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Translator’s Preface

Difference and Repetition was first published in 1968. It was Deleuze’s
principal thesis for the Doctorat D’Etat. Expressionism in Philosophy: Spi-
noza, published in the same year, was his accompanying secondary thesis.
T'he Logic of Sense (Athlone, 1990) appeared the following year. This in-
tcrrelated body of writing marks the border between two phases of
Deleuze’s career: one side facing the earlier texts of an unorthodox histo-
rian of philosophy, the other facing his subsequent work, alone and with
Guattari. If the study of Spinoza is the more strictly scholarly undertaking,
then Difference and Repetition is the first book in which Deleuze begins to
write on his own behalf. As such, it occupies a pivotal place in his ceuvre.

Difference and Repetition is a work of prodigious conceptual invention
in which Deleuze draws upon his earlier readings of Plato, Hume, Bergson,
Nietzsche and Kant, as well as elements of contemporary science and art,
to weave together a physics and a metaphysics of difference. If this
amounts to a critique of the philosophy of representation which has
dominated European thought since Plato, then it does so in the same
manner that Ant#i-Oedipus (Athlone, 1984) amounts to a critique of
psychoanalysis — namely, by proposing a retrospective analysis on the basis
of an alternative. The different kinds of multiplicity found in Bergson, the
ontology of eternal return understood as the being of that which differs
and a transcendental empiricism of the faculties are among the elements of
Deleuze’s earlier studies which are here woven into a systematic philosophy
of difference. ‘Representation’ is replaced by the expression or
actualization of Ideas, where this is understood in terms of the complex
notion of ‘different/ciation’. The system is ‘grounded’ only in the repetition
of difference, or the repetition of Ideal problems, which precisely amounts
to a non-ground or groundlessness.

As befits the exposition of a novel metaphysical system, there is
occasional recourse to neologisms. These include some terms which are
Deleuze’s own inventions, and which I have attempted to render into
appropriate English equivalents, such as ‘a-presentation’ (p.24) or the
recurrent notion of ‘the disparate’ [le dispars]. A more significant case
arises from the need to make a terminological distinction in English where
no equivalent exists for the corresponding French terms. Thus, Deleuze
makes significant use of the distinction in French between différencier, to
make or become different, and différentier, which is restricted to the
mathematical operation. Because of the extent and significance of his use
of this distinction (which becomes apparent in Chapter IV), I have had to
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Tramslator’s Preface X
sron, wlich may be rendered cither as *ego’™ or as “sclf’. Here, the attempt to
tollow standard English terminology has led me to use “sclt’ in all contexts
cwcept those where it is explicitly a question of psychoanalysis, in which
e T have used ‘ego’. In this case, readers should be aware that I have
mamtained continuity with the existing English terminology for particular
philosophies, at the cost of introducing a discontinuity into Deleuze’s text
which is not present in the original.
Another case of this type is the word fond, which may be either ‘ground’
or “bottom’. This term occurs widely in conjunction and opposition with a
~cries of cognate French words, fondé, fondement, fondation, as well as the
rmportant term sans-fornd and Deleuze’s own effondement. 1 have retained
Deleuze’s  distinction between ‘foundation’ [fordation] and ‘ground’
|/ondement]. However, while the French fonder often occurs in contexts in
which the appropriate English term would be the verb ‘to found’, I have
mostly preferred ‘ground’ in order to maintain the connection with
Deleuze’s important usage of le fond and fondement. Both these terms are
connected with the philosophical concept which is regularly rendered as
‘pround’ in English translations of German philosophy, while his notion of
the ‘groundless’ [sans-fond] is explicitly linked to the German Ungrund
{(p.229). For this reason, I have also used ‘ungrounding’ for effondement.
This family of terms is further complicated by the occasional play upon
fond {bottom or depths) and profond (deep, profound). However, since
Deleuze contrasts a concept of depth [profondeur] with that of ground
[fond] in Chapter V, I have used ‘ground’ for le fond throughout.

Additional translator’s notes on particular points, along with references
to texts cited, have been included in the Notes. These are indicated by an
asterisk*.

Many colleagues have read sections, offered assistance or answered my
queries in the course of preparing this translation. In particular, I would
like to thank Genevieve Lloyd, Paul Crittenden, Kim Lycos and Paul Thom
for their scholarly assistance; the dean, Richard Campbell, and the Faculty
of Arts at The Australian National University for awarding me a Faculty
Research Fund Grant; Rex Butler for his considerable efforts as research
assistant and reader; Hugh Tomlinson, who suggested that I undertake this
task; Constantin V. Boundas, who sent me his draft translation of the
entire text, thereby providing me with an invaluable means of checking the
accuracy of my own; Martin Joughin, Timothy S. Murphy and Amitavo
Islam for their comments; and Brian Massumi for his scrupulous and
helpful Reader’s review. I am grateful to Peter Cook for his help with
proof-reading and printing the final text, and with compiling the Index.
Throughout the course of this project, I have been fortunate to enjoy the
support, encouragement and scholarly assistance of Moira Gatens.



Preface to the English Edition

Fhere is a great difference between writing history of philosophy and writ-
myp, philosophy. In the one case, we study the arrows or the tools of a great
tlimker, the trophies and the prey, the continents discovered. In the other
ke, we trim our own arrows, or gather those which seem to us the finest
an order to try to send them in other directions, even if the distance covered
1. not astronomical but relatively small. We try to speak in our own name
only to learn that a proper name designates no more than the outcome of a
body of work — in other words, the concepts discovered, on condition that
we were able to express these and imbue them with life using all the possi-
Iilities of language.

After 1 had studied Hume, Spinoza, Nietzsche and Proust, all of whom
tired me with enthusiasm, Difference and Repetition was the first book in
which I tried to ‘do philosophy’. All that I have done since is connected to
this book, including what I wrote with Guattari (obviously, I speak from
my own point of view). It is very difficult to say why one becomes attached
to a particular problem: why was it difference and repetition which
preoccupied me rather than something else, and why the two together
rather than separately? These were not exactly new problems, since the
history of philosophy, and especially contemporary philosophy, dealt with
them constantly. But perhaps the majority of philosophers had
subordinated difference to identity or to the Same, to the Similar, to the
Opposed or to the Analogous: they had introduced difference into the
identity of the concept, they had put difference in the concept itself,
thereby reaching a conceptual difference, but not a concept of difference.

We tend to subordinate difference to identity in order to think it (from
the point of view of the concept or the subject: for example, specific
difference presupposes an identical concept in the form of a genus). We
also have a tendency to subordinate it to resemblance (from the point of
view of perception), to opposition (from the point of view of predicates),
and to analogy (from the point of view of judgement). In other words, we
do not think difference in itself. With Aristotle, Philosophy was able to
provide itself with an organic representation of difference, with Leibniz
and Hegel an orgiastic representation: it has not, for all that, reached
difference in itself.

The situation was perhaps no better with regard to repetition: in another
manner, this too is thought in terms of the identical, the similar, the equal
or the opposed. In this case, we treat it as a difference without concept:
two things repeat one another when they are different even while they have
exactly the same concept. Henceforth, everything which causes repetition
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to vary seems to us to cover or hide it at the same time. Here again, we do
not reach a concept of repetition. By contrast, might we not form such a
concept once we realize that variation is not added to repetition in order to
hide it, but is rather its condition or constitutive element, the interiority of
repetition par excellence? Disguise no less than displacement forms part of
repetition, and of difference: a common transport or diaphora. At the limit,
might there not be a single power of difference or of repetition, but one
which operates only in the multiple and determines multiplicities?

Every philosophy must achieve its own manner of speaking about the
arts and sciences, as though it established alliances with them. It is very
difficult, since philosophy obviously cannot claim the least superiority, but
also creates and expounds its own concepts only in relation to what it can
grasp of scientific functions and artistic constructions. A philosophical
concept can never be confused with a scientific function or an artistic
construction, but finds itself in affinity with these in this or that domain of
science or style of art. The scientific or artistic content of a philosophy may
be very elementary, since it is not obliged to advance art or science, but it
can advance itself only by forming properly philosophical concepts from a
given function or construction, however elementary. Philosophy cannot be
undertaken independently of science or art. It is in this sense that we tried
to constitute a philosophical concept from the mathematical function of
differentiation and the biological function of differenciation, in asking
whether there was not a statable relation between these two concepts
which could not appear at the level of their respective objects. Art, science
and philosophy seemed to us to be caught up in mobile relations in which
each is obliged to respond to the other, but by its own means.

Finally, in this book it seemed to me that the powers of difference and
repetition could be reached only by putting into question the traditional
image of thought. By this I mean not only that we think according to a
given method, but also that there is a more or less implicit, tacit or
presupposed image of thought which determines our goals when we try to
think. For example, we suppose that thought possesses a good nature, and
the thinker a good will (naturally to ‘want’ the true}; we take as a model
the process of recognition - in other words, a common sense or
employment of all the faculties on a supposed same object; we designate
error, nothing but error, as the enemy to be fought; and we suppose that
the true concerns solutions — in other words, propositions capable of
serving as answers. This is the classic image of thought, and as long as the
critique has not been carried to the heart of that image it is difficult to
conceive of thought as encompassing those problems which point beyond
the propositional mode; or as involving encounters which escape all
recognition; or as confronting its true enemies, which are quite different
from thought; or as attaining that which tears thought from its natural
torpor and notorious bad will, and forces us to think. A new image of
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Preface

The weaknesses of a book are often the counterparts of empty intentions
that one did not know how to implement. In this sense, a declaration of in-
tent is evidence of real modesty in relation to the ideal book. It is often said
that prefaces should be read only at the end. Conversely, conclusions
should be read at the outset. This is true of the present book, the conclu-
sion of which could make reading the rest unnecessary.

The subject dealt with here is manifestly in the air. The signs may be
noted: Heidegger’s more and more pronounced orientation towards a
philosophy of ontological Difference; the structuralist project, based upon
a distribution of differential characters within a space of coexistence; the
contemporary novelist’s art which revolves around difference and
repetition, not only in its most abstract reflections but also in its effective
techniques; the discovery in a variety of fields of a power peculiar to
repetition, a power which also inhabits the unconscious, language and art.
All these signs may be attributed to a generalized anti-Hegelianism:
difference and repetition have taken the place of the identical and the
negative, of identity and contradiction. For difference implies the negative,
and allows itself to lead to contradiction, only to the extent that its
subordination to the identical is maintained. The primacy of identity,
however conceived, defines the world of representation. But modern
thought is born of the failure of representation, of the loss of identities, and
of the discovery of all the forces that act under the representation of the
identical. The modern world is one of simulacra. Man did not survive God,
nor did the identity of the subject survive that of substance. All identities
are only simulated, produced as an optical ‘effect’” by the more profound
game of difference and repetition. We propose to think difference in itself
independently of the forms of representation which reduce it to the Same,
and the relation of different to different independently of those forms
which make them pass through the negative.

Modern life is such that, confronted with the most mechanical, the most
stereotypical repetitions, inside and outside ourselves, we endlessly extract
from them little differences, variations and modifications. Conversely,
secret, disguised and hidden repetitions, animated by the perpetual
displacement of a difference, restore bare, mechanical and stereotypical
repetitions, within and without us. In simulacra, repetition already plays
upon repetitions, and difference already plays upon differences. Repetitions
repeat themselves, while the differenciator differenciates itself. The task of
life is to make all these repetitions coexist in a space in which difference is
distributed. Two lines of research lie at the origin of this book: one
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concerns a concept of difference without negation, precisely because unless
it 1s subordinated to the identical, difference would not extend or ‘would
not have to extend’ as far as opposition and contradiction; the other
concerns a concept of repetition in which physical, mechanical or bare
repetitions (repetition of the Same) would find their raison d’étre in the
more profound structures of a hidden repetition in which a ‘differential’ is
disguised and displaced. These two lines of research spontaneously came
together, because on every occasion these concepts of a pure difference and
a complex repetition seemed to connect and coalesce. The perpetual
divergence and decentring of difference corresponded closely to a
displacement and a disguising within repetition.

There are certainly many dangers in invoking pure differences which
have become independent of the negative and liberated from the identical.
The greatest danger is that of lapsing into the representations of a beautiful
soul: there are only reconcilable and federative differences, far removed
from bloody struggles. The beautiful soul says: we are different, but not
opposed... . The notion of a problem, which we see linked to that of
difference, also seems to nurture the sentiments of the beautiful soul: only
problems and questions matter... . Nevertheless, we believe that when these
problems attain their proper degree of positivity, and when difference
becomes the object of a corresponding affirmation, they release a power of
aggression and selection which destroys the beautiful soul by depriving it
of its very identity and breaking its good will. The problematic and the
differential determine struggles or destructions in relation to which those of
the negative are only appearances, and the wishes of the beautiful soul are
so many mystifications trapped in appearances. The simulacrum is not just
a copy, but that which overturns all copies by also overturning the models:
every thought becomes an aggression.

A book of philosophy should be in part a very particular species of
detective novel, in part a kind of science fiction. By detective novel we
mean that concepts, with their zones of presence, should intervene to

.- resolve local situations. They themselves change along with the problems.
They have spheres of influence where, as we shall see, they operate in
relation to ‘dramas’ and by means of a certain ‘cruelty’. They must have a
coherence among themselves, but that coherence must not come from
themselves. They must receive their coherence from elsewhere.

This is the secret of empiricism. Empiricism is by no means a reaction
against concepts, nor a simple appeal to lived experience. On the contrary,
it undertakes the most insane creation of concepts ever seen or heard.
Empiricism is a mysticism and a mathematicism of concepts, but precisely
one which treats the concept as object of an encounter, as a here-and-now,
or rather as an Erewhon from which emerge inexhaustibly ever new,
differently distributed ‘heres’ and ‘nows’. Only an empiricist could say:
concepts are indeed things, but things in their free and wild state, beyond
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Introduction:

Repetition and Difference

epettion is not generality. Repetition and generality must be distin-
~urhed in several ways. Every formula which implies their confusion is re-
aotiable: for example, when we say that two things are as alike as two
Advops of water; or when we identify ‘there is only a science of the general’

ah “there is only a science of that which is repeated’. Repetition and re-
« mblance are different in kind ~ extremely so.

C.cnerality  presents two major orders: the qualitative order of
o ~cmblances and the quantitative order of equivalences. Cycles and
‘pialities are their respective symbols. But in any case, generality expresses
i point of view according to which one term may be exchanged or
ubstituted for another. The exchange or substitution of particulars defines
~ui conduct in relation to generality. That is why the empiricists are not
wiong to present general ideas as particular ideas in themselves, so long as
ihiy add the belief that each of these can be replaced by any other
patticular idea which resembles it in relation to a given word. By contrast,
we can see that repetition is a necessary and justified conduct only in
rlation to that which cannot be replaced. Repetition as a conduct and as a
point - of  view concerns non-exchangeable and non-substitutable
anpularities. Reflections, echoes, doubles and souls do not belong to the
domain of resemblance or equivalence; and it is no more possible to
= hange one’s soul than it is to substitute real twins for one another. If
~xchange is the criterion of generality, theft and gift are those of repetition.
I here is, therefore, an economic difference between the two.

To repeat is to behave in a certain manner, but in relation to something
wntque or singular which has no equal or equivalent. And perhaps this
iepetition at the level of external conduct echoes, for its own part, a more
«<ccret vibration which animates it, a more profound, internal repetition
within the singular. This is the apparent paradox of festivals: they repeat
an ‘unrepeatable’. They do not add a second and a third time to the first,
hut carry the first time to the ‘nth’ power. With respect to this power,
repetition interiorizes and thereby reverses itself: as Péguy says, it is not
l‘cderation Day which commemorates or represents the fall of the Bastille,
but the fall of the Bastille which celebrates and repeats in advance all the
l'ederation Days; or Monet’s first water lily which repeats all the others.
Generality, as generality of the particular, thus stands opposed to repetition
as universality of the singular. The repetition of a work of art is like a
singularity without concept, and it is not by chance that a poem must be
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learned by heart. The head is the organ of exchange, but the heart is the
amorous organ of repetition. (It is true that repetition also concerns the
head, but precisely because it is its terror or paradox.) Pius Servien rightly
distinguished two languages: the language of science, dominated by the
symbol of equality, in which each term may be replaced by others; and
lyrical language, in which every term is irreplaceable and can only be
repeated.” Repetition can always be ‘represented’ as extreme resemblance
or perfect equivalence, but the fact that one can pass by degrees from one
thing to another does not prevent their being different in kind.

On the other hand, generality belongs to the order of laws. However,
law determines only the resemblance of the subjects ruled by it, along with
their equivalence to terms which it designates. Far from grounding
repetition, law shows, rather, how repetition would remain impossible for
pure subjects of law - particulars. It condemns them to change. As an
empty form of difference, an invariable form of variation, a law compels its
subjects to illustrate it only at the cost of their own change. No doubt there
are as many constants as variables among the terms designated by laws,
and as many permanences and perseverations as there are fluxes and
variations in nature. However, a perseveration is still not a repetition. The
constants of one law are in turn variables of a more general law, just as the
hardest rocks become soft and fluid matter on the geological scale of
millions of years. So at each level, it is in relation to large, permanent
natural objects that the subject of a law experiences its own powerlessness
to repeat and discovers that this powerlessness is already contained in the
object, reflected in the permanent object wherein it sees itself condemned.
Law unites the change of the water and the permanence of the river. Elie
Faure said of Watteau: ‘He imbued with the utmost transitoriness those
things which our gaze encounters as the most enduring, namely space and
forests.” This is the eighteenth-century method. Wolmar, in La Nouvelle
Héloise, made a system of it: the impossibility of repetition, and change as
a general condition to which all particular creatures are subject by the law
- of Nature, were understood in relation to fixed terms (themselves, no
doubt, variables in relation to other permanences and in function of other,
more general laws), This is the meaning of the grove, the grotto and the
‘sacred’ object. Saint-Preux learns that he cannot repeat, not only because
of his own change and that of Julie, but also because of the great natural
permanences, which assume a symbolic value and exclude him no less from
true repetition. If repetition is possible, it is due to miracle rather than to
law. It is against the law: against the similar form and the equivalent
content of law. If repetition can be found, even in nature, it is in the name
of a power which affirms itself against the law, which works underneath
laws, perhaps superior to laws. If repetition exists, it expresses at once a
singnlarity opposed to the general, a universality opposed to the particular,
a distinctive opposed to the ordinary, an instantaneity opposed to variation
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‘It is so wearisome. First you put on your shirt, then your trousers; you
drag yourself into bed at night and in the morning drag yourself out
again; and always you put one foot in front of the other. There is little
hope that it will ever change. Millions have always done it like that and
millions more will do so after us. Moreover, since we’re made up of two
halves which both do the same thing, everything’s done twice. It’s all
very boring and very, very sad.”?

However, what good is moral law if it does not sanctify reiteration, above
all if it does not make reiteration possible and give us a legislative power
from which we are excluded by the law of nature? Moralists sometimes
present the categories of Good and Evjl in the following manner: every
time we try to repeat according to nature or as natural beings (repetition of
a pleasure, of a past, of a passion) we throw ourselves into a demonic and
already damned exercise which can end only in despair or boredom., The
Good, by contrast, holds out the possibility of repetition, of successful
repetition and of the spirituality of repetition, because it depends not upon
a law of nature but on a law of duty, of which, as moral beings, we cannot
be subjects without also being legislators. What is Kant’s ‘highest test’ if
not a criterion which should decide what cas in principle be reproduced -
in other words, what can be repeated without contradiction in the form of
moral law? The man of duty invented a ‘test’ of repetition; he decided what
in principle could be repeated. He thought he had thereby defeated both
the demonic and the wearisome. Moreover, as an echo of Danton’s con-
CEIns or a response to them, is there not a moralism in that repetition ap-
paratus described with such precision by Kant’s biographers, right down to
the astonishing garters that he made for himself, and the regularity of his
daily promenades (in the sense that neglecting one’s toilet and missing
exercise are among those conducts whose maxim cannot, without contra-
diction, be regarded as a universal law, nor, therefore, be the object of
rightful repetition)?

indifferent to the natural law; but the application of the moral law can be
conceived only by restoring to conscience itself the image and the model of
the law of nature. As a result, the moral law, far from giving us true
repetition, still leaves us in generality. This time, the generality is not that
of nature but that of habit as a second nature. It is useless to point to the
existence of immoral or bad habits: it is the form of habit - or, as Bergson
used to say, the habit of acquiring habits (the whole of obligation) — which
is essentially moral or has the form of the good. Furthermore, in this whole
or generality of habit we again find the two major orders: that of
resemblance, in the variable conformity of the elements of action with a
given model in so far as the habit has not been acquired; and that of
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the lopos ol the solitary and the singular, the logos of the ‘private
thimker’. Both Kierkegaard and Nietzsche develop the opposition between
ihw private thinker, the thinker-comet and bearer of repetition, and the
rublwe professor and doctor of law, whose second-hand discourse proceeds
lv mediation and finds its moralising source in the generality of concepts
it Kicrkegaard against Hegel, Nietzsche against Kant and Hegel; and
from this point of view, Péguy against the Sorbonne). Job is infinite
~oniestation and Abraham infinite resignation, but these are one and the
mme thing. Job challenges the law in an ironic manner, refusing all
++ond-hand explanations and dismissing the general in order to reach the
most singular as principle or as universal. Abraham submits humorously to
thie law, but finds in that submission precisely the singularity of his only
~on whom the law commanded him to sacrifice. As Kierkegaard
naderstands it, repetition is the transcendent correlate shared by the
puychical intentions of contestation and resignation. (We rediscover the
two aspects in Péguy’s doubling of Joan of Arc and Gervaise.) In
Ihietzsche’s striking atheism, hatred of the law and amor fati (love of fate),
appression and acquiescence are the two faces of Zarathustra, gathered
liom the Bible and turned back against it. Further, in a certain sense one
< an see Zarathustra’s moral test of repetition as competing with Kant. The
~ternal return says: whatever you will, will it in such a manner that you
also will its eternal return. There is a ‘formalism’ here which overturns
i.ant on his own ground, a test which goes further since, instead of relating
iepetition to a supposed moral law, it seems to make repetition itself the
only form of a law beyond morality. In reality, however, things are even
more complicated. The form of repetition in the eternal return is the brutal
form of the immediate, that of the universal and the singular reunited,
which dethrones every general law, dissolves the mediations and
annihilates the particulars subjected to the law. Just as irony and black
humour are combined in Zarathustra, so there is a within-the-law and a
beyond-the-law united in the eternal return.

4. Oppose repetition not only to the generalities of habit but also to the
particularities of memory. For it is perhaps habit which manages to ‘draw’
something new from a repetition contemplated from without. With habit,
we act only on the condition that there is a little Self within us which
contemplates: it is this which extracts the new — in other words, the general
— from the pseudo-repetition of particular cases. Memory, then, perhaps
recovers the particulars dissolved in generality. These psychological
movements are of little consequence: for both Nietzsche and Kierkegaard
they fade away in the face of repetition proposed as the double
condemnation of habit and memory. In this way, repetition is the thought
of the future: it is opposed to both the ancient category of reminiscence
and the modern category of habitus. It is in repetition and by repetition
that Forgetting becomes a positive power while the unconscious becomes a
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positive and superior unconscious (for example, forgetting as a force is an
integral part of the lived experience of eternal return). Everything is
summed up in power. When Kierkegaard speaks of repetition as the second
power of consciousness, ‘second’ means not a second time but the infinite
which belongs to a single time, the eternity which belongs to an instant, the
unconscious which belongs to consciousness, the ‘nth’ power. And when
Nietzsche presents the eternal return as the immediate expression of the
will to power, will to power does not at all mean ‘to want power’ but, on
the contrary: whatever you will, carry it to the ‘nth’ power — in other
words, separate out the superior form by virtue of the selective operation
of thought in the eternal return, by virtue of the singularity of repetition in
the eternal return itself. Here, in the superior form of everything that is, we
find the immediate identity of the eternal return and the Overman.

We are not suggesting any resemblance whatsoever between Nietzsche’s
Dionysus and Kierkegaard’s God. On the contrary, we believe that the
difference is insurmountable. But this s all the more reason to ask why
their coincidence concerning this fundamental objective, the theme of
repetition, even though they understand this objective differently?
Kierkegaard and Nietzsche are among those who bring to philosophy new
means of expression. In relation to them we speak readily of an
overcoming of philosophy. Furthermore, in all their work, movement is at
issue. Their objection to Hegel is that he does not go beyond false
movement — in other words, the abstract logical movement of ‘mediation’.
They want to put metaphysics in motion, in action, They want to make it
act, and make it carry out immediate acts, It is not enough, therefore, for
them to propose a new representation of movement; representation is
already mediation. Rather, it is a question of producing within the work a
movement capable of affecting the mind outside of al] representation; it is a
question of making movement itself a work, without interposition; of
substituting  direct signs for mediate representations; of inventing
vibrations, rotations, whirlings, gravitations, dances or leaps which directly
touch the mind. This is the idea of a man of the theatre, the idea of a
director before his time. In this sense, something completely new begins
with Kierkegaard and Nietzsche. They no longer reflect on the theatre in
the Hegelian manner. Neither do they set up a philosophical theatre. They
invent an incredible equivalent of theatre within philosophy, thereby
founding simultaneously this theatre of the future and a new philosophy. It
will be said that, at least from the point of view of theatre, there was no
production: neither the profession of priest and Copenhagen around 1840,
nor the break with Wagner and Bayreuth, was a favourable condition. One
thing, however, is certain: when Kierkegaard speaks of ancient theatre and
modern drama, the environment has already changed; we are no longer in
the element of reflection. We find here a thinker who lives the problem of
masks, who experiences the inner emptiness of masks and seeks to fil] it, to
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theatre and for Zarathustra’s dances. Nletzs.cl'{e s reproach to Wagner is
ihat he inverted and distorted ‘movement’, giving us a ngutlcal theatre iE
which we must paddle and swim rather than one in whlch we can wril
and dance. Zarathustra is conceived enti'rely within phll(?sophy,dbut also
cntirely for the stage. Everything in it is scgred and v1§uallse s puktl. in
motion and made to walk or dance. How can it be read without searc 1rgg
for the exact sound of the cries of the higher man, how can th.e prologue he
rcad without staging the episode of the tight.rope walker Wthh'b(ipeI;: t ff
whole story? At certain moments, it is a comic opera abgut terrible t 1fntghse,
and it is not by chance that Nietzsche speaks of the comic characfterho he
Overman. Remember the song of Ariadne from the mouth of the o
Sorcerer: here, two masks are superimposed — that of a young woman,
almost of a Kore, which has just been laid over the mas.k of a repug;lalrllt
old man. The actor must play the role of an old.rr%an plaxmg the rol.e of t EE
Kore. Here too, for Nietzsche, it is a matter of flllmg the inner emp:imess 1(()
the mask within a theatrical space: by multlplyl.ng the superimpose 'masbs
and inscribing the omnipresence of Dionysus in that supenrfnlilosnton,l tz
inserting both the infinity of real movement and the form o the ahsos: ;
difference given in the repetition of eternal return. Wh(?n Nletzsche })1’
that the Overman resembles Borgia rather than Parsxfa}l, Ofi w eg th:
suggests that the Overman belongs at once to both the Jesuit Or Er anthem
Prussian officer corps, we can understand these texts only by taking
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for what they are: the remarks of a director indicating how the Overman
should be ‘played’.

Theatre is real movement, and it extracts real movement from all the
arts it employs. This is what we are told: this movement, the essence and
the interiority of movement, is not opposition, not mediation, but
repetition. Hegel is denounced as the one who proposes an abstract
movement of concepts instead of a movement of the Physis and the Psyche.
Hegel substitutes the abstract relation of the particular to the concept in
general for the true relation of the singular and the universal in the Idea.
He thus remains in the reflected element of ‘representation’, within simple
generality. He represents concepts instead of dramatizing Ideas: he creates
a false theatre, a false drama, a false movement. We must see how Hegel
betrays and distorts the immediate in order to ground his dialectic in that
incomprehension, and to introduce mediation in a movement which is no
more than that of his own thought and its generalities. When we say, on
the contrary, that movement is repetition and that this is our true theatre,
we are not speaking of the effort of the actor who ‘repeats’ because he has
not yet learned the part. We have in mind the theatrical space, the
emptiness of that space, and the manner in which it is filled and
determined by the signs and masks through which the actor plays a role
which plays other roles; we think of how repetition is woven from one
distinctive point to another, including the differences within itself. {(When
Marx also criticizes the abstract false movement or mediation of the
Hegelians, he finds himself drawn to an idea, which he indicates rather
than develops, an essentially ‘theatrical’ idea: to the extent that history is
theatre, then repetition, along with the tragic and the comic within
repetition, forms a condition of movement under which the ‘actors” or the
‘heroes’ produce something effectively new in history.) The theatre of
repetition is opposed to the theatre of representation, just as movement is
opposed to the concept and to representation which refers it back to the
concept. In the theatre of repetition, we experience pure forces, dynamic
lines in space which act without intermediary upon the spirit, and link it
directly with nature and history, with a language which speaks before
words, with gestures which develop before organised bodies, with masks
before faces, with spectres and phantoms before characters — the whole
apparatus of repetition as a ‘terrible power’.

It then becomes easy to speak of the differences between Kierkegaard
and Nietzsche. Even this question, however, must no longer be posed at the
speculative level of the ultimate nature of the God of Abraham or the
Dionysus of Zarathustra. It is rather a matter of knowing what it means to
‘produce movement’, to repeat or to obtain repetition. Is it a matter of
leaping, as Kierkegaard believes? Or is it rather a matter of dancing, as
Nietzsche thinks? He does not like the confusion of dancing and leapin§
{only Zarathustra’s ape, his demon, his dwarf, his buffoon, leaps).

Refretition and Dafference I
Caddpaand offers us actheatre of {aith; he opposces spiritu;ll. mf)vcmcnt, the
ot of futh, to logical movement. He can thus invite us to g0
© il all acsthetic repetition, beyond irony and even hu.mo-ur, gll the
\ware that he offers us only the aesthetic, ironic and
Lmoretie inage of such a going-beyond. With Nietzsche, it is a theatre of

ent as Physis, already a theatre of cruelty. Here,

v liel, of  movem \  ature
oot and irony are indispensable and fundamental operations of nature.
e forgot that it is a vertiginous

ol what would eternal return be, if w
v ment endowed with a force: not one which causes the return of the
wue i peneral, but one which selects, one whigh expels as well as cr;att;ls,
L 1ioys as well as produces? Nietzsche’s leading idea is to groun the
. iwon in eternal return on both the death of God and the dlssolutloq of
v ol 1owever, it is a quite different alliance in the theatre of faltg:
| «lepaard dreams of an alliance between a qu and a self redlscoveFe .
Il orts of differences follow: is the movement 10 the sphere of the mind,
. i the entrails of the earth which knows neither God nor sﬂf? Where
A« be better protected against gener.al‘ities, against medlatl(l)ns? Isf
.+ ution supernatural, to the extent that it is over anq above the laws o
vimies Or is it rather the most natural will of Nature in itself anc.i willing
. If as Physis, because Nature is by itself superior. to its own kingdoms
1 1 own laws? Has Kierkegaard not mixed all kinds of things toge:ther
I condemnation of ‘aesthetic’ repetition: a pseudo-repegtlon
ure and a true repetition in nature itself;
. thological repetition of the passions and a repetition in art and the
1k of art? We cannot now resolve any of these problerqs; it }}as been
wouph for us to find theatrical confirmation of an irreducible difference

I.. tween generality and repetition.

fuil |».||nh|||y

o

inbutable to general laws of nat

i".petition and generality are opposed from the poin.t of view of con_d'uct
.l trom the point of view of law. It remains to speufy a third opposition
i,om the point of view of concepts or representation. Let us pose a .quclzs-
on quid juris: a concept may be in principle the. concept .of a partlc;ll ar
wting thing, thus having an infinite compr.ehen51op. Infinite comprenen-
o is the correlate of an extension = 1. It is very important that th'lS 1111-
finity of comprehension be supposed .actualh, not virtual or simp };
\ndefinite. It is on this condition that predicates in thg form of moments 0
- sncepts are preserved, and have an effect on the sul?]ect to which t.hey arz:l
.tributed. Infinite comprehension thus makes possible remembering 1an
(+ cognition, memory and self-consciousness (even when thgse two facu tc;es
e not themselves infinite). The relation of a concept to its object un 1efr
(s double aspect, in the form that it assumes m-t:hls memory and t}}lns self-
. onsciousness, is called representation. Frorp this may bg dmwr‘\j Fffe prin-
- iples of a vulgarized Leibnizianism. According to a principle of difference,
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every determination is conceptual in the last instance, or actually belongs
to the comprehension of a concept. According to a principle of sufficient
reason, there is always one concept per particular thing. According to the
reciprocal principle of the identity of indiscernibles, there is one and only
one thing per concept. Together, these principles expound a theory of dif-
ference as conceptual difference, or develop the account of representation
as mediation.

However, a concept can always be blocked at the level of each of its
determinations or each of the predicates that it includes. In so far as it
serves as a determination, a predicate must remain fixed in the concept
while becoming something else in the thing (animal becomes something
other in man and in horse; humanity something other in Peter and in Paul).
This is why the comprehension of the concept is infinite; having become
other in the thing, the predicate is like the object of another predicate in
the concept. But this is also why each determination remains general or
defines a resemblance, to the extent that it remains fixed in the concept and
applicable by right to an infinity of things. Here, the concept is thus
constituted in such a fashion that, in its real use, its comprehension extends
to infinity, but in its logical use, this comprehension is always liable to an
artificial blockage. Every logical limitation of the comprehension of a
concept endows it with an extension greater than 1, in principle infinite,
and thus of a generality such that no existing individual can correspond to
it bic et nunc (rule of the inverse relation of comprehension and extension).
Thus, the principle of difference understood as difference in the concept
does not oppose but, on the contrary, allows the greatest space possible for
the apprehension of resemblances. Even from the point of view of
conundrums, the question ‘What difference is there?” may always be
transformed into: ‘What resemblance is there?” But above all, in
classification, the determination of species implies and supposes a
continual evaluation of resemblances. Undoubtedly, resemblance is not a
partial identity, but that is only because the predicate in the concept is not,
by virtue of its becoming other in the thing, a part of that thing.

We wish to indicate the difference between this type of artificial
blockage and a quite different type which must be called a natural
blockage of the concept. One refers to logic pure and simple, but the other
refers to a transcendental logic or a dialectic of existence. Let us suppose
that a concept, taken at a particular moment when its comprehension is
finite, is forcibly assigned a place in space and time — that is, an existence
corresponding normally to the extension = 1. We would say, then, that a
genus or species passes into existence bic et nunc without any
augmentation of comprehension. There is a rift between that extension = 1
imposed upon the concept and the extension = e that its weak
comprehension demands in principle. The result will be a ‘discrete
extension’ — that is, a pullulation of individuals absolutely identical in
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et of ther coneept, and p;lrticip.atilq?7 in. the same smgufladr'lstzreltr;
tonee (the paradox of doubles or twins).” This phe‘n;)meno-n ?(incll crece
. weson implies a natural blockage of th.e. con‘cept,.dlf erent 11}11 nd from
orical Blockage: it forms a true repetition 1n.§x1stenc.e rather : n
1ot of resemblance in thought. There is a .51gmf1cant dlffference t(;twaend
wrality, which always designates a logical power 0h Fonce}; fimits
. tition, which testifies to their poweljlessr.le.ss or t ellr1 rea R bein.
- jettion is the pure fact of a concept with fln{te comprelens:)cf) b i
..l to pass as such into existence: can we fxndle)iamlfie:d f such :
\- v ape? Epicurean atoms would be one: 1r%d1v1dua.s oca sd f[;r &
v+ nevertheless have a meagre comprehension, Wthl.'l is ma ef up -
1.\ 1ete extension, to the point where there exists an infinity o a;(l);ns of
1 .ame shape and size. The existence of Epicurean }alltoms. " Zense
i.ubied. On the other hand, the existence of words, which are 1nh ense
linpnistic atoms, cannot be doubted. Words possess a compfre ;?erel
tncly is necessarily finite, since they are by nature the ob]ec}:s of a f thz
al definition. We have here a reason vyhy the compre enilor;l 0finite
ucept cannot extend to infinity: we defme; a word byhprﬁ zvords ite
wouber of words. Nevertheless, speegh and writing, frorr;lw l1)c vords are
..cparable, give them an existence hic et nunc; a genus there dy passe 0
d here again extension 1s made up for in dispersion,
hich forms the real power of

~1ence as such; and hel 151
i« reteness, under the sign of a repetition W
| \n-uage in speech and writing. . f

i‘l\cgquestion is: are there other natural blockages besides thos‘c;V i?h
-« rete extension and finite comprehension? Let us assfume a conc;p;ts vich
\wlefinite comprehension (virtually inflmte)..Hovls;ever ar onfe 1:{1; ues that

i think that it subsumes periec
~mprehension, one can always think th | rical
ol »|«-Icts By contrast with the actual infinite, where the.conc.ept }118 Suffsl:l:he
Lv right to distinguish its object from every qther object, in t LS c;l e the
oncept can pursue its comprehension indefinitely, glwzgs su sut. gthe
pluali j ich is i 1 inite. again, the concept 1s
- ts which is itself indefinite. Here he
plurality of objec : ‘2 A
i ini — for objects which are aistinct.
‘..me — indefinitely the same o e must
i i of non-conceptual differences
herefore recognise the existence of : veen
(hese objects. It is Kant who best indicates the correlation between ob)ecall

P . . . .. . Or
ndowed with only an indefinite specification, aqd purely spatlo-t(elmp :
non-conceptual ~ determinations (the paradox (l)
However, these determinations are prec1sely1 only

. i -
(he figures of repetition: space and time are themselvesbrepetltu./e.mi1 ;cluO;
1 1 minim
ition I maximum of difference but a
and real opposition 1s not a ' . um o
repetition — a repetition reduced to two, echomfg and reltfurgmg 320:1 th,us
ine 1 etl

iti i the means to define itsell. Rep

epetition which has found S .
o as difference without a concept, repetition which escaFes
conceptual difference. It expresses a power peculiar
bornness of the existent in intuition, which resists

or  oppositional,
.ymmetrical objects).

1ppears
indefinitely continued
to the existent, a stub
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2’:fy};ng‘?glffzﬁleogoi);ecin?pts no matter how far this is taken. However
covaral Sbiocs correspé)néi t ant says, you can always repeat — that is, make
the risbe, oo for moreoaltzior at ieast ;wo: one for the left and one for
ome fer the negative. nd one for the less, one for the positive and
witslrcigdz figiztlztnr;:e};):;si:t; :zderstood iff I\i}/e consider that concepts
always in something else: they are r?ontcierl:tf\lgtureagilr: .ixf\ :hseuCh" et ich
. ! mind which

;::itiﬁiil?\tlzst :;eoirs Z?f:;:fsdlt’ ?.Ild represents it to itself. That is why it is
Corresponding 10 such Coe mind or ahenatec‘i concept, opposed to itself.
oo thet e, which nel}c}c:pts are those ob;ects.which themselves lack
ey qilestjon i, it l::r possess nor collect in themselves their own
extr pees, mons momen;l;n;:;i V;i]}gv I;];atli}rle repeats: becalllse it is partes
N 2. elty then passes to the mind which

ZZIID);C;FCH:)Sf lft(;e-fl.jfecczls: the mind has a memory or acquires habits, it is
capad e }11; epts in general ar}d of drawing something new, of

Concenf son}cﬁ ;ng new from the repetition that it contemplates.

wih indif?ni‘;zt Corlrrllltrz hCeOm.prehension‘ are nominal concepts; concepts
Nature Seriie & tw}; Casnsmr} but without memory are concepts of
blockage. Take an indjv'des 1stlll c.io not exhaus.t the examples of natural
vlocka Comprehensionl l;id Ssvtégn mjt}? particular rgpresiantition with
' s with memory but lacking self-
i?:rch(;?;is:i;ireﬂ;fn [ff;?ir:lreh;nswe rep.resen.tation is indeed in—itsilf, the
or 2 ben, Wha’t . missmg ah the particularity of an act, a scene, an event
e e COnscmusg, owever, for a Fietermlnate natural reason, is
memory o remem b —ness or recognition. What is missing in the
Consciousness establishes be:ver;thtir, Ithe (‘;V Olfkmg fhrough of memory.
much more profound than that whiclf api)r:;arts fnr:}[:resentatl(?n " relation
- prok e expression ‘I have a
fwel[:il‘ceﬁeg(t)ztslzr(l)t- ;t“f)evlvati:ss f?e represent‘ation to Fhe I as if to a free faculty
D rods tt_o be confined within any one of its products,
o whlen delzermic is already thgught and recognised as past, the
occasion of 2 knoWkdnant change in  inner meaning. When the
the Knowlodge in itodl 1 ge lor the worlgpg thrqugh of memory is missing,
is o say ropeted, enacted(ﬁs};e;l;e ;fllj)et'ltm]? of its ;bject: it ishplayed, that
: eing known. Repetition here appears

211;1 Ct(l)lﬁsgilzfu()sncs);l;):sr:i rtllse free concept, of knowledge or of memof}E the
poconesio blockape~ e rzthn. It fell to Freud to assign the natural reason
for such 2 ‘Constgr ;int? ass:::)(x; n(l); urles.:lst?ncI.eI, whic}lll makes repetition itself
. ’ sion’. Here, then, is a third case of

Eizfl}iii; (EE: :::rllfjh (;OI;CCrfns, this Fime, thg concepts of freedom. Here
orincinte of an invsrsen C} a certain Freudlani.sr.n, we can discover the
B eiiion ondt oot ;e ation .b'etween repetition and consciousness,
g, repetition 1nd recognition (the paradox of the
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Larale or bured objects): the less one remembers, the less one 1s
secions ol remembering one’s past, the more one re%eats it ~ remember
st work through the memory in order not to repeat it.” Self-consciousness
. 1o opnition appears as the faculty of the future or the function of the
(i, the function of the new. Is it not true that the only dead who return

"+ those whom one has buried too quickly and too deeply, without paying

e the necessary respects, and that remorse testifies less to an excess of

v mory than to a powerlessness or to a failure in the working through of a

vomory?

ihere is a tragic and a comic repetition. Indeed, repetition always
L piars twice, once in the tragic destiny and once in the comic aspect. In
‘h theatre, the hero repeats precisely because he is separated from an
ntial, infinite knowledge. This knowledge is in him, it is immersed in

i and acts in him, but acts like something hidden, like a blocked
.. wesentation. The difference between the comic and the tragic pertains to
.o clements: first, the nature of the repressed knowledge — in the one case
mcdiate natural knowledge, a simple given of common sense, in the
_.iher terrible esoteric knowledge; second, as a result, the manner in which
v character is excluded from this knowledge, the manner in which ‘he
.+ not know that he knows’. In general the practical problem consists in
‘- this unknown knowledge must be represented as bathing the whole
e, impregnating all the elements of the play and comprising in itself all
‘e powers of mind and nature, but at the same time the hero cannot
.present it to himself — on the contrary, he must enact it, play it and
\-peat it until the acute moment that Aristotle called ‘recognition’. At this
|owmt, repetition and representation confront one another and merge,
ihout, however, confusing their two levels, the one reflecting itself in and
ling sustained by the other, the knowledge as it is represented on stage
.l as repeated by the actor then being recognised as the same.

Ie discrete, the alienated and the repressed are the three cases of natural
I lockage, corresponding respectively to nominal concepts, concepts of na-
(ure and concepts of freedom. In all these cases, however, conceptual ident-
«y or Sameness of representation is invoked to account for repetition:
(epetition is attributed to clements which are really distinct but neverthe-
l.-ss share strictly the same concept. Repetition thus appears as a difference,
Gut a difference absolutely without concept; in this sense, an indifferent dif-
{erence. The words ‘really’, ‘strictly’, ‘absolutely’ are supposed to refer to
(he phenomenon of natural blockage, in opposition to logical blockage
which only determines a generality. However, an important drawback
compromises this whole endeavour. As long as we invoke absolute concep-
(ual identity for distinct objects, we suggest a purely negative explanation,
.n explanation by default. The fact that this default should be grounded in
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the nature of concepts or representations themselves changes nothing. In
the first case, repetition occurs because nominal concepts naturally possess
a finite comprehension. In the second case, repetition occurs because con-
cepts of nature are naturally devoid of memory, alienated and outside
themselves. In the third case, because the concept of freedom remains
unconscious while memories and representations remain repressed. In
all these cases, that which repeats does so only by dint of not
‘comprehending’, not remembering, not knowing or not being conscious.
Throughout, the inadequacy of concepts and of their representative con-
comitants (memory and self-consciousness, remembrance and recognition)
is supposed to account for repetition. Such is therefore the default of every
argument grounded in the form of identity in the concept: these arguments
give us only a nominal definition and a negative explanation of repetition.
No doubt the formal identity which corresponds to simple logical blockage
may be opposed to real identity (the Same) as this appears in natural block-
age. But natural blockage itself requires a positive supra-conceptual force
capable of explaining it, and of thereby explaining repetition.

Let us return to the example of psychoanalysis: we repeat because we
repress ... Freud was never satisfied with such a negative schema, in which
repetition is explained by amnesia. It is true that, from the beginning,
repression was considered a positive power. However, he borrowed this
positivity from the pleasure principle or from the reality principle: it was
merely a derived positivity, one of opposition. The turning point of
Freudianism appears in Beyond the Pleasure Principle: the death instinct is
discovered, not in connection with the destructive tendencies, not in
connection with aggressivity, but as a result of a direct consideration of
repetition phenomena. Strangely, the death instinct serves as a posttive,
originary principle for repetition; this is its domain and its meaning. It
plays the role of a transcendental principle, whereas the pleasure principle
is only psychological. For this reason, it is above all silent (not given in
experience), whereas the pleasure principle is noisy. The first question,
then, is: How is it that the theme of death, which appears to draw together
the most negative elements of psychological life, can be in itself the most
positive element, transcendentally positive, to the point of affirming
repetition? How can it be related to a primordial instinct? But a second
question immediately arises: Under what form is repetition affirmed and
prescribed by the death instinct? Ultimately, it is a question of the relation
between repetition and disguises. Do the disguises found in the work of
dreams or symptoms - condensation, displacement, dramatisation -
rediscover while attenuating a bare, brute repetition (repetition of the
Same)? From the first theory of repression, Freud indicated another path:
Dora elaborates her own role, and repeats her love for the father, only
through other roles filled by others, which she herself adopts in relation to
those others (K., Frau K., the governess ...). The disguises and the
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- come ‘over and >': they are
o attons, the masks or costumes, Jo not come “over and above y are,

. S o oral
o+ the contrary, the internal genetic clements of repetition itself, its integ

nalysis
il constituent parts. This path wmﬂ{i have beer}liable t:r li?%ttg?danotydo
o itable theatre. However,
i the unconscious towards a verl . t did not do
. this was because Freud was unable to prevent himself mal}rlx.tamlglﬁgnthe
odel of a brute repetition, at least as a .tendency. \Xge see tdlsf::)m e
tibutes fixation to the Id: disguise is .ther.x understood om the
rspective of a simple opposition of forces; disguised repetition 12 o yE ¢
1ium of a secondary compromise between the (_)pposed f(;rces of ae : :;r 0
.l the Id. Even beyond the pleasure pr‘ljno:l;k)ll?, the ormtondency re
it i i d interprets the death instinct as a te
(« petition persists, Sice Freu ' ney Lo
. 1urn to the state of inanimate matter, one which upholds the mod
i i ition.
“holly physical or material repeti .
i()thE }i’as nothing to do with a material model. Onkthe cgntrarty,rlilse
i i costumes.
insti tood in relation to masks an
Jeath instinct may be unders n rel ' ks and \
{epetition is truly that which disguises itself in constltutm%l 1tselft,htlt1§
- g . . . . . a e
i i i disguising itself. It is not underne
vhich constitutes itself only by £ e e
i ne mask to another, as thoug :
asks, but is formed from o 0 ‘ ough from 2
incti i from one privileged instant to ,
listinctive point to another, ' A ther, wieh
ithi iati asks do not hide anything excep
nd within the variations. The masks xceps ochet
i i hich is repeated, and even ou
masks. There is no first term W : ' i childhoos
ther adult loves with regard to 0 s
iove for the mother repeats O d 0 o e oy
i i .oh the hero of In Search of Los pl:
 ther like the way in which t f Lost Time rep 25"
i i ’ ion for Odette. There is therefor
vith his mother Swann’s passion cfore 18
‘( cated which may be isolated or abstracted from the repetition 1n v:l:;on
ﬂ‘ ) . . . . l
it l:vas formed, but in which it is also hldden.h Tkg:re is no ba;;c 'ﬁf: ition
1 i elf.
i inferred from the disguse 1ts .
which may be abstracted or | fro guise 16cl, et in
i i isguisi d disguised. A decisive
(hing is both disguising an ‘ . ne
pqycioanalysis occurred when Freud gave upidxil1 certzim fieigicp;rt he
‘ i i nts. which would have playe ‘
hypothesis of real childhood events, : yed the pact <
i isgui i order to substitute the power ot fantasy
ultimate disguised terms, in or e power of fancasy M0
is 1 i instinct, where everything is already
is immersed in the death instinct, where ready e
isgui ition is in its essence symboliC; Sy .
disguised. In short, repeti in its . C; ¢ or
simgulacra are the letter of repetition itself. leflerencebls1 1F}1}c'll'uc.if:ciV -
\ isgul ol. This 1s
iti ise and by the order of the sym
repetition by way of disgu . o T
iati from without, do not expre
the variations do not come ¢ s 8 seconcan)
i ing i epressed instance,
epressing instance and a t i
compromise between a I . 4 d instanee, an
the basis of the still neg
must not be understood on he orms o
i xpress, rather,
iti | or overturning. The varations € R
opposition, reversa ' ress, Tl
i i i belong to the essence an g
differential mechanisms which ce and orlgh © ered
ich i 1d even overturn the relations betw ¢
which is repeated. We shou s berme e on
> withi tition. Take an uncovered or
and ‘uncovered’ within repe ered e repetition
iti h as an obsessional ceremony
repetition of the Same) suc - : 1y W
(schpizophrenic stereotype: the mechanical element in the repetition,
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element of action apparently repeated, serves as a cover for a more
profound repetition, which is played in another dimension, a secret
verticality in which the roles and masks are furnished by the death instinct.
Theatre of terror, Binswanger said of schizophrenia. There, the ‘never seen’
is not the contrary of the ‘already seen’: both signify the same thing, and
are lived each in the other. Nerval’s Sylvie already introduced us into this
theatre, and the Gradiva, so close to a Nervalian inspiration, shows us the
hero who lives at once both repetition as such and the repeated which is
always disguised in the repetition. In the analysis of obsession, the
appearance of the theme of death coincides with the moment at which the
obsessed has command of all the characters of his drama and brings them
together in a repetition of which the ‘ceremony’ is only the external
envelope. The mask, the costume, the covered is everywhere the truth of
the uncovered. The mask is the true subject of repetition. Because
repetition differs in kind from representation, the repeated cannot be
represented: rather, it must always be signified, masked by what signifies it,
itself masking what it signifies.

I do not repeat because I repress. I repress because I repeat, I forget
because I repeat. I repress, because I can live certain things or certain
experiences only in the mode of repetition. I am determined to repress
whatever would prevent me from living them thus: in particular, the
representation which mediates the lived by relating it to the form of a
similar or identical object. Eros and Thanatos are distinguished in that Eros
must be repeated, can be lived only through repetition, whereas Thanatos
(as transcendental principle) is that which gives repetition to Eros, that
which submits Eros to repetition. Only such a point of view is capable of
advancing us in the obscure problems of the origin of repression, its nature,
its causes and the exact terms on which it bears. For when Freud shows ~
beyond repression ‘properly speaking’, which bears upon representations —
the necessity of supposing a primary repression which concerns first and
foremost pure presentations, or the manner in which the drives are
necessarily lived, we believe that he comes closest to a positive internal
principle of repetition. This later appears to him determinable in the form
of the death instinct, and it is this which, far from being explained by it,
must explain the blockage of representation in repression properly
speaking. This is why the law of an inverse relation between repetition and
remembering is in every respect hardly satisfactory, in so far as it makes
repetition depend upon repression.

Freud noted from the beginning that in order to stop repeating it was
not enough to remember in the abstract (without affect), nor to form a
concept in general, nor even to represent the repressed event in all its
particularity: it was necessary to seek out the memory there where it was,
to install oneself directly in the past in order to accomplish a living
connection between the knowledge and the resistance, the representation
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process according to which it has been carried out.’'2 These remarks stand
for the notion of causality in general. For it is not the elements of symmetry
present which matter for artistic or natural causality, but those which are
missing and are not in the cause; what matters is the possibility of the cause
having less symmetry than the effect. Moreover, causality would remain
eternally conjectural, a simple logical category, if that possibility were not
at some moment or other effectively fulfilled. For this reason, the logical
relation of causality is inseparable from a physical process of signalling,
without which it would not be translated into action. By ‘signal’ we mean a
system with orders of disparate size, endowed with elements of dissym-
metry; by ‘sign’ we mean what happens within such a system, what flashes
across the intervals when a communication takes place between disparates.
The sign is indeed an effect, but an effect with two aspects: in one of these
it expresses, gua sign, the productive dissymmetry; in the other it tends to
cancel it. The sign is not entirely of the order of the symbol; nevertheless, it
makes way for it by implying an internal difference (while leaving the con-
ditions of its reproduction still external).

The negative expression ‘lack of symmetry’ should not mislead us: it
indicates the origin and positivity of the causal process. It is positivity itself.
For us, as the example of the decorative motif suggests, it is essential to
break down the notion of causality in order to distinguish two types of
repetition: one which concerns only the overall, abstract effect, and the
other which concerns the acting cause. One is a static repetition, the other
is dynamic. One results from the work, but the other is like the ‘evolution’
of a bodily movement. One refers back to a single concept, which leaves
only an external difference between the ordinary instances of a figure; the
other is the repetition of an internal difference which it incorporates in
each of its moments, and carries from one distinctive point to another. One
could try to assimilate these two repetitions by saying that the difference
between the first and the second is only a matter of a change in the content
of the concept, or of the figure being articulated differently, but this would
be to fail to recognise the respective order of each repetition. For in the
dynamic order there is no representative concept, nor any figure
represented in a pre-existing space. There is an Idea, and a pure dynamism
which creates a corresponding space.

Studies on rhythm or symmetry confirm this duality. A distinction is
drawn between arithmetic symmetry, which refers back to a scale of whole
or fractional coefficients, and geometric symmetry, based upon proportions
or irrational ratios; a static symmetry which is cubic or hexagonal, and a
dynamic symmetry which is pentagonal and appears in a spiral line or in a
geometrically progressing pulsation — in short, in a living and mortal
‘evolution’. Now, the second of these is at the heart of the first; it is the
vital, positive, active procedure. In a network of double squares, we
discover radiating lines which have the centre of a pentagon or a
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taken in one sense exercises an attractive force on its neighbours,
communicating an extraordinary gravity to them until one of the
neighbouring words takes up the baton and becomes in turn 2 centre of
repetition. Raymond Roussel and Charles Péguy were the great repeaters of
literature, able to lift the pathological power of language to a higher
artistic level. Roussel takes ambiguous words or homonyms and fills the
entire distance between their meanings with a story presented twice and
with objects themselves doubled. He thereby overcomes homonymity on its
own ground and inscribes the maximum difference within repetition,
where this is the space opened up in the heart of a word. This space is still
presented by Roussel as one of masks and death, in which is developed
both a repetition which enchains and a repetition which saves — which
saves above all from the one which enchains. Roussel creates an
after-language where, once everything has been said, everything is repeated
and recommenced. Péguy’s technique is very different: it substitutes
repetition not for homonymity but for synonymity; it concerns what
linguists call the function of contiguity rather than that of similarity; it
forms a before-language, an auroral language in which the step-by-step
creation of an internal space within words proceeds by tiny differences.
This time, everything leads to the problem of aging and premature deaths,
but in relation to this problem also to the extraordinary chance to affirm a
repetition which saves against that which enchains. Both Péguy and
Roussel take language to one of its limits: in the case of Roussel, that of
similarity and selection, the ‘distinctive feature’ between billard and pillard;
in the case of Péguy, that of contiguity or combination, the famous tapestry
points. Both substitute a vertical repetition of distinctive points, which
takes us inside the words, for the horizontal repetition of ordinary words
repeated. Both substitute a positive repetition, one which flows from the
excess of a linguistic and stylistic Idea, for a repetition by default which
results from the inadequacy of nominal concepts or verbal representations.
How does death inspire language, given that it is always present when
repetition is affirmed?

The reproduction of the Same is not a motor of bodily movements. We
know that even the simplest imitation involves a difference between inside
and outside. Moreover, imitation plays only a secondary and regulatory
role in the acquisition of a behaviour: it permits the correction of
movements being made, but not their instigation. Learning takes place not
in the relation between a representation and an action (reproduction of the
Same) but in the relation between a sign and a response (encounter with
the Other). Signs involve heterogeneity in at least three ways: first, in the
object which bears or emits them, and is necessarily on a different level, as
though there were two orders of size or disparate realities between which
the sign flashes; secondly, in themselves, since a sign envelops another
‘object” within the limits of the object which bears it, and incarnates a

)
Kepetison and Difference 23
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represented by the same concept, falling into the indifference of space and
time. In the other case, the difference is internal to the Idea; it unfolds as
pure movement, creative of a dynamic space and time which correspond to
the Idea. The first repetition is repetition of the Same, explained by the
identity of the concept or representation; the second includes difference,
and includes itself in the alterity of the Idea, in the heterogeneity of an
‘a-presentation’. One is negative, occurring by default in the concept; the
other affirmative, occurring by excess in the Idea. One is conjectural, the
other categorical. One is stati¢; the other dynamic. One is repetition in the
effect, the other in the cause. One is extensive, the other intensive. One is
ordinary, the other distinctive and singular. One is horizontal, the other
vertical. One is developed and explicated, the other enveloped and in need
of interpretation. One is revolving, the other evolving. One involves
equality, commensurability and symmetry; the other is grounded in
inequality, incommensurability and dissymmetry. One is material, the
other spiritual, even in nature and in the earth. One is inanimate, the other
carries the secret of our deaths and our lives, of our enchainments and our
liberations, the demonic and the divine. One is a ‘bare’ repetition, the other
a covered repetition, which forms itself in covering itself, in masking and
disguising itself. One concerns accuracy, the other has authenticity as its
criterion.

The two repetitions are not independent. One is the singular subject, the
interiority and the heart of the other, the depths of the other. The other is
only the external envelope, the abstract effect. The repetition of
dissymmetry is hidden within symmetrical ensembles or effects; a repetition
of distinctive points underneath that of ordinary points; and everywhere
the Other in the repetition of the Same. This is the secret, the most
profound repetition: it alone provides the principle of the other one, the
reason for the blockage of concepts. In this domain, as in Sartor Resartus,
it is the masked, the disguised or the costumed which turns out to be the
truth of the uncovered. Necessarily, since this repetition is not hidden by
something else but forms itself by disguising itself; it does not pre-exist its
own disguises and, in forming itself, constitutes the bare repetition within
which it becomes enveloped. Important consequences follow from this.
When we are confronted by a repetition which proceeds masked, or
comprises displacements, quickenings, slowdowns, variants or differences
which are ultimately capable of leading us far away from the point of
departure, we tend to see a mixed state in which repetition is not pure but
only approximative: the very word repetition seems to be employed
symbolically, by analogy or metaphor. It is true that we have strictly
defined repetition as difference without concept. However, we would be
wrong to reduce it to a difference which falls back into exteriority, because
the concept embodies the form of the Same, without seeing that it can be
internal to the Idea and possess in itself all the resources of signs, symbols

Repetition and Difference 25
1 adtenity whi h 1o l)('ynm] the concept as such. The cx.;lmplcs lIlV()l(ed
G concern the most diverse kinds of case, from nominal concepts to
ot of nature and freedom, and we could be charged W1Fh hav%ng

o np all kinds of physical and psychical repetitions, even \.Vllth hgvn}llg
L ropether stercotypical repetitions and latent, symbolic repetitions mht e

el domain. However, we wished to show the coexistence of tlese
4w es in cvery repetitive structure, to show how repetition dlspha'ly;1
il clements which necessarily refer back to a lat(,:nt sul?].ect w 1;

. w5 itself through these elements, forming an ‘other repetition at the
't of the first. We therefore suggest that this other repetltlﬁn is in nof

1, approximative or metaphorical. It is, on the'c.ontrz.iry, the sp;ill: gr

.1y repetition. It is the very letter of every repetition, }its waterm e or
~w-nutive cipher. It forms the essence of that in which every rIepe tion
- aats: difference without a concept, non—medlgFed difference. It 1ls o
‘i literal and spiritual primary sense of repetition. The material sense

\lts from this other, as if secreted by it like a shell. B -

We began by distinguishing generality and repetition. (Lr; kZ\ée:
ir.mguished two forms of repetition. These two dlStlnCthIlSd a;:e p w(;
1. consequences of the first are unfolded only in the second. For i
", content to treat repetition abstractly and as devoid of any mterloiavge

.wld remain incapable of understanding Why. and how a concept cdou itfl
. rurally blocked, allowing a repetition whl.ch has nothmg ltg \ oiov;l "
- nerality to appear. Conversely, when we discover the literal inter or of
.. petition, we have the means not only to understand t.he outzr ;ellale ito
.. 2 cover, but also to recapture the orde.r 'of. generality '(an 1, o .(zh thi
I werkegaard’s wish, to carry out the reconc1llatlgp of the. singu affw}i h the
-neral). For to the extent that the interpal repetition p'ro?ec;s étse t Zar %0
. Iare repetition which covers it, the d{f.ferences. that it includes igpvar °
l. so many factors which oppose repetition, which attenuate it a ; lazv !
. cording to ‘general” laws. Beneath the general. op?raFlpn oC C]icai
Lowever, there always remains the .play Qf singularities. hyou )
.neralities in nature are the masks ofa smg'u‘larlty Wth.h appears ]tl rf g
\heir interferences; and beneath the geperalltles of hablt in lmora i et vg:
\ediscover singular processes of learning. The domain of laws mu.i  be
understood, but always on the basis of a I'\Tatur.e and a Spirit sfuphen o
(heir own laws, which weave their repetitions 1n tbe df:pths of the ea h
nd of the heart, where laws do not yet exist. The interior Ef repet:lttlo;;1 ;t
always affected by an order of difference: it 1s onlyh to the e>;tetr}1mlt hat
something is linked to a repetition of an order oth.er t 'anl;ts OEY  that the
repetition appears external and bar.e, and thf: thing itse ;};f]eence e
categories of generality. It is thi mad;:quat}on E:I:ﬁ::;n Gla lfrriel  ane

epetition which gives rise to the order ol ge¢ ty. [arde

Is;[;;:zltzg in this SC%ISC that resemblance its.elf was onl)crl .c};splacedo;efhe:st;xé
real repetition is that which corresponds directly to a ditterence

i



26 Difference and Repetition

degree as itself. Better than anyone, Tarde was able to elaboratc a new
dialectic by discovering in mind and nature the secret effort to establish an
ever more perfect correspondence between difference and repetition.15

So long as we take difference to be conceptual difference, intrinsically con-
ceptual, and repetition to be an extrinsic difference between objects repre-
sented by the same concept, it appears that the problem of their relation
may be resolved by the facts. Are there repetitions — yes or no? Or is every
difference indeed intrinsic and conceptual in the last instance? Hegel ridi-
culed Leibniz for having invited the court ladies to undertake experimental
metaphysics while walking in the gardens, to see whether two leaves of a
tree could not have the same concept. Replace the court ladies by forensic
scientists: no two grains of dust are absolutely identical, no two hands have
the same distinctive points, no two typewriters have the same strike, no
two revolvers score their bullets in the same manner ... . Why, however, do
we feel that the problem is not properly defined so long as we look for the
criterion of a principium individuationis in the facts? It is because a differ-
ence can be internal, yet not conceptual (as the paradox of symmetrical ob-
jects shows). A dynamic space must be defined from the point of view of
an observer tied to that space, not from an external position. There are in-
ternal differences which dramatise an Idea before representing an object,
Difference here is internal to an Idea, even though it be external to the con-
cept which represents an object. That is why the opposition between Kant
and Leibniz seems much less strong to the extent that one takes account of
the dynamic factors present in the two doctrines. If, in the forms of intu-
ition, Kant recognised extrinsic differences not reducible to the order of
concepts, these are no less ‘internal’ even though they cannot be regarded
as ‘intrinsic’ by the understanding, and can be represented only in their ex-
ternal relation to space as a whole.!® In other words, following certain
neo-Kantian interpretations, there is a step-by-step, internal, dynamic con-
struction of space which must precede the ‘representation’ of the whole as
a form of exteriority. The element of this internal genesis seems to us to
consist of intensive quantity rather than schema, and to be related to Ideas
rather than to concepts of the understanding. If the spatial order of extrin-
sic differences and the conceptual order of intrinsic differences are finally
in harmony, as the schema shows they are, this is ultimately due to this in-
tensive differential element, this synthesis of continuity at a given moment
which, in the form of a continua repetitio, first gives rise internally to the
space corresponding to Ideas. With Leibniz, the affinity between extrinsic
differences and intrinsic conceptual differences already appealed to the in-
ternal process of a continua repetitio, grounded upon an intensive differen-
tial element which ensures the synthesis of continuity at a point in order to
engender space from within,
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Chapter I
Difference in Itself

Indifference has two aspects: the undifferenciated abyss, the black nothing-
ness, the indeterminate animal in which everything is dissolved — but also
the white nothingness, the once more calm surface upon which float un-
connected determinations like scattered members: a head without a neck,
an arm without a shoulder, eyes without brows. The indeterminate is com-
pletely indifferent, but such floating determinations are no less indifferent
to each other. Is difference intermediate between these two extremes? Or is
it not rather the only extreme, the only moment of presence and precision?
Difference is the state in which one can speak of determination as such.
The difference ‘between’ two things is only empirical, and the correspond-
ing determinations are only extrinsic. However, instead of something dis-
tinguished from something else, imagine something which distinguishes
itself ~ and yet that from which it distinguishes itself does not distinguish
itself from it. Lightning, for example, distinguishes itself from the black sky
but must also trail it behind, as though it were distinguishing itself from
that which does not distinguish itself from it. It is as if the ground rose to
the surface, without ceasing to be ground. There is cruelty, even monstros-
ity, on both sides of this struggle against an elusive adversary, in which the
distinguished opposes something which cannot distinguish itself from it but
continues to espouse that which divorces it. Difference is this state in which
determination takes the form of unilateral distinction. We must therefore
say that difference is made, or makes itself, as in the expression ‘make the
difference’. This difference or determination as such is also cruelty. The
Platonists used to say that the not-One distinguished itself from the One,
but not the converse, since the One does not flee that which flees it; and at
the other pole, form distinguishes itself from matter or from the ground,
but not the converse, since distinction itself is a form. In truth, all the forms
are dissolved when they are reflected in this rising ground. It has ceased to
be the pure indeterminate which remains below, but the forms also cease to
be the coexisting or complementary determinations. The rising ground is
no longer below, it acquires autonomous existence; the form reflected in
this ground is no longer a form but an abstract line acting directly upon the
soul. When the ground rises to the surface, the human face decomposes in
this mirror in which both determinations and the indeterminate combine in
a single determination which ‘makes’ the difference. It is a poor recipe for
producing monsters to accumulate heteroclite determinations or to over-
determine the animal. It is better to raise up the ground and dissolve the

28

Dufference o lself 29

foron Goya worked with aquatint and ctching, thc grisaille of the oge and
e weverity of the other. Odilon Redon used chzqrqscuro and the a StrECt
lave The abstract line acquires all its force from giving up Fhe model —(t1 aﬁ
o 1oy, the plastic symbol of the form — ;.md participates in the %roun ad
he more violently in that it distiriguishe.s xtsglf fr.om it thh(?ut t e%groun
Jdcapuishing itself from the line.” At this point, in such a mirror, faces are
Aintorted. Nor is it certain that it is only the sleep of reason Whlch gives rise
i+ monsters: it is also the vigil, the insomnia of thought, since thought. is
(hat moment in which determination makes itself one, by virtue ofh maxg-
cunimg a unilateral and precise relation to the indeterminate. T oug 5
malkes” difference, but difference is monstrous. We should not be surprise
ihat difference should appear accursed, that it should be error, sin or l:he
(e of evil for which there must be expiation. There is no sin other lt an
wang the ground and dissolving the form. Rf:call Artaud $ l11<.ie;;11: (}:lrui:i tzfei
nothing but determination as such, tha}t precise point at which the de
mined maintains its essential relation with the undetermined, that rigorous
wiract li by chiaroscuro.
! ‘lll':)‘u;teshc?lee fzglffe}r’ence from its maledictory state seems, therefc;)re, to be
the project of the philosophy of dlfferen.ce. Cannot dxfferf;nce gcox;lena;
l.irmonious organism and relate determination to oth.er etermination
within a form — that is to say, within the coherent‘ medlu’rr} of afn organic
rpresentation? There are four principal aspects to ‘reason’ in sod ar as it 12
rhe medium of representation: identity, in the form of th.e ubnl etermmte.
concept; analogy, in the relation between ultlmgte fietermz_ng e conzzptzj
opposition, in the relation between determmatzqns Wlthln fcon P re,
rescmblance, in the determined object of the concept 1Fse!f. T ese forms ar
ke the four heads or the four shackles of mediation. lefeFence. is
‘mediated’ to the extent that it is subjected to the f(?urfold root Qf 1dent%ty,
opposition, analogy and resemblance. On ‘the basis of a first 1.mpr.f;ss;gg
(ifference is evil), it is proposed to ‘saye’ difference by representing it, nd
to represent it by relating it to the requlrements‘o‘f the concept in g}i:neéa . N
15 therefore a question of determining a propitious moment I :1 ¢ hreg
propitious moment — at which difference is, as it were, reconcile W.lt t ai
concept. Difference must leave its cave apd cease to be a monster; torS !
lcast only that which escapes at the propitious moment mudst persist a "
monster, that which constitutes only.a bad eflcounter, a ba oc.cas?)n.
this point the expression ‘make the dlfferena? changes its meaning. It nogv
refers to a selective test which must determine which differences mayh €
inscribed within the concept in general, and how. Such a test, sllllcF a
selection, seems to be effectively realised by the Large and thl;: Sr?a . 05
the Large and the Small are not naturally §a1d of the One, but 1frst arll1
foremost of difference. The question arises, therefore, ho_w ar the
difference can and must extend ~ how large? how srpall? - in ‘order to
remain within the limits of the concept, neither becoming lost within nor
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escaping beyond it. It is obviously difficult to know whether the problem is
well posed in this way: is difference really an evil in itself> Must the
question have been posed in these moral terms? Must difference have been
‘mediated’ in order to render it both livable and thinkable? Must the
selection have consisted in that particular test? Must the test have been
conceived in that manner and with that aim? But we can answer these

questions only once we have more precisely determined the supposed
nature of the propitious moment.

Aristotle says: there is a difference which Is at once the greatest and the
most perfect, megiste and teleios. Difference in general is distinguished
from diversity or otherness. For two terms differ when they are other, not
in themselves, but in something else; thus when they also agree in some-
thing else: in genus when they are differences in species, in species for dif-
ferences in number, or even ‘in being, according to the analogy’ for
differences in genus. Under these conditions, what is the greatest dif-
ference? The greatest difference js always an opposition, but of all the
forms of opposition, which is the most perfect, the most complete, that
which ‘agrees’ best? Related terms belong to one another; contradiction al-
ready belongs to a subject, but only in order to make its subsistence im-
possible and to qualify the change by which it begins or ceases to be;
privation again expresses a determinate incapacity on behalf of an existing
subject. Contrariety alone expresses the capacity of a subject to bear oppo-
sites while remaining substantially the same (in matter or in genus). Under
what conditions, however, does contrariety impart its perfection to dif-
ference? So long as we consider the concrete being with respect to its mat-
ter, the contrarieties which affect it are corporeal modifications which give
us only the empirical, accidental concept of a still extrinsic difference lextra
quidditatem). Accidents may be separable from the subject, as ‘white’ and
‘black’ are from ‘man’; or inseparable, as ‘male’ and ‘female’ are from ‘ani-
mal’: accordingly, the difference will be called either communis or propria,
but in so far as it pertains to matter, it will always be accidental. Thus,
only a contrariety in the essence or in the form gives us the concept of a
difference that is itself essential [differentia essentialis aur propriissimal.
Contraries in this case are modifications which affect a subject with respect
to its genus. Genera are in effect divided by differences in essence which
take the form of contraries, such as ‘with feet’ and ‘with wings’. In short,
contrariety in the genus is the perfect and maximal difference, and contra-
riety in the genus is specific difference. Above and below that, difference
tends to become simple otherness and almost to escape the identity of the
concept: generic difference is too large, being established between uncom-
binable objects which do not enter into relations of contrariety; while indi-
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Lol ddirence s too smally being between indivisible objects which have
)
cuteanety erther.” .
’ ‘Iun-. mTI«-«-d, on the other hand, that specific d%fference mects alllthe
prrements of a harmonious concept and an organic representation. It is
hecause it s formal, intrinsic because it applles. to the essence. It is
podianive, and to the extent that the genus designates th,e essenl.ce,
Lilorence is even a very special quality ‘according to the essence’, a quality
4 the essence iself. It is synthetic, since the determination of spe}?e:l is
~oaposttion, and the difference is actually addf:d to t.he: gcf:nulsf in v:i ich it
Intherto only virtually included. Tt is medmted, it is itself me dl'at'lc(i)nci
v muddle term in person. It is productive, since genera are not lVil le
s ditferences but divided by differences which give rise to correspﬁn ing
i« That is why it is always a cause, the’forméll cause: the s Ortf;ft
i ance is the specific difference of the sFrgxght line, compiessxonhF €
1~ ilic difference of the colour black, dissociation that. of the co our white.
Lo 1s also why it is a predicate of s‘uch a Pecuhar type, since it 1;
winibuted to the species but at the same time attributes the genushtoilt and
-nntitutes the species to which it is attrlbute‘d. Such a s_yn;)letlc l:r:)f
sueditutive predicate, attributive more than att'rlbutc?d, a VT;ltE te r}‘:ich i
prodduction, has one final property: that of carrying YV.lth itself t 'al w o
wicebutes. In effect, the quality of the essence is suffxcm:ntly' special tohma K
ili penus something other, and not simply qf another quaht}i; ’ It l;s thus I;n
e nature of genera to remain the same in themselves_w x?h 'ecol?ihi
other in the differences which divide them. Difference carries wit l1ctse ]
renus and all the intermediary differences. The .determmanor% of spefllis
|;nks difference with difference across t}.le successive le.vels of lels'llon,f' I1l ael
« transport of difference, a diaphora (difference) of 'dzaphora(3 unti ?n 1the
Jitterence, that of the infima species (lowest specnles), con enzes N
<hosen direction the entirety of the essence and its continue q}lﬁ 1t g,
pathers them under an intuitive concept and grounds therp along wit :i
wrm to be defined, thereby becoming 1tself. something hum?ue atr;le
indivisible [atomon, adiaphoron, eidos]. In this manner, therefore, the
determination of species ensures coherence and continuity in
: i f the concept. . .
L()rIr{‘gtrlilrfr:)l(zEeoexpressionlzthe greatest difference’. It' is nowlev'ldente;hse;t
specific difference is the greatest only in an entlrely‘ re atn:led ;bové
Absolutely speaking, contradiction is greater than cont;arlety —-ea; 1 above
all, generic difference is greater than specific. Alr.ead}{, the ma}xlm i which
Aristotle distinguishes between difference apd dlyersxty or otherne peCifiC
the way: only in relation to the supposed 1deqt1Fy of a Foncepthls fs;nr ceific
difference called the greatest. Furthcrrpore, it is in relation to the m o
identity in the generic concept that dxfferepge goes as far has (;ppos;n no,
that it is pushed as far as contrariety. Sp.CC1flC dlfferenc;, t eri (?::’assing
way represents a universal concept (that is to say, an Idea) encomp
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all the singularities and turnings of difference, but rather refers to a
particular moment in which difference is merely reconciled with the
concept in general. Thus Aristotle’s diaphora of the diaphora is only a false
transport: it never shows difference changing its nature, we never discover
in it a differenciator of difference which would relate, in their respective
immediacy, the most universal and the most singular. Specific difference
refers only to an entirely relative maximum, a point of accommodation for
the Greek eye ~ in particular for the Greek eye which sees the mean, and
has lost the sense of Dionysian transports and metamorphoses. Here we
find the principle which lies behind a confusion disastrous for the entire
philosophy of difference: assigning a distinctive concept of difference is
confused with the inscription of difference within concepts in general - the
determination of the concept of difference is confused with the inscription
of difference in the identity of an undetermined concept. This is the sleight
of hand involved in the propitious moment (and perhaps everything else
follows: the subordination of difference to opposition, to analogy, and to
resemblance, all the aspects of mediation). Difference then can be no more
than a predicate in the comprehension of a concept. Aristotle constantly
reminds us of this predicative character of specific difference, but he is
forced to lend it strange powers such as that of attributing as much as that
of being attributed, or of altering the genus as much as of modifying its
quality. All of the ways in which specific difference seems to satisfy the
requirements of a distinctive concept (purity, interiority, productivity,
transportivity ...} are thus shown to be illusory, even contradictory, on the
basis of this fundamental confusion.

Specific difference is thus small in relation to a larger difference which
concerns the genera themselves. Even in biological classification, it
becomes quite small in relation to the large genera; no doubt not a material
difference, but nevertheless a simple difference ‘in’ the material, one which
works through the more and the less. The fact is that specific difference is
maximal and perfect, but only on condition of the identity of an
undetermined concept (genus). It is insignificant, by contrast, in
comparison with the difference between genera as ultimate determinable
concepts (categories), for these latter are not subject to the condition that
they share an identical concept or a common genus. Remember the reason
why Being itself is not a genus: it is, Aristotle says, because differences are
(the genus must therefore be able to attribute itself to its differences in
themselves: as if animal was said at one time of the human species, but at
another of the difference ‘rational’ in constituting another species ...)." Tt is
therefore an argument borrowed from the nature of specific difference
which allows him to conclude that generic differences are of another
nature. It is as though there were two ‘Logoi’, differing in nature but
intermingled with one another: the logos of Species, the logos of what we
think and say, which rests upon the condition of the identity or univocity
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judgement itself. The entire Aristotelian philosophy of diffcrence is
contained in this complementary double inscription, both grounded in the
same postulate and together drawing the arbitrary boundaries of the
propitious moment.

Generic and specific differences are tied together by their complicity in
representation. Not that they in any way share the same nature: genus is
determinable only by specific difference from without; and the identity of
the genus in relation to the species contrasts with the impossibility for
Being of forming a similar identity in relation to the genera themselves.
However, it is precisely the nature of the specific differences (the fact that
they are) which grounds that impossibility, preventing generic differences
from being related to being as if to a common genus (if being were a genus,
its differences would be assimilable to specific differences, but then one
could no longer say that they ‘are’, since a genus is not in itself attributed
to its differences). In this sense, the univocity of species in a common genus
refers back to the equivocity of being in the various genera: the one reflects
the other. We see this clearly in the requirements of the ideal of
classification: at once the large units — gene megista, which will eventually
be called branches — are determined according to relations of analogy,
which suppose a choice of characters carried out by judgement in the
abstract representation, and the small units, the little genera or species, are
determined by a direct perception of resemblances, which suppose a
continuity of sensible intuition in the concrete representation. Even
neo-evolutionism will rediscover these two related aspects of the categories
of the Large and the Small, when it distinguishes the large precocious
embryological differenciations from the small, tardy, adult, species or
intraspecies differenciations. Alternatively, these two aspects enter into
conflict according to whether the large genera or the species are taken to be
concepts of Nature, both constituting the limits of organic representation,
and the requisites equally necessary for classification: methodological
continuity in the perception of resemblances is no less indispensable than
systematic distribution in the judgement of analogy. However, from one
point of view as from the other, Difference appears only as a reflexive
concept. In effect, difference allows the passage from similar neighbouring
species to the identity of a genus which subsumes them — that is, the
extraction or cutting out of generic identities from the flux of a continuous
perceptible series. At the other pole, it allows the passage from respectively
identical genera to the relations of analogy which obtain between them in
the intelligible. As a concept of reflection, difference testifies to its full
submission to all the requirements of representation, which becomes
thereby ‘organic representation’. In the concept of reflection, mediating
and mediated difference is in effect fully subject to the identity of the
concept, the opposition of predicates, the analogy of judgement and the
resemblance of perception. Here we rediscover the necessarily quadripartite
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Iatacter of representation. The question is to knon whether, under all
du e eflexive aspects, difference does not lose both its own concept and
o own reality. In effect, difference ceases to be. refle).ﬂve and recovers an
ticcuvely real concept only to the extent that it designates caFastrophes:

nher breaks of continuity in the series of resemblances or {mpassab'le

i aires between the analogical structures. It ceases to be reflexwe only in
~aler to become catastrophic. No doubt it cannot be the one Wlthout the
~iher. But does not difference as catastrophe precisely bear witness to an
nioducible ground which continues to act under the apparent equilibrium
- organic representation?

I'iere has only ever been one ontological proposition: Being is u.mvocal.
I'iere has only ever been one ontology, that of Duns Scotus, which gave
g a single voice. We say Duns Scotus because he was the one who. elev-
e univocal being to the highest point of subtlety, albe.1t at the prlce‘of
‘beiraction, However, from Parmenides to Heidegger it is the same voice
~-hich is taken up, in an echo which itself forms the.whole deploymenF qf
(he univocal. A single voice raises the clamour of being. We have no diffi-
- ulty in understanding that Being, even if it is absolutely common, is never-
(hicless not a genus. It is enough to replace the model of judgement w1.th
that of the proposition. In the proposition un(_ierstood asa .c.omplex entity
we distinguish: the sense, or what is express.ed in the proposition; the df:mg-
nated (what expresses itself in the proposithn); the eXPressors or designa-
tors, which are numerical modes ~ that is to say, dl}fferer.ltlal factors
« haracterising the elements endowed with sense and designation. We can
«onceive that names or propositions do not have the same sense even while
they designate exactly the same thing (as in the case of the celebra(;?d
-xamples: morning star — evening star, Israel—]gcgb, plan—b.la'nc)..The is-
rimction between these senses is indeed a real distinction [dzstzfzct'zol realis],
but there is nothing numerical — much less ontological - about it: it is a for-
mal, qualitative or semtological distinction. The question whether ca-
tcgories are directly assimilable to such senses, or — more probably — derive
{rom them, must be left aside for the moment. What is important is that we
can conceive of several formally distinct senses which none the l.ess refer to
being as if to a single designated entity, ontologically one. IF is true that
such a point of view is not sufficient to prevent us from considering these
senses as analogues and this unity of being as an analogy..We n.1ust.a(¥d
that being, this common designated, in so far as it expresses itself, is said in
turn in a single and same sense of all the pgmerlcally dlst.mct demgn.atoxjs
and expressors. In the ontological proposition, not.or.lly is that whlchl is
designated ontologically the same for qualxtatlve.ly distinct senses, but. also
the sense is ontologically the same for individuating modes, for numerically
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distinct designators or expressors: the ontological proposition mvolves .
circulation of this kind (expression as a whole).

In effect, the essential in univocity is not that Being is said in a single and
same sense, but that it is said, in a single and same sense, of all its
individuating differences or intrinsic modalities. Being is the same for all
these modalities, but these modalities are not the same. It is ‘equal’ for all,
but they themselves are not equal. It is said of all in a single sense, but they
themselves do not have the same sense. The essence of univocal being is to
include individuating differences, while these differences do not have the
same essence and do not change the essence of being — just as whitc
includes various intensities, while remaining essentially the same white.
There are not two ‘paths’, as Parmenides’ poem suggests, but a singlc
‘voice’ of Being which includes all its modes, including the most diverse,
the most varied, the most differenciated. Being is said in a single and same
sense of everything of which it is said, but that of which it is said differs: it
is said of difference itself.

No doubt there is still hierarchy and distribution in univocal being, in
relation to the individuating factors and their sense, but distribution and
even hierarchy have two completely different, irreconcilable acceptations.
Similarly for the expressions logos and nomos, in so far as these refer to
problems of distribution. We must first of all distinguish a type of
distribution which implies a dividing up of that which is distributed: it is a
matter of dividing up the distributed as such. It is here that in judgement
the rules of analogy are all-powerful. In so far as common sense and good
sense are qualities of judgement, these are presented as principles of
division which declare themselves the best distributed. A distribution of
this type proceeds by fixed and proportional determinations which may be

assimilated to ‘properties’ or limited territories within representation. The
agrarian question may well have been very important for this organisation
of judgement as the faculty which distinguishes parts (‘on the one hand and
on the other hand’). Even among the gods, each has his domain, his
category, his attributes, and all distribute limits and lots to mortals in
accordance with destiny. Then there is a completely other distribution
which must be called nomadic, a nomad nromos, without property,
enclosure or measure. Here, there is no longer a division of that which is
distributed but rather a division among those who distribute themselves in
an open space — a space which is unlimited, or at least without precise
limits.” Nothing pertains or belongs to any person, but all persons are
arrayed here and there in such a manner as to cover the largest possible
space. Even when it concerns the serious business of life, it is more like a
space of play, or a rule of play, by contrast with sedentary space and
nomos. To fill a space, to be distributed within it, is very different from
distributing the space. It is an errant and even ‘deliricus’ distribution, in
which things are deployed across the entire extensity of a univocal and
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common? If its metaphysical state js univocal, does it not have 4 physical
state of analogy? Finally, if analogy recognises an identical quasi-concept,
does not univocity recognise a quasi-judgement of analogy, if only in orde
to relate being to these particular existents?’ However, such questions risk
distorting the two theses they attempt to bring together. For analogy, as we
have seen, rests essentially upon a certain complicity between generic and
specific differences (despite their difference in kind): being cannot b
supposed a common genus without destroying the reason for which it was
supposed thus; that is, the possibility of being for specific differences, ... |,
is not, therefore, surprising that from the standpoint of analogy, everything
happens in the middle regions of genus and species in terms of mediation,
and generality - identity of the concept in general and analogy of the mos;

unresolvable difficulty: it must essentially relate being to particular
existents, but at the same time it cannot say what constitutes their
individuality. For it retains in the particular only that which conforms to
the general (matter and form), and seeks the principle of individuation i
this or that element of the fully constituted individuals. By contrast, when
we say that univocal being is related immediately and essentially to

modalities of being, passing from one ‘individual’ to another, circulating
and communicating underneath matters and forms. The individuating is
not the simple individual. In these conditions, it js not enough to say that

precedes matter and form, species and parts, and every other element of the
constituted individual, Univocity of being, in so far as it s immediately
related to difference, demands that we show how individuating difference
precedes generic, specific and even individual differences within being; how
a prior field of individuation within being conditions at once the
determination of species of forms, the determination of parts and their
individual variations. If individuation does not take place either by form or
by matter, neither qualitatively nor extensionally, this is not only because it
differs in kind but because it is already presupposed by the forms, matters
and extensive parts.

Thus it is not at all in the same manner that i the analogy of being,
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that distinction in general relates being to difference, formal distinction and
modal distinction are two types under which univocal being is related, by
itself, to difference in itself.

With the second moment, Spinoza marks a considerable progress.
Instead of understanding univocal being as neutral or indifferent, he makcs
it an object of pure affirmation. Univocal being becomes identical with
unique, universal and infinite substance: it is proposed as Deus sive
Natura. Moreover, the struggle undertaken against Descartes by Spinoza i«
not unrelated to that which Duns Scotus led against Saint Thomas. Against
the Cartesian theory of substances thoroughly imbued with analogy, and
against the Cartesian conception of distinctions which runs together the
ontological, the formal and the numerical (substance, quality and
quantity), Spinoza organises a remarkable division into substance,
attributes and modes. From the opening pages of the Ethics, he shows that
real distinctions are never numerical but only formal - that is, qualitative
or essential (essential attributes of the unique substance); and conversely,
that numerical distinctions are never real, but only modal (intrinsic modes
of the unique substance and its attributes). The attributes behave like real
qualitatively different senses which relate to substance as if to a single and
same designated; and substance in turn behaves like an ontologically
unique sense in relation to the modes which express it, and inhabit it like
individuating factors or intrinsic and intense degrees. From this follows a
determination of modes as degrees of power, and a single ‘obligation’ for
such modes: to deploy all their power or their being within the limit itself.
Attributes are thus absolutely common to substance and the modes, even
though modes and substance do not have the same essence. Being itself is
said in a single unique sense of substance and the modes, even though the
modes and substance do not have the same sense or do not have that being
in the same manner [in se and in alio]. Any hierarchy or pre-eminence is
denied in so far as substance is equally designated by all the attributes in
accordance with their essence, and equally expressed by all the modes in

accordance with their degree of power. With Spinoza, univocal being
ceases to be neutralised and becomes expressive; it becomes a truly
expressive and affirmative proposition.

Nevertheless, there still remains a difference between substance and the
modes: Spinoza’s substance appears independent of the modes, while the
modes are dependent on substance, but as though on something other than
themselves. Substance must itself be said of the modes and only of the
modes. Such a condition can be satisfied only at the price of a more general
categorical reversal according to which being is said of becoming, identity
of that which is different, the one of the multiple, etc. That identity not be
first, that it exist as a principle but as a second principle, as a principle
become; that it revolve around the Different: such would be the nature of a
Copernican revolution which opens up the possibility of difference having
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veon ol the very noton of linat changes completely: it no longer
o the fonas of finite representation, but on the contrary to the
<1 which hinite determination never ceases to be born and to
1o be enveloped and deployed within orgiastic representation. It
 velers 1o the limitation of a form, but to the convergence towards
..... I no lonper to the distinction of forms but to the correlation of the
- L.l and the ground; no longer to the arrestation of power but to the
<o which power is effectuated, on which it is grounded. In effect,
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0wl ealeulus no fess than the dialectic is a matter of ‘power’ and of
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i

o1 of the limit. If we consider the limits of finite representation to
earace mathematical determinations, the Small and the Large, we
- «hot it is a matter of complete indifference to Leibniz (as to Hegel) to
hiether the determined is large or small, the largest or the smallest.
«lqccnng it to an architectonic element which discovers the most
o the best grounded in every case, consideration of the infinite
11 the determined independent of that question.9 It is in this sense that
e representation must be said to make the difference, because it
i+t by introducing this infinite which relates it to the ground (either
v-ling, by the Good which functions as a rule of the game or principle
I e, or grounding by negativity which functions as suffering and

.11 Moreover, if the limits of finite representation, the Small and the

are considered with regard to the character or the concrete content
w10 them by the genus and species, then here again the introduction of
ndiite into representation renders the determined independent of the
w v determinable and the species as determination, by retaining in a
..l term both the true universality which escapes the genus and the
ulinnie singularity which escapes the species. In short, orgiastic
(- . ntation has the ground as its principle and the infinite as its element,
I ouirast with organic representation which retains form as its principle
-l the finite as its element. It is the infinite which renders determination
-« cwvable and  selectable: difference thus appears as the orgiastic
- cntation of determination and no longer as its organic representation.
tnetead of animating judgements about things, orgiastic representation
vl oy things themselves so many expressions or so many propositions:
aidnte analytic or synthetic propositions. Why, then, is there a choice
wlnn orgiastic representation, given that the two points, the small and the
the maximum and the minimum, have become indifferent or
olhancal in the infinite, while difference has become completely
avlependent of them in the ground? It is because the infinite is not the
(«nnt at which finite determination disappears (that would be to project a
witaken conception of limit on to the infinite). Orgiastic representation
- discover the infinite within itself only by allowing finite determination
«. aibsist: better, by saying the infinite of that finite determination itself, by
. presenting it not as having vanished and disappeared but as vanishing

1||\‘_|,
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and on the point of disappearing, thus as also being engendered in the
infinite. This representation is such that the infinite and the finite have here

the same ‘restlessness’, which is precisely what allows the one to be
represented in the other. However, when the infinite is said of the finitc
itself under the conditions of representation, there are two ways in which it
can be said: either as infinitely small or as infinitely large. These two ways,
these two ‘differences’, are by no means symmetrical. Thus duality is
reintroduced into orgiastic representation, no longer in the form of a
complementarity or a reflection of two finite assignable moments (as was
the case for specific difference and generic difference) but in the form of a
choice between two infinite, unassignable processes — in the form of a
choice between Leibniz and Hegel. If it is true that the small and the large
become identical in the infinite, the infinitely small and the infinitely large
separate once more, even more sharply in so far as the infinite is said of the
finite. Leibniz and Hegel separately both escape the choice between the
Large and the Small, but together they fall back into the choice between
the infinitely small and the infinitely large. That is why orgiastic
representation involves a duality which only increases its restlessness, or is
even the real reason for it, and divides it into two kinds.

It seems that, according to Hegel, ‘contradiction’ poses very few
problems. It serves a quite different purpose: contradiction resolves itself
and, in resolving itself, resolves difference by relating it to a ground.
Difference is the only problem. The criticism that Hegel addresses to his
predecessors is that they stopped at a purely relative maximum without
reaching the absolute maximum of difference, namely contradiction; they

stopped before reaching the infinite (as infinitely large) of contradiction.
They dared not go all the way:

Difference as such is already implicitly contradiction. ... Only when the
manifold terms have been driven to the point of contradiction do they
become active and lively towards one another, receiving in contradiction
the negativity which is the indwelling pulsation of self-movement and
spontaneous activity. ... More precisely, when the difference of reality is
taken into account, it develops from difference into opposition, and
from this into contradiction, so that in the end the sum total of all real-
ities simply becomes absolute contradiction within itself.1®

Like Aristotle, Hegel determines difference by the opposition of extremes
or of contraries. However, opposition remains abstract so long as it does
not extend to the infinite, and the infinite remains abstract every time it is
posed outside of finite oppositions: the introduction of the infinite here en-
tails the identity of contraries, or makes the contrary of the Other a con-
trary of the Self. It is true that contrariety represents only the movement of
interiority in the infinite. This movement allows indifference to subsist,
since each determination, in so far as it contains the other, is independent

3
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Uit other s thouph of arelation with the outside. Each contrary .must
der cxpel s other, therefore expel itself, a.nd becgme the other it lex—
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v+ are the Same: the negative is now at once both the becgrpmg of the
.rve when the positive is denied, and the return of thf.: positive When it
i or excludes itself. No doubt each of the contraries dngrmlped TS
~viive and negative was already contradictiop, ‘But the Positive is only
.11y this contradiction, whereas the negative 1 the contradlc.tlo.n po-
./ "T'Difference finds its own concept in the posltegl contradlct.xon: it
. I.1e that it becomes pure, intrinsic, essential, qualitative, synthetnc apd
. wluctive; here that it no longer allows indifference to SL‘leISt. ”l"ohmag.r;—
" or to raise contradiction is the selective test thgh makes’ the di ;
.\ uce (between the effectively real gnd the passing or co}iltlr}ge?
.-l nomenon). In this manner, difference is pushed to 'the limit — that '1}51,'1:
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I'ven though it is said of opposition or of finite deterlfnntllatllcz)n, tl:;
i1 p.clian infinite remains the infinitely large of theology, (l> the ;st?on
il smajus. We should even consider that the nature of rea contradiction,
1 o far as it distinguishes a thing from everything that it is ‘not, \ivas
(.wmulated for the first time by Kant, under. Fhe name of complt?te
1 1ermination’. He made it depend upon the positing of a whole of real 1t}i
. 0 Ens summum. There is therefore no reason to expect a mathe?anc?
\eatment of this theological infinitely large, this s.ubllme of the m.iimte y
Lupe. This is not the case with Leibniz. For in order to avoid any
. Imixture of God and his creatures, for the modesty‘ of those creatfureils,
| cibniz introduces the infinite into the finite only in the form o tf cr:
mfinitely small. Nevertheless, we hesitate to say that he does not gt% Va:,sa rzs
s Hegel in this sense. He too goes beyond organic representlaté(?n wards
orgiastic representation, albeit by gnother route. If Heg; hlsc.O\;initel
.crene representation the intoxication qu rfestlessness ol the in " th};
large, Leibniz discovers in the clear, finite idea .the rest .essnes.sddiness
wfinitely small, a restlessness also made up of mtoxxcatlohn, f(;jl'ff Cé
~vanescence and even death. It seems, therefore, that t eb i eiiertlhe
hetween Hegel and Leibniz is a matter.of two ways Qf gomgble'y;)}ile the
organic. Certainly, the essential and the inessential are inseparab e.1 z e
like the one and the many, the equal and the unequal, the identica Zn
different. However, Hegel begins with the essential as a genus, an .treags
the infinite as that which divides the genus z.and suppresses‘dl-v131l(f)n 13 Ehz
species. The genus is thus itself and the species, th.e who!e is itsell alnit e
part. Henceforth, it contains the other essentially, it contains
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essence.'? Leibniz, on the other hand, begins with the inessential so far
phenomena are concerned, with movement, inequality and difference. Ry

virtue of the infinitely small, it is the inessential which is now poscd s
species and genus, and terminates as such in the ‘opposing quasi-specics’
This implies that it does not contain the other in essence but only wal,
respect to properties, in cases. It is a mistake to impose upon infinitesinil
analysis the alternative of being either a language of essences or .
convenient fiction. For the subsumption under ‘cases’, or the language ol
properties, has its own originality. This procedure of the infinitely small,
which maintains the distinction between essences (to the extent that one
plays the role of inessential to the other), is quite different to contradiction
We should therefore give it a special name, that of ‘vice-diction’. In the
infinitely large, the equal contradicts the unequal to the extent that n
possesses it in essence, and contradicts itself to the extent that it denics
itself in denying the unequal. In the infinitely small, however, the unequal
vice-dicts the equal and vice-dicts itself to the extent that it includes in the
case what it excludes in essence. The inessential includes the essential in the
case, whereas the essential contains the inessential in essence.

Must we say that vice-diction does not go as far as contradiction, on the
grounds that it concerns only properties? In reality, the expression
‘infinitely small difference’ does indeed indicate that the difference vanishes
so far as intuition is concerned. Once it finds its concept, however, it is
rather intuition itself which disappears in favour of the differential relation,
as is shown by saying that dx is minimal in relation to x, as dy is in relation
to v, but that dy/dx is the internal qualitative relation, expressing the
universal of a function independently of its particular numerical values.
However, if this relation has no numerical determinations, it does have
degrees of variation corresponding to diverse forms and equations. These
degrees are themselves like the relations of the universal, and the
differential relations, in this sense, are caught up in a process of reciprocal
determination which translates the interdependence of the variable
coefficients.'® But once again, reciprocal determination expresses only the
first aspect of a veritable principle of reason; the second aspect is complete
determination. For each degree or relation, regarded as the universal of a
given function, determines the existence and distribution of distinctive
points on the corresponding curve. We must take great care here not to
confuse ‘complete’ with ‘completed’. The difference is that, for the
equation of a curve, for example, the differential relation refers only to
straight lines determined by the nature of the curve. It is already a complete
determination of the object, yet it expresses only a part of the entire object,
namely the part regarded as ‘derived’ {the other part, which is expressed by
the so-called primitive function, can be found only by integration, which is
not simply the inverse of differentiation. Similarly, it is integration which
defines the nature of the previously determined distinctive points). That is
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requisite of their constitution. It is in this sense (as Leibniz constantly

reminds us in his letters to Arnauld) that the inherence of predicates n

each subject supposes the compossibility of the world expressed by il

these subjects: God did not create Adam as a sinner, but rather the world

in which Adam sinned. It is undoubtedly continuity which defines tlu
compossibility of each world; and if the real world is the best, this is to the
extent that it presents a maximum of continuity in a maximum number of
cases, in a maximum number of relations and distinctive points. That is to
say: for each world a series which converges around a distinctive point 1.
capable of being continued in all directions in other series converginy,
around other points, while the incompossibility of worlds, by contrast, i
defined by the juxtaposition of points which would make the resultam
series diverge. We can see why the notion of incompossibility in no way
reduces to contradiction and does not even imply real opposition: it implics
only divergence, while compossibility is only an analytic continuation
which translates the originality of the process of vice-diction. In the
continuum of a compossible world, differential relations and distinctive
points thus determine expressive centres (essences or individual substances)
in which, at each moment, the entire world is contained from a certain
point of view. Conversely, the action and unfolding of these centres
restores the world in which they themselves play the role of simple
distinctive points and of ‘cases’ in the expressed continuum. The law of
continuity appears here as a law of properties or cases of the world, a law
of development which applies to the expressed world, but also to the
monads in the world themselves. The principle of indiscernibles is a
principle of essences and a principle of envelopment which applies to
expressions — that is, to monads and to the world within the monads. The
two languages continually translate into one another. Together they relate
difference, both as infinitely small difference and as finite difference, to
sufficient reason as the foundation which selects or chooses the best world
— in this sense, the best of all worlds does indeed imply a comparison, but it
is not a comparative: since each world is finite, it is a superlative which
carries difference to an absolute maximum through the very test of the
infinitely small. Finite difference is determined in a monad as that part of
the world clearly expressed, infinitely small difference as the confused
ground which underpins that clarity. In these two ways, orgiastic
representation mediates determination and makes it a concept of difference
by assigning it a ‘reason’.

Finite representation is that of a form which contains a matter, but a
secondary matter in so far as it is defined by contraries. We have seen that
it represented difference by mediating it, by subordinating it to identity as
the genus, and by ensuring that subordination by means of analogy among
the genera themselves, by means of the logical opposition of
determinations and the resemblance of properly material contents. It is not
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already placed on a path or along a thread laid out by identity. It is ti
only to the extent that it is identity that pushes it to that point. Differenc
is the ground, but only the ground for the demonstration of the identic
Hegel’s circle is not the eternal return, only the infinite circulation of the
identical by means of negativity. Hegel’s innovation is the final and maou
powerful homage rendered to the old principle. Between Leibniz and lepel
it matters little whether the supposed negative of difference is understood
as a vice-dicting limitation or a contradicting limitation, any more than n
matters whether infinite identity be considered analytic or synthetic. In
either case, difference remains subordinated to identity, reduced to the
negative, incarcerated within similitude and analogy. That is why, m
infinite representation, the delirium is only a pre-formed false delirium
which poses no threat to the repose or serenity of the identical. Infinite
representation, therefore, suffers from the same defect as finite
representation: that of confusing the concept of difference in itself with the
inscription of difference in the identity of the concept in general (even
though it treats identity as a pure infinite principle instead of treating it as

a genus, and extends the rights of the concept in general to the wholc
instead of fixing their limits).

There is a crucial experience of difference and a corresponding experiment:
every time we find ourselves confronted or bound by a limitation or an op-
position, we should ask what such a situation presupposes. It presupposes
a swarm of differences, a pluralism of free, wild or untamed differences; a
properly differential and original space and time; all of which persist along-
side the simplifications of limitation and opposition. A more profound real
element must be defined in order for oppositions of forces or limitations of
forms to be drawn, one which is determined as an abstract and potential
multiplicity. Oppositions are roughly cut from a delicate milieu of overlap-
ping perspectives, of communicating distances, divergences and disparities,
of heterogeneous potentials and intensities. Nor is it primarily a question of
dissolving tensions in the identical, but rather of distributing the disparities
in a multiplicity. Limitations correspond to a simple first-order power — in
a space with a single dimension and a single direction, where, as in Leib-
niz’s example of boats borne on a current, there may be collisions, but
these collisions necessarily serve to limit and to equalise, but not to neu-
tralise or to oppose. As for opposition, it represents in turn the second-
order power, where it is as though things were spread out upon a flat
surface, polarised in a single plane, and the synthesis itself took place only
in a false depth ~ that is, in a fictitious third dimension added to the others
which does no more than double the plane. In any case, what is missing is
the original, intensive depth which is the matrix of the entire space and the
first affirmation of difference: here, that which only afterwards appears as
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universalities which claim to draw difference along with them, when i Lt
difference does not by any means follow and remains attached in iy
depths of its own space, in the here-now of a differential reality alw.ay~
made up of singularities. It is said that there were thinkers who explained
that movement was impossible, but that this did not prevent movement
from occurring. With Hegel it is the other way round: he create.
movement, even the movement of the infinite, but because he creates i
with words and representations it is a false movement, and nothmy
follows. It is the same every time there is mediation or representation. e
representant says: ‘Everyone recognises that ..., but there is always an
unrepresented singularity who does not recognise precisely because it is not
everyone or the universal. ‘Everyone’ recognises the universal because it i
itself the universal, but the profound sensitive conscience which i
nevertheless presumed to bear the cost, the singular, does not recognise it.
The misfortune in speaking is not speaking, but speaking for others o
representing something. The sensitive conscience (that is, the particular,
difference or ta alla) refuses. One can always mediate, pass over into the
antithesis, combine the synthesis, but the thesis does not follow: it subsists
in its immediacy, in its difference which itself constitutes the truc
movement. Difference is the true content of the thesis, the persistence ol
the thesis. The negative and negativity do not even capture the
phenomenon of difference, only the phantom or the epiphenomenon. The
whole of Phenomenology is an epiphenomenology.
This is what the philosophy of difference refuses: omnis determinatio
negatio. We refuse the general alternative proposed by infinite
representation: the indeterminate, the indifferent, the undifferenciated or a
difference already determined as negation, implying and enveloping the
negative (by the same token, we also refuse the particular alternative:
negative of limitation or negative of opposition). In its essence, difference is
the object of affirmation or affirmation itself. In its essence, affirmation is
itself difference. At this point, does the philosophy of difference not risk
appearing as a new version of the beautiful soul? The beautiful soul is in
effect the one who sees differences everywhere and appeals to them only as
respectable, reconcilable or federative differences, while history continues
to be made through bloody contradictions. The beautiful soul behaves like
a justice of the peace thrown on to a field of battle, one who sees in the
inexpiable struggles only simple ‘differends’ or perhaps misunderstandings.
Conversely, however, it is not enough to harden oneself and invoke the
well-known complementarities between affirmation and negation, life and
death, creation and destruction (as if these were sufficient to ground a
dialectic of negativity) in order to throw the taste for pure differences back
at the beautiful soul, and to weld the fate of real differences to that of the
negative and contradiction. For such complementarities as yet tell us
nothing about the relation between one term and the other (does the
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s the averape tomes and uncovers ‘the superior form of everything
Lo Phe extteme 1s not the identity of opposites, but rather the

~ vy ol the different; the superior form is not the infinite, but rather
cvornal formlessness of the eternal return itself, throughout its
cunorphoses and transtormations. Eternal return ‘makes’ the difference
-t creates the superior form. Eternal return employs negation like a
feolpe and invents a new formula for the negation of the negation:
il which can be denied is and must be denied. The genius of
v il return lies not in memory but in waste, in active forgetting. All that
aeranve and all that denies, all those average affirmations which bear
npative, all those pale and unwelcome ‘Yeses® which come from ‘Nos’,
s vilnng which cannot pass the test of eternal return — all these must be
ivie ol If cternal return is a wheel, then it must be endowed with a violent
aintupal movement which expels everything which ‘can’ be denied,
iv1hing which cannot pass the test. Nietzsche announces only a light
+o-himent for those who do not ‘believe’ in eternal return: they will have,
<l e aware of, only an ephemeral life! They will be aware of themselves
! Lnow themselves for what they are: epiphenomena. This will be their
I fute Knowledge. In this manner, negation as a consequence, as the
e of full affirmation, consumes all that is negative, and consumes itself
w the mobile centre of eternal return. For if eternal return is a circle, then
Imtierence is at the centre and the Same is only on the periphery: it is a
artantly decentred, continually tortuous circle which revolves only
«ornnd the unequal.
iNegation is difference, but difference seen from its underside, seen from
lvlow. Seen the right way up, from top to bottom, difference is
furmation. This proposition, however, means many things: that difference
. an object of affirmation; that affirmation itself is multiple; that it is
creation but also that it must be created, as affirming difference, as being
hiference in itself, It is not the negative which is the motor. Rather, there
e positive differential elements which determine the genesis of both the
alfirmation and the difference affirmed. It is precisely the fact that there is
v genesis of affirmation as such which escapes us every time we leave
alfirmation in the undetermined, or put determination in the negative.
Negation results from affirmation: this means that negation arises in the
wake of affirmation or beside it, but only as the shadow of the more
profound genetic element — of that power or ‘will’ which engenders the
affirmation and the difference in the affirmation. Those who bear the
negative know not what they do: they take the shadow for the reality, they
cncourage phantoms, they uncouple consequences from premisses and they
give epiphenomena the value of phenomena and essences.
Representation fails to capture the affirmed world of difference.
Representation has only a single centre, a unique and receding perspective,
and in consequence a false depth. It mediates everything, but mobilises and
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ooable that which can only be sensed, the very being of the sensible:
Wiboeence, potential difference and difference in intensity as the reason
Lohod qualitative diversity. It is in difference that movement is produced
i1 cffect’, that phenomena flash their meaning like signs. The intense
~ild of differences, in which we find the reason behind qualities and the
I.inp, of the sensible, is precisely the object of a superior empiricism. This
mprricism teaches us a strange ‘reason’, that of the multiple, chaos and
hiterence  (nomadic  distributions, crowned anarchies). It is always
Literences which resemble one another, which are analogous, opposed or
vlontical: difference is behind everything, but behind difference there is
norhiing. Each difference passes through all the others; it must ‘will’ itself or
i itself through all the others. That is why eternal return does not
ppear second or come after, but is already present in every
meiamorphosis, contemporaneous with that which it causes to return.
l1ernal return relates to a world of differences implicated one in the other,
t» & complicated, properly chaotic world without identity. Joyce presented
(he vicus of recirculation as causing a chaosmos to turn; and Nietzsche had
Ircady said that chaos and eternal return were not two distinct things but
« single and same affirmation. The world is neither finite nor infinite as
representation would have it: it is completed and unlimited. Eternal return
i+ the unlimited of the finished itself, the univocal being which is said of
Jifference. With eternal return, chao-errancy is opposed to the coherence
of representation; it excludes both the coherence of a subject which
represents itself and that of an object represented. Re-petition opposes
re-presentation: the prefix changes its meaning, since in the one case
difference is said only in relation to the identical, while in the other it is the
univocal which is said of the different. Repetition is the formless being of
all differences, the formless power of the ground which carries every object
to that extreme ‘form’ in which its representation comes undone. The
ultimate element of repetition is the disparate [dispars], which stands
opposed to the identity of representation. Thus, the circle of eternal return,
difference and repetition (which undoes that of the identical and the
contradictory) is a tortuous circle in which Sameness is said only of that
which differs. The poet Blood expresses transcendental empiricism’s

profession of faith as a veritable aesthetic:

Nature is contingent, excessive and mystical essentially. ... We have re-
alised the highest divine thought of itself, and there is in it as much of
wonder as of certainty. ... Not unfortunately the universe is wild — game
flavoured as a hawk’s wing. Nature is miracle all. She knows no laws;
the same returns not, save to bring the different. The slow round of the
engraver’s lathe gains but the breadth of a hair, but the difference is dis-
tributed back over the whole curve, never an instant true — ever not

quite.
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It is sometimes argued that a considerable philosophical change took pla
between pre- and post-Kantianism — the former being defined by the ney.
tive of limitation, the latter by the negative of opposition; the one by an.,
lytic identity, the other by synthetic identity; the one from the point of viey
of infinite substance, the other from the point of view of the finite Self. I
the grand Leibnizian analysis, it is the finite Self which is introduced into
the development of the infinite, whereas in the grand Hegelian synthesis,
is the infinite which is reintroduced into the operation of the finite Sclf
However, the importance of such changes is open to question. For a philos
ophy of difference, it matters little whether the negative is understood in
terms of limitation or opposition, or whether identity is taken to be ana
lytic or synthetic, once difference is already reduced to the negative anl
subordinated to identity. The oneness and identity of the divine substance
are in truth the only guarantee of a unique and identical Self, and God s
retained so long as the Self is preserved. Finite synthetic Self or divine ana
lytic substance: it amounts to the same thing. That is why the Man-Go
permutations are so disappointing, and do not advance matters one step.
Nietzsche seems to have been the first to see that the death of God becomes
effective only with the dissolution of the Self. What js then revealed iy
being, which is said of differences which are neither in substance nor in a
subject: so many subterranean affirmations. If eternal return is the highest,
the most intense thought, this is because its own extreme coherence, at the
highest point, excludes the coherence of a thinking subject, of a world
which is thought of as a guarantor God." Rather than being concerned
with what happens before and after Kant (which amounts to the same
thing), we should be concerned with a precise moment within Kantianism,
a furtive and explosive moment which is not even continued by Kant,
much less by post-Kantianism — except, perhaps, by Hélderlin in the expe-
rience and the idea of a ‘categorical abduction’. For when Kant puts ratio-
nal theology into question, in the same stroke he introduces a kind of
disequilibrium, a fissure or crack in the pure Self of the think’, an alien-
ation in principle, insurmountable in principle: the subject can henceforth
represent its own spontaneity only as that of an Other, and in so doing in-
voke a mysterious coherence in the last instance which excludes its own —
namely, that of the world and God. A Cogito for a dissolved Self: the Self
of ‘I think’ includes in its essence a receptivity of intuition in relation to
which I is already an other. It matters little that synthetic identity — and,
following that, the morality of practical reason ~ restore the integrity of the
self, of the world and of God, thereby preparing the way for post-Kantian
syntheses: for a brief moment we enter into that schizophrenia in principle
which characterises the highest power of thought, and opens Being directly

on to difference, despite all the mediations, all the reconciliations, of the
concept.
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authenticating., The one problem which recyrs throughout Plato’s
philosophy is the problem of measuring rivals and selecting claimants, This
problem of distingulshing between things and theiy stmulacra within 5
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presides over the circular movement of the universe. The ground may e
either the centre or the motor of the circle. It is constituted by the myth 4y
the principle of a test or selection which imparts meaning to the method of
division by fixing the degrees of an elective participation. Thus,
accordance with the oldest tradition, the circular myth is indced the
story-repetition of a foundation. Division demands such a foundation .y
the ground capable of making the difference. Conversely, the foundation
demands division as the state of difference in that which must be grounded
Division is the true unity of dialectic and mythology, of the myth .
foundation and of the logos as logos tomeus.
This role of the ground appears in all clarity in the Platonic conception
of participation. (And no doubt it is this foundation which provide
division with the mediation it seems to lack and, at the same time, relates
difference to the One, but in such a peculiar manner... ). To participatc
means to have part in, to have after, to have in second place. What
possesses in first place is the ground itself. Justice alone is just, says Plato
As for those whom we call the just, they possess the quality of being just in
second, third or fourth place ... or in simulacral fashion. That justice alone
should be just is not a simple analytic proposition. It is the designation ol
the Idea as the ground which possesses in first place. The function of the
ground is then to allow participation, to give in second place. Thus, that
which participates more or less in varying degrees is necessarily a claimant.
The claimant calls for a ground; the claim must be grounded (o
denounced as groundless). Laying claim is not one phenomenon amony,
others, but the nature of every phenomenon. The ground is a test which
permits claimants to participate in greater or lesser degree in the object of
the claim. In this sense the ground measures and makes the difference. We
must therefore distinguish between Justice, which is the ground; the quality
of justice, which is the object of the claim possessed by that which grounds;
and the just, who are the claimants who participate unequally in the object.
That is why the Neo-Platonists provide us with such a profound
understanding of Platonism in setting out their sacred triad: the
Imparticipable, the Participated, and the Participants. The grounding
principle is imparticipable but nevertheless provides something to be
participated in, which it gives to the participant, who is the possessor in
second place, the claimant who has been able to pass the grounding test.
One could say: the father, the daughter and the suitor. Moreover, since the
triad is reproduced throughout a whole series of participations, and since
the claimants participate within an order and in degrees which represent
difference in action, the Neo-Platonists indeed saw the essential point: that
the aim of division was not the broad distinction among species but the
establishment of a serial dialectic, of series or lines of descent in depth
which mark the operations of a selective foundation or an elective
participation (Zeus I, Zeus I, etc.). It seems, then, that contradiction, far
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questioning or problematising instance is a part of knowledge allowiny .
positivity and its specificity to be grasped in the act of learning. More
profoundly still, Being (what Plato calls the Idea) ‘corresponds’ to the
essence of the problem or the question as such. It is as though there were
an ‘opening’, a ‘gap’, an ontological ‘fold” which relates being and the
question to one another. In this relation, being is difference itself. Being 1,
also non-being, but non-being is not the being of the negative; rather, it 1.
the being of the problematic, the being of problem and question. Difference
is not the negative; on the contrary, non-being is Difference: heteron, not
enantion. For this reason non-being should rather be written (non)-beiny;
or, better still, ?-being. In this sense, it turns out that the infinitive, the essc,
designates less a proposition than the interrogation to which the
proposition is supposed to respond. This (non)-being is the differential
element in which affirmation, as multiple affirmation, finds the principle of
its genesis. As for negation, this is only the shadow of the highest principle,
the shadow of the difference alongside the affirmation produced. Once we
confuse (non)-being with the negative, contradiction is inevitably carried
into being; but contradiction is only the appearance or the epiphenomenon,
the illusion projected by the problem, the shadow of a question which
remains open and of a being which corresponds as such to that question
(before it has been given a response). Is it not already in this sense that for
Plato contradiction characterises only the so-called aporetic dialogues?
Beyond contradiction, difference ~ beyond non-being, (non)-being; beyond
the negative, problems and questions.

Note on Heidegger’s Philosophy of Difference

It seems that the principal misunderstandings which Heidegger denounced
as misreadings of his philosophy after Being and Time and “What is Meta-
physics?’ have to do with the following: the Heideggerian Not refers not to
the negative in Being but to Being as difference; it refers not to negation
but to questioning. When Sartre analysed interrogation at the beginning of
Being and Nothingness, he made it a preliminary to the discovery of the
negative and negativity. This was, in a sense, the opposite of Heidegger’s
procedure. None the less, it involved no misunderstanding, since Sartre did
not set out to write a commentary on Heidegger. Merleau-Ponty, on the
other hand, undoubtedly followed a more thoroughly Heideggerian inspi-
ration in speaking of ‘folds’ and ‘pleating’ (by contrast with Sartrean
‘holes’ and ‘lakes of non-being’) from The Phenomenology of Perception
onwards, and in returning to an ontology of difference and questioning in
his posthumous book The Visible and the Invisible.

It seems that Heidegger’s theses may be summarised as follows:

1. The not expresses not the negative but the difference between Being and
being. See the preface to The Essence of Reasons, 3rd edn, 1949, transl.

05
Diefference m Itself

' Malick, Fvanston, [L: Northwestern University Press, 1969, 9-
Poesrs e VL <, 1V N

M 3
' I ng’; an
e Outological Difference 1s the Not b.etwee_n being ar;id;e_lng ,Lon_
L peedscript to SWhat s Metaphysics?’, m.Exzstence an‘ hezthge,r e
1 | Viston Press, 1949, p. 384, where Heidegger asks: ‘whe

. . ) ; e from
L 1y never and nowhere €187 discloses itself as that which differ
; ‘ 599

(44 .
“18”, 1 eing”’.
Cthing that <187, 1.€. what we call “Being

i i d. Itis
‘between’ in the ordinary sense of the wor

i1 Jilference 1s not " b

A told, Zwiefalt. Tt is constitutive of Being and of the r;la‘n;i;rril::g’ "
| constitutes being, in the dquble moyement 0 ch i

( Ilu'.).n Being is truly the differenciator of dlfferexﬁ: - V\;1 e e .
on ‘ontological difference’. See ‘Overcoming Metap y o i
| End of Philosophy, New York: Harp

| Stambaugh, n The

l' n.:(;\ogicalplgifference corresponds to questioning. It is the beng

i inant fields
wtions. which become problems, marking out the determina
e 3
i cxistence. See The Essencz 2‘2‘ Reasons. * an object of representation
1 1 ifference is no
. 1 Inderstood in this manner, difter - o e o
i resentation subordinates (
. the element of metaphysics, rep f e
I i ing i ' the centre of a comp
ity, i ting it to a third term as . par-
.l ntity, if only in rela . e o enes
different terms (Being an . Heides
1 between two supposedly . and beng). s
i s point of view of metaphysical rep
1 recognises that this point o . !
1 recog 1 The Essence of Reasons (see the French tra'nslatllqon,})) Bu;
hiere the third term is found in the ‘transcenderllfce of zen.lg—t ezn.ce :
et 1 i in I or the impor
: ics i le to think difference mn 1tsell, : nee
mctaphysics is unab n sl or e enato).
i h as of that which unites
{lint which separates as muc unites (the iEerenct
' 1 i diation or reconciliation 1n s
{'here is no synthesis, me r ciliation in Grons s
i iation. This is the ‘turning’ dey’
 1ther a stubborn differencia : o e .
ing i in its truth the difference 0 g
«s: ‘Being itself can open out I 1ts t . c of Belrg e
d in itself only when the difference explic yd -
. : ’
~Overcoming Metaphysics’, p- 91). Ol’.l this point, sce B% %Versitaires
(ll(')'lderlin et Heidegger, French translation, Paris: Presses Uni

i Poeme
— —72; Jean Beaufret, Introduction to
pp. 157-62, 168 3 e oy

wll present 1

ings preserve

de France, ; nk
Je Parménide, Paris: Presses Universitaires de France,

5' . .
4Sifference cannot, therefore, be subordlpatekcll tSo the éc::nlt;;ntity o
| ht as the Same, in the Same. o
Equal but must be thoug B e S e Row, ) 50
] transl. Joan Stambaugh, New York: -
aDriQfe‘iifggfi’cally Man Dwells...” in Poetry, Language, Th;luéghlt;.tran
Albert Hofstadter, New York: Harper & Row, 1971, pp. 21e—17

al or the

i i indiffer-
The same never coincides with the equa:, r%(;‘t even 1ln thei ;;111;?; o s
i i i or
rely identical. The equa . A
ent oneness of what is me ! A dentica &
£ difference, so that everything
oves toward the absence o : Aot
rc?uced to a common denominator. The same, by contrast, 1 the



00 Dufference and Repetition

ing together of what differs, through a gathcring by way of the differ
ence. We can only say ‘the same’ if we think difference. ... The same
banishes all zeal always to level what is different into the equal or idenu
cal. The same gathers what is distinct into an original being-at-one. T'he

equal, on the contrary, disperses them into the dull unity of mere unitor
mity.

We regard as fundamental this ‘correspondence’ between difference and
questioning, between ontological difference and the being of the question.
It can nevertheless be asked whether Heidegger did not himself encourage
the misunderstandings, by his conception of ‘Nothing’ as well as by his
manner of ‘striking through’ Being instead of parenthesising the {non) ol
non-Being. Moreover, is it enough to oppose the Same and the Identical in
order to think original difference and to disconnect this from all media-
tions? If it is true that some commentators have found Thomist echos in
Husserl, Heidegger, by contrast, follows Duns Scotus and gives renewed
splendour to the Univocity of Being. But does he effectuate the conversion
after which univocal Being belongs only to difference and, in this sense, re-
volves around being? Does he conceive of being in such a manner that it
will be truly disengaged from any subordination in relation to the identity

of representation? It would seem not, given his critique of the Nietzschean
eternal return,

The four figures of the Platonic dialectic are therefore: the selection of dif-
ference, the installation of a mythic circle, the establishment of a founda-
tion, and the position of a question~problem complex. However, difference
is still related to the Same or to the One through these figures. No doubt
the same should not be confused with the identity of the concept in gen-
eral: rather, it characterises the Idea as the thing itself. Nevertheless, to the
extent that it plays the role of a true ground, it is difficult to see what its ef-
fect is if not to make that which is grounded ‘identical’, to use difference in
order to make the identical exist. In reality, the distinction between the
same and the identical bears fruit only if one subjects the Same to a conver-
sion which relates it to the different, while at the same time the things and
beings which are distinguished in the different suffer a corresponding radi-
cal destruction of their identity. Only on this condition is difference
thought in itself, neither represented nor mediated. The whole of Platon-
ism, by contrast, is dominated by the idea of drawing a distinction between
‘the thing itself’ and the simulacra. Difference is not thought in itself but re-
lated to a ground, subordinated to the same and subject to mediation in
mythic form. Overturning Platonism, then, means denying the primacy of
original over copy, of model over image; glorifying the reign of simulacra
and reflections. Pierre Klossowski has clearly noted this point in the articles
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contradictory state which must be subject to order or law from outside, as

it is when the Demiurge subjugates a rebellious matter. He reduced he

Sophist to contradiction, to that supposed state of chaos, the lowest powe
and last degree of participation. In reality the ‘nth’ power does not pir:.
through two, three or four: it is immediately affirmed in order to constitute
the highest power; it is affirmed of chaos itself and, as Nietzsche said,
chaos and eternal return are not two different things. The sophist is not the
being {or the non-being) of contradiction, but the one who raise.
everything to the level of simulacra and maintains them in that state. W
it not inevitable that Plato should push irony to that point — to parody:
Was it not inevitable that Plato should be the first to overturn Platonism,
or at least to show the direction such an overturning should take? We ar¢
reminded of the grand finale of the Sophist: difference is displaced, division
turns back against itself and begins to function in reverse, and, as a resuli
of being applied to simulacra themselves (dreams, shadows, reflections,
paintings), shows the impossibility of distinguishing them from originals or
from models. The Eleatic Stranger gives a definition of the sophist such
that he can no longer be distinguished from Socrates himself: the ironic
imitator who proceeds by brief arguments (questions and problems). Each
moment of difference must then find its true figure: selection, repetition,
ungrounding, the question—problem complex.

We have contrasted representation with a different kind of formation.
The elementary concepts of representation are the categories defined as the
conditions of possible experience. These, however, are too general or too
large for the real. The net is so loose that the largest fish pass through. No
wonder, then, that aesthetics should be divided into two irreducible
domains: that of the theory of the sensible which captures only the real’s
conformity with possible experience; and that of the theory of the
beautiful, which deals with the reality of the real in so far as it is thought.
Everything changes once we determine the conditions of real experience,
which are not larger than the conditioned and which differ in kind from
the categories: the two senses of the aesthetic become one, to the point
where the being of the sensible reveals itself in the work of art, while at the
same time the work of art appears as experimentation. The fault of
representation lies in not going beyond the form of identity, in relation to
both the object seen and the seeing subject. Identity is no less conserved in
each component representation than in the whole of infinite representation
as such. Infinite representation may well multiply points of view and
organise these in series; these series are no less subject to the condition of
converging upon the same object, upon the same world. Infinite
representation may well multiply figures and moments and organise these
into circles endowed with self-movement; these circles no less turn around
a single centre which is that of the great circle of consciousness. By
contrast, when the modern work of art develops its permutating series and
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Chapter II
Repetition for Itself
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proceding, mstants are retained in the contraction; the future

i cnpedtation is anticipated in this same contraction. The past
1t tanme do not designate instants distinet from a supposed present
tut cather the dimensions of the present itself in so far as it is a

.« nonof nstants. The present does not have to go outside itself in
I+ paes from past to future. Rather, the living present goes from the
«he Inture which it constitutes in time, which is to say also from the
<l 1o the general: from the particulars which it envelops by
+iovuon to the general which it develops in the field of its expectation

2. nterence produced in the mind is generality itself in so far as it forms

«u- rule for the future). In any case, this synthesis must be given a

pssive synthesis. Although it is constitutive it is not, for all that,

li 15 not carried out by the mind, but occurs # the mind which

~w- miplates, prior to all memory and all reflection. Time is subjective, but

.+ Liwion to the subjectivity of a passive subject. Passive synthesis or

siocnion is essentially asymmetrical: it goes from the past to the future

- «iw present, thus from the particular to the general, thereby imparting
i non to the arrow of time,

i« omsidering repetition in the object, we remain within the conditions

L. I+ imake possible an idea of repetition. But in considering the change in

. ubject, we are already beyond these conditions, confronting the

-1l form of difference. The ideal constitution of repetition thus implies
« Liwd of retroactive movement between these two limits. It is woven
I tocen the two. This is the movement which Hume so profoundly
wilyscs when he shows that the cases contracted or grounded in the
sunmmation remain no less distinct in the memory or in the understanding.
'1oi vhat we return to the state of matter which produces one case only
-Iwn the other has disappeared. Rather, on the basis of the qualitative
wupression in the imagination, memory reconstitutes the particular cases as
ltinct, conserving them in its own ‘temporal space’. The past is then no
lonper the immediate past of retention but the reflexive past of
rpresentation, of reflected and reproduced particularity. Correlatively, the
tuture also ceases to be the immediate future of anticipation in order to
fwcome the reflexive future of prediction, the reflected generality of the
anderstanding  (the understanding weights the expectation in the
ynagination in proportion to the number of distinct similar cases observed
mnd recalled). In other words, the active syntheses of memory and
nnderstanding are superimposed upon and supported by the passive
+ynthesis of the imagination. The constitution of repetition already implies
ihree instances: the in-itself which causes it to disappear as it appears,
lcaving it unthinkable; the for-itself of the passive synthesis; and, grounded
upon the latter, the reflected representation of a ‘for-us’ in the active
syntheses. Associationism possesses an irreplaceable subtlety. It is not
surprising that Bergson rediscovers Hume’s analyses once he encounters an
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analogous problem: four o’clock strikes ... cach stroke, cach disturbance i
excitation, is logically independent of the other, mens montentinea

However, quite apart from any memory or distinct calculation, we contrag |

these into an internal qualitative impression within this living prescnt o
passive synthesis which is duration. Then we restore them in an auxthiay
space, a derived time in which we may reproduce them, reflect on them o
count them like so many quantifiable external—impressions.l

No doubt Bergson’s example is not the same as Hume’s. One refers (o a
closed repetition, the other to an open one. Moreover, one refers to 4
repetition of elements of the type A A A A ... {tick, tick, tick, tick ...), the

other to a repetition of cases such as AB AB AB A ... (tick-tock, tick-tock, ’

tick-tock, tick ...). The principal distinction between these two forms rest
upon the fact that in the second case difference not only appears in the
contraction of the elements in general but also occurs in each particuly
case, between two elements which are both determined and joined togethe
by a relation of opposition. The function of opposition here is to imposce
limit on the elementary repetition, to enclose it upon the simplest group, 1o
reduce it to a minimum of two (tock being the inverse of tick). Difference
therefore appears to abandon its first figure of generality and to be
distributed in the repeating particular, but in such a way as to give rise to
new living generalities. Repetition finds itself enclosed in the ‘case’, reduced
to the pair, while a new infinity opens up in the form of the repetition of
the cases themselves. It would be wrong, therefore, to believe that every
repetition of cases is open by nature, while every repetition of elements is
closed. The repetition of cases is open only by virtue of the closure of a
binary opposition between elements. Conversely, the repetition of elements
is closed only by virtue of a reference to structures of cases in which as a
whole it plays itself the role of one of the two opposed elements: not only
is four a generality in relation to four strokes, but ‘four o’clock’ enters into
a duality with the preceding or the following half-hour, or even, on the
horizon of the perceptual universe, with the corresponding four o’clock in
the morning or afternoon. In the case of passive synthesis, the two forms of
repetition always refer back to one another: repetition of cases presupposes
that of elements, but that of elements necessarily extends into that of cases
(whence the natural tendency of passive synthesis to experience tick-tick as
tick-tock).

That is why what matters even more than the distinction between the
two forms is the distinction between the levels on which both operate,
separately and in combination. Hume’s example no less than Bergson’s
leaves us at the level of sensible and perceptual syntheses. The sensed
quality is indistinguishable from the contraction of elementary excitations,
but the object perceived implies a contraction of cases such that one quality
may be read in the other, and a structure in which the form of the object
allies itself with the quality at least as an intentional part. However, in the
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Language testifies to this in allowing us to speak of ‘contracting a halw,
and in allowing the verb ‘to contract’ only in conjunction with 4
complement capable of constituting a habitude. It will be objected that (e
heart no more has (or no more is) a habit when it contracts than when i
dilates. This, however, is to confuse two quite different kinds «f
contraction: contraction may refer to one of the two active elements, one
of the two opposing moments in a tick-tock type series, the other elcment
being relaxation or dilation. But contraction also refers to the fusion of
successive tick-tocks in a contemplative soul. Passive synthesis is of the
latter kind: it constitutes our habit of living, our expectation that ‘it’ will
continue, that one of the two elements will appear after the other, therchy
assuring the perpetuation of our case. When we say that habit is «
contraction we are speaking not of an instantaneous action which
combines with another to form an element of repetition, but rather of the
fusion of that repetition in the contemplating mind. A soul must In
attributed to the heart, to the muscles, nerves and cells, but «
contemplative soul whose entire function is to contract a habit. This is no
mystical or barbarous hypothesis. On the contrary, habit here manifests 1
full generality: it concerns not only the sensory—motor habits that we have
(psychologically), but also, before these, the primary habits that we are; the
thousands of passive syntheses of which we are organically composed. It w
simultaneously through contraction that we are habits, but through
contemplation that we contract. We are contemplations, we arr
imaginations, we are generalities, claims and satisfactions. The
phenomenon of claiming is nothing but the contracting contemplation
through which we affirm our right and our expectation in regard to thal
which we contract, along with our self-satisfaction in so far as we
contemplate. We do not contemplate ourselves, but we exist only i
contemplating — that is to say, in contracting that from which we come.
Whether pleasure is itself a contraction or a tension, or whether it is always
tied to a process of relaxation, is not a well-formed question: elements ol
pleasure may be found in the active succession of relaxations and
contractions produced by excitants, but it is a quite different question to
ask why pleasure is not simply an element or a case within our psychic life,
but rather a principle which exercises sovereign rule over the latter in every
case. Pleasure is a principle in so far as it is the emotion of a fulfilling
contemplation which contracts in itself cases of relaxation and contraction.
There is a beatitude associated with passive synthesis, and we are all
Narcissus in virtue of the pleasure (auto-satisfaction) we experience in
contemplating, even though we contemplate things quite apart from
ourselves. We are always Actaeon by virtue of what we contemplate, even
though we are Narcissus in relation to the pleasure we take from it. To
contemplate is to draw something from. We must always first contemplate

A
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or Diana, or the woods — 1n order to be filled

g cle the water,

e inape of ()lll'.\‘(‘lV(‘S. . y )
e hae shown better than Samuel Butler that there is no contmnuity

i thiat of habit, and that we have no other continuities apart from
"l our thousands of component habits, which form V&flthln us S(()i
uperstitious and contemplative selves, so many claimants an
. one ‘for even the corn in the fields grows upon a superstitious
. (o its own existence, and only turns the earth gnd moisture 1qt(k)‘
' through the conceit of its own ability to do 50, w.lthout Wlfuch th
v powerless ..>.2 Only an empiricist can happily risk s'uc.h om‘lju ;(_3.
. e call wheat is a contraction of the earth and hgmxley, and this
. wuon is both a contemplation and the autq-satxs_factlon olf tha;
.. mplation. By its existence alone, the lily of the field sings the glory o

" 1w wvens, the goddesses and gods — in other words, the elements that it

.- mplates in contracting. What organism is not made of elemepts anr:i
ol repetition, of contemplated and contr'acFed water, liutg.oge %
. 1.r, chlorides and sulphates, thereby intertwining all thef i 1tsh 'Od
i b ot is composed? Organisms awake to Fhe sublime words of t E't ir
I+ all is contemplation! Perhaps it .is irony to say that everything nl;
- mplation, even rocks and woods, animals and men, ec;'en Actaec(l)sn a]lg d
1. iy, Narcissus and the flower, even our actions and our nlee' .
1 turn is still a contemplation, nothmg but a contemplation. 1
i1 .onns says that one determines one’s own 1mMage, and appreciates 1t, only
| Luning back to contemplate that from which one cokr)rlles.. tenendent of
I 1s easy to multiply reasons which .make ha it indepe e ot
..+ ution: to act is never to repeat, whether it be an action in proc;ss an
. non already completed. As we hgve seen, action has, rather, (he
_wucular as its variable and generality as its .e!eme.nt. How}fvler, wfers
. wwrality may well be quite different frorq repetition, it nevertd e ;sst’r(::n N
... 1epetition as the hidden basis on whlch it is .const;ucte. .bl c ;, n e
“.vuituted, in the order of generality gnd in the field of variat ;sn hich
.iespond to it, only by the Contractlon.of elements © .relr;;:txtll)ot. This
.niraction, however, takes place not 1 the action 1t3e ,t .ute » @
_miemplative self which doubles the agent. Moreover, in Order to int gtum
. ions within a more complex action, tbe primary actions must m1 .
/11y the role of elements of repetition within a ‘case’, but always 1ndre atilo §
... 1 contemplative soul adjacent to the subject of the compoun1 ac anci
{inderneath the self which acts are little selves yvhlch .cont%r(]np ate anc
luch render possible both the action and the active sub)ecF. e Spf:,hich
ur ‘self only in virtue of these thous.ands of little w1tne‘sses’ which
. ontemplate within us: it is always a third party \.)vh(})1 siiy; rlxrllih Ihese
. outemplative souls must be assigned even to the rat in the la yr nde
. ch muscle of the rat. Given that contemplatlgn never ;ppears.ta‘does}j
woment during the action — since it is always hidden, and since 1
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bl o any contemplation always qualifies an order of repetition
vAng to the elements or cases involved. It necessarily forms a present

Loonay be exhausted and which passes, a present of a certain duration
I vanes according to the species, the individuals, the organisms and
1-vi- ol organisms under consideration. Two successive presents may
Saemporancous with a third present, more extended by virtue of the
o of instants it contracts. The duration of an organism’s present, or
v anous presents, will vary according to the natural contractile range
¢ contemplative souls. In other words, fatigue is a real component of
aeowplaton. It is correctly said that those who do nothing tire
t.nvclves most. Fatigue marks the point at which the soul can no longer
arowt what it contemplates, the moment at which contemplation and
annaction come apart. We are made up of fatigues as much as of
swemplations. That is why a phenomenon such as need can be
wliisiood in terms of ‘lack’, from the point of view of action and the
v syntheses which it determines, but as an extreme ‘satiety’ or ‘fatigue’
i the point of view of the passive synthesis by which it is conditioned.
I precisely, need marks the limits of the variable present. The present
s between two eruptions of need, and coincides with the duration of
- ontemplation. The repetition of need, and of everything which depends
apon ity expresses the time which belongs to the synthesis of time, the
wrctemporal character of that synthesis. Repetition is essentially inscribed
« need, since need rests upon an instance which essentially involves
. peittion: which forms the for-itself of repetition and the for-itself of a
cviain duration. All our rhythms, our reserves, our reaction times, the
‘housand  intertwinings, the presents and fatigues of which we are
- owposed, are defined on the basis of our contemplations. The rule is that
~ne cannot go faster than one’s own present — or rather, one’s presents.
s as we have defined them ~ as habitudes or contractions referring to
-me another — always belong to the present. One of the great strengths of
stoicism lies in having shown that every sign is a sign of the present, from
the point of view of the passive synthesis in which past and future are
precisely only dimensions of the present itself. A scar is the sign not of a
past wound but of ‘the present fact of having been wounded’: we can say
that it is the contemplation of the wound, that it contracts all the instants
which separate us from it into a living present. Or rather, that we find here
the true meaning of the distinction between natural and artificial: natural
signs are signs founded upon passive synthesis; they are signs of the
present, referring to the present in which they signify. Artificial signs, by
contrast, are those which refer to the past or the future as distinct
dimensions of the present, dimensions on which the present might in turn
depend. Artificial signs imply active syntheses — that is to say, the passage
from spontaneous imagination to the active faculties of reflective

o

representation, memory and intelligence.
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Need itself js therefore very imperfectly understood in terms of nepanvy
structures which relate to activity. It js por even enough (o mvaky
activity in the brocess of occurring or taking place, so long s il

contemplative base op which it occurs has not been determined. |y, ]
again, with regard to this base, we cannot avoid seeing in the nepanyg

need. ‘“What difference is there...>” This jg the question the contemplavg

soul puts to repetition, and to which it draws 2 response from repetition
Contemplations are questions, while the contractions which occyr jn them
and complete them are so many finjte affirmations produced in the s
Way as presents are produced out of the perpetyal present by means of (|
Passive synthesis of tjme, Conceptions of the negative come from oy haste
to understand need jp relation to active syntheses, which in fact e
elaborated only on this basis, Moreover, if we reconsider the actjy,
syntheses themselves i the light of this basis which they presuppose, we

the living present (the urgency of life). This living bresent, and with it th,
whole of organic and psychic life, rests upon habit. Following Condillac

We must regard habit as the foundation from which all other psychic
phenomena derive. All

questions, even ‘irony’,

These thousands of habits of which We are composed - these
contractions, contemplations, Pretensions, Presumptions, satisfactions,
fatigues; these variable presents thus form the basic domain of passive
syntheses. The Passive self is not defined simply by receptivity — that js, by
means of the capacity to experience sensations - byt by virtue of the
contractile contemplation which constitutes the organism itself before jt
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» oty dimension i which every present reflects itself as present
o the ame time representing the former. ‘Every conscious state
+ imension in - addition to the one of which it implies the
. Aw . resuly, the active synthesis of memory may be regarded as
weaple of representation under this double aspect: reproduction of
v present and reflection of the present present. This active
v ot memory is founded upon the passive synthesis of habit, since
terer constitutes the general possibility of any present. But the two
. are profoundly different: the asymmetry here follows from the
«t augnentation of dimensions, their infinite proliferation. The
~yuthesis of habit constituted time as a contraction of instants with
« 112 present, but the active synthesis of memory constitutes it as the
/.1y of presents themselves. The whole problem is: with respect to
to 1 with respect to the pure element of the past, understood as the
m peneral, as an a priori past, that a given former present is
~luaible and the present present is able to reflect itself. Far from being
I trom the present or from representation, the past is presupposed by
«presentation. In this sense, the active synthesis of memory may well
i.onded upon the (empirical) passive synthesis of habit, but on the other
o1t an be grounded only by another (transcendental) passive synthesis
l.e. l 1w peculiar to memory itself. Whereas the passive synthesis of habit
+ nutes the living present in time and makes the past and the future two
metrical elements of that present, the passive synthesis of memory
- tiutes the pure past in time, and makes the former and the present
nt (thus the present in reproduction and the future in reflection) two
mnetrical elements of this past as such, However, what do we mean in
i+ hing of the pure, a priori past, the past in general or as such? If Matter
~0 Memory is a great book, it is perhaps because Bergson profoundly
(Joved the domain of this transcendental synthesis of a pure past and
I« overed all its constitutive paradoxes.
It 15 futile to try to reconstitute the past from the presents between which
« . trapped, either the present which it was or the one in relation to which
. now past. In effect, we are unable to believe that the past is constituted
drer it has been present, or because a new present appears. If a new
piesent were required for the past to be constituted as past, then the former
inesent would never pass and the new one would never arrive. No present
“ould ever pass were it not past ‘at the same time’ as it is present; no past
would ever be constituted unless it were first constituted ‘at the same time’
i 1t was present. This is the first paradox: the contemporaneity of the past
with the present that it was. It gives us the reason for the passing of the
(mesent. Every present passes, in favour of a new present, because the past
. contemporaneous with itself as present. A second paradox emerges: the
aradox of coexistence. If each past is contemporaneous with the present
that it was, then all of the past coexists with the new present in relation to
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which it is now past. The past is no more ‘in’ this sccond present than u iy

‘after’ the first — whence the Bergsonian idea that each present present i

only the entire past in its most contracted state. The past does not caume
one present to pass without calling forth another, but itself neither pas.a
nor comes forth. For this reason the past, far from being a dimension «l
time, is the synthesis of all time of which the present and the futurc e
only dimensions. We cannot say that it was. It no longer exists, it does 1
exist, but it insists, it consists, it is. It insists with the former present, «
consists with the new or present present. It is the in-itself of time as the
final ground of the passage of time. In this sense it forms a pure, general, u
priori element of all time. In effect, when we say that it
contemporaneous with the present that it was, we necessarily speak of a
past which never was present, since it was not formed ‘after’. Its manner ol
being contemporaneous with itself as present is that of being posed v
already-there, presupposed by the passing present and causing it to pass. lix
manner of coexisting with the new present is one of being posed in itscll,
conserving itself in itself and being presupposed by the new present which
comes forth only by contracting this past. The paradox of pre-existence
thus completes the other two: each past is contemporaneous with the
present it was, the whole past coexists with the present in relation to which
it is past, but the pure element of the past in general pre-exists the passing,
present.” There is thus a substantial temporal element (the Past which was
never present) playing the role of ground. This is not itself represented. It is
always the former or present present which is represented. The
transcendental passive synthesis bears upon this pure past from the triple
point of view of contemporaneity, coexistence and pre-existence. By
contrast, the active synthesis is the representation of the present under the
dual aspect of the reproduction of the former and the reflection of the new.
The latter synthesis is founded upon the former, and if the new present is
always endowed with a supplementary dimension, this is because it is
reflected in the element of the pure past in general, whereas it is only
through this element that we focus upon the former present as a particular.

If we compare the passive synthesis of habit and the passive synthesis of
memory, we see how much the distribution of repetition and contraction
changes from one to the other. No doubt, in either case, the present
appears to be the result of a contraction, but this relates to quite different
dimensions. In one case, the present is the most contracted state of
successive elements or instants which are in themselves independent of one
another. In the other case, the present designates the most contracted
degree of an entire past, which is itself like a coexisting totality. Let us
suppose, in effect, in accordance with the conditions of the second
paradox, that the past is not conserved in the present in relation to which it
is past, but is conserved in itself, the present present being only the
maximal contraction of all this past which coexists with 4. It must first be
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o rennmnseence. tnetfect, this designates a passive synthesis, an
foat vy memory which differs in kind from any active synthesis
cucd with voluntary memory. Combray reappears, not as it was or as
Al e but in a splendour which was never lived, like a pure past
I tally reveals its doubie irreducibility to the two presents which it
oo topether: the present that it was, but also the present present
I v vould be. Former presents may be represented beyond forgetting
nve synthesis, in so far as forgetting is empirically overcome. Here,
o0, is within Forgetting, as though immemorial, that Combray
1« in the form of a past which was never present: the in-itself of
adaay. If there is an in-itself of the past, then reminiscence is its
s non or the thought with which it is invested. Reminiscence does not
q:lv 1cfer us back from a present present to former ones, from recent
to infantile ones, from our lovers to our mothers. Here again, the
liion between passing presents does not account for the pure past

1o

by

L. h, with their assistance, takes advantage of their passing in order to

ppear underneath representation: beyond the lover and beyond the

«ther, coexistent with the one and contemporary with the other, lies the

1 lived reality of the Virgin. The present exists, but the past alone

vt and provides the element in which the present passes and successive

1owonts are telescoped. The echo of the two presents forms only a
i+ astent question, which unfolds within representation like a field of
j1oblems, with the rigorous imperative to search, to respond, to resolve.
However, the response always comes from elsewhere: every reminiscence,
~hether of a town or a woman, is erotic. It is always Eros, the noumenon,
<ho allows us to penetrate this pure past in itself, this virginal repetition
~hich is Mnemosyne. He is the companion, the fiancé, of Mnemosyne.
wWhere does he get this power? Why is the exploration of the pure past
rotic? Why is it that Eros holds both the secret of questions and answers,
el the secret of an insistence in all our existence? Unless we have not yet

lonnd the last word, unless there is a third synthesis of time ... .

I'emporally speaking — in other words, from the point of view of the theory

of time — nothing is more instructive than the difference between the Kan-

tian and the Cartesian Cogito. It is as though Descartes’s Cogito operated

with two logical values: determination and undetermined existence. The
determination (I think) implies an undetermined existence (I am, because
‘in order to think one must exist’) — and determines it precisely as the exist-
ence of a thinking subject: I think therefore I am, I am a thing which
thinks. The entire Kantian critique amounts to objecting against Descartes
that it is impossible for determination to bear directly upon the undeter-
mined. The determination (I think’) obviously implies something undeter-
mined (‘I am’), but nothing so far tells us how it is that this undetermined
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is determinable by the ‘I think’: in the consciousness of mysclf in meie
thought I am the being itself, although nothing in mysclf 1s thereby piven
for 'chought.’8 Kant therefore adds a third logical value: the determinable,
or rather the form in which the undetermined is determinable (by the deter
mination). This third value suffices to make logic a transcendental instan ¢
It amounts to the discovery of Difference ~ no longer in the form of an cm
pirical difference between two determinations, but in the form of a tran
scendental Difference between the Determination as such and what «
determines; no longer in the form of an external difference which sepa
rates, but in the form of an internal Difference which establishes an @ prio
relation between thought and being. Kant’s answer is well known: the forn
under which undetermined existence is determinable by the ‘I think” is tha
of time ...” The consequences of this are extreme: my undetermined exis
tence can be determined only within time as the existence of a phenome
non, of a passive, receptive phenomenal subject appearing within time. A
a result, the spontaneity of which I am conscious in the ‘I think’ cannot be
understood as the attribute of a substantial and spontaneous being, bu
only as the affection of a passive self which experiences its own thought
its own intelligence, that by virtue of which it can say I - being exercised in
it and upon it but not by it. Here begins a long and inexhaustible story: I is
an other, or the paradox of inner sense. The activity of thought applies to a
receptive being, to a passive subject which represents that activity to itself
rather than enacts it, which experiences its effect rather than initiates it,
and which lives it like an Other within itself. To ‘I think’ and ‘I am’ must
be added the self — that is, the passive position (what Kant calls the recep-
tivity of intuition); to the determination and the undetermined must be
added the form of the determinable, namely time. Nor is ‘add’ entirely the
right word here, since it is rather a matter of establishing the difference and
interiorising it within being and thought. It is as though the I were frac-
tured from one end to the other: fractured by the pure and empty form of
time. In this form it is the correlate of the passive self which appears in
time. Time signifies a fault or a fracture in the I and a passivity in the self,
and the correlation between the passive self and the fractured I constitutes
the discovery of the transcendental, the element of the Copernican Revolu-
tion.

Descartes could draw his conclusion only by expelling time, by reducing
the Cogito to an instant and entrusting time to the operation of continuous
creation carried out by God. More generally, the supposed identity of the I
has no other guarantee than the unity of God himself. For this reason, the
substitution of the point of view of the ‘I’ for the point of view of ‘God’ has
much less importance than is commonly supposed, so long as the former
retains an identity that it owes precisely to the latter. God survives as long
as the I enjoys a subsistence, a simplicity and an identity which express the
entirety of its resemblance to the divine. Conversely, the death of God does
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soul, it is a matter of physical time, of a periodic or crcular time which
that of the Physis and is subordinate to events which occur within it, 1o
movements which it measures or to events which punctuate it. This time
undoubtedly finds its ground in an in-itself - that is, in the pure past of the
Ideas which arranges the order of presents in a circle according to then
decreasing or increasing resemblances to the ideal, but also removes from
the circle those souls which have been able to preserve or recover the realm
of the in-itself. The Ideas none the less remain the ground on which the
successive presents are organised into the circle of time, so that the pure
past which defines them is itself still necessarily expressed in terms of a
present, as an ancient mythical present. This equivocation, all the
ambiguity of Mnemosyne, was already implicit in the second synthesis ol
time. For the latter, from the height of its purc past, surpassed and
dominated the world of representation: it is the ground, the in-itself,
noumenon and Form. However, it still remains relative to the
representation that it grounds. It elevates the principles of representation -
namely, identity, which it treats as an immemorial model, and
resemblance, which it treats as a present image: the Same and the Similar.
It is irreducible to the present and superior to representation, yet it serves
only to render the representation of presents circular or infinite (even with
Leibniz or Hegel, it is still Mnemosyne which grounds the deployment of
representation in the infinite). The shortcoming of the ground is to remain
relative to what it grounds, to borrow the characteristics of what it
grounds, and to be proved by these. It is in this sense that it creates a circle:
it introduces movement into the soul rather than time into thought. Just as
the ground is in a sense ‘bent” and must lead us towards a beyond, so the
second synthesis of time points beyond itself in the direction of a third
which denounces the illusion of the in-itself as still a correlate of
representation. The in-itself of the past and the repetition in reminiscence
constitute a kind of ‘effect’, like an optical effect, or rather the erotic effect
of memory itself,
What does this mean: the empty form of time or third synthesis? The
Northern Prince says ‘time is out of joint’. Can it be that the Northern
philosopher says the same thing: that he should be Hamletian because he is
Oedipal? The joint, cardo, is what ensures the subordination of time to
those properly cardinal points through which pass the periodic movements
which it measures (time, number of the movement, for the soul as much as
for the world). By contrast, time out of joint means demented time or time
outside the curve which gave it a god, liberated from its overly simple
circular figure, freed from the events which made up its content, its relation
to movement overturned; in short, time presenting itself as an empty and
pure form. Time itself unfolds (that is, apparently ceases to be a circle)
instead of things unfolding within it (following the overly simple circular
tigure). It ceases to be cardinal and becomes ordinal, a pure order of time.
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Eoonly by excludmg, my own coherence, my own identity, the identity of
i the world and God. 1c allows only the plebeian to return, the man
dheont o name, 10 draws into its circle the dead god and the dissolved self.
Lo not allow the sun to return, since it presupposes its explosion; it
o cian only the nebulae, for which alone it moves and from which it
wnen indistinguishable. For this reason, as Zarathustra says at one
v« 1o the demon, we simplify matters in expounding the doctrine of
o return as though it affected the totality of time; we make a
purdy song of it, as he says at another point to his animals. In other
1 we rely upon the overly simple circle which has as its content the
myp, present and as its shape the past of reminiscence. However, the
L+ of tme, time as a pure and empty form, has precisely undone that
« I It has undone it in favour of a less simple and much more secret,
- v iore tortuous, more nebulous circle, an eternally excentric circle, the
-nired circle of difference which is re-formed uniquely in the third time
i il series. The order of time has broken the circle of the Same and
vvuped time in a series only in order to re-form a circle of the Other at
wd of the series. The ‘once and for all’ of the order is there only for the
- time’ of the final esoteric circle. The form of time is there only for
‘L. ovelation of the formless in the eternal return. The extreme formality
e only for an excessive formlessness (Holderlin’s Unformliche). In
oo manner, the ground has been superseded by a groundlessness, a
wicersal ungrounding which turns upon itself and causes only the

Lo
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1 e come to return.

1 on the Three Repetitions
Ini’s theory of historical repetition, as it appears notably in The Eigh-

~uily Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, turns on the following principle
hich does not seem to have been sufficiently understood by historians:
lvtorical repetition is neither a matter of analogy nor a concept produced
I+ the reflection of historians, but above all a condition of historical action
1 If. Harold Rosenberg illuminates this point in some fine pages: histori-
'l actors or agents can create only on condition that they identify them-
Jves with figures from the past. In this sense, history is theatre: ‘their
» tion became a spontaneous repetition of an old role. ... It is the revolu-
aonary crisis, the compelled striving for “something entirely new”, that
wises history to become veiled in myth ...’ (Harold Rosenberg, The
lrudition of the New, London: Thames & Hudson, 1962, ch.12, ‘The
I'vsurrected Romans’, pp. 155-6).
According to Marx, repetition is comic when it falls short — that is, when
ninivad of leading to metamorphosis and the production of something new,
n torms a kind of involution, the opposite of an authentic creation. Comic
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travesty replaces tragic metamorphosis. However, it appears that for Ny
this comic or grotesque repetition necessarily comes affer the 1o,
evolutive and creative repetition (‘all great events and historical persotayis
occur, as it were, twice ... the first time as tragedy, the second as farce)
This temporal order does not, however, seem to be absolutely justifid
Comic repetition works by means of some defect, in the mode of the pau
properly so called. The hero necessarily confronts this repetition so lony; .
‘the act is too big for him’: Polonius’s murder by mistake is comic, as i
Oedipus’s enquiry. The moment of metamorphosis, tragic repetition,
follows. It is true that these two moments are not independent, existing, 1
they do only for the third moment beyond the comic and the tragic: the
production of something new entails a dramatic repetition which excludi
even the hero. However, once the first two elements acquire an abstra
independence or become genres, then the comic succeeds the tragic .
though the failure of metamorphosis, raised to the absolute, presupposcd
an earlier metamorphosis already completed.

Note that the three-stage structure of repetition is no less that of Hamlet
than that of Oedipus. Holderlin showed this with incomparable rigous i
the case of Qedipus: the before, the caesura and the after. He indicated tha
the relative dimensions of the before and after could vary according to the
position of the caesura (for example, the sudden death of Antigone by
contrast with Oedipus’s long wandering). The essential point, however, i~
the persistence of the triadic structure. In this regard, Rosenberg interprets
Hamlet in a manner which conforms completely to Holderlin’s schema, the
caesura being constituted by the the sea voyage: Rosenberg, The Tradition
of the New, ch. 11, ‘Character Change and the Drama’, pp. 135-53,
Hamlet resembles Oedipus by virtue of not only the content but also the
dramatic form.

Drama has but a single form involving all three repetitions. Nietzsche’s
Zarathustra is clearly a drama, a theatrical work. The largest part of the
book is taken up with the before, in the mode of a defect or of the past:
this act is too big for me (compare the idea of ‘criminal blame’, or the
whole comic story of the death of God, or Zarathustra’s fear before the
revelation of eternal return - ‘your fruits are ripe but you are not ripe for
your fruits’). Then comes the moment of the caesura or the metamorphosis,
“The Sign’, when Zarathustra becomes capable. The third moment remains
absent: this is the moment of the revelation and affirmation of eternal
return, and implies the death of Zarathustra. We know that Nietzsche did
not have time to write this projected part. That is why it has been
constantly supposed that the Nietzschean doctrine of eternal return was
never stated but reserved for a future work: Nietzsche gave us only the past
condition and the present metamorphosis, but not the unconditioned
which was to have resulted as the ‘future’,

We rediscover, or find already, this theme of three temporal stages in
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living present by means of a passive foundation on which past and tuos ¢

depended. The second synthesis, that of memory, constituted time a4
pure past, from the point of view of a ground which causes the passing of
one present and the arrival of another. In the third synthesis, however, (le
present is no more than an actor, an author, an agent destined to ls
effaced; while the past is no more than a condition operating by defauls
The synthesis of time here constitutes a future which affirms at once boil
the unconditioned character of the product in relation to the conditions of
its production, and the independence of the work in relation to its autho
or actor. In all three syntheses, present, past and future are revealed a
Repetition, but in very different modes. The present is the repeater, the
past is repetition itself, but the future is that which is repeatcd.
Furthermore, the secret of repetition as a whole lies in that which n
repeated, in that which is twice signified. The future, which subordinate
the other two to itself and strips them of their autonomy, is the roy.l
repetition. The first synthesis concerns only the content and the foundation
of time; the second, its ground; but beyond these, the third ensures the
order, the totality of the series and the final end of time. A philosophy of
repetition must pass through all these ‘stages’, condemned to repeat
repetition itself. However, by traversing these stages it ensures it
programme of making repetition the category of the future: making use of
the repetition of habit and that of memory, but making use of them as
stages and leaving them in its wake; struggling on the one hand against
Habitus, on the other against Mnemosyne; refusing the content of a

repetition which is more or less able to ‘draw off’ difference (Habitus);

refusing the form of a repetition which includes difference, but in order
once again to subordinate it to the Same and the Similar (Mnemosyne);
refusing the overly simple cycles, the one followed by a habitual present
(customary cycle) as much as the one described by a pure past (memorial
or immemorial cycle); changing the ground of memory into a simple
condition by default, but also the foundation of habit into a failure of
‘habitus’, a metamorphosis of the agent; expelling the agent and the
condition in the name of the work or product; making repetition, not that
from which one ‘draws off’ a difference, nor that which includes difference
as a variant, but making it the thought and the production of the ‘absolutely
different’; making it so that repetition is, for itself, difference in itself.

The majority of these points stimulated a research programme which
was both Protestant and Catholic: that of Kierkegaard and Péguy. No one
opposed his ‘own’ repetition to that of habit and that of memory more
than these two authors. No one more ably denounced the inadequacy of a
past or present repetition, the simplicity of cycles, the trap of
reminiscences, the status of differences that one was supposed to ‘draw’
from repetition — or, on the contrary, understand as simple variants. No
one appealed to repetition as the category of the future more than these
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belief but the parody of every belief (the highest humour): a beliel and 4
doctrine eternally yet to come. We have too often been invited to judype
atheist from the viewpoint of the belief or the faith that we suppose ol
drives him — in short, from the viewpoint of grace; not to be tempted [y
the inverse operation — to judge the believer by the violent atheist by whi i

he is inhabited, the Antichrist eternally given ‘once and for all” wiiliy
grace.

Biopsychical life implies a field of individuation in which differences in
tensity are distributed here and there in the form of excitations. The qu.n
titative and qualitative process of the resolution of such differences is wh.u
we call pleasure. A totality of this kind — a mobile distribution of diff«
ences and local resolutions within an intensive field — corresponds to wh.i
Freud called the Id, or at least the primary layer of the Id. The wosd ‘'
[Ca] in this sense is not only a pronoun referring to some formidable un
known, but also an adverb referring to a mobile place, a ‘here and there
[Ca et la] of excitations and resolutions. It is here that Freud’s problem he
gins: it is a question of knowing how pleasure ceases to be a process in
order to become a principle, how it ceases to be a local process in order 1o
assume the value of an empirical principle which tends to organise
biopsychical life in the Id. Obviously pleasure is pleasing, but this is not a
reason for its assuming a systematic value according to which it is what we
seek ‘in principle’. This is the primary concern of Beyond the Pleasure
Principle: not the exceptions to this principle, but rather the determination
of the conditions under which pleasure effectively becomes a principle. The
Freudian answer is that excitation in the form of free difference must, in
some sense, be ‘invested’, ‘tied” or bound in such a manner that its resolu-
tion becomes systematically possible. This binding or investment of differ-
ence is what makes possible in general, not pleasure itself, but the valuc
taken on by pleasure as a principle: we thereby pass from a state of scat-
tered resolution to a state of integration, which constitutes the second layer
of the Id and the beginnings of an organisation.

This binding is a genuine reproductive synthesis, a Habitus. An animal
forms an eye for itself by causing scattered and diffuse luminous excitations
to be reproduced on a privileged surface of its body. The eye binds light, it
is itself a bound light. This example is enough to show the complexity of
synthesis. For there is indeed an activity of reproduction which takes as its
object the difference to be bound; but there is more profoundly a passion
of repetition, from which emerges a new difference (the formed eye or the
seeing subject). Excitation as a difference was already the contraction of an
elementary repetition. To the extent that the excitation becomes in turn the
element of a repetition, the contracting synthesis is raised to a second
power, one precisely represented by this binding or investment.
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v the role that che idea of pleasure assumes in relation to
 luture. A principle s not without duties. Reality and the
ax o that 1t inspires within us only populate the margins, they
11 calan the extensions acquired by the pleasure principle; and the
onople determines an active synthesis only in so far as it is
b ageon the preceding passive syntheses.
v, the real objects, the objects proposed as reality or as support
~ancction, are not the only objects of the ego, any more than they
. the (otality of so-called objectal relations. We can distinguish two
boone s dimensions in such a way that there is no movement beyond
i~ synthesis towards an active synthesis without the former also
ionded in another direction, one in which it utilises the bound
s order to attain something else ~ albeit in a manner different
the scality principle ~ even while it remains a passive and contemplative
L. 1. Moreover, it seems that active syntheses would never be erected
il lusis of passive syntheses unless these persisted simultaneously,
thiey did not develop on their own account at the same time, finding
iimulae at once both dissymmetrical and complementary with the
. viv. A child who begins to walk does not only bind excitations in a
-« uynthesis, even supposing that these were endogenous excitations
ol 1ts own movements. No one has ever walked endogenously. On the
. hand, the child goes beyond the bound excitations towards the
p-pomition or the intentionality of an object, such as the mother, as the
1 of an effort, the end to be actively reached ‘in reality’ and in relation
~Inch success and failure may be measured. But on the other hand and
. il same time, the child constructs for itself another object, a quite
hitorent kind of object which is a virtual object or centre and which then
~rns and compensates for the progresses and failures of its real activity:

P

« puts several fingers in its mouth, wraps the other arm around this virtual

-utre, and appraises the whole situation from the point of view of this
wtual mother. The fact that the child’s glance may be directed at the real
mother and that the virtual object may be the goal of an apparent activity
‘lor example, sucking) may inspire an erroneous judgement on the part of
the observer. Sucking occurs only in order to provide a virtual object to
-ontemplate in the context of extending the passive synthesis; conversely,
the real mother is contemplated only in order to provide a goal for the
wtivity, and a criterion by which to evaluate the activity, in the context of
i active synthesis. There is no need to speak of an egocentrism on the part
of the child. The child who begins to handle a book by imitation, without
being able to read, invariably holds it back to front. It is as though the
ook were being held out to the other, the real end of the activity, even
though the child seizing the book back to front is the virtual centre of its
passion, of its own extended contemplation. Widely diverse phenomena,
such as left-handedness, mirror-writing, certain forms of stuttering, certain
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stercotypes, may be explained on the basis of this dualuy of centres i the
mfant world. What is important, however, is that ncither one of these two
centres is the ego. The same lack of understanding leads to the
interpretation of the child’s behaviour as stemming from a supposcd
‘egocentrism’ and to the interpretation of infantile narcissism as excludiny;,
the contemplation of other things. In fact the child is constructed within a
double series: on the basis of the passive synthesis of connection and on the
basis of the bound excitations. Both series are objectal: one series
comprises real objects which serve as correlates of active synthesis; the
other virtual objects which serve as correlates of an extension of passive
synthesis. The extended passive ego fulfils itself with a narcissistic image in
contemplating the virtual centres. One series would not exist without the
other, yet they do not resemble one another. For this reason, Henri
Maldiney is correct to say, in analysing children’s movement, that the
infantile world is in no way circular or egocentric but elliptical; that it has
two centres and that these differ in kind, both nevertheless being objective
or objectal.14 In virtue of their dissimilarity, perhaps a crossing, a twist, a
helix or a figure 8 is even formed between the two centres. What, then,
would be the ego, where would it be, given its topological distinction from
the Id, if not at the crossing of the 8, at the point of connection between
these two intersecting asymmetrical circles, the circle of real objects and
that of the virtual objects or centres?

The differenciation between self-preservative and sexual drives must be
related to this duality between two correlative series. The self-preservative
drives are, after all, inseparable from the constitution of the reality
principle, from the foundation of active synthesis and the active global ego,
and from the relations with the real object perceived as satisfying or
menacing. The sexual drives are no less inseparable from the constitution
of virtual centres, or the extension of passive syntheses and the passive egos
which correspond to them: in pre-genital sexuality, actions are always
observations or contemplations, but it is always the virtual which is
contemplated or observed. The fact that the two series cannot exist
without each other indicates not only that they are complementary, but
that by virtue of their dissimilarity and their difference in kind they borrow
from and feed into one another. We see both that the virtuals are deducted
from the series of reals and that they are incorporated in the series of reals.
This derivation implies, first, an isolation or suspension which freezes the
real in order to extract a pose, an aspect or a part. This isolation, however,
is qualitative: it does not consist simply in subtracting a part of the real
object, since the subtracted part acquires a new nature in functioning as a
virtual object. The virtual object is a partial object — not simply because it
lacks a part which remains in the real, but in itself and for itself because it
is cleaved or doubled into two virtual parts, one of which is always missing
from the other. In short, the virtual is never subject to the global character
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G et real objects, 1 s - not only by ats ()r-igin l)ut' by ?ts own
. lapment, a shred ora remainder. It lacks its own identity. ‘l he

i ol the bad mother — or, in terms of the paternal duality, the serious
U playtal father = are not two partial objects but the same object in
oot has lost its identity in the double. Whereas active synthesis

i beyond  passive synthesis towards glgbal integrations and1 the

< ppemanon of identical totalisable objects, passive synthegns, as it deve Epsl;
i Leyond itself towards the contemplation of Partlal objects whic
i won-totalisable. These partial or virtual objects are encquntered
olir vartous names, such as Melanie Klein’s good and, bad object, the
\ weanonal” object, the fetish-object, and ab.ove all Lacan s ob]ecF al. gr.eud
{ tuntively showed how pre-genital sexuallty con§1sted of partial drives
" I ted from the exercise of self-preservative drives; such a derllvatlon
.. apposes the constitution of objects which are themselves pargal l;)ilnj
i |1 function as so many virtual centres, so many poles always double

ol sexuality. ‘ .

[« Iunvcrsel)}f,, these virtual objects are incorporate(.i m’the 1:31 ob]ects.hIn
‘1. sense they can correspond to parts of the subject’s body, 't(il ano; ht?r
[« 1son, or even to very special object§ such as toys or f.CtIS.CS. [his
/i orporation is in no way an identification, or even an introjection, since
\ exceeds the limits of the subject. Far from opposing itself to the pr.OCCSSl
. isolation, it complements it. Whatever .the reality in whlf:h thle v1r(t::lua
.hject is incorporated, it does not become 1ptegrated: it ren'laﬁns p a111te gtr
-tuck there, and does not find in the real ob]ec.t the half whic comp etles 1k .
Lt rather testifies to the other virtual half which the real continues to acd .
When Melanie Klein shows how many Yirtual .ob]ects the matem}?l body
. ontains, it must not be thought that it totalllse.s or englol;es t em,hor
possesses them, but rather that they are planted in it like trees from anﬁ)tl er
world, like Gogol’s nose or Deucalion’s stones. Incorporation nevert de eﬁs
remains the condition under which the self—prese.rvatlve drl\(fies ar;1 }f e
active synthesis which corresponds to them can — in turn, aln bwlt t eclir
own resources — fold sexuality back on to the series of real ol ]C'Cti and,
from without, integrate it into the domain ruled by the reality prclln;ilp e.

Virtual objects belong essentially to thg past. In Matter an 1 erréo:gé
Bergson proposed the schema of a world with two centres, 0(;16 real an he
other virtual, from which emanate on the ‘ one hap a ,serlllest f
‘perception-images’, and on the other a series of memory-images’, tfe W >
series collaborating in an endless circuit. The virtual qb]ect is not a ortrlne
present, since the quality of the present and the {no.dallty of its %as;mg ere
affect exclusively the series of the real as th.ls is constitute yl?ctg/le

synthesis. However, the pure past as it was defined a_box@ does quali yt a:

virtual object; that is, the past as contemporaneous with its ovl:n presen t, i

pre-existing the passing present and as that Whl.Ch causes t }:3 .p;esm;

pass. Virtual objects are shreds of pure past. It is from the height of my
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contemplation of virtual centres that I am present at and preside over my
passing present, along with the succession of real objects in which those

centres are incorporated. The reason for this may be found in the nature ol

these centres. Although it is deducted from the present real object, the

virtual object differs from it in kind: not only does it lack something in
relation to the real object from which it is subtracted, it lacks something in
itself, since it is always half of itself, the other half being different as well as
absent. This absence, as we shall see, is the opposite of a negative. Eternal
half of itself, it is where it is only on condition that it is not where it should
be. It is where we find it only on condition that we search for it where it is
not. It is at once not possessed by those who have it and had by those who
do not possess it. It is always a ‘was.’ In this sense, Lacan’s pages
assimilating the virtual object to Edgar Allan Poe’s purloined letter seem to
us exemplary. Lacan shows that real objects are subjected to the law of
being or not being somewhere, by virtue of the reality principle; whereas

virtual objects, by contrast, have the property of being and not being where
they are, wherever they go:

what is hidden is never but what is missing from its place, as the call slip
puts it when speaking of a volume lost in the library. And even if the
book be on an adjacent shelf or in the next slot, it would be hidden
there, however visibly it may appear. For it can literally be said that
something is missing from its place only of what can change it: the sym-
bolic. For the real, whatever upheaval we subject it to, is always in its

place; it carries it glued to its heel, ignorant of what might exile it from
it.

The passing present which bears itself away has never been better opposed
to the pure past which perpetually differs from itself and whose universal
mobility and universal ubiquity cause the present to pass. The virtual ob-
ject is never past in relation to a new present, any more than it is past in re-
lation to a present which it was. It is past as the contemporary of the
present which it is, in a frozen present; as though lacking on the one hand
the part which, on the other hand, it is at the same time; as though dis-
placed while still in place. This is why virtual objects exist only as frag-
ments of themselves: they are found only as lost; they exist only as
recovered. Loss or forgetting here are not determinations which must be
overcome; rather, they refer to the objective nature of that which we re-
cover, as lost, at the heart of forgetting. Contemporaneous with itself as
present, being itself its own past, pre-existing every present which passes in
the real series, the virtual object belongs to the pure past. It is pure frag-
ment and fragment of itself. As in a physical experiment, however, the in-
corporation of this pure fragment changes the quality and causes the
present to pass into the series of real objects.

This is the link between Eros and Mnemosyne. Eros tears virtual objects
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ot b pune past and gives themeto us in order that. they may bc‘hvcd.l
U e overs the phallus’, understood as a symbolllc organ, .behmd al
g0 cunial or partial objects. He is able to give this extension to the
i ol the phallus (such that it subsumes all the virtual ob.)ec.ts)
v the concept cffectively comprises the preceding .charactens.tlils:
Livuip (o its own absence and to itself as past, bemg essentia };
| 1w aad in relation to itself, being found only as l(.)st,.bemg possessed o
.+ \iways fragmentary identity which loses its 1dent1.ty in the double; smcs
'+ woar be scarched for and discovered only on the sxdc? of the mother, an
e 'n has the paradoxical property of c.hanging its place, not [Ilaelgg
.. sed by those who have a ‘penis’, yet being possessed by tho§e wholl o
.+ have one, as the theme of castration shows. The sylpbollc pha usf
. ilics no less the erotic mode of the pure past than the 1mmem0r1al o
wlity. The symbol is the always-displaced fragment, standmgi for afp;sf
I b was never present: the object = x. But what is the meaning o lt1 is
1. 1 that virtual objects refer, in the last instance, to an element which is
dolts llC>
) lul‘n n\dy(;?ltl;fc)edly, the whole psychoanalytic —or, ir} other words, amorous -
e of repetition is at issue here. The question is Whethfer repetltl?n may
.. understood as operating from one present to another in the rea serlelsCi
from a present to a former present. In this case, the forrr.ne.r pfesent vv\:,(;:ilCh
play the role of a complex point, like an ultimate or origina terfg vhich
would remain in place and exercise a power of attraction: it wou eh. e
.nc which provides the thing that is to be .repe.ated, the 0111(;': whic
. onditions the whole process of repetition,' and in this sense woul remz.xgll
mdependent of it. The concepts of flxgthn and regression, along wi
irauma and the primal scene, express this first element. As a goilsgquencec,l
repetition would in principle conform to t_he model of a mate;lla "d arz fagn
brute repetition, understood as the repetition of Fhe same: the (11 ga. "
automatism’ in this context expresses Fhe modallty of a flxatz drl.\;e,t [?is
rather, of repetition conditioned by fixation or regressngrtll. unk'ld "
material model is in fact perturbed and cov.ered. over Wltl all kin tshen
disguises, with a thousand and one forms of disguise ot dlsp acement?n ren
these are only secondary even if they are necessary: the dlstﬁmon :ition
majority of cases does not belong to the fxxgtlon, or even to th e reﬁ)e bu;
but is added or superimposed on to these; it necegsamly c.lot est 1em, by
from without, and may be explained by the repression which trans atestede
conflict (within the repetition) between Fhe repeater and yvhat is .rt.:p::aami
The three very different concepts of fixation, automatli repetlft.lrot 2nd
repression testify to this distributlor} _betweer} a sgpposed as; or 1bs erm
in relation to repetition, a repetition which is supposed to h'eh c
underneath the disguises which cover it? and the dxsgulsbes w ;;:_ :;e
necessarily added by the force of a Fonfllct. Even — anccli above at - the
Freudian conception of the death instinct, understood as a retu
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inanimate matter, remains mseparable from the positing of an uliimar
term, the model of a material and bare repetition and the confliciual
dualism between life and death. It maters little whether or not the forme
present acts in its objective reality, or rather, in the form in which it wa-
lived or imagined. For imagination intervenes here only in order to gathe:
up the resonances and ensure the disguises between the two presents in the
series of the real as lived reality. Imagination gathers the traces of the
former present and models the new present upon the old. The tradition.|
theory of the compulsion to repeat in psychoanalysis remains essentially
realist, materialist and subjective or individualist. It is realist because
everything ‘happens’ between presents. It is materialist because the modcl
of a brute, automatic repetition is presupposed. It is individualist,
subjective, solipsistic or monadic because both the former present — in
other words, the repeated or disguised element — and the new present — in
other words, the present terms of the disguised repetition — are considere:
to be only the conscious or unconscious, latent or manifest, repressed or
repressing representations of the subject. The whole theory of repetition is
thereby subordinated to the requirements of simple representation, from
the standpoint of its realism, materialism and subjectivism. Repetition is
subjected to a principle of identity in the former present and a rule of
resemblance in the present one. Nor do we believe that the Freudian
discovery of a phylogenesis or the Jungian discovery of archetypes can
correct the weaknesses of such a conception. Even if the rights of the
imaginary as a whole are opposed to the facts of reality, it remains a
question of a ‘psychic’ reality considered to be ultimate or original; even if
we oppose spirit and matter, it remains a question of a bare, uncovered
spirit resting upon its own identity and supported by its derived analogies;
even if we oppose a collective or cosmic unconscious to the individual
unconscious, the former can act only through its power to inspire
representations in a solipsistic subject, whether this be the subject of a
culture or a world.

The difficulties of conceptualising the process of repetition have often
been emphasized. Consider the two presents, the two scenes or the two
events (infantile and adult) in their reality, separated by time: how can the
former present act at a distance upon the present one? How can it provide
a model for it, when all its effectiveness is retrospectively received from the
later present? Furthermore, if we invoke the indispensable imaginary
operations required to fill the temporal space, how could these operations
fail ultimately to absorb the entire reality of the two presents, leaving the
repetition to subsist only as the illusion of a solipsistic subject? However,
while it may seem that the two presents are successive, at a variable
distance apart in the series of reals, in fact they form, rather, two real series
which coexist in relation to a virtual object of another kind, one which
constantly circulates and is displaced in them (even if the characters, the
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Ao whidhe prve tise to the positions, the terms and the relations of cach

. comann, for then part, temporally distinet). Repetition is c.()ﬂ:»:tltlllcd
e one present to another, but between the two coexistent serics that

. prevents formoan function of the virtual object (object = x). 1t is

i e s object constantly circulates, always displaced iq .rela.tl()n to
i dhat it determines transformations of terms and modifications of
wry relations within the two real series in which it appears, f‘"d
tose between the two presents. The displacement qf the virtual obJect
o: therefore, one disguise among others, .but .the prlnC{p.le from wl.n.ch,
v ihiy, repetition follows in the form of dlsgl.used repetition. Repetition
~wntuted only with and through the disguises wl:uch affect the terms
-l elations of the real series, but it is so because it depends upon the
ainal object as an immanent instance which operates abpve all E))y
i ement. In consequence, we cannot suppose that disguise may be
;‘r! uncd by repression. On the contrary, it is .becz.iuse repetmo? is
oo csarily disguised, by virtue of the chargcterlsnc displacement of its
I rvminant principle, that repression occurs in the form of a consequenccf:
woepard to the representation of presents. Freud, no doubt, was aware o
il .,“since he did search for a more profound. instance than that oj
i paession, even though he conceived of it in similar terms as a so-calle
promary’ repression. We do not repeat because we repress, we repr;ss
I ause we repeat. Moreover — which amounts to the same thx.ng - vs: 0
not disguise because we repress, we repress becausg we dlsguls'e,. and we
te.puise by virtue of the determinant centre Qf repetition. 'RepetlFlorcli is no
more secondary in relation to a supposed ultl'n}ate or originary fixed term
(han disguise is secondary in relation to repetition. For 1f the two pr?sen;s,
the former and the present one, form two series which coexist in the
tunction of the virtual object which is displaced in them anc.l in re‘lianon }tjo
iself, neither of these two series can any longer be deszgmzte. as f e
original or the derived. They put a variety of terms and sub]e§ts 1nt10 p azlf
i a complex intersubjectivity in whxc}.l.each sub]ect owes its role an
tunction in the series to the timeless position .that it occupies in relatlog to
the virtual 0bject.16 As for this object itself, it can no lor}ger be treated as
an ultimate or original term: this would be to assign it a flxe.d.pl:fce 31}11 in
identity repugnant to its whole nature. If it can be 1d’ent1f1ed .Wltl the
phallus, this is only to the extent thaF the .latter, in Lac..an s terms, is a wa%'s
missing from its place, from its own identity and from its represe}rlltatlo?}.1 n
short, there is no ultimate term — our loves do not refer bzf\ck tc1> the mo :;fé
it is simply that the mother occupies a certain place in relatlon }t:)h :
virtual object in the series which constitutes our present, a place whic ) }is
necessarily filled by another character in the series whlch constitutes the
present of another subjectivity, always taking into accobunlt the
displacements of that object = x. In somewhaF the same manret, { 0v1fng
his mother the hero of In Search of Lost Time repeats Swann’s love for
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Odette. The parental characters are not the ultimate terms of mdividuoal
subjecthood but the middle terms of an intersubjectivity, forms ol
communication and disguise from one series to another for diffcren
subjects, to the extent that these forms are determined by the displaccmient
of the virtual object. Behind the masks, therefore, are further masks, anl
even the most hidden is still a hiding place, and so on to infinity. The only
illusion is that of unmasking something or someone. The symbolic organ ol
repetition, the phallus, is no less a mask than it is itself hidden. For 1he
mask has two senses. ‘Give me, please, give me ... what then? anothe
mask.” In the first place, the mask means the disguise which has an
imaginary effect on the terms and relations of the two real series whicl,
properly coexist. More profoundly, however, it signifies the displacement
which essentially affects the virtual symbolic object, both in its series and
in the real series in which it endlessly circulates. (Thus, the displacemcent
which makes the eyes of the bearer correspond with the mouth of the
mask, or shows the face of the bearer only as a headless body, allowiny,
that a head may none the less, in turn, appear upon that body.)

Repetition is thus in essence symbolic, spiritual, and intersubjective o
monadological. A final consequence follows with regard to the nature of
the unconscious. The phenomena of the unconscious cannot be understood
in the overly simple form of opposition or conflict. For Freud, it is not only
the theory of repression but the dualism in the theory of drives which
encourages the primacy of a conflictual model. However, the conflicts arc¢
the result of more subtle differential mechanisms (displacements and
disguises). And if the forces naturally enter into relations of opposition, this
is on the basis of differential elements which express a more profound
instance. The negative, under its double aspect of limitation and
opposition, seemed to us in general secondary in relation to the instance of
problems and questions: in other words, the negative expresses only within
consciousness the shadow of fundamentally unconscious questions and
problems, and owes its apparent power to the inevitable place of the “false’
in the natural positing of these problems and questions. It is true that the
unconscious desires, and only desires. However, just as desire finds the
principle of its difference from need in the virtual object, so it appears
neither as a power of negation nor as an element of an opposition, but
rather as a questioning, problematising and searching force which operates
in a different domain than that of desire and satisfaction. Questions and
problems are not speculative acts, and as such completely provisional and
indicative of the momentary ignorance of an empirical subject. On the
contrary, they are the living acts of the unconscious, investing special
objectivities and destined to survive in the provisional and partial state
characteristic of answers and solutions. The problems ‘correspond’ to the
reciprocal disguise of the terms and relations which constitute the reality
series. The questions or sources of problems correspond to the
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Loplhicement of the virtual object which causes the series to dcvgl()p, The
b Hos s virtual object is always located by enigmas and riddles in a place

Lese a5 not, because it is indistinguishable from the space in which .it is
I ylaced. Even Ocdipus’s conflicts depend upon the Sphinx’s question.
Foeh and death, and the difference between the sexes, are the complex
enies of problems before they are the simple terms of an opposition.
U tore the opposition between the sexes, determined by. the possession or
I | ol the penis, there is the ‘question’ of the phallus which determines the
Lilerential position of sexed characters in each series.) It may be that there

nceessarily something mad in every question and every prpblem, as there

m their transcendence in relation to answers, in their insistence through
~hitions and the manner in which they maintain their own openness.

[t is enough that the question be posed with suffigieqt force, as it is by
tns-toyevsky or Shestov, in order to quell rather than incite any response. It
+ here that it discovers its properly ontological import, the (non)-bemg of
the question which cannot be reduced to the non—be.ing of the negative.
I'iere are no ultimate or original responses or solutions, there are only
i1oblem—questions, in the guise of a mask behiqd every mask and a
hnplacement behind every place. It would be naive to think that the
inoblems of life and death, love and the difference between the sexes are
vmenable to their scientific solutions and positings, even though such
positings and solutions necessarily arise without warning, even though they
must necessarily emerge at a certain moment in the unfolding process of
the development of these problems. The problems concern the eternal
Jisguise; questions, the eternal displacement. Neuropaths and p.sychopafths
perhaps explore this original ultimate ground, at the cost of their suffering,
the former asking bow to shift the problem, the latter where to pose the
question. Precisely their suffering, their pathos, is the only response to a
question which in itself is endlessly shifted, to a problem YVthh in 1ts.elf. is
endlessly disguised. It is not what they say or what they thmk.but their life |
which is exemplary, and is larger than they are. They bear witness to that
transcendence, and to the most extraordinary play of the true and the false
which occurs not at the level of answers and solutions but at the level gf
the problems themselves, in the questions themselves — in other .words, in
conditions under which the false becomes the mode of exploration of the
true, the very space of its essential disguises or its fundamental
displacement: the pseudos here becomes the pathos of the True. The power
of the questions always comes from somewhere else than thg answers, and
benefits from a free depth which cannot be resolved. The insistence, the
transcendence and the ontological bearing of questions and problems is
expressed not in the form of the finality of a sufficient.rf:ason (to what end?
why?) but in the discrete form of difference and repetition: what dxfferenge
is there? and ‘repeat a little’. There is never any difference — not because it
comes down to the same in the answer, but because it is never anywhere
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but in the question, and in the repetition of the question, which ensures its
movement and its disguise. Problems and questions thus belong to the
unconscious, but as a result the unconscious is differential and iterative by
nature; it is serial, problematic and questioning. To ask whether the
unconscious is ultimately oppositional or differential, an unconscious of
great forces in conflict or one of little elements in series, one of opposing,
great representations or differenciated little perceptions, appears to
resuscitate earlier hesitations and earlier polemics between the Leibnizian
tradition and the Kantian tradition. However, if Freud was completely on
the side of an Hegelian post-Kantianism - in other words, of an
unconscious of opposition — why did he pay so much homage to the
Leibnizian Fechner and to his ‘symptomologist’s’ differential finesse? In
truth, it is not at all a question of knowing whether the unconscious
implies a non-being of logical limitation or a non-being of real opposition.
Both these two forms of non-being are, in any case, figures of the negative.
The unconscious is neither an unconscious of degradation nor an
unconscious of contradiction; it involves neither limitation nor opposition;
it concerns, rather, problems and questions in their difference in kind from
answers—solutions: the (non)-being of the problematic which rejects equally
the two forms of negative non-being which govern only propositions of
consciousness. The celebrated phrase ‘the unconscious knows no negative’,
must be taken literally. Partial objects are the elements of little perceptions.
The unconscious is differential, involving little perceptions, and as such it is
different in kind from consciousness. It concerns problems and questions
which can never be reduced to the great oppositions or the overall effects
that are felt in consciousness (we shall see that Leibnizian theory already
indicated this path).

We have thus encountered a second beyond the pleasure principle, a
second synthesis of time in the unconscious itself. The first passive
synthesis, that of Habitus, presented repetition as a binding, in the
constantly renewed form of a living present. It ensured the foundation of
the pleasure principle in two complementary senses, since it led both to the
general value of pleasure as an instance to which psychic life was
henceforth subordinated in the Id, and to the particular hallucinatory
satisfaction which filled each passive ego with a narcissistic image of itself.
The second synthesis, that of Eros—-Mnemosyne, posits repetition as
displacement and disguise, and functions as the ground of the pleasure
principle: in effect, it is then a question of knowing how this principle
applies to what it governs, under what conditions of use and at the cost of
what limitations and what extensions. The answer is given in two
directions: one is that of a general law of reality, according to which the
first synthesis points beyond itself in the direction of an active synthesis
and ego; in the other direction, by contrast, the first synthesis is extended
in the form of a second passive synthesis which gathers up the particular
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conorentc satstaction and relates 1t to the contemplation of virtual
Ao The pleasure principle here receives new conditions, as much in
o and 1o produced reality as to a constituted sexuality. Drives, which are
i iined only as bound excitation, now appear in differenciated form: as
At preservative drives following the active line of reality, as sexual drives
o this new passive extension. If the first passive synthesis constitutes an
i ahene’, the second may properly be defined as the equivalent of an
adyac’, If the first passive synthesis concerns the present, the second
~crns the past. If the first makes use of repetition in order to draw off a
hiterence, the second passive synthesis includes difference at the heart of
« prution, since the two figures of difference, movement and disguise — the
L. placement which symbolically affects the virtual object and the disguises
luch affect, in imaginary fashion, the real objects in which it is
«orporated — have become the elements of repetition itself. This is why
trowd experienced some difficulty in distributing difference and repetition
trom the point of view of Eros, to the extent that he maintains the
~ppusition between these two factors and understands repetition on the
waaterial model of cancelled difference, while deﬁnin% Eros by the
miroduction, or even the production, of new differences.'® In fact, Eros’s
i.nce of repetition derives directly from a power of difference — one which
I'vos horrows from Mnemosyne, one which affects virtual objects like so
nany fragments of a pure past. As Janet in some ways suspected, it is not
vmincsia but rather a hypernesia which explains the role of erotic repetition
il its combination with difference. The ‘never-seen’ which characterises
m always displaced and disguised object is immersed in the ‘already-seen’
I the pure past in general, from which that object is extracted. We do not
I now when or where we have seen it, in accordance with the objective
nature of the problematic; and ultimately, it is only the strange which is
t tmiliar and only difference which is repeated.

It is true that the synthesis of Eros and Mnemosyne still suffers from an
wmbiguity. In relation to the first passive synthesis of Habitus, the series of
the real (or the presents which pass in the real) and the series of the virtual
{or of a past which differs in kind from any present) form two divergent
circular lines, two circles or even two arcs of the same circle. But in
iclation to the object = x taken as the immanent limit of the series of
virtuals, and as the principle of the second passive synthesis, these are the
successive presents of the reality which now forms coexistent series, circles
or even arcs of the same circle. It is inevitable that the two references
hecome confused, the pure past assuming thereby the status of a former
present, albeit mythical, and reconstituting the illusion it was supposed to
denounce, resuscitating the illusion of an original and a derived, of an
identity in the origin and a resemblance in the derived. Moreover, Eros
lcads its life as a cycle, or as an element within a cycle, where the opposing
clement can only be Thanatos at the base of memory, the two combining
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like love and hate, construction and dcsl‘ruction, attracuon and xqml-.mn
Always the same ambiguity on the part of the ground: to represent tself
the circle that it imposes on what it grounds, to return as an clement in dlu
circuit of representation that it determines in principle.

The essentially lost character of virtual objects and the essentially
disguised character of real objects are powerful motivations of narcissisim
However, it is by interiorising the difference between the two lines and Iy
experiencing itself as perpetually displaced in the one, perpetually disguised
in the other, that the libido returns or flows back into the ego and th
passive ego becomes entirely narcissistic. The narcissistic ego is inseparable
not only from a constitutive wound but from the disguises and
displacements which are woven from one side to the other, and constitur.
its modification. The ego is a mask for other masks, a disguise under othe
disguises. Indistinguishable from its own clowns, it walks with a limp on
one green and one red leg. Nevertheless, the importance of the
reorganisation which takes place at this level, in opposition to the
preceding stage of the second synthesis, cannot be overstated. For while the
passive ego becomes narcissistic, the activity must be thought. This can
occur only in the form of an affection, in the form of the very modification
that the narcissistic ego passively experiences on its own account.
Thereafter, the narcissistic ego is related to the form of an I which operates
upon it as an ‘Other’. This active but fractured I is not only the basis of the
superego but the correlate of the passive and wounded narcissistic ego,
thereby forming a complex whole that Paul Ricoeur aptly named an
‘aborted cogito’.”” Moreover, there is only the aborted Cogito, only the
larval subject. We saw above that the fracture of the I was no more than
the pure and empty form of time, separated from its content. The
narcissistic ego indeed appears in time, but does not constitute a temporal
content: the narcissistic libido, the reflux of the libido into the ego,
abstracts from all content. The narcissistic ego is, rather, the phenomenon
which corresponds to the empty form of time without filling it, the spatial

phenomenon of that form in general (it is this phenomenon of space which
is presented in a different manner in neurotic castration and psychotic
fragmentation). The form of time in the I determines an order, a whole and
a series. The formal static order of before, during and after marks the
division of the narcissistic ego in time, or the conditions of its
contemplation. The whole of time is gathered in the image of the
formidable action as this is simultaneously presented, forbidden and
predicted by the superego: the action = x. The temporal series designates
the confrontation of the divided narcissistic ego with the whole of time or
the image of the action. The narcissistic ego repeats once in the form of the
before or lack, in the form of the Id {this action is too big for me); a second
time in the form of an infinite becoming-equal appropriate to the ego ideal;
a third time in the form of the after which realises the prediction of the

. eloned all possible mnemic content, an
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ealulaed! Tor the practical law itself signifies nothing other than tha
o fonm of fime. ) ) i dr al Ob.ects
i the narcissistic ego takes the place of the virtual and rea ]f h,
. esumes the displacement of the forrper anfi the dlsgmseoo the
.. does not replace one content of tlme.w1th another.. n li Z
; e into the third synthesis. It 1s as though time ha
il pos d in so doing had broken the
.t which it was lead by Eros. It is as though it hagl l_mf}(l)lle}cli,
o hiened itself and assumed the ultimate s}tgpe. Qf thfe la yrln’t "’r,tm z
" L line labyrinth which is, as Borges says, invisible, 1nce§sant(i. Time
+ and out of joint, with its rigorous fqrmal and st;tl.c 2r cct: ,The
.+ bunp, unity and its irreversible series, 1s preC}sely the dgat 1ns'1fr.1 .to ¢
(.0, mstinct does not enter into a cycle with Eros, but tes;n ies 2
wqdetely  different synthesis. It is by no means tl}e co}x\np eme{;1ti0r1
. .+anist of Eros, nor in any sense symmetrical with him. The corre tion
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repetition must find its ultimate principle in an undiflerenc ared materral
model, beyond the displacements and disguises of a sccondary or opposed
difference. In truth, the structure of the unconscious is not conflictual,
oppositional or contradictory, but questioning and problematising. Noy 1
repetition a bare and brute power behind the disguises, the latter affecting:
it only secondarily, like so many variations: on the contrary, it is wover
from disguise and displacement, without any existence apart from these
constitutive elements. Death does not appear in the objective model of an
indifferent inanimate matter to which the living would ‘return’; it is present
in the living in the form of a subjective and differenciated experience
endowed with its prototype. It is not a material state; on the contrary,
having renounced all matter, it corresponds to a pure form — the empty
form of time. (As a means of filling time, it makes no difference whether
repetition is subordinated to the extrinsic identity of a dead matter or to
the intrinsic identity of an immortal soul.) For death cannot be reduced to
negation, neither to the negative of opposition nor to the negative of
limitation. It is neither the limitation imposed by matter upon mortal life,
nor the opposition between matter and immortal life, which furnishes
death with its prototype. Death is, rather, the last form of the problematic,
the source of problems and questions, the sign of their persistence over and
above every response, the ‘Where?” and “When?’ which designate this
(non)-being where every affirmation s nourished.

Blanchot rightly suggests that death has two aspects. One is personal,
concerning the I or the ego, something which I can confront in a struggle
or meet at a limit, or in any case encounter in a present which causes
everything to pass. The other is strangely impersonal, with no relation to
‘me’, neither present nor past but always coming, the source of an
incessant multiple adventure in a persistent question:

It is the fact of dying that includes a radical reversal, through which the
death that was the extreme form of my power not only becomes what
loosens my hold upon myself by casting me out of my power to begin
and even to finish, but also becomes that which is without any relation
to me, without power over me ~ that which is stripped of all possibility
— the unreality of the indefinite. I cannot represent this reversal to my-
self, I cannot even conceive of it as definitive. It is not the irreversible
step beyond which there would be no return, for it is that which is not
accomplished, the interminable and the incessant. ... It is inevitable but
inaccessible death; it is the abyss of the present, time without a present,
with which I have no relationships; it is that toward which I cannot go
forth, for in it I do not die, T have fallen from the power to die. In it they
die; they do not cease, and they do not finish dying ... not the term, but

the interminable, not proper but featureless death, and not true death
but, as Kafka says, “the sneer of its capital error”.2
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fscndionimy these two aspects, 1t is apparent that cven stliu:ifl(- Llf)cs not
~ddhem comarde with one another or become equ1v.al‘entt The flrs.t sig-
e e personal disappearance of the person, the gnnlhllatlolll].oflthzs: dlﬁ
¢ oo cepresented by the 1 or the ego. This is a difference which existe
1. order to die, and the disappearance of which can be ob]ectxvely rep-
wiedd by a return to inanimate matter, as though calculated l')};la kind eorf
dropy. ”cspitc appearances, this death always comes fro.m. wit ou(ti, fev
. ihe moment when it constitutes the most personal possibility, an y rohm
o past, cven at the moment when it is most present. The (;t;ler d‘efit j
I....vever, the other face or aspect of death, refers to the state o reeh i c;)r
o when they are no longer subject to the ff)rm imposed upon t err;1 }i
w1 or an ego, when they assume a shape which excludes. my own coher
-uee no less than that of any identity whatsoever. There is alwayz a orclle
i more profound than ‘I die’, and it is not only the gods v;zcl;o. ie c}:lrildl
I .ly and in a variety of ways; as though t.heL"e appeared worlds in ;Nh I
‘v individual was no longer imprisoned W.lth.ln the per‘sonal formdq td e 1
nd the ego, nor the singular imprisoned Wlthm the llmlt‘S of the. lnd’“'ll ll}?e
im short, the insubordinate multiple, which cannot be recognlsf1 ’ mthalt
tast aspect. The Freudian conception refers to thlS. first aspect, an dgr :
«ason fails to discover the death instinct, along with the corresponding ex
!“‘"“\;;: Cz:endniroﬁgzgz- to propose a death instinct which would be
istinguishable from Eros, either by a difference in kind bet\(;v:z;ll etr\lntzso
torces, or by a difference in rhythm or amplltude.betwee(rjl tv;/lo m oulci
In both cases, the difference would already be given an Th an;;os v:os ,
be independent as a result. It seems to us, on the 'con.trary,ft Eat ar;?h s
completely indistinguishable from the d.esexuallsatlon 0 frosillvxi1 0 the
resultant formation of that neutral and dlsplageable energy o w ;lc reud
speaks. This energy does not serve Thanatos, it constltutjs h.lm. tdf:frfe rl:nce
analytic difference between Eros and Thanatos, no already gly;t} tlhesame
such that the two would be combined or made to alternate within ebein
‘synthesis’. It is not that the difference is any less. On th;: contrarty};eSis ogf,
synthetic, it is greater precisely because Thanatos sFanc})s or a s;t'nl esis of
time quite unlike that of Eros; all the more ejxclus1'vc hecause it is dravn
from him, constructed upon his remains. It is all in the saline mov ment
that there is a reflux of Eros on to .the ego, that. the ego bt‘a es 'upo?der o
the disguises and displacements which char'ac‘terlse the T jects in o er (0
construct its own fatal affection, that the libido loses all mnemlgl co tent
and Time loses its circular shap§ in. order to assume a rr%e}rlab(;ssfrom
straight form, and that the death instinct appears, 1nd1§tlpgylsligidz om
that pure form, the desexuﬁlised energy O{thi}clizt ::(riats}s;stiiceath in.s he
mentarity between the narcissistic .
Si(;;?rll)c!se the thier synthesis as much as Eros‘ and Mnemosyne fdtehfmedh ;l;lﬁ
second. Moreover, when Freud says that perhiaps the process of thoug
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general should be attached to that desexualised cnerpy which th
Y Y 1]

orrelative of the libido become narcssistic, we should understand (o

tcl;)ntra;lry.to. the old dllemma, it is no longer a question of knowing whethe
Ought 1s innate or acquired. It is neither innate nor acquired but genigal

in other worc{s, desexualised and drawn from that reflux which opens
on to empty time. In order to indicate this genesis of thought in an alw.y.

death which corresponds to this third synthesis.
th.Freuc]lD supposes the unconscious to be ignorant of three important
ings: Death, Time and No. Yet it is a question only of time, death and no

in the unconscious. Does this mean merely that they are acted [agis|

In representation, but rather carries out the passive syntheses of an original
time. It is these three syntheses which must be understood as constitutizg/e Zf
?he unconscious. They correspond to the figures of repetition which a €

in the wprk of a great novelist: the binding, the ever renewed fine cors!at;ll .
ever _dlsplaced stain on the wall; the ever erased eraser ,The
repetition-binding, the repetition-stain, the repetition—eraser: the' thrce
beyonds. of the pleasure principle. The first synthesis exl;resses the
foundation of time upon the basis of a living present, a foundation whicl(:
endpws pleasure with its value as a general empirical principle to which j

subject the content of the psychic life in the Id. The second synthes;:

.of the Ego. The third synthesis, however, refers to the absence of ground
into which we are precipitated by the ground itself: Thanatos appears in
third pl:atce as this groundlessness, beyond the ground of Eros and the
foundation of Habitus. He therefore has a disturbing kind of relation with
the pleasure principle which is often expressed in the unfathomable
parado?(es of a pleasure linked to pain (when in fact it is a question of
somethx.ng. else altogether: the desexualisation which operates in this third
synthesis, in so far as it inhibits the application of the pleasure principle as

IR
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peens doccave adea i order then o proceed o a resexualisation
(lovane as mvested only in a pure, cold, apathetic and frozen

S e e we see i the cases of sadism and masochism). In one sense the

il
© 1 nthess umtes all the dimensions of time, past, present and future,

1w them to be played out in the pure form. In another sense it
i thewr reorganisation, since the past is treated in function of a
Jiiy of time as the condition by default which characterises the 1d, while

o poent s defined by the metamorphosis of the agent in the ego ideal.

+ihad sense, finally, the ultimate synthesis concerns only the future,
i announces in the superego the destruction of the Id and the ego, of
(it as well as the present, of the condition and the agent. At this
+.-me point the straight line of time forms a circle again, a singularly
mions one; or alternatively, the death instinct reveals an unconditional
b hidden in its ‘other’ face — namely, the eternal return in so far as this
i« . not cause everything to come back but, on the contrary, affects a
-1l which has rid itself of the default of the condition and the equality
1 e agent in order to affirm only the excessive and the unequal, the
+oninable and the incessant, the formless as the product of the most
sieme formality. This is how the story of time ends: by undoing its too
- il centred natural or physical circle and forming a straight line which
i1, led by its own length, reconstitutes an eternally decentred circle.
I'ic eternal return is a force of affirmation, but it affirms everything of
ihe multiple, everything of the different, everything of chance except what
uhordinates them to the One, to the Same, to necessity, everything except
i One, the Same and the Necessary. It is said that the One subjugated the
nultiple once and for all. But is this not the face of death? And does not
ihe other face cause to die in turn, once and for all, everything which
iperates once and for all? If there is an essential relation between eternal
return and death, it is because it promises and implies ‘once and for all’ the
death of that which is one. If there is an essential relation with the future, it
i+ because the future is the deployment and explication of the multiple, of
the different and of the fortuitous, for themselves and ‘for all times’.
Repetition in the eternal return excludes two determinations: the Same or
the identity of a subordinating concept, and the negative of the condition
which would relate the repeated to the same, and thereby ensure the
subordination. Repetition in the eternal return excludes both the
becoming-equal or the becoming-similar in the concept, and being
conditioned by lack of such a becoming. It concerns instead excessive
systems which link the different with the different, the multiple with the
multiple, the fortuitous with the fortuitous, in a complex of affirmations
always coextensive with the questions posed and the decisions taken. It is
claimed that man does not know how to play: this is because, even when
he is given a situation of chance or multiplicity, he understands his
affirmations as destined to impose limits upon it, his decisions as destined

'
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to ward off its effects, his reproductions as destined 1o bring, about ol

return of the same, given a winning hypothesis. This is preasely alosmy:

game, one in which we risk losing as much as winning because we do no
affirm the all of chance: the pre-established character of the rule whil,
fragments has as its correlate the condition by default in the player, wha
never knows which fragment will emerge. The system of the futurc, Iy
contrast, must be called a divine game, since there Is no pre-existing rulc,
since the game bears already upon its own rules and since the child-playes
can only win, all of chance being affirmed each time and for all times. Nou
restrictive or limiting affirmations, but affirmations coextensive with the
questions posed and with the decisions from which these emanate: such .,
game entails the repetition of the necessarily winning move, since it win-.
by embracing all possible combinations and rules in the system of its own
return. On this question of the game of repetition and difference .
governed by the death instinct, no one has gone further than Borges,
throughout his astonishing work:

if the lottery is an intensification of chance, a periodic infusion of chaos
into the cosmos, would it not be desirable for chance to intervene at all
stages of the lottery and not merely in the drawing? Is it not ridiculous
for chance to dictate the death of someone, while the circumstances of
his death — its silent reserve or publicity, the time limit of one hour of
one century — should remain immune to hazard; ... The ignorant sup-
pose that an infinite number of drawings require an infinite amount of
time; in reality, it is quite enough that time be infinitely subdivisible. ...
In all fiction, when a man is faced with alternatives he chooses one ar
the expense of the others. In the almost unfathomable Ts’uj Pén, he
chooses — simultaneously — all of them. He thus creates various futures,
various times which start others that will in their turn branch out and
bifurcate in other times. This is the cause of the contradictions in the
novel. ‘Fang, let us say, has a secret. A stranger knocks at his door. Fang
makes up his mind to kill him. Naturally there are various possible out-
comes. Fang can kill the intruder, the intruder can kill Fang, both can be
saved, both can die and so on and so on. In Ts’ui Pén’s work, all the

possible solutions occur, each one being the point of departure for other
bifurcations.’

What are these systems constituted by the eternal return? Consider the
tWo propositions: only that which is alike differs; and only differences are
alike.“” The first formula posits resemblance as the condition of difference.
It therefore undoubtedly demands the possibility of an identical concept for
the two things which differ on condition that they are alike; and implies an
analogy in the relation each thing has to this concept; and finally leads to
the reduction of the difference between them to an opposition determined
by these three moments. According to the other formula, by contrast,

ke
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vl L dentiy, analopy and opposition can no longer be C()IISI:LILTC(I
dhans bae elfedts, the products of a primary difference.or a primary
vec ol difterences. According to this other formula, difference must
<o dntely relate the differing terms to one another. In acc':ordar.lce w1tg
riocboeec ontological intuition,  difference must‘be artlcu!anon an
o in itself; it must relate different to different without any
i wion whatsoever by the identical, the similar, the apalpgous or the
b There must be a differenciation of difference,. an in-itself Whlch is
1.: | o Aifferenciator, a Sich-unterscheidende, by virtue of (\;Yh.wh tfhe
hitont s pathered all at once rather than repr§§ented on con mon1 of a
~+ wesemblance, identity, analogy or opposition. As for these altlter
“unees, sinee they cease to be conditio'ns, they k?ecome no more tf an
i ol the primary difference and its differenciation, overall or sur acg
... which characterise the distorted world of representation, an
7 i+ the manner in which the in-itself of difference hides itself by giving
1o that which covers it. The question is whether thes<? two formulae are
«uply two manners of speaking which do not change thmgs very mt}ichl,l or
hither they apply to completely different.systems; or mdeeiidw et e;,
Lile applying to the same systems (;imd ultlma.tely to the Woi Tysterrll1 é
Jdu v do not signify two incompatible ?terpretatlons of unequal value, o
dnch i ble of changing everything. o
! i: Inlll;( ::rlljlecf }t)}?e same con%iitiins that the in-itself of difff.:rence is h1dd§n,
el that difference falls into the categories of. representatlc:n: Under.w a’t
~iher conditions does difference develop this_ in-itself as a @ffe)rensatfqrz
ol pather the different outside of any pgssnble representation? The ui)s
- haracteristic seems to us to be organisation in series. A system rpus(ti be
~omstituted on the basis of two or more series, each series being define hy
(li- differences between the terms which compose it. If we suppose that't e
~1ies communicate under the impulse of a force of some kmd,.then it is
pparent that this communication relates differepcgs to other dlffer?hces,
constituting  differences between differences Vi/'lt.hln th<? sysitem.. t Ezer:
«cond-degree differences play the .role of the dlfferenaatorT}—; in c; of
words, they relate the first-degree dlfferenges to one another., ‘1s sta fl:in
Allairs is adequately expressed by certain ‘phys.lcal concepts: coup gl
Letween  heterogeneous systems, from Whlch is de.rlved. an mternc:i
resonance within the system, and from which in turn is derived a forc?
movement the amplitude of which exceeds that ‘of the bas:ic series
themselves. The nature of these elements whos'e value is determmed abt 011;:
hoth by their difference in the series to which they belong, :iln y e
difference of their difference from one series to anot.her, can be etf:rmlgeb :
these are intensities, the peculiarity of intensities being t? be constltufte y
a difference which itself refers to other differences (E-E’ where E re .eczirs tg
e-¢’ and e to &€ ..). The intensive characFer of the systems lcontsll f.:re1
should not prejudice their being characterized as mechanical, physical,
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biological, psychic, social, aesthetic or philosophical, cte. Each type o
system undoubtedly has its own particular conditions, but these conform 1
the preceding characteristics even while they give them a strucin,
appropriate in each case: for example, words are genuine intensitics within
certain aesthetic systems; concepts are also intensities from the point of
view of philosophical systems. Note, too, that according to the celebrared
1895 Freudian Project for a Scientific Psychology, biophysical lite -
presented in the form of such an intensive field in which differcnce-.
determinable as excitations, and differences of differences determinable .1
cleared paths, are distributed. Above all, however, the syntheses of th
Psyche incarnate on their own account the three dimensions of thew
systems in general: psychic connection (Habitus) effects a coupling of scrie-.
of excitations; Eros designates the specific state of internal resonance which
results; and the death instinct amounts to the forced movement whose
psychic amplitude exceeds that of the resonating series themselves (whenee
the difference in amplitude between the death instinct and the resonatiny,
Eros).

Once communication between heterogeneous series is established, all
sorts of consequences follow within the system. Something ‘passes’
between the borders, events explode, phenomena flash, like thunder and
lightning. Spatio—temporal dynamisms fill the system, expressing
simultaneously the resonance of the coupled series and the amplitude of the
forced movement which exceeds them. The system is populated by
subjects, both larval subjects and passive selves: passive selves because they
are indistinguishable from the contemplation of couplings and resonances;
larval subjects because they are the supports or the patients of the
dynamisms. In effect, a pure spatio—temporal dynamism, with its necessary
participation in the forced movement, can be experienced only at the
borders of the livable, under conditions beyond which it would entail the
death of any well-constituted subject endowed with independence and
activity. Embryology already displays the truth that there are systematic
vital movements, torsions and drifts, that only the embryo can sustain: an
adult would be torn apart by them. There are movements for which one
can only be a patient, but the patient in turn can only be a larva. Evolution
does not take place in the open air, and only the involuted evolves. A
nightmare is perhaps a psychic dynamism that could be sustained neither
awake nor even in dreams, but only in profound sleep, in a dreamless
sleep. In this sense, it is not even clear that thought, in so far as it
constitutes the dynamism peculiar to philosophical systems, may be related
to a substantial, completed and well-constituted subject, such as the
Cartesian Cogito: thought is, rather, one of those terrible movements
which can be sustained only under the conditions of a larval subject. These
systems admit only such subjects as these, since they alone can undertake
the forced movement by becoming the patient of the dynamisms which
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press it Even the philosopher 1s a larval subject of his own systcm‘. ‘l‘h'u)s‘
. see that these systems are not defined only by the heterogeneousfscnc;
Iuch border them, nor by the coupling, the resonance and the ‘(;.rcets
wovement which constitute their dimensiqns, but also bg f’FheHsub)efhe
.hich populate them and the dynamisms Wthh. fill them, and finally by
nlities and extensities which develop on the basis (?f sugh .dynarlrlnsrglsf.f e
" I'he most important difficulty, however, remains: 1S it rea y> 13 es e
hich relates different to different in these intensive systems: oe ihe
Aiiference between differences relate differe_nce_to itself wnth;l)ut any r(l)eous
termediary? When we speak of communication bgtwe;:n etgrggeu cous
_ystems, of coupling and resonance, dqes th}s not imply a m}l:'nglbrin :
. -semblance between the series, and an identity in thg agent “l; ic i t}%e
\hout the communication? Would not ‘too much’ difference theeed he
_cries render any such operation impqsmble? Are we not con edn:)nnl :
\ediscover a privileged point at which dlffercncg can be undjrs}togd " ty Oyf
virtue of a resemblance between the things which d1ff§r an the iden ec};ive
+ third party? Here we must pay thc? greatest attention to h'c e }rleipis tve
roles of difference, resemblance and 1dent1Fy. To begin V\crllt l,)v;r aex N
agent, this force which ensures communication? Thunber Ots'nvil:ible
hetween different intensities, but they are prece:ded hy. andvlamce bu;
imperceptible dark precursor, whlch det‘ermmes their pat mt ains e o
in reverse, as though intagliated. leevylse? every system coln air s Jar
precursor which ensures the communication qf perlpherfalf§§r1c<las{) e
shall see, given the variety among systems, thls. role is fulfille h}; aue
diverse determinations. The question is to know in any given case ity
precursor fulfils this role. There is no doubt that there is an vlv oy
belonging to the precursor, ';Ed a‘r}clsemb‘la’nce}:l :;tev;f:sn trk:ran Zei;lses ety

communicate. is ‘there 1s’, , 1

(i:;;ll::rr:i)nate. Are identity and resemblance here the pl‘CCOIldltl'Otl‘lSe ;i Cttl;t:
functioning of this dark precursor, or are they,_ on the cc'>1r11tr:.1ry, lfsa ﬁctiv;:
If the latter, might it necessarily project upon 1tset1f the i ufsmn 0 2 he
identity, and upon the series which it relates the illusion of a retrorg ciive
resemblance? Identity and resemblance would then be': no }rln ey
inevitable illusions — in other words, concepts of refle:ctlonhwblc.s o
account for our inveterate habit of thinking difference onbt e a?i) s oy
categories of representation. All that, hgwever, wpuld ¢ poss c oy
because the invisible precursor conceals itself and 1ts.funct10rur(1§,v and a¢
the same time conceals the in-itself or true nature of dlfferencel. lthe o
heterogeneous series, two series of differences, the precursog p ayiue olf) w
of the differenciator of these differences. In tbls manner, by ;u. e of
own power, it puts them int}(l) ir}“lir.rgdiatilrelgg?;etnot ’one ?r?oct,t ;;.; e
in-i f difference or the ‘differently di > - .
lc;;flftesr?rflcc(:) in the second degree, the self—diffc?re'nt .VV.thh rtgages dlf:rsirg th(;
different by itself. Because the path it traces is invisible and becom
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only in reverse, to the extent that it is travelled over and covered by th
phenomena it induces within the system, it has no place other than 1l
from which it is ‘missing’, no identity other than that which it lacks: v
precisely the object = x, the one which ‘is lacking in its place™ as it Lack- n
own identity. As a result, the logical identity abstractly imputed to 1t by
reflection, along with the physical resemblance which reflection impnte:, 1
the series which it relates, express only the statistical effect ol .
functioning upon the system as a whole. In other words, these express only
the manner in which it conceals itself under its own effects, because of (h
way it perpetually displaces itself within itself and perpetually disgii.-
itself in the series. We cannot, therefore, suppose that the identity of a thul
party and the resemblance of the parties in question are a condition of lu
being and thought of difference. These are only a condition of 1.
representation, which expresses a distortion of that being and that thoupu.
like an optical effect which disturbs the true, in-itself status of the condition.
We call this dark precursor, this difference in itself or difference in th
second degree which relates heterogeneous systems and even completely
disparate things, the disparate. In each case, the space in which it r.
displaced and its process of disguise determine a relative size of the
differences brought into relation. It is well known that in certain cases (1
certain systems), the difference between the differences brou§ht into play
may be ‘very large’; in other systems it must be ‘very small’ It would b
wrong, however, to see in this second case the pure expression of .
prior requirement of resemblance, which would then be relaxed in the
first case only by being extended to the world scale. For example, it is
insisted that disparate series must necessarily be almost similar, or that
the frequencies be neighbouring (w neighbour of w0) - in short, that
the difference be small. If, however, the identity of the agent which
causes the different things to communicate is presupposed, then therc
are no differences which will not be ‘small’, even on the world scale.
We have seen that small and large apply badly to difference, becausc
they judge it according to the criteria of the Same and the similar. If
difference is related to its differenciator, and if we refrain from
attributing to the differenciator an identity that it cannot and does not
have, then the difference will be small or large according to its
possibilities of fractionation - that is, according to the displacements
and disguise of the differenciator. In no case will it be possible to claim
that a small difference testifies to a strict condition of resemblance, any
more than a large difference testifies to the persistence of a resemblance
which is simply relaxed. Resemblance is in any case an effect, a
functional product, an external result — an illusion which appears once
the agent arrogates to itself an identity that it lacked. The important
thing is not that the difference be small or large, and ultimately always
small in relation to a greater resemblance. The important thing, for the
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(oat the ditference, whether small or large, _bc inrcrn:.]l. I'here
e wath Larpe external resemblance and small internal gilefelrencec.l
Ly 1 also possible: systems with small exterr}al resem aage an :
il difference. What s impossible, however, 1s the contra 1Ttory.
e s always exterior and difference, whether small or large,
v Lernel of the system. . .
A {‘i |Iln(-l l;:»Ilnwing yexamples borrowed f.rom very d1.vc::rseh htelrar};
I the work of Raymond Roussel, we find verba.l serics: the fio rebot
v o 1s filled by a homonym or quasi-homonym (blllarc}ll—plllirnl,thzt
1 dal precursor s all the less visible apd noticeable to the e);.ﬁ ! hat
.+ oiher of the two series remains hidden. Strange stories 11 f; f
. e« between the two series in such a manner as to induce an effect z
. lince and external identity. The precursor, hgwever, b}},l no mea iz
. Ly virtue of its identity, whether this be a nomma.l or a omony;:;Ch
1wty we see this clearly in the case pf the quasrhotrlnonj'.fn}e:zmial
v tions only by becoming indistinguishable .frc'>m1 t eh }11 erential
11w ter which separates two words (b apd p)- Slmlyar y, t eb to ; Zhe
.« vrs here not as the nominal identity of a signifier ud a.1 he
I(I-v \enciator of distinct signifieds which then pr(?duces fs.fecon fa'file};l :
/i1t of resemblance between the signifieds along with an e ec}t1 o lstem?;
. ihe signifier. It would therefore be inad.equ'ate to say t{latt;rl ee jzfault is
~vounded upon a certainlnegative dg'term‘:;;(:sl ; rrlzsmufty(,)f B e
hi b words stand in relation to things and which sing ¢
ovids ¢ emned to designate several things. The same illusion le
" :: :Scdorrfc;i(\);cldof difference 0%1 the basis of a supposed priot reseinglartl;:lz
.l identity, and makes it appear as negative. In ffa\ct, it Vlsh?ccil N )l; e
ey of its vocabulay chat lenguate SR S R0 v synacic
‘1w role of dark precursor, but Dy Its €XCess, b ' R
‘nd semantic power. In playing this role it .dlfferencu.ates td. differences
L.-tween the different things spoken of, relating these immedia ifl ° one
\nother in series which it causes to resonate. For t.he same rc?aslo s s we
the repetition of words cannot be explgmed negatively, ¢
lll‘:vep::::r’lted asp a bare repetition without dlf}f;erence.r]ci)tycree rsrl a\i)\rzlcs)rl;
chviously appeals to auite Arent PL e (lemately, a
question of drawing together a m A e o operation
the divergent series constitutive of the. cosm(()is) y rin Eteau T e
linguistic dark precursors (here, esoteric wor s, por 1rln SR
e no prior identity, which are above all not ‘identitiable
lptrli}rllclillflgl but vxlf)hich induce a maximum of resemblanlce afn(tlhled;r;tolz}erslsngc;
the system as a whole, as though this were the result o

f difference in itself (see the cosmic letter in Finnegans

differenciation o . : e
Wake). What takes place in the system between resonating serics under t

i i i tension
influence of the dark precursor 1s called ‘epiphany’. The go;mlc exS sion
coincides with the amplitude of a forced movement which sweep

Hoa
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and overruns the serics, ultimately a death mstnet, Stephen’s “No whhr. I
not the non-being of the negative but the (non)-being of . Peraan i
question to which the cosmic ‘Yes” of Mrs Bloom corresponds, witly
being a response, since it alone adequately occupies and fills thag Space

Note on the Proustian experiences
These clearly have a quite different structure thap Joyce’s epiphanics. 110w
ever, it is still a question of two series, that of a former present (Comly o,
as it was lived) and that of a present present. No doubt, to remain ar . {1104
dimension of the experience, there is a resemblance between the two scry, -
(the madeleine, breakfast), and even an identity (the taste as a qualin,
which is not only similar but self-identical across the two moments). Ni-v
ertheless, the secret does not lie there. The taste Possesses a power only |
cause it envelops something = x, something which can no longer be define|
by an identity: it envelops Combray as it is i itself, as a fragment of (I,
pure past, in its double irreducibility to the present that it has been ( pereep
tion) and to the present present in which it might reappear or be reconsi,
tuted (voluntary memory). This Combray in itself i defined by its own,
essential difference, that ‘qualitative difference’ which, according to Proust,
does not exist ‘on the surface of the earth’, but only at a particular depth. Iy
is this difference which, by enveloping itself, produces the identity of ¢l
quality which constitutes the resemblance between the series. Identity an
resemblance are therefore once again the result of 3 differenciator. And i
the two series succeed one another, they nevertheless coexist in relation (o
Combray in itself as the object = x which causes them to resonate. Morc.
over, the resonance of the series may give rise to a death instinct which
overruns them both: for example, the ankle-boot and the memory of the
grandmother. Eros is constituted by the resonance, but overcomes itself iy,
the direction of the death instinct which is constituted by the amplitude of
a forced movement (this death instinct finds its glorious issue in the work
of art, over and above the erotic experiences of the involuntary memory).
The Proustian formula 4 little time in its pure state’ refers first to the pure
foundly to the pure and empty form of time, the ultimate synthesis, that of
the death instinct which leads to the eternity of the return in time,

The question of whether psychic experience is structured like a language,
or even whether the physical world may be regarded as a book, depends
upon the nature of the dark precursors. A linguistic precursor or an eso-

i , €ven a nominal one, any
more than its significations have a resemblance, even an infinitely relaxed
one: it is not just a complex word or a simple gathering of words, but a
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Conn swords which s indistinguishable from the ”('liH("lA‘_vnq;u(n' l()l
| . vels and from the *dissembler’ of their mgmhcatmnsi s
Wy - - ) ) )
v dore, hes not in the extent to which it elaims to say somet 2;1}11'&2
Vm. « ~tent to which 1t claims to state the sense of V;,hgt it ls;ays.OSSi_
fooage which operates within representation exclu ;s th.althptakes
L e e of a word can be stated only by amotherl word w I.Cthe kes
i o object. Whence the following paradoxica 51tu:i1)t19n. he lin.
i1 ursor belongs to a kind of metalangugge and. can fihmc;ries ¥
<1 whin a word devoid of sense from the point of_ v1dew t())1e tztus fes of
+Lyioe verbal representations. It is the refrain. This cgu s s of e
’ ids, which state their own sense but do so only ldeeljlrese tgof
o AR ATS men
resses the perpetual displace
Il nmelves as nonsense, clearly exp _ nent of
i s disguise among the series. In cons'equencei) §soterlc vs;?uzltures
1+ by linguistic cases of the object = X, Whlle theho ject -;uo;ls ructures
! pc}icnce like a language on condition that the perpe I,
oo di isti i 1 nt. In a sense,
i i tic sense is taken into account.
A alear displacement of linguis ta : s
‘I( ln sppeaks and has sense, on condition that speecjl is also t .
Sy ihing S ! i .
Loy (lui-«; not speak — or rather, speech is the sense Whlilh oes nc;erigs ke
1+ vch. Gombrowicz, in his fine novel Cosm‘(j)s, hshovx;s ovvt }:vs)rocall s of
) - i mouths
i t of hangings and that o !
hoioropeneous differences (tha . ‘ : . forth
[ " )vam communication through various signs, u;lml tile 1;13}}%urz;t(1:(i)ator 2
Tl i of ditfere
he cat) which plays the role
tul precursor (the murder of t ' erenciator o
(W I(Iifferences This is like the sense, nevertheless mcalrl?aged :‘11 ;hed urd
Ve . : ‘
(s esentation, but on the basis of which dynalrlmsnl:rs1 will be ud Z whed and
: i i nate in a de
; i os system which will cu 2 :
e Cosm' 2% hi er, the conditions under which
»hiwh points beyond the series.”” In this manner, oot e
+ book is a cosmos or the cosmos is a book appear, and thro fs a variety of
o1y different techniques the ultimate Joycean identity emerges,
tind in Borges and in Gombrowicz:' chaos = cc?smos.f ew on the same story,
Fach series tells a story: not different points of vi ¥ Oft the same story,
) . >
like the different points of view on the town we 11n "}r}ll [Leibniz, but
ompletely distinct stories which unfold mmultaneoulsdy. e o Seres
L . r
i i the sense that one could re
are divergent: not relatively, in . : s path
l::;l findi point of convergence, but absolutely dlveggent in the segsiamly
. ies 1 aos or is co
i i vergence lies in a ¢ 5 cons
e point or horizon of con . ies oty
iibs lzced within that chaos. This chaos is itself the most'pl(l)sll)tlnvef, 31;1 s
l g} . . . . .
thepdivergence is the object of affirmation. It is mdl.stmgullls' 1? ;:f. l‘rms the
great work which contains all the complicated series, v:h li ! jycle ns and
1 a
i i e. (It is not surprising .
licates all the series at onc p . houd
izr\::epbeen so interested in Bruno, the theoretician of fcon:ﬁézc:;zgli)ty e
L ts for
ini ication— ~implication accoun :
ty complication~explication: . . o
tflml ystem E in other words, the chaos which contains all, th}f‘ (::V:erli e
ot Ssy which lead out and back in, and the dlfferencnatqr vsl/f 11 [elates
:ﬁfﬁl one to another. Each series explicates or develops itself, bu
e .

t
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ditference from the other series which ic implicates and wihich iplicate o,
which it envelops and which envelop it; in this chaos which complicare,
everything. The totality of the system, the unity of the divergent sertes -
such, corresponds to the objectivity of a ‘problem’. Hence the method of
questions—problems by means of which Joyce animates his work, and
before that the manner in which Lewis Carroll linked portmanteau word.
to the status of the problematic.
The essential point is the simultaneity and contemporaneity of all the
divergent series, the fact that all coexist. From the point of view of the
presents which pass in representation, the series are certainly successive,
one ‘before’ and the other ‘after’. It is from this point of view that the
second is said to resemble the first. However, this no longer applies from
the point of view of the chaos which contains them, the object = x which
runs through them, the precursor which establishes communication
between them or the forced movement which points beyond them: the
differenciator always makes them coexist. We have encountered several
times the paradox of presents which succeed one another, or series which
succeed one another in reality, but coexist symbolically in relation to the
pure past or the virtual object. When Freud shows that a phantasy is
constituted on the basis of at least two series, one infantile and pre-genital,
the other genital and post-pubescent, it is clear that the series succeed onc
another in time from the point of view of the solipsistic unconscious of the
subject in question. The question then arises how to explain the
phenomenon of ‘delay’ which is involved in the time it takes for the
supposedly original infantile scene to produce its effect at a distance, in an
adult scene which resembles it and which we call ‘derived’.?” It is indeed a
problem of resonance between two series, but the problem is not well
formulated so long as we do not take into account the instance in relation
to which the two series coexist in an intersubjective unconscious. In fact
the two series — one infantile, the other adult — are not distributed within
the same subject. The childhood event is not one of the two real series but,
rather, the dark precursor which establishes communication between the
basic series, that of the adults we knew as a child and that of the adult we
are among other adults and other children. So it is with the hero of In
Search of Lost Time: his infantile love for the mother is the agent of
communication between two adult series, that of Swann with Odette and
that of the hero become adult with Albertine — and always the same secret
in both cases, the eternal displacement, the eternal disguise of the prisoner,
which thereby indicates the point at which the series coexist in the
intersubjective unconscious. There is no question as to how the childhood
event acts only with a delay. It is this delay, but this delay itself is the pure
form of time in which before and after coexist. When Freud discovers that
phantasy is perhaps the ultimate reality and that it implicates something
which points beyond the series, we should not conclude that the childhood

A . i
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1o unreal or imaginary, but rather that the empi@cal con;ht;on of
o in time gives way in the phantasy to the coex1stenc§ of t e‘}ivi\\rz
v that of the adult that we will be along W.lth Fhe adults thfiltdweith e
| n (c ompare what Ferenczi called the 1dent1f'1catlon of the (}:1 '1ld w ! the
(wor). The phantasy Is the manifestation of the child as dar
v B ) « . . . . ln
L.+ uisor. Moreover, what is originary 1n the phantasy is not OI;C sersleihis
Luion to the other, but the difference between series in S'(f)f ar a is
lwes one series of differences to another series of differences,
racti i ir jon in time.
I+ traction from their empirical successio . .
Il it is no longer possible in the system of the unconscious to.estabhshS tan
1 ler of succession between series — in other Wox."d§, if all s;ru;ls co:ﬁ:r -
Len it is no longer possible to regard one as originary an t eﬂ-?e er a5
i \oved. one as model and the other as copy. For it is in e sam
A ,
«ovement that the series are understood as coexisting, Outsi -2 Zl
[BR 1Y . ¢ : - 1 10
. ondition of succession in time, and as dsz;rent, odutlmdedatr;l}; coczﬁer on
i j identity of a model an
ler which one would enjoy the iden . .
- mblance of a copy. When two divergent stories unfold 31multeilnemlxls.lyl‘,l
Lene . U o
« is impossible to privilege one over the .oth(?r. it 1is a.fcfase in \;vnd h
. verything is equal, but ‘everything is equal’ is said of the di ;re;:cg, ond is
~+id only of the difference between the two. However small t edmC: nal
Jifference between the two series, the one st}cl)ry doc}als not repxk.‘,(;a llllce the
del for the other: rather, resem
iher, one does not serve as mo : emplance an
i ional effects of that difference whic
«Jentity are only functiona .
i that the system
g ithi tem. It is therefore proper to say
originary within the sys s 1 o 0 Sy Bt e e
i i nary and a derived as g '
xcludes the assignation of an origi ed as though these ot
i cause the sole origin is ditference, '
4 first and second occurrence, be - nee, and ¢
i .ch it relates to other differents
causes the differents which i relate . S 10 e
i blance.”® It is under this aspect, W1 8
independently of any resem e e voren
i led as the groundless ‘law’ o ystem.
that the eternal return s revea >l
The eternal return does not cause the same and th<1:1 &m}lm: to return:)tbg:1 11;
' i ¢ difference. Each series returns, 1
itself derived from a world of pur : Each se burns, fot oL
i ich 1 it. but for itself, since it is not 1mp y
in the others which imply it, s ROt Implie Y The
i ing 1 fully restored as that which implies .
others without being in turn | f them. e
e but this: the absence of any assig
eternal return has no other sens : a able
’ i i the origin, whic
igin — 1 the assignation of difference as
origin — in other words, . one O e a6
i i nt in order to make it (or
then relates different to differe I Jetorn 25
i | return is indeed the consequ
such. In this sense, the eterna . d the conseqieree roche
i ich is origi synthetic and in-itself (w :
difference which is originary, pure, sy C ar ch Nietzsche
i i ce is the in-itself, then repeti
alled will to power). If differen ; !
) i he for-itself of difference. Yet how can it belfd;me(: th;;t1
i rn
the eternal return is inseparable from the Same? Is it fIrlo}t1 xtfet 1::3 a(;tet; e
the (a
> However, we must be aware 0 '
return of the Same: , : . ‘ ' !
different senses of the terms ‘the same’, ‘the identical’ and. the sEm}llar t.emal
In the first sense, the Same designates a supposed subject of the e

eternal return is t
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return. In this case it designates the identity of the One as o princpls

Precisely this, however, constitutes the greatest and the Tongest oryon

Nietzsche correctly points out that if it were the One which returned, 1
would have begun by being unable to leave itself; if it were supposed 1,
determine the many to resemble it, it would have begun by not losing -
identity in that degradation of the similar. Repetition is no more i
permanence of the One than the resemblance of the many. The subject ol
the eternal return is not the same but the different, not the similar but (I,
dissimilar, not the one but the many, not necessity but chance. Morcover
repetition in the eternal return implies the destruction of all forms whi. |
hinder its operation, all the categories of representation incarnated in (l
primacy of the Same, the One, the Identical and the Like. Alternatively, in
the second sense, the same and the similar are only an effect of
operation of systems subject to eternal return. By this means, an identity
would be found to be necessarily projected, or rather retrojected, on to the
originary difference and a resemblance interiorised within the divergent
series. We should say of this identity and this resemblance that they are
‘simulated’: they are products of systems which relate different to differcn
by means of difference (which is why such systems are themselves
simulacra). The same and the similar are fictions engendered by the eternal
return. This time, there is no longer error but illusion: inevitable illusion
which is the source of error, but may nevertheless be distinguished from ir.
Finally, in the third sense, the same and the similar are indistinguishablc
from the eternal return jtself. They do not exist prior to the eternal return:
It is not the same or the similar which returns but the eternal return which
is the only same and the only resemblance of that which returns. Nor can
they be abstracted from the eternal return in order to react upon the causc.
The same is said of that which differs and remains different. The eternal
return is the same of the different, the one of the multiple, the resemblant
of the dissimilar. Although it is the source of the preceding illusion, it
engenders and maintains it only in order to rejoice in it, and to admire
itself in it as though in its own optical effect, without ever falling into the
adjoining error.

These differential systems with their disparate and resonating series, their
dark precursor and forced movements, are what we call simulacra or phan-
tasms. The eternal return concerns only simulacra, it causes only such
phantasms to return. Perhaps we find here the most significant point of
Platonism and anti-Platonism, the touchstone of both Platonism and the
overturning of Platonism. In Chapter I, we suggested that Plato’s thought
turned upon a particularly important distinction: that between the original
and the image, the model and the copy. The model is supposed to enjoy an
originary superior identity (the Idea alone js nothing other than what it is;
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AL ouape s courageous, Picty pious), whcrcas: thc copy 1s judged n
con ol derived nternal resemblance. Indeed, it is in this sense that dif-
o comes only in third place, behind identity and 'resemblapce, and
- Lonnderstood only in terms of these prior notions.. leference is under-
<t only in terms of the comparative play of two .SIm‘llltudes.: Fhe exem-
oy ~unilitude of an identical original and the imitative .81m1htu.de of a
++ or less accurate copy. This is the measure or test whlcb degdes be-
u claimants. More profoundly, however, the true Plato.m'c distinction
Fewhere: it is of another nature, not between thc? orlglgal apc{ the
au e but between two kinds of images [idoles), of which copies [zco(rizels]
.- only the first kind, the other being simulacra [phantasmes). Th}(: model-
v distinction is there only in order to found gnd. gpply the copy-
«oulicra distinction, since the copies are selected, ]ustlfxefi and saved in
v name of the identity of the model and owing to their internal resem-
Ilvice to this ideal model. The function of the notion of the mode.I is not
.. sppose the world of images in its entirety buF to select the goqd images,
v wons which resemble from within, and ehmmaFe the .badlnmages or
rmulacra. Platonism as a whole is erected on the ba§1§ of th.lS wish to h}t;lpt
Aovwn the phantasms or simulacra which are identified Wltlc‘ll'the.Scap 155
hisself, that devil, that insinuator or 51m1'11ator, that always 1s.gt1111;§ an
diplaced false pretender. For this reason it seems to us tha.t, }\:/lt : att(,)(’,i
i-hilosophical decision of the utmost importance was takfii’l. ; at o :Cll or
Jhnating difference to the supposedly mm_al powers pf the gme .’3 d th
~nnilar, that of declaring difference unthinkable in itself and sen mgel ,
long with the simulacra, back to the bottorrlll.ess ocean. Hc?wever, precisely
liecause Plato did not yet have at his disp951t10n the constituted cal:.eggrle.s
of representation (these appeared with Arlstot.le)., he had to basi fxs C;l-
.1on on a theory of Ideas. What appears th.en, in its purest st:}tet,l e orfdt Ii
logic of representation could be deployed, is a mora! vision of the le)'or .
1 in the first instance for these moral reasons that simulacra must be exor-
. ized and difference thereby subordinated to the same and the similar. EO;
this reason, however, because Plato make.s the dec181qn, and belcc:iau;se wit
him the victory is not assured as it will be in the e§tabllshed w(;)r ; of repre(i
sentation, the rumbling of the enemy can .Stlll. be heard. n;muated
throughout the Platonic cosmos, differen‘ce resists its yoke. Herac 1t1tls ame
the Sophists make an infernal racket. It is as though there were ? s.rangt—
double which dogs Socrates’ footsteps and haunts even Plato’s style, inser
ing itself into the repetitions and Varﬁations of Fhat style: tearaded icomes
Simulacra or phantasms are not simply copies of copies, degra 61:-1 lico 5
involving infinitely relaxed relaFions of resemblance. T?e c.ia.tec 1s'trnh,t}s]e
heavily influenced by the Platonic Fathgr_s, has .made us a‘rlr(u iar w1f h e
idea of an image without likeness: man is in the 1mage.af1d 11. enhess' of God,
but through sin we have lost the likeness Whllf.: remaining in tbci 1mage(.).r.
simulacra are precisely demonic images, stripped of resemblance.
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rather, in contrast to weones, they have externalised rescmblance and T,
on difference instead, If they produce an external effect of resemblane
this takes the form of an illusion, not an internal principle; it is el
constructed on the basis of a disparity, having interiorised the disstmiliude
of its constituent series and the divergence of its points of view to the pon
where it shows several things or tells several stories at once. This is its {i -
characteristic. Does this not mean, however, that if simulacra themselve,
refer to a model, it is one which is not endowed with the ideal identity of
the Same but, on the contrary, is a model of the Other, an other model, (I
model of difference in itself from which flows that interiorisc
dissimilitude? Among the most extraordinary pages in Plato, demonstratiny:
the anti-Platonism at the heart of Platonism, are those which suggest tha
the different, the dissimilar, the unequal — in short, becoming — may well D
not merely defects which affect copies like a ransom paid for then
secondary character or a counterpart to their resemblance, but rathe
models themselves, terrifying models of the pseudos in which unfolds 1l
power of the false.>® This hypothesis is quickly put aside, silenced an
banished. Nevertheless it did appear, if only momentarily, like a flash of
lightning in the night, testifying to a persistent activity on the part of
simulacra, to their underground work and to the possibility of a world of
their own. Does this not mean, thirdly, that simulacra provide the means ol
challenging both the notion of the copy and that of the model? The modc|
collapses into difference, while the copies disperse into the dissimilitude of
the series which they interiorise, such that one can never say that the one is
a copy and the other a model. Such is the ending of the Sophist, where we
glimpse the possibility of the triumph of the simulacra. For Socrates
distinguishes himself from the Sophist, but the Sophist does not distinguish
himself from Socrates, placing the legitimacy of such a distinction in
question. Twilight of the icénes. Is this not to indicate the point at which
the identity of the model and the resemblance of the copy become errors,

cosmos, being in the eternal return, a thoroughly tortuous circle, Plato
atterapted to discipline the eternal return by making it an effect of the
Ideas ~ in other words, making it copy a model. However, in the infinite
movement of degraded likeness from copy to copy, we reach a point at
which everything changes nature, at which copies themselves flip over into
simulacra and at which, finally, resemblance or spiritual imitation gives
way to repetition.

Chapter 111
I'he Image of Thought

st (o begin in philosophy has always —.rig.htl}f - been regardeﬁit '2; Sa
L hicate problem, for beginning means eliminating gll presuppositi 5
vor, whereas in science one is confronted by ol.)].ectlv.c prgsuppo}s;
el h axiomatic rigour can eliminate, presuppositions in philosophy
. mmuch subjective as objective. B_y objective presupposm(;ns we me?:
oo pts explicitly presupposed by a given concept. Descartes, for elxarr'lp i
il Second Meditation, does not want to define man as a rationa .amrlr.la
e such a definition explicitly presupposes't}.le. concepts offratlorlla'lty
-l wimality: in presenting the Cogito as a defmmon, he ther;:l ore ¢ axir:
wword all the objective presuppositions whlc.h encumber those Er? <
L. that operate by genus and difference. It. is clear, .hox.ivever, t anCit
I . not escape presuppositions Qf another kind — sub]ec.tlye. Orrler;fmed
i+ ~uppositions contained in opinions rather than corlllcep.ts. it 1:[12 oumes
i cveryone knows, independently of C(?HC’CptS, what is me e | ﬁe inj
hinling, and being. The pure self of ‘I think thl'ls‘ appgari to he 2 b giri_
ainy, only because it has referred all its presuppositions back toh y pnot
/| wclf. Moreover, while Hegel criticized Desca.lrtes.for thls? eb Ofesnin
m, for his part, to proceed otherwise: pure being, in turn, 1:) la; :f:;reteg
~nly by virtue of referring all its presuppositions ba.ck to sensible, OSitions,
~mipirical being. The same attitude of refusing ob].ectl.ve presupp .tions,
.ot on condition of assuming just as many subjective pres}luppl?flide :
iwhich are perhaps the same ones in another form),'appears when Ifdu é;e
r invokes a pre-ontological understanding of Being. We }rlnay co clude
tliat there is no true beginning in philosophy, or rather Fhat t 1_(; true p 1this
ophical beginning, Difference, is in-.itself alregdy Repetmon.c olwe::;,sub_
tormula, and the evocation of the idea of philosophy as 3 1rcFe, e subr
ject to so many interpretations that we cannot be too pru bent: or it a
.juestion of rediscovering at the end what was the.re in the egmntmgl, (1) icis
.1 question of recognising, of bringipg to l'xght or into the con:ep_ Li;hatever
explicit, what was simply known implicitly vylthout cot?cep G hatever
the complexity of this process, whatever the dxfferences ﬁtwhe'en‘ tﬁl <o
dures of this or that author — the fact remains that; Tth is is lse 1l too
simple, and that this circle is truly not tortuous enough. A e'c1rcr indefd
would reveal instead that philosophy is powerless truly to begin, o
' . at. . . ..
Jutvlz;::ml\fvi)lz;o El?e better to ask what is a subjectlve, oIri 1§ngl(i§1t
presupposition: it has the form of ‘Everybody knows ... Everybody
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knows, in a pre-philosophical and pre-conceptual manncr L everyhody
knows what it means to think and to be. . As o result, when
philosopher says ‘I think therefore I am’, he can assume that
universality of his premisses — namely, what it means to be and to thinl

- will be implicitly understood, and that no one can deny that to doul 1.

to think, and to think is to be. ... Everybody knows, no one can deny, 1-
the form of representation and the discourse of the representative. When
philosophy rests its beginning upon such implicit or subjective
presuppositions, it can claim innocence, since it has kept nothing back
except, of course, the essential — namely, the form of this discourse. It then
opposes the ‘idiot’ to the pedant, Eudoxus to Epistemnon, good will to 1h
overfull understanding, the individual man endowed only with his natur.l
capacity for thought to the man perverted by the generalities of his timc.'
The philosopher takes the side of the idiot as though of a man withow
presupposttions. In fact, Eudoxus has no fewer presuppositions th.an
Epistemon, he simply has them in another, implicit or subjective form,
‘private’ and not ‘public’; in the form of a natural capacity for thoughi
which allows philosophy to claim to begin, and to begin withou
presuppositions.

But here and there isolated and passionate cries are raised. How could
they not be isolated when they deny what ‘everybody knows...”? And
passionate, since they deny that which, it is said, nobody can deny? Such
protest does not take place in the name of aristocratic prejudices: it is not a
question of saying what few think and knowing what it means to think.
On the contrary, it is a question of someone — if only one - with the
necessary modesty not managing to know what everybody knows, and
modestly denying what everybody is supposed to recognise. Someone who
neither allows himself to be represented nor wishes to represent anything.
Not an individual endowed with good will and a natural capacity for
thought, but an individual full of ill will who does not manage to think,
either naturally or conceptually. Only such an individual is without
presuppositions. Only such an individual effectively begins and effectively
repeats. For this individual the subjective presuppositions are no less
prejudices than the objective presuppositions: Eudoxus and Epistemon are
one and the same misleading figure who should be mistrusted. At the risk
of playing the idiot, do so in the Russian manner: that of an underground
man who recognises himself no more in the subjective presuppositions of a
natural capacity for thought than in the objective presuppositions of a
culture of the times, and lacks the compass with which to make a circle.
Such a one is the Untimely, neither temporal nor eternal. Ah Shestov, with
the questions he poses, the ill will he manifests, the powerlessness to think
he puts into thought and the double dimension he develops in these

demanding questions concerning at once both the most radical beginning
and the most stubborn repetition.

The Donagre of Thonght il

Ve poople have aoomterest e saying that everybody knows “thes, thn
Eoady recopmses this, or that nobody can deny i (They l|'n||n|})|1 casily
Fon oo sarly mterlocator appears to reply that he does not wish to I.w
po caed | and that he denies or does not recognise those \{vl.m speak in
cune ) Phe plilosopher, it is true, proceeds with greater dlslln'cx"cst:_ all

+ v proposes as universally recognised is what is meant by thinking,
medelf - i other words, not a particular this or that but the form ol
cntatton or recognition in general. This form, nevertheless, hfls a
coov b o pure matter or element. This element consists only of the
4-von that thought is the natural exercise of a faculty, of. the

p-ponation that there is a natural capacity for thought endowed with a
4w tor truth or an affinity with the true, under the double aspect of a

Lol on the part of the thinker and an upright nature on the part of

i At is because everybody naturally thinks that everybody is
e to know implicitly what it means to think. The most general
' i ol representation is thus found in the element of a common sensc
wobaood as an upright nature and a good will (Eudoxus. and
wt-wloxy). The implicit presupposition of philosophy may be foun'd in tbc
L ot a4 common sense as Cogitatio natura universalis. On thn.s basis,
itol - ophy is able to begin. There is no point in multiplymg the
I Laations of philosophers, from ‘Everybody has by nature the desire to
looon to ‘Good sense is of all things in the world the most equal.ly
Loinbuted’, in order to verify the existence of this p.resupp.osition, fgr its
wnportance lies less in the explicit declarations thaF it inspires Fhan. in its
i+ 1tence among those philosophers who precisely leave it bldden.
I~ ulates in philosophy are not propositions the acceptance of which ic
j‘lulosopher demands; but, on the contrary, pl.'oposm.onal themes whxc‘h
eun implicit and are understood in a pre-p}.nlo.sophlc.al manner. In this
e, conceptual philosophical thought has as its implicit presupposition a
y1 philosophical and natural Image of thought, borrowed from the purc
tement of common sense. According to this image, thought has an affinity
~ith the true; it formally possesses the true and mateFially wants the true.
It 1 in terms of this image that everybody knows and is presumed to know
~vhat it means to think. Thereafter it matters little whether philosophy
Lepins with the object or the subject, with Being or with 'beings, as long as
thought remains subject to this Image which already prejudges eve¥ythmg:
the distribution of the object and the subject as well as that of Being and
hemgs. .

We may call this image of thought a dogmatlc, ortho_ci(?)f or moral
image. It certainly has variant forms: ‘rationalists’ and ‘empiricists’ do not
presume its construction in the same fashion. Moreover, as we'shall see,
philosophers often have second thoughts and do not accept this 1.mp11c1t
image without adding further traits drgwn from explicit refle.ctlon on
conceptual thought which react against it and tend to overturn it. In the
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realm of the implicit, it nevertheless holds fast, cven of (1

n : philosopher
:s:clllflesf t}ﬁtt truth is not, after all, ‘an easy thing to achicve amd wi]lhin
thoc ho all’. For this reason, we do not speak of this of that image of
ught, variable according to the philosophy in question but of a siﬁg I

s e

Image in general whi i
hich constitutes the subjecti iti
: Jective  presupposition of
phllosophy as a whole. When Nietzsche questions the most genu”l
ra

I\}/lloraii'tz, and this Good which gives thought to the true. and the true t
thought? ... As a result, the conditions of a philosophy ,which would b(()

the.prejphilosophical Image but in a rigorous strrli(;tgll: : y ?gree}??ent e
Whnch 1t.would denounce as non-philosophical.* B ol 1, mage,
discover its authentic repetition in a thought without Ima

cost of th.e greatest destructions and the greatest demomlge’t'even i
philosophical obstinacy with no ally but paradox, one vvh'ls}i1 lonsidagd c
to renounce both the form of representation and ,the elem:,-cnt Wfou on
sense. As though thought could begin to think, and contino ICIZOITll)mQU
again, only when liberated from the Image and its’postulates Itufl t?’ 'Iegm
claim to reformulate the doctrine of truth without first takine N kutlfe o
postulates which project this distorting image of thought e stoclc of the

As a result, it would

Itl cannot be regarded as a fact that thinking is the natural exercise of a fa
ulty, and that this faculty is possessed of a good nature and 4 good Wil‘i-

1li/r;der the impulse of,a shock than in the excitement of a taste for thinkin
N c())lrlf:(l)l\t/er., Df;scartes.s farpous suggestion that good sense (the capacity ffr'
ght) is of all things in the world the most equally distributed® rest
Ei(;na?: lr)llzre th(;m an old sgying, since it amounts to reminding us tha:
en pared to complam of lack of memory, imagination or e
earing, but they always find themselves wel] served with repard to j ol
ligence and thought. What makes Descartes a philosopher isetizrt hzonileeel;

The biage of Thowusht (.

A prmaples Inorder to impose or rediscover this prinaple  m o othes

ciels, o apply the mind so endowed — there must be an explicic method.
ihiere s no doubt, therefore, that in fact it is difficult to think, but the most
bitcult in fact may still be the easiest in principle. This is why the method
vl s said to be easy from the point of view of the nature of thought (it is
a0 cxaggeration to say that this notion of ease poisons the whole of Carte-
cunism). When the presupposition of philosophy is found in an Image of
thoaght which is claimed to hold in principle, we can no longer be content
1o oppose it with contrary facts. The discussion must be carried out on the
lovel of principle itself, in order to see whether this image does not betray
ihe very essence of thought as pure thought. To the extent that it holds in
i nciple, this image presupposes a certain distribution of the empirical and
he transcendental, and it is this distribution or transcendental model im-
ilied by the image that must be judged.

There is indeed a model, in effect: that of recognition. Recognition may
I defined by the harmonious exercise of all the faculties upon a supposed
.tine object: the same object may be seen, touched, remembered, imagined
i conceived. ... As Descartes says of the piece of wax: ‘It is of course the
.ame wax which T see, which I touch, which I picture in my ima4gination, in
~hort the same wax which I thought it to be from the start.”™ No doubt
-ach faculty — perception, memory, imagination, understanding ... - has its
own particular given and its own style, its peculiar ways of acting upon the
riven. An object is recognised, however, when one faculty locates it as
identical to that of another, or rather when all the faculties together relate
their given and relate themselves to a form of identity in the object.
Recognition thus relies upon a subjective principle of collaboration of the
faculties for ‘everybody’ — in other words, a common sense as a concordia
facultatum; while simultaneously, for the philosopher, the form of identity
in objects relies upon a ground in the unity of a thinking subject, of which
all the other faculties must be modalities. This is the meaning of the Cogito
as a beginning: it expresses the unity of all the faculties in the subject; it
thereby expresses the possibility that all the faculties will relate to a form of
object which reflects the subjective identity; it provides a philosophical
concept for the presupposition of a common sense; it is the common sense
become philosophical. For Kant as for Descartes, it is the identity of the
Self in the ‘I think” which grounds the harmony of all the faculties and their
agreement on the form of a supposed Same object. The objection will be
raised that we never confront a formal, unspecified, universal object but
only this or that object delimited and specified by a determinate
contribution from the faculties. At this point, however, we must refer to
the precise difference between these two complementary instances,

common sense and good sense. For while common sense is the norm of
identity from the point of view of the pure Self and the form of the
unspecified object which corresponds to it, good sense is the norm of
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distribution from the point of view of the empirical sclves and (he obyec
qualified as this or that kind of thing (which js why it is considered (o 1
universally distributed). Good sense determines the contributior of the
faculties in each case, while common sense contributes the form of I,
Same. Furthermore, if the unspecified object exists only in so far as i 4.
qualified in a particular way, then conversely, qualification operates onl
given the supposition of the unspecified object. We will sce below how 1,
an entirely necessary manner good sense and common sense complets
each other in the image of thought: together they constitute the two halve,
of the doxa. For the moment, it suffices to note the precipitation of th
postulates themselves: the image of a naturally upright thought, whi |,
knows what it means to think; the pure element of common sense whi |,
follows from this ‘in principle’; and the mode| of recognition - or rather,

y and
which it aligns with the form of the Same in the model of recognition. The

model of recognition is necessarily included in the image of thought, an
whether one considers Plato’s Theaetetus, Descartes’s Meditations
Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, this mode] remains sovereign and define
the orientation of the philosophical analysis of what it means to think.
Such an orientation is a hindrance to philosophy. The supposed three
levels — a naturally upright thought, an in principle natural common sensc,

no doubt it upholds no particular propositions of good sense or common
sense. No doubt it recognises nothing in particular. Nevertheless, it retains
the essential aspect of doxg — namely, the form; and the essential aspect of
common sense — namely, the element; and the essential aspect of
recognition —~ namely, the mode| itself (harmony of the faculties grounded
in the supposedly universal thinking subject and exercised upon the
unspecified object). The image of thought is only the figure in which doxa
is universalised by being elevated to the rational level, However, so long as
one only abstracts from the empirical content of doxa, while maintaining

but remain imprisoned by the same cave or jdeas of the times which we
only flatter ourselves with having ‘rediscovered’, by blessing them with the
sign of philosophy. The form of recognition has never sanctioned anything
but the recognisable and the recognised; form will never inspire anything
but conformities. Moreover, while philosophy refers to a common sense as

T I3
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harms no one, neither thinkers noe Anyone clse? Recopoiton .
the celebration of monstrous nuptials, in whicl, thouphit “rediscover - th
State, rediscovers ‘the Church’ and rediscovers all (he carrent values (o o
subtly presented in the pure form of an eternally blessed unspectficd crenn
object. Nietzsche’s distinction between the creation of new values a1,
recognition of established values should not be understood in a histo; . ally
relative manner, as though the established values were new in thei, T
and the new values simply needed time to become established. 1y, fact
concerns a difference which s both formal and in kind. The new, wiih -
power of beginning and beginning again, remains forever new, just as 1l
established was always established from the outset, even if a cerrag,
amount of empirical time was necessary for this to be recognised. Wi, .

st

other model, from an unrecognised and unrecognisable zerrg Incogrty
What forces does this new bring to bear upon thought, from what cential
bad nature and ill wil] does it spring, from what central ungroundin.
which strips thought of its ‘Innateness’, and treats it every time ..
something which has not always existed, but begins, forced and unde,
constraint? By contrast, how derisory are the voluntary struggles fn
recognition. Struggles occur only on the basis of 4 common sense .l
established values, for the attainment of current values (honours, wealil,

both Kant and Hegel ‘philosophical labourers’ because their philosophy
remained marked by this indelible model of recognition,

Kant, however, seemed equipped to overturn the Image of thought. For
the concept of error, he substituted that of illusion: internal illusions,
interior to reason, instead of errors from without which were merely the

everything, and at the risk of compromising the conceptual apparatus of
the three Critiques, Kant did not want to renounce the implicit
presuppositions. Thought had to continue to enjoy an upright nature, and
philosophy could 80 no further than - nor in directions other than those
taken by — common sense or ‘common popular reason’. At most, therefore,
Critique amounts to giving civil rights to thought considered from the

o
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i interests. o 4 above bt
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betwe i i '
en possible predicates and their OPPOSILEs In a4 represave il
: ess Aty
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tr}fiec;ﬁ;lee S(Enjértleorrr;ail;rﬁzgmanve reproduction). Analogy bears cither upen
concens Setermin concepts or on the relations between determina
dtittion ot heir r.escli)ectlve objects. It cglls upon the power o
O in selaon, present in ]L;J lgement. A§ for the object of the concept, in 11l
of percamion t© oth o ]ecéts, ﬁt relies upon resemblance as a requirenec
e peual con n:n}v;)ll: ; ac elemet}t thus appeals to one partical.y
facul g,iven s also established across different faculties within the conte v
perespven com re?rrlle sinse (for exz:tmp!e, the resemblance between
P ropaon and a rem mhrance). The I think’ is the most general principl,
unity of all these facul?ite:rl ‘:(?rf:i,vi:h(} ?3?& IOf thes'e i ents and ol
perceive — as though these were th’e fouf el’)ral;z;?snsztrlfén eCIgb?r o
\ : ! to. Oy
F;:lrs;elzn;lzsewl;;aclgcl;isfy dtllflietren;e' 1}: Fru;ified. They form quadgrip;nm.
which is | i imi
opposed can be considered different: dif}zzl:ftzl:j:’ bsércr:)l:;z; izlalgl%(':}:; y
Zipr;;:;z;itezzn Oalway_s in relation to a conceived identit;l, a judged aric;lr)x:l\j(
o mag ﬁgurgfo;;zon or a perceived sfmilitude. Under these four
Incide » arierence acquires a sufficient reason in the form ol
f}rl;r;:chtzzrszeZo[r)np'am'tzongls. For this reason, the world of representation ll«i
| Dy 1ts mability to conceive of differ in itself; |
same token, its inability to conceive of repetition ?cl);eitlstllftsseilrfl’c: I;gebl}'/nlll«l':

of r i iti
tOWepéesentatxon. The postulate of recognition was therefore a first step,
ards a much more general postulate of representation. !

<
-+ SOme reports of our perceptions d

: 0 not provoke tho ider
ation because the judgment of them b . e o recoside

nothi i
thing that can be trusted, - You obviously mean distant appearances
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He o anterlocutor seems already Cartesian. It is clear, however, that the du-
Locsble will not allow us to escape from the point of view of recognition.
Lacover, it will only give rise to a local scepticism — or, indeed, to a
neralised method — on condition that thought already has the will to rec-
cnine what essentially distinguishes doubt from certitude. The same goes
i «lubitable as for certain things: they presuppose the good will of the
hinker along with the good nature of thought, where these are understood
viclude an ideal form of recognition as well as a claimed affinity with
ihe true, that philia which predetermines at once both the image of thought
wnl the concept of philosophy. Certainties force us to think no more than
loubts. To realise that three angles of a triangle should be equal to two
+-ht angles does suppose thought, it supposes the will to think, to think of
riangles and even to think of their angles: Descartes remarked that we can-
a0t deny this equality should we think of it, but we can indeed think, even
-1 riangles, without thinking of that equality. All truths of that kind are
hvpothetical, since they presuppose all that is in question and are incapable
-1 piving birth in thought to the act of thinking. In fact, concepts only ever
Aeagnate possibilities. They lack the claws of absolute necessity — in other
vords, of an original violence inflicted upon thought; the claws of a
tringeness or an enmity which alone would awaken thought from its
natural stupor or eternal possibility: there is only involuntary thought,
woused but constrained within thought, and all the more absolutely
nccessary for being born, illegitimately, of fortuitousness in the world.
I'ought is primarily trespass and violence, the enemy, and nothing presup-
poses philosophy: everything begins with misosophy. Do not count upon
thought to ensure the relative necessity of what it thinks. Rather, count
upon the contingency of an encounter with that which forces thought to
rnise up and educate the absolute necessity of an act of thought or a
passion to think. The conditions of a true critique and a true creation are
the same: the destruction of an image of thought which presupposes itself
and the genesis of the act of thinking in thought itself.

Something in the world forces us to think. This something is an object
not of recognition but of a fundamental encounter. What is encountered
may be Socrates, a temple or a demon. It may be grasped in a range of
affective tones: wonder, love, hatred, suffering. In whichever tone, its
primary characteristic is that it can only be sensed. In this sense it is
opposed to recognition. In recognition, the sensible is not at all that which
can only be sensed, but that which bears directly upon the senses in an
object which can be recalled, imagined or conceived. The sensible is
referred to an object which may not only be experienced other than by
sense, but may itself be attained by other faculties. It therefore presupposes
the exercise of the senses and the exercise of the other faculties in a
common sense. The object of encounter, on the other hand, really gives rise
to sensibility with regard to a given sense. It is not an aisthéton but an

.
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aistheteon. It is not a quality but a sign. It is not A sensible beng bue i,
being of the sensible. It is not the given but thar by which the

imperceptible precisely from the point of view of FeCOgition — in ol
words, from the point of view of an empirical exercise of the sensee 1,
which sensibility grasps only that which also could be grasped by othe
faculties, and is related within the context of a common sense to an obje
which also must be apprehended by other faculties, Sensibility, in
presence of that which can only be sensed (and is at the same (i
imperceptible) finds itself before it own limit, the sign, and raises itsclf 1.,
the level of a transcendental exercise: to the ‘nth’ power. Common scns ;.
there only in order to limit the specific contribution of sensibility to
conditions of a joint labour: it thereby enters into a discordant play, u.
organs become metaphysical.

Second character: that which can only be sensed (the sentiendum or 1l
being of the sensible) moves the soul, ‘perplexes’ it - in other words, for -,
it to pose a problem: as though the object of encounter, the sign, were th
bearer of a problem — as though it were a problem.’ Must problems o
questions be identified with singular objects of a transcendental Memory,
as other texts of Plato suggest, so that there is the possibility of a traininy,
aimed at grasping what can only be recalled? Everything points in thi-
direction: it is indeed true that Platonic reminiscence claims to grasp the
immemorial being of the past, the memorandum which is at the same time
afflicted with an essential forgetting, in accordance with that law of
transcendental exercise which insists that what can only be recalled should
also be empirically impossible to recall. There is a considerable difference
between this essential forgetting and an empirical forgetting. Empirical
memory is addressed to those things which can and even must be grasped:
what is recalled must have been seen, heard, imagined or thought. Thai
which is forgotten, in the empirical sense, is that which cannot be grasped
a second time by the memory which searches for jt (it is too far removed;
forgetting has effaced or separated us from the memory). Transcendental
memory, by contrast, grasps that which from the outset can only be
recalled, even the first time: not a contingent past, but the being of the past
as such and the past of every time. In this manner, the forgotten thing

appears in person to the memory which essentially apprehends it. It does
not address memory without addressing the forgetting within memory. The
memorandum here is both unrememberable and immemorial. Forgetting is
no longer a contingent incapacity separating us from a memory which is
itself contingent: it exists within essential memory as though it were the
‘nth’ power of memory with regard to its own limit or to that which can
only be recalled. It was the same with sensibility: the contingently
imperceptible, that which is too small or too far for the empirical exercise
of our senses, stands opposed to an essentially imperceptible which is

Ve
given. It is therefore in a certain sense the imperceptible linsensible). 1 -
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e tpnishable frome that which can be sensed only from the pomt of
A transcendental exercise. Thus sensibility, forced by the encountﬁr
cone the sentiendum, forces memory in its turn to remember t ;
wovandun, that which can only be rec;alled. Fmally, the thhlr

v lenistic of transcendental memory is that, in turn, it forces t_houg t}tlo
1 that which can only be thought, the cogitandum or noetgon,hF E
oo not the intelligible, for this is still no more than the mode 1}111 vl@; ic

- thunk that which might be something other tban thought, bl;lt t eh elnﬁ

¢ il ieelligible as though this were botb the final power of t (l)ug tfarin

ol unthinkable. The violence of that which forges thqught deve op; ro

e entiendum to the cogitandum. Each faculty is unhmged,lblilt v;/ atl :rz

‘1 Inopes if not the form of a common sense which causes all the acu len

. tumction and converge? Each one, in its own oFder and. on.lis. ov;l1

-ount, has broken the form of common sense W.th!'l kcipt it wit 13 the
wpirical element of doxa, in order to attain both its ‘nth’ power anl ! the
i-vudoxical element within transcendental exercise. Ré.lther fthan all ;ne
toultics converging and contributir}g to a common pro(]iect ohriccoog;lclzmi

«object, we see divergent projects in which, with regar l:o l:v a  concern

v cwsentially, each faculty is in the presence of that whic lsh fronts.

I ord of the faculties, chain of force anc} fuse along which ealc con ronts

. limit, receiving from (or commu{licatmg to) the other En y E :;:)t ]: ce

~huch brings it face to face with its own element, as thoug

e e or its perfection. ‘ .

II llf)tp fiiri)rzlcuse, hovlzfever, at the manner in which Plato ﬁetsrrfr}xnestltl};tt:

nature of the limits in each case. The text of The .Re.pub'zc de 1fnes 2t

~hich is essentially encountered, anfi must be d.lsn,ngm;he rogln !
recognition as the object of a ‘contradictory perceptlo? W iile;ts ;hic fis

lways calls for recognition and is never more thar_l a finger, e which s

hard is never hard without also being soft, since it 1s.nl11§ep'arahesame 2

liecoming or a relation which includes the opposite wllt“hm it (t : ame is

true of the large and the small, the one and thcf many). N € sign (i)stgnce o

dcparture for that which forces thought is thus tl.e .cosx tence of

contraries, the coexistence of more and less in an lll'l’l 1.m1t(;1 qualit b

becoming. Recognition, by contrast, measures anc}i1 1m1tsd tb :C (c)]min y by

rclating it to something, thereby interrupting t;: mad- Ositiog,; I

defining the first instgnce by tPhlat fmim Coi}]: Zggf;t:;‘zz;;eogfing on o

contrariety, however, does not ato alrea peing of th

sensl ith a simple sensible being, with a pure qualitative g

i)ZZil}Jl?E}fon‘iv? The sus[r))icion is rf:ipforced when we consu{)er tlilew?tegot?lc:

instance, reminiscence. For reminiscence only appears 1to reilhe yih the

recognition model when in fact it is content to complicate t g Ob.ec;

whereas recognition bears hupor;) a perceptllzileto (}),I; a}:::;:;\t/:d o }i <t
ini ears upon another object, suppose ' :

;Zrtltlllenrlsecrf\?eclf);ed witﬁin the first, which demands to be recognised for itself
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ln.dlc[.)cndcntly of any distinct pereeption
within the si st ; .
distnt g1, must be at once never-seen and yet already-recognised, .
1sturbing unfamiliarity, It is the '

n tempting to sa tically that (I
been sour | st ng y poetically that this hae
, but in another life, in a mythical present: You are the inayye o

encollgxitt:i r?l::rfl:’r };(SDV;’E;;CZ, everything is betrayed: tirst, the naturc of 1l
test for recognition, o e lg)es not merely propose a particularly diffi uli
but inetens opp03¢;s " ve opbllnent that is particularly difficult to unfold,
transcendental mmemo; p(c)iSSlf € recognition; second, the nature of 1l
second inatance & OYlarl o t.hat VthCh can only be recalled. For (h.
reminiscence, to the nly Co}rllcelved in the form of similitude in 1in
confume s ’bein ofpt(})lmt w ere the same o.bjection arises: reminiscein «
assign an empiricil . rr(: past thh a past being, and since it is unablc .
original or  mythice] ent at which thls past was present, it invokes .
reminiscence (and the rePresent- The importance of the concept
the Cartesian concers Ofa.SOH why it must be .rat.:hcally distinguished from
dme or thy duraticl))n Ofln.nater}ess) consists in its manner of introduciny:
establich ¢ time into thought as such. By this means,

€S an opacity peculiar to thought, and testifies to the existence of

Fhis other thing, cnvelopel

the f > and not in its pure or essential form, thoug
;Sr:tigeilellppozed to cll)ossess a good nature and a resplendent clarity whﬁl b

¥ obscured or waylaid amidst the misadventures of the natur.l
for the recognition model, and Plato ni
of the transcendental memory from the
(we see this clearly in the account of the

less than Kant traces the operation
outlines of its empirical exercise

Phaedo).

" (:‘les }fl(zr g[le thl(;‘d instgnce, tl?at. of pure thought or that which can only be
Thusg u,n ! atoh ctermines this instance in terms of separated contrarics.
thin ,s u Ler the pressure 'of ren}iniscence, we are forced to think such
b ngau I?Iiii?ﬁzsssw}l}lfhhls' nothlllng but large, Smallness which is nothiny
, Which 1s nothing but heay Unity which i ing;

b . ¥, or Unity which is nothiny,
f ;tl o?; ﬁftgor((:;lng tSo Plato, t(ilerefore, the essence is defined by the form of

¢ same understood as auto kath’ ’

. ‘ un auto). Everything
z:iTltrlllgtes in the great prlnClplg:‘ that there is — before all else, and d};spit}c
ything — an affinity or a filiation - of perhaps it should be called a

text and allows it to function only as a
the superior or transcendent exercise of
th?s to the forms of opposition in the
e, identity in the essence and analogy in

‘repentance’. Having discovered
the faculties, Plato subordinated
sensible, similitude in reminiscenc
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o ood In dus manner he prepared the way for the world of

< ntation, carrying out a first distribution of its elements and already
o the exercise of thought with a dogmatic image which both
appones and betrays it.
tieranscendental form of a faculty is indistinguishable from its
i yanted, superior or transcendent exercise. Transcendent in no way
v that the faculty addresses itself to objects outside the world but, on

o contrary, that it grasps that in the world which concerns it exclusively

<! himps it into the world. The transcendent exercise must not be traced
i, w0 the cempirical exercise precisely because it apprehends that which
smor be grasped from the point of view of common sense, that which
+~ vanes the empirical operation of all the faculties according to that
L I pertains to each, given the form of their collaboration. That is why
1 1ianscendental is answerable to a superior empiricism which alone is
;i-1ble of exploring its domain and its regions. Contrary to Kant’s belief,
« oot be induced from the ordinary empirical forms in the manner in
ta b these appear under the determination of common sense. Despite the
i+ cihat it has become discredited today, the doctrine of the faculties is an
wincly necessary component of the system of philosophy. Its discredit may
J. ««plained by the misrecognition of this properly transcendental
mypnucism, for which was  substituted in vain a tracing of the
vooncendental from the empirical. Each faculty must be borne to the
reme point of its dissolution, at which it falls prey to triple violence: the
wlence of that which forces it to be exercised, of that which it is forced to
.+ and which it alone is able to grasp, yet also that of the ungraspable
tvom the point of view of its empirical exercise). This is the threefold limit
-t the final power. Each faculty discovers at this point its own unique
1+ ~10on — in other words, its radical difference and its eternal repetition, its
hiterential and  repeating element along with the instantaneous
~wrendering of its action and the eternal replay of its object, its manner of
~unng into the world already repeating. We ask, for example: What forces
~wability to sense? What is it that can only be sensed, yet is imperceptible
« the same time? We must pose this question not only for memory and
thought, but also for the imagination — is there an imaginandum, a
rh.antasteon, which would also be the limit, that which is impossible to
maapine?; for language — is there a loguendum, that which would be silence
it the same time?; and for the other faculties which would find their place
i a complete doctrine — vitality, the transcendent object of which would
miclude monstrosity; and sociability, the transcendent object of which
would include anarchy - and even for faculties yet to be discovered, whose
vistence is not yet suspected.10 For nothing can be said in advance, one
<nnot prejudge the outcome of research: it may be that some well-known
liculties — too well known — turn out to have no proper limit, no verbal
wljective, because they are imposed and have an exercise only under the
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form of common sense. It may turn out, on the other hand, that new
faculties arise, faculties which were repressed by that torm of common
sense. For a doctrine in general, there is nothing regrettable in dhie
uncertainty about the outcome of research, this complexity in the study of
the particular case of each faculty: on the contrary, transcendental
empiricism is the only way to avoid tracing the transcendental from the
outlines of the empirical.

Our concern here is not to establish such a doctrine of the faculties. W
seek only to determine the nature of its requirements. In this regard, the
Platonic determinations cannot be satisfactory. For it is not figures already
mediated and related to representation that are capable of carrying the
faculties to their respective limits but, on the contrary, free or untamed
states of difference in itself; not qualitative opposition within the sensible,
but an element which is in itself difference, and creates at once both the
quality in the sensible and the transcendent exercise within sensibility. This
element is intensity, understood as pure difference in itself, as that which is
at once both imperceptible for empirical sensibility which grasps intensity
only already covered or mediated by the quality to which it gives rise, and
at the same time that which can be perceived only from the point of view
of a transcendental sensibility which apprehends it immediately in the
encounter. Moreover, when sensibility transmits its constraint to the
imagination, when the imagination in turn is raised to the level of
transcendent exercise, it is the phantasm, the disparity within the
phantasm, which constitutes the phantasteon, which is both that which can
only be imagined and the empirically unimaginable. With regard to
memory, it is not similitude in the reminiscence but, on the contrary, the
dissimilar in the pure form of time which constitutes the immemorial of a
transcendent memory. Finally, it is an I fractured by this form of time
which finds itself constrained to think that which can only be thought; not
the Same, but that transcendent ‘aleatory point’, always Other by nature,
in which all the essences are enveloped like so many differentials of
thought, and which signifies the highest power of thought only by virtue of
also designating the unthinkable or the inability to think at the empirical
level. We recall Heidegger’s profound texts showing that as long as
thought continues to presuppose its own good nature and good will, in the
form of a common sense, a ratio, a Cogitatio natura universalis, it will
think nothing at all but remain a prisoner to opinion, frozen in an abstract
possibility ... : ‘Man can think in the sense that he possesses the possibility
to do so. This possibility alone, however, is no guarantee to us that we are
capable of thinking.’11 It is true that on the path which leads to that which
is to be thought, all begins with sensibility. Between the intensive and
thought, it is always by means of an intensity that thought comes to us.
The privilege of sensibility as origin appears in the fact that, in an
encounter, what forces sensation and that which can only be sensed are
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e and the same thing, whereas in other cases the two mstances are
Tt In elfect, the intensive or difference in intensity 1s at once both .thc
Lyt of the encounter and the object to which the encounter raises

_nability. It is not the gods which we encounter: even hidden, the gods are

.aly the forms of recognition. What we encounter are the demons, the

i hearers: powers of the leap, the interval, the iqtensive and the i_nstant;

(owers which only cover difference with more dlffgrenc§. What is most
wnportant, however, is that — between sensibility and imagination, between
.mapination and memory, between memory aqd thought. - whe'n (?ach
Arjointed faculty communicates to another the violence wblch carries it to
. own limit, every time it is a free form of differenc.e which awa.ke'ns t'he
{1culty, and awakens it as the different within that.dlfference. S.o it is with
iiference in intensity, disparity in the phantasm, dlssemblance.m thfa form
.| time, the differential in thought. Opposition, resemblqnce, zder.ttzty and
ven analogy are only effects produced by these presentations of dszerencg,
\ather than being conditions which subordinate dnflférence and .make it
.omething represented. There is no philia which testlfles to a desire, love,
;:ood nature or good will by virtue of which the facult‘les already possess Ot
«nd towards the object to which they are raised by violence, and by virtue
of which they would enjoy an analogy with it or a homolf)gy among
‘hemselves. Each faculty, including thought, has only mypluntary
.dventures: involuntary operation remains embedded in th&? empirical. The
t.ogos breaks up into hieroglyphics, each one of which speaks the
(ranscendent language of a faculty. Even the point of departure - namely,
sensibility in the encounter with that which forces sensation — presupposes
neither affinity nor predestination. On the contrary, it is the fortgltousness
or the contingency of the encounter which guarantees the necessity of that
which it forces to be thought. There is no amicability, such as that betwfien
the similar and the Same or even that which unites opposites, to link
sensibility to a semtiendum. The dark precursor is sufficient to .enable
communication between difference as such, and to makg the dlfffzrent
communicate with difference: the dark precursor is not a friend. Premdept
Schreber reformulates Plato’s three moments, in his own way and in
restoring them to their original communicative violence: the nerves and. the
annexation of nerves, examined souls and the murder of souls, constrained
thought and the constraint to think. o .

The very principle of communication, even if this shou!d-be v10'lence,
seems to maintain the form of a common sense. However, 1t 1s pothmg of
the sort. There is indeed a serial connection between the facu!tles .and an
order in that series. But neither the order nor the series 1mplles any
collaboration with regard to the form of a supposed same object or to a
subjective unity in the nature of an ‘I think’. I.t is a forced apd broken
connection which traverses the fragments of a dissolved self as it dges .the
borders of a fractured L. The transcendental operation of the faculties is a
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properly paradoxical operation, opposced to their excrcise nader the rale of

a common sense. In consequence, the harmony between the taculticn can

appear only in the form of a discordant harmony, since cach communicati -

to the other only the violence which confronts it with its own diflerend
and its divergence from the others.!? Kant was the first to provide the
example of such a discordant harmony, the relation between imagination
and thought which occurs in the case of the sublime. There is, therefore,
something which is communicated from one faculty to another, but 1 1.
metamorphosed and does not form a common sense. We could just as well
say that there are Ideas which traverse all the faculties, but are the object of
none in particular. Perhaps in effect, as we shall see, it will be necessary 1o
reserve the name of Ideas not for pure cogitanda but rather for those
instances which go from sensibility to thought and from thought to
sensibility, capable of engendering in each case, according to their own
order, the limit- or transcendent-object of each faculty. Ideas are problems,
but problems only furnish the conditions under which the faculties attain
their superior exercise. Considered in this light, Ideas, far from having as
their milieu a good sense or a common sense, refer to a para-sense which
determines only the communication between disjointed faculties. Neither
are they illuminated by a natural light: rather, they shine like differential
flashes which leap and metamorphose. The very conception of a natural
light is inseparable from a certain value supposedly attached to the Idea -
namely, ‘clarity and distinctness’; and from a certain supposed origin -
namely, ‘innateness’. Innateness, however, only represents the good naturc
of thought from the point of view of a Christian theology or, morc
generally, the requirements of creation (which is why Plato opposed
reminiscence to innateness, criticising the latter for ignoring the role of a
form of time in the soul as a consequence of pure thought, or the necessity
of a formal distinction between a Before and an After capable of grounding
forgetting in that which forces thought). The ‘clear and distinct’ itself is
inseparable from the model of recognition which serves as the instrument
of every orthodoxy, even when it is rational. Clarity and distinctness form
the logic of recognition, just as innateness is the theology of common sense:
both have already pushed the Idea over into representation. The restitution
of the Idea in the doctrine of the faculties requires the explosion of the
clear and distinct, and the discovery of a Dionysian value according to
which the Idea is necessarily obscure in so far as it is distinct, all the more
obscure the more it is distinct. Distinction-obscurity becomes here the true
tone of philosophy, the symphony of the discordant Idea.

Nothing is more exemplary in this respect than the exchange of letters
between Jacques Riviére and Antonin Artaud. Riviére defended the image
of an autonomous thinking function, endowed in principle with its own
nature and will. In fact, we are confronted with great difficulties in
thinking: lack of method, technique or application, and even lack of health.
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¥ Lowwever, are fortunate difficulties: not only because th(l'y l]))rc'vm;;
L e of thought from devouring our own nature, not on yn e‘cf:rts’
Loy, thoupht into relation with obgtacles yvhlch are TO rga yuse o
1t which it would not manage to orlentate 1ts.elf, -but a‘sdo lec:? s 00
o overcome these obstacles allow us to maintain anfl .ecia o.t CWith
- wts in pure thought, like a ‘superior d.egFee Od'lffentrllg;s vieh
ives’. which persists through the factual variations, h1 ere ces and
walities which constantly affect us. The reader notes with astoni

[

i i nding of
. the more Riviere believes himself to be close to an understanding

.l the further away he is, and the more he speaks oC‘;'. somjggzg
o iher different. Rarely has there been such mlsunderstgn hmg taud
. not simply talk about his own ‘case’, but alregdy in his you.th !

”"I .hows an awareness that his case brings him into contagt ng 2
waalised thought process which can no longer be covere . t}; (e
. ~uring dogmatic image but which, on the contrary, ar.nourlll s to the

lete destruction of that image. The difficulties he descrlbesf 1m§e \
srlEREY N ) as

i Im-ncing must therefore be understood as not }rlnerely in a;tw ;at s

. i i ce o

ies | inci and affecting the essen
Wi ulties in principle, concerning . \
' to think. Artaud said that the problem (for hlm)hwashiw;r t(())
' niate his thought, or to perfect the expr6251onh9f what he ‘t) c:ugim;ly to
icati to perfect his poems, but §
.unre application and method or to . : o

In e t(I)) Izhink something. For him, this was thlf orillly ;lzoncelvalﬁe Wg%d;ﬁ

" e i Isi hi ich passes throu
1on to think w p
« piesupposes an impulse, a compuls _ gh al

OEE ofpgifurcations, spreading from the nerves and bemghcc?mr;lunflcc)ilzed
.., the soul in order to arrive at thought. Henceforth, thou% ‘t isa i(l)e forced
. think i its fracture, its own natural 'powe
.+, think its central collapse, its , i sshess
hich is indistinguishable from the grzatest p}:)werh —f in ot};e:n Zvlf;fh’e from
o itanda, as though rom s
Lose unformulated forces, the cogi , « ' vy f

i terrible revelation ot a
; i taud pursues in all this the :
,espasses in thought. Ar e e docs
1 i nquest of a new princip
hought without image, and the co P doc
not agllow itself to be represented. He knows that d;ffz;ulz;y a:aizcolz,affairgs

ith i & d questions, is not a de facto s
with its cortége of problems an ' state s
Lut a de jure structure of thought; that there is an.aa.:phlahsm n; tgr(l)(lilgan
just as there is an amnesia in memory, an aphasm in anguljg and an
pnosia in sensibility. He knows that thinking 1sbr110t innate, tutd. ust be
o not to dir

i ht. He knows that the problem 1s ‘

~ngendered in thought. . ¢ pr n is not (O e

i hich pre-exists in principie ,
methodically apply a thought w nciple and in nate,

ing | i hich does not yet exist (there 1
Lut to bring into being that w : there B8 0 e -
i i mere decoration). To think 18 :
work, all the rest is arbitrary, cor t e
i - on — but to create is first of all to enge :

there is no other creation —bu L to ; ing
in thought. For this reason Artaud opposes genitality to hmnaitrelilieslc "
thought, but equally to reminiscence, and thereby proposes the princip

? e .
a transcendental empiricism:
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['am innately genital. ... There are some fools who think of themselye
as beings, as innately being. I am he who, in order to be, must whip i
innateness. One who innately must be a being, that is always whippiny.
this sort of non-existent kennel, O bitches of impossibility! ... Undes

neath grammar there lies thought, an infamy harder to conquer, an infi

nitely more shrewdish maid, rougher to overcome when taken as i
innate fact. For thought is a matron who has not always existed.!?

It is not a question of opposing to the dogmatic image of thought anothe
image borrowed, for example, from schizophrenia, but rather of remembe
ring that schizophrenia is not only a human fact but also a possibility fo
thought — one, moreover, which can only be revealed as such can through
the abolition of that image. It is noteworthy that the dogmatic image, for
its part, recognises only error as a possible misadventure of thought, and
reduces everything to the form of error. This, indeed, is the fifth postulatc
that we should take into account: taking error to be the sole ‘negative’ of
thought. Without doubt this postulate belongs to the others as much as
they belong to it: what can befall a Cogitatio natura universalis which pres-
upposes a good will on the part of the thinker along with a good nature on
the part of thought except that it be mistaken — in other words, that it take
the false for the true (the false according to nature for the true according to
the will)? Does not error itself testify to the form of a common sense, since
one faculty alone cannot be mistaken but two faculties can be, at least
from the point of view of their collaboration, when an object of one is con-
fused with another object of the other? What is error if not always falsc
recognition? Whence does it come if not from a false distribution of the
elements of representation, from a false evaluation of opposition, analogy,
resemblance and identity? Error is only the reverse of a rational orthodoxy,
still testifying on behalf of that from which it is distanced — in other words,
on behalf of an honesty, a good nature and a good will on the part of the
one who is said to be mistaken. Error, therefore, pays homage to the ‘truth’
to the extent that, lacking a form of its own, it gives the form of the true to
the false. It is in this sense that in the Theaetetus, under the sway of an ap-
parently quite different inspiration from that in The Republic, Plato pres-
ents simultaneously both a positive model of recognition or common sense,
and a negative model of error. Not only does thought appropriate the idea)
of an ‘orthodoxy’, not only does common sense find its object in the ca-
tegories of opposition, similitude, analogy and identity, but error itself im-
plies this transcendence of a common sense with regard to sensations, and
of a soul with regard to all the faculties whose collaboration [syllogismos]
in relation to the form of the Same it determines. For if I cannot confuse
two things that I perceive or conceive, I can always confuse something I see
with something I conceive or remember — when, for example, I slip the
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(i-nt object ol my sensation into the engram of another ’()b]ccl of my
~mory as in the case of ‘Good morning Theodorus . whex.1 it s
i1 actetus who passes by. Error in all its misery, therefore, still tCStlfleS' to
e venscendence of the Cogitatio natura., It is as though error were a klpd
4 tulure of good sense within the form of a common sense which remains
micpmeal and intact. It thereby confirms the precedmg postulates of the .dogc-l
aac image as much as it derives from them, proving them by reductio a
ll”l.':[’[l:z.e that this proof is completely ineffectual,. sipce it operates in the
mme clement as the postulates themselves. Yet it is perhgps easier to
v oncile the Theaetetus and the text from the Republic thgn it may at first
.+ It is not by chance that the Theaefetus is an aporetic dlaloglile, and
vl aporia on which it closes is that of difference or dtajzho_ra. (to, the same
went that thought requires that difference transcend opinion’, opinion
+ «quires for itself an immanence of difference). Thea(?tetus is the first g;e:.it
theory of common sense, of recognition, representation and' error as t Tllr
orrelate. However, the aporia of difference exposes its fall.ure .frorrf) the
Sutset, along with the need to search in a quite different direction forha
docirine of thought: perhaps the one indicated by Book VII o td el
kopublic? ... Always with the reservation that the Thegetetus mode
. ontinues to act in a subterranean manner, and that the persistent elements
-l representation still compromise the new vision of the Re.publzcl.. .
According to the hypothesis of the Cogitatio natura universa is, error is
the ‘negative’ which develops naturally. Nevertheless, the dogmg(tilc lmagef
Jloes not ignore the fact that thought has other rplsadventures be51' (fas e1iror.
humiliations more difficult to overcome, negatives much more difficult to
unravel. It does not overlook the fact that the terrible Trinity of m}::ldness,
-tupidity and malevolence can no more be reduc.ed to error than they can
be reduced to any form of the same. Once again, however, these are nz
more than facts for the dogmatic image. Stupidity, malevolgn}cleb an
mmadness are regarded as facts occasioned by c':xternal causes, whic rmgf
into play external forces capable of subverting the honest C?aric'ti: 0
thought from without — all this to the extent that we are not only t .ml ers.
‘The sole effect of these forces in thought is then assimilated preaze y t(i
crror, which is supposed in principle to include all the effects ij actua
external causes. The reduction of stupidity, malevolence and madness tlo
the single figure of error must therefore be understood to occur in ptln;lp e
— whence the hybrid character of this weak concept which woul-dhnot av(ei
a place within pure thought if thought were not le.CI‘th from witl Eyt, an
would not be occasioned by this outside if the outside were not within Fure
thought. For this reason, we cannot be content to mvok? ceﬁtam actz
against the in-principle dogmatic image of thought. Asf in t .elca.ste ;)f
recognition, we must pursue the discu§51qn at the level o pgpaf e 1d s::hé
by questioning the legitimacy of the distribution of the empirical an
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transcendental carried out by the dogmatic image. For i aiher seems to s
that there are facts with regard to error, but which facts? Whe says *Good
morning Theodorus’ when Theaetetus passes, ‘It is three o’clock” when it s
three-thirty, and that 7 + § = 13? Answer: the myopic, the distracted an|
the young child at school. These are effective examples of errors, but
examples which, like the majority of such “facts’, refer to thoroughly
artificial or puerile situations, and offer a grotesque image of though
because they relate it to very simple questions to which one can and must
respond by independent propositions. ” Error acquires a sense only once
the play of thought ceases to be speculative and becomes a kind of radjc,
quiz. Everything must therefore be inverted: error is a fact which is then
arbitrarily extrapolated and arbitrarily projected into the transcendental,
As for the true transcendental structures of thought and the ‘negative’ in
which these are enveloped, perhaps these must be sought elsewhere, and in
figures other than those of error?

In one way or another, philosophers have always had a lively awareness
of this necessity. There are few who did not feel the need to enrich the
concept of error by means of determinations of a quite different kind. (To
cite some examples: the notion of superstition as this is elaborated by
Lucretius, Spinoza and the eighteenth-century philosophes, in particular
Fontanelle. It is clear that the ‘absurdity’ of a superstition cannot be
reduced to its kernel of error. Similarly, Plato’s ignorance or forgetting are
distinguished from error as much as from innateness and reminiscence
itself. The Stoic notion of stultitia involves at once both madness and
stupidity. The Kantian idea of inner illusion, internal to reason, is radically
different from the extrinsic mechanism of error. The Hegelian idea of
alienation supposes a profound restructuring of the true—false relation. The
Schopenhauerian notions of vulgarity and stupidity imply a complete
reversal of the will-understanding relation.) What prevents these richer
determinations from being developed on their own account, however, is
the maintenance, despite everything, of the dogmatic image, along with the
postulates of common sense, recognition and representation which
comprise its cortége. The correctives can thus appear only as ‘repentances’
which complicate or inconvenience the image without overturning its
implicit principle.

Stupidity [bétise] is not animality. The animal is protected by specific
forms which prevent it from being ‘stupid’ [béte]. Formal correspondences
between the human face and the heads of animals have often been
composed; in other words, correspondences between individual differences
peculiar to humans and the specific differences of animals. Such
correspondences, however, take no account of stupidity as a specifically
human form of bestiality. When satirical poets proceed through the various
degrees of insult, they do not stop with animal forms but continue on to
more profound regressions, passing from carnivores to herbivores and
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adiop with cloaca as though with a univcrs.:ul leguminous and (h},',(‘rilll\/(:
e The internal process of digestion is more _pr.of()u_nd tlll'll‘] lnc
rornal pesture of attack or voracious movement: stupidity with perista ltlL
~cments. This is why tyrants have the heads not only of beasts but z; $O
¢ poears, cauliflowers or potatoes. One is neither superior nor externa to
v {rom which one benefits: a tyrant institutionalises §tup1d1ty, b}lt he is
" first servant of his own system and the first to be installed w1t1111n }11t.
Lives are always commanded by another slave. erre too, howl coucfi the
~ncept of error account for this unity of stupidity and c;uehty, o fdi
cioiesque and the terrifying, which d(.)u.bles the way of the wor .1
< wardice, cruelty, baseness and stupidity are not simply corp(})‘rea
pacities or traits of character or society; the}{ are structures of thought ES
. 'The transcendental landscape comes to life: places fgr the tyrant, the
lwe and the imbecile must be found wi‘thin it — without the 1place
i .cmbling the figure who occupies it, and w1t.h0uF the transcendf:rita Ievc?r
Ly, traced from the empirical figures Wh.lCh. it makes possible. ft is
|1w.;ys our belief in the postulates of the Cogztatz.o_whlch prevegts us ro$
nuking stupidity a transcendental proble.m. Stupidity can thlen € no m?he
ifiin an empirical determination, referring back to psychology or to h
wecdotal — or worse, to polemic and insults — and to the CSPCCI}?'Z
irocious pseudo-literary genre of the sottisier. But whose fal'llt i; t 1;.
I''oes not the fault lie first with philosophy, which has .allowed itself to 1(;
~onvinced by the concept of error even though .thlS conce)pt hlS itse
lvorrowed from facts, relatively insignificant and arbitrary facts? T e v};f;)rst
lucerature produces sottisiers, while d’le' best (Flfu%bert, Baudetl);;lre, 110'};3
was haunted by the problem of stup'ldlty. .By giving this problem all i :
<osmic, encyclopaedic and gnoseological 'dxmensmps, such .lllteratlilre w?d
able to carry it as far as the entrance to philosophy itself. .Phl o;op y cour
have taken up the problem with its own means and with t fe n;cess;u);
modesty, by considering the fact that stupldlty.ls never tl}at o ozl : ters(nOt
the object of a properly transcendental question: how is stupidity
T ible? o .
( lrI(;rzspg(s)sssible by virtue of the link between. thought aqd mdl‘vuiga;(ngqé
'This link is much more profound than that which appears in the It lpb'l" i
1s established in a field of intensity which already constitutes the sensi 1h ity
of the thinking subject. For the I and the Sf:lf are per.h.al:')s no r{llore than
indices of the species: of humanity as a species with divisions. '1}"1 efspeae;
has undoubtedly reached an implicit state in man. As a result, the orm o
the I can serve as a universal principle for recognition and represex;ta}tll.or;,
whereas the specific explicit forms are recognised only by meanls of this E
and the determination of species is only the _rule of one of the e §me?t§ t?
representation. The I is therefore not a species; rather — since it .1m{3 1c1t hz
contains what the species and kinds explicitly develop, in fpartl(;l Zr he
represented becoming of the form — they have a common fate, Eudox

i
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and Epistemon. Individuation, by contrast, has nothing to do with even the
continued process of determining species. Not only does it differ in kind
from all determination of species but, as we shall sec, it precedes and
renders the latter possible. It involves fields of fluid intensive factors which
no more take the form of an I than of a Self. Individuation as such, as
operates beneath all forms, is inseparable from a pure ground that it brings
to the surface and trails with it. It is difficult to describe this ground, or the
terror and attraction it excites, Turning over the ground is the most
dangerous occupation, but also the most tempting in the stupeficd
moments of an obtuse will. For this ground, along with the individual, riscs
to the surface yet assumes neither form nor figure. It is there, staring at us,
but without eyes. The individual distinguishes itself from it, but it does not
distinguish itself, continuing rather to cohabit with that which divorces
itself from it. It is the indeterminate, but the indeterminate in so far as it
continues to embrace determination, as the ground does the shoe. Animals
are in a sense forewarned against this ground, protected by their explicit
forms. Not so for the I and the Self, undermined by the fields of
individuation which work beneath them, defenceless against a rising of the
ground which holds up to them a distorted or distorting mirror in which all
presently thought forms dissolve. Stupidity is neither the ground nor the
individual, but rather this relation in which individuation brings the
ground to the surface without being able to give it form (this ground rises
by means of the I, penetrating deeply into the possibility of thought and
constituting the unrecognised in every recognition). All determinations
become bad and cruel when they are grasped only by a thought which
invents and contemplates them, flayed and separated from their living
form, adrift upon this barren ground. Everything becomes violence on this
passive ground. Everything becomes attack on this digestive ground. Here
the Sabbath of stupidity and malevolence takes place. Perhaps this is the
origin of that melancholy which weighs upon the most beautiful human
faces: the presentiment of a hideousness peculiar to the human face, of a
rising tide of stupidity, an evil deformity or a thought governed by
madness. For from the point of view of a philosophy of nature, madness
arises at the point at which the individual contemplates itself in this free
ground — and, as a result, stupidity in stupidity and cruelty in cruelty — to
the point that it can no longer stand itself. ‘A pitiful faculty then emerges in
their minds, that of being able to see stupidity and no longer tolerate
it... .13 It is true that this most pitiful faculty also becomes the royal faculty
when it animates philosophy as a philosophy of mind - in other words,
when it leads all the other faculties to that transcendent exercise which
renders possible a violent reconciliation between the individual, the ground
and thought. At this point, the intensive factors of individuation take
themselves as objects in such a manner as to constitute the highest element
of a transcendent sensibility, the sentiendum; and from faculty to faculty,

The mage of 'Thought 153

borne within thought — still as the unthpught and.unthlpkmg,
fnt thes unthought has become the necessary empirical form m}\lyhll(ch, l11n
O tractured 1 (Bouvard and Pécuchet), thought at l.ast thin s1 tbe

it in other words, the transcendent elemgnt wh}cb c)a,n only be
eapht (‘the fact that we do not yet think’ or “What is stupidity?’).

il 1'_iihlllll| 1

i« v hers already know that errors or false?hoods are rarely tfound clinclétzlmoe;
ol (except in those exercises where a fixed result musthet p.romlt) < ,f or
|1 opositions must be translated one by o.ne). Rather, wha alrsks ore fre-
.uently found — and worse — are nons.ensmal sentence;, rzr'n. withou
ierest or importance, banalities mistaken for profun mfis’ blemsz
(oints” confused with singular points, badly posed or dnsl';orteh p};ro s
Jl heavy with dangers, yet the fate of u§.a!l. We dou ; wf etbeF;1 hen
\wathematicians engage in polemic, they criticize one another for bel g o
. ken in the results of their calculations. Rather, they CrltIC(liZe o%e afnS(:mse
{0+ having produced an insignificapt theor.em or a problemh.evrorlheoelemen;
I'hilosophy must draw the conclusions Whlch follow from this. he clement
{ sense is well known to philosophy; it has even become very gnfn o
philosophers. Nevertheless, this is p(?rhaps not enough. Shense 12 .: lrlllin >
‘e condition of the true, but since 1t 1S supposed thgt the condi 1((1) t
\-tain an extension larger than that which is c.ondmoned, sefnie oes (I,ISC;_
round truth without also allowing thz poss(;bxll.tt};1 of eireorl.\lﬁn as ::isir\(,)vlz) o
| ins no less a proposition endowed With SENse. -
:ll(n:; 1’;«:‘ tahl;1 Scharacteristlzc (ff that which can b? pelther true nor 'falseili'g;vz
Jimensions may be distinguished in ;\ propcésglop:nzg)r:ss;;o:; hllr; Jvit cha
: ‘+ion says or expresses some idea; and desigr , _
E);:?ez,ozlrtlg;igrz,ates thepobjccts to which ‘what is said or exp;esse}cli aé)iillfi
One of these would then be the dimenS{on of sense, the ot ;fcrl t el imen
.ion of truth and falsity. However, in th1§ manner sense wouh op}; Snds
\he truth of a proposition while remaining 1nd1fferent to wl alllt it (3 ‘Thé
‘I'ruth and falsity would be matters of desxgnatlon (as R(lilSSC dsayrsl.tences
(uestion of truth and falsehood has toldo with whath words antr ::: tences
indicate, not with what they expr.ess.’ ). We are then in 1a sto ) gS e
ation: having discovered the doxlnam (I)ff sens(;e,bv;re ;etflzrv;t ;)arlluye thaf g'f o
i ait or a logical formalism. If need be, X :
Ix?ogrllzzhstircal or the alg)surd, is added to the classical values (?f trgil: :}ldsiarl;e
ity. However, the true and the false are supposed to continue 1

i i f the condi-
— in other words, as if they were independent o .
T 8 e then f the new value which is added to them. Either

tion assigned to them or © her
too much is said, or not enough: too much, because the search fo

ground forms the essential step of a ‘critique’ lWhich sl;lould msglre r;l; lﬁz
inking; h. because so long as the ground re¢

new ways of thinking; not enough, t e gt mains

larger than the grounded, this critique serves only to justify traditiona
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ways of thinking. The truc and the false are supposed to remam unalfecred
by the condition which grounds the one only by rendering the other
possible. By referring the true and the false back to the relation of designa

tion within the proposition, we acquire a sixth postulate: the postulate ol
designation or of the proposition itself, which both incorporates and (ol

lows from the preceding postulates (the relation of designation is only the
logical form of recognition).

In fact, the condition must be a condition of real experience, not ol
possible experience. It forms an intrinsic genesis, not an extrinsi
conditioning. In every respect, truth is a matter of production, not ol
adequation. It is a matter of genitality, not of innateness or reminiscence.
We cannot accept that the grounded remains the same as it was before, the
same as when it was not grounded, when it had not passed the test of
grounding. If sufficient reason or the ground has a ‘twist’, this is becausc it
relates what it grounds to that which is truly groundless. At this point, it
must be said, there is no longer recognition. To ground is to
metamorphose. Truth and falsity do not concern a simple designation,
rendered possible by a sense which remains indifferent to it. The relation
between a proposition and what it designates must be established within
sense itself: the nature of ideal sense is to point beyond itself towards the
object designated. Designation, in so far as it is achieved in the case of a
true proposition, would never be grounded unless it were understood as the
limit of the genetic series or the ideal connections which constitute sense. If
sense points beyond itself towards the object, the latter can no longer be
posited in reality exterior to sense, but only at the limit of its process.
Moreover, the proposition’s relation to what it designates, in so far as this
relation is established, is constituted within the unity of sense, along with
the object which realises this unity. There is only a single case where the
designated stands alone and remains external to sense: precisely the case of
those singular propositions arbitrarily detached from their context and
employed as examples. 7 Here too, however, how can we accept that such
puerile and artificial textbook examples justify an image of thought? Every
time a proposition is replaced in the context of living thought, it is
apparent that it has exactly the truth it deserves according to its sense, and
the falsity appropriate to the non-sense that it implies. We always have as
much truth as we deserve in accordance with the sense of what we say.
Sense is the genesis or the production of the true, and truth is only the

empirical result of sense. We rediscover in all the postulates of the
dogmatic image the same confusion: elevating a simple empirical figure to
the status of a transcendental, at the risk of allowing the real structures of
the transcendental to fall into the empirical.

Sense is what is expressed by a proposition, but what is this expressed?
It cannot be reduced either to the object designated or to the lived state of
the speaker. Indeed, we must distinguish sense and signification in the

IR
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g, manners signification refers only to concepts and i_lu: ”n;:-“_lluir :1;
ot they relate to the objects conditioned ‘ by. a given dm.( o
o ontations whereas sense s like the Idea Whl'Ch is devc!ope;l 1;1d "

O presentative determinations. It is not su'rp.rlsmg that it shou e(;
"+ 10 say what sense is not than to say What it is. In effect, we can never

. oinlae simultaneously both a proposition gnd its sense; we can Flevh

hat is the sense of what we say. From thls point qf view, sensbe 12 atide
o able loquendum, that which in i'ts empirical operation ca‘rmotT h(; Ide;
~w though it can be said only in its transcendental operat;)on. The fea
L 1 runs throughout all the faculties ncvertheliess cannot ed'rff uced to
. since in turn it is also non-sense. qu is there any di icu ):i :
.u;«‘iling this double aspect by means of which the Id'ea is const.lttutteeS tﬁe
1o tural elements which have no sense themsel\{es, while it conlstl u > the
.- of all that it produces (structure anc.i genesis). Ther.e li or;1 y onese I?s !

. v-ord which expresses both itself and its sense — precisely the nofr(l) ense
...l abraxas, snark or blituri. If sense is necessarily a trllonsens((:mses he
cprical function of the facult.ies, then. conversely, t ef nonsse ises %0

i ;‘|m~nt in the empirical operation are l_lke the secret (;) sen or the

. .cientious observer, all of whose facultxfes point towards e; trinsc ndent

L. As so many authors have recogpised m_dlverse.wal.ys (Ffalunzzt,'ust s

. seroll), the mechanism of nonsense 1s the hlght?st fma}llty OhseWh’i{e L as

‘v mechanism of stupidity is the highest finality of thought. fhile it 1

' ue that we cannot express the sense of what we say, we can at deas ke

. sense of a proposition — in other. wgrds, the exprestse , rzss the

1-+ignated of another propositiAon —of w{nchfm Zuizlrv:accaglr;orogzls)ition v
s n to infinity. As a result, i W |

"‘( ::::c’i:;ls(iless(; ;) ‘name’, it gcaught in an indefi'nite nomilnal regresi,feicl:l};
wame referring to another name which des.lg.nates the .sen:z: Of the
preceding.  However, the inablht}ff ](if lerrrllglll;x;:l a;gn?;lo;lrsa jess here
.orresponds to the ‘nth’ power of the la i
\epetition to be able to speak infinitely of or gbout words
.n:y case, thought is betrayed l;ly t}?e ;lfl)gmatﬁc Lr:z)ﬁz :;lx:l(ii l:lybg;nlzl(i)rsﬁguiitz
of propositions according.tow ich philosopny Deginting 11 2
ir tion of consciousness: Cogito. But perhaps Cogito is the nam
‘vlvlsitcll)lr(l)lg(s)srlltcl)osense and no object other thaq the power of relter;aittlicc))rrx1 1Or}
indefinite regress (I think that 1 think that I think ... ). b{fr{l prolsagmtes ot
consciousness implies an unconscious.of pure thought which con
sphere of sense in which there is infinite regress. Ceration, in which

The first paradox of sense, therefo;e, s .that of proli erg ;me which
that which is expressed by one ‘name’ is designated by ago; er 2 me whiet
doubles the first. No doubt this }})laradox miy bi::ﬁ:;zn’degt ?mmobi]ised,
falling into another: this time, the proposition Is led, N
' to extract from it a double which retains only the i
]cuosrtnle?lrtl:g tekrlleo uigr:manent given. The paradoxical repetition essential to
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language then no longer consists in a redoubling but m 4 doubling; no
longer in a precipitation but in a suspension. This double of the
proposition appears distinct at once from the proposition itsclf, the
formulator of the proposition and the object which it concerns. It is
distinguished from the subject and the object because it does not exist
outside of the proposition which expresses it. It is distinguished from the
proposition itself because it relates to the object as though it were its
logical attribute, its ‘statable’ or ‘expressible’. It is the complex theme ol
the proposition and, as such, the first term of knowledge. In order to
distinguish it at once both from the object (God or the sky, for example)
and from the proposition (God is, the sky is blue), it is stated in infinitive
or participial form: to-be-God or God-being, the being-blue of the sky.
This complex is an ideal event. It is an objective entity, but one of which
we cannot say that it exists in itself: it insists or subsists, possessing a
quasi-being or an extra-being, that minimum of being common to real,
possible and even impossible objects. In this way, however, we fall into a
nest of secondary difficulties, for how are we to avoid the consequence that
contradictory propositions have the same sense, given that affirmation and
negation are only propositional modes? Or how are we to avoid the
consequence that an impossible object, one which is self-contradictory, has
a sense even though it has no ‘signification’ (the being-square of a circle)?
Or again, how are we to reconcile the transience of an object with the
eternity of its sense? Finally, how are we to avoid the following play of
mirrors: a proposition must be true because its expressible is true, while the
expressible is true only when the proposition itself is true? All these
difficulties stem from a common source: in extracting a double from the
proposition we have evoked a simple phantom. Sense so defined is only a
vapour which plays at the limit of things and words. Sense appears here as
the outcome of the most powerful logical effort, but as Ineffectual, a sterile
incorporeal deprived of its generative power. ° Lewis Carroll gave a
marvellous account of all these paradoxes: that of the neutralising doubling
appears in the form of the smile without a cat, while that of the
proliferating redoubling appears in the form of the knight who always
gives a new name to the name of the song — and between these two
extremes lie all the secondary paradoxes which form Alice’s adventures.!’
Is anything gained by expressing sense in the interrogative rather than
the infinitive or participial form (‘Is God?’ rather than to-be-God or the
being of God)? At first glance the gain is slight. It is slight because a
question is always traced from givable, probable or possible responses. It is
therefore itself the neutralised double of a supposedly pre-existent
proposition which may or must serve as response. All the orator’s art goes
into constructing questions in accordance with the responses he wishes to
evoke or the propositions of which he wants to convince us. Even when we
do not know the answer, we question only in supposing that in principle it
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deeady piven, or thae it already exists in another consciousness. That is

by moaccordance with its etymology — interrogation always takes place

ahin the framework of a community: to interrogate implies not only a
~wmon sense but a good-sense, a distribution of knowledge and of the
o with respect to empirical consciousnesses in accordance with their
waations, their points of view, their positions and their skills, in such a

+» that a given consciousness is supposed to know already what the other
- not (What time is it? — You who have a watch or are close to a clock.
- hen was Caesar born? — You who know Roman history). Despite this
-+ akness, the interrogative formula has at least one advantage: at the same
vsue as it invites us to consider the corresponding proposition as a
. .ponse, it opens up a new path for us. A proposition conceived as a
-ponse is always a particular solution, a case considered for itself,
‘Latractly and apart from the superior synthesis which relates it, along with
~iher cases, to a problem as problem. Therefore interrogation, in turn,
. ~presses the manner in which a problem is dismembered, cashed out and
rovealed, in experience and for consciousness, according to its diversely
pprehended cases of solution. Even though it gives us an insufficient idea,
i thereby inspires in us the presentiment of that which it dismembers.

Sense is located in the problem itself. Sense is constituted in the complex
theme, but the complex theme is that set of problems and questions in
«lation to which the propositions serve as elements of response and cases
of solution. This definition, however, requires us to rid ourselves of an
llusion which belongs to the dogmatic image of thought: problems and
questions must no longer be traced from the corresponding propositions
which serve, or can serve, as responses. We know the agent of this illusion:
i is interrogation which, within the framework of a community,
Jdismembers problems and questions, and reconstitutes them in accordance
with the propositions of the common empirical consciousness — in other
words, according to the probable truths of a simple doxa. The great logical
dream of a combinatory or calculus of problems is compromised as a
result. It was believed that problems or questions were only the
neutralisation of a corresponding proposition. Consequently, how could it
not be believed that the theme or sense is only an ineffectual double, traced
from the type of proposition that it subsumes or even from an element
supposed to be common to all propositions (the indicative thesis)? The
failure to see that sense or the problem is extra-propositional, that it differs
in kind from every proposition, leads us to miss the essential: the genesis of
the act of thought, the operation of the faculties. Dialectic is the art of
problems and questions, the combinatory or calculus of problems as such.
However, dialectic loses its peculiar power when it remains content to
trace problems from propositions: thus begins the history of the long
perversion which places it under the power of the negative. Aristotle
writes:
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The difference between a problem and a proposttion s a difference
the turn of phrase. For if it be put in this way, ‘Is two-footed terrestrl
animal the definition of man?’ or ‘Is animal the genus of man?’ the re
sult is a proposition; but if thus, ‘Is two-footed terrestrial animal the def
inition of man or not?’ and ‘Is animal the genus of man or not?’ (he
result is a problem. Similarly too in other cases. Naturally, then, prob
lems and propositions are equal in number; for out of every proposition
you will make a problem if you change the turn of phrase.

(The illusion wends its way into contemporary logic where the calculus of
problems is presented as extra-mathematical, which is true, since it is essen
tially logical or dialectical. It is still inferred, however, from a simple calcu
lus of propositions, copied or traced from the propositions themselves.)*"

We are led to believe that problems are given ready-made, and that they
disappear in the responses or the solution. Already, under this doublc
aspect, they can be no more than phantoms. We are led to believe that the
activity of thinking, along with truth and falsehood in relation to that
activity, begins only with the search for solutions, that both of thesc
concern only solutions. This belief probably has the same origin as the
other postulates of the dogmatic image: puerile examples taken out of
context and arbitrarily erected into models. According to this infantilc
prejudice, the master sets a problem, our task is to solve it, and the result is
accredited true or false by a powerful authority. It is also a social prejudice
with the visible interest of maintaining us in an infantile state, which calls
upon us to solve problems that come from elsewhere, consoling or
distracting us by telling us that we have won simply by being able to
respond: the problem as obstacle and the respondent as Hercules. Such is
the origin of the grotesque image of culture that we find in examinations
and government referenda as well as in newspaper competitions (where
everyone is called upon to choose according to his or her taste, on
condition that this taste coincides with that of everyone else). Be yourselves
— it being understood that this self must be that of others. As if we would
not remain slaves so long as we do not control the problems themselves, so
long as we do not possess a right to the problems, to a participation in and
management of the problems. The dogmatic image of thought supports
itself with psychologically puerile and socially reactionary examples (cases
of recognition, error, simple propositions and solutions or responses) in
order to prejudge what should be the most valued in regard to thought -
namely, the genesis of the act of thinking and the sense of truth and
falsehood. There is, therefore, a seventh postulate to add to the others: the
postulate of responses and solutions according to which truth and
falsehood only begin with solutions or only qualify responses. When,
however, a false problem is ‘set’ in a science examination, this propitious
scandal serves only to remind families that problems are not ready-made

1 o
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foo ot be constituted and invested in their proper symbolic fields; ;u!d
o the master text necessarily requires a (necessarily fallible) master in
<1 to e written. Pedagogic experiments are proposed in ordgr to allow
b cven very young pupils, to participate in the fabrication of
Aloms, i their constitution and their being posed as problems.
i over, everyone ‘recognises’ after a fashion that pr.ob.lems are the most
cpncant thing. Yet it is not enough to recognise this in fact, as .though
iblems were only provisional and contingent movements flestmed to
Loappear in the formation of knowledge, which owed their importance
+lv 1o the negative empirical conditions imposed upon Fhe knowing
«hypwt. On the contrary, this discovery must be raised to the’:
v endental level, and problems must be considered not as ‘givens
iea) but as ideal ‘objecticities’ possessing their own sufﬁcnency aqd
woplying acts of constitution and investment in their respective symbolic
il Far from being concerned with solutions, truth and. falsehood
poonartly affect problems. A solution always has the truth it deserves
+ . urding to the problem to which it is a response, and the problem.always
I+ the solution it deserves in proportion to éts own truth or falsity — in
«het words, in proportion to its sense. This is what is meant by such
i vmous formulae as: “The really great problems are posed only once they
ae solved” or “Mankind always sets itself only such tasks as it can solve’ —
wot because practical or speculative problems are only the shadow .of
(¢ existing solutions but, on the contrary, because the solution necessarll.y
tollows from the complete conditions under which the prot?lem is
dciermined as a problem, from the means and .the terms which are
-mployed in order to pose it. The problem or sense is at once both Fhe site
ol an originary truth and the genesis of a derived truth. The notions of
nonsense, false sense and misconstrual [contrese.ns] must be related to
problems themselves (there are problems which are fa'lS? th}'ough
mdetermination, others through overdetermination, whlle. s:tupldlty, flqally,
r: the faculty for false problems; it is evidence of an inability to constitute,
<omprehend or determine a problem as su;h). Philosophers fln.d savants
(ream of applying the test of truth and falsity to problems: this is the aim
of dialectics as a superior calculus or combinatory. However, as long as the
(ranscendental consequences are not explicitly drawn an§l the dogmatic
image of thought subsists in principle, this dream also functions as no more
than a ‘repentance’. _ -
The natural illusion (which involves tracing problems from propqmnons)
15 in effect extended into a philosophical illusion. The critical requirement
is recognised, and the attempt is made to .apply the test of truth and falsity
to problems themselves, but it is maintained that the truth of a problem
consists only in the possibility that it receive a solution. The new form of
the illusion and its technical character comes this time from the.fa}c.t that
the form of problems is modelled upon the form of possibility of
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propositions. This is already the case with Aristotle. Aristotle assigned the
dialectic its real task, its only effective task: the art of problems and
questions. Whereas Analytics gives us the means to solve a problem already
given, or to respond to a question, Dialectics shows how to pose a question
legitimately. Analytics studies the process by which the syllogism
necessarily leads to a conclusion, while Dialectics invents the subjects ol
syllogisms (precisely what Aristotle calls ‘problems’) and engenders the
elements of syllogisms concerning a given subject (‘propositions’).
However, in order to judge a problem, Aristotle invites us to consider ‘the
opinions accepted by all men or by the majority among them, or by the
wise’ in order to relate these to general (predicable) points of view, and
thereby form the places which allow them to be established or refuted in
discussion. The common places are thus the test of common sense itsclt:
every problem the corresponding proposition of which contains a logical
fault in regard to accident, genus, property or definition will be considered
a false proposition. If the dialectic appears devalued in Aristotle, reduced
to the simple probabilities of opinion or the doxa, this is not because he
misunderstood the essential task but, on the contrary, because he conceived
the realisation of that task badly. In the grip of the natural illusion, he
traced problems from the propositions of common sense; in the grip of the
philosophical illusion, he made the truth of problems depend upon the
common places ~ in other words, upon the logical possibility of finding a
solution (the propositions themselves designate cases of possible solutions).

At most, the form of possibility varies throughout the history of
philosophy. Thus, while the partisans of a mathematical method claim to
be opposed to the dialectic, they nevertheless retain the essential — namely,
the ideal of a combinatory or a calculus of problems. Instead of having
recourse to the logical form of the possible, however, they separate out
another, properly mathematical form of possibility — be it geometric or
algebraic. Problems, therefore, continue to be traced from the corresponding
propositions, and to be evaluated according to the possibility of their finding
a solution. More precisely, from a geometric and synthetic point of view,
problems are inferred from a particular type of proposition known as
theorems. Greek geometry has a general tendency on the one hand to limit
problems to the benefit of theorems, on the other to subordinate problems
to theorems themselves. The reason is that theorems seem to express and to
develop the properties of simple essences, whereas problems concern only
events and affections which show evidence of a deterioration or projection
of essences in the imagination. As a result, however, the genetic point of
view is forcibly relegated to an inferior rank: proof is given that something
cannot not be rather than that it is and why it is (hence the frequency in
Euclid of negative, indirect and reductio arguments, which serve to keep
geometry under the domination of the principle of identity and prevent it
from becoming a geometry of sufficient reason). Nor do the essential
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i of the siation change with the shift to an algcl).rglic ;md. ;lll;llyll;
In.l ol view. Problems are now traced fr(_)m algebramt eqt;ations an
| Joated according to the possibility of carrying out a series o operatigni
e cocfficients of the equation which provide thﬁ: roots. However, ]u:e
1 peometry we imagine the problem solved, so in algebra we osizr?he
-0 unknown quantities as if they were known: this is h(_)vi/ we pur ue the
il work of reducing problems to the form .of proposmonil cag)at o
.1y, as cases of solution. We see this clf:ai'ly in Descarte;. 'I(; <f3 asrocl:;s]in
.o ithod (the search for the clear and dlStln(.Zt) is a metho i);te of thge
.y poscdly given problems, not a method of invention apPI‘Op[‘lThe > (he
“wi-titution of problems or the understanding of quesltions. he rules
"« crning problems and questions have iny an expressly sc]e;on tzs ind
Lo dinate role. While combating the Arisiote.lian dialectic, e;car Y
... vertheless a decisive point in common with it: the calculils of pro ; n:rr;:
.1 (uestions remains inferred from a calculus of su;.)pf)sed y prior simp
|1opositions’, once again the postulate of the dogmgtic image. ive
I'he variations succeed one another, but all within the samef persp.b‘l.t
It do the empiricists do but invent a new form o > Ij;)szi Il( ; [)It
\wobability or the physical possibility of finding a solutiorll. hn | Kant
Linself? More than anyone, however, Kzint wanted to app )('i the 1 o
\+uihh and falsehood to problems and questions: he even define C.r.mqu on
e terms. His profound theory of Ideas as problen:;tismg and
(1oblematic allowed him to rediscover the real'source of Fhe iafe;tic, tzii d
. en to introduce problems into the geome't‘rlcal exposition of 1racd cb
I ason. However, because the Kantian critique remains cilomma;f ofz
. ommon sense or the dogmatic image, Kaqt still defines th'e trut e
p1oblem in terms of the possibility of i;s fmdig'gl.;: so_lutz)cilzo t; di: ntéznzv L2
.uestion of a transcendental form of possibility, m ‘
Ii-l;v_ti:itrlx(i)ate use of the faculties as this is deteimined in ela:lch caserrl?; t(l::d :))r
(hat organisation of common sense (to.which the pro enli .lclo © fwhid;
We always find the two aspects of the illusion: the natural illus n whict
ivolves tracing problems from supposedly pre.—eXistem‘ prop N Sicai
logical opinions, geometrical. theorems, algebrl:;uc E%uatio}ixisc,al pm)lfl ica
hypotheses or transcendental judgements; aiid the 1})1 io‘s:o;; ca iusion
which involves evaluating problems.accordmg. to their s? \;la S};ibility
other words, according to the ext}rlinmfc anld ;atri:lil)éegizi;lrzdos }tloi llzloitself o
ir finding a solution. It is then fatal tha
iii tr}rlieolir'efihani simple external conditioning. ‘A strange lea[c)1 01;1 thirsft(})lt (())rf
vicious circle by which philosophy, claimmg to extend t ed h o
solutions to problems themsel;llesf but bfemaliiénfheu;g;sigﬁfw ! fytheir
ic image, refers the truth of problems
Z{:))E;riiitii.c Whagt is missed is the internal c}iarac.ter of ft'he prlobleizis ?:ustllllcg;
the imperative internal element which iiec1des in the first E aceri o
falsity and measures its intrinsic genetic power: that is, the very



162 Dyujfercnme and Repetition

the dialectic or combinatory, the “differential’, Problems are tests and
selections. What is essential is that there occurs at the heart of problems .
genesis of truth, a production of the true in thought. Problems are ()i
differential elements in thought, the genetic elements in the true. We can
therefore substitute for the simple point of view of conditioning a point of
view of effective genesis. The true and the false do not suffer the
indifference of the conditioned with regard to its condition, nor does the
condition remain indifferent with regard to what it renders possible. 'T'he
only way to take talk of ‘true and false problems’ seriously is in terms of .
production of the true and the false by means of problems, and in
proportion to their sense. To do so, it is sufficient to renounce copying,
problems from possible propositions, and defining the truth of problems in
terms of the possibility of their finding a solution. On the contrary,
‘solvability’ must depend upon an internal characteristic: it must he
determined by the conditions of the problem, engendered in and by the
problem along with the real solutions. Withour this reversal, the famous
Copernican Revolution amounts to nothing. Moreover, there is no
revolution so long as we remain tied to Euclidean geometry: we must move
to a geometry of sufficient reason, a Riemannian-type differential geometry
which tends to give rise to discontinuity on the basis of continuity, or to
ground solutions in the conditions of the problems.

Not only is sense ideal, but problems are Ideas themselves, There is
always a difference in kind between problems and propositions, an
essential hiatus. A proposition by itself is particular, and represents a
determinate response. A series of propositions can be distributed in such a
way that the responses they represent constitute a general solution (as in
the case of the values of an algebraic equation). But precisely, propositions,

to it. Even for a problem which has only a single case of solution, the
proposition which designates this case would acquire its sense only within
a complex capable of comprehending Imaginary situations and integrating
an ideal of continuity. To solve a problem is always to give rise to
discontinuities on the basis of 2 continuity which functions as Idea, Once
we ‘forget’ the problem, we have before us no more than an abstract
general solution, and since there is no longer anything to support that
generality, there is nothing to prevent the solution from fragmenting into
the particular propositions which constitute its cases. Once separated from
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problemy the propositions fall back into thc.' status of particular
~arons whose sole value is designatory. C()nsc10usnes§ then atttc):lmpt;
~onstttute the problem, but by way of the. ne}xtrallsedhdouthe e(;)
svalar propositions (interrogation.s,. doubts, l¥kellho}(1)ds, ypﬁhe(e)iies
. Ldu empty form of general propositions (equa.tlo'ns, t eorebrrs, conies
.o begins the double confusion which assnmllates.profemts 0 the
ot bypotheticals and subordinates tf.xem. to the series of ca egf the.
1o nature of the universal is lost, but with it equally the natlure (L ¢
v ular, tor the problem or the Idea is a concrete smgul'arlty no less ¢ a?he
wniversal. Corresponding to the relat.lons Wh'lCh constitute e
woceality of the problem is the distriprlon of smgul;Lrl pm;;s :1‘:115
It nive points which determine the conditions of the pro em. Pro 9 ,
- while maintaining the primacy of theorems over problems, rigorou g
I v the conditions of the problem in terms of an order of l(;xllents and
1cnons. 2 Leibniz, too, clearly stated what separates pro en’lsfan
poniitions: all kinds of events, ‘the how and the circumstances’, 'Elon;
| he b propositions draw their sense. Thgse events,f how:l\ier,rezalfee :,erel:s
+niv, more profound than and dlfferent. in nature rorr;1 he o s
hie hh they determine in the order of solutions. Underneat ht e larg oy
-nis lie the small events of silence, just as unde.rnegth the Izlaturat . %ar
‘hove are the little glimmers of the Idea..Smgularlty is beylon par 'ltc':)lns
wopositions no less than universality is beyond.ge_nfn:a proposi l1 Xes.
:’. oblematic Ideas are not simple essences, but multlphcmes. or cfom.p e "
4 1elations and corresponding singularities. From.the ponzt }? S\ilrllevglar
ihought, the problematic distinction between the orqlngry and the ong thé
«ul the nonsenses which result from a bad dlstr}butlon amha%1 the
onditions of the problem, are undoubtedly more }im%ortlant tw an e
hypothetical or categorical dualiFy of trth apd false ;)o 1 at .OI:lg
irors” which only arise from their confum;)n in cizess(; 1 Z?, (l)lnlso F o o
A problem does not exist, apart from i ! : Jar fom
Aisappearing in this overlay, however, it insists and persis :
“ ;Illllt)ilz)ns. Agproblem is determined at thle ts'alme :}ll?i ;(s_) 12 l1es r;:rll::déilf)flelz 1:;
Jctermination is not the same as its solution: . :
llu‘l(dr,mthe determination amounting.to the. genesis ofbt?encgggzzlltya?g
~olution. (In this manner the diStriblllthIl qf smgu'le.lrltlues elo gd Higely o
the conditions of the problem, while Fhelr specification a ready ers to
~olutions constructed under these c<;nc!1t10ns.) .'{he plrcl?iil;n lfr ?: I:)srézndem’
g nd immanent in relation to its solu ons. Tr :
;:n:::se: cxite nctorz:sists in a system of ideal liaisons or finfferentlai t'ie(l?ltsl(;rrlz
between genetic elements. Ir?manent, }t:'eclr:ludse trl:szerlelzsiésn?glseotrhze; fons are
incarnated in the actual relations which do ‘ Jnd are
ofi he field of solution. Nowhere better than in th(? admirabl
'\:/L(f;rlle(()if t1,‘3;btert Lautman has it been shown how .problen;s are flrst‘ g:;(t)lrll;cl
Ideas or ideal liaisons between dialectical notions, relative to

RN
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situations of the existent’; but also how they arc realised within the real
relations constitutive of the desired solution within a rathemsiatioal,
physical or other field. It is in this sense, according to Lautman, tha
science always participates in a dialectic which points beyond it — in othie
words, in a meta-mathematical and extra-propositional power — cveu
though the liaisons of this dialectic are incarnated only in effective
scientific propositions and theories.”* Problems are always dialectical. ‘I'hy.
is why, whenever the dialectic ‘forgets’ its intimate relation with Ideas
the form of problems, whenever it is content to trace problems from
propositions, it loses its true power and falls under the sway of the powe
of the negative, necessarily substituting for the ideal objecticity of the
problematic a simple confrontation between opposing, contrary o
contradictory, propositions. This long perversion begins with the dialectn
itself, and attains its extreme form in Hegelianism. If it is true, however,
that it is problems which are dialectical in principle, and their solution:
which are scientific, we must distinguish completely between the followiny::
the problem as transcendental instance; the symbolic field in which the
immanent movement of the problem expresses its conditions; the field ol
scientific solvability in which the problem is incarnated, and in terms of
which the preceding symbolism is defined. The relation between thesc
elements will be specifiable by only a general theory of problems and the
corresponding ideal synthesis.

Problems and their symbolic fields stand in a relationship with signs. It is
the signs which ‘cause problems’ and are developed in a symbolic field. The
paradoxical functioning of the faculties — including, in the first instancc,
sensibility with respect to signs — thus refers to the Ideas which run
throughout all the faculties and awaken them each in turn. Conversely, the
Idea which itself offers sense to language refers each case to the paradoxi-
cal functioning of the faculty. The exploration of Ideas and the elevation of
each faculty to its transcendent exercise amounts to the same thing. These
are two aspects of an essential apprenticeship or process of learning. For,
on the one hand, an apprentice is someone who constitutes and occupies
practical or speculative problems as such. Learning is the appropriate name
for the subjective acts carried out when one is confronted with the objectic-
ity of a problem (Idea), whereas knowledge designates only the generality
of concepts or the calm possession of a rule enabling solutions. A well-
known test in psychology involves a monkey who is supposed to find food
in boxes of one particular colour amidst others of various colours: there
comes a paradoxical period during which the number of ‘errors’ diminishes
even though the monkey does not yet possess the ‘knowledge’ or “truth’ of
a solution in each case: propitious moment in which the philosopher-mon-
key opens up to truth, himself producing the true, but only o the extent
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Ao L bepanes 1o penetrate the coloured thickness of a problem. We sce

Low (he discontinuity among answers 18 engendered on the basis of

1o cntinnty of an ideal apprenticeship; how truth and falsity are distrib-

+ 1 wcording, to what one understands of a problem; and’ how the final
1, when it is obtained, emerges as though it were the limit of a problem
sopletely determined and entirely understood, or the product of t.hose ge-

v nies which constitute the sense, or the outcome of a genesis wblch

L. uwot take place only in the head of a monkey. To learn is to enter into

. amversal of the relations which constitute the Idea, and into their cor-

jooding singularities. The idea of the sea, for example, as Lelbnlz
I+ v, is a system of liaisons or differential relatior.ls between particulars
.1 npularities corresponding to the degrees of variation among these re-
I - the totality of the system being incarnated in thf.: real movement
1 the- waves. To learn to swim is to conjugate the distinctive points of our
| .li with the singular points of the objective Idea in order to form a
"..Llematic field. This conjugation determines for us a thr.eshold of con-
. w-ness at which our real acts are adjusted to our perceptions of the real
li1ons, thereby providing a solution to the problem. Moreover, pro.blc.em—
.o ldcas are precisely the ultimate elements of nature and the subl%mlnal
1aects of little perceptions. As a result, ‘learning’ always takes place in and
‘iouph the unconscious, thereby establishing the bond of a profound com-
.l 1ty between nature and mind. . ‘.
I he apprentice, on the other hand, raises each faculty to the leYel of its
., wscendent exercise. With regard to sensibility, he attempts to give b.lrt'h
... that second power which grasps that which can only be sensed.. This is
v cducation of the senses. From one faculty to another is communicated a
lence which nevertheless always understands the Other through Fhe
(+tlcction of each. On the basis of which signs within sensibi.lity, bylvyhlch
., 1sures of the memory, under torsions determined by th.e singularities of
‘hich Idea will thought be aroused? We never know in advance how
~meone will learn: by means of what loves someone become§ good at
| \in, what encounters make them a philosopher, or in what Fllctlonarles
ey learn to think. The limits of the faculties are enFased one in the othér
. the broken shape of that which bears and transmits dxffere.nce. There is
w0 more a method for learning than there is a method for finding treasures,
Lt a violent training, a culture or paideia which affects tbg entire
wmndividual (an albino in whom emerges the act of sensing in sensibility, an
\phasic in whom emerges the act of speech i.n language, an acephalous
heing in whom emerges the act of thinking in thought). Method is the
means of that knowledge which regulates the collaboration of all the
(1culties. Tt is therefore the manifestation of a common sense Or the
ccalisation of a Cogitatio natura, and presupposes a good will as thgugh
(his were a ‘premeditated decision’ of the thinker. Cl'lltur.e, however? is an
mvoluntary adventure, the movement of learning which links a sensibility,
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a memory and then a thoughe, with all the cruclaes and violence necessarny,
as Nietzsche said, precisely in order to ‘train a “nation of thinkers™”
‘provide a training for the mind’.
Of course, the importance and dignity of learning are often recognised
However, this takes the form of a homage to the empirical conditions «f
knowledge: a nobility is discovered in this preparatory movement whu |
must nevertheless disappear in the result. Moreover, even if we insist upon
the specificity of learning and upon the time involved in apprenticeship,
this is in order to appease the scruples of a psychological conscience which
certainly does not allow itself to dispute the innate right of knowledge to
represent the entire transcendental realm. Learning is only the intermediary
between non-knowledge and knowledge, the living passage from one to the
other. We may well say that learning is, after all, an infinite task: it is none
the less cast with the circumstances and the acquisition of knowledgc,
outside the supposedly simple essence of knowledge in the form of an
innate or a priori element, or even a regulative Idea. Finally, apprenticeship
falls rather on the side of the rat in the maze, while the philosopher outside
the cave carries off only the result — knowledge — in order to discover its
transcendental principles. Even in Hegel, the extraordinary apprenticeship
which we find in the Phenomenology remains subordinated, with regard to
its result no less than its principle, to the ideal of knowledge in the form of
absolute knowledge. It is true that, here again, Plato is the exception. For
him, learning is truly the transcendental movement of the soul, irreducible
as much to knowledge as to non-knowledge. It is from ‘learning’, not from
knowledge, that the transcendental conditions of thought must be drawn.
That is why Plato determines the conditions in the form of reminiscence,
not innateness. In this manner, time is introduced into thought, — not in the
form of the empirical time of the thinker subject to factual conditions, and
for whom it takes time to think, but in the form of an in-principle
condition or time of pure thought (time takes thought). Reminiscence then
finds its proper object, its memorandum, in the specific material of
apprenticeship — in other words, in questions and problems as such, in the
urgency of problems independently of their solutions, in the realm of the
Idea. Why should it be that so many fundamental principles concerning
what it means to think are compromised by reminiscence itself? For as we
have seen, Platonic time introduces difference, apprenticeship and
heterogeneity into thought only in order to subject them again to the
mythical form of resemblance and identity, and therefore to the image of
thought itself. As a result, the whole Platonic theory of apprenticeship
functions as a repentance, crushed by the emerging dogmatic image yet
bringing forth a groundlessness that it remains incapable of exploring. A
new Meno would say: it is knowledge that is nothing more than an
empirical figure, a simple result which continually falls back into
experience; whereas learning is the true transcendental structure which

o1 to
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o iflerence 1o difference, dissimilarity to dissimilarity, Wl.(l](t)llllt
iy, between them; and introduces time nto thought —fnot 12f arel
" ..v oi 1 mythical past or former present, but mn the. purfe ormirl an
oo ame in general. We always rediscover the necessity 0 rleversdg the
. vd relations or divisions between the empirica afld
l . ndental. Moreover, we must regard the postulhate ‘of knowle gz r?(si
_iphth postulate of the dogmatic image, one WhiCh incorporates
.y stulates all the others in a supposedly simple result. . e of
-+ have listed eight postulates, each in two .forms: (1)_t efpc;ls e of
... prnciple, or the Cogitatio natura universalis (good v.v111 of the thi et
1 vood nature of thought); (2) the postulate of the ideal, or commth
it «i‘(common sense as the concordia facultatum and good sfer;lse as dele
(. ' hution which guarantees this coanrd); (3) the postullaFe of the me(;dsé
. i recognition (recognition inviting all the facn:i tleg toone;e( reise
v s msclves upon an object supp'osedly the same, an tfcei One% tent
.. ibility of error in the distribution when one faculty confus 1 o s
“1yects with a different object of anothe(:irfffaculty);'(4) tl[l)i) fd(:;t; :56 tc; the
Cwent. or of representation (when difference 1s su
f,:nlp;;::tr’nentary dirlzlensions of the Same and the.: Slmllarf, the rA(Iilsl‘())Vi(;:}sl
.l the Opposed); (5) the postulate of the nega.tlve}; or }(i ebrr(; (in whith
o expresses verything which ef 80 WRE 1L S eieal function, or
11 oduct of external mechanisms); stulate of 0818 emse being
i proposition (designation 1s taken to be the oan; of m ui)lin beite
\» more than the neutralised double or the infinite do g :
proposition); (7) the postulate 'o_f modalle,d :erdsoflg;;g;sly(p;:fli)tllzr;sb?’elr}li
materially traced from propositions or, 1n 1 s rmally e ol the
possibility of their being solved); (8).the.postu ate of kl;owledge ,and
stulate of knowledge (the subordination of learning to ,
f»g: itulture to method). Ealch postul.ate has twotfl(;r:;i,izzcrai\;l::stg;:}; ;:fn lr))?et:
natural and philosophical, appearing once in
':;tc‘:: in theppresuppositionl? ofh the essenc; z;ll}jelzosit:la:li nxlzed iEOtt}l:iZ
5 n: they function all the more eti€ . , in
i‘E‘Z?lprOSitigln with regard to the essence as Wellf ali in }::ICTS;;IE;?}E
cxamples, Togerher ey fonl? tlllle' d(t)ﬁzag; ltrlrll: gSe:;.ﬁlet a(x)llclig th.e Similar in
thought under an image whicq 1S o e and e lionates
representation, but profoun.dly betrays what it mean Bk o ohica
the two powers of difference and repetltlolﬁ, L }E) ilosophice.
commencement and recommencement. Tl.le thogg t xt))v 1icnnateness i
thought, the act of thinking which is nelthf:r given yl ateness no¢
eminiscence but engendered in its genitality, 15 a thY g
P\;lrii;lz)lzllzoi:z:g?,l;ut what is such a thought, and how does it operate in the

world?



Chapter 1V
Ideas and the Synthesis of Difference

Kant never ceased to remind us that Ideas are essentially ‘problemati -
Conversely, problems are Ideas, Undoubtedly, he shows that Ideas lead u-
into false problems, but this is not their most profound characteristic: if,
according to Kant, reason does pose false problems and therefore itscli

to distinguish what is true or false, what is founded or not, in any problcn
it poses. The aim of the critical operation is precisely to provide this mean:,,
since the science of metaphysics ‘has to deal not with the objects of reason,
the variety of which is inexhaustible, but only with itself and the problem.
which arise entirely from within itself ..>.! We are told that false problem.
result from an illegitimate employment of Ideas. It follows that not every
problem is false: in accordance with their properly understood critical
character, Ideas have a perfectly legitimate ‘regulative’ function in whicl,
they constitute true problems or pose well-founded problems. That is wh y
‘regulative’ means ‘problematic’. Ideas are themselves problematic o
problematising — and Kant tries to show the difference between, on the on
hand, ‘problematic’ and, on the other, ‘hypothetical’, “fictitious’, ‘general’
or ‘abstract’, despite certain texts in which he assimilates the terms. In
what sense, then, does Kantian reason, in so far as jt is the faculty of Ideas,

which orientates and subsumes the researches of investigations in such a
manner that the answers, in turn, form precisely cases of solution. Kant
even refers to Ideas as problems ‘to which there is no solution’,3 By that he
does not mean that Ideas are necessarily false problems and thys insoluble
but, on the contrary, that true problems are Ideas, and that these Ideas do
not disappear with ‘their’ solutions, since they are the indispensable condi-
tion without which no solution would ever exist. Ideas have legitimate uses

only in relation to concepts of the understanding; but conversely, the con-
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Ldeas and the Syathesis of Dafference Lo
~the nnderstandimg, tind the ground of their (maxxmum)bflull ctxé
ad e only mothe degree to which they are related to pro erp;e;l
abicr by being, arranged upon lines which converge upon anclived
b b les ourstde the bounds of experience, or by b(ﬁn Scor}ll (;ocal
Lo of a common horizon which embraces them all. huc : focal

-~ honizons are ldeas — in other words, problems as such —
i dent.
« once both immanent and transcen .

I . - an
Iloms have an objective value, while Idegs in some sense hav:,Cies
i+ 1roblematic’ does not mean only a p_artlcularly 1mP0}1;tgnt sp es
¢ ol ctive acts, but a dimension of objectivity as such whic xsdocaip -

‘. acts. An object outside experience can be representeb_on yb )

I e formy this does not mean that Ideas have no real (t),' ]ect,f ;n
o puoblems gua problems are the real objects of Ideas. The o ]elc):.te(c)t "
t1. t.ant reminds us, is neither fiction nor hypothesis nog obj ol

-1t 1s an object which can be neither given nor known, lulz mus b
<uted without being able to be directly determined. Kant i ezl to "th
v problematic  Ideas are both object.lve and und:ltermme l.aCk he
<l timined is not a simple imperfection in our knowl'e ge or a ok in
1o Cbyects it is a perfectly positive, objective structure.whlchba.\cts asa ocus

- Lvaizon within perception. In effect, the undetermined object, olr‘1 obj <

« cxists in the Idea, allows us to represent other ob]fects (t o;(e:1eals

-~ vience) which it endows with a maximum of systematic lll'nlty:f ceas

;Inl‘i not systematise the formal procedures of the understafn l1~lng i het
t.;+ ¢, did not lend a similar unity to the matter or C(l)me}I:t of i pt enl;)jrélc tive.
' determined is only the first o
t hin manner, however, the un : e
«-nent of the Idea, For on the other hand, the object pf th; Idea tlziccczs "
suliectly determined: it is determined by analoEy }:Aqth ttosi (:)f%er :
ich i fers unity, but which in retur

«1nence upon which it con lty, | | . :

i : rmination ‘analogous’ to the relations it entertains with them(.i I':H;‘algé
' . . . . 1n
the abject of the Idea carries with it the 1de§l of z} C(})‘mplete a;lts 1:)1f e

inati i i ecification of the conce
I rmination, since it ensures a sp : the

|<-r~;tanding’ by means of which the latter comprise more and m

e ’ > . .. . .
hiterences on the basis of a properly infinite flel(cil of coptlgui’::,}i't.h regard to
ments: undetermine

idcas, therefore, present three mo . . rd ©
rr ob}ect, determinable with regard to objects of experience, ani bOf th%
il ideal of an infinite determination with regard t(;1 concep  of the
nuderstanding. It is apparent that Ideas here repeat _the t ref;1 as%)ecm of the

i i inate existence, time as the for
« opito: the I gm as an 1ndetgrmm : ! under
~hich this existence is determinable, and the Ih thg'zf,; as a: dletf(:)rfrrz;1 Oaught
‘ f the Cogito, the differentials .
ldeas are exactly the thoughts o crentials of thought
i ito refers to a fractured I, an I sp
Moreover, in so far as the Cogi ctu n 1 spli from end
i ich runs through it, it must be sai .
(o end by the form of time whic : : id
elessly coming
i erging on its edges, ceas :
~warm in the fracture, constantly em ‘ ; 8
r\ur and going back, being composed in a thousand different manners. It
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not, therefore, a question of filling thar  whicl, cannot  be o filleyd
Nevertheless, just as difference immediately rcunites and articulates iy
which it distinguishes, and the fracture retains what it fracturcs, so Ideay
contain their dismembered moments, It is for the Idea to interiorise the
fracture and its antlike inhabitants. There is neither identification
confusion within the Idea, but rather an internal problematic objectiye
unity of the undetermined, the determinable and determination. Perhapa
this does not appear sufficiently clearly in Kant: according to him, two «f
the three moments remain as extrinsic characteristics (if Ideas arc 1
themselves undetermined, they are determinable only in relation to objecry
of experience, and bear the ideal of determination only in relation 1,
concepts of the understanding). Furthermore, Kant incarnated these
moments in distinct Ideas: the Self is above all undetermined, the World
determinable, and God is the ideal of determination. It is here, perhaps,
that we should seek the real reasons for which, just as the post-Kantian«
objected, Kant held fast to the point of view of conditioning withous
attaining that of genesis. If the mistake of dogmatism is always to fill thay
which separates, that of empiricism is to leave external what is separate,
and in this sense there is still too much empiricism in the Critique (and too
much dogmatism among the post-Kantians), The ‘critical’ point, the
horizon or focal point at which difference qua difference serves to reunitc,
has not yet been assigned.

Just as we oppose difference in itself to negativity, so we oppose dx to not-
A, the symbol of difference [Differenzphilosophie] to that of contradiction.
It is true that contradiction seeks its Idea on the side of the greatest dif-
ference, whereas the differential risks falling into the abyss of the infinitely
small. This, however, is not the way to formulate the problem: it is a mis-
take to tie the value of the symbol dx to the existence of infinitesimals; but
it is also a mistake to refuse jt any ontological or gnoseological value in the

to take the symbol dx seriously: for their part, Kant and even Leibniz re-
nounced the idea, Nevertheless, in the esoteric history of differential philos-
ophy, three names shine forth like bright stars: Salomon Maimon - who,
paradoxically, sought to ground post-Kantianism upon a Leibnizian rein-
terpretation of the calculus (1790); Hoéne Wronski, a profound mathe-
matician who developed a positivist, messianic and mystical system which
implied a Kantian interpretation of the calculus (1814); and Jean Bordas-

Demoulin who, in the course of reflections upon Descartes, offered a Pla-
tonic interpretation of the calculus (1843). A Leibniz, a Kant and a Plato of
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i The principle a peneral dif-

tocd 1o modern saientific technique. The principle of. A pene -

e ' i and mus

ainl philosophy must be the object of a rigorous e);%osntlor;;rs d must
=y depend upon the infinitely small. The symbol dx app

| i inati ee prin-
A eos oonly undetermined, determinable and determination. Three p

which together form a sufficient reason correslilond tlo ttelrr:rsl;anzgrz:
<o principle of determinability correspond.s to the un edS mined as
by, ddy); a principle of reciprocal determination correspon 0 the re-
1 icrerminable (9%dx); a principle of complete determlcrllat}onhcolr;eap_ s
ol elfectively determined (values of 9%dx). In s}'lort, dx lis the
Lo, Leibnizian or Kantian Idea, the ‘problem ar.ld its being. .
Ehe l:h-a of fire subsumes fire in the form of a smgle cpnt;lnufoum nass

.- 1hle of increase. The Idea of silver subsumes its ob]ect. in the for f

| inui i while it is true that
ol continuity  of fine metal. However, \ " rue that

wousness must be related to Ideas and to their prob CI’III)ath u e,d pis s

 condition that it be no longer defined .by c.ha.racterlstlcs orrovl:s | rom
~nable or even geometric intuition, as 1t_st111 is when one speaa\rts of the
wiccpolation of intermediaries, of infinite intercalary serlles ortp s which
o aever the smallest possible. Continuousness truly be ongs (ci) the real

1 Licas only to the extent that an idea.l cause of contlllnulty 1: e(iement o%
e Cljluff’ 'Com'n;luelctiybcﬁ?linflrsortn ihel:) lf?irxed quantities
prantitability, which must be istinguis s ot fomm of comcepes
~twntuition [quantum] and from variable quantities 1nh. : of concepts
ot the understanding [quantitas)]. Thfe symbol wh¥c _expe esses It
iherefore completely undetermined: dx is strlctiy noth 1nge:,rérr ation | thé
.y is in relation to y. The whole pFob emf, . ovytion,always  the
wuification of these zeros. Quanta as objech of intuition _

. d in a fractional relation,
(rticular values; and even when they are unltle e ot of
~ah maintains a value independently of the re atloF. hs o
anderstanding, quantitas has a general value; gener?1 ity rtie;; eferring to an
mimity of possible particular values: as many as1 the value R
Ilowever, there must alway§ be a  particular .va ue: e
rcpresenting the others, and w1Fh stangmg 2for lt{her_n.O tl}lts;l ;sszfzecgzz vith
the algebraic equation for the c1Fclg, x+y -R= 1 . [he same does not
e, xdxd= O’fw hic'h SI’gr}I{g:szetrl:)es ‘11[‘11‘1,‘(’)31:’22 i?l dx and dy express
or of the corresponding function’. ] d in d and dy expess
(he annihilation of the quantum and the quantitas, of the g eral as well as
the particular, in favour of ‘the universal an(.i its appearance'. Th - of
the li)nterpretation givenhbyhBordas—Delrlr:()iuil:ln dl;/;; f)(ill(())/v(\)rsij ‘;t; isa :;12:- the
Jifferential quantities which are cancelled | on (b “ndividual
individual and the individual relations within the functlor;1 y ndivicual’
Bordas means both the particular and the. general). We a.vle1 pa | from

ther, as if to the other side of the'mlrror. aving

:::llftagtflr:eu;atr(; ilrl(Zhe p’roperty of variation, the function represents only the

e
i



172 Dufference amd Repetition

immutable along with the operation which uncovered it “I'hat whicl, "
cancelled changes in it, and in being cancelled allows a glimpse heyond of
that which does not change.” In short, the limit must be conceived not ..,
the limit of a function but as a genuine cut [coupure), a border between (lh,
changeable and the unchangeable within the function itself. Newton'.
mistake, therefore, is that of making the differentials equal to zero, whil,
Leibniz’s mistake is to identify them with the individual or with variabiliy
In this respect, Bordas is already close to the modern interpretation ol
calculus: the limit no longer presupposes the ideas of a continuous variahl
and infinite approximation. On the contrary, the notion of limit grounds .
new, static and purely ideal definition of continuity, while its ow
definition implies no more than number, or rather, the universal i,
number. Modern mathematics then specifies the nature of this unjversal of
number as consisting in the ‘cut’ (in the sense of Dedekind): in this sensc, 1t
is the cut which constitutes the next genus of number, the ideal cause of
continuity or the pure element of quantitability,
In relation to x, dx is completely undetermined, as dy is to y, but they
are perfectly determinable in relation to one another. For this reason, .
principle of determinability corresponds to the undetermined as such. Tl
universal is not a nothing since there are, in Bordas’s expression, ‘relation:
of the universal’. dx and dy are completely undifferenciate
lindifferenciés), in the particular and in the general, but completely
differentiated [differentiés] in and by the universal. The relation Y dx is not
ike a fraction which is established between particular quanta in intuition,
but neither is it a general relation between variable algebraic magnitudes or
quantities. Each term exists absolutely only in its relation to the other: it is
no longer necessary, or even possible, to indicate an independent variable.
For this reason, a principle of reciprocal determinability as such herc
corresponds to the determinability of the relation, The effectively synthetic
function of Ideas is presented and developed by means of a reciprocal
synthesis. The whole question, then, is: in what form is the differential
relation determinable? It is determinable first in qualitative form, and in
this connection it expresses a function which differs in kind from the
so-called primitive function. When the primitive function expresses the
curve, iy = — (x4) expresses the trigonometric tangent of the angle made
by the tangent of the curve and the axis of the abscissae. The importance of
this qualitative difference or ‘change of function’ within the differential has
often been emphasized. In the same way, the cut designates the irrational
numbers which differ in kind from the terms of the series of rational
numbers. This is only a first aspect, however, for in so far as it expresses
another quality, the differential relation remains tied to the individual
values or to the quantitative variations corresponding to that quality (for
example, tangent). It is therefore differentiable in turn, and testifies only to
the power of Ideas to give rise to Ideas of Ideas. The universal in relation to
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e morelation to another quality. In its universal function it expresse

~ wamply that other quality but a pure element of quglltablllt‘y. In tins
the Idea has the differential relation as its object: it then mte%ra. es

s oon, not as a variable determination of a suppose.dly constaﬁlt relat%on
waability’) but, on the contrary, as a degree of variation of the relation

16 (variety’) to which corresponds, for example, the qualified series of

ai- o If the Idea eliminates variability, this is in favour of .what lmutst l()ie
o4 variety or multiplicity. The I.dea as concrete universa hstasrilo rs;
1-p=rcd to concepts of the understanding, a.nd. possesses a comprehen [
1 he more vast as its extension is great. This is whal.t defines the umversaf
athiesis of the Idea (Idea of the Idea, etc.): the reciprocal dependence o

‘1. deprees of the relation, and ultimately the reciprocal dependence of the
+ Lwions themselves.

i 1. Salomon Maimon who proposes a fundamental reformulation of the

+ iagne and an overcoming of the Kantian duality between concept and

varation, Such a duality refers us back to the extrinsic bcrxtenond?cf
~wiructibility and leaves us with an external relation .etv:.ee:ll b
I evminable (Kantian space as a pure given) and the deterr;nnil iloto the
~ueept in so far as it is thought). That the one shou.ldf be a a}}l) e to the
~her by the intermediary of the schematlsm only rein orces t fe pa do
wmiroduced into the doctrine of the faculties by the notlorlllo a putoz
(vrnal harmony: whence the reduct.iorll of the transcend.enta 1qstan;:§t 2
miple conditioning and the renunciation of any genetlchrequlrir?al ;md
i ani, therefore, difference remains exterpal fmd as s,uch er(?;;le rrcn | and
«npure, suspended outside the construction be,tween' t lef e ninabl
miuition and the determinant concept. Ma.u.mo'n s genius lies in s ° ntagl
Low inadequate the point of view of conditioning is bforha trahntSSCirIl1 (fther
plilosophy: both terms of the difference must §qually e thoug -~ in other
vords, determinability must itself be conceived as If)oi?tmgderstanding
pinciple of reciprocal determingtlon: The concepts O t1 elunforrmll ling
wcognize reciprocal determination, if only in a com}l). eteyd al and
rtlexive manner; for example, in the cases ‘of causality anh recip iy
mifuence. The reciprocal synthesishof dif{frentll)al rt‘:latlofrllsda:l : ifl ss(z)u;;:: of
the production of real objects — this is t e substance o .
1!.:=ypbathe in the thought—elemex:it oqugallﬁ\blfllt};;l 12 ftr(li[i)flfee ;geeliissxsbf;llv;vgz
his: that of qualities, produced in t ¢ form W
::f;illnof)jects of knov(\]/ledge; that of space and time in the iorm 0£ congilgg;lz
lor the knowledge of differences; that of concepts in the form o flon on
lor the difference or the distinction bet.wegn. knowledges ttgn:rsl;ticai
Physical judgement thus tends to ensure its prlmaal (zver T}?e Oeri wical
jmdgement, while the origin of extensity is inseparable from fhe ¢ ofgideal
the objects which populate it. Ideas appear in tfhe forrp lo al sy OF ideal
connections — in other words, a system of differential relations
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reciprocally determined genetic clements. The Cogito incorporates all
power of a differential unconscious, an unconscious of pure thought whihy
internalizes the difference between the determinable Self and
determining I, and injects into thought as such something unthoupfu,

without which its operation would always remain impossible and empty,
Maimon writes:

When I say, for example: red is different from green, the concept of th
difference in so far as this is a pure concept of the understanding is o
considered to be the relation between the sensible qualities (otherwi
the Kantian question quid juris would still apply). Rather: either, in a

cordance with Kant’s theory, it is considered to be the relation between
their spaces as a priori forms, or, in accordance with my own theory, 1
is considered to be the relation between their differentials which arc .
priori Ideas. ... A particular object is the result of the particular rule of
its production or the mode of its differential, and the relations between
different objects result from the relations between their differentials.®

In order to understand better the alternative offered by Maimon, let us re
turn to a famous example: the straight line is the shortest path. ‘Shortest’
may be understood in two ways: from the point of view of conditioning, as
a schema of the imagination which determines space in accordance witl,
the concept (the straight line defined as that which in all parts may be su-
perimposed upon itself) — in this case the difference remains external, incar-
nated in a rule of construction which js established ‘between’ the concept
and the intuition. Alternatively, from the genetic point of view, the shortest
may be understood as an Idea which overcomes the duality of concept and
intuition, interiorises the difference between straight and curved, and ex-
presses this internal difference in the form of a reciprocal determination
and in the minimal conditions of an integral. The shortest is not a schema
but an Idea; or it is an ideal schema and no longer the schema of a concept.
In this sense, the mathematician Houél remarked that the shortest distance
was not a Euclidean notion at all, but an Archimedean one, more physical
than mathematical; that it was inseparable from a method of exhaustion,
and that it served less to determine the straight line than to determine the
length of a curve by means of the straight line - ‘integral calculus per-
formed unknowingly’.

Finally, the differential relation presents a third element, that of pure
potentiality. Power is the form of reciprocal determination according to
which variable magnitudes are taken to be functions of one another. In
consequence, calculus considers only those magnitudes where at least one
is of a power superior to another, No doubt the first act of the calculus
consists in a ‘depotentialisation’ of the equation (for example, instead of
2ax — x“ = y* we have dy/j, = (@~)4). However, the analogue may be found
in the two preceding figures where the disappearance of the quantum and
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. ) . f
N canirnas was the condition for the appearance of the element o

¢ -eacdahiy, and disqualification the condition for th? appearance of Elﬁe
i v of qualitability. This time, following Lagrange.s presentaltlop, tf:
ty eonialeation conditions pure potentiality by allowing an evolution o

. tunciion of a variable in a series constituted by the powers of i

colvcenuned  quantity) and the coefficier_lts of these pol:vers ('ng\lz
v of x), in such a way that the evolution function offt at vau'.la1 :
<uparable to that of the others. The pure element o pc?te'ntla‘ ity
41 v, the first coefficient or the first denvat.lve, the other en.v.atlve;
«1 . onsequently all the terms of the series resulting from the repetition o

i ies precisely in
J. e operations. The whole problem, however, lies p y

i s ouning this first coefficient which is itself'inde[?endent ofi. It ;18 on Fhli
ot that Wronski’s objection intervenes, being directed as much agains
!: e anpe’s presentation (Taylor’s_ series) as against Ca;not s l(.comscgzaiit;(:lrsl
4 cioas). Against Carnot, he objects that the so-called auxi 1ar}1'1 q ons
-« wworrect not because they imply dx and d'y but because t ey negz
o1 complementary quantities which dimjmsh at the sar?e tx:;:e afsor ex
i .fy: far from explaining the nature of differential c:ellcu us,L m::n o
woi’s presentation presupposes it. The same applies to hagr thh
., where — from the point of view of the rigorous a!gorlt gn’w 1the,
-w»u;iing to Wronski, characterises ‘tra.n.scer.ldental phllosqp y _f the
I ontinuous coefficients assume a signification ogly'by v1rtueho n
Lilerential functions which compose them. If it s true ¢ ait Ehz
auderstanding provides a ‘discontipgous summation’, th,lS is onti);1 oo
auiter for the generation of quantities: only ‘graduation (¥hcoq N
.wstitutes their form, which belongs to Ideas of reason. That is “1,) u);
Ail{crentials certainly do not correspond to any engegdered 1c(luantlltg, ‘
« wher constitute an unconditioned rule for the Productnon of know edge of
i d for the construction of series or the generation o
e touiie i i i ial.® As Wronski says, the
Jcontinuities which constitute its material. skl the
Aiiferential is ‘an ideal difference’ withqut vyhlch Lagrange s uIn tel:f:rrsn;nse
uantity could not carry out the determ.matlon expe(.:ted of 1tl nl tl'f) sen a,
ihe differential is indeed pure power, just as the differential relati
nt of potentiality. ‘
I‘“X: glzr::iple 012 complete detem_n'nation correspondfs todth{ihell.fe:rcrilerrl(t)czf
potentiality. Complete determination must not be con usel wi dp ocal
dctermination. The latter concernefi the differential re atlonsf :in | their
degrees or varieties in the Idea whl_ch coFrespond to ((iilvelrlse (:n mO;ition
former concerns the values of a relation — in 'other words, the comp sition
of a form or the distribution of singular points .Wthh chare}ctfarl;se dle;:d 5
example, when the relati((j)n bec'ome.s r1ulfl,t Iigf;)r:rt:;, oc;rt l(1)40c;bjte C1ts i?is ed 2
ion of the complete determination o t:
;a‘nuilsltéoélbject, and tllxaerefore on thc.curve, that the e(lierrli/elnts wl;clilt[;;rez;rll;
the previously defined ‘linear’ relation must be found. Moreover,
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here that the serial form within potentiality assuimes s (ull meaning oy
even becomes necessary to present what is a relation in the form, of a s
For a series of powers with numerical coefficients surround one singola

form appear in the plurality of series subsumed by it, in their dependend,
upon singular points, and in the manner in which we can pass from om
part of the object where the function is represented by a series to anotl,
where it is expressed in a different series, whether the two series converyy
or extend one another or, on the contrary, diverge. Just as determinabilu,
pointed towards reciprocal determination, so the latter points tow:i .
complete determination. All three form the figure of sufficient reason in 1l
threefold element of quantitability, qualitability and potentiality. Ideas a1
concrete universals in which extension and comprehension go together

not only because they include variety or multiplicity in themselves, bu
because they include singularity in all its varieties. They subsume (he
distribution of distinctive or singular points; their distinctive character — i
other words, the distinctness of 1deas - consists precisely in the distribution
of the ordinary and the distinctive, the singular and the regular, and in the
extension of the singular across regular points into the vicinity of anothc
singularity. There is no abstract universal beyond the individual or beyond

the particular and the general: it is singularity itself which i»
‘pre-individual’,

The interpretation of the differential calculus has indeed taken the form of
asking whether infinitesimals are rea] or fictive. From the beginning, how-
ever, other issues were also involved: is the fate of calculus tied to infinjtes.
imals, or must it not be given a rigorous status from the point of view of
finite representation? The real frontier defining modern mathematics lies
not in the calculus itself but in other discoveries such as set theory which,
even though it requires, for its own part, an axiom of infinity, gives a no
less strictly finite interpretation of the calculus. We know in effect that the
notion of limit has lost its phoronomic character and involves only static
considerations; that variability has ceased to represent a progression
through all the values of an interval and come to mean only the disjunctive
assumption of one value within that interval; that the derivative and the in-
tegral have become ordinal rather than quantitative concepts; and finally
that the differential designates only a magnitude left undetermined so that
it can be made smaller than a given number as required. The birth of struc-
turalism at this point coincides with the death of any genetic or dynamic
ambitions of the calculus. It is precisely this alternative between infinite
and finite representation that is at issue when we speak of the
‘metaphysics’ of calculus. Moreover, this alternative, and therefore the
metaphysics, are strictly immanent to the techniques of the calculus itself,
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i why the metaphysical question was :lllll(.)l’l.llt'(‘(l _lmm the uul-irltzl
Lo thar, from atechnieal point of view, the lecrf‘nl’l.’\Is are “(l]l"hrfl ;_(
Aot deappear in the resule? It is ()bVi()gs that to invoke llcl.(: ll“. ll.l l
« 1 anadl, and the infinitely small magnitude ()f tbc.crr()r (]!;“,Lr-t s
<o eccompletely lacking in sense and pre].udg‘es infinite reprlesm_ltatlm)l’;

1. cporous response was given by Carnot in his .famous Re/ilectm.nst (()f

f,‘vrlt/rlwsi('s of Infinitesimal Calculu.?, but Precnsely fFom the poin i,
o finite interpretation: the differential equations are sm:il? c
devnes” expressing the conditions of‘ the problem to Wh(liCh rgsgotn esuz

i o cquation; but a strict compensation of errors is produced betw cn

o ach that no differentials persist in the result, since the latter can be

.+ Lt only between fixed or finite quantities. N
B n! I\:(‘)l()i;l; the notions of ‘problem’ and ‘Rroblem condltlc()ins};, l}oweze;%
ot opened up for metaphysics a path which went beyoln 1t e fram ol

nwn theory. Already Leibniz had shown thgt calcu u(s1 waf) b

. wnsnent of a combinatory — in other words, that it expressed pro (;:m
tu s could not hitherto be solved or, indeed, even posed (tra(rilsc'en fi*n:

, +-blems). One thinks in particular of the ro!e of the regular an ?nilrlvi

, .t which enter into the complete deterrqlnatlon of a splec1§l§ of ¢ des.
1. Joubt the specification of the singular points (for examfp. e, 1psl,crzves,

i 1l points, centres) is undertaken by means Qf the fgrm 0 mFegraTh v i;
Luc b refers back to the solutions for thf: differential equation. The )

w vitheless a complete determination with regard to the ex;steg;«fe ant

fo.iribution of these points which depem.is upon a compl.etey. 11fe$}111€

wiance — namely, the field of vectors defined by the eqtlllapo(ril. f1ftse n.ce he

- omplementarity of these two aspects does not ol?scure their di erel e

I aid — on the contrary. Moreover, if the specification pf the pou;ts alr 't};
hows the necessary immanence of the. problem in the solution, rll )

mvolvement in the solution which covers it, along with the exxstgfce and

the distribution of points, testifies to the. tra'nscendence of t.he pr;)l emlaes

i« directive role in relation to the organisation of the §olutlonsb ; efmsrfr:1 vt he:

In short, the complete determinatiqn qf a problem is insepara f‘:n:sowhich

~wistence, the number and the distrlbutlog of the det.ermm.ant poi pich
recisely provide its conditions (one singular point gives rise to

o Cci'steignz uations) ? However, it then becomes more and more dlffl‘Cult

‘u‘)mspleak ofqerror or the compensation of errors. The con(.imon qug:;([)lr;i
are not simply auxiliaries, nor are they 1mperfectdeqlfla.tlonsr,lt;}lleSiS ot
«uggested. They are constitqtive of the.problerr.l, and of its syof e i,rob_
through lack of understanding of the ideal ob.]ectnve ilatur' he prob-
lematic that these are reduced to errors ~ albfelt psefu ones; ofr' ons -
albeit well-founded ones; in any case, to a sub]‘f:ctlve1 morr}e’rlt oe 1::5;1 the,
approximative or erroneous knowledge. By prob ;matu? lwdisa n the
cnsemble of the problem and its conditions. If the d'lf erentlad§ff pp i
ihe result, this is to the extent that the problem-instance differs in
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from the solution-instance; it is in the movement by which the solutions
necessarily come to conceal the problem; it is in the sense (hat o
conditions of the problem are the object of a synthesis in the Idea wii I
cannot be expressed in the analysis of the propositional concepty
constituting cases of solution. As a result, the first alternative —~ real o,
fictive? ~ collapses. Neither real nor fictive, differentials express the natn,
of a problematic as such, its objective consistency along with its subjcctive
autonomy.
Perhaps the other alternative collapses as well, that between infinitc anid
finite representation. As we have seen, infinite and finite are indec
characteristics of a representation in so far as the concept that it implicatc.
develops all its possible comprehension or, on the contrary, blocks it. I,
any case, the representation of difference refers to the identity of (h
concept as its principle. We can therefore treat representations like
propositions of consciousness, designating cases of solution in relation 1o
the concept in general. However, the problematic element, with i
eXtra-propositional character, does not fall within representation. Neithe
particular nor general, neither finite nor infinite, it is the object of the Idc.
as a universal. This differential element is the play of difference as such,
which can neither be mediated by representation nor subordinated to the
identity of the concept. The antinomy of the finite and the infinite emerges
precisely when Kant feels himself obliged, by virtue of the special nature ol
cosmology, to pour into representation the content corresponding to the
Idea of the world. The antinomy is resolved, according to him, when on
the one hand he discovers within representation an element irreducible to
either infinity or finitude (regress); and when on the other he adds to this
element the pure thought of another element which differs in kind from
representation (noumena). However, to the extent that this pure though
remains undetermined - or js not determined as differential -
representation, for its part, is not really overcome, any more than the
propositions of consciousness which constitute the substance and the
details of the antinomies. In a different manner, modern mathematics also
leaves us in a state of antinomy, since the strict finite interpretation that it
gives of the calculus nevertheless presupposes an axiom of infinity in the
set theoretical foundation, even though this axiom finds no illustration in
calculus. What is still missing is the extra-propositional or
sub-representative element expressed in the Idea by the differential,
precisely in the form of a problem,

We should speak of a dialectics of the calculus rather than a
metaphysics. By ‘dialectic’ we do not mean any kind of circulation of
Opposing representations which would make them coincide in the identity
of a concept, but the problem element in so far as this may be distinguished
from the properly mathematical element of solutions. Following Lautman’s
general theses, a problem has three aspects: its difference in kind from

,'I)
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Lo, s ttanscendence i relation o the solutions that it enpenders on

Ao e of its own determinant C()n(liti()ns; and its immancnce in the

torane which cover it, the problem being the better resolved the more it
o vimed. Thus the ideal connections constitutive gf the proble.matlj
i.vi cnical) Idea are incarnated in the real relations which are constltutef
nosihematical theories and carried over into problems in the foFm o
fiions. We have seen how all three of these aspects were present in .the
it wonnal caleulus: the solutions are like the dis'contmul.tles comp?tll?le
a1 hilerential equations, engendered on the basis of an ideal continuity
+ - ordance with the conditions of the problem. How_ever, an important
v must be  specified. Differential ca.lculus obviously belcl)lngsf to
- whematics, it is an entirely mathematical mstrumcnt..It wguld therefore
- difficult to see in it the Platonic evidence of a .dlalectlc superior to
woihenatics. At least, it would be difficult if the immanent aspect of
i+ hlems did not offer an adequate explanation. Problems are always
i icddical: the dialectic has no other sense, nor d_o prpblems haYe any
«hv1 sense. What is mathematical (or physical, biological, psychlcacnll }(:r
«1+logical) are the solutions. It is true, however, that on the one _har'l the
wuure of the solutions refers to different orders of problerp within ht e
hotecrie itself; and on the other hand that pro'blems — by virtue of their
sunanence, which is no less essential than .thelr trans‘cendencc - e)fpress
+h« inselves technically in the domain of soluthns to which they give rise by
niie of their dialectical order. Just as the rlghF angle and the c1rcl:.le ar:iz
Liphcated by ruler and compass, so each dlalectlcal. problem is dupblcauid
I+ 1 symbolic field in which it is expressed.. That is \fvhy it must le sa 1
il there are mathematical, physical, biologncaI., psychical and soc1§ ogica
jnoblems, even though every problem is dialectical by nature apdlt (;:re afe
o non-dialectical problems. Mathematics, therefor.e, does not inclu e1 only
~luiions to problems; it also includes the expression of prob‘lems r; a}tllv_e
i the field of solvability which they define, al}d define by virtue o t ellr
rry dialectical order. That is why the differential c?alc.ulus l.)elongs er'ltlrehy
v mathematics, even at the very moment when it flpds its sense in the
revelation of a dialectic which points beyond rpatherr_latlcs. ‘ ‘ "
We cannot even suppose that, from a technical point of view, dlffC}:CIl’It‘ls
~alculus is the only mathematical expression of Problems as such. b (ei
methods of exhaustion played this role in very diverse dorpiugs,hffts 1l
analytic geometry. More recently, other procedures have fulfilled t 1shrf> z
hetter. Recall the circle in which the theory-of pro’blems was caught: y
problem is solvable only to the extent that it is ‘true. , but we alway}s; ten
(o define the truth of a problem in terms of its solyabnllty. Instead of ?Sllﬁg
the extrinsic criterion of solvability upon the internal charactﬁr of t le
problem (Idea), we make the internal character depend upon thefs.lmpte
external criterion. Now, the mathematician Abel was pcrhaps the 1r31:' g
break this circle: he elaborated a whole method according to whic
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solvability must follow from the form of the problen. Instead of sceekny: v
find out by trial and error whether a given equation is solvable in peneial
we must determine the conditions of the problemi which progressodd,
specify the fields of solvability in such a way that ‘the statement contan.
the seeds of the solution’. This is a radical reversal in the problem—solution
relation, a more considerable revolution than the Copernican. It has heou

said that Abel thereby inaugurated a new Critiqgue of Pure Reason, n

particular going beyond Kantian ‘extrinsicism’. This same judgement -

confirmed in relation to the work of Galois: starting from a basic ‘ficl!’

(R), successive adjunctions to this field (R’, R”, R’”...} allow .

progressively more precise distinction of the roots of an equation, by th
progressive limitation of possible substitutions. There is thus a succession
of ‘partial resolvents’ or an embedding of ‘groups’ which make the solution
follow from the very conditions of the problem: the fact that an equation
cannot be solved algebraically, for example, is no longer discovered as .+
result of empirical research or by trial and error, but as a result of the
characteristics of the groups and partial resolvents which constitute the
synthesis of the problem and its conditions {an equation is solvable only by
algebraic means - in other words, by radicals, when the partial resolvent.
are binomial equations and the indices of the groups are prime numbers).
The theory of problems is completely transformed and at last grounded,
since we are no longer in the classic master—pupil situation where the pupil
understands and follows a problem only to the extent that the master
already knows the solution and provides the necessary adjunctions. For, as
Georges Verriest remarks, the group of an equation does not characterisc
at a given moment what we know about its roots, but the objectivity of
what we do not know about them.! Conversely, this non-knowledge is no
longer a negative or an insufficiency but a rule or something to be learnt
which corresponds to a fundamental dimension of the object. The whole
pedagogical relation is transformed - a new Meno - but many other things
along with it, including knowledge and sufficient reason. Galois’s
‘progressive discernibility’ unites in the same continuous movement the
processes of reciprocal determination and complete determination (pairs of
roots and the distinction between roots within a pair). It constitutes the
total figure of sufficient reason, into which it introduces time. With Abel
and Galois, the mathematical theory of problems is able to fulfil all its
properly dialectical requirements, and to break the circle in which it was
caught.

Modern mathematics is therefore regarded as based upon the theory of
groups or set theory rather than upon differential calculus. Nevertheless, it
is no accident that Abel’s method concerned above all the integration of
differential formulae. What matters to us is less the determination of this or
that break [coupure] in the history of mathematics (analytic geometry,
differential calculus, group theory ...) than the manner in which, at each
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calculus which subordinates thought 16 other things or 16 other ends, o
the algebra of pure thought, the supcrior irony of problems themselye,
the only calculus ‘beyond good and evil’. This entire adventurous charac e

of Ideas remains to be described.

Ideas are multiplicities: every idea is a multiplicity or a variety. In this R,
imannian usage of the word ‘multiplicity’ (taken up by Husserl, and agam
by Bergson) the utmost importance must be attached to the substanv
form: multiplicity must not designate a combination of the many and (/.

speak like Plato’s young men who did not even spare the farmyard. Con
traries may be combined, contradictions established, but at no point has
the essential been rajsed: ‘how many’, ‘how’, ‘in which cases’. The essence
is nothing, an empty generality, when separated from thig measure, thi,

nates an Idea. Even the many is a multiplicity; even the one is a multi-
plicity. That the one s a multiplicity (as Bergson and Husserl showed) is
enough to reject back-to-back adjectival propositions of the one-many and
many-one type. Everywhere the differences between multiplicities and the
differences within multiplicities replace schematic and crude oppositions,
Instead of the enormous opposition between the one and the many, there js
only the variety of multiplicity - in other words, difference. It is, perhaps,
ironic to say that everything is multiplicity, even the one, even the many.
However, irony itself is a multiplicity - or rather, the art of multiplicities:

An Idea is an n-dimensional, continuous, defined multiplicity. Colour —
or rather, the Idea of colour - is a three-dimensiona) multiplicity. By
dimensions, we mean the variables or co-ordinates upon which 2
phenomenon depends; by continuity, we mean the set of relations between
changes in these variables - for example, a quadratic form of the
differentials of the co-ordinates; by definition, we mean the elements
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AL, e Tinked by ideal relations of reciprocal determination: they
Lo constitute an Cessence” which is the Animal in deself. 1t is these dif-
~oodrelations between pure anatomical elements which are incarnated
e animal configurations, with their diverse organs and functions.
. Lo the threefold character of anatomy: atomic, comparative and tran-
~Lan In his Notions synthétiques et historiques de philosophie na-
L8 3Y), Geoffroy spells out his dream which, he says, was also that
Lo young Napoleon: to be the Newton of the infinitely small, to dis-
« ihe world of details’ or ‘very short distance’ ideal connections be-
il the cruder play of sensible and conceptual differences and
mblinces. An organism is a set of real terms and relations (dimension,
wion, number) which actualises on its own account, to this or that de-
relations between differential elements: for example, the hyoid of a
o I nine small bones, whereas in man it has only five; the other four are
i ond towards the skull, outside the organ reduced in this way by the up-
+ L position. The genesis of development in organisms must therefore be
~idratood as the actualisation of an essence, in accordance with reasons
.l 1 speeds determined by the environment, with accelerations and inter-
~-ons, but independently of any transformist passage from one actual
111 1o another.
i h is the genius of Geoffroy. Here too, however, the question of a
vucquralism in biology (in accordance with the word ‘structure’, which
olfroy often employed) depends upon the ultimate determination of the
Aitterential elements and of the type of relations between them. Are
watomical elements, principally bones, capable of fulfilling this role, as
hough the necessity for muscles did not set limits to their relations; and as
though these elements did not themselves still enjoy an actual, or too
«wal, existence? It may be, then, that structure reappears on a quite
Milferent level, with a completely new determination of differential
lements and ideal connections. This occurs with genetics. There are
rerhaps as many differences between genetics and Geoffroy as there are
hetween modern atomism and Epicurus. Nevertheless, chromosomes
wppear as loci; in other words, not simply as places in space but as
complexes of relations of proximity; genes express differential elements
which also characterise an organism in a global manner, and play the role
of distinctive points in a double process of reciprocal and complete
Jctermination; the double aspect of genes involves commanding several
« haracteristics at once, and acting only in relation to other genes; the whole
constitutes a virtuality, a potentiality; and this structure is incarnated in
actual organisms, as much from the point of view of the determination of
their species as from that of the differenciation of their parts, according to
rhythms that are precisely called ‘differential’, according to comparative
speeds or slownesses which measure the movement of actualisation.
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Third example: are there soctal Ideas, in a Murvist ooy b what Mo
calls “abstract labour’, abstraction is madec from the particulay qualitie

the products of labour and the qualities of the labourcers, but not from (i,
conditions of productivity, the labour-power and the means of labour w
society. The social Idea is the element of quantitability, qualitability
potentiality of societies. It expresses a system of multiple ideal connection:,

tepresentatives of property. The economic instance is constituted by such o
social multiplicity - in other words, by the varieties of these differential 1.
lations. Such a variety of relations, with its corresponding distinctiv,
points, is then incarnated in the concrete differenciated labours which cha
acterise a determinate society, in the real relations of that society (juridical,
political, ideological) and in the actual terms of those relations (for exan,
ple, capitalist—wage-labourer). Althusser and his collaborators are, ther
fore, profoundly correct in showing the presence of a genuine structure 1
Capital, and in rejecting historicist interpretations of Marxism, since thy.
structure never acts transitively, following the order of successjon in time;
rather, it acts by Incarnating its varieties in diverse societies and by ac

time and in each case, constitute the present: that is why ‘the economic’ i,
never given properly speaking, but rather designates a differential virtuality
to be interpreted, always covered over by its forms of actualisation; o
theme or ‘problematic’ always covered over by its cases of solution,!! In
short, the economic is the social dialectic itself — in other words, the total
ity of the problems posed to a given society, or the synthetic and pro-
blematising field of that society. In all rigour, there are only economic
social problems, even though the solutions may be juridical, political or
ideological, and the problems may be expressed in these fields of
resolvability. The famous phrase of the Contribution to the Critique of Po-
litical Economy, ‘mankind always sets itself only such tasks as it can solve’,
does not mean that the problems are only apparent or that they are already
solved, but, on the contrary, that the economic conditions of a problem de-

framework of the real relations of the society. Not that the observer can
draw the least optimism from this, for these ‘solutions’ may involve stupid-
ity or cruelty, the horror of war or ‘the solution of the Jewish problem’.

More precisely, the solution js always that which a society deserves or gives

Ideas are complexes of coexistence. In a certain sense all Ideas coexist, but

' rence [
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sect to represent a double series of events which develop on two planes,
- homy without resembling cach other: real events on the level of the
nrendered solutions, and ideal events embedded in the conditions of the
poblem, like the acts ~ or, rather, the dreams — of the gods who double
~ane history. The ideal series enjoys the double property of transcendence
s immanence in relation to the real. In effect, we have seen how the
rv.tence and distribution of singular points belongs entirely to the Idea,
ven though their specification was immanent in the solution-curves of
iheir neighbouring regions — or, in other words, in the real relations in
vhich the Idea is incarnated. In his wonderful description of the event,
"oy deployed two lines, one horizontal and another vertical, which
rpeated in depth the distinctive points corresponding to the first, and even
witicipated and eternally engendered these distinctive points and their
mearnation in the first. At the intersection of these lines — where a powder
luse forms the link between the Idea and the actual - the ‘temporally
cternal’ is formed, and our greatest mastery or greatest power is decided,
that which concerns problems themselves:

Suddenly, we felt that we were no longer the same convicts. Nothing
had happened. Yet a problem in which a whole world collided, a prob-
lem without issue, in which no end could be seen, suddenly ceased to
cxist and we asked ourselves what we had been talking about. Instead of
an ordinary solution, a found solution, this problem, this difficulty, this
impossibility had just passed what seemed like a physical point of reso-
lution. A crisis point. At the same time, the whole world had passed
what seemed like a physical crisis point. There are critical points of the
event just as there are critical points of temperature: points of fusion,
freezing and boiling points; points of coagulation and crystallization.
There are even in the case of events states of superfusion which are pre-
cipitated, crystallized or determined only by the introduction of a frag-

ment of some future event.

For this reason, the procedure capable of following and describing multi-
plicities and themes, the procedure of vice-diction, is more important than
that of contradiction, which purports to determine essences and preserve
their simplicity. It will be said that the essence is by nature the most
‘important’ thing. This, however, is precisely what is at issue: whether the
notions of importance and non-importance are not precisely notions which
concern events or accidents, and are much more ‘important’ within acci-
dents than the crude opposition between essence and accident itself. The
problem of thought is tied not to essences but to the evaluation of what is
important and what is not, to the distribution of singular and regular, dis-
tinctive and ordinary points, which takes place entirely within the inessen-
tial or within the description of a multiplicity, in relation to the ideal events
which constitute the conditions of a ‘problem’. To have an Idea means no
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more than this, and erroneousncss ot stuptdity is detined above 4] by e
perpetual confusion with regard to the important and the unimportant, (I
ordinary and the singular. It is vice-diction which engenders cases, on (h
basis of auxiliaries and adjunctions. It presides over the distribution of (-
tinctive points within the Idea; it decides the manner in which a serics mue
be continued, from one singular point among regular points up to whu,
other; it determines whether the series obtained within the Idea are Conve

gent or divergent (there are therefore singularities which are themselves o

dinary because of the convergence of the series, and singularities which .
distinctive because of their divergence). Vice-diction has two procedure
which intervene both in the determination of the conditions of the problen,
and in the correlative genesis of cases of solution: these are, in the firw
case, the specification of adjunct fields and, in the second, the condensation
of singularities. On the one hand, in the progressive determination of the
conditions, we must in effect discover the adjunctions which complete the
initial field of the problem as such — in other words, the varieties of the
multiplicity in all jts dimensions, the fragments of ideal future or pas

events which, by the same token, render the problem solvable; and we
must establish the modality in which these enclose or are connected witl

and causes the Idea to explode into the actual. It is in this sense that Lenin
had Ideas. (There is an objectivity on the part of adjunction and condensa-
tion, and an objectivity of conditions, which implies that Ideas no more
than Problems do not exist only in our heads but occur here and there in
the production of an actual historical world.) Furthermore we must not see
mathematical metaphors in al| these expressions such as ‘singular and dis-
tinctive points’, ‘adjunct fields’, and ‘condensation of singularities’, nor
physical metaphors in ‘points of fusion or congelation ...’, nor lyrical or
mystical metaphors in ‘love and anger’. These are categories of the dialecti-
cal Idea, the extensions of the differential calculus (mathesis universalis but
also universal physics, universal psychology and universal sociology) corre-
sponding to the Idea in all its domains of multiplicity. They are what is am-
orous or revolutionary in every Idea, that by virtue of which Ideas are
always unequal glimmers of love and wrath which have nothing in com-
mon with any natural light.

(The most important aspect of Schelling’s philosophy is his consideration
of powers. How unjust, in this respect, is Hegel’s critical remark about the
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that of affirming, divergence or decentring. I face, the Tdea s not the el
ment of knowledge but that of an infinite ‘lcarning’, which is of a dilleren
nature to knowledge. For learning evolves entircly in the comprehension of
problems as such, in the apprehension and condensation of singularitic-
and in the composition of ideal events and bodies. Learning to swim
learning a foreign language means composing the singular points of one'
own body or one’s own language with those of another shape or element,
which tears us apart but also propels us into a hitherto unknown and
unheard-of world of problems. To what are we dedicated if not to thow
problems which demand the very transformation of our body and our lun
guage? In short, representation and knowledge are modelled entirely upon
propositions of consciousness which designate cases of solution, but thos
propositions by themselves give a completely inaccurate notion of the in
stance which engenders them as cases, and which they resolve or conclude
By contrast, the Idea and ‘learning’ express that extra-propositional or sub
representative problematic instance: the presentation of the unconscious,
not the representation of consciousness. It is not surprising that, amony,
many of the authors who promote it, structuralism is so often accompanic
by calls for a new theatre or a new (non-Aristotelian) interpretation of the
theatre: a theatre of multiplicities opposed in every respect to the theatre ol
representation, which leaves intact neither the identity of the thing repre
sented, nor author, nor spectator, nor character, nor representation which,
through the vicissitudes of the play, can become the object of a production
of knowledge or final recognition. Instead, a theatre of problems and al-
ways open questions which draws spectator, setting and characters into the
real movement of an apprenticeship of the entire unconscious, the final ele-
ments of which remain the problems themselves.

How should the necessarily unconscious nature of Ideas be understood?
Must it be supposed that Ideas are the objects of a particular exclusive
faculty, and that to the extent that they cannot be grasped by its empirical
exercise they expose the transcendent or limit element of that faculty? This
hypothesis would already have the advantage of eliminating Reason or
even the understanding as the faculty of Ideas, and more generally of
eliminating every faculty constitutive of a common sense under which is
subsumed the empirical exercise of the other faculties with regard to a
supposed same object. It is incomprehensible only from the point of view
of a common sense or that of an exercise traced from the empirical that,
for example, thought should find within itself something which it cannot
think, something which is both unthinkable and that which must be
thought. According to an objection often made against Maimon, Ideas,
understood as the differentials of thought, themselves introduce a
minimum of ‘given’ which cannot be thought; they restore the duality of
infinite and finite understanding, which function respectively as the
conditions of existence and the conditions of knowledge, and which the
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b e come from, where do problems, thetr elements and ideal relanions
< hiom?
He e has come to determine the difference between the two
i of the problem and the question that we have until now left
« It must be remembered to what extent modern thought and the
« ~ance of ontology is based upon the question—problem complex. This
mples has ceased to be considered the expression of a provisional and
1 cuve state in the representation of knowledge in order to become the
«ononality of Being par excellence, the only instance to which, properly
i~ g, Being answers without the question thereby becoming lost or
itaken. On the contrary, it alone has an opening coextensive with that
L b must respond to it and can respond to it only by retaining, repeating
.t continually going over it. This conception of the ontological scope of
« question animates works of art as much as philosophical thought.
«l.s are developed around or on the basis of a fracture that they never
wced in filling. The fact that the novel, particularly since Joyce, has
i a new language in the mode of an ‘Enquiry’ or ‘Questionnaire’ and
+oents essentially problematic events and characters obviously does not
w0 that nothing is certain; it is obviously not the application of a
~neralised method of doubt nor the sign of a modern scepticism but, on
i contrary, the discovery of the question and the problematic as a
ranscendental horizon, as the transcendental element which belongs
.-cntially’ to beings, things and events. It is the novelistic or theatrical or
musical or philosophical, etc., discovery of the Idea, and at the same time
e discovery of a transcendent exercise of sensibility, of image-memory,
laguage and thought, by means of which each of these faculties
~ommunicates in full discordance with the others and opens on to the
(hiference of Being by taking its own difference as object ~ in other words,
hy posing the question of its own difference. Hence that form of writing
which is nothing but the question ‘what is writing?’, or that sensibility
which is nothing but the question ‘what is it to sense?’, or that thought
which asks ‘what does it mean to think?’. These give rise to the greatest
monotonies and the greatest weaknesses of a new-found common sense in
the absence of the genius of the Idea, but also to the most powerful
‘repetitions’, the most prodigious inventions in the para-sense when the
Idea emerges in all its violence. Let us recall the mere principles of this
ontology of the question: (1) far from being an empirical state of
knowledge destined to disappear in the response once a response is given,
the question silences all empirical responses which purport to suppress it,
in order to force the one response which always continues and maintains it:
like Job, in his insistence upon a first-hand response which becomes
confused with the question itself (first power of the absurd); (2) whence the
power of the question to put in play the questioner as much as that which
is questioned, and to put itself in question: Oedipus and his manner of
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never being finished with the Sphinx (sccond power of the enigmia); (1
whence the revelation of Being as corresponding to the question, reducible
neither to the questioned nor to the questioner but that which unites hath
in the articulation of its own Difference: a me on which is nenli
non-being [non-étre] nor the being of the negative, but non beuy
[non-étant] or the being of the question: Ulysses and the response ‘No o
(third power, which is that of the philosophical Odyssey).

This modern ontology nevertheless remains inadequate. It sometinies
plays upon the indeterminate as an objective power of the question, only t.
introduce a subjective emptiness which is then attributed to Being, thereln
substituting for the force of repetition the impoverishment of the alrcads
said or the stereotypes of a new common sense. Sometimes it even many, -
to dissociate the complex, thereby entrusting questions to the religiosity !
a beautiful soul while relegating problems to the status of external
obstacles. However, what would a question be if it were not developed
under the auspices of those problematising fields alone capable o
determining it within a characteristic ‘science’? The beautiful soul ncves
ceases to pose its own question, that of betrothal, but how many fiancees
were abandoned or disappeared once the question found its right problem
which then reacts upon it, corrects it and displaces it with all the differenc

of a thought (thus Proust’s hero asking “Will I marry Albertine?’, bui
developing the question in the problem of the work of art to be
undertaken, where the very question undergoes a radical metamorphosis).
We must investigate the manner in which questions develop into problem-
within Ideas, how problems are enveloped by questions within thought.
Here too, the classical image of thought must be confronted with another
image, this one suggested by the contemporary renaissance of ontology.
From Plato to the post-Kantians, philosophy has defined the movement
of thought as a certain type of passage from the hypothetical to the
apodictic. Even the Cartesian movement from doubt to certainty is a
variant of the passage. Another is the passage from hypothetical necessity
to metaphysical necessity in the On the Ultimate Origination of Things.
Already with Plato the dialectic was defined in this manner: depart from
hypotheses, use hypotheses as springboards or ‘problems’ in order to attain
the an-hypothetical principle which determines the solution to the
problems as well as the truth of the hypotheses. The whole structure of the
Parmenides follows from this, under conditions such that it is no longer
possible to see therein a propaedeutics, a gymnastics, a game or a formal
exercise, as has nevertheless been done ever so delicately. Kant himself is
more Platonic than he thinks when he passes from the Critique of Pure
Reason, entirely subordinated to the hypothetical form of possible
experience, to the Critique of Practical Reason in which, with the aid of
problems, he discovers the pure necessity of a categorical principle. Even
more so the post-Kantians when they wish to transform hypothetical
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an arbitrary quantity: it is no longer a question of a gime atter the manne
of Leibniz, where the moral imperative of predetermined rules combines
with the condition of a given space which must be filled ex byporbesi. 1t
rather a question of a throw of the dice, of the whole sky as open spacr

and of throwing as the only rule. The singular points are on the dic; the
questions are the dice themselves; the imperative is to throw. Ideas arc 1l
problematic combinations which result from throws. The throw of the iy
is in no way suggested as an abolition of chance (the sky-chance). T
abolish chance is to fragment it according to the laws of probability ove
several throws, in such a way that the problem is already dismembered int.
hypotheses of win and loss, while the imperative is moralised into the
principle of choosing the best hypothesis which determines a win. By
contrast, the throw of the dice affirms chance every time; each throw of the
dice affirms the whole of chance each time. The repetition of throws is n
subject to the persistence of the same hypothesis, nor to the identity of .
constant rule. The most difficult thing is to make chance an object of
affirmation, but it is the sense of the imperative and the questions that
launches. Ideas emanate from it just as singularities emanate from tha
aleatory point which every time condenses the whole of chance into one
time. It will be said that by assigning the imperative origin of Ideas to this
point we invoke only the arbitrary, the simple arbitrariness of a child’s
game, the child-god. This, however, would be to misunderstand what 1t
means to ‘affirm’. Chance is arbitrary only in so far as it is not affirmed o
not sufficiently affirmed, in so far as it is distributed within a space, a
number and under rules destined to avert it. When chance is sufficiently
affirmed the player can no longer lose, since every combination and every
throw which produces it is by nature adequate to the place and the mobile
command of the aleatory point. What does it mean, therefore, to affirm the
whole of chance, every time, in a single time? This affirmation takes place
to the degree that the disparates which emanate from a throw begin to
resonate, thereby forming a problem. The whole of chance is then indeed
in each throw, even though this be partial, and it is there in a single time
even though the combination produced is the object of a progressive
determination. The throw of the dice carries out the calculation of
problems, the determination of differential elements or the distribution of
singular points which constitute a structure. The circular relation between
imperatives and the problems which follow from them is formed in this
manner. Resonance constitutes the truth of a problem as such, in which the
imperative is tested, even though the problem itself is born of the
imperative. Once chance is affirmed, all arbitrariness is abolished every
time, Once chance is affirmed, divergence itself is the object of affirmation
within a problem. The ideal fields of adjunction which determine a
problem remain in the grip of the arbitrary so long as the basic field does
not resonate by incorporating all the values expressible by the adjunct. In
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always thinks i me, another who must also e thoughe Theiy Py gy
thought. Of course powerlessness can remain Powerlessness, buy o o
can also be raised to the highest power. This is precisely whae Ny, he

meant by will to power: that imperatjve transmutation whicl, ,},,
powerlessness itself as ap object (be cowardly, lazy or obedicnt i you wipi
on condition that --.) = that dice throw capable of affirming the whol, ul
chance, those questions with which we are infused during torrid or ol il
hours, those imperatives which dedicate us to the problems they Ly,
For “There is something irreducible in the depths of the SPIrit: a monaly,,
bloc of Fatum, of decisjon already taken on g]| problems in their ey,
and their relation to us; and also a right that we have to accede to coi m
problems, like 2 hot-iron brand imprinted on our names.’!”

How disappomtmg this answer seems to be! We asked what wa., (),
origin of Ideas and where problems come from: in reply we invoke thioy, .
of the dice, imperatives and questions of chance instead of an apodiy,
principle; an aleatory point at which everything becomes Ungrotl, i
instead of a solid ground. We contrast this chance with arbitrariness (o 11,
extent that it js affirmed, imperatively affirmed, affirmed jn the particul,,
manner of the question; but we meagure this affirmation itself by (I,
resonance established between the problematic elements which result froy,
a throw of the dice. In what circle do we turg such that we cannot speak o
the origin in any other way? We distinguished four instances: Imperative
ontological questions; dialectica] problems or the themes which emey,
from them; symbolic fields of solvability in which these problems a1,
‘scientifically’ expressed in accordance with their conditions; the solution,
given in these fields when the problems are incarnated in the actuality o

and repetition. Not that it is sufficient, however
which would remain intact at the end, even if this question is “What jg
being?’ [Qu’er est-il de Pétre?]. It is the bad throws of the dice which arc
inscribed in the same  hypotheses (representing Propositions of
consciousness or the opinions of a common sense) and approach whar g
more or less the same apodictic principle (representing the determination of
the winning throw), It js the bad players who repeat only by fragmenting
chance and dividing it among several throws, By contrast, the good throw
of the dice affirms all of chance in one throw, and jt js here that we find

the essence of what is called a question, There are nevertheless severa|
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never means C()minll:lli(m, pcrp('lu;llioll or ])l'()]()ll)";lll(rlh nor even th i
continuous return of something which would at least be able o be
longed in a partial cycle (an identity, an I, a Selt) but, on the contrany e
reprise of pre-individual singularities which, in order that it can be syl
as repetition, presupposes the dissolution of all prior identities. Lvery vui
gin is a singularity and every singularity a commencement on the horiw
tal line, the line of ordinary points on which it is prolonged like so
reproductions or copies which form the moments of a bare repetition. I i
also, however, a recommencement on the vertical line which condensc: win
gularities and on which is woven the other repetition, the line of the attis
mation of chance. If ‘being’ is above all difference and commenccemem,
Being is itself repetition, the recommencement of being. Repetition is the
‘provided’ of the condition which authenticates the imperatives of Beny
This is the constant ambiguity of the notion of origin and the reason I
our carlier deception: origins are assigned only in a world which challenys
the original as much as the copy, and an origin assigns a ground only i «
world already precipitated into universal ungrounding.
One final consequence remains, concerning the status of negation. Ther
is a non-being, yet there is neither negative nor negation. There is a
non-being which is by no means the being of the negative, but rather
being of the problematic. The symbol for this (non)-being or ?-being is %
The zero here refers only to difference and its repetition. This (non)-beiny,
which corresponds to the form of a problematic field, even though thr
modalities of proposition tend to assimilate it to negative non-being,
reappears with the so-called expletive ‘Ne’ which grammarians have so
much difficulty in interpreting: like the witness of an extra-propositional
grammatical instance, an expletive ‘Ne’ always appears in propositions
where there is a question developed into a problem. The negative is an
illusion, no more than a shadow of problems. We have seen how problems
were necessarily hidden by possible propositions corresponding to cases ol
solution: instead of being grasped as problems, they can then appear as no
more than hypotheses or series of hypotheses. As a proposition of
consciousness, each of these hypotheses is flanked by a double negative:
whether the One is, whether the One is not ... whether it is fine, whether it
is not fine. ... The negative is an illusion because the form of negation
appears with propositions which express the problem on which they
depend only by distorting it and obscuring its real structure. Once the
problem is translated into hypotheses, each hypothetical affirmation is
doubled by a negation, which amounts to the state of a problem betrayed
by its shadow. There is no ldea of the negative any more than there are
hypotheses in nature, even though nature does proceed by means of
problems. That is why it matters little whether the negative is understood
as logical limitation or real opposition. Consider the great negative notions
such as the many in relation to the One, disorder in relation to order,
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solves in the constitution of sigmilications; the uncons 10Us, 1on actual
virtual character of the elements and relations, along with (heir donll,
status of transcendence and Immanence with regard (o the sounds acnull,
articulated; the double actualisation of the differentia elements, the doul,
incarnation of the differential relations at once both in different lanp ..
and in the different significant parts of the same language (differenciagion)
each language Incarnating certain varieties of relation and certain sty
points; the complementarity of sense and structure, genesis and structu,
where this takes the form of a passive genesis which is revealed in thy
actualisation. Now, despite all these aspects which define a fully positiv
multiplicity, linguists constantly speak in negative terms and assimilate (l,,
differential relations between phonemes to relations of opposition. Perl.,
it might be said that this is only a matter of conventional terminology., .1
that ‘opposition’ here means simply correlation. It is true that the notion .
opposition employed by linguists seems particularly pluralised .|
relativised, since each phoneme enters into several distinct oppositions witl,

among the coexisting varieties of relation that it no longer exists .-
opposition but rather as a complex or perplexed differential mechanism. A
Hegelian would not be at home there, in the absence of the uniformity of .
large contradiction. Nevertheless, we touch here upon an essential poin
here as elsewhere, in phonology as well as in other domains and with
regard to other Ideas, it is a question of knowing whether it js enough 1o
pluralise opposition or to overdetermine contradiction and to distribu(c
them among different figures which, despite everything, still preserve the
form of the negative. It seems to us that pluralism is a more enticing and

any domain of a plurality of coexisting oppositions is inseparable from ;
more profound discovery, that of difference, which denounces the negative
and opposition itself as no more than appearances in relation to the
problematic field of a positive multiplicity.

To return to the linguistic Idea: why does Saussure, at the very moment
when he discovers that ‘in language there are only differences’, add that
these differences are ‘without positive terms’ and ‘eternally negative’? Why
does Trubetzkoy maintain as sacred the principle that ‘the idea of
difference’ which is constitutive of language ‘presupposes the idea of
opposition’? Everything points to the contrary. Is this not a way of
introducing the point of view of consciousness and actual representations
into what should be the transcendent exploration of the Idea of the
linguistic unconscious — in other words, the highest exercise of speech in
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original sense from which cmerges the negation PAS, both as a nececany
consequence and as an inevitable illusion. ‘Ne ... pas’ divides e g
problematic NE and a negative PAS which are like two instances diffeiimg

in kind, the second of which attracts the first only in order to betray i
The genesis of the negative is as follows: the affirmations of being e

genetic elements in the form of imperative questions; these develop 1o thy
positivity of problems; the propositions of consciousness are engenderil
affirmations which designate cases of solution. Each proposition, however,
has a double negative which expresses the shadow of the problem in 1l
domain of solutions — in other words, it expresses the manner in which the
problem subsists in the distorted image of it given in representation. |y
formula ‘That is not the case’ means that a hypothesis passes over into s
negative in so far as it does not represent the currently fulfilled conditions
of a problem, to which, on the contrary, another proposition corresponis
The negative is indeed, therefore, the turning shadow of the problem.a
upon the set of propositions that it subsumes as cases. As a general rule,
the critique of the negative remains ineffective so long as it assumcs .
given the form of affirmation ready made in the proposition. The critiqu
of the negative is radical and well grounded only when it carries out 4
genesis of affirmation and, simultaneously, the genesis of the appearance of
negation. For the question is to know how affirmation itself can In

multiple, or how difference as such can be the object of pure affirmation

This is possible only to the extent that affirmation as a mode of the
proposition is produced from extra-propositional genetic elements (the
imperative questions or original ontological affirmations), then ‘carricd
through’ or determined by way of problems (multiplicities or problemaric
Ideas, ideal positivities). Under these conditions, it must be said in effec
that the negative in the proposition sits alongside affirmation, but only as
the shadow of the problem to which the proposition is thought to respond
— in other words, like the shadow of the genetic instance which produces
the affirmation itself.

Ideas contain all the varieties of differential relations and all the
distributions of singular points coexisting in diverse orders ‘perplicated’ in
one another. When the virtual content of an Idea is actualised, the varieties
of relation are incarnated in distinct species while the singular points which
correspond to the values of one variety are incarnated in the distinct parts
characteristic of this or that species. The Idea of colour, for example, is like
white light which perplicates in itself the genetic elements and relations of
all the colours, but is actualised in the diverse colours with their respective
spaces; or the Idea of sound, which is also like white noise. There is even a
white society and a white language, the latter being that which contains in
its virtuality all the phonemes and relations destined to be actualised in
diverse languages and in the distinctive parts of a given language. Thus,
with actualisation, a new type of specific and partitive distinction takes the
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coad ot be detimed as serictly apart of the real objece as though

Lo hoad one part of aself v the virtual into which it plunged as
st an objective dimension. Accounts of the differential calculus
il on the differential to a ‘portion of the difference’. Or, following
method, the question is asked which part of the mathematical
(newents the relations in question and must be considered derived.
ity of the virtual consists of the differential elements and relations
ih the singular points which correspond to them. The reality of the
o structure, We must avoid giving the elements and relations which
v ~iructure an actuality which they do not have, and withdrawing
hem areality which they have. We have seen that a double process
ipiocal determination and complete determination defined that real-
v lrom being undetermined, the virtual is completely determined.
- it as claimed that works of art are immersed in a virtuality, what is
«n-invoked is not some confused determination but the completely de-
anned structure formed by its genetic differential elements, its ‘virtual’
mbryonic’ elements. The elements, varieties of relations and singular
mie. coexist in the work or the object, in the virtual part of the work or
I, 1, without it being possible to designate a point of view privileged
+ others, a centre which would unify the other centres. How, then, can
ek simultaneously of both complete determination and only a part
i the object? The determination must be a complete determination of the
L1 1, yet form only a part of it. Following suggestions made by Descartes

w1 I Replies to Arnaud, we must carefully distinguish the object in so far

i 15 complete and the object in so far as it is whole. What is complete is
iy the ideal part of the object, which participates with other parts of ob-
it in the Idea (other relations, other singular points), but never consti-
rares an integral whole as such. What the complete determination lacks is
e whole set of relations belonging to actual existence. An object may be

i+, or rather (non)-ens omni modo determinatum, without being entirely
Jletermined or actually existing.

There is thus another part of the object which is determined by
v tualisation. Mathematicians ask: What is this other part represented by
ihe so-called primitive function? In this sense, integration is by no means
the inverse of differentiation but, rather, forms an original process of
(ifferenciation. Whereas differentiation determines the virtual content of
the Idea as problem, differenciation expresses the actualisation of this
virtual and the constitution of solutions (by local integrations).
Differenciation is like the second part of difference, and in order to
designate the integrity or the ‘integrality of the object we require the
complex notion of different/ciation. The ¢ and the ¢ here are the distinctive
fcature or the phonological relation of difference in person. Every object is
double without it being the case that the two halves resemble one another,
one being a virtual image and the other an actual image. They are unequal
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odd halves. Differentiation itself already has two spects of its own
corresponding to the varieties of relations and 1o (he sigular p()int-'

dependent upon the values of each variety. However, differenciation
turn hfas two aspects, one concerning the qualities or diverse species whicl
actualise the varieties, the other concerning number or the distinct part:
a'ctualising the singular points. For example, genes as a s sterﬁt ‘f‘
differential relations are incarnated at once both in a species aI};d in tl(;-
organic parts of which it is composed. There is in general no quality whicl(1
dpes not refer to a space defined by the singularities corresponding to the
differential relations incarnated in that quality. The work of Lavelle and of
Noggé, for example, has shown the existence of spaces belonging to
quahties and the manner in which these spaces are constructed alon gsid'
51.ngularities, so that a difference in quality is always subtended by a s gati.sltl
difference (diaphora). Furthermore, the reflections of painters teacr:h u
ev.erything about the space of each colour and the alignment of such s aces
thhin a work. Species are differenciated only in so far as each has part:
Whlch are themselves differenciated. Differenciation is al\la)va
simultaneously differenciation of species and parts, of qualities axfcsl
extensities: determination of qualities or determination,of species, but also
partition or organisation. How, then, do these two as’pects of
differenciation connect with the two preceding aspects of differentiation?
Hon dg the two dissimilar halves of an object fit together? Qualities ana
species incarnate the varieties of actual relation; organic parts incarnate the
corresponding singularities. However, the precision with which they fit
together is better seen from two complementary points of view. ’

Og the one hand, complete determination carries out the differentiation
of s.mgularities, but it bears only upon their existence and their
distribution. The nature of these singular points is specified only by the
form of the neighbouring integral curves — in other words by virtue oyf the
actual or differenciated species and spaces. On the other ha,lnd the essential
aspects of sufficient reason — determinability, reciprocal d;termination
complete determination — find their systematic unity in progressivé
determ.ination. In effect, the reciprocity of determination does not signify a
regression, nor a marking time, but a veritable progression in which the
reciprocal terms must be secured step by step, and the relations themselves
festablished between them. The completeness of the determination also
implies the progressivity of adjunct fields. In going from A to B and then B
to A? we do not arrive back at the point of departure as in a bare
repetition; rather, the repetition between A and B and B and A is the
progressive tour or description of the whole of a problematic field. It is like
thrac’§ poem, where the different steps which each form a poem (Writing
Dregmmg, Forgetting, Looking for the opposite, Humourising and finall ’
Rediscovering by analysing) progressively determine the whole poem as Z
problem or a multiplicity. In this sense, by virtue of this progressivity, every

1o
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e re has a purely logical, ideal or dialectical time. However, this
il time itself determines a time of differenciation, or rather rhythms or
Wient times of actualisation which correspond to the relations and
olaritics of the structure and, for their part, measure the passage from
ol 1o actual. in this regard, four terms are synonymous: actualise,
Lit senciate, integrate and solve. For the nature of the virtual is such that,
. 1o be actualised is to be differenciated. Each differenciation is a local
. riation or a local solution which then connects with others in the
.. 11 solution or the global integration. This is how, in the case of the
~wmic, the process of actualisation appears simultaneously as the local
liferenciation of parts, the global formation of an internal milieu, and the
lution of a problem posed within the field of constitution of an
“+anism.2% An organism is nothing if not the solution to a problem, as are
b of its differenciated organs, such as the eye which solves a light
coblem’; but nothing within the organism, no organ, would be
li{erenciated without the internal milieu endowed with a general
Hectivity or integrating power of regulation. (Here again, in the case of
{1ing matter, the negative forms of opposition and contradiction, obstacle
\nd need, are secondary and derivative in relation to the imperatives of an
.w:anism to be constructed or a problem to be solved.)

The only danger in all this is that the virtual could be confused with the
possible. The possible is opposed to the real; the process undergone by the
possible is therefore a ‘realisation’. By contrast, the virtual is not opposed
1o the real; it possesses a full reality by itself. The process it undergoes is
(hat of actualisation. It would be wrong to see only a verbal dispute here: it
s a question of existence itself. Every time we pose the question in terms of
possible and real, we are forced to conceive of existence as a brute
cruption, a pure act or leap which always occurs behind our backs and is
subject to a law of all or nothing. What difference can there be between the
existent and the non-existent if the non-existent is already possible, already
included in the concept and having all the characteristics that the concept
confers upon it as a possibility? Existence is the same as but outside the
concept. Existence is therefore supposed to occur in space and time, but
these are understood as indifferent milieux instead of the production of
existence occurring in a characteristic space and time. Difference can no
longer be anything but the negative determined by the concept: either the
limitation imposed by possibles upon each other in order to be realised, or
the opposition of the possible to the reality of the real. The virtual, by
contrast, is the characteristic state of Ideas: it is on the basis of its reality
that existence is produced, in accordance with a time and a space

immanent in the Idea.

Secondly, the possible and the virtual are further distinguished by the
fact that one refers to the form of identity in the concept, whereas the other
designates a pure multiplicity in the Idea which radically excludes the
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identical as 3 prior condition, Fially, (o the cvient 1 the possible .
open to ‘realisation’, it is understood as an mage of the real, while e real
is supposed to resemble the possible. That is why it is difficulr ..
understand what existence adds to the concept when all it does is doul,
like with like. Such is the defect of the possible: a defect which scrve, ™

> on
contrary, always takes place by difference, divergence or differenciation

as a process no less than it do-
with identity as a principle. Actual terms never resemble the singulariq.
they incarnate. In this sense, actualisation or differenciation js always .
genuine creation. It does not result from any limitation of a pre-existiny,
possibility. It is contradictory to speak of ‘potential’,

as certain biologjst.
do, and to define differenciation by the simple limitation of a global powe:,

as though this potential were indistinguishable from 2 logical possibility
For a potential or virtual object, to be actualised s to create divergent line-,
which correspond to — without resembling -- a virryal multiplicity. The
virtual possesses the reality of a task to be performed or a problem to Iy
solved: it is the problem which orientates, conditions and engenders
solutions, but these do not resemble the conditions of the problem. Bergson
was right, therefore, to say that from the point of view of differenciation,
even the resemblances which appear along divergent lines of evolution (for
example, the eye as an ‘analogous’ organ) must be related first of all to the
heterogeneity in the production mechanijsm, Moreover, the subordination

account of a gigantic memory, a multiplicity formed by the virtual
coexistence of all the sections of the ‘cone’, each section being the
repetition of all the others and being distinguished from them only by the
order of the relations and the distribution of singular points. Then, the
actualisation of this mnemonic virtual appears to take the form of the
creation of divergent lines, each of which corresponds to a virtual section
and represents a manner of solving a problem, but also the Incarnation of
the order of relations and distribution of sin§ularities peculiar to the given
section in differenciated species and parts.?

Difference and repetition in
creation. They are thereby substituted for the identity and the resemblance
of the possible, which inspires only a pseudo-movement, the false
movement of realisation understood as abstract limitation,

Any hesitation between the virtual and the possible, the order of the Idea
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t bz Fvery time Leibniz speaks of lslcas, he pl'?fs‘(,;l]l]:’i lll;'(l)lil”;l: vvuvlllllit;:
cwlaphiciies made of differential relatons and  singular Oioning, v
Lot apprehends inoa state close t(a sleep, stupor, sW o hlzleas aré
" L, murmuring or mtoxication. ...~ However, th:;t 1r(11w c:;ible are
vl s rather conceived as a poss.1b16, a rcl:allse ﬁ) i o;le s
Lo aatton between the possible and the 'v1rtual e;(fp gm: \évasycfm o
.« further than Leibniz in the explor.atlon of 51111 icien fra sub’ordination
crtheless, no one has better mamta'lned the illusion o "
¢ st 1 b Tdea, bt 0 o s berter mantame the
movement of vice-diction in the Idea, bu : aintained the
i i he price of rendering it in
npposed right of representation, alb_elt att rice of rendering It infinite.
o has been better able to immerse though ent of
vljlh-:-::lece and provide it with a differffntlal unconsc101;sr; ;lizzzl;l;gt:txhe
Laile plimmerings and singularities, all in order to save and reconstitute the
Lomogeneity of a natural light a la Descartes. It is moc;,n o oo
that the principle of representation as good se'n?e o1f' ;:he o e bbears
m 1ts highest form. We can cal'l thls.the prmcnfi €0 he Clear and distinet’
e st Pf;l) POE-' tl(;:ra liltt};soiiﬁie (:Cl:?irty%gistinctness constitutes
. all the more distinct the clea is, a : puees
|Iu~l|lligtht which renders thought possible in the conl'?m.c;: :g:z;s;o?tfai ! the
lwculties. Given this principle, we cannot overemp asfl € the importance of
.+ remark that Leibniz constantly makes in h1.s l.ogllc 0 1\V ith.out P
etk g e accommondated wihin he Carcsian logis and taken 1o
: may be accommodated wi sia ' 1o
::12;?1rls(imp1§r that a clear idea is.confused beca.lgse. it }:S nsc::tlfy;tn lecl:;rtzrrigs gto
i all its parts. Moreover, is this not how Le'1 lnlz m:,other ally tends to
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mterpretation, according to which there wou . eka.t dl crence between the
lear and the distinct, not just of degre.e bgt in kind, fhac the clear
( ifld be in itelf confused and the distinct in itself obsa;re. d\)}(/ é i this
mstinctﬂbscure which corresponds to t.he c}eaﬁ—c;); u;::ler.e onsider
Leibniz’s famous passages on the murmuring o ltl e ércepﬁon » o
i etations are possible. Either we say Fhat the app the
whols moise clear but confused (not distinct) because the compo "
F'Vthle er;::);setii)sns are themselves not clear but obscure; or wel say‘ tcliliz:;i; C(;
1;21: I}))ercegtions are themselves distinct alclid obsclur.et'(no:) gszirt)e. Jistinet
i i i nd singularities; u
i gr? S‘ﬁi(sitlifti(;firslfll:cll’ferlla(‘)ttloy?t 2Ziifferengciated. T.hese sir.lgularmes
tﬁey a(r)i(;?rfsz eto determine a threshold of conscious‘ness in rgla}:norﬁ toli(;:z
ltaoer?iecs, a threshold of differenciatign on the basis oi. V:,h:hicg ?n e
ions are actualised, but actualised in an apperception whic in ton
Perceplum::slear and confused; clear because it is dlstmgl.nst he L or
giff:rr:ni’ciated, and confused because it is clea;. Thf: f)roofbizznwlso : lzgical
longer posed in terms of whole-parts (from the poin
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clleton, adisaple of Baér, points out — they can only be Tived, and
£only by the idividual-cmbryo: there are ‘things’ that only an embryo
Ao movements that it alone can undertake or even withstand (for ex-
ool the anterior member of the tortoise undergoes a relative displace-
niof 180 degrees, while the neck involves the forward slippage of a
vwable number of proto-vertebrae). 5 The destiny and achievement of the
milavo s to live the unlivable, to sustain forced movements of a scope
i b would break any skeleton or tear ligaments. It is indeed true that
Lt renciation is progressive and serial: the characteristics of the major
1.1+~ appear before those of genus and species in the order of the determi-
nion of species; and in the order of organisation, this shoot is the begin-
winy, of a paw before it becomes a right or left paw. Rather than a
hilevence in generality, however, this movement implies a difference in
Pul: rather than discovering the more general beneath the less general, we
L over pure spatio-temporal dynamisms (the lived experience of the em-
livo) with regard to the constituted parts and qualities, beneath the mor-
phological,  histological, anatomical, physiological and other
haracteristics. Rather than going from more to less general, determination
jnopresses from virtual to actual in accordance with the primary factors of
v alisation. The notion of ‘generality’ here suffers the disadvantage of
aippesting a confusion between the virtual, in so far as it is actualised by a
pocess of creation, and the possible, in so far as it is realised by limitation.
iifore the embryo as general support of qualities and parts there is the em-
luyo as individual and patient subject of spatio-temporal dynamisms, the
lirval subject.

As for the other aspect, that of the possibility of evolution, we must
approach it in terms of pre-evolutionist polemics. The great controversy
lcetween Cuvier and Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire concerns the unity of
composition: is there an Animal in itself or an Idea of the universal animal
- or do the sub-kingdoms introduce impassable gulfs between the types of
animal? The discussion finds its poetic method and test in folding: is it
possible to pass by folding from Vertebrate to Cephalopod? Can a
Vertebrate be folded in such a manner that the two ends of the spine
approach one another, the head moving towards the feet, the pelvis
towards the neck, and the viscera arranged in the manner of Cephalopods?
Cuvier denies that folding can produce such an arrangement. What animal
could pass the test, even reduced to its dry skeleton? Geoffroy, it is true,
does not claim that the passage is carried out by folding; his argument is
more profound: that there are developmental times which stop a given
animal at a particular degree of composition (‘organ A would be in an
unusual relation to organ C if B were not produced, or if development had
stopped too soon and prevented its production’).26 The introduction of the
temporal factor is essential, even though Geoffroy conceives of it only in
the form of stoppages - in other words, progressive stages ordered
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de kinetics of the epg; a geographic process of isolation may be no less
tamative of specics than internal genetic variations, and somctimes
pocedes the lateer.? Everything is even more complicated when we
smecder that the internal space is itself made up of multiple spaces which
st be locally integrated and connected, and that this connection, which
vy be achieved in many ways, pushes the object or living being to its own
tursts, all in contact with the exterior; and that this relation with the
wierior, and with other things and living beings, implies in turn
onmections and  global integrations which differ in kind from the
neceding. Everywhere a staging at several levels.

O the other hand, the dynamisms are no less temporal than spatial.
llicy constitute a time of actualisation or differenciation no less than they
ouiline spaces of actualisation. Not only do these spaces begin to incarnate
Aidferential relations between elements of the reciprocally and completely
Aciermined structure, but the times of differenciation incarnate the time of
the structure, the time of progressive determination. Such times may be
- ailed differential rhythms in view of their role in the actualisation of the
ldca. Finally, beneath species and parts, we find only these times, these
viies of growth, these paces of development, these decelerations or
wccelerations, these durations of gestation. It is not wrong to say that time
alone provides the response to a question, and space alone provides the
~olution to a problem. Consider the following example, concerning sterility

and fecundity (in the case of the female sea-urchin and the male annelid):
problem — will certain paternal chromosomes be incorporated into new
nuclei, or will they be dispersed into the protoplasm? question — will they
arrive soon enough? However, the distinction is obviously relative, for it is
clear that the dynamism is simultaneously temporal and spatial - in other
words, spatio-temporal (in this case, the formation of cones of division, the
splitting of chromosomes and the movement which takes them to the poles
of the cones). The duality does not exist in the process of actualisation
itself, but only in its outcome, in the actual terms, species and parts. Nor is
it a question of a real distinction but rather a strict complementarity, since
the species designates the quality of the parts just as the parts designate the
number of the species. More precisely, the species gathers the time of the
dynamism into a quality (lion-ness, frog-ness) while the parts outline its
space. A quality always flashes within a space and endures the whole time
of that space. In short, dramatisation is the differenciation of
differenciation, at once both qualitative and quantitative. However, in
saying ‘at once’ we mean that differenciation differenciates itself into these
two correlative paths, species and parts, determination of species and
determination of parts. Just as there is a difference of difference which
gathers up the different, so there is a differenciation of differenciation
which integrates and welds together the differenciated. This is a necessary
outcome to the extent that dramatisation inseparably incarnates the two
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traws of the Idea, ditferennal relations and cotresponding, sinpula pona.
the lacter being actualised in the pares while the former are actuabised il
species.

Are not these spatio~temporal determinations what Kant bl
schemata? There is, nevertheless, an important difference. A schema o
indeed a rule of determination for time and of construction for space, but
is conceived and put to work in relation to concepts understood in terne, o
logical possibility: this is so much part of its nature that it does no meo.
than convert logical possibility into transcendental possibility. Tt bhiny-
spatio—temporal relations into correspondence with the logical relation- «l
the concept. However, since it remains external to the concept, it is ni
clear how it can ensure the harmony of the understanding and sensibiliy
since it does not even have the means to ensure its own harmony with th
understanding without appeal to a miracle. Schematism possesses .
immense power: it can divide a concept and specify it according to .
typology. A concept alone is completely incapable of specifying or dividiny:
itself; the agents of differenciation are the spatio-temporal dynamisi-.

which act within or beneath it, like a hidden art. Without these, we would
still confront the questions which Aristotle raised with regard to Platonu
division: where do the halves come from? However, the schema does not
account for the power with which it acts. Everything changes when the
dynamisms are posited no longer as schemata of concepts but as dramas of
Ideas. For if the dynamism is external to concepts — and, as such, a schema
- it is internal to Ideas — and, as such, a drama or dream. Species arc
divided into lineages, Linnaeons into Jordanons, concepts into types, but
these divisions do not have the same criteria as the divided, they are not
homogeneous with the divided, and they are established in a domain
external to that of concepts but internal to that of the Ideas which preside
over division itself. Dynamism thus comprises its own power of
determining space and time, since it immediately incarnates the differential
relations, the singularities and the progressivities immanent in the Idea.3"
The shortest is not simply the schema of the concept of straight, but the
dream, the drama or the dramatisation of the Idea of a line in so far as it
expresses the differenciation of the straight from the curved. We distinguish
Ideas, concepts and dramas: the role of dramas is to specify concepts by
incarnating the differential relations and singularities of an Idea.
Dramatisation takes place under the critical eye of the savant as much as
it does in the head of the dreamer. It acts below the sphere of concepts and
the representations subsumed by them. There is nothing which does not
lose its identity as this is constituted by concepts, and its similarity as this is
constituted in representation, when the dynamic space and time of its
actual constitution is discovered. The ‘type hill’ is no more than a stream
along parallel lines, the ‘type slope’ an outcrop of hard layers along which
the rocks are buried in a direction perpendicular to that of the hills; but on
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double dynamism because he dreams of heconumy, mimacely cut off, a1
end of a long drift, but also of an absolute beginning, by means of a vadu

foundation. It has often been remarked that the global sexual behaviour v
men and women tends to reproduce the movement of thetr organs, .ol
that the latter in turn tend to reproduce the dynamism of the celluln
elements: psychic, organic and chemical - three dramatisations of diftcien
orders echo one another. While it is thought which must explore the virtual
down to the ground of its repetitions, it is imagination which must g0
the process of actualisation from the point of view of these echocs
reprises. It is imagination which crosses domains, orders and lcvel-,
knocking down the partitions coextensive with the world, guiding o
bodies and inspiring our souls, grasping the unity of mind and nature; .
larval consciousness which moves endlessly from science to dream andl
back again.

Actualisation takes place in three series: space, time and al.o
consciousness. Every spatio~temporal dynamism is accompanied by tl
emergence of an elementary consciousness which itself traces direction:,
doubles movements and migrations, and is born on the threshold of th
condensed singularities of the body or object whose consciousness it is. It 1
not enough to say that consciousness is consciousness of something: it 1.
the double of this something, and everything is consciousness because 1
possesses a double, even if it is far off and very foreign. Repetition i
everywhere, as much in what is actualised as in its actualisation. It is in the
Idea to begin with, and it runs through the varieties of relations and the
distribution of singular points. It also determines the reproductions ol
space and time, as it does the reprises of consciousness. In every casc,
repetition is the power of difference and differenciation: because it
condenses the singularities, or because it accelerates or decelerates time, or
because it alters spaces. Repetition is never explained by the form of
identity in the concept, nor by the similar in representation. No doubt
conceptual blockage gives rise to a bare repetition that we can effectively
represent as the repetition of the same. However, who blocks the concept,
if not the Idea? Moreover, as we have seen, the blockage takes place along
the three lines of space, time and consciousness. It is the excess in the Idea
which explains the lack in the concept. Similarly, it is the clothed, singular
or extraordinary repetition, dependent upon the Idea, which explains that
ordinary, bare repetition which is dependent upon the concept and plays
only the role of the outer garment. In the Idea and its actualisation, we find
at once both the natural reason for conceptual blockage and the
supernatural reason for a repetition superior to that subsumed within the
blocked concept. What remains outside the concept refers more profoundly
to what is inside the Idea. The entire Idea is caught up in the
mathematico-biological system of different/ciation. However, mathematics
and biology appear here only in the guise of technical models which allow
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Chapter V
Asymmetrical Synthesis of the Sensiblc

Difference is not diversity. Diversity is given, but difference is that Iy
which the given is given, that by which the given is given as diversc. In
ference is not phenomenon but the noumenon closest to the phenomenon
It is therefore true that God makes the world by calculating, but his calcn
lations never work out exactly [juste], and this inexactitude or injustice
the result, this irreducible inequality, forms the condition of the world. I'h
world ‘happens’ while God calculates; if the calculation were exact, thei
would be no world. The world can be regarded as a ‘remainder’, and 1lu
real in the world understood in terms of fractional or even incommensn
able numbers. Every phenomenon refers to an inequality by which it 1
conditioned. Every diversity and every change refers to a difference whi
is its sufficient reason. Everything which happens and everything which ap
pears is correlated with orders of differences: differences of level, tempera
ture, pressure, tension, potential, difference of intensity. Carnot’s principl.
says this in one fashion, Curie’s principle in another.! There are lock.
everywhere. Every phenomenon flashes in a signal-sign system. In so far a-
a system is constituted or bounded by at least two heterogeneous serics,
two disparate orders capable of entering into communication, we call it «
signal. The phenomenon that flashes across this system, bringing about the

communication between disparate series, is a sign. “The emerald hides in its

facets a bright-eyed water-sprite ...”: every phenomenon is of the ‘bright

eyed water-sprite’ type, made possible by an emerald. Every phenomenon
is composite because not only are the two series which bound it heteroge
neous but each is itself composed of heterogeneous terms, subtended by
heterogeneous series which form so many sub-phenomena. The expression
‘difference of intensity’ is a tautology. Intensity is the form of difference in
so far as this is the reason of the sensible. Every intensity is differential, by
itself a difference. Every intensity is E — E’, where E itself refers to an e - ¢,
and e to € — € etc. : each intensity is already a coupling (in which each el-
ement of the couple refers in turn to couples of elements of another order),
thereby revealing the properly qualitative content of quantity.2 We call this
state of infinitely doubled difference which resonates to infinity disparity.
Disparity ~ in other words, difference or intensity (difference of intensity) —
is the sufficient reason of all phenomena, the condition of that which ap-
pears. Novalis, with his tourmaline, is closer to the conditions of the sen-
sible than Kant, with space and time. The reason of the sensible, the
condition of that which appears, is not space and time but the Unequal in
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Ay trical Syithesis of the Sensible

avntly transforms the unequal into the divisible. Good sense s the
Ldory ol the middle classes who recognise themselves in equality as an
Iact product. 1t dreams less of acting than of constituting a natural
wdivn the clement of an action which passes from more to less
Litenciated: for example, the good sense of eighteenth-century political
siomy which saw in the commercial classes the natural compensation
« the extremes, and in the prosperity of commerce the mechanical process
i the cqualisation of portions. It therefore dreams less of acting than of
taoccing, and of allowing free rein to action which goes from the
sopredictable to the predictable (from the production of differences to
oo reduction). Neither contemplative nor active, it is prescient. In short,
.« rocs from the side of things to the side of fire: from differences produced
. hfferences reduced. It is thermodynamic. In this sense it attaches the
i hing of the absolute to the partial truth. It is neither optimistic nor
[« ~amistic, but assumes a pessimistic or optimistic tint depending upon
hether the side of fire, which consumes everything and renders all
p«ntions uniform, bears the sign of an inevitable death and nothingness (we
o all equal before death) or, on the contrary, bears the happy plenitude of
~wstence (we all have an equal chance in life). Good sense does not negate
ilterence: on the contrary, it recognises difference just enough to affirm
ilut it negates itself, given sufficient extensity and time. Between mad
itference and difference cancelled, between the unequal in the divisible
md the divisible equalised, between the distribution of the unequal and
~uality distributed, good sense necessarily lives itself as a universal rule of
Jistribution, and therefore as universally distributed.

Good sense is based upon a synthesis of time, in particular the one
which we have determined as the first synthesis, that of habit. Good sense
i+ good only because it is wedded to the sense of time associated with that
.ynthesis. Testifying to a living present (and to the fatigue of that present),
it goes from past to future as though from particular to general. However,
it defines this past as the improbable or the less probable. In effect, since
cvery partial system has its origin in a difference which individualises its
Jdomain, how would an observer situated within the system grasp this
difference except as past and highly ‘improbable’, given that it is behind
him? On the other hand, at the heart of the same system, the future, the
probable and the cancellation of difference are identified in the direction
indicated by the arrow of time - in other words, the right direction. This
condition grounds prediction itself (it has often been noticed that if initially
indistinguishable temperatures are allowed to differenciate, it cannot be
predicted which will increase or decrease; and if viscosity is accelerated, it
will tear moving bodies from their state of rest, but in an unpredictable
direction). Well-known pages by Boltzmann comment upon this scientific
and thermodynamic guarantee of good sense: they show how within a
partial system difference, the improbable and the past are identified on the
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one hand, while unttormity, the probable and the furure
the other.” In the dream of a truly universa| Bood sense,
the feeling of the absolute to partial truths, along with (he MOOH (4 o hy
earth, this equalisation and homogenisation dq not occur only 1 | ),
partial system, but continue from one system to another,
Boltzmann shows, this attachment is not |
synthesis of time js sufficient.

We are at least in 2 position to clarify the relation between £200d i
and common sense, Common sense was defined subjectively by (),
supposed identity of a Self which provided the unity and ground of .} ],
faculties, and objectively by the identity of whatever object served ..
focus for all the faculties, This double identity, however, remaing static. \v,
10 more find ourselves before a universal indeterminate object than we 4,
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form of a universa] Self and that of an indet
therefore, has two definitions, one objective and ope subjective, whij, |,
correspond to those of common sense: a rule of universa distribution and .,
rule universally distributed. Good sense and common sense each refer {,
the other, each reflect the other and constitute one half of the orthodoxy.
In view of this reciprocity and double reflection, we can define comman
sense by the process of recognition and good sense by the process of
prediction. The one involves the qualitative synthesis of diversity, the stati.
synthesis of qualitative diversity related to an object supposed the same for
all the faculties of 4 single subject; the other involves the quantitative
synthesis of difference, the dynamic synthesis of difference in quantity
related to a system in which it is objectively and subjectively cancelled.
Nevertheless, difference remains not the given itself but that by which
the given is given. How could thought avoid going tha

erminate object. Good sense,

t far, how could it

T
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o allgr}lngf : emone limit to the next. Objectively, paradox displays ith
other, leaplr_lg o ot be totalised within a common elementg alO.n g w} a
clemgnt which Csf“g cannot be equalised or cancelled at the dlICCthI; o 2
the difference e rect to say that the only refutation of _paradoxe; ies 1e
goog SCnS: ;:12‘18 sg;mon sense themselves, but on condition that they ar
good sens
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already allowed everything: the role of judge as well as that of party 1o th
case, the absolute along with the partial truth.

It is not surprising that, strictly speaking, difference should be inexpl
able’. Difference is explicated, but in systems in which it tends to be o
celled; this means only that difference is essentially implicated, that «
being is implication. For difference, to be explicated is to be cancelled on 1.
dispel the inequality which constitutes it. The formula according to wli. |,
‘to explicate is to identify’ is a tautology. We cannot conclude from (h-
that difference is cancelled out, or at least that it is cancelled in itself. It 1
cancelled in so far as it is drawn outside itself, i extensity and irn th
quality which fills that extensity. However, difference creates both this ¢«
tensity and this quality. Intensity is developed and explicated by mean: «
an extension [extemsio] which relates it to the extensity [extensumi]
which it appears outside itself and hidden beneath quality. Difference of
tensity is cancelled or tends to be cancelled in this system, but it creates -
system by explicating itself. Whence the double aspect of the quality a .
sign: it refers to an implicated order of constitutive differences, and tend-
to cancel out those differences in the extended order in which they are cx
plicated. This is also why causality finds in signalling at once both .
origin and an orientation or destination, where the destination in a senuc
denies the origin. The peculiarity of ‘effects’, in the causal sense, is to have
a perceptual ‘effect’ and to be able to be called by a proper name (Seebeck
effect, Kelvin effect ...), because they emerge in a properly differential ficld
of individuation which the name symbolises. The vanishing of difference is
precisely inseparable from an ‘effect’ of which we are victims. Difference in
the form of intensity remains implicated in itself, while it is cancelled by
being explicated in extensity. It is therefore unnecessary, in order to save
the universe from heat death or to safeguard the chances of eternal return,
to imagine highly ‘improbable’ extensive mechanisms supposedly capable
of restoring difference. For difference has never ceased to be in itself, to be
implicated in itself even while it is explicated outside itself. Therefore, not
only are there sensory illusions but there is also a transcendental physical
illusion. In this regard, we believe that Léon Selme made a profound dis-
covery.” In opposing Carnot and Clausius, he wanted to show that the in-
crease of entropy was illusory. Moreover, he pointed out certain empirical
or contingent factors of this illusion: the relative smallness of the dif-
ferences in temperature produced in thermal machines, the enormity of the
dampening which seems to preclude the construction of a ‘thermal ram’.
Above all, however, he discovered a transcendental form of illusion: of all
extensions, entropy is the only one which is not measurable either directly
or indirectly by any procedure independent of energetics. If it were the
same for volume or for quantity of electricity, we would neccssarily have
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o canton that these mnerease through irrc.vursiblc (l';l‘l_lfﬁ“l )‘”“r::luil»ll“ l“l::,,
Cedox ()" entropy is the following: entropy s an CXt?ml\[/-Lc'\(t‘iL(m’ Whi:.‘h is
. her CexXtensive factors, it is an extension or expl anot lication
LMot uch in intensity, which does not exist outside the implicati
b ated e I] l1ted and ;his is because it has the fun.ctlon of m{zkzng
oo n‘np lcl( mox’rement by which that which is implicated e?(phca‘te(s1
.’H{' lht)}j:(::c;:d There is thus a transcendental illusion essentially tie
oot oras e . .
i1 yualitas, Heat, and to the extension, EHU;OPY-h . dividuations which
. wotable that extensity does not account for the i ' the left, the
I notabic No doubt the high and the low, the right and the le 1
o Wlthlr}ll " Ond are individuating factors which trace rises and 'ah.s,
e sind td edgro:nts in extensity. However, since the)f take place w1; in
e eTC ed extensity, their value is only relative. They Fher; ore
lh'mdy d‘e(;’ N Opr’ instance — depth itself, which is not an extension “1: at
o from @ If]epfioubt every depth is also a possible length and size, ud
e "'fp-lg?i:t (i)s realised only in so far as an observer chaullgeslfplacde ?l?at
‘lml !':bsilntlol Zn abstract concept that which is length fgr ltfs: f :vr; depth
| ‘lln: ‘Eln‘is length for others: in fact, it 1s alwa}ll's ondthiilbl?::;tfl. It obviously
vt the old one becomes length or is exp lca-t:; simple plane, or an
to the same thing whether we consider a P with the
e hree dimensions where the third is homogencqus l
;‘knsit\zomotnzz depth is grasped as an extensi\lffe quantltlz, t:r(l:;e(:;?tsy tn(r)l
ot : . ; in itself its own he
, u;',t-,.1dered exten:ty :3,?, cg;ze:eiotﬁ:crlluiz :;nitltis the ultimate e sion of
ot 10 e se:;: this. only as a fact without understanding the reason,
rens bultojlveer know that it is original. We also then note thehpres:}lll;i
.““-C ity of iﬁdividuating factors, but without understanding Vlvl erlf':'l o
o oxensy f since we no longer know that they express the O gf.
ey Con'lesdroirlll’ which explicates itself as right and left in tge. 1r§t
'Il(,‘Pth' ilénlsas flri)gh and low in the second, and as figure and gro;mw;tr;l :-)uet
‘| ”,1,:3 Senis’ed third. Extensity does not develop o:) jgi(:d Selow,
. : a left and a right, a high and a low, an abo b relativity of
'%.Sentmgl'k the dissymmetrical marks of its own origin. The rela fy
which are 1 : tions, moreover, 1s further testimony to the absolute flom
llncse determinat E;tensity as a whole comes from the depths. l?ept ; :lsl
which they coirlr:fci original) heterogeneous dimension is the matrix O ith
|l‘iet (nl:littl;n?rtliluding its third dimension considered to be homogeneous W
cKte ’
the (;;cher twr(l)d [fond] as it appears in 2 homogeneous eXtensity 18 t:)ota;lﬁ'ez
Lo grOuof something ‘deeper’ [profond]: only the latter [ﬁfy veer hold
ihhary ndless. The law of figure and ground would ne d of
({]ngrufld Ordgrt(i)xli uished from a neutral background or a b.ackgroudn t(l)l
for objecs nlegss the object itself entertained a relation to 1ts OWI lef'or;
f;?ﬁlef eolgl?g;s llaletWeen figure and ground is only an extrinsic plane relat
er
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which presupposes an internal, voluminous relation between surfa e
the depth which they envelop. This synthesis of depth which endows, 1y,
object with its shadow, but makes jt emerge from that shadow, fu .,
witness to the furthest Past and to the coexistence of the past wuli th
present. We should not be surprised that the pure spatial syntheses Iy,
repeat the temporal syntheses previously specified: the explication
extensity rests upon the first synthesis, that of habit or the present; but 11

Ao

synthesis make themselves felt, announcing the universa) ‘ungroundiny,’
Depth is like the famous geological line from NE to SW, the line whu |,
comes diagonally from the heart of things and distributes volcanocs: i
unites a bubbling sensibility and a thought which ‘rumbles in its cratet”
Schelling said that depth is not added from without to length and breadil,,
but remains buried, like the sublime principle of the differend win i
creates them.,

Extensity can emerge from the depths only if depth is definahl.
independently of extensity. The extensity whose genesis we are attemptiny
to establish is extensive magnitude, the extensum or term of reference of all
the extensio, The original depth, by contrast, is indeed space as a whole,
but space as an intensive Quantity: the pure spatium. We know tha
sensation or perception has an ontological aspect: precisely in the synthes,
which are peculiar to it, confronted by that which can only be sensed
that which can only be perceived. Now, it appears that depth is essentially
implicated in the perception of extensity: neither depth nor distances arc
judged by the apparent magnitude of objects, but, on the contrary, depth
envelops in itself distances which develop in extensity and explicate in turn
the apparent magnitudes, It also appears that depth and distances, in this
state of implication, are fundamentally linked to the intensity of the
sensation: it is the power of diminution of the intensity experienced that
provides a perception of depth (or rather, provides depth to perception).
The perceived quality presupposes intensity, because it expresses only a
resemblance to a ‘band of isolatable intensities’, within the limits of which
a permanent object is constituted — the qualified object which affirms its
identity across variable distances. Intensity, which envelops distances, is
explicated in extensity, while extensity develops, exteriorises and
homogenises these very distances. At the same time, a quality occupies this
extensity, either in the form of a qualitas which defines the milieu of a

1 ' venstble Ry
Asymmnetvical Synthesis of the Sensible
i i eived (in
cendtancousty the impereeptible and that which can only bzlp.erc‘n a(nd
fo. wense, Paliard called it simultaneously bpth con morlu gé o
V imunc:l and showed the existence of an 1n;er;e comp ae;n neary
: i ideal existence and distance
~bion between  distance as  idea . e o dentt
iance is formed between intensity pth,
i~ience). The strangest allian me : y anc cepth,
i i n limit and allows it to
i b carries each faculty to its ow ! ; et Banicars
i icular solitude: an alliance betw :
.l at the peak of its particu : e e e
i di intensity are the same a : .
w4 difference. Depth and in . s e e
i is is said of difference. Depth is the .
i ihie same in so far as this is sai neensity of
is 1 i t once the exten.
i f this intensive depth emerge a .
Lo, or vice versa. Out o A onee the exterisio
f ] d the quale. The vecto
wel the extensum, the qualitas an ' . s or vectorial
' i hout extensity, but als '
npnitudes which occur  throug : Jealar
l “m'tudes or particular cases of vector-potennf:ls,f are ;lhe <tf}tlernaimnOt 5
(IR A ey i
i i igin: le, altitudes. The fact that
i+ the intensive origin: for example, ¢ they cannot be
i r that they have an essenti .
vlded in any order whatsoever, o _ : tion toan
ler of succession, refers us back to the synthesis of time whic
o
depih, . ities — 1 r words
!hi'mt defined all intuitions as extensive quantities — in o-tlhe recede&
0 .’u(mties such that the representation of the parts necessari yS paCe ded
.lu: | made possible the representation of the whole. Hov}s:cver,mfary nd
tme are not presented as they are represgrl_tc?d. Onht e Cf ar fatter
| "lentation of the whole grounds the possnbllilty ?jf the Part S, the latter
i i by the determinate
' i tualised only by ] .
Lemg only virtual and ac alised only e d Yawes of
m")zigrical intuition. It is empirical intuition whlcf,x is 'eXtins'in While he
wi{tses a logical extension to space and time, Kapt s mistake is to maintain
veometrical extension for it, and to reserve mtensxveh quz}n ttg'e ror the
. i i ther. In
ich fi sity to some degree or o :
atter which fills a given exten . : : ase of
“" intiomorphic bodies, Kant recognised precisely an m}l;grna} dl,?iecould
G )
I lowever, since it was not a conceptual difference, or;1 lls yne;v * could
( , 1 i i whole in the
f lation with extensity as a ' .
‘fer only to an external re . orm of
Hxtensivey magnitude. In fact, the paradox of symmetrlcaldob](::zm,1 e
: . .
cverything concerning right and left, hlgh' a.nd low, flgtgrc arils agrr1 mte;lsive
i i ure intuition or spatium
an intensive source. Space as p r spatiu tensive
Iguantity and intensity as a transcendental prlgaplle is not x:lg;t (})'f fhe
l ’ i enesis:
icipati t the source of a quadruple g :
anticipation of perception bu uad hat of ehe
xtenfio in the form of schema, that of extensity in the form (zfns“y sive
: itas i ing exte ,
i the form of matter occupy
magnitude, that of gualitas in orm o i ensity, and
aha% of the, quale in the form of designation of an ob]e.ct. .I-Ilermf n Coben
was right, therefore, to attach full value to the pl‘lllllilp e oce o
. o .
(uantities’in his reinterpretation of Kantianism.” W 1eh3)e e may 2
iireducible to concepts, its affinity with Idea§ cannot nevert ess be denied
in other words, its capacity (as intensive spatium) to e le mine in
- > . .
-xtensity the actualisation of ideal connections (as dlfferc?gfla r lations
zontained in the Idea). Finally, while the conditions of possible exp



I )I//WH'N( cond [\’t'/’t'/l/ll 1

may be related to extension, there are also .*.l||\j.u ent condittons ot gt
experience which are indistinguishable from intensity as such.

Intensity has three characteristics. According to the first, intensive g
includes the unequal in itself. It represents difference in quantity, tha
which cannot be cancelled in difference in quantity or that which v
equalisable in quantity itself: it is therefore the quality which belony:. v
quantity. It appears less as a species of the genus quantity than as the hyne
of a fundamental or original moment present in every quantity. Ou il
other hand, this means that extensive quantity is the figure of another 1.
ment which indicates, rather, quantitative destination or finality (in 1 | v
tial numerical system). In the history of number, we see that cvi
systematic type is constructed on the basis of an essential inequality, .1l
retains that inequality in relation to the next-lowest type: thus, fraction:. «
volve the impossibility of reducing the relation between two quantitics 1o
whole number; irrational numbers in turn express the impossibility of
termining a common aliquot part for two quantities, and thus the impao:.-.
bility of reducing their relation to even a fractional number, and so on.
It is true that a given type of number does not retain an inequality in 1+
essence without banishing or cancelling it within the new order that u
installs. Thus, fractional numbers compensate for their charactertsin
inequality by the equality of an aliquot part; irrational numbers
subordinate their inequality to an equality of purely geometric relations
or, better still, arithmetically speaking, to a limit-equality indicated by .
convergent series of rational numbers. Here, however, we rediscover only
the duality between explication and the implicit, between extensity and the
intensive: for if a type of number cancels its difference, it does so only by
explicating it within the extension that it installs. Nevertheless, it maintain.
this difference in itself in the implicated order by which it is grounded.
Every number is originally intensive and vectorial in so far as it implies a
difference of quantity which cannot properly be cancelled, but extensive
and scalar in so far as it cancels this difference on another plane that it
creates and on which it is explicated. Even the simplest type of number
confirms this duality: natural numbers are first ordinal — in other words,
originally intensive. Cardinal numbers result from these and are presented
as the explication of the ordinal. It is often objected that ordination cannot
lie at the origin of number because it already implies cardinal operations of
colligation. This, however, is because the formula ‘the cardinal results from
the ordinal’ has been poorly understood. Ordination in no way
presupposes the repetition of the same unit which must be ‘cardinalised’
every time the following ordinal number is reached. Ordinal construction
does not imply a supposed same unit but only, as we shall see, an
irreducible notion of distance — the distances implicated in the depth of an
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. v osed
e patii (ordered diffcrence§). Identical umtyri; rrllzﬁt Elr;;‘;gf e
i.-luull()ll' on the contrary, this belongs to fa bers, a relative

o extensive equality among cardinal numbers, ’ that

h b;ﬂw . (;]fllcitcriorised terms. We should not, therefore},1 bfi rllea\lleterms
ARl .

ol umber results analytically from or dinal, (ifi ftr}?errrl1 lt)eeiustified). In

o ovdinal series (the preceding objection Woule 1. to the extent that

. linal number becomes cardingl only by exlt'ensl(c)l ’or developed and

- ivtances enveloped in the prlfltkllugn lz;re relzfui'c:jtenl,lmber. We should

eolved ;n ef);:iﬁstlgé oezfczet,1 ihz con};ept of nurr_lber is syn‘the.tg. .

ey ' }?t’ cancellable in difference of quantity, bqt this differenc

e uerzllled by extension, extension being PFCCI‘SCIY the proctelsz

| I‘Ignllliriyniz;:ir\lfz difference is turned inside out and dlsulbu?::elg ?gcthe
" .

; ny. to be dispelled, Compensated, equahsed aniez:spsl;iy operations

" H'«,liy which it creates. Nevertheles's, ;OW m:;lyin e Fanaous bring

.+ intervene in this proce§s! Adm lralO : tf g ortant point is that the
\,er the divisible and the 1nd1v151ble.. T e imp | whereas the

2oth - fined as that which bears 1n'1tself the unequl- > " and

ll |I .!M‘Sl‘ lles (?l:e Same or the One) seeks to Impose an equality upon It

st

i i the two
1. by render it docile. God begins by making a mixture of

I re
" ents. However, precisely because the dlvi)slb-l ® inle Sczipfngl TC Asa
1 -hows its inequality and oddness, God s tamsc _ i; other words, A +
, make a second mixture: A+B2+ 1 't the
”“7( [}\m:%?)t This mixture, however, also rebec11§, and het m:Sta?i‘iimetic
e " emibutes it into parts according to W
; lw“_];on.: he Ogészf;t: principle is 2, which refers to the elem;:nt CI(\) (rlli’sig
LasrESSIT her whose principle is 3, which refers to C and recognis b
(0 and the ot erlw 3. 9. 27). Now God is faced with mtervals,. vkvllt.
" “ddnets(s) ?ifn.B h(e ’do’es this with two interm}(:diatest,‘ oneisof &:ﬁoniz
Arjances : _ e the other
hmete '(Corres%(;n(i;:ogm Ec(i)lis Ir\rz;y Vl;]: lldeerived the relations, 1i‘_nd tlﬁz
- oTresp onding 0 the.se relations, which pursue the task of trac lnthod
o ‘betk\;vefir'lvisible throughout the entire mixture. FurtherIEOfg’ them
”m.(};uilltntlh:e svhlole in two, cross over the two halvis and ;Ilhfrr:theenform o
VS . ains the equ
o twe Cirdes,fsu}ih ggjrtethvi}?ill: iilezctte:?;ﬁner circle,.orientatéd z?.{)ori.g a
e movemen o0 ;:at sub’sists of inequality in the divisible by distribu ;rirgl
agonal retamzw circles. Finally, God has not defﬁated the uﬂ(?ci?a an
P secim ar}a,lrated it from the divisible and enclosgd' it wit mthis
milf b:itrc(f: ykjflflos exothen. He has equaflis;zd thfid dtl,‘:;:l:rdelrieath,
outer 3 " . of t e world, -
rension Whic? , rthoef et)l(lt;:ercllsiif(;;t?li,t }tlﬁes?llrﬂ:qual still ruprles in intenfs1tt1r}1'é
’ the deep?Stl a}:nse uence to God, for he fills the entire expanse (t)h'm
! hli lSi:)hf tlllat&: zxctensi; of bodies and their qualities. He covers every g.
soul w
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Nevertheless, he dances upon a volcino, Never have oo MY, O s e

I 8
and such demented operations been multiplicd in order 16 dinw o g
depths of an intensive spatium a serene and docile CXLCUSIty, ane

Lo ,|=EH

Difference which subsists in itself even when it is cancel]ed outade pali

The labour of God is always threatened by the third hypothica. .. the
Parmenides, that of the differential or intensive instant.

A second characteristic flows from the first: since it is already diftiy gy

in itself and comprises inequality as such, intensity affirms diflcocn, . h
makes difference an object of affirmation. Curie commented that o
useful but misleading to speak of dissymmetry in negative terms, . gl
it were the absence of Symmetry, without inventing POSItive terins «ijualdy
of designating the infinite number of operations with unmatched o,
The same goes for inequality: it is through inequalities that we discovey 1l
affirmative formula for irrational numbers (for p and g wholc, Cah
number (p-gv2)2 will always exceed a certain value). It is also e
inequalities that we can positively establish the convergence of .1 i,
(rounding up to the highest integer). The Important enterprisc «f ,
mathematics without negation is obviously not based upon identity, whi |
on the contrary, determines the negative by the excluded middl.
non-contradiction. It rests axiomatically upon an affirmative definition f
inequality () for two natura] numbers, and in other €ases, upon a powii,
definition of distance (# #) which brings into play three terms in an infi,
i ns. In order to appreciate the logical powe) i
an affirmation of distances in the pure element of positive difference, w,
need only consider the formal difference between the following, 1w
propositions: ‘if g # b js impossible, then 4 = b’ “if a is distant from Cven
number ¢ which is distant from b, then 4 = &> 11 e shall see, howevey,
that the distance referred to here is by no means an extensive magnitudi,
but must be related to jrs intensive origin. Since intensity is alrealy
difference, it refers to a series of other differences that it affirms 1y
affirming itself. It is sajid that in general there are no reports of nul|
frequencies, no effectively null potentials, no absolutely null pressurc, s
though on a line with logarithmic graduations where zero lies at the end of
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at least two series, one superior and one inferior, with each series referring
in turn to other implicated series, intensity affirms even the lowest;
makes the lowest an object of affirmation, The power of a Waterfall or a
very deep descent s required to go that far and make an affirmation even
of descent. Everything is like the flight of an eagle: overflight, suspension
and descent, Everything goes from high to low, and by that movement
affirms the lowest: asymmetrical synthesis. High and low, moreover, arc
only a manner of speaking. It is a question of depth, and of the lowe
depth which essentially belongs to it. There is no depth which is not 4
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Lo of o lower depth: it as there that distance develops, blflft distance
. . i i ich it di ence as
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L . imace of
“len does the negative emerge? Negat'lon is the mvferted l;n;zgv ;)n
i oonee — in other words, the image of intensity seen r(}lfp etion. o
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I o . . . o
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i i i i ing or decreasing resemblances.

Loaciiions in a series of increasing sing > Thers Is no
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i i i f extension): as a result, extensi :
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entation, without which rep
wuile them the elements of represent s 1 rep "
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[ ) .
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| lnch we we have already given in order to explain the illusion
sl
wrative, ) ) ) ce
| )lv)ifference is not negation. On the contrary, t}lllebneg.atlve is gfng-znce
i eye. D1
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mverted, seen from below. . ne eve. Dilterence
1 irements of representation whi :
. mverted, first, by the requirem ; ion which subordinare i
i i hadow of ‘problems’ which g
w» identity. Then, by the s . c ¢ fise to the
i i inally, by extensity and quality w
dlusion of the negative. Finally, :  qualis over of
1 thin extensity
i i i s underneath quality and wi '
«plicate intensity. It i ' iioin cstensity that
i 1 n, and that its characteris
Iniensity appears upside down, I that o T aares
i ither of limitation or of opposition). :
the form of the negative (eit tior ! o iy whicn
it is ti tive only within extensity and q )
Aifference is tied to the nega ' ' which
precisely tend to cancel difference. Every time we fmd .ourselllYe}sl c?}?:;e ted
\vit’h qualified oppositions and in an extensity mt hz:ischhiCh e are
1stri t upon an extensive syn ' w
Jistributed, we must not coun thesis which would
On the contrary, the constituent disp
overcome and resolve them. . : rities or
~uveloped distances inhabit intensive depth.1 Thfesm;1 al;;e the S'Z:i)cn of the
i 1 Iso the principle of the denunci :
llusion of the negative, but a : : of this
:Ilusion Only depth resolves, because only ‘dlfference hg“{lesl e 1o
problems. It is not the synthesis of the different which lea
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p ercise) and can only be sensed (from the point of view ()‘l lll .
O (In

t[anscendent exelclse)- III a passage fIOm Book VII Of th.e REPubllc, l

showed how such being transmits 4 shock bt

e})ltpressly shows, Plato means that sensible
t ebmselves separable from a contrariety
subject to whj ' ince
] ich they are attributed, Since every quality is 2 becoming
5 OlIC

does not be ¢
come ‘harder’ (or tall
o er) than one was wj ~
becoming ‘softer’ (or smaller) than one is i without at the same tinn

or even a contradiction, in (|,

becomin ich i 1

Cc)eXistmgc evs;l;nch implies the identity of Opposites in the form of ]

onavence o 1;z(§)treda(1)ndi les.fs w1th a given quality. However, this Plato;;::

' P fact, it rests i i

resp . ict, il upon intensijve iti

e %nlses th.ese only in qualities jn the course of develop ot - oy DUt
€ason, it assigns both th i e
¢ e being of th i

s ’ e sensible an

qualities. However, while the contrary-sensible or c01(1itrc

tr r y y .
contra 1et mn quaht ) Wthh COIlStltutCS the belllg Of the SCIISIble

ualitati i i
Q : ve contrariety is only the reflection of the intense
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atecadicts i, always distributed within an extensity which inverts and
A I another sense, it is that which can only be sensed or that
I behines the transcendent exercise of sensibility, because it gives to be
A thereby awakening memory and forcing thought. The point of
oy distortion is often to grasp intensity independently of extensity or
1o the qualities in which it is developed. A pedagogy of the senses,
L b forms an integral part of ‘transcendentalismy’, is directed towards
v, Pharmacodynamic experiences or physical experiences such as
o approach the same result: they reveal to us that difference in itself,
i Jdepth in itself or that intensity in itself at the original moment at
Lo b1t is neither qualified nor extended. At this point, the harrowing
Loecter of intensity, however weak, restores its true meaning: not the
woopation of perception but the proper limit of sensibility from the point
- ww of a transcendent exercise.
1 terms of a third characteristic which includes the other two, intensity
i amplicated, enveloped or ‘embryonised’ quantity. Not implicated in
woaliy, for it is only secondarily so. Intensity is primarily implicated in
o . It implicating and implicated. We must conceive of implication as a
i+ tirctly determined form of being. Within intensity, we call that which is
. lly implicated and enveloping difference; and we call that which is really
anphicated or enveloped distance. For this reason, intensity is neither
fiviable, like extensive quantity, nor indivisible, like quality. The
Aresibility of extensive quantities is defined in the following manner: by
il relative determination of a unit (this unit itself never being indivisible
It only marking the level at which division ceases); by the equivalence of
ihe parts determined by the unit; by the consubstantiality of the parts with
the whole which is divided. Division can therefore take place and be
ontinued without any change in the nature of what is being divided. By
-ontrast, when it is pointed out that a temperature is not composed of
othier temperatures, or a speed of other speeds, what is meant is that each
remperature is already a difference, and that differences are not composed
ol differences of the same order but imply series of heterogeneous terms. As
kosny showed, the fiction of a homogeneous quantity vanishes with
witensity. An intensive quantity may be divided, but not without changing
its nature. In a sense, it is therefore indivisible, but only because no part
cxists prior to the division and no part retains the same nature after
Jivision. We should nevertheless speak of ‘smaller’ and ‘greater’, according
to whether the nature of a given part presupposes a given change of nature
or is presupposed by it. Thus, the acceleration or deceleration of a
movement defines within it intensive parts that must be called greater or
smaller, even while these undergo a change of nature and following the
order of these changes {ordered differences). In this sense, difference in
depth is composed of distances, ‘distance’ being not an extensive quantity
but an indivisible asymmetrical relation, ordinal and intensive in character,

I



Iufference and Repetitson

which is established between series of heteropencons terms and es e - as g
cach moment the nature of that which does not divide withoue ooy g i
nature.”” By contrast with extensive quantitics, imtensive quanticn - 44
therefore defined by the enveloping difference, the enveloped dintaue
the unequal in itself which testifies to the existence of a natural “reiviley
which provides the material for a change of nature. We must heac i
distinguish between two types of multiplicities, such as those repro.and
by distances and lengths respectively: implicit as opposcd 10 copdic i
multiplicities; those whose metric varies with division and tho.c ik
carry the invariable principle of their metric. Difference, distanie

inequality are the positive characteristics of depth as intensive afuinim
Furthermore, the movement of explication is the movement by wlhih
difference tends to be cancelled, but also by which distances tend o ts
extended and developed into lengths, and the divisible tends 1o 1y
equalised. (Once again, Plato’s greatness lies in having seen thar
divisible formed a nature in itself only by including the unequal.)

We could be criticized for having included all differences in kind wuluu
intensity, thereby inflating it with everything that normally bclouy. 1.
quality. Equally, we could be criticized for having included wulu
distances what normally belongs to extensive quantities. To us, thiw
criticisms do not appear well founded. It is true that in being developed
extension, difference becomes simple difference of degree and no long
has its reason in itself. It is true that quality benefits from that alicnaiel
reason and takes over differences in kind. However, the distinction
between the two, like that between mechanism and ‘qualitativism’, rcuts
upon a sleight of hand: the one profits from what has disappeared in tly
other, but the true difference belongs to neither. Difference becomes
qualitative only in the process by which it is cancelled in extension. In it
own nature, difference is no more qualitative than extensive. We shoul
note, first, that qualities have much more stability, immobility an
generality than is often admitted. They are orders of resemblance
Certainly they differ, and differ in kind, but always within a supposel
order of resemblance. Moreover, their variations in resemblance refer to
variations of a quite different sort. Certainly, a qualitative difference docs
not reproduce or express a difference of intensity. However, in the passage
from one quality to another, even where there is a maximum ol
resemblance or continuity, there are phenomena of delay and plateau,

shocks of difference, distances, a whole play of conjunctions and
disjunctions, a whole depth which forms a graduated scale rather than a
properly qualitative duration. Finally, if intensity were not there to attend
to, support and relay quality, what would the duration attributed to
quality be but a race to the grave, what time would it have other than the
time necessary for the annihilation of difference in the corresponding
extensity, or the time necessary for the uniformisation of qualities
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; (v 1n short, there would no more be qua_hta.txve g}ffferem:: (())i
: um.. .. in kind than there would be quantitative di (?:Czli; o
e ol degree, if intensity were not capable l?f f:(;(nstfl : egaring
- ¢ m qualities and the latter in extensity, even at the risk ot app
(orsh itself in both. . _ o
s .l‘.uwlllxy the Bergsonian critique of intensity seenés uncc:l::ii?;:ég' g
C e . qqualities ready—ncllaf(}e and Fxt'nsclltlie: tﬁiriaa SZ ocfoquarlties -
aies nce into differences 1n Xin . | :
tn l .l.:‘r_«; (il:fffireegree in the case of extensity. from th1§ lt);)rl:tn(z)fk\)r;e;;
o cesarily appears as 10 mote SR CEL Ty avibuted to
o et e i i atities. He wanted to free
. du+ everything that b'el_ongs to mtenswehc.lug ‘ i.t e v o
11+ trom the superficial movement Waic 1;5 o e cpuld
. wliction (that is why he oppos.ed duration to becoming); | oule
Lo only b; attributing to quality a depth which 1ts ep:ercl:;si);e;};ity of
e quanty Ok?e CEDHOt b ;gal&Stdtzitgzsﬁfgiix duration not as
It is striking that Bergson shou aualitative o hich does
. vible but as that which changes 1ts nature in divt 1mgi b e
. ase to divide and change its nature: virtual multip icity, he t’a'm
ipliciti ber and extensity which re
(- ration to the actual multxpllcmespof num eIty s
o ﬂ“ffefeﬂces‘f?f degr‘:’;?hi;hteﬁ: v;?lr(:llzso? Br:r(;rsrz)eniz’m represents, when
5 nce ‘ :
."':‘K'“' ;():F}:Zi:efs?}lle ecilelestion of the double genesis gf qualltyf.ar(lid 'i:t::;to};
'Iv. fundamental differenciation (quahty—e?(tcnsi;y) canll iﬁe éegrees "
ly in the great synthesis of Memory which a sz a the degrees
MI:w'cnce to coexist as degrees of r.elaxa}tlond and cof ract int,CHSity
Imcovers at the heart of duration t'hg 1mphcat(e1 for er '(:hout wensity
i b had been denounced only prqwmonfilly an roin :;’l’e o m(;,chanically
Iitcrences of degree and the extensity which represir;l sr B e encor
1. not carry their reason within themselves; but ner 1‘e dothe O ol of
., kind and the duration which .repfesents the;ndqua 1taThe Z(;ul ity
o chanism says that everything is dlffFrence o tlzlgic;e.However i duaney
«plies that there are differences in kind everyw le( . o tile coe are
(.1ls¢ souls, minor and auxiliary souls. Let us ta ebse e et
tion: is there a difference in kind, or of 'degree, etween enees o
e d differences in kind? Neither. Difference is a matter ot dcg] e
e arlll lh extensity in which it is explicated; it is.a matter of kx.n
e Wlt s d to the quality which covers it within that extc_:nsuy.
o VVlthhregar are all the degrees of difference — benea‘th the'two lies the%
I\"v[.weent ietv(;,;) difference — in other words, the inte.nswe. leferipczs oe
e are lv the lowest degree of difference, and dlffefences in kind ar
““gfe? ahre f nf(zlrm of difference. What differences in .kmd or of lc(iegr}ele
Thf: e esr differenciate, the degrees or nature of difference make the
-}Pafa‘beu:’ the same which is said of the different. Bergson, as we have seen,
“ame,
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wentas far as this extreme conclusion:
nature and degrees of difference. 18]
e .d dcg;lus.()f difference, is Repetition (ontological repetition)
Is a ! i I i1 il
hot e 18 n il usllfon tied to intensive quantities. This dlusion, howeve, |,
intensiy y ltse“,dbuliI rather the movement by which differen,
cancelled. Nor is it on]
Y apparently cancelled
—— fea. . . Yy cancelled. Tt 1y 404
, buF outside itself, in extensity and underneath quality. W |
4 < - (1R

l)('l'llJl\'» thas A‘-‘Illl(", the |(|(’|HH\ it

(253

! ||
q
€n ully can dlSC()VCI t]lat l]lte]lSIty Ie]“al]ls lllll)h(aie(l m HSE“ . ll

contin i
the exltlZ; F‘syenviiophdlfference at the very moment when it is reflectc
Sity and the quality that jt S G
0 creates, which implj i
secondar . . > mplicate 1t only
opposit Oll)’,'ll(ljSt C;:n;)ugh to ‘explicate it’, Extensity, quality, limitat
n indeed designate realities. b T e
o ut the form which differ
assumes X > . which differen
image reflll:cr:eésl;“uior)’- l?lfference pursues its subterranean life whi. 1'1.»
¥ the surface is scattered. M it s ‘
that image ) - Moreover, it is in the naturc o
the surf. 8¢, but only d?at 1mage, to be scattered, just as it is in the nature ';
ur aie to cancel difference, but only on the surface e
We as o .
ed h(?w a transcendental principle might be extracted from 1

which remai ’ i
nhich Idenzl;sl constant’, thereby formulating the great but flat tautolopy
s identical - orilon the contrary, we consider pure intensity in so far 1
np In that deep region where no quality is developed, or 'n.n'.
, Or :

a uniform .

impossible glelrgy at rest, which would render any transformation

extensity. - l;ly a particular form of empirical energy, qualified i
¥, €an be at rest; one in which the difference in inten,si l

ca i . ty is al :
ncelled because it is drawn outside itself and distributed 4 rea

Asveretyrcal Syt of the Sensible 2l

cave quanity s atranscendental prineiple, not a scientific concept. In
ol the distinction between empirical and transcendental principles,
Spinieal principle is the instance which governs a particular domain.
domain is a qualified and extended partial system, governed in such
vooner that the difference of intensity which creates it tends to be
o Ned within it (law of nature). But the domains are distributive and
~wnt he added: there is no more an extensity in general than there is an
m peneral within extensity. On the other hand, there is an intensive
« - with no other qualification, and within this space a pure energy. The
« cendental principle does not govern any domain but gives the domain
I. yoverned to a given empirical principle; it accounts for the subjection
+ lonnain to a principle. The domain is created by difference of intensity,
.1 viven by this difference to an empirical principle according to which

ot which the difference itself is cancelled. It is the transcendental

cnople which maintains itself in itself, beyond the reach of the empirical
~naple. Moreover, while the laws of nature govern the surface of the
1@, the eternal return ceaselessly rumbles in this other dimension of the

v endental or the volcanic spatium.
“ hien we say that the eternal return is not the return of the Same, or of

. “amilar or the Equal, we mean that it does not presuppose any identity.

“vihe contrary, it is said of a world without identity, without resemblance
+ quality. It is said of a world the very ground of which is difference, in
lu b cverything rests upon disparities, upon differences of differences
il reverberate to infinity (the world of intensity). The eternal return is

« It the Identical, the similar and the equal, but it presupposes nothing of
o -1 1n that of which it is said. It is said of that which has no identity, no

cinblance and no equality. It is the identical which is said of the
hilerent, the resemblance which is said of the pure disparate, the equal
luch is said only of the unequal and the proximity which is said of all
li.iances. Things must be dispersed within difference, and their identity
wnid be dissolved before they become subject to eternal return and to
«leutity in the eternal return. We can therefore measure the chasm which
. parates eternal return as a ‘modern’ belief, or even a belief of the future,
trom eternal return as an ancient or supposedly ancient belief. In fact, it is
« meagre achievement on the part of our philosophy of history to oppose
~hat is taken to be our historical time with the cyclical time supposed to
I that of the Ancients. It is supposed that for the Ancients things revolve,
hereas for we Moderns they progress in a straight line. However, this
~pposition between cyclical and linear time is a weak idea. Every time such
« »chema is tested it fails for several reasons. In the first place, the eternal
cturn that is attributed to the Ancients presupposes the identity in general
i that which it is supposed to make return. This return of the identical,
lowever, is subject to certain conditions which contradict it in fact. For it
i prounded either upon the cyclical transformation of qualitative elements
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nto one another (plly.*;ic;ll cternal returny) oy upon the e ula THOVE g
of incorruptible celestial bodies (astronomical cternal
cases, return is presented as 4 law of nature.
interpreted in terms of quality, in the other case
However, whether astronomical or physical

retoen) Ta gl
In the one Gt g
> I terms ol ey ey

> extensive or qualitagv thig
Interpretation of eternal return has already reduced the identity (hy 4
presupposes to a simple and very general resemblance: for the i
qualitative process, or the ‘same’ respective position of the sgars detenmigg

exit from the ‘wheel of births’, it finds a first qualitative limit in the {0, ]
metamorphoses and transmigrations; on the other hand, wiil, i,
irreducible inequality of the celestia] periods, it finds a second quantitan,,
limit in the form of irrational numbers. Thus the two themes 11
profoundly linked to eternal return, that of qualitative metamorphosis .|
that of quantitative inequality, are turned back against it, having los )
intelligible relation to it. We are not saying that eternal return as 1t was
believed by the Ancients’ is erroneous of unfounded. We are saying,

"
much an eternal return as a system of partial cycles and cycles o
resemblance. It was 4 generality — in short, a law of nature. (Even the pyc.
year of Heraclitus was only the time necessary for that part of fire which

knowledge of eternal return, it is a cruel and esoteric k

must be sought in another dimension, more mysterious and moye
uncommon than that of astronomical or qualitative
generalities,

‘his’ eternal return js jn no way the return of 3 same, a similar or an equal,

ty, if there were ap
position of equilibrium
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’ yclical hypothesis, ‘his
w hypothesis to the cyc
hetznchie apposes “his™ hy . ponet,
the absence of depth in the sphere of the 1.mmutable Ihe ternal
sther qualitative nor extensive but mtenfswz, purety1 rtensive. In
1 P « " ) a n a
is sai i This is the fundame
ais, it 1s said of difference. . connection
ulllu- cternal return and the will to power. Theﬂonﬁ_l(lio  not hold
i il other. The will to power is the flas fldg'fferences o
o hoses, of communicating intensities, differences of di ; nalit,ies
crphoses, ! :
i i nd exhalations: a world of intensive intentio N ,
o lacra ‘mysteries’. '® Eternal return is the being of this
b ol simulacra or ‘mysteries’. ‘ B of thie
Ll | only Same which is said of this world anzli 'eleuedeerslez;gztigs o
(Rl > v -
i i tzsche was interested i
s therein. It is true that Nie Z5) . . Cnergerics of
o i ot the scientific nostalgia of a philosop . .
s e hat h ht to find in the science of intensive
i soug -
L i he called Pascal’s prophecy:
to realise what he calle : .
wasies — namely, the means ’ | . ophecy:
| i”~ ‘haos an }gbject of affirmation. Difference in the w1g to finst ‘s
I l (-t‘object of sensibility, the hohe Stimmung, sense resaegmed e
[ BT ONY ‘
i L ture (remember that the will to power was first p
[RI R M |

‘ 3
| feeling Of distance). A thought contrary to the laws of nature
leei o

Ston in the eternal return is the highest thopght, the g’s)sshcfizzﬁ:i
ll' | M: aT*lclir; the first affirmation; eternal ret}tllrr;l is the.fiec(;)fnt};et fci:rst iy
Pt . ath? which is sai .
o ‘.miontl:;f bt;?irslgc,)fo; stizflalnihorl,)(i)r‘;v (:)rther words, a primary .inte‘rllvseltzr;
:\l Y 1:¢;<1ii:‘;ht occurs. Along the broken chain or fthﬁ tor;iogsofrllnf/hat can
" nily led from the limit of sense to the limit of thought,
i be sensed to “}Ilhat Py Onli’ bect:l(l)sl:g:l\;rything bathes in its difference,
. use nothing is equal, S ing returns —
| l.'lnf.:.-il:siclirity and its inequality, even with itself, thatt :e‘;i?:hi;nfhat which
her, everything does not return. What does no Tt is quality and
. I-”-]zié:mal return, that which does not p ass-t}}ll-e t:f]th (;iff(flzrence, the
e : in so far as within :
ity w? ich d:l r1r1<(=.)ttuEr(ituirsnc’:allrrllcelled. So too the nggatiye, in hso fari 1:?
wlition o }iterrlla inverte’d and cancelled. So too the 1§len.t1cal, the sslmt i
i rence 19 ti iy yfar as these constitute the forms of ¥nd1ff.erence. Oh'(;
ol the equa i llrll s}(: self as the form and guarantee of 1dentlt.y: everything
ol along wit tl ‘ nder the law of ‘once and for all’, includlng repetition
V :'“?h: 1135 :zlrjsje(:tl t}:)uthe condition of the identity of a, )same S\;ilsltt)’ﬁi: 9::;;
~hen o . ¢ 1
‘ same self (as in the ‘resurrection’). ... her
‘ :i‘-(liidflfatbgg)tiilear quality nor extensity return;? Or wetrete‘;VZ fn:):;ei:ion?,
- istinguish two states of quality along w1tb two state o
. 0 dlstlpg}:lls lity flashes like a sign in the distance or interva e
Lmein whic qufa i Zensity- the other in which, as an effect, it reacts upins
e dlfferer:ice Odlsnto can’cel difference. One in which extension remﬁiCh
e te}?e enveloping order of differences; the. 9ther o WThis
I”AP1lC‘?l:e(ixg;ictates difference and cancels it within a qualified system.
- xtensity
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favour i

favour ct)}flea supekr)lc.)ﬁ.coherence, then the most beautiful qualitic: i
Vib}:-am, exm:;;)os;s r;ﬂ 1ant colours, the most precious stones and (i 1, !
broken all relation. W(i)trhoticeenf;al:\fs tt:(;letsl:ﬂr ile minal’ refa o and b

( . e s Will remain for ever affix.
t};zdixcrgznsw; ;pac; of positive dnfferences. Then, in turn th‘({‘\(“l‘ll“;
EenSibi“tn doiscto I(: P aedd? Wl”. be rea!ls':ed, in which Plato pron;ised to lh’.
senibil yhad " ;iiteb Eom lgs empirical exercise temples, stars and grond.
redicrn o never clore been seen, unheard-of affirmations. |1,
realised, it is true, only by the very overturning of Platonis,

The affini : . ..
denicd glt)’h bet.V\./e'en Intensive quantities and differentials has often ber
s chacsm, however, bears only upon a misconception of (| X

My

flow of exchange occurs between intensit
‘t“;o lcon(-ie;sp'onding figures of differane.anIddeI:: aS;r%zS ;};le;%:mk;izv o
ell)e rrni Ifl:t): In\:err::;ilezn:ltlpl1c1t11.es, made up of relations between differenti(::ll
clemens. | re implicated multiplicities, ‘implexes’, made up of
NS between asymmetrical elements which direct the "
actuahsatlop of .Ideas and determine the cases of soluti fC e
ghe aest.h}eltxc of Intensities thus develops each of jts mome(:;s i(lerclc))mblem&
inex;}c): wntt th'elc.halectlc of Ideas: the power of intensity (depth) is rf(f)isrllﬁé) I:i
potentiality of the Idea. Already the illusion we encounteregd on tleme
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| rocptions or mtenstve quantites refers to the unconscious of Ideas,

(-
Vil ol the acsthetic echoes that of the dialectic. The latter s irony,

Lol as the art of problems and questions which is expressed in the
i ol diflerential relations and in the distribution of the ordinary and
wenbar, By contrast, the art of the aesthetic is humour, a physical art

aals and signs determining the partial solutions or cases of solution —

oo, animplicated art of intensive quantities.

I very general correspondences do not, nevertheless, indicatc
+« Iy how the affinity works, nor how the connection between intensive

annes and differentials operates. Let us reconsider the movement of

't which is inseparable from a process of actualisation. For examplc,

- Ll or multiplicity such as that of colour is constituted by the virtual

ricuce of relations between genetic or differential elements of a

i v ular order. These relations are actualised in qualitatively distinct
1ouis, while their distinctive points are incarnated in distinct extensities
Lol correspond to these qualities. The qualities are thereforc
liecnciated, along with the extensities, in so far as these represent
t . pent lines along which the differential relations which coexist only in

't ldea are actualised. We have seen that every process of actualisation

1o this sense a double differenciation, qualitative and extensive. The
i pories of differenciation no doubt change according to the order of the
Litierentials constitutive of the Idea: qualification and partition are the two

+ 1 ts of physical actualisation, just as organisation and the determination
4 upecies are of biological actualisation. However, the qualities
lilerenciated by virtue of the relations they actualise impose their own

+purements, as do the extensities differenciated by virtue of the distinctive
pomts they incarnate. That is why we proposed the concept of

Iitlerent/ciation to indicate at once both the state of differential relations in
ihe ldea or virtual multiplicity, and the state of the qualitative and
. -1ensive series in which these are actualised by being differenciated.
I'ereby, however, the condition of such actualisation remains completely
mdceterminate. How is the Idea determined to incarnate itself in
ilferenciated qualities and differenciated extensities? What determines the
rclations coexisting within the Idea to differenciate themselves in qualities
and extensities? The answer lies precisely in the intensive quantities.
Intensity is the determinant in the process of actualisation. It is intensity
which dramatises. Tt is intensity which is immediately expressed in the
hasic spatio—temporal dynamisms and determines an ‘indistinct’ differential
telation in the Idea to incarnate itself in a distinct quality and a
distinguished extensity. In this way, after a fashion {but, as we shall see,
only after a fashion), the movement and the categories of differenciation
reproduce those of explication. We speak of differenciation in relation to
the Idea which is actualised. We speak of explication in relation to the
intensity which ‘develops’ and which, precisely, determines the movement
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ot actualisation. However, it remaing liteeally crue (ha ensiy creates, (h

qualities and extensities in which i explicates itself, because (hese quathies,

and extensities do not in any way resemble the ideal relations whicl i
actualised within them: differenciation implies the creation of the
along which it operates.

How does intensity fulfil this determinant role? In itself, it muse be o,
less independent of the differenciation than of the explication wly |,

]lllt K

of implication which defines jt. It is independent of the differenciation |
virtue of its own essential process. The essential process of intensiyi
quantities is individuation. Intensity is individuating, and intensive
quantities are individuating factors. Individuals are signal-sign systems. All
individuality is intensive, and therefore serial, stepped and communicat; ny,

constituted. Gilbert Simondon has shown recently that individuation
Presupposes a prior metastable state — in other words, the existence of .
‘disparateness’ such as at least two orders of magnitude or two scales ol
heterogeneous reality between which potentials are distributed. Such .
pre-individual state nevertheless does not lack singularities: the distinctivc

act of solving such a problem, or - what amounts to the same thing - ik
the actualisation of a potential and the establishing of communication
between disparates. The act of individuation consists not in suppressing the
problem, but in integrating the elements of the disparateness into a state of
coupling which ensures its internal resonance. The individual thus finds
itself attached to a pre-individual half which is not the impersonal within it
so much as the reservoir of jts singularities.)” In all these respects, we
believe that individuation is essentially intensive, and that the
pre-individual field is a virtual-idea] field, made up of differential relations.
Individuation is what responds to the question ‘Who?’, just as the Idea
responds to the questions ‘How much?” and “‘How?’, “Who?* js always an
intensity. ... Individuation js the act by which intensity determines
differential relations to become actualised, along the lines of differenciation
and within the qualities and extensities it creates. The total notjon is
therefore that of: indi-different/ciation (indi-drama-different/ciation). Irony,
as the art of differential Ideas, is by no means unaware of singularity: on
the contrary, it plays upon the entire distribution of ordinary and
distinctive points. However, it is always a question of pre-individual
singularities distributed within the Idea. It is unaware of the individual.
Humour, the art of intensive quantities, plays upon the individual and
individuating factors. Humour bears witness to the play of individuals as
cases of solution, in relation to the differenciations it determines, whereas
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n ' . . . . . .
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liclds) are actualised — in other words, organised Wllthllrll mtt}llntlc;grfn (1?;2
i i i i ther lines. As a resuit, they then
lines differenciated in relation to o es. As ule ¢ e
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i ' irtual with the possible. Individuation
rhat made in confusing the virtua ' ‘ o ; 1
i iati it gi ities and extensities,
fferenciation; it gives rise to it. Qua exten
presuppose any o i i ; they are imprisoned
: d parts are not primary; they
forms and matters, species an : mprisoned
in indivi i stal. Moreover, the entire wor y
in individuals as though in a cry . . vorld >
read, as though in a crystal ball; in the moving depth of individuating
? . . .
i i tensity. .
differences or differences in in nsity. ' |
All differences are borne by individuals, but they are not all mdl;lgu:S
differences. Under what conditions does a difference become regalr)l e 2
individual? The problem of classification was clearly a.l\fvay's a pr}(: emh \
ordering differences. However, plant and animal class;fl?thnﬁ s ow1 tt :ile
i h a multip
i ly so long as we are provided with a
we can order differences only ! e
inui blance. The idea of a continuity
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ivi i istinct from that of classification,
living beings was never distinc fica s
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dgrrr)lands of classification. On the contrary, it kls theh .pﬁerequlslte ;)efvzrayi
icati mong
i i mple, one asks which a
ossible classification. For exa , which
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the one which allows 1o be grouped unde
which resemble one another onam
sense that a genus may be simultancously both o concept of reflection al
also a natural concept (to the extent that the identity it ‘carves om .
related to that of neighbouring species). If we consider three plants, A
and C, of which A and B are ligneous while C is non-ligneous, B
blue while A is red, then ‘ligneous’ will be the characteristic, sinc.
ensures the greatest subordination of differences to the order of mereasg:
and decreasing resemblances, No doubt the order of resemblances may |
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composition), in relation to which difference is still understood in terms ol
judgements of analogy or in terms of variation within a universal concep
In any case, so long as it is subordinated to the criteria of resemblan.
within perception, identity within reflection, analogy within judgement an
opposition within the concept, difference is not regarded as individu.|
difference. It remains only general difference, even though it is borne by (I
individual.

Darwin’s great novelty, perhaps, was that of Inaugurating the thought of
individual difference. The leitmotiv of The Origin of Species is: we do no
know what individual difference is capable of! We do not know how far u
can go, assuming that we add to it natural selection. Darwin’s problem i

occasion: it is a question of knowing under what conditions small
unconnected or free-floating differences become appreciable, connecte
and fixed differences. Natural selection indeed plays the role of a principle
of reality, even of success, and shows how differences become connected to
one another and accumulate in a given direction, but also how they tend to
diverge further and further in different or even opposed directions. Natural
selection plays an essential role: the differenciation of difference (survival
of the most divergent). Where selection does not occur or no longer occurs,
differences remain or once more become free-floating; where it occurs, it
does so to fix the differences and make them diverge. The great taxonomic
units — genera, families, orders and classes — no longer provide a means of
understanding difference by relating it to such apparent conditions as
resemblances, identities, analogies and determined oppositions. On the
contrary, these taxonomic units are understood on the basis of such
fundamental mechanisms of natural selection as difference and the
differenciation of difference, For Darwin, no doubt, individual difference
does not yet have a clear status, to the extent that it is considered for itself
and as primary matter of selection or differenciation: understood as
free-floating or unconnected difference, it is not distinguished from an
indeterminate variability. That is why Weissmann makes an essential
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dind dorsal to the mid-ventral line. In order to plumb the intensive
Lpths or the spatium of an egg, the directions and distances, the
Foanisms and  dramas, the potentials and  potentialities must be
sadiphed. The world is an egg. Moreover, the egg, in effect, provides us
ih o model for the order of reasons: {organic and species related)
liicrentiation—individuation—-dramatisation—differenciation. We think that
Literence of intensity, as this is implicated in the egg, expresses first the
‘hiterential relations or virtual matter to be organised. This intensive field
-1 unlividuation determines the relations that it expresses to be incarnated
i spatio-temporal dynamisms (dramatisation), in species which
-.arespond to these relations (specific differenciation), and in organic parts
vhuch correspond to the distinctive points in these relations (organic
‘hfterenciation). Individuation always governs actualisation: the organic
(aits are induced only on the basis of the gradients of their intensive
<uvironment; the types determined in their species only by virtue of the
midividuating intensity. Throughout, intensity is primary in relation to
orpanic  extensions and  to  species  qualities. Notions such as
morphogenetic potential’, ‘field-gradient—threshold” put forward by
I nileq, which essentially concern the relations of intensity as such, account
for this complex ensemble. This is why the question of the comparative
role of the nucleus and the cytoplasm, in the egg as in the world, is not
casily solved. The nucleus and the genes designate only the differentiated
matter — in other words, the differential relations which constitute the
pre-individual field to be actualised; but their actualisation is determined
only by the cytoplasm, with its gradients and its fields of individuation.
Species do not resemble the differential relations which are actualised in
them; organic parts do not resemble the distinctive points which
correspond to these relations. Species and parts do not resemble the
intensities which determine them. As Dalcq says, when a caudal appendix
is induced by its intensive environment, that appendix corresponds to a
certain level of morphogenetic potential and depends upon a system in
which ‘nothing is a priori caudal’.!? The egg destroys the model of
similitude. To the extent that the requirements of resemblance disappear,
two quarrels seem to lose much of their meaning. On the one hand,
pre-formism and epigenesis cease to be opposed once we admit that the
enveloped pre-formations are intensive while the developed formations are
qualitative and extensive, and that they do not resemble one another. On
the other hand, fixism and evolutionism tend to be reconciled to the extent
that movement does not go from one actual term to another, nor from
general to particular, but — by the intermediary of a determinant
individuation ~ from the virtual to its actualisation.
Nevertheless, we have not advanced with regard to the principal
difficulty. We invoke a field of individuation or individuating difference as
the condition of the organisation and determination of species. However,
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b expresses the Idea — inother words, in the individual which thinks it
e no more separable than the distinct and the obscure are separable in

ihe Idea itsclf. The clear-confused as individuating intensive unit

auesponds to the distinct-obscure as ideal unit, Clear-confused does not
alify the Idea, but the thinker who thinks or expresses it. The thinker is
the mdividual. The distinct was precisely the obscure: it was the obscure in
o lar as it was distinct. In the present case, however, the clear is precisely

the confused; it is confused in so far as it is clear. We saw that the
veakness of the theory of representation, from the point of view of the
lopic of knowledge, was to have established a direct proportion between
the clear and the distinct, at the expense of the inverse proportion which
rlites these two logical values: the entire image of thought was
~ompromised as a result. Only Leibniz approached the conditions of a
logic of thought, inspired by his theory of individuation and expression.
For despite the complexity and ambiguity of the texts, it does indeed seem
at times that the expressed (the continuum of differential relations or the
anconscious virtual Idea) should be in itself distinct and obscure: for
«xample, all the drops of water in the sea like so many genetic elements
with the differential relations, the variations in these relations and the
distinctive points they comprise. In addition, it seems that the expressor
(the perceiving, imagining or thinking individual) should be by nature clear
and confused: for example, our perception of the noise of the sea, which
confusedly includes the whole and clearly expresses only certain relations
or certain points by virtue of our bodies and a threshold of consciousness
which they determine.

The order of implication includes the enveloping no less than the
cnveloped, depth as well as distance. When an enveloping intensity clearly
cxpresses certain differential relations and certain distinctive points, it still
cxpresses confusedly all the other relations, all their variations and points.
It expresses these in the intensities it envelops. These latter enveloped
intensities are then within the former. The enveloping intensities (depth)
constitute the field of individuation, the individuating differences. The
cnveloped intensities (distances) constitute the individual differences. The
latter necessarily fill the former. Why is the enveloping intensity already a
field of individuation? Because the differential relation on which it is
focused is not yet a species, nor are its distinctive points yet parts. They
will become so, but only in being actualised by the action of this field
which it constitutes. Must we say at least that all the individuals of a given
species have the same field of individuation, since they point originally to
the same relation? Certainly not, for while two individuating intensities
may be abstractly the same by virtue of their clear expression, they are
never the same by virtue of the order of intensities which they envelop or
the relations which they confusedly express. There is a variable order
according to which the ensemble of relations is diversely implicated in
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these secondary mtensities. We should nevertheless avord saying, thian
individual has individual ditference only by virtue of its confused ~phi o
This would be again to neglect the indissolubility of the clear and il
confused. It would be to forget that the clear is confused by itscll, i1 ~o 1
as it is clear. In effect, the secondary intensities represent the fundaminial
property of the primary intensities — namely, the power to divid w
changing their nature. Two intensities are never identical except abstr.aily
Rather, they differ in kind, if only by the manner in which they diot
within the intensities they include. Finally, we should not say that 1l
individuals of a given species are distinguished by their participation
other species: as if, for example, there was ass or lion, wolf or sheep,
every human being. There is indeed all that, and metempsychosis retain. .l
its symbolic truth. However, the ass and the wolf can be considered spe i
only in relation to the fields of individuation which clearly express thein i
the confused and in the enveloped, they play only the role of variables, of
individual differences or composing souls. That is why Leibniz was right
substitute the notion of ‘metaschematism’ for that of metempsychosr..
meaning by this that a soul never changed bodies, but its body could !«
re-enveloped or reimplicated in order to enter, if need be, other fields of
individuation, thereby returning to a ‘more subtle theatre’. 20 Every body,
every thing, thinks and is a thought to the extent that, reduced to it.
intensive reasons, it expresses an Idea the actualisation of which u
determines. However, the thinker himself makes his individual difference-.
from all manner of things: it is in this sense that he is laden with stones anil
diamonds, plants ‘and even animals’. The thinker, undoubtedly the thinke:
of eternal return, is the individual, the universal individual. It is he who
makes use of all the power of the clear and the confused, of the
clear—confused, in order to think Ideas in all their power as the
distinct—obscure. The multiple, mobile and communicating character of
individuality, its implicated character, must therefore be constantly
recalled. The indivisibility of the individual pertains solely to the property
of intensive quantities not to divide without changing nature. We are made
of all these depths and distances, of these intensive souls which develop
and are re-enveloped. We call individuating factors the ensemble of these
enveloping and enveloped intensities, of these individuating and individual
differences which ceaselessly interpenetrate one another throughout the
fields of individuation. Individuality is not a characteristic of the Self but,
on the contrary, forms and sustains the system of the dissolved Self.

We must give a more precise account of the relations between explication
and differenciation. Intensity creates the extensities and the qualities in
which it is explicated; these extensities and qualities are differenciated. Ex-
tensities are formally distinct from one another, and comprise within them-
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Avymimetrical Synthesss of the Sensilble

co means certain thae either the 1 or the Self falls within the domam ot
heeduation. They are, rather, figures of differenciation. The | torms the
copetly psychic determination of species, while the Self forms the psychic
cowmsation. The 1 is the quality of human being as a species. The
Lvoommation  of psychic species is not of the same type as the
L eomimation of biological species, since here the determination must
il or be of the same power as, the determinable. That is why Descartes
+ tuwed any definition of human being which would proceed by genus and
Liicience as in the case of animal species: for example, ‘rational animal’,
nvthe contrary, he presents the I think as another procedure of definition,
-« capable of demonstrating the specificity of humanity or the quality of
« ~ubstance. In correlation with the I, the Self must understand itself in
irusion: the Self designates the properly psychic organism, with its
Arainctive points represented by the diverse faculties which enter into the
omprehension of the I As a result, the fundamental psychic correlation is
pressed in the formula ‘I think Myself ’, just as the biological correlation
o expressed in the complementarity of species and their parts, of quality
md extension. That is why both the I and the Self each begin with
litfcrences, but these differences are distributed in such a way as to be
—ancelled, in accordance with the requirements of good sense and common
+nse. The I therefore appears at the end as the universal form of psychic
life, just as the Self is the universal matter of that form. The I and the Self
cxplicate one another, and do so endlessly throughout the entire history of
the Cogito.

The individuating factors or the implicated factors of individuation
therefore have neither the form of the I nor the matter of the Self. This is
hecause the I is inseparable from a form of identity, while the Self is
mdistinguishable from a matter constituted by a continuity of
resemblances. The differences included within the I and the Self are,
without doubt, borne by individuals: nevertheless, they are not individual
or individuating to the extent that they are understood in relation to this
identity in the I and this resemblance in the Self. By contrast, every
individuating factor is already difference and difference of difference. It is
constructed upon a fundamental disparity, and functions on the edges of
that disparity as such. That is why these factors endlessly communicate
with one another across fields of individuation, becoming enveloped in one
another in a demesne which disrupts the matter of the Self as well as the
form of the L. Individuation is mobile, strangely supple, fortuitous and
endowed with fringes and margins; all because the intensities which
contribute to it communicate with each other, envelop other intensities and
are in turn enveloped. The individual is far from indivisible, never ceasing
to divide and change its nature. It is not a Self with regard to what it

expresses, for it expresses Ideas in the form of internal multiplicities, made
up of differential relations and distinctive points or pre-individual
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taally”. That 1s why the individual in intensity finds its psychic image
noher in the organisation of the self nor in the determination of species of
he I, but rather in the fractured I and the dissolved self, and in the
~eclation of the fractured I with the dissolved self. This correlation seems
L v, like that of the thinker and the thought, or that of the clear—confused
dhunker with distinct~obscure Ideas (the Dionysian thinker). It is Ideas
~luch lead us from the fractured I to the dissolved Self. As we have seen,
“hat swarms around the edges of the fracture are Ideas in the form of
problems — in other words, in the form of multiplicities made up of
hifcrential relations and variations of relations, distinctive points and
ransformations of points. These Ideas, however, are expressed in
mdividuating factors, in the implicated world of intensive quantities which
-oustitute the universal concrete individuality of the thinker or the system
-1 the dissolved Self.
eath is inscribed in the I and the self, like the cancellation of difference
m a system of explication, or the degradation which compensates for the
processes of differenciation. From this point of view, death may well be
mevitable, but every death is none the less accidental and violent, and
lways comes from without. Simultaneously, however, death has quite
wother face hidden among the individuating factors which dissolve the
«If: here it is like a ‘death instinct’, an internal power which frees the
rilividuating elements from the form of the I or the matter of the self in
which they are imprisoned. It would be wrong to confuse the two faces of
death, as though the death instinct were reduced to a tendency towards
mcreasing entropy or a return to inanimate matter. Every death is double,
and represents the cancellation of large differences in extension as well as
the liberation and swarming of little differences in intensity. Freud
suggested the following hypothesis: the organism wants to die, but to die in
its own way, so that real death always presents itself as a foreshortening, as
possessing an accidental, violent and external character which is anathema
to the internal will-to-die. There is a necessary non-correspondence
between death as an empirical event and death as an ‘instinct’ or
iranscendental instance. Freud and Spinoza are both right: one with regard
to the instinct, the other with regard to the event. Desired from within,
death always comes from without in a passive and accidental form. Suicide
is an attempt to make the two incommensurable faces coincide or
correspond. However, the two sides do not meet, and every death remains
double. On the one hand, it is a ‘de-differenciation’ which compensates for
the differenciations of the I and the Self in an overall system which renders
these uniform; on the other hand, it is a matter of individuation, a protest
by the individual which has never recognised itself within the limits of the
Self and the I, even where these are universal.
There must none the less be values of implication in psychic systems in
the process of being explicated; in other words, there must be centres of
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civelopment which testily to the presence of mdividuatmg, factors. T o
centres are clearly constituted neither by the 1 nor by the Self, b Ly o
completely different structure belonging to the [-Self systeny. This stiocim.
should be designated by the name ‘other’. It refers only to the sell tor
other 1 and the other I for the self. Theories tend to oscillate mistalonl;
and ceaselessly from a pole at which the other is reduced to the starne o
object to a pole at which it assumes the status of subject. Even Sartrc w
content to inscribe this oscillation in the other as such, in showing that th.
other became object when I became subject, and did not become sulsi.)
unless I in turn became object. As a result, the structure of the other, o
well as its role in psychic systems, remained misunderstood. The othcr whi
is nobody, but who is self for the other and the other for the self in ru.
systems, the a priori Other is defined in each system by its expressive valn
— in other words, its implicit and enveloping value. Consider a terrified f.1s
(under conditions such that I do not see and do not experience the caur.

of this terror). This face expresses a possible world: the terrifying world. It
‘expression’ we mean, as always, that relation which involves a torsion
between an expressor and an expressed such that the expressed does ne
exist apart from the expressor, even though the expressor relates to it .-
though to something completely different. By ‘possible’; therefore, we i
not mean any resemblance but that state of the implicated or enveloped 11
its very heterogeneity with what envelops it: the terrified face does no
resemble what terrifies it, it envelops a state of the terrifying world. In
every psychic system there is a swarm of possibilities around reality, but
our possibles are always Others. The Other cannot be separated from the
expressivity which constitutes it. Even when we consider the body ol
another as an object, its ears and eyes as anatomical pieces, we do not
remove all expressivity from them even though we simplify in the extreme
the world they express: the eye is an implicated light or the expression of a
possible light, while the ear is that of a possible sound.?? Concretely,
however, it is the so-called tertiary qualities whose mode of existence is in
the first instance enveloped by the other. The I and the Self, by contrast,
are immediately characterised by functions of development or explication:
not only do they experience qualities in general as already developed in the
extensity of their system, but they tend to explicate or develop the world
expressed by the other, either in order to participate in it or to deny it (I
unravel the frightened face of the other, I either develop it into a
frightening world the reality of which seizes me, or I denounce its
unreality). However, these relations of development, which form our
commonalities as well as our disagreements with the other, also dissolve its
structure and reduce it either to the status of an object or to the status of a
subject. That is why, in order to grasp the other as such, we were right to
insist upon special conditions of experience, however artificial — namely,

Asymimetrical Synthesis of the Sensible ol
de moment at which the expressed has (for u§) no CXIStC”,ul. ;lp;m”frmn
1o which expresses it: the Other as the expression of a postczb e wor 4 .
f, the Other thus functions as a centre
( . nwinding, envelopment or implication. It 'is the repgesentatnc/izdofa:hz
wwlividuating factors. Moreover, if an organism may (t; lrlegaF | as 2
i roscopic being, how much more is this true'of the Other ;lnrpazr hic
tems. It gives rise there to local increases in entropy, Where o the
plication of the other by the self represents a degrada.ltlon in accor nee
i+t law. The rule invoked earlier — not to be exp!lcated to}(l) muct )
. 1nt, above all, not to explicate oneself too much :)VIFh th‘e ot elr, no nz
plicate the other too much, but to maintain one's implicit vz ue}'ls ;ad
wultiply one’s own world by popula.ting it w1th a}l those gxprtt:}sl: iv th iih ic;
.ot exist apart from their expressions. For it is no;1 the o r which i»
.wother I, but the I which is an other, a frac.tured I. There is }1110 ve which
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{1 entire history of that exemplary love is the long ex%lncatlon o the
\sible worlds expressed by Albertinf?, whlgh transform ell; notv}\lzen;ther
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Amposes of a means to endow the possibles that it expressesT\Z%s  realt )1';
mudependently of the development we cause them. to undﬁrgo. i t:le neans
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Conclusion

Difference is not and cannot be thought in itself, so long as it is sulyec( 1.,
the requirements of representation. The question whether it was “alwary -
subject to these requirements, and for what reasons, must be closcly ¢xan

ined. But it appears that pure disparates formed either the celestial beyond
of a divine understanding inaccessible to our representative thought, o 1l
infernal and unfathomable for us below of an Ocean of dissemblancc. I,
any case, difference in itself appears to exclude any relation between diil: |

ent and different which would allow it to be thought. It seems that it « 1
become thinkable only when tamed - in other words, when subject 1 1.

four iron collars of representation: identity in the concept, opposition
the predicate, analogy in judgement and resemblance in perception. A.
Foucault has shown, the classical world of representation is defincd |,

these four dimensions which co-ordinate and measure it. These are the (. n
roots of the principle of reason: the identity of the concept which is 1.
flected in a ratio cognoscendi; the opposition of the predicate which is
veloped in a ratio fiendi; the analogy of judgement which is distributed 1
ratio essendi; and the resemblance of perception which determines a ./
agendi. Every other difference, every difference which is not rooted in (I
way, is an unbounded, uncoordinated and inorganic difference: too Lasp,
or too small, not only to be thought but to exist. Ceasing to be thouyl,
difference is dissipated in non-being. From this, it is concluded that
ference in itself remains condemned and must atone or be redeemed undes
the auspices of a reason which renders it livable and thinkable, and mak -
it the object of an organic representation.

The greatest effort of philosophy was perhaps directed at renderiny,
representation infinite (orgiastic). It is a question of extendiny,
representation as far as the too large and the too small of difference; of
adding a hitherto unsuspected perspective to representation — in othe
words, inventing theological, scientific and aesthetic techniques whicl
allow it to integrate the depth of difference in itself; of allowiny
representation to conquer the obscure; of allowing it to include the
vanishing of difference which is too small and the dismemberment oi
difference which is too large; of allowing it to capture the power ol
giddiness, intoxication and cruelty, and even of death. In short, it is .
question of causing a little of Dionysus’s blood to flow in the organic vein
of Apollo. This effort has always permeated the world of representation.
The ultimate wish of the organic is to become orgiastic and to conquer the
in-itself, but this effort found two culminating moments in Leibniz an
Hegel. With the former, representation conquers the infinite because a
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v hque for dealing with the infinitely small captures .lhc \sm;llltjsr‘
diterence and its disappearance. With the latter, representation conquers
he infinite because a technique for dealing w1th the infinitely large
miures the largest difference and its dismembermg. The two arehlllz
areement, since the Hegelian problem .is also thgt of dlsap})earaﬁlge, w 1 .1es
ihe Lcibnizian problem is also that of dismembering,. Hcgel s technique li t
v the movement of contradiction (difference must attain t.hat.pomt, it mus
I cxtended that far). It consists of inscribing the inessential in t}llle .ess;:.ngf,
wisl in conquering the infinite with the weapons of alsypt Zt'lct' lI:l it:
vleutity. Leibniz’s technique lies in the movement We.cal vice-diction:
ousists in constructing the essence from Fhe. 1nes§cnt1a!, and conquerlrl;g
ihv finite by means of an infinite gnalytlc '1dentxty (d}fference mxisttioﬁ
l-veloped to that point). But what is the point pf rpakmg representa "
wilmite? It retains all its requirements. All Fhat is dxscovered is a g;iomfl
“tuch relates the excess and default of difference to the 1fie:nt1ca , the
wnilar, the analogous and the opposed: reason, — that is, su.fflcxent reasoen
fias become the ground which no longer al.lows apythmg tc1> c(;S(;gpﬂ.
lothing, however, has changed: difference remains subject (tio male 11:) llicr)n é
il all that has happened is the discovery of more subtle and more sut c
means to make it atone, or to redeem it and subject it to the categories o
- presentation, . o
" ll';lstfs, Hegelian contradiction appears to push dlfference l:o th’i{ lln’tliltt, 151111;
(hus path is a dead end which brings it ba;k to identity, ma 1ngI iden i, he
aifficient condition for difference to exist z'md be thought. It 12 only i
wlation to the identical, as a function of the 1der}t1cgl, that contfra.l 1ctéori }i:
the greatest difference. The intoxications and glddlnpsses are Clir.le , the
obscure is already clarified from the outset. Not.hmg showlj t I_lls rr;ian
learly than the insipid monocentricity of the circles in t1 :;b egfed e
Jialectic. Moreover, in another manner perhaps the same shou ¢ sai f
the condition of convergence in the Leibnizian world. Take a notion Sl;lc \
v that of Leibnizian incompossibility. . Everyone recoglr)l}lges ' tngt
mcompossibility is not reducible to contrac_ilctlon, and compossibi 1t‘:glls !
rducible to the identical. It is indeed in th.lS‘ sense that the compossible a <
the incompossible testify to a specific suff1c1f:nt reason and toa pr(;lserlllce o
thie infinite — not only in the totality of possible worlds, but in eac Ic os
world. It is more difficult to say in what thes'e new notions con}s:st. t ;§te.m§
(o us that compossibility consists uniquely in thé followmg: t ehcon i 1((1)S
of a maximum of continuity for a maximum Qf difference — in ot ler wor E
.+ condition of convergence of established series around the. mng"ldal(.ilt'lest}?
the continuum. Conversely, the incomposmblhty of .VVOI'IdS is dCFl 1 tm o g
vicinity of those singularities which. give rise to divergent serlfesf. ejt:&.f "
themselves. In  short, representation may w;ll bgcomc infinite; I
nevertheless does not acquire the power to affirm .ezther lill.n/ergenclil o7
decentring. It requires a convergent and monocentric world: a wor
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codd The second and more profound distinction is the one between
~py mselt and the phantasm. It is clear that Plato distinguishes, and
cpposes, models and copies only in order to obtain a selective

v voon with which to separate copies and simulacra, the former founded

i -n their relation to the model while the latter are disqualified because
{1l both the test of the copy and the requirements of the model. While

. r; indced appearance, it is rather a matter of distinguishing the
bhd and well-grounded Apollonian appearances from the other,
wnative, malign and maleficent appearances which respect the ground

- more than the grounded. This Platonic wish to exorcize simulacra is
l.it catails the subjection of difference. For the model can be defined only
+ positing of identity as the essence of the Same [auto kath’ hauto], and

‘1w opy by an affection of internal resemblance, the quality of the Similar.

li-over, because the resemblance is internal, the copy must itself have an

swcinal relation to being and the true which is analogous to that of the
ool Finally, the copy must be constructed by means of a method which,

1 two opposed predicates, attributes to it the one which agrees with the

wodel. In all these ways, copies are distinguished from simulacra only by

abordinating  difference to instances of the Same, the Similar, the

alogous and the Opposed. No doubt with Plato these instances are not

-1 distributed as they will be in the deployed world of representation

.trom Aristotle onwards). Plato inaugurates and initiates because he

:olves within a theory of Ideas which will allow the deployment of
. presentation., In his case, however, a moral motivation in all its purity is
wowed: the will to eliminate simulacra or phantasms has no motivation
ipart from the moral. What is condemned in the figure of simulacra is the
tate of free, oceanic differences, of nomadic distributions and crowned
marchy, along with all that malice which challenges both the notion of the
model and that of the copy. Later, the world of representation will more or
less forget its moral origin and presuppositions. These will nevertheless
ontinue to act in the distinction between the originary and the derived, the
original and the sequel, the ground and the grounded, which animates the
hicrarchies of a representative theology by extending the complementarity
hetween model and copy.

Representation is a site of transcendental illusion. This illusion comes in
scveral forms, four interrelated forms which correspond particularly to
thought, sensibility, the Idea and being. In effect, thought is covered over
by an ‘image’ made up of postulates which distort both its operation and
its genesis. These postulates culminate in the position of an identical
thinking subject, which functions as a principle of identity for concepts in
general. A slippage occurs in the transition from the Platonic world to the
world of representation (which again is why we can present Plato as the
origin or at the crossroads of a decision). The ‘sameness’ of the Platonic
Idea which serves as model and is g