such as to ensure that they
can selve only in a shictly heuristic, assistive or enabling (though also a
strictly indispensable) role. Thus they r,vill alr,vays result from the
suppression of - and hence, at certain critical junctures, be subject to
disruption by - an inconsistent multiplicity that cannot be fully grasped or
encompassed but only more-or-less drastically reduced to order by any
application of the count-as-one.

Such r,vas the case, Badiou claims, r,vith those paradoxes of self-
reference that Russell first enounced and that initially seemed to threaten

- if not ruin - the entire set-theoretical enterprise. With benefit of
hindsight they can nor.v be understood as involving "an excess of the
multiple over the capacity of language to represent it r,vithout falling
apart" (p. 47). What distinguishes Badiou's approach from any adopted
by philosophers in the analytic mainstream is again his chalacteristically
dialectical mode of argument, that is, his r,vay of engaging these issues
through a close and rigorous thinking-through - rather than (as r.vith
Russell) a pragmatically rationalised setting-aside - of the paradoxes
concemed. Indeed it is precisely by lvay of such arguments sustained
throughout the entirety of Being and Event (though interspersed r.vith
sections on a great range of other topics and thinkers) that Badiou comes
to propose his 'subtractive' account of set-theoretical ontology. As I have
said, this is an account that stresses the crucial and alr,vays potentially
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transformative role of r,vhatever is debared, excluded or discounted by
some dominant set of membership conditions. It is at the point of crisis
when thought comes up against the blocks created or disturbances
induced by such arbitrary acts of exclusion that there emerges the hitheto
strictly unthinkable possibility - whether or not taken up - of a decisive
advance that r,vill set ner,v parameters for the course of future enquiry.

What ocaurs at such moments is an especially forceful
demonstration of the truth that alr,vays applies in matters of ontological
import, but r'vhich is mostly conoealed - repressed or glossed over - by
various doctrines or 'eommonsense' ideas premised on the plenitude or
positivity of being. This has to do r'vith the essentially 'subtractive'
character of ontological enquiry and the impossibility that thinking should
ever fully coincide r,vith the contents of thought as given either by
intuition, by language, or by any supposedly consistent appalatus of
formal ooncepts that fails (or programmatically declines) to make even
tentative allowance for that r,vhich escapes its systematic grasp. This is
r,vhy such huths are visible only in the fissures, contradictions, and

aporias that ma¡k the great majority of texts in the Western philosophical
canon. The exceptions are those very fer,v thinkers - Plato and certain set-

theoreticians among them - r.vho pressed the dialectic of being and non-
being to its logical conclusion and also those philosophers such as

Aristotle, Descartes, Leibniz, Spinoza, and Hegel r,vho (albeit in radically
different ways) bore r'vitness to the limits of a positive ontology through
their failure to express or consistently articulate the conditions under
which it might be achieved. Thus, according to Badiou:-

"the r,vhole problem of the subtractive suture of set theory to
being quabeing... is aproblem that language cannot avoid, and
to rvhich it leads us by foundering upon its paradoxical
dissolution, the result of its or.vn excess. Language - lvhich
provides for separations and compositions - cannot, alone,
institute the existence of the pure multiple; it cannot ensure that
r,vhat the theory presents is indeed presentation." (p. 48)

This distinction betr'veen 'lvhat the theoty presents' arld 'presentation' in
another (ontologically prior) sense of the term takes us very much to the
heart of Badiou's political as rvell as his 'purely' philosophic thinking.
'What the theory presents' is r,vhat finds an accredited, duly
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acknor,vledged place in those various prevailing systems (mathematical,
formal, and natural-scientific but also - by more than suggestive analogy
* political and socio-cultural) that decide r.vhat shall count as a member or
constituent part of some given set, group, class, or collectivity. What the
tetm 'presentation' signifies, on the other hand, is the sum total of all
those elements that offer themselves as potential candidates for inclusion
in the count-as-one, r,vhether or not that potential is realised by their
actually being so included.

Hence Badiou's central thesis in the formal (i.e., ontological and
set-theoretical) domain: that even though "inconsistency is not actually
presented as such since all presentation is under the lar,v of the count"
nevertheless, "inconsistency as pure multiple is solely the presupposition
that prior to the count the one is not" (p 52) Or rather, it is jttst becartse
the first of these claims can be shor,vn to hold - shovr,n (that is) by
Badiou's elaborate r,vorking-through of the set-theoretical paradoxes -
that the second claim can also be upheld. His point, to repeat, is that the
one is alr,vays Íhe result of some such counting operation brought to bear
in the act or through the process of transforming an inconsistent into a
consistent multiplicity, or deciding r,vhich elements shall count as
members and r,vhich be consigned to the limbo of non-belonging. At the
same time, this central truth of ontology - the truth of its essentially
subtractive character - is concealed from most enquirers simply through
the fact that by wry definitioz those excluded elements cannot figure
r.vithin the count-as-one or be perceived as integral or constituent parts of
any existent situation. Thus "fn]othing is presentable in a situation
othenvise than under the effect of structure, that is, under the form of the
one and its composition in consistent multiplicities" (p. 52). From r,vhich
it follor,vs that only r,vithin the discourse of mathematics and the formal
sciences - that is, r.vithin the ambit of those disciplines most readily
amenable to set-theoretic formalisation - can thinking resist the othenvise
inevitable tendency to recognise only those elements that that make up
some knor,vn or recognisable situation and hence to ignore r,vhatever
eludes or exceeds the prevalent count-as-one. "Any situation, seized in its
immanence, thus reverses the inaugural axiom of our entire procedure. It
states that the one is and that the pure multiple - inconsistency - is not"
(p 52) Hor.vever - and this claim is at the heart of what I r,vould describe
as Badiou's realist ontology, although he might r,vell have certain
misgivings about accepting that description - the truth of such a situation
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is in no way dependent on lvhat lve perceive, recognise, believe, or take
outselves to knor,v concerning it.

This conception of truth as ahvays potentially surpassing our best

attainable state of knowledge - in the jargon, as 'recognition-
transcendent' or 'epistemically unconstrained'- is one that unites Badiou
r'vith many realists in the analytic aamp, r.vhatever his differences r,vith

them in other regards.rl Moreover, it is one in the absence of r,vhich his
project r,vould utterly foundel sinoe it r,vould lack any means to explain
hor.v thought can advance through the process of discovering - rather than
inventing - those aromalies and conflicts that previously passed

unnoticed but r,vhich then at a certain point emerged clearly to vier.v and

thereby set the conditions in place for re-thinking the issue at hand. What
is also required in order for this to oocur is a reversal, hor,vever short-
lived, of the imperative that govems most thinking at most times in most

areas of thought, namely that such thinking be conducted very largely in
terms of consistent multiplicity or structured situations so as to gain

sufficient purchase on its various object-domains. Thus "[i]n a non-

ontologioal (thus non-mathematical) situation, the multiple is possible

only in so far as it is explicitly ordered by the lar'v according to the one of
the count". And again: "[i]nside the situation there is no graspable

inconsistency r,vhich r,vould be subtracted frorn the count and thus a-

structured" (p 52) Hor'vever, this restriction may be lifted, to some extent
at least, in so far as thinkers in other disciplines acquire the conceptual

lesources made available by developments in post-Cantorian set theory

and thus come to grasp at least the basic point: that if the one is r,vhat

results from some previous operation, then "of necessity "something" of
the multiple does not absolutely coincide r,vith the result" (p 53)

Indeed it is precisely through the need for such an operation - the
inability of thought to achieve any sense of conceptual purchase except

11 See for instance - for defences ofrealism from a væiety of standpoints - Willìam
P Alston, A Realist Theory of Truth (Ithaca, N.Y: Cornell University Press, 1996);

J. Aronson, R. Harré, and E. Way, Realism Rescued: hotu scientific progress is
possible (London: Duckrvorth, 1994); Michael Devttt, Realism and Truth,2nd edn,

(Oxford: Blackrvell, 1986); Jenold J. Ka¡2, Realistic Rationalism (Cambridge,

MA: M.I.T. Press, 1998); Jarett Leplin (ed.), Scientific Realism (Berkeley & Los
Angeles: University of California Press, 1984); Stathis Psillos, Scientific Realisn:
how science tracks truth (op. cit.).
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on condition of reducing inconsistent to consistent multiplicity - that the
"something" in question most strongly manifests itself as preceding and
exceeding the count-as-one. In other r,vords:-

"this 'there is' leaves a remainder: the lar.v in r,vhich it is
deployed is discemible as operation. And although there is
never anything other - in a situation - than the result
(everything, in the situation, is counted), r,vhat thereby results
marks out, before the operation, a rnust-be-counted. It is the
latter r,vhich causes the structured presentation to lvaver tor.vards

the phantom of inconsistency." (p. 53)

This 'r.vavering tor'vard inconsistency' is something that Badiou detects
across a r.vide range of philosophical texts r,vhere the overriding drive for
system and method - or (in Heidegger's case) for access to a realm of
ontologically authentic Being beyond the merely ontic or quotidian - is
allor'ved to subdue any countervailing sense of that r,vhich lvould
othenvise resist such appropriation This applies especially to
programmatic thinkers like Spinoza and Leibniz rvhose ruling premise is
that truth must be expressible in terms of a consistent, logically
arliculated system of propositions that admits of no internal gaps,
discrepancies or other such faults and r,vhich thus stands proof against
criticism or indeed - by implication - against any further progress beyond
its or'vn achieved stage of advance. Nevertheless, as Badiou sets out to
shor,v, their projects encounter just the land of resistance from internal
anomalies - most often from unresolved conflicts between the large-scale
(purported) logical structure of their argument and its detailed r,vorking-
out - which is only to be expected given his claim concerning the
ultimate predominance of inconsistent over consistent multiplicity, and
hence the ubiquitous (no matter hor,v elusive) remainder or reminder of
the 'supernumerary' element that haunts all systematic discourse.

So one can see r.vhy he lays such shess on the claim, contra
Wittgenstein and Heidegger, that 'mathematics thinks' in so far as it
involves a creative, inventive, and truth-disclosing activity ofthought that
cannot be reduced either (follor.ving Wittgenstein) to a mere assemblage
of vacuous since purely self-confirming logical tautologies nor again
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(follor,ving Heidegger) to a mere expression of the techno-scientific-
rnetaphysical r,vill-to-polver ovel' nature and humankind alike.12

Here it is r.vorth noting the distinction he drar'vs betr'veen, on the one

hand, latter-day 'sophists' such as Wittgenstein and Richard Rorly lvhose
attitude to philosophy is mainly one of indifference, rejection, or a

'therapeutic'r'vill to talk us dor'vn from such self-deluding abshact heights
and, on the other, 'anti-philosophers'lvho measure themselves against the
philosophical challenge and against r,vhom philosophy is itself compelled
to test its or,r'n claims as a putative discourse of reason and truth.13 Badiou
makes the point by contrasting Descartes and Pascal: the one a thinker for
r,vhom (purporledly at least) everything proceeded from the application of
rational methods and decision-procedures; the other a believer for lvhom
his ol.rn açhievements in mathematics, logic, and natural science \.vere as

nothing compared r,vith the leap of faith - the supposed abandonment of
all such rational criteria - that opened the r,vay to authentic religious
belief.ra

Badiou's intention is not for one moment to endorse Pascal's
doctrinal stance or the claim that reason should knor,v its proper limits and

thereby make room for that leap into the realm of supra-rational paradox

and inr,vard, revealed or spiritual truth. Rather, it is to emphasise his point
rvith regard to an age-old, conflictual yet productive relationship - that
betr.veen leason and faith - which finds one of its most striking
expressions in St. Paul's (albeit for the most pa:t mutually bafiling)
exchanges r,vith the Greek philosophers and has since then re-surfaced in
manifold forms r.vherever there is a question of reason encountering some

leal or presumptive limit to its proper scope.t5 Thus the 'anti-philosopher'

- unlike the sophist - is perpetually engaged in a process of testing that

12 See especialiy Lud'"vig Wittgenstein, Philosophicøl Investigations, trans. G.E.M.
Anscombe (Oxford: Blackrvell, 1953) and On Certainty, ed. and trans. Auscombe
and G.H. von Wright (Blackr'vell, 1969); also Marlin Heidegger, 'The Question
Concerning Technologt' and Other Essays, trans. William Lovitt Qrlelv York:
Harper & Row, 1977).

73 B adiou, M anife s t o Jb r P hi l o sop hy (op. cit.).
l4Blaise Pascal, Pen,sées and Other Writings, trans. H. Levi (Oxford: Oxford

University Press, 1995).
15Badiou, 'The Concept of Quantity and the Impasse of Ontology', in Being cmd

Event (op. cit.), pp. 265-80.
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limit, provoking the philosopher r,vho will typically resist any such claim,
but also - most importantly as Badiou sees it - showing holv the po\,vers
of reason may themselves be refined and extended precisely through their
coming up against this challenge from an opposed, though at times
strangely close, even intimate, quarter. So r,vhat Badiou finds exemplary
about Pascal is not so much (or not at all) the doctrinal content of his
Christian faith, but rather his having staked everything on that same
hypothesis âs one that could be verified only through some future, as yet
inconceivable event that r,vould retroactively confer a determinate truth-
value on those hitherlo shictly undecidable conjectures.

Of course there is a risk of serious misunderstanding at this point,
given Badiou's clear attraction to just those elements in Pascal's thought
that r.vill probably strike a non-believer as most open to question on moral
as r'vell as on philosophic grounds. Thus it might r,vell seem that he is
adopting something like the doctrine of 'eschatological verificationism'
advanced by some theologians as a counter to the logical-positivist claim
that the only meaningful statements were those that lvere either
verifìable/falsifiable through methods of empirical (e.g., scientific) testing
or else self-evidently true (hence tautologous and empirically vacuous) in
virtue of their logical form.16 To this the theologians sometimes respond
that the postulates of Christian faith are such as 'r,vill eventually be
verified or falsified although under evidential conditions that at present
cannot be clearly envisaged or specified r,vith great accuracy. Holvever,
there is all the difference in the r,vorld - so to speak - betr,veen, on the one
hand, a realist ontology (Badiou's) that locates the truth-makers for truth-
apt but as yet unverified conjectures or hypotheses in a realm of future
discovery that is stnctly intra-mundane even if it extends to abstract
entities like numbers, sets, and classes and, on the other, a theological
position that goes so far beyond anything that counts (on empirically or
logically adequate grounds) as proof, knorvledge or evidence. That is to
say, there is nothing remotely eschatological about Badiou's conception
of truth - be it in mathematics, the natural sciences, or politics - as

possessing an evental dimension that may alr,vays tum out to have
surpassed or eluded our best curent means ofvetification orjustificatory
grounds. On the contrary: r,vhat distinguishes the genuine (epochal) event
from the run of more-or-less significant occurrences or happenings is the

16 See for instance John Hick, Philosophy of Religion (Engler.vood Cliffs, N.J
Preritice-Hall, 1963) and Fai lh and Knotu ledge (London: Macmillan, 1 967).
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fact of its standing in a ceúain retroactively ttansformative relationship to
previous episodes by r,vhich it r,vas obscurely pre-figured, and also - as

follor'vs necessarily from this - in a proleptic relationship to later events

r,vhereby its truth-content r'vill be fwther revealed or progressively
unfolded. For that content has everything to do r,vith real developments,
r,vhether of a natural-scientific, socio-political, or abstract-conceptual
(mathematical) kind, and nothing rvhatsoever to do r.vith hypotheses that
by their very nature - pace the above-mentioned theologians - lie beyond
the utmost reach of verification.

It is important to be clea¡ about this since it bears on one objeotion
that is sometimes raised to Badiou's closely related ideas of the event as

that r,vhich disrupts any settled or pre-existent situation and the subject as

existing - indeed as quite literally brought into being - through his or her
'militant' fidelity to the event. Again there is a risk, not least on account
of his taking St. Paul as an exemplary figure in this regard, that Badiou
r.vill be interpreted as some kind of crypto-theological or (perhaps more to
the point) crypto-Kierkegaardian thinker r,vhose professions of religious
unfaith are ultimately in the service of a kindred, even if strongly
replessed or sublimated creed. Thus he might be understood as endolsing
something very like Pascal's famous \.vager, that is, his purporled proof on
probabilistic grounds drat r,ve had better place our faith in an omniscient,
omnipotent and omni-benevolent deity since even if the chances of his
actually existing are close Io zero still lve are better off believing in him
than not since the prospect of eternal salvation is infinitely better than the
prospect of eternal damnation. It strikes me that nobody lvho has read
very far into Badiou's r.vork could suppose him to have any sympathy
lvith this line of argument, at least as regards its moral, religious, and (not
least) its socio-political implications. After all it is one that goes olean

against tlvo main precepts of Badiou's r'vork, namely his commitment to a

thoroughly secularised ontology - one that most emphatically leaves no
room for the Christian or any other deity - and also his insistence on the
absolute necessity of thinking things through lvith the maximum degree

of conceptual and logical rigour. From this point of vielv he r,vould

doubtless be in sympathy with atheists-on-principle like Mill and Russell
r,vho have offered the best, intellectually and morally most decisive
answer to Pascal: that there is a plain obligation not to acquiesce in any

holy paradox that requires belief in an executive god r,vhose supposed
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attributes (as listed above) cannot be reconciled one r,vith another or
jointly r,vith the facts of human experience.rT

III

Badiou devotes some of the most taxing but crucial sections of Being and
Evenl 1"o the question of ho'"v it might be possible for thought to run ahead
of its present-best povvers of proof, knor,vledge, or demonstrative
reasoning and thus raise issues that r,vould not become clear - not achieve
anything like an adequate conceptual fom - until the occurence of
precisely such an unforeseeable future advance. Most important here are
his closely-related concepts oî forcing, the generic, and indiscern¡bilify,
all of them derived from the formal resources of post-Cantorian set theory
(more specifically: from the rvork of Paul Cohen) and each of them
explained 'vvith great care and precision for readers of his lvork - most
likely a majority - r,vho lack sufficient knorvledge of the field.18 Firstly, it
is the indiscernible element, as that which eludes the count-as-one in any
given state of any given situation, r.vhich r,vill alr.vays mark the point at
r'vhich present-best knor,vledge encounters its limit and r,vhere thinking
confronts at least the possibility of moving decisively beyond it. That
there must be an indiscemible element is shor,rn by the set-theoretically
proven excess of parts over members, of inclusion over belonging, or of
the 'state of the situation' (i.e., the sum total of all its parts and the
internal relationships betr.veen them) over the situation as presently
conceived according to some dominant or so far definitive count-as-one.
This truth is presented in the por.ver-set axiom, r,vherein it is conclusively
shor,vn that the sub-sets of any given set 'will ah,vays exceed the
cardinality of the set itself, and, moreover, that the dispropoftion i,vill
exceed any calculable limit r,vhere it is a question of infinite or transfinite
sets.

17 See for instance J.S. Mill, An Examination of Sir Williant HamiltonS Philosophy,
and of the principal philosophical questions discussed in his writing (London:
Longmans, Green & Dyer, 1878) and Bertrand Russell, Why I am Not a Christian,
and other essay.t on religion and related subjects, ed, Paul Edr.varcls (London:
A11en & Unrvin, 1957).

18Paul J. Cohen, Ser Theory and the Continuum Hypothesis (Ner'v York; W.

Benjamin, 1966).
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This islvhy Badiou adopts a negative or privative terminology by
r.vay of describing hor,v progress is achieved not so much through a patient
Baconian accumulation of knor'vledge, nor again (follor,ving Kuhn)
through drastic but rationally under-motivated srvitches of allegiance, but
rather through the singular capacity of reason to grasp r,vhat is absent or
lacking in a situation and thereby most effectively motivate and orient its
or.vn future projects. Thus he puts the case for a 'subtractive'ontology as

that lvhich alone makes room for the occurence of genuine events, and
maintains that such events typically result from the por.ver of thought to
'indiscern' (that is, to perceive as lacking or non-existent) the
cornpleteness or consistency of a given situation.te It is through the
exercise of this subtractive por,ver that thought becomes open to a

shatpened sense of yet-to-be-resolved problems or aporias in the currently
prevailing state of knor,vledge, and hence subject to the 'forcing' effect of
r,vhatever eludes its comprehension at present yet none the less exerts a

transformative pressure on its current methods and techniques.

Moreovel it is here that Badiou introduces his set-theoretical,
Cohen-derived conception of the 'generic' as that which distinguishes
authentic events from pseudo-events, or those that involve some major
advance in the resources of mathematical, scientific, political, or creative-
arlistic thought from those that assume that epochal aspect only in a
short-term, parochial, or ideologically driven perspective. Thus the term
'generic' applies to just those conceptually resistant yet ultimately truth-
conducive /opol r'vhose effeot is to stimulate enquiries or open up paths of
thought that r.vould othenvise - according to alternative (e.g.,
constructivist, intuitionist, or instrumentalist) philosophies - have
absolutely no place in mathematical or other kinds of rigorous and
disciplined thinking (see Being and Event, pp. 391-430). It is on this basis
that Badiou develops a number of important distinctions, among them
those betrveen Ihe veridicql and the true and - as mentioned above - the
discernible and the indiscernible. Thus: "[t]he discernible is veridical.
But the indiscemible alone is true. There is no truth apart fi'om the
generic, because only a faithful generic procedure aims at the one of
situational being" (Being and Event, p. 339). That is to say, what sets the
'veridical' aparl from the 'true' is also r,vhat distinguishes the positive
(knor.vable) features of this or that existing situation from everything that
r.vould, from the standpoint of truth, be assignable to ignorance, error, or
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the limits of presently attainable knowledge, This is why Badiou takes so
strongly against any approach to mathematics - or, for that matter, to the
natural sciences, politics, psychoanalysis, or any other discipline of
thought - that endorses the anti-realist idea of ûuth as epistemically
constrained, that is to say, as ineluctably subject to those same human,
all-too-human cognitive limits. it is also r,vhy he comes out firmly
opposed to the 'linguistic turn'in its manifold forms and guises except
r,vhere - as in the line of analytical descent from thinkers like Frege and
Russell - it holds language accountable to standa¡ds of logical
consistency and truth that may rvell involve (contra Wittgenstein and
other exponents of the 'language-first' approach) a r,villingness to claim
that everyday usage sometimes stands in need of corrective analysis and
clarification.20

Thus, Badiou operates a point-for-point reversal of the argument by
r,vhich philosophers of an anti-realist or constructivist persuasion have
started out by conceiving truth as co-extensive r.vith the scope and limits
of attainable knorvledge, and then moved on - r.vith Wittgenstein's
blessing - to conceive knor'vledge as itself co-extensive r,vith the scope
and limits of linguistic representation.2l This is lvhere his thinking departs
so radically from so many schools of present-day philosophic thought,
r,vhether in the mainstream analytic tradition or various 'continental' lines
of descent. It is r.vhy he is so implacably opposed to any notion of truth as

subject to constraints of a linguistic, communal, or epistemic nature that
rvould leave us at a loss to explain hor,v truth might at once transcend
those restrictions and yet lie r.vithin the bounds of conceivability. With
regard to mathematics, the natural sciences, politics, and al1, lvhat marks
out the authentic event is its capacity to point beyond any presently
established evidential or probative grounds and to signal the truth of that
r,vhich r.vill - at alater, more developed stage of understanding - tum out
to have provided sufficient r,varant for certain theorems, conjectures, or

20 See Note 72, above; also - for a representative sampling - Richard Rorty (ed.),
The Lingistic Tirn: essays in contemporary philosophical method (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1967). Badiou's critique of this rviclespread and
multiform movement of thought may be found at various points in his lvork,
nofably The o re t i ca I Wri t ings nd M aniJe sto for P h i lo s op hy.

21 See Note 6, above; also Michael Dummett, Tntth and Other Enigmas (London:
Duckr.vorth, 1978), The Logical Basis of Metaphysics (London: Duckrvorth, 1991)
and The Seøs of Language (Oxford. Clarendon Press, 1993); Neil Tennant, 7Øe

Taming of the True (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2002).19Badiou, 'The Subtraction of Truth', in Theoretical Writings (op. cit,), pp.97-160.
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hypotheses lvhose truth-value could not be knor,vn at the time. I r.vould
hope to have sholvn that Badiou mounts a por'verful set of arguments
drar,vn chiefly, though not exclusively, from set theory by way of bearing
out this claim. Essential to them all is the concept of 'forcing' as a means

to explain hor,v certain as-yet unknor.vn (even presently unknor,vable)
truths may neveltheless play a crucial transformative role in some
presently existing state of knor,vledge through the very fact of their
marking a gap * a definite lack or a falling-short of adequate

demonstrative power - as regards that current stage of epistemic or
oognitive advance.

This concept of'forcing', as Badiou understands it, takes rise from
some of the basic conditions of all set-theoretical enquiry. That is to say,

it involves the triple premise - denved from ancient Greek as rvell as

from modern mathematical thought - that the One is a product of
conceptual imposition, that the multiple is ontologically prior, and hence

that any product of the count-as-one lvill alr,vays potentially run up
against this kind of internal, self-generated challenge to its por,ver of
numerical containment or comprehension. In mally \yays - as regards its
detailed exposition of developments in the field from Cantor dolvn -
Badiou's is an orthodox, even text-book account of the relevant intla-
mathematical issues. Where he does break ranks r,vith the majority of
mathematicians - as likewise r,vith mainstream philosophic thinking - is
on the question as to hor.v such seemingly 'abshact'conceÍrs can possibly
claim any kind of real-r.vorld descriptive or explanatory purchase, not
only r'vith respect to the natural sciences but also as ooncems those other
(i.e., sooial, political, historical, and evçn artistic) orders of event that
Badiou sees as no less susceptible to treatment in these terms. Here also it
is a matter of grasping both the scope ærd the limits of a set-theoretically
based ontology, fhat is to say, its strictly indispensable character as a
means of understanding hor,v thought proceeds in the discovery of
objective truths but also its inherently restricted nature as that r,vhich can
account for such discoveries only with rational benefit of hindsight or
(quite literally) after the event. Yet, despite this drastic disjunction
betr,veen the ontological and evental domains, there is absolutely no
question of events being shunted off into some realm of ultimate mystery
r.vhere logic a:rd reason fea¡ to tread. On the contrary: Badiou offers a

detailed account of hor,v events - r'vhether mathematical, natural-
scientific, historico-political, or cultural-arlistic * typically tlanspire at an
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'evental site' r.vhich occupies a marginal space vis-à-vls the main body of
accredited knolvledge at some given time. Its precise location in that
liminal domain is decided by the localised presence of certain especially
sharp and pressing anomalies or, to be more exact, by the absence of
certain results, methods, or proof-procedures that r.vould counterfactually
serve to resolve those anomalies.

Again, I should stress that Badiou advances this claim on the
strength of a rigorously argued mathematical r,vorking-through of the
relevant issues and also by close, scientifically valid analogy lvith
instances from other disciplines or regions of enquiry. Nor is he lacking
vigorous counter-arguments r,vhen confronted r,vith the standard range of
objections, lvhether from an anti-realist quarter or from realists r,vho
would r.vish to confine their case to some one or more specific ontological
domains and distinguish very firmly r.vhat 'realism' entails r,vith respect to
each one of them. Badiou is quite aware of the need for such discriminate
treatment since of course the kind of reality (or objectivity) that arguably
pertains to abstract items such as numbers, sets, or classes cannot be
confused r,vith the kind that belongs to physical objects, nor this in turn
r,vith the kind that has its proper place in discussions of social ontology,
r,vithout thereby resunecting all the problems that have led to various
reactive, i.e., sceptical or anti-realist movements of thought. Hor.vever, he
is firmly committed to the vier,v that realism need not entail anything like
such a pyrrhic conclusion, and moreover that arguments to this effect -
based on the idea that objectivist truth is by very definition beyond the
utmost reach of human epistemic or cognitive grasp - derive their
apparent logical force from lvhat is in fact a false dilemma. Thus, on
Badiou's account, to be a Platonist about mathematics is not to place truth
in some topos ouranos or realm of transcendent (hence strictly
unknorvable) forms, but ralher - as r,vith Socrates' set-piece demonstration
ír lhe Meno - to identify those truth-conducive procedures of thought that
prove themselves capable of finding out various likelvise truth-conducive
theorems, hypotheses, conjectures, and so fofih.22

22P1ato, Meno, ed. E. Seymer Thompson (London: Macmillan, 1901); Badiou,
'Platonism and Mathematical Ontology', in Theoretical Writings (op. cit.), pp. 49-
58.
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There is also suppott for his position, strange to say, from the

problem that is epitomised by Eugene Wigner's famously baffled allusion
to the 'unreasonable effectiveness of mathematics in the physical
sciençes'. This suggests that if indeed there is something strange - or
persistently hard to account for - about the huge suçcess of mathematical

techniques in post-Galilean physics, and if some sort of 'fit' (or structural
hornology) betr,veen mind and r,vorld appears the only r,vay to explain tirat

success, then lve can have no a priori reason to suppose that such

enquiries should not possess an equal effectiveness r,vhen brought to bear
upon other, e.g., political or socio-historical developments. After all,
those developments r.vould seem prima facie to lend themselves just as

r'vell to a r'vay of understanding ntore ntathemøtico which - as Badiou
firmly maintains - leaves no room for all the vexing antinomies (subject

and object, mind and r.vorld, reason and intuition) that have so hobbled
the conduct of epistemological debate from Plato to Descartes, Kant, and

their present-day progeny. That is to say, if this anti-dualist claim goes

through, then there is a clear sense in r,vhich the course and conduct of
human social, political, and cultural affarrs - at least r.vhen subject to

analysis (as here) from a highly informed trans-disciplinary standpoint -
r.vill prove amenable to treatment in terms that incorporate certain kinds
of mathematical insight. More specifically, the approach viø set theory
r,vill then become au obvious candidate for raising and clarifying issues

with regard to those various collective structures, processes, events, and

modes of intervention which themselves * as Badiou strongly maintains -
can then be descnbed or expressed in such terms r'vith a high degree of
logical and conceptual precision. Badiou has some eloquent passages

extolling the sheer richness and creativity of mathematics, most of all
during those periods - such as ma¡ked the emergence and early
development of set theory - r,vhen progress can be seen to have come
about through the transformation of problems or paradoxes into methods,
procedures, and r.vorking concepts.23 Clearly r.vhat drelv him to it as a
source of insights beyond the strictly mathematical or logical domain r,vas

its capacity for constant change and rener.val, combined lvith its (by no

means inoongruous) capacity for produoing arguments or proof-
procedures ofthe utmost logical and conceptual rigor.

23 See especially Badiou, 'One, Multiple, Multiplicities', in Theoretical Writings (op

cit.), pp. 67-80.
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IV

I r,vould hope to have made the case for Badiou in similar terms: as a
thinker of quite extraordinary rarge, versatility and inventiveness, but
also one who brings to bear an exceptionally acute and disciplined
analytical intelligence. One aspect of his thinking that sets it apart from
philosophy of mathematics in the mainstream Anglophone line of descent
is precisely this unique synthesis of a speculative project that ranges far
beyond anything envisaged by that other tradition r,vith a detailed
attention to the technicalities of set-theoretical debate r,vhich again makes
uncommonly large intellectual demands on the unprepared reader. To put
it bluntl¡ Badiou's discussions of mathematics - let alone his
extrapolations lrom them into other regions of thought - are such as to
place a considerable sû'ain on the receptive capacity ofreaders brought up
on Wittgenstein-inspired debates about 'follorving a rule', or on similar
set-piece analytic topoi that in truth have more to do r,vith intra-
philosophical (.,g., metaphysical or epistemological) concerns than r,vith
anything that r'vorking mathematicians r,vould recognise as meriting their
interest.2a Thus, he stresses the need for philosophy to take its primary
bearings - its guidance in matters of reality and truth - from
developments within the mathematical (and chiefly the set-theoretical)
domain, ralher than allor,ving its agenda to be set by a prior fixation on
issues in ontology, epistemology or philosophy of mind that happen to be
raised r,vith particular force by the instance of mathematics.

Hor,vever, Badiou lays equal stress on philosophy's role as a
rnediating discourse equipped to drar,v out those further implications of an
ontological (as distinct from purely fomal or procedural) character that
mathematicians are often disinclined or professionally indisposed to drar,v.

The special relationship betr,veen these tr,vo disciplines may also help to
avefi the kinds of risks that ensue r,vhen philosophy loses any sense of its
distinctive vocation and identifies too closely r,vith one of those
'conditioning' elements - among them politics, science, and art - rvhich
jointly constitute its sphere of practical engagement or the realm r,vherein

24Ltdwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, trans. G.E.M. Anscombe
(Oxford: Blackrvell, 1951), Sections 207-292 passim; Saul Kripke, Wiugenstein on
lùùes andPrÌvate Language: dn elementary exposition (Oxford: Blackr,vell, 1982);
Alexander lt4rller ancl Crispin Wright (eds.), Rule-Following and Meaning
(Chesham: Acumen, 2002).
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it can best exercise its por,vers of oonstructive and critical-reflective
thought. Examples of that danger in relation to politics begin r.vith Plato
and are not hard to find thereafter, r.vhile Heidegger offers a cautionaly
instance r.vith regard to the artistic (more precisely, the poetic) calling of
thought and - in Badiou's judgment at least - logioal positivism seles to
shor,v r.vhat happens r,vhen philosophy thror'vs in its lot r,vith a reductive,
uncdtical, and doctrinaire version of natural-scientific method. lt is for
this reason pafily - its resistance to cooption in any such cause - that he

looks to set theory and its highly inventive methods and proof-procedures
for an antidote to the perils of orlhodox doctrinal adherence. What sets

mathematics apart is not so much its claim of privileged access to a

highe¡ a priori or rationally indubitable order of truth, but rather its
singular capacity to shor,v, in exemplaty style, hor.v thinking may
transform a hitherlo insoluble problem or paradox into the means of
achieving a hitherto impossible insight or stage ofoonceptual advance.

With the notable exceptions of David Ler,vis and Derek Parfit - tr,vo

very different but in this respect comparable thinkers - analytic
philosophy over the past half-century has not been oonspicuous for its
speculative range, metaphysical ambition, or r,villingness to fly in the face
of established (rvhether common-sense or specialist) ideas of intellectual
propriety.25 If Badiou's '"vork has so fal received rather little attention
from analytic philosophers this is, I think, mainly on account of that deep-
grained resistance toward any thinking that raises the stakes by asserting
philosophy's prerogative to challenge such often scarcely visible since
taken-for-granted preconceptions. What he has managed to achieve -
improbably enough - is a bringing-together of the tr'vo traditions by r,vay

of their most disparate component parts, namely the more 'technical'
strain in philosophy of mathematics and logic r.vith the more adventurous,
metaphysically oriented mode of thought that has oharacterised much
'continental' philosophy after Kant. What he has managed to avoid - just
as importantly - is any version ofthat lvidespread latter-day retreat from
truth as the object of philosophical enquiry and the concomitant turn
tor,vard language as an absolute horizon of knor,vledge or intelligibility.

25 David Ler.vis, On lhe Pluralily of Worlds (Oxford: Blackr,vell, 1986); Derek Pafit,
Reasons and P ersons (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1 984).
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This development has gone under so many names (among them
Wittgenstein, Quine, Rofty, Dummett, late-Puûram, Foucault, Lyotard)
and so many broad or generic labels þragmatist, hermeneutic, post-
structuralist, postmodernist, anti-realist, constructivist) that it offers
something like a handy conspectus of intellectual trends over the past four
decades. Above all, Badiou is keen to assert his distance fiom the
r,videspread cultural-relativist turn that r,vould assimilate the natural to the
human or social sciences very much on terms of the latters'or,r,n choosing
in order to reject any possibility that huth might exceed the scope of
attainable knor,vledge or knotvledge transcend the various cumencies of
in-place communal belief. Indeed, he has been among the fiercest critics
of this trend in its sundry manifestations, from Vy'ittgensteinian
philosophy of language to the 'strong' programme in sociology of
knor,vledge.26 Moreover, as we have seen, Badiou puts up some vigorous
arguments against the kind of analytically-oriented (i.e., Dummettian)
anti-realism that comes at these issues from a different, mainly logico-
semantic angle but can rvell be seen as ultimately pointing in a similar
consh-uctivist or framelvork-relativist direction.2T No thinker has done
more to contest these various cultural-linguistic-relativist currents of
thought or, in positive terms, to put up a strong counter-argument based
on altogether different (to my mind altogether more cogent and
philosophically compelling) grounds.

26 See especially BadìoqMan(estofor Philosophy (op. cit.)
27 See Footnote 21, above.
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On the Horrors of Realism: An lnterview with

Graham Harman

TOM SPARROW

Graham Harman is an American expatriate lvho teaches philosophy at the
American University in Cairo, Egypt. He has been making a name for
himself rvith an arnbitious metaphysical program that he calls object-
oriented philosophy. Harman's first book, Tool-Being: Heidegger and the

Metaphysics of Objects, inaugurated a nelv brand of realism lvith an

unorthodox interpretation of Heidegger's tool-analysis in Being and Time.

In Guerilla Metøphysics: Phenomenologt and the Carpentry of Things,
r,vhich serves as a sequel to Tool-Being, Harman interrogated a group he

termed the "carnal phenomenologists," seeking out traces of realism
r,vhich he r,velded together with Kripke, Orlega, and Max Black to build a

novel theory of metaphor and refurbished the medieval Arab notion of
occasional cause, r,vhich plays the pivotal role of "vicarious cause" in
Harman's theory of object-relations. Today, Harman is r,vorking out a

systematic presentation of object-oriented philosophy, and drar,ving

inspiration from the actor-netr.vork theory of Bruno Latour, Manuel
Delanda's theory of assemblages, and Alphonso Lingis' notion of
"levels." Wielding a luscious prose style and a desire for innovation,
Harman seeks nothing less than a renovation of contemporary philosophy,
r.vhich he sees as possible only through a tenaissance of old-fashioned
metaphysics and speculative bravado. He is currently Visiting Associate
Professor of Metaphysics and the Philosophy of Science, University of
Amsterdam.
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TS: The kemel of your work you refer to as t'object-oriented

philosophy." It is clear from your books that this approach was
provoked by the sedimentation of the linguistic turn in both
continental and analytic philosophy, especially in the Anglophone
community. We are familiar with the currents of realism in analytic
philosophy, its roots in empiricism, but not so much on the
continenfal scene. Is realism dead for continental philosophers?

GH: More likely it \,vas never born. There are numerous r,vays to define
realism, so let's choose one... For me, a philosophy is not yet realist if it
grudgingly agrees that there might be something out there independent of
us. To be realist, a philosophy needs to treat the relations betr.veen rocks
and lvind or cotton and fire on the same footing as the relation betr,veen
humans and lvhat they encounter. Othenvise, the human subject is given a
special box seat in the r,vorld, even if rve half-heartedly claim that lve sort
of believe in reality and never said it lvasn't there. Who has the gall to
side openly r.vith Berkeley these days? Of course everyone is going to
claim that they're taking account of a real r,vorld, but most of them are not.

This means that Kant is not a realist even if we decide that he
believes very strongly in the things-in-themselves. A true realist r,vould
have to talk about the relations bet'r,veen these things apart fiom our
surveillance of them, which is precisely lvhat Kant says we can never do
again. Husserl, Heidegger, and their successors all bracket the natural
r,vorld or abandon it to a science that does not think. Philosophy enters the
gilded cage of human experience, 'r,vhere it still remains for continentals.
This is not realism either, even though I've found some imporlant realist
resources in Heidegger's tool-analysis. More recently, Zizek proclaims
openly that he is opposed to naive belief in the real lvorld, r,vhile Badiou
allows entities to be units only if they are counted as units- and it is
alr.vays humans r,vho seem to do the counting!

There is a sense in r,vhich none of this is surprising. The r,vhole
raison d'être of continental philosophy r,vas to fight scientific naturalism.
Phenomenology lvas created in order to lvall off philosophy from the
g:or,ving onslaught of chemicals and billiard balls as explanations for
everything. The realism of analytic philosophy to r,vhich you refer is often
simply a form of naturalism, r.vhich increasingly \,vants to let naturalism
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invade the sphere of consciousness and reduce it to physical interactions
as lvell. And one can understand r,vhy the continentals fea¡ this scenario:
if naturalisrn r,vere the only kind of realism, I might avoid it too. But it's
not the only kind- in fact, I don't think it's realist enoughl Naturalism is
not orazy enough to be realism, as Niels Bohr might have said. But I
suspect r've'll get into the topic of "r'veird realisrn" a bit later.

Continental philosophy is so anti-realist in its instincts that the

more it tums into realism, the more it r,vill have to turr into something
else. Here I'11 just mention Manuel Delanda, a r,vonderful author r.vho is
one of the felv continentally inclined thinkers to proclaim his realism in
public. Notice that he doesn't read like a continental philosopher at all,
despite his impeccably hip Francophile readership. Delanda gives us a
strange realism of attractors and virtual topologies, not of dull billia¡d
balls slapping each other around on a numbered grid, but also not a faked
realism made up of texts and language games.

TS: You alluded to the fact that continental philosophy got its start by
attempting to situate itself beneath the ground of naturalism. This, of
course, was Husserl's hope for phenomenology as a rigorous science.
You have acknowledged the scant, but undeniable, realist moments in
Husserl. You treat these in the second chapter oT Guerrilla
Metøphysics. Could you unpack this fol us, and elaborate on how
Heidegger helps us to understand this scenario, since he is the
impetus for your object-oriented philosophy?

GH: Husserl's fans are alr.vays quick to say that he is not an idealist, but
that's only because the bar for realism has been set so lolv these days. For
in one sense, Husserl is obviously an idealist! There is no \.vay for him to
discuss r,vhat happens when a fire burns a tree if no humans are nearby,
and especially not if humans are extinct or not yet in existence. Husserl
tosses these issues to natural science and has nothing more to do lvith
them. So yes, he's clearly an idealist. Let's not lose sight of the obvious.

Hor.vever, phenomenology does have a certain realistflavor that lve
never find in, say, Fichte or Hegel. One cannot imagine any of the
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German Idealists taking the trouble to describe individual mailboxes as
Husserl did, or pens, carpets, and milk as Merleau-Ponty did, or all the
various exotic objects that Alphonso Lingis describes in his books.
Husserl is not a realist- but unlike traditional idealism, Husserl's
idealism is object-oriented. ThaI's because he allor,vs for tension betrveen
intentional objects and their various adumbrations. The British
Empiricists (like Russell after them) hold that an object is just a set of
qualities bundled together. In many r,vays, phenomenology begins in
Logical Investigations II, when Husserl rejects this model and says that
consciousness is ah,vays object-giving. I perceive the pen, r.vhich is
alr.vays distinct from .r.vhichever of its qualities I happen to be r,vitnessing
right nor,v, and those qualities a'e like satellites in olbit around the pen.
All of phenomenology adheres to this tnsight. And it's a major insight in
the history of philosophy, a brand ner,v theme. Unfortunately, it is ah,vays
confused r,vith the realist theme, though it is really something quite
different. The pen in my perception is different from its qualities, but it's
also not the same thing as the real pen, because it may not even exist
outside my mind. That's the r,vhole point of bracketingl We need to think
two things at once: Husserl's idealism, but also Husseil's object-oriented
model of perception. Husserl gives us a ner,v duality r,vithin his merely
ideal sphere: intentional objects versus their qualities.

You also asked about Heidegger, and this is r,vhere he becomes
impofiant. On the one hand, even Heidegger remains an idealist, since
human Dasein is too much the star of his shor,v, and Heidegger tell us
nothing about avalanches or chemical reactions r,vhen no humans are
around, despite his later colorful attempts to shift the blame for history to
Being itself. Yet there is an importanf grain of realism in Heidegger, in
the famous tool-analysis that is my favorite passage in the history of
philosophy. For Heidegger, there are not only objects within the
phenomenal r.vorld as for Husserl, but also objects in the real r,vorld
silently doing their r,vork and silently relied upon by Dasein most of the
time. And just as intentional objects are more than the sum of their
qualities (as Husserl shor,ved), so too are real objects. The same duality is
repeated on the real and ideal levels. This is hor.v I interpret Heidegger's
mysterious fourfold, r,vhich first appears under that name in the 1949
Bremen lectures, but r,vhich is already there in 1919 in Heidegger's early
reading of Husserl. The fourfold is not some elderly mystical turn by a
passive old sage, but just a more technically advanced version of
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phenomenology. But I leave the fourfold for nor,v; maybe lve r.vill retuln to

it later.

TS: Isn't one of the virtues of phenomenology its overcoming of the
modern skirmish between idealists and realists? Some might say that
the leintroduction of this debate in your work is getting us back into
fights we no longer wish to fight.

GH: Heidegger, Merleau-Ponty, and other members of this family love to
talk about horv pointless the old realism/idealism dispute is. But they are

not neutral in the quarrel: they ale basically idealists. It is imporlant to
ignore all the rhetoric about realism and idealism and hor,v the opposition
"has already been overcome," and focus on a simple litmus test for
realism... Namely, lve should ask of any philosophy, "Does it allor'v us to

say anything about the interaction of tlvo non-human objects r'vhen no

humans are monitodng it?" If the ansr,ver is no, then r.ve have idealism,
period. So it's not very impressive r,vhen Heidegger replaces the

subject/object dualism r.vith being-in-the-r,votld. Even if you say that

r,vorld and'human cannot exist in isolation but alr,vays come together as a

pair, r'vhy is it that people must ahvays be one of the two ingredients of
the rvorld?

Someone r,vho explains this point more clearly tha¡ I did is Quentin
Meillassoux, the bright ner,v star of Frenoh philosophy. Meillassoux's
book Après la finitude r,vas published in French it 2006, a¡d rvill appear

in English in 2008. The book contains numerous highlights, but my
favorite is his polemioal term "correlationism." Meillassoux favors

realism, and he notes that very fer'v people admit to being outright
idealists these days. Instead, everyone plays the same old joker from the

idealist deck: "r,ve can neither think of rvorld without humans, nor humans

lvithout r,vorld, but only of a primal correlation or rapporl betr,veen the

tr'vo." But r,vhy human and r.vorld? 
.Why 

not, instead: "lve can neither
think of r,vorld r,vithout neutrons, nor neutrons lvithout lvorld, but only of a
primal correlation or rapport between the tr,vo." After all, neutrons lvere
probably a lot more necessary in the r.vider scheme of things than people

are. Why not a prirnal corelate of vegetables and minerals, or of red giant
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and white dr,varf stars? If someone says something stupid like "these two
pieces of r,vood in my hands are the entire universe," you don't disprove
his claim by gluing the pieces together, but by candidly observing that the
r,vood-pieces are only two out of many trillions of entities.

My father is an engineer of sofis. At one point he did
troubleshooting rvork in a highly important and dangerous technical
industry. ÌVhile he r,vas being trained for this career, the first rule he
leamed lvas: "r'vhen you go to the plant to troubleshoot, ignore everything
that everyone tells you, and focus only on r.vhat you can see for yourself."
The rule is a good one. People have all softs ofgood and devious reasons
to put rhetorical spin on the problems in the factory. They may be trying
to deflect blame from themselves, ot'may simply be trying to make a rival
manager look inept. So, my father learned to ignore all this talk and look
for the real source of the problem with his or.vn eyes. This is the method
lve need in philosophy as r,vell. Heidegger is the greatest philosopher of
the past century- but please, let's ignore his empty triumphalism about
overcoming the stale old subjeclobject dualism. He never did overcome
it, because lvhenever Heidegger is talking, Dasein is alr,vays somer,vhere
in the picture. The Arab philosophers loved to ask about r.vhat happens
rvhen fire burns cotton. You already knor,v 'r,vhat Heidegger and his
minions lvould do: they'd immediately transform this into a question
about r,vhat happens r,vhen Dasein encounters fire burning cotton, r.vhich is
not the same thing. Phenomenology is idealism. It makes other
contributions as r,vell, but it's definitely idealism, even in Heidegger's
hands. Sooner or later, all the possible idealist permutations r,vill have
been expended, and then people r,vill suddenly be looking for is a more
interesting realism than the ones ofthe past.

TS: Do you still call yourself a phenomenologist? Are you tloing a
kind of phenomenology of objects? In any case, could you sây
something about how the metaphysics of phenomenology both
informs and contrasts with your project.

GH: Many friends of my olwì age group see little of value in
phenomenology. They often come from a background steeped in Deleuze
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or Badiou or the natural sciences instead of my olvn HusserlÆ{eidegger

upbringing. Sometimes I ask myself rvhat I like and dislike about their

attitude... Well, let's look at bracketing. It does tr,vo different things, one

of thern good and the other bad. On the good side, Husserl's bracketing
gives an ontological status to phenomena that they fully deserue. If you

hallucinate unicotns and giant squids, this delusion is still a real

occurrence that is r,vorthy of description- in that sense, yes, it's just as

real as the neutrons detected in an experiment. Bracketing allows Husserl

to explore all entities in a democratic spirit r'vithout angrily exterminating
some of them at the outset.

On the bad side, rve can say of bracketing rvhat is often said of
suicide: it is a pernanent solution to a temporaly problem.

Phenomenology brackets the r.vorld, and never retums to it. Philosophy is

confined to the phenomenal realm. And once this decision is made, all

oaveats and provisos are useless, because the damage is already done. lf
you say "I'm not denying that there might be an outside world, I'm just

saying that science begins from a phenomenal basis and that's r'vhat I'm

trying to clarify," then you are losing the principle of democracy and not

dealing r,vith real objects in your philosophy on the same footing as

human perceptions. Naturalism grants plivilege to solid physical things

over figments of the imagination, and through bracketing phenomenology

merely inverts this aparlheid. Merleau-Ponty goes so far as to speak of
the "in-itself-for-us" and seems to deny all hope of an in-itself-wtihout-vs.
But that's lvhat a real object is: an in-itself-r'vithout-us, and in fact an in-
itself-r'vithout-anything-else! Phenomenology creates a pernanent nft
betlveen a r.vorld of human experience and a possible real 'r,vorld that the

scientists are supposed to deal r,vith. There's no point denying it. That's

simply rvhat bracketing ls.

Since r,ve've spoken before, I knor,v \,ve agree that Alphonso Lingts

is a more important figute than most people realise. As I see it, Lingis is
the first figure in phenomenology to give it a genuinely realist tr'vist. You

can see this in The Imperative (199S), where Lingis speaks of the levels

of the world. There isn't just areal r,vorld on one side r,vhere scientists try
to live, and a phenomenal 'r'vorld on the other side r,vhere philosophers

live. Instead, \,ve can move up and do'urm in the r'vorld to any level r've'd

like (though lve are trapped in human form and can't visit the same sofis
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of levels that insects, gefins, and asteroids can). Only Lingis frees
phenomenology from its tiresome t'r,vo-r,vorld split. To me, one of the
sffongest indictments of the Amedcan continental philosophy scene is
that no one really grasps the originality of Lingis. His discussion of the
levels of the world, his devastating critique of holism... Lingis attacks the
basic dogmas of continental thought, and everything remains as though he
had never been born. We continue to be served the same old mediocre
Heideggero-Derridean soup, I,vith a bit of Foucauldian pepper throlvn in
to make sure it tastes politically progressive. But it's still old soup, and I
don't rvant any.

TS: On the one hand, it sounds like you are suggesting that there is a
whole trajectory of thought that comes out of Heidegger's
modifications of Husserl, but which has been overshadowed by the
French adaptations/repudiations of phenomenology. On the other
hand, it sounds like you're frankly annoyed by all of the attention
paid to deconstruction and poststructuralism. Is it that these
approaches are in some way misguided, or have they just worn out
their welcome?

GH: Both. For me, Demda and Foucault \,vere never liberating figures.
Having been bom (literally) in May of '68, I may belong to the oldest age
group for which those tlvo r,vere the established dictators of continental
philosophy, not risky outliers or guerrillas. So, as I \,vas coming of age
intellectually, it r,vas sanctimonious Derrideans r.vho controlled City Hall.
If you r.veren't in tune r,vith Derrida, the only apparent option r.vas to be an
unthreatening reactionary scholar doing respectable but retrograde lvork
on older German figures. Your politics might even be considered suspect,
since back then Derrida r,vas also spearheading all the right petitions
against bombing raids and lethal injections. The problem r,vas, I didn't
have any interest in the sort of philosophy they r,vere doing: all tapestries
of r,vords and textual citations. They had nothing to say about coal mines,
hammers, dolphins, puppies, binary stars, or any of the other objects that
fill this universe. But philosophers are supposed to talk about everything,
notjust about books.
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As for Foucault, I r,vas never very interested. Sure, one can read

Di,scipline and Punish and be interested in some of the facts in it. But I
tend to read a lot of history in my spare time, and you knor,v. . . there have

been so many great historians lvho kno'uv hor'v to tell a story and bring a

past r,vorld to life. Often I will finish a good r,vork of history late at night,
and then simply r,vander the streets in a daze, glad to be alive in a lvorld
r,vhere such things have happened and have found such gifted
spokespersons to remind us. And Foucault simply is not one of those

historians for me. I find it hal'd to be impressed by his books after reading

Thucydides, Gibbon, Braudel, or Pa.r'kman. So, Foucault never interested

me much as a historian, and as a philosopher even less so- absolutely

nothing to say about non-human objects except insofar as they are the

correlate of human discipline. Materialism? Give me a break: there's

nothing in Foucault about the interior of the sun before humans existed,
It's not materialism! It's just a historicist account of the human subject.

Continental philosophy r'vas becoming an intellectually sloppy

social clique, as I fear it still is today. To use a geographical image, it r'vas

all second-gror'lth Heideggerian woodland. I had spent far too much time
r.vorking seriously on Heidegger to think that these sorts of tr.vigs and

sticks could build bridges to the superman.

TS: Is continental philosophy so enamored by the complex and the
esoteric that it hastity judges realism as dull and uninteresting, or is it
not still trying to cope with the Kantian aftermath? Your criterion for
realism seems a tall order for sympathisers of German idealism,

which is nearly everyone working in the continental tradition! It
might be said that you risk lapsing back into a pre-critical or "naäve"
mode of operation with your counter-Kantian revolution. You
mentioned Delanda. He and Bruno Latour have played a significant
part in your recent research. Is there something about their
philosophical style that allows them to escape the exigencies of
Kantianism without reverting to naturalism?

GH: These are slightly different cases... Latour has been impoftant for me

since the first time I read him, 'uvhich r,vas in early 1998. Delanda is a
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more recent favorite. Here too I feel an instinctive kinship, though
intellectually I am much closer to Latour.

The similarity is that both authors deal r,vith r,vhat I r.voulcl call
"objects." They are not fixated on human access to the r,vorld, but talk
about extremely concrete things. Latour r.vrites about the Paris metro and
the price of apricots, and his students r,vrite about every possible topic.
This summer I met a very nice young woman, Soraya Hosni, r,vho will
apply Latour's actor-netr.vork theory to the study of volcanoes. Volcanoes!
What could Derrida do .r.vith volcanoes except make clever puns and dig
up obscure references to Vesuvius and Dutch colonialism?

Delanda's books are a breath of fresh air. The stratification of
human societies can be compared to that of rocks in a stream; the
processes are similar. Deleuze can be discussed in the same \,vay as
nonlinear physics. A r,vhole ontology is unearthed from a discussion of
medieval mills and renaissance anti-markets. With Delanda too, I get the
same feeling of childlike delight at r,vandering in the real rvorld again. It's
been a long time coming.

But there are differences betr,veen these tr,vo authors, and they're big
enough that I doubt they r,vould like each other's books very much. In the
first place, Delanda constantly shouts aloud that he is a realist. The term
is very important to him, r,vhereas Latour uses it extensively only in one
major book (Pandora's Hope) md even then mostly for rhetorical
purposes against his science r,var enemies. If you told Latour that he is not
a realist, he might be r,villing to bend a bit, 'uvhereas Delanda r,vould have
to knock your head off, since that's the key to his r,vhole position.
lJltimately, Latour thinks the reality of a thing is defined entirely by its
relations to other things. He's not an idealist, but r,vhat I call a
"relationist," like Whitehead. You can't speak of the reality of a thing
outside of its relations to other things, because that's r.vhat Whitehead
calls "vacuous actuality." But personally, I think vacuous actuality is
precisely r,vhat philosophy needs to talk about and explore: the reality of
things ln vacuo, apatlr from their relations. I doubt Delanda r,vould
endorse that parlicular formula, but r,ve r.vould certainly agree that a thing
cannot be reduced to its effects on other things. You knor,v... if American
continental philosophy r,vere suddenly to undergo a giant phase of
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Latour/Delanda debate, think of how much more interesting it r'vould be

These are real philosophical issues!

TS: What about the other speculative realists? In April 2007 you

were a participant at a symposium on speculative realism at
Goldsmiths College, University of London. The transcript of this
workshop has been printed in Collapse III. Earlier you brought up

Quentin Meillassoux, who was one of the participants. Could you say

a bit more about (rcorrelationism" and how Meillassouxts work
complements your own?

GH: I'11 start r,vith a brief history of the Speculative Realism group, since

many people have asked. Meillassoux's book appeared early in 2006. I'd
already knolvn Ray Brassier for about a year, and he retumed from a trip
to Paris saying "I found a book that's right up your alley." I ordered the

book immediately, and took it to Iceland in April as bedtime reading. It
only took a fer,v pages to know that I really liked what Meillassoux rvas

doing. I kept e-mailing Ray from a hotel lobby in Akureyri on the

nofthern coast, thanking him for telling me about this book. At some

point duling this exchange, Ray bemoaled the fact that r,ve lvere all

lvorking in isolation, and he also mentioned Iain Hamilton füant of
Bristol, r,vhose r,vork I did not yet knor,v. And there you have the group.

Exactly one yeff later, lve had our inaugural event at Goldsmiths, and I'd
say \,ve all hit it off very well. 

.We'll 
have a follor'v-up meeting in Bnstol

very soon, and another possibly in Paris.

Let me point out the differences betr'veen us, because they make the

larger agreement all the more interesting... Meillassoux's r,vriting style is

lucid and economical in the manner of Descaltes. He is also the most

daring person I knor.v in his r,villingness to make a priori philosophical

deductions: for example, he simply rejects the principle of sufficient
reason! Even those r,vho dislike his conclusions r.vill be influenced by his

methods of arguing, as I oerlainly have been. He's a warm, generous,

modest solt of person r.vho commands instant respect even from people

r'vho think his entire project is uazy. Sometimes I hear comments along

the lines of: "I didn't believe a r,vord of his lecture, but he r'vas brilliant!"
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Better yet, Meillassoux could probably r.valk into a den of analytic
orthodoxy and get exactly the same reaction.

As for Brassier, he calls himself a nihilist. Badiou and François
Laruelle ale important figures for him, and cognitive science is equally
impofiant. He's the first person I ever met in continental philosophy r,vho
said nice things about the Churchlands. I often call him "the eye of the
huricane," because he is somer,vhat subdued in groups (despite a fiery
personality in private), but nonetheless he al',vays triggers a storm of
activity in those around him. It's no r,vonder he's the one tvho set this off,
despite his nonexistent level of shor,vboating tendencies. 

.We 
disagree

about phenomenolog¡ but it doesn't seem to matter very much.

Iain G'ant's ambient backgtound music sounds to me like Deleuze, but
his specialisation is German Idealism, especially Schelling. There have
been a number of attempts to revive Schelling in the past fifteen years,
but most r,vere false starts by tedious Heideggerian poseurs, and hence
füant's treatment is the first one that impressed me deeply. He also does
very appealing things r,vith Plato, reading Platonism as a physics of matter
rather than a metaphysics of the othenvorld.

The differences betr,veen us are big. What, then, is the link? The
phrase "speculative realism" says it all. First, lve are all realists. We are
all completely sick of the hand-r,vringing quarantine of philosophy amidst
questions of human access to the r,vorld. Please, let's get back to talking
about the r,vorld itself. Philosophy does have the right to deal r.vith the real
r.vorld. Second, our realism is a speculative one because it's not
commonsensical like most other realism. Brassier's realism is a nihilistic
vision in r.vhich stars burn out into empty bror,vn husks and the science of
cognition makes a shambles of hor,v r,ve usually view our emotions.
Grant's realism is a one-world physics of unified matter from r,vhich
individual entities surge up into existence, a lot like Giordano Bruno, who
is one of his heroes. Meillassoux's realism is one in r,vhich the lar,vs of
nature are absolutely contingent, and in r,vhich God does not exist- but
might exist in the future! And my realism is devoid of matter, and allor,vs
no direct physical contact betr,veen things or direct relations of any kind:
a r,vorld of resonant concealed entities linked only on the interior of a
third. These are rveird realisms indeed.
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TS: Let's talk about the weird. In your writings' you often refer fo
this (tweird" or *speculative" realism. You distinguish the lileird and
speculative from the kind of realism that is associated with the
natural sciences, on the one hand, and stodgy armchair empiricism,
on the other. Who are the great realists for you, and how would you
situate your bland of realism vis-à-vis the tradition? What's weird
about it?

GH: In a sense I have tr.vo major enemies, and not all of the Speculative
Realists shale both of them. The one we all share is lvhat I call "the
philosophy of access" or r'vhat Meillassoux calls "correlationism" (the

terms are not identical, but similar enough). Philosophy deals directly
r'vith the r,vorld. This is the realist part, as just discussed.

The "'"veird" part of my realism is aimed at scientific naturalism.

When people hear that I reject the focus on human existence and rvant to

place the relation between inanimate objects on the same footing as that
betr,veen humans and what they perceive, they often ask "isn't that lvhat
science does? Why don't you just do science instead of philosophy?" And
it's not a stupid question. But there's an ans\,ver. The reason I don't
rerlounce philosophy and become a scientist is because the sciences do

not tell us enough about causation. Yes, I knor,v there are many debates

surrounding causality in cases such as quantum theory or statistical
causation, or the tiny little buttedly destroying Ne'uv Orleans r.vith its
r,vings. But these don't really get to the heart of the issue. They merely
argue over lvhether causation is purely mechanical, r,vhether it can be

knor,vn, r'vhether small causes oan have big effects, and so forth. They tell
us nothing at all about hor.v causation works,In other r,vords, at lvhatever
scale you think causality happens, or hor,v often you think it happens,

exactly how does it happen? And this means giving a good philosophical
account of relationality more generally. And it also means not treating
relations betr.veen physical masses differently from the relations betlveen

tvvo cafioon characters. There needs to be a general science ofobjects and

relations, and r,ve don't get that from the natural soienoes at all. The

sciences deal only r.vith a fer,v underlying layers of the universe. Since I'm
an anti-reductionist, I lvant General Sherman's influence on the 1864

election and a love letter's influence on my mood to be treated in the

same way as a magnetic field's influence on a particle.
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And this is r,vhy I adore Bruno Latourl Whitehead had already
made it possible to speak unifonnly of many different types of relations
bet'r,veen many different types of things. But then Whitehead spoiled it
r,vith an unfortunate pistol shot-his claim that relations happen via
eternal objects (i.e., universal qualities) that are contained in God. While
this 17'r'century retro style is refreshing compared lvith its nonrealist
altematives, very fer,v people in the West today sincerely believe, deep
dor.r'n, that God is the medium for all relations betlveen all things at all
moments. It's certainly not a vier,v that r.vill make any headr,vay in
scientific circles. To most people it r.vill seem just as capricious as all the
previous occasionalisms. Though I am second to none in my respect for
occasionalism from the Arabs onlvard, lvhy pretend that there aren't
obvious problems r,vith it? Well, Latour is r.vhat I r,vould call the first
secular occasionalist. Despite being a practicing Catholic, he doesn't
even believe that God is a substance, let alone some sort of universal
causal medium. For Latour, any tr,vo objects ale linked only by a third.
That's lvhat he calls translation.

The sole difference betr'veen me and Latour is the "lveird" element.
I r,vouldn't call Latour's philosophy r.veird in this technical sense, because
he defines things purely by their relations. Everything is immanent in the
world, r,vith nothing held in resetve. His philosophy is completely secular.
But for me, a thing ahvays r,vithdrar,vs from its relations, r,vhich never
grasp or exhaust it. This is surely a result of my Heideggerian
background: veiling, concealing, r,vithdrar,ving... This makes causal
relations something like science fiction or horror for me, because it's no
longer as simple as t\,vo billia¡d balls smacking into each other. These
balls r,vill never fathom each other's full reality, and even a human
observer r,vill never grasp the full reality of the balls. So r,vhere and r,vhat
is that reality? I contend that it's sealed ar,vay in a kind of hermetic
vacuum. For me, all metaphysics comes from balancing the tension
between hidden objects and their undeniable relations, which can occur
only on the inside of another object. Each time I r,vrite a book, I try to
make this model a bit clearer and more convincing.

You ask lvho the great realists are for me. Aristotle of course, but
Leibilz is even dearer to me. Though I knor,v Heidegger much better,
Leibniz is my favorite philosopher. The current fashions all prefer
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Spinoza, but Leibniz is the one I lvould save if there lvere only one seat

remaining in the lifeboat. I like almost everything he does, but there are

some basic problems that have to be remedied. First, there is his classical

distinction between substance and aggregate, r,vhich does not allor,v us to

deal with different levels of the r,vorld on equal tetms. Second, there is his
strange anti-Aristotelian vier,v that substançe must be etemal. This
restricts realism by implying that things can only be real if they are

eternal, and since it r,vould be absurd to claim that banks and handshakes

are everlasting, it then falsely seems absurd that they could be as real as

diamonds. Finally, Leibniz's recourse to God is the r,vrong r,vay to handle

the question of relations, and other than Latour I don't think there is

anyone in the history of philosophy r.vho simultaneously sees that the

translation betr,veen objects is a problem and also thinks that the problem
needs to be solved locally, rather than through a deity or a human mind. I
think Latour really is that important... It took me nine years of reading

him, until this summer, to see that his philosophy is the first looal

occasionalism ever developed, but nor'v it is olear to me that this is the

key to Latour's oareer. But to go back to an earlier point, Latour's
philosophy isn't quite weird enough for me. His actors have nor.vhere to

lride from each other; and r.vhereas he proclaims this as a great virtue, I
think it subverts the pnnciple of true realism.

Someone r,vho is almost r.veird enough for me is Xavier Zubiri, the
great Basque student of Heidegger and Ortega y Gasset, r,vhose major
r,vork is called On Essence. Fans of Zubiri sometimes say that he unified
substance and relation, but that's like saying that Bergson unified flux and

stability- every philosopher has to claim that they unified everything,
because that's our job. But the initial, one-sided exaggeration is usually
more interesting than the r,vatery universal reconciliation that everyone
feels the need to end up rvith. In Zubi.ri's case, there is the familiar notion
that essence belongs to each individual thing and does not lie outside

them in some Platonic realm. But then he adds the unfamilia¡ hvist that

this essence must be subtracted from all possible relalions. The essence

of the knife is different from every possible use of it! That r,vas a

conversion experience for me. It r.vas one of those "I see it but I don't
believe it" rnoments, lvhen you feel a tingling sensation all over and

realise that it's going to take months for the implications of al idea to
sink in. We don't have so many of those moments in a lifetime. I've kept
metioulous records of mine: they usually occur in four-year intervals,
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though they sometimes come in pairs... This was one of the pairs.
Zubiri's non-relational essence reached me at the same time as a
deepened interest in Whitehead, r,vho bler,v apart the r,vhole Heideggerian
framer,vork for me: Dasein is no more relevant to metaphysics than a
beetle or a r.visp of vapor. But Whitehead also isn't r.veird, in my technical
sense of the term, because like his successor Latour he defines entities by
their relational prehensions of other entities. Zubiri's music needs to be
added to the mix to save us from Whitehead's relational excesses.

For the past tr,vo years I have ceaselessly reread the great tales of
H.P Lovecraft, the American "r.veird fiction" r,vr.iter, rvith his hidden
monstrosities r,vho smash Ner,v England houses and devour heretics in
Damascus in broad daylight. Lovecraft's career \,vas strongly associated
r,vitlr the periodical Weird Tales.I r,vish I could edit a journal called Weird
Realism, Weird Metaphysics, I4/eird Caus'ation, something like that.
Maybe this makes it clear r.vhy I can't drop philosophy and become a
scientist!

TS: Yes, it's definitely the clash of physics and fiction that keeps you
out of the science camp, And the reference to Lovecraft certainly
ramifies the distincUy metaphysical charge of your thinking. So, is
Lovecraft an object-oriented philosopher? Continental philosophers
âre always invoking and co-opting literary figures for their
campaigns, presumably because they can paint a better picture of the
world described by the philosopher. It's always Hölderlin and Rilke,
Rimbaud and Mallarmé, Borges or Woolf. What is it about Lovecraft
that makes him the best possible expression of your philosophy?

GH: The starting point r,vas a surprising brute fact... The speculative
realists all turned out to be Lovecraft fans, completely independent from
one another. There must be something "in the air," as they say. Lovecraft
lvas a lecent discovery for me, not a hero of adolescence as for so many
others. Shortly thereafter I r,vas visiting London, and noticed that Ray
Brassier had a great deal of Lovecraft on his shelf, though for some
reason r,ve didn't discuss that coincidence much at first. But later lve lvere
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astonished to leam that our Parisian fi'iend, Meillassoux, r.vas also a

Lovecraft fan and had considered r'vriting about him.

Even during my decade as a convinced Heideggerian (from 1988-

1997) I \,vas never convinced by Heidegger's pious adoration of
Hölderlin. I found that this combination r'veakened the appeal of both
authors, just as fresh coffee and fresh onion por,vder r,vould be a revolting
mixture, despite the tr.vo ingredients being so excellent in isolation. It's
time for a new literary hero.

Lovecraft's general theme is the utter insignificance of humanity,

dr,varfed by a nearly unfathomable çosmic history. 'We are surrounded
invisibly by loathsome creatures- dragons r,vith octopus-heads, fungi in
the shape of crabs, frozen Antarctic plantijellyfish creatures tlat thar,v out

and kill everyone in sight. These creatures have existed and lvill continue
to exist millions of years longer than humans, and a¡e vastly superior in
intelligenoe. Vy'e are like insects to them. They crush us r,vhenever r,ve

stand in their r,vay, or if they simply happen to feel like killing us. Once in
ar,vhile they brainr'vash humans into spies, or impregnate some lvoman
r,vith a repugnant half-breed child. Humans lose their central role, just as

ought to be happening in philosophy. As Brassier once put it, "r,ve are bit
players." Humans are a tiny, frail species among millions of others and

our planet is one blue speck among billions of other possibly life-bearing
specks. In Lovecraft's r.vorld, the human cogilo is not very high on the
pecking order. lf you're faced with fungoid lobsters r,vho lvant to remove
the brain from your skull and take you to Pluto in a metal cannister,
Hölderlin's hyrnns to the Greeks start to seem a bit parochial.

What I also love is Lovecraft's destruction of common sense, the

bane of all philosophy. The most pointless Vermont tolvn houses shange
minerals that draw the oreatures of Yuggoth to our planet, r'vhere they
harass a farmer and an academic who try to study them. A decadent
seapofi to'wn is home to demi-frog priests r,vearìng sickly tiaras... The

irony of Kant's Copernican Revolution is that for all the supposed
mystery of the things in themselves, the r.vorld of phenomena r,vas

stripped of nearly all mystery governed by a srnall uumber of perfectly
deduced and itemised categories. Lovecraft puts the human and the non-
humær back on the same plane, in the most violent fashion. His monsters
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are not even supematural, but perfectly material. After Kant r,ve at least
thought rve kne'w the experienced tvorld, but Lovecraft shor,vs that r,ve

didn'tl The most deviant monsters in Lovecraft's pantheon are still made
of electrons, as Michel Houllebecq has observed. This not only destroys
supernatural gullibility, it also takes our safe, respectable science and
turns it into a windor.v onto possible horor. Lutheran church services
exist in the same universe as the unspeakable thing that bubbles and
blasphemes mindlessly at the center of all creation.

So, Lovecraft ends human-centered pathos and makes us just one
object among many. He also suggests that horror, not r.vonder, is the true
GrrLndstimmuzg of phílosophy To stand at a distance and r,vonder about
things can be a fairly safe exercise, and alr,vays earns pious praise from
observers. But this is not lvhat Lovecraft's naffators do. Instead, they
observe the gradual decomposition of common sense, and in so doing
lose their sanity altogether. In a sense, philosophy ought to be an all-out
flirlation r,vith insanity. It is already quite abnormal to think of the world,
in pre-Socratic fashion, as made of r,vater, or atoms, or a duel of love and
hate. The fufther you travel in philosophy, the fer,ver allies you r,vill have,
and the more your visions r,vill start to seem like private paranoid
episodes. Unless your philosophy unlocks some ne\,v squid-like or
fungoid monster, then you do not yet sufficiently realise that the lvorld is
a very r.veird place.

TS: I'm getting the impression that what you find most significant
about a writer is not their ability to isolate the essential trait of some
phenomenon or unify the diverse content of the physical and
metaphysical realms, but their knack for proliferating the dimensions
of the real. Does this idea begin to describe your method for reading
and/or writing philosophy? You said once that you like to read
philosophers "hyperbolically." Does a hyperbolic reading yield the
most authentic account ofreality, from your perspective?

GH: That's a nice phrase, "proliferating the dimensions of the real." Yes,
I like that, and r,vill start to use it! The first thing that comes to mind is
Latour's principle that thinking should make things more real, not less
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real. For several centuries, intelleotuals have been stuck in the "critical"
rut. The road to brillianoe is supposed to require bursting ever more

bubbles, debunking ever mole gullible pieties, deflating ever more

institutions, transgressíng ever more oppressive boundaries. "I am a
radical critic of a11." This has been the slogan of the mainstream

intellectual, and evetyone else is supposed to be met'ely a reactionary.

Well, a fer,v of them may be reactionaries. But I don't knor,v too matly
reactionaries, r,vhile I've been slvatmed throughout my life by dozens of
pompous radical critics of all. What I've found is that they don't just

oritique, they also stand somer'vhere, as everyone must. And where they

stand usually isn't very interesting... It's usually a sott of mediocre

relativist position that shoots spitrvads at both Church and State r,vhile

striking a vaguely libertine pose in private life. It's a position defined

entirely by what it bemoans. By oontrast, my position is that everything
has already been subjected to countless radical critiques, at least in
principle. What r.ve must nor,v do is build things up, making them more

real- but they must be strange and unexpected things. Has the tetm
"reconstructionism" already been coined? It should be, since it gets nght
to the point, and is even politically respectable r,vith its post-Civil 

.War

overtones: nothing "reactionary" about it. I don't r'vish to reconstruct the

decrepit realist tor,ver of yesteryear, but something far stranger than old-
fashioned realists ever knew.

You made me think of someone else besides Latour... When r've

had the first Lovecraft event in London last year, China Miéville joined
us on the panel. He's one of the outstanding young r,vriters these days in
the science fiction/fantasy "steampunk" mold. Fantasy fiction was a genre

I stopped reading at an early age, having grolvn tired of arbitrary
postulations of other r,vorlds and other creatures r,vith boring ner'v

superpowers. Lovecraft changed that and drer,v me back into these

altemate r,vorlds, so suggestive of lvhat philosophy ought to be. Nor'v I'm
reading Miéville's novels as r,vell, and I'm hooked. '?roliferating nelv
dimensions of the real" is exactly r,vhat he does so r.vell. His first novel,
King Rat, puts the famous Pied Piper in 1990's London, rvhere he

penetrates the drum 'n bass oulture, commits a brutal murder in an

abandoned Tube station, brainrvashes a multi-ethnic dj. chick, and

persecutes aatual rats and spiders. There is no irony here, no cynical
observation of the hypocrisies of the human psyche- no mannered, lead-

footed belaboring of our jaded distance from the r,vorld. One cannot
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imagine China Miéville rolling his eyes, exhaling loudly, and saying "I've
seen it all." He knor,vs he hasn't seen it all, and he's going Io prove it,by
ceaselessly creating ner,v things that no one else has ever seen, and r,vhich
presumably surprise him as much as his readers. I expect he'll keep on
doing it for the rest of his life, because there is no gleater pleasure than
exercising a fertile imagination, and Miéville knolvs he has one.

You also asked about "hyperbolic readings." When rve summarise
the r,vork of an author, \.ve are ah,vays supposed to be "critical" at the end,
just to prove that lve are not hero-r.vorshipping bootlicks. It occured to
me, no\,v that i'm a published book author myself, that this is ah,vays a bit
of a dernoralising response once you've r,vorked so hard to produce
something nelv. Look at everyday life... lVho would dare "critique" a
party to its host, or a household meal to its cook? So, why is it assumed
that r,ve ought to "critique" books? There must be a better method of
intelellectual disagreement than this. The term "hyperbolic reading" first
came to mind earlier this year r.vhen I gave the talk in London about
Delanda. As mentioned earlier, I really like Delanda. His books make
me happy to be alive, and I knor,v he'd be pleased to hear any reader say
that. Of course, r,ve do disagree on a fer.v important points. But the value
of Del-anda, or any r,witer lve enjoy, is not reflected in a statement such
as: "in this book Delanda makes fifteen true propositions before maning
them slightly r,vith three false propositions that I shall norv publicly
denounce." Instead, the reason I like Delanda is because he sees the
world r,vith his orvn eyes, gives me a ne\.v rvay of looking at things that
r.vas somer,vhat unexpected. The important authors all take us by surprise.
The problem is not that Delanda makes mistakes. The problem is that his
vision, like mine or anyone else's, is not infinite. Even the luscious
Shakespeare trims reality to a muoh smaller size than it really has.
Shakespeare doesn't do the things that Baudelaire can do- or that
Heidegger, Van Gogh, and Chico Marx can do. This may be a truism, but
it has never been turned into a critical method, r,vhich is r,vhat I want to
do. So lvhat I did in the Delanda lecture, and did even more recently in
my forthcoming Latour book, is begin by conceding everything to both of
them. I imagine a complete triumph for each author. Let him have his
moment in the sun. Imagine a future of total hegemony for the author in
question, celebrate all the features of that coming r.vorld, and praise them
for having brought it about. And then... i try to feel my way into that
lvorld, and lvonder "r,vhat r,vould still be missing under this scenario?" If
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Delanda r,vere the crushingly dominant figure in r,vorld philosophy in
2030, rvould I really stop doing philosophy and say: "hey, it's all been

solved by Delanda, let's do sornething else"? No. I'd still keep 'uvorking
in philosophy, because thete r.vill still be some big parts of the forest that

he never saw. This completely changes the relationship between author

and critic.

I'm sure you can see the difference: critique is replaced by
gratitude, but not of an "uncritical" kind, lvhatever that's supposed to
mean. Delanda is no longer presented as a glitchy prototype'r'vho perhaps

could have risen to the heights of All-Por.verful Critical Thinker Me if
he'd just avoided a couple of key fallacies. Instead, Delanda is the guy

r.vho took me to a ner.v forest and decided to go in a speoific direction, and

I simply r'vondered 'lvhy he lvasn't more interested in the r,vaterfall and

extra caves that I found. And also, he seemed strangely indifferent to

those lveird green birds that I tried to follolv. But'"ve still have that shaled

interest in the forest, and maybe \.ve can be friends and share stories about

it, and invite other people the next time... Which doesn't mean that
negative remarks should completely disappear- there r'vill still be

authors I dislike a great deal, and in those cases it may be possible to give

hyperbolic condemnation, a genre I've not tried to develop yet.

TS: Where does object-oriented philosophy go once it has

demonstrated the subterranean life of objects? Isn't this
demonstration a conversation stopper? Once you've shown that
objects reside in a world all their own, quite distinct from human
access, it would seem that we must remain silent about them.

GH: On the contraryl It is the philosophy of human access that remains

silent about reality. It thinks we can speak only about r,vhat is visible to

humans- or even lvorse, r,vhat can be spoken about in language. Such

philosophers can still say "r,ve're not idealists, because r,ve respect

scientists" (not all of them respect scientists, but the good ones do). And
in fact, I believe that science itself is object-oriented, and I tend to be

more inspired by contemporary science than by contemporary philosophy.

This seems to be true of most of my friends in philosophy as r'vell.
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Hor,vever, I chose to go into philosophy, and I did not do so out of a
masochistic'r.vish to be a handmaid of the scientists. As mentioned earlier,
there is one major respect in r,vhich science does not leave me satisfied...
Only metaphysics leaves me completely satisfied, because only
metaphysics addresses the fact, first of all, that r,ve have objects of
perception that emanate a diversity of qualities r,vithout being reducible to
them. And furthermore, rocks and chairs themselves are not accessible to
me, and they are also not accessible to other inanintate entities, because
they are not fully expressible in terms of relations. Objects essentially
hide, not just from us but from each other as r.vell. Yet those hiding
objects also have qualities, since othenvise they r,vould all be alike, as
Leibniz lucidly observed in the Monadology. And just like the objects of
the senses, real objects are not reducible to their qualities, r,vhich merely
emanate from them in a lvay that is hard to clarify in an intervier,v. And
here lve have the fourfold structure that comes from Heidegget, and from
Mcluhan's underrated media theory... Each object is a resonant interval
betr,veen four zones of reality r.vhose mechanics must be explained. This is
true of atoms, and even true of Popeye- a personage that physics can
never illuminate.

Far from a conversation-stopper, objects are the ultimate
conversation-starter. 'We are no longer stuck in the ghetto of human
access while scientists have all the fun r,vith black holes and plate
tectonics. lnstead, metaphysics is headed for China Miéville's mythical
Ner,v Crobuzon r,vith Lovecraft, Lingis, Lelbniz, and Latour. Philosophy
r,vill no longer be a dull theory of science (as some observers still
miserably hope), but a theory of science fiction. And r,ve can do it with an
almost crippling intellectual rigor. That is the aspiration of r,veird realism.
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Earth Aesthesis: Sallis' Topograp,hies and the

Aesthetics of the Earth

BOBBY GEORGE

The topos, or topic, of this elemental composition is, as the French
philosopher Gilles Deleuze oïce said about Dffirence and Repetiîiont,
'manifestly in the air'. But, in this parlicular case, the contours of the
future, of philosophy itself, are to be tlaced in the lines of the Earth.

Alr,vays taken in conjunction, or, as Derida claims in Of Grammatology2,

alr,vays already inscribed from the stat1, the grøphia, or r.vriting of the text,
is salty and learned, remarkably 'evocative' in its depiction of place.

"Writing, then, as topography."3 The text itself harks back to Homer and

an ancient G'eek oonception of the Earlh that is as primordial as it is
refined, and yet, it also postures in the direction of an Earth still to come,
cautiously and optimistically. "This book is about certain places," informs
Sallis and more precisely, Topographies is about the ourrent state and

orientation, or sense, ofphilosophy, as such.a

Comprised of thirty-tr.vo separate chapters, or philosophical
vignettes, that aspire to approach place, not in the manner of the
'accelerated distraction of tourism', but rather, in the mode of perennial

concentration, Sallis attempts to 'install himself differently', in his
destinations.s He poses the thesis, not purely as a hypothesis, that a

1 Gilles Delenze, Difference and Repetition, (Nerv York: Columbia University Press,

1995), p. xvi
2 Jacques De¡rida, Of Grammatologrr, (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University

Press,1998)
3 John Sallis,'lopograp,/zles, (Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 2006), p. 136
4 ibid., p. 1

5 Ibid,, p, 3

BOBBYGEORGE 241

particular location has a ceftain set ofprecise questions and problems that
are as unique to the place itself as they are ubiquitous to the concept of
place, and he sets out to map these inquiries. Or, at least, this is the claim
that he pursues, adamantly and passionately. Sallis ponders: "Not all
thoughts are alien to places. Not all are such that thinking them requires
disregarding the particular place r,vhere one happens to be at that moment.
Not all thoughts can be thought just as readily in one place as in another.
Not all are such that they can be thought - indeed r,vith the same clarity
and intensity - anylvhere."6

Each topic r,vhich Sallis inquires into, and this is the main theme of
the entire landscape presented, has a differenttopo.J. The topics addressed
a¡e almost as distinct as the places frequented and discussed. Their
specific altitudes, climates, temperatures and tenains are all pertinent to
the fabulations and stretch to include time, place, history and aesthetics.
For instance, Sallis explores: the birth of the tem 'philosopher' near
Samos and the thalassic suface of the sea; the nature of Heraclitus and
his claim that the 'cosmos is fire', in a trip to Alsace, France, at the time
of the summer solstice; Kant and the 'riddle of the sublime'in the face of
the Grand Canyon; the inception of the eternal retuln of the same in the
lithic mountains of Sils Maria; shelter and domestication in the thick
r,voods of Pennsylvania; and finally, the nature of the 'beyond' in
Ner,vfoundland. Thus, Sallis traces these paths, and numerous others, in
an attempt to rethink the nature of thought and its relations to the Earth.

From before Thales to after Nietzsche, then, the graphia is not only
a description of place, but also a parl of the rumination process: the line
of thinking that escapes stratihcation. Traditionally, topography is
understood as the study of the earth's surface, an examination that offers a
detailed classification of space; but here, it is understood as the
exploration of a thought, the opening of thought, or, a thought, upon the
Earth. Sallis intimates that this is the necessary, and perhaps only,
direction that philosophy must take. A ner,v set of coordinates must be
enacted, or just the same, constructed, and he offers the determinations
needed to do so, immanent and oriented to life.

6 lbicl., p. 70
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Historically, there have been a number of different connotatious
associated with topography, such as the military and mathematical. In this
case, the military undertones are understated, but present the real and

immediate sense of the fulmination required to embraçe the resistance to

transcendence and support the terestrial faith, in a survey, not of
ordnarce, but ofphilosophy. Sallis inspires the reader to remain adherent
to the pnnciples of the Earth, in all their beautiful, monstrous and parlous

forms and entertains the notion of an ontology of the Earth.

Sallis imparls one irnportant caveat that the reader must heed:

"While this book is thus about places, it is not about place in general, not
about the concept of place. For place is not primarily conceptual;
r,vhenever one comes to frame a concept of place, one does so ahyays on
the basis of place experienced in its intuitive singularity."T Therefore,
before the cornposition unfolds, place as a concept is qualified and

another conception of place is quietly proffered. This admonition of the

concept of place, here at the start, helps to set the tone and pace of the

entire meditation, and in particular, it desires to establish a fresh tempo in
reference to his deslinations.

Often, these destinations are chosen, such as Naxos and Delos. On

the islands ofhis ancestors Sallis breathes the life ofnature and feels the
rhythms of the sea. "Here," Sallis postulates, "sense exceeds thought."s
He describes the trip, and his reflections on the looation, as such: "The
experience began to daun on us there that evening, the experience of
elemental immediacy; and it left us aimost silent, as lve listened to the
gentle lvaves and looked up at the brilliant nocturnal sþ."e Sometimes,
these destinations are chanced upon, and not destinations at all, such as a

conference in Japan. At this site, the time of the seasons and the time the
ba¡e elements of nature conjoin (tempestuous time) are considered and

discussed in detail. "Time can adhere to a place," states Sallis, and he

reflects on the forms and presentations of time, in this supposition, as

presented in the dry landsoapes of Kyoto.l0
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Each time that he enters another location there is a profound and
resilient, if not beautiful, sense of the purposelessness that can be found
in the often disparate places, as in a film of Abbas Kiarostami: the camera
traipses through the barren terrain. That is, and perhaps this is of the most
interest here, as it corresponds to the thesis, each location seems to solicit
a distinct, unique response. The Earth replies to questions posed and
poses questions itself. For instance, in a discussion of Nietzsche and the
birth of the eternal return, Sallis probes into the nature of the'anival of a
thought', as if in personal corespondence r,vith Zatathtstra.

"Hor,v is it that thoughts arrive, that they come as if from nor.vhere
and yet arrive precisely as one comes to a certain place? Holv is it that
their arrival is linked to a certain place? Even granted that thoughts do
come - that they are not merely produced - is their coming pertinent to
r,vhat is thought thereby?"l1 And, perhaps more decisively, or at least,
poignantly: "Can the significance of thoughts coming at a certain place be
rigorously determined? Hotv r,vould thought come to carq¡ out such
determination? Or does happening of thought rernain ah,vays elusive?"r2
Further still, "Nothing is more thoroughly put into question in Nietzsche's
thought than origins and the return to origins. The intenogation is radical:
it is a question of the very sense of origin, of the sense (direction) of the
retum to origins, and inseparable form these, a question of the origin of
sense."r3 The recondite nature of these questions does not only indicate
the broad scope of the discussions but also reflects the heart of the
treatment: the contention that thought takes place in a direct relationship
with the Earth. It is in this sense that Sallis thinks of aesthetics,
understood in terms of its Greek roots, aesthesis: 'making visible'.

Sallis pioneers an entirely different aesthetic. Not a transcendental
aesthetic, a la the Kantian tradition, but an aesthetics that could most
aptly be termed, an aesthetics of the Earth. This aesthetics is predicated
on difference and creation, rather than identity and sameness. Pushing
Kant to the limits of the critical project, Sallis takes seriously Schelling's
enunciation of a 'superior empitìcism'. He charts a course in the middle
of Deleuze and Derrida: amidst the conception of a 'GeoPhilosophy' that

11 lbid , p. 71

12rbid.
),3lbid., p 72

7 lbid., p. 3

8 Ibid., p. 117

9 Ibid., p. 118

10Ibid., p. 43
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Deleuze promotes in his last collaboration lvith Felix Guattari; and, in
addition, the messianic notion of an Ea:th to come that is furthet'ed in the
late Derida. That is, Sallis complicates the notion of the Earlh that is
nurtured in the Christian and Platonic tradition, the concept of the Earlh
that starls in the last sentences of Socrates, but at the same time, posits

another, more optimistio conoeption of the Earth. His philosophy of
nature, it could be said, is akin to his philosophy of aú. As in a Richard
Serra piece, his departures are precipitated by intensities, and the same

could be said for his entrances. "The r,vay out and the way in are the

same," explains Sallis.la

In the penultimate chapter, on the shores of St. John's, the 'oldest
city in North America', as Sallis reminds us, his oompanion notes the
path 'from the harbor to the open sea', knor,r'n as the narror.v straight, and

comments: "Beyond that, the next land you come to is Ireland."rs As in a
typical mode of peregrination, Sallis sets out to explore this statement and

open it up further, as in his Force of Intagination: The Sense of the

Elementalt6. "I lingered in the imagining, somelvhat as one lingers in the

contemplation of something beautiful; yst I continued, almost
spontaneously, to librate betlveen looking beyond as if to the coast of
Ireland and drar,ving my vision back to the visible scene there across the
halbor, just beyond the naror,vs. In all of this play of imaging there r,vas

no need to fonn an image, no need for a mental picture of the coast of
Ireland. The imagining proceeded entirely rvithout any images; it took
place entirely r,vithin and around the visible spectacle, there beyond the
nafrol,vs."l7

The taste of the sea can be read in the cusps of his sentences. One
can almost discern Foucault's famous quote in reference to the end of
man: a face traced in the sand. In this case, it is not man so much that is
of concern. "The Earth is almost all that matters," conjectures Sallis.ls
There is another Order of Things, an order, or logic, of the Ealth that
demands that philosophy, and thought more specifically, must once more

14Ibid., p. 14s

15 Ibid., p. 155

l6Jolrn Sallis, Force of Imagination: The Sense of the Elemental, (Indianapolis:
Indiana University Press, 2000)

17 Topographies, p. 157
18 rbid., 77

-
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be placed into a direct relationship r,vith the Eafih, and in Topographies,
Sallis has affirmed this motion...
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The Natural History of the Unthinged: lain

Grant's Philosophies of Nature After Schelling

JAMES TRAFFORD

"Naturephilosophy... pursues nature beyond the merely
analogioal relation established by the third Critique betlveen
nature and intellection. In more contemporary tems,
naturephilosophy, that is, disputes the logico-linguistic or
phenomenal determination of nature,"l

Philosophies of nature after Schelling is a remarkable and important
r,volk, mobilising Schelling's naturephilosophy against those strictures of
Kant's critical philosophy that continue to detetmine and limit
philosophical speculation. This is the foundational claim of Iain Grant's
book, which is the manifestation of a substantial period of 'uvork, and is
deserving of great attention beyond the purvierv of Schellingiær studies.

Indeed, Grant's thorough and dense argument issues a challenge as broad

as it is deep, marking an attempt to formulate a contemporary philosophy
of nature, for r,vhich Schelling is "a precursor of philosophical solutions. . .

yet to come."z Challenging the exegetical consensus, Grant argues for the
primacy of Schelling's naturephilosophy, which has been submergecl by
the hegemonic reading of Schelling as purely çoncerned lvith reflection
and freedom.3 Grant's Schelling refuses the transcendental practicism of

1 I. Grant, Philosophies of Nature After Schelling, (London: Continuum, 2006), p.

19

2 tbid.,p.205
3 For example, the naturephilosophie is rather anxiously dismissed in rvorks such as

Andrerv Bolvie's, c.f. A. Bolvie, Schelling and Modern Ettopean Philosophy
(London: Routledge, 1993)
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Kant and Fichte, arguing for a one-r.vorld physics that radically
undermines the elision of nature in the name of freedom. Hence, Grant
demonstrates the contemporary requirement for a "non-eliminative
idealism"a r,vhich refuses to think metaphysics in isolation fi'om physics.

In order to extricate philosophy from a malignant Idealism, in
rvhich nature is logico-linguistically or phenomenally determined, Grant
argues for a maximally extensional approach, r,vhere philosophy is
nothing other than physics. The excision of nature fi'om the domain of
philosophy leaves both Continental and Analytic philosophy in the
shador.v of Kantian subjectivism.5 Grant reopens questions that Kant had
appeared to have conclusively addressed, in order to provide a radically
non-anthropomorphic place for cognition, for r.vhich even recent,
naturalised epistemologies, such as Paul Churchland's, cannot suffice.
Philosophy and thought are immersed r.vithin the productive matrices of
nature, r,vhich is both pnor to, and in excess of, both representation and
phenomenal experience. History no longer belongs to subjective
reflection, but only to the depths ofnature itself; "natural history consists
in maps of becoming that exceed phenomenal or sensible nature."6

Rather than confront contemporary philosophy directly, through,
for example, attention to Slavoj Zizek's utilisation of Schelling, Grant
suggests that the r,vork of Gilles Deleuze haunts his or,vn, as both the
impetus for interest in naturephilosophy, and its contemporary failure.
Hence, Deleuze's lvork emerges throughout, as a way of defining and
refining naturephilosophy. Indeed, it is the dichotomy of Alain Badiou's
logocentrism and Deleuze's biocentrism that arliculates the exacting
problematic facing Schelling's philosophy as "caught within the infinitely
reciprocating circuit of Fichtean Life, 'wavering' on the thresholds of
physis atd elhos."l The tr,vo poles r,vithin r,vhich the philosophy of nature
has been caught are the reduction to formalism and the reduction to

4 Ctrant, (2006), p. viii
5 Lee Braver offers an excellent study of the prevalent anti-realism traced from Kant

through both Analytic and Continental philosophy, c.f. L. Braver, A Thing of this
World: A History of Continental Anti-Realism, (Evanston: Norlhr,vestern University
Press, 2007)

6 Grant, (2006), p. 55

7 I. Grant, The "Etemal and Necessary Bond Betr,veen Philosophy and Physics",
Angelalci vol.10,1 (April 2005), 43-59,p.51
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organicism, both of r,vhich, acoording to Grant, result in the stultification
of philosophy in so far as it remains within the 'cul-de-sac' of the
organism. By this, Grant means that the philosophy of nature is laid open

to charges of anthropocentrism to the exteut that nature is intellectually
determined and subordinated to ethico-practical ends.

In a startling reading of the Timaeus, Grant reverses the

Nietzschean-Deleuzian attempt to oveffum Platonism on the basis of
Plato's hylomorphism, r'vhich grounds a supposed tr,vo-r,vorld

metaphysics. On the contrary for Grant, it is Aristotle's somatic
materiality that emerges as the stumbling block for any philosophy of
nature that seeks to surpass Kant's insurmountable gulf betlveen nature

and freedom. The trajectory of Kant-Blumenbach, r.vhich unequivocally
associates life and death r.vith purpose and mechanism respectively, can

be traced to the Ailstotelian taxonomy of physics, rvhich deals with
nothing other than the body. It is Aristotle, rather than Plato, r'vho

necessitates a tlvo-rvorld philosophy, in r,vhich the soience of being qt'Lø

being is irrevocably disassociated from the natural sciences - r.vhose

domain is the body. The science of being c1uø berng operates as first
philosophy, for r,vhich physis does not exist. Criticising Plato's
Pythagoreanism, Aristotle denies the Idea any part in Physics by reducing
matter to the logic of extension. ln contlast, Grant's reading of Schelling's
Platonism argues that the intelligible r,vorld can not be considered to be

the substrate of appearances. Rather, there must be a physics of ideation;
"not only must the Idea inchtde the physical universe, it must do so on

condition that this same physical universe be capable of ideation."s
Consequently, Schelling's problem is not holv appearancas çonform to
lar.vs, but hor'v Ideas are expressed in material beoomings. The primary
principle of Plato's one r,vorld philosophy is productivity - the beooming
of being, lvhich overturns Parmenidean logic by theorising the
"participation of the ldeas in nature by physics."e Grant's reading not only
offers a corective against current attempts both to 'ovetturn Platonism'in
Deleuze, or to 'retum to a Platonic mathesis' in Badiou, it also operates a

materialist inversion of Kant's transcendentalism, lvhich implants an

organic ground r,vithin matter.

8 Philosophies oJ Natttre, p. 27
9 Grant, (2006), p. 38
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It is the question of the grounds of nature and freedom that Grant
takes as primary to naturephilosophy. Against Kant's organicism,
Schelling refuses to condone the gulf betr,veen organic and inorganic
nature that typified late eighteenth century 'teleomechanism'. Crlant
argues that philosophy has misconstrued Schelling's naturephilosophy as

organicism. Hotvever, it is the case that organicism remains r,vithin the
grip of the analogical resemblance of nature and intellection promoted in
Kant's third critique. In this sense, organicism is indicative of hor,v "a
phenomenology of nature turns back from nature itself, through 'life' and
tor,vards the consciousness that life vehiculates."ro The grounds of nature
and freedom can thus be articulated in terms of a contemporary choice -
Deleuze or Badiou, messy life or a:id formalisation.lr Grant argues that it
is generative nature itself that becomes the natural transcendental
(Scheinprodukt), and hence, the reciprocal presupposition of nature and
freedom is displaced by this natural transcendental; "anything r,vhose
conditions cannot be given in nature must simply be impossible."l2
Phenomenal experience and sensible nature are limited crystallisations of
productivity, so that, in contrast to Kant's asserlion of phenomenal
illusion, phenomenality, for Schelling, is a natural production. Thus,
Grant expertly deals r,vith the problem of the stasis of both transcendental
philosophy and naturephilosophy, as highlighted by Hegel, by grounding
transcendental philosophy r,vithin nature philosophy. In dynamising the
hanscendental, füant is able to reformulate Schelling's naturalisation of
ideality from within the fold of physics - the idea is, quite literally, a
"phase-space attraetor."t3 So, the productivity of intelligence is no more
special than the self-organisation of geology - nature 'mountains', nature
'livels', nature thinks.

10 I. Grant, The "Eternal and Necessary Bond Betr,veen Philosophy and Physics", p.
51

11 Grant incisiveiy indicates the primacy of the somatic for Deleuze as the point at
r'vhich Deleuze's nature departs from science, and grounds nature in life. For
example, Deleuze's account of primary synthesis; "perceptual syntheses refer back
to organic syntheses.. lve are made of contracted water, earth, light and air.. every
organism, in its receptive and perceptual elements, but also in its viscera, is a sum
of contractions.. At the 1evel of primary sensibility, the lived pl'esent constitutes a
past and a future in time," G. Deleuze, Difference and Repetition (London.
Continuum, 2004), p93.

12F. Schelling, System of Transcendental ldealism, trans. Peter Heath,
(Charlottesville: University Press ofVirginia, 1978), p. 186

13 Grant, (2006), p 109
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Grant's reclaiming of naturephilosophy is, therefore, supremely
ladical in its assertion that cognition is no more 'special', than digestion,
magnetism, or bacterial symbiosis. Hence, r,vhilst positing the univelsal
dynamics of the World-Soul r,vill surely be a stumbling block for scientific
rationalism, Grant indicates that Schelling lvas extraordinarily prescient

lvith regard to contemporary science itself. For example, the evolutionary
discontinuity of Stephen J. Gould, which unbinds evolution from any

teleological presupposition, is foreshador,ved by Schelling's reading of
Carl Kielmeyer. Similarly, Einstein-Minkowski space-time is a clear
descendent of the kind of theoretical physics Schelling entertains in his

transcendental naturalism.

The key to Grant's exposition of naturephilosophy seems to be in
maintaining that "everything thinks,"la together r,vith the absolute
indifference of nature to the phenomenal. As Schelling has abjured the
transcendental distinction betr,veen thinking and being, at the same time
as promoting the inevitable excess of nature over thought, Grant is given

the problem of preserving the autonomy of nature \,vithout regionalising
matter r'vith respect to ideation. In response to this Grant attempts to
develop r.vhat he tems a non-eliminative idealism.l5 lt is through the
excellent notion ofthe 'unthinged'that Grant develops the solution to this
problem, by explicating naturephilosophy as the refusal to retum to the
Kantian totality of objects.16 Hence, there is no object of the idea; rather it
is the 'unthinged' that is the objective for the ldea. This formulation again
rests upon Crrant's rigorously physical reading of Schelling's metaphysics,
that it is natural organisation that thinks the freedom of nature through
"idea-attractors."l7 Consequently, the sensoly dynamics of nature ensure

that thought is alr,vays detemined from the outside, such that experience
is extended beyond what is merely phenomenologically accessible. The
'unthinged' allor,vs Grant to posit the autonomy of nature rvhilst not

14 Grant, (2006), p. 193

15 It is the regionalisation of matter rvith respect to idealisation that Grant chatges

Deleuze for maintaining the antithesis of nature and freedom, risking the elision of
nature altogether, c.f. Grant, (2006),p.202

16That the fixed totality of objects is a contemporary problem in the Analytic
tradition is ægued by Hilary Putnam in the context ofthe philosophical realism of
Donald Davidson and Saul Kripke; c.f. H. Putnam, Sense, Nonsense, and the

Senses: An Inquiry into the Por'vers of the Human lt[tnd, The ,Iournøl of
Philosophy 91 no.9 (September 1994), pp.445- 517

77 Grant, (2006), p. 109
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simply claiming that everything is objective, r,vhich r,vould put him in
danger of deflationary regionalism. Hor,vever, in doing so, it is not clear
hor,v the epistemology of Schelling's System of Transcendental ldealism is
r,vorked out lvithin the overarching naturephilosophy. It is unclear if Grant
is able to alleviate r,vhat is probably a problem internal to Schelling's o*n
r,vork: that of the primacy of the Absolute ldea in relation to regional
thought. That is, r,vhilst Grant r,vill not regionalise ideality, by arguing that
thought is but a derivation of the inexhaustible ldea,l8 epistemology
becomes secondary to ontology.

Grant's construal of naturalised epistemology is particularly
illuminating on this problem. Since nature grounds all ideation, it r,vould
be impossible to eliminate elements of human psychology on the grounds
that they aannot be naturalised, as this r,vould be to drive a r,vedge r,vithin
nature itself. Accordingly, Grant resolutely promotes the primacy of
Schelling's naturephilosophy; nature is a priori to, and in excess of,
thought. It is through nature's dynamic self-construction that the physics
of ideation is produced; "nature is too large for finite reflective
consciousness precisely because it is nature that generates it anelv."re
Therefore, psychology can only be judged in terms of its "physicalist
imagination, rather than any missing physical grounds".20 Grant's
construal of the physical structure of ideation removes the formalism of
the Kantian conception of thought, but the contingency of thought r,vithin
the cosmic time scale surely disturbs the naturalist dictum that
intelligibility is alr,vays already part of nature.21 Hence, .r,vhilst Grant
dislodges the autonomy and parochialism of thought fi'om nature, he is at
risk of obscuring the conditions of the production of epistemology itself,
from r,vithin a pre-circumscribed field of naturalised ontology. For
example, if the principle of conceptual aptitude is taken to be the
naturalist imagination, and the originary conceptual tools of productivity
and dynamism are taken to underlie the metaphysics of nature, isn't there
a risk of reinstating precisely the Kantian 'first philosophy' that Schelling
has srvorn to abjure? Thus, it may be that a dialogue bet'ween

18 C.f, Grant, (2006),p. u2-3
19 lbid., p. 162
20 Ibid., p.797n2
21 On the latter point, Quentin Meillassoux's rvork is particularly instructive, c.f Q.

Meillassoux, Après la fnihde; Essai sur la nëcessitë de la contingence, (Pais.
Seui1, 2006)
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naturephilosophy and the critical sciences is required to rebalance the

relationship of ontology and epistemology, forcing naturephilosophy to

constantly revier,v even its most originary conceptual tools.

These issues notlvithstanding, Grant's exposition and critique of the

contours of post-Kantian philosophy is highly impoftant for aly
philosophy that r.vishes to move beyond a somatic practicism that

disregards the ineducible dynamic forces that exceed the situated subject

and object. Grant's chemical empiricism offers daunting nelv grounds for
a contemporary philosophy of nature, r,vhich elides both the hypostatised

nahrre of mechanist science, and the priority of reflection in
contemporary philosophy. This is a lvork which emphasises the need for a

speculative (meta)physics extending beyond Kant's anxious prophylactic
in order to rene'r,v and redefine the relation of reality and intelligence. In
this r,vay, phitosophy might eventually find itself maximally extensive,

able to think the chiasmic relation of nature-culture r.vhose extra-
phenomenological reality supersedes anthropic interest.

l?,--
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Jay Lampert's Dele uze and Guattari's Philosophy

of History

GIOVANNA GIOLI and MATTHEW DENNIS

A ner,v and ambitious study that explores Deleuze and Guattari's
relationship to the philosophy ofhistory has recently been publìshed. The
investigation of the role played by history in Deleuze's thought is still
almost uncharted in English speaking Deleuzian scholarship and this
study breaks ner,v groundr. As Lampert concedes, his book assumes a
level of familiarity r,vith Deleuze's or,\'n r,vork and his later work r,vith
Guattari and lve should be clear that the study does not aim to constitute
an introduction but is a paftisan attempt to link Deleuze's theory of time
(mainly the three syntheses of Dtfference and Repetition) with the
scattered references to history and the theory of the historical date that
appears in the co-authored r'vork.

Lampert acknor,vledges that even the title of the study is bound to
provoke controversy, but maintains that objections to it can be countered
by a careful analysis r,vhich shor,vs that Deleuze and Guattari do indeed
have a philosophy of history albeit one that is disguised. While not
refening to any specific philosophical tradition, Lampeft does offer us
five criteria r,vhich cover r,vhat he believes a philosophy of history should
be about. These criteria range from the very general to the extremely
parlicular and readers who are familiar r,vith r,vhat is conventionally called
'the philosophy of history' may find them puzzling. Lamperl opens r.vith
a sound tautology claiming lhaf 'a philosophy of history must distinguish

1 The only forerunner in this fielcl is Luis Ferrero Carraceclo's Claves Jilosóficas
para una teoría de la Eistoria en Gilles Deleuze lPhilosophical Keys for a T'heory
of History in Gilles Deleuzef, (Madrid: Fundación Universitaria Española, 2000).
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events that are historical' frotn events that are not, then follor'vs this up

r'vith the innocuous claim that there are tr,vo sotls of nonúistorical events:

'hatural occurrences and everyday social occurrences"2. There can be

little to complain about in this. Hor,vever, this is follor'ved by a seemingly

compelling reference to Kant (relegated to a footnote) r.vhich seems to

indicate a close parallelism betr,veen the Deleuzian and the Kantian
proj ect. Larnpert notes : -

"A philosophy of history should also apply Kant's four
schematisms of time: time-series, time fullness, time-older and

time-scope. For Deleuze and Guattari, these are covered by
theories of pure past, events, dates and quasi-causes

respectively."3

This surprising claim is not developed despite the fact that it is not at all
clear that the four schematisms can be successfully mapped onto the

concepts that Lampert cites. In fact, as the reference to Kant attempts to

provide the premise for Lamped's entire study it is strange that it receives

so little attention, particularly as the claim is not at all self-evident.

Lampert does give us a provocative and stimulating cornparison betlveen

Deleuze and Hegel in chapter 5 touching on the problem of destiny, the

historical date and repetition, but a sustained comparison r.vith Kant on

this issue is sirnply rnissing.

Despite this omission Lampert is to be congratulated for raising the
question of Deleuze and Guattari's relationship to history. Deleuze's

conception of history is important yet ultimately ambiguous and this
difficult issue has generally been avoided by the secondarJ literature.

Deleuze r,vas alr.vays particularly careful to prevent his project (and other

author's projects he considered aligned r,vith his) from falling into a

philosophy of historya. This is demonstrated in his theory of virhral-actual

2 J. Lænpert, Deleuze and GuattariS Philosophy of Hislory, (London: Continuum,
2006), p. TT,hereafter DGPH

3 DGPH,p.17
4Itisbeyondthescopeofthisreviervtolistthetimesthatthisoccursexplicitlybut

let us provide just a couple of examples: In his Cours on lhe third chapter oJ the

Creative Evolution. Deleuze analyzes the élan vital as process of dífferentiation,

He cleally states: "In the field ofHistory, dìalectic philosophers substitute a simple

opposition to a diffe¡entiation. In Two Sotuces of Morølity ønd Religion, Bergson

eschelvs to do a philosophy of history, beçause the movement r,vhich passes
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exchange, developed as an alternative to the teleological, deterministic
and genealogical tendencies built into the 'dogmatic image of thought'
referred to in Dffirence and Repetition, and associated r,vith an excess of
history in philosophy. This is a struggle against the dominant tradition of
the West; a tradition r,vhich aims to make human history congruent r.vith a
divine teleology. Deleuze's conception of historical temporality aims to
question any apparent parity betr,veen the nature of time and human
history in order to pl'event history from becoming a form of diachronic
anthropology r,vhich implicitly substitutes the transcendence of God for
the transcendence of Man.

For Deleuze, philosophy is opposed to history because it is
'untimely'. At least ostensibly, Deleuze presents his commitment to the
'untimely' as a conceptual replacement of historical analysis. The
'untimely', as presented in l4lhat is Philosophy?s, is a mode of resistance
to the inevitable tendency of thought to fall into doxa as it undergoes a
double incarnation: first becoming common sense, then good sense.
Resistance is thought's proper stance and posture: resistance to chaos at
one pole and doxa at the other6. For Deleuze, this is an essential feature of
philosophy and one r,vhich stops thought slipping tor,vards the disguised
anthropology indicated above, a charge r,vhich is directed at Kant and
Hegel. Lampeft does not confer any prominent role to the untimely, and,
because of the gravity this concept has for Deleuze, this seems to us to be
another omission.

'We must be alvare of the extent to r.vhich Deleuze's commitment to
the problem of history is guided by his Nietzschean ambition to liberate
thought from an 'excess' of history. Deleuze discusses this in Nietzsche
and Philosophy, as he traces the role played by history in culture and
sholvs that history causes culture to degenerate into a reactive polver.
Here the conception of history is based on passages ftom The Untimely

through history is of the same kind of differentiation" (Annale.r Bergsoniennes,
edited by F. Worms, Tome 2, (Paris: PIJF, 2002), p. 169) And again, talking
about Foucault: "Foucault says that he does "historical studies" but not "an
historian's rvork". FIe does rvork in philosophy rvhich, nevertheiess, is not a
philosophy of history" G. Deleuze, Foucault, (London: Continuum, 2006, p43,
hereafter F.

5 G, Deleuze, Ilhat is Philosophy? , (London: Verso, 1994), hercafter IIIP.
6 IlrIP,p.145.
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Meditations and The Genealogy of Morals and becomes linked in the
stl'ange succession of subchapters'. Culture considered from the Pre-
Hisloric Point of Wew, Culture Considered front a Post-Historic Point of
View nd Culture Considered from the Historical Point of View. ÃI the
beginning of this sequence Deleuze states that the genealogist must
distinguish betr'veen tr'vo elements in history: that which is "historical,
arbitrary, grotesque, stupid and limited" and that r,vhich is transhistorical,
"the form of the la'"v" lvhich is active.T

For Deleuze, the historical event par excellence is revolution. This
can never be understood from the plane on r,vhich history operates, as

vierving revolution from the histoncal perspective inevitably results in its
ossification. This is because it is judged solely in terms of its ooncrete
historical actualisation. For history all revolution is necessarily a failure
as, only being able to judge it in terms of actual states of affairs, history
considers this genuine event as merely another part in the oausal-chains

Hor,vever, for Deleuze, revolution cannot be atalyzed according to its
results but only in tenns of its virlual pattern of becoming and the extent
it leads to ner,v forms and nelv possibilities for life.

Deleuze's position on revolution can be better understood by his
rear,vakening of the problem of utopia. In't4/hat is Philosophy? Deleuze
states:-

"Utopia is not a good concept, since even r.vhile it is opposed to
history it still lefers to it and it is inscribed in it as an ideal or a
motivation"e

For Deleuze, the ordinary concept of utopia is merely a historical
incamation of theological and teleological prejudices. This makes it
immediately suspect and associates it r,vith a state of dreaming, of
unreality. Holvever, the concept ofutopia does still have a great value for

7 G. Deleuze Nietzsche and Philosophy, (London: Atholone Press, 1986), p. 138,

hereafter NP.
8 "[To] say that revolution is itself utopia of immanence is not to say that it is a

dream, something that is not realised by betlaying itself. On the contrary, it is to
posit revolution as a plane of immanence, infinite movement and absolute snrvey"
(ØtIP, p. 100).

9 lbid., p. 106

GIOVANNA GIOLI and MATTIIEW DENMS 257

Deleuze as it "defines the conjunction of philosophy or of the concept,
r,vith the present milieu: political philosophy".10 For Deleuze, the political
charge of the concept of utopia needs to be reinvented. Deleuze refers to
sorne previous attempts in this direction, such as those of Adorno and
Ernst Bloch, and suggests a conception of the virtual should be inserled
into the political framervork as a means of disconnecting the problem of
utopia from any form of transcendence. This mears trying to develop a
relation betr,veen thought and history in rvhich history could be actively
appropriated by thought and not be channelled via a naive concept of
utopia tor'vards a perfect city or a perfect state.

The theory of Aiônic time ald Bergson's conception of the
coexistence of the pure past r,vith the present give Deleuze the resources
to discover the virtual double of actual states of affairs and to clearly
define his ontology as one of becoming. Becoming is not an actual state,
neither identifiable r,vith its origin or its result. Thinking in telms of
becoming is not simply a redundant metaphor, but is a means to diagnose
the forces r,vhich affect the present. This is untimely philosophy as it is
the movement of thought as it tears itself away from the dogmatic image.
In this sense, the concept of the virtual attaches itself to the problem of
'believing in the r,vorld' and amplifies Nietzsche's enÍeaty to be 'true to
the ealth'. Therefore, Deleuze's utopia has nothing to do r,vith an
imagined future state but is the conception of the untimely itself.

Hor.vever, r,vhether or not'we buy Lampert's claim that Deleuze and
Guatta¡i do have a philosophy of history (as he defines it) it is to his
credit that he seeks to support it by offering a comprehensive analysis of
the three syntheses of time (chapters 2 to 4). This is unusualrr, but proves
highly fertile and constitutes the book's most successful pafi. Deleuze
maintains the traditional hiparlite schema, but his aim is to change the
model of time based on protensions and retentions (the Husserlian model
and the model generally adopted by French phenomenology) in order to
show that subjectivity is not pre-constituted and does not need to be
bound by an individual consciousness. Lampert's analysis of the three

10 Ibid., p. 107
1 1 See K. Fatiknet Deleuze and the Three Syntheses of Time, (Ner,v York: Peter Lang,

2005), and F. Zourabichvili Deleuze, une philosophie de l'évënemert, (Paris:
PU.F, 1994)
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syntheses is impressive but sometimes this clarity comes at the plice of
failing to identify all the phitosophical enemies that the three syntheses

are targeted against. The French phenomenological movement is

definitely such an enemy that Deleuze explicitly lvrestles 'r'vith in an

attempt to rethink the relationship betr,veen time and subjectivity. Lampert
ignores this in addition to dorvnplaying the importance that the stoic

theory of time has both in Díference and Repetition and it The Logtc of
Sense.t2

In the second part (chapters 5 -6) Lampeft tries to amalgamate

Deleuze and Guattari's theory of the historic al date r,vith that of the quasi-

cause in order to produce a model for evaluating historical events. Het'e,

the distinction betr.veen Aiôn and Chronos is pivotal in understanding

Deleuze's account of a causality, r,vhich is not grounded in empirical
states of affairs but in virtual singularity. For Deleuze, the key question to

ask is: '.What happened?'. The historical response to this is a description
of the actual oontent: the states of affairs that took place at this time. This
is contrasted r,vith the role of philosophy, r.vhich operates by producing a

porlrait of the event's virtual singularities. Virtual singularities detemine
the nelv problems that the event instigates (and those problems it
relinquishes), singularities that it creates and destroys and forces that

become rearranged. For Deleuze, such analysis is shor,vn by the diagraml3

and not by the timeline.

Lampeft devotes Chapters 7,8 arrd 9 to the 'r,vhy this nor,v' problem

and this is the most interesting and original part of the book. Lampert
attempts to shor,v holv the 'r,vhy this nor,v' question plays a major role in
the co-authored '"vork and how it is a nelv incarnation of the question

raised by the historian Fernand Braudel about the birth of capitalism: r,vhy

did it develop r,vhen it did in the West and not develop previously in
China? Braudel's geohistory is certainly one of the sources of Deleuze

12 The stoic theory of time provides Deleuze r'vith the pivotal distinction betrveen the

time of Chronos and Aiôn, a distinction that Deleuze gains from La thëorie des

incorporels clans l'ancien stoicisme by Émile Bréhier and Le système stoicien et

l'id¿e de tentps by Victor Goldschmidt, sources clearly referenced in The Logic of
Sense.

13 It seems significant that the main explication of the diagram occurs in Deleuze's

book on Foucauit. I{ere Deleuze argues that Foucault's analysis of histolical
practices is not an attempt to construct timelines but to construct diagrams.

I
ã
I
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and Guattari analysis but Lampert uses this slogan as a fit rouge to pose
the question of "hor,v multi-levelled historicity creates a problem for
diagnosing events"l4. Lampert attempts to articulate a Deleuzian strategy
for the evaluation of historical events in terms of a coexistence of
different levels of temporality modelled on the Bergson model of a
conical temporality. Whilst this is not ahvays entirely convincing Lamperl
is to be credited for tackling the problem of hor.v an event can be
evaluated on Deleuze's or,vn terms.

What is unquestionably refreshing about Lampert's study is his refusal to
use a Deleuzian vocabulary to explain Deleuze's or,vn r.vork. Additionally,
at a time when English speaking Deleuze literature (for all its ments) is
dominated by the 'Deleuze aîd x'formula, Lampert's formal and at times
austere approach shorvs the resilience ofDeleuze's conceptual vocabulary
as it faces unfamiliar terrain. Finally, Lampeft's account has highlighted
one of the most important issues in Deleuze's thought: history. From the
beginning of his academic life Deleuze cultivated a close relationship
r,vith history both by his construction of an alternative history of
philosophy (Spinoza, Nietzsche, Bergson) and in the importance that
tempolality gains in his orvn, and in the later co-authored r,vork. Deleuze
constantly utilises the history of philosophy to Iry and dismiss the
postulate that philosophical thought evolves. Lampeft's study opens up
this problematic but struggles to completely answer the questions it
raises. Hor.vever, this interrogation of Deleuze's position on history is
stimulating and challenges the naive interpretation of Deleuze's position
as being simply anti-historical.

14DGPH,p.258.
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