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CHAPTER Il
The Image of Thought

has always—rightly—been regarded as

Where to begin in philosophy ns eliminating all presupp

very delicate problem, ﬁE_. cnm,.E:w:m Emw > e
S rkEe E_.m_,n,mm - mnﬁ.?mcw HHM: eliminate, presuppositions
mcmwom:mozm Eﬂwnwsmwm_o“ﬂﬂwﬁﬂﬂmmomm objective. By oE_nQ:H.m presupp
w:_wwmwww MM.M: concepts explicitly uummcvvommm by mqmﬂﬂ_w HMQHW
s i nd Meditation, does no
e _.va, ._.Hﬁvmwwwam__ﬁwwwzmmnmznr a definition m%:nﬂﬁw tMMM“_M p
i i i imality: in presenting )
o p..o.:nnvm &:..mh%oﬂw_mw&ﬂﬁ M:m_”.ﬂm“_n” M: Hrw objective Emmmwug
%m.z:_oa., 7m_u~ M:omm procedures that operate by mn::m,m.:g ﬂEMR
&_En: m:ﬂmﬂnmﬂ that he does not escape Enm:wccﬂ:o:w:wonw
_m, nw_whcc.mn.zm or implicit presuppositions contained _w MM_ e
= ,m .,ﬂm ts: it is presumed that everyone wn_uém. in M_:m 3
,_:m: .,os.,éﬂmw is meant by self, thinking, and _un_sm.‘ ,_,:m, cn“n:na ..
B,:nn\m:m\ ears to be a beginning only because it dm,,. r 9
o ﬁ:jm.mvwcmnw to the empirical self. Moreover, while :mw 8
Enm:ﬁvomﬂ_odw-m he does not seem, for his part, to Eonn.w K
Ommnm:wm. o_.A Hm_n: is a beginning only by 53.5 of q‘m er b
cc:,w vﬁsm\.oﬁm vmn_w to sensible, concrete, empirical TM_HNn ol
—jwsmvnﬂ%ﬁ:wm?&:m objective presuppositions, 7:,“ on con __.wmum -
m::_: " s many subjective presuppositions Air,.n: are pe s
i Em_ n her form), appears when Heidegger Saownm a mncn .
s m:M,q ao* mﬂ:\m. We may conclude that there G_:oim oiff
ﬁ:mwﬂ“mﬂun% or rather that the true philosophical beginnins.
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THE IMAGE OF THOUGHT

is in-itself already Repetition. However, this formula, and the evocation of
the idea of philosophy as a Circle, are subject to so many interpretations
that we cannot be too prudent. For if it is a question of rediscovering at the
end what was there in the beginning, if it is a question of recognising, of
; ~ pringing to light or into the conceptual or the explicit, what was simply
known implicitly without concepts—whatever the complexity of this
process, whatever the differences between the procedures of this or that
- author—the fact remains that all this is still too simple, and that this circle
is truly not tortuous enough. The circle image would reveal instead that
philosophy is powerless truly to begin, or indeed authentically to repeat.
We would do better to ask what is a subjective or implicit presupposition:
it has the form of “Everybody knows ... " Everybody knows, in a pre-
philosophical and pre-conceptual manner everybody knows what it
‘means to think and to be. As a result, when the philosopher says “I
think therefore I am”, he can assume that the universality of his
premisses—namely, what it means to be and to think
plicitly understood, and that no one can deny that to doubt is to think,
d to think is to be, Everybody knows, no one can deny, is the form of
resentation and the discourse of the fepresentative. When philosophy
I€sts its beginning upon such implicit or subjective presuppositions, it can
im innocence, since it has kept nothing back—except, of course, the
ssential—namely, the form of this discourse. It then opposes the “idiot” to
he pedant, Eudoxus to Epistemon, good will to the overfull understanding,
lie individual man endowed only with his natural capacity for thought to
Man perverted by the generalities of his time.! The philosopher takes
side of the idiot as though of a man without presuppositions. In fact,
s has no fewer presuppositions than Epistemon, he simply has them
Hanother, implicit or subjective form, “private” and not “public”; in the
U of a natyral capacity for thought which allows philosophy to claim 1o
Egin, and ro begin without presuppositions.
there and there isolated and passionate cries are raised. How could
¥ not be isolated when they deny what “everybody knows . . . "? And
Ohate, since they deny that which, it is said, nobody can deny? Such
St does not take place in the name of aristocratic prejudices: it is not
HEstion of saying what few think and knowing what it means to think.
435 Contrary, it is a question of someone—if only one—with the
Y Mmodesty not managing to know what everybody knows, and
tly am:ﬁ:m what everybody is supposed to recognise. Someone who
“CTallows himself to be represented nor wishes to represent anything.

... —will be
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DIFFERENCE AND REPETITION

i will and a natural capacity for
biak ol En_?.a:w_ %”wno:e““wﬂ;mc”ww_mofmm, who aonm.:& ..ﬂmﬂmmw to ‘:H:._F
L m”ﬂ :M: conceptually. Only such an :a:‘..a:m__ is :é:.SE
either :E‘c,ﬂm_ Y ly such an individual effectively cmm.im and e mn:,wn_w
Enm:ﬂ_vom:_o:m” O.: M.sa:m_ the subjective presuppositions mwm no less
B e the _v tive presuppositions: Eudoxus and Epistenon m.nn.
i ,o FM. fisure who should be mistrusted. At the risk
- _.zm::m Russian manner: that of an ::n_a.amaocnm :
do so M”ﬂ no more in the subjective Enmcvﬁ_,uﬁ:o:w oﬁ 4
han in the objective Emmcvvom_:o:m. of a
pass with which to make a circle, =~
nor eternal. Ah Shestov, with
owerlessness to thi

repe
prejudice
one and the sa
of playing the idiot, ;
man who recognises hims
a natural capacity for thought t "
culture of the times, and _mm_ﬁm the co -
Such a one is the Untimely, da.&mﬂﬁﬁmﬁ?ﬁ e
i EM__H_:«M;%MU%W dimension he develops 5‘ _rm”:.._
o ning at once both the most radical beginn

the questions he
he puts into thoug
demanding questions no:nﬁ, :
and the most stubborn ..n?.::om_”.w: i
le have an intere , . e
} Zm:ﬁcmﬂy recognises this, or that nobody can n_n_.__< =_.H M\Mﬂmﬂ b
; ;_m | no surly interlocutor appears t0 reply t he doct
o e resented, and that he denies or does not qm_,om.:m.w :
s o m,c Mnc ame.) The philosopher, it is true, Eop,m.o% E:. g
who speak in ,_W ﬂrn .Btommm as universally nanom:_m& is s_:m_m_m _n .
&ﬂ:,w:ﬂ.ﬂz” . p, X m:%ma_ﬁli other words, not a particular %_% o* i
st o resentation or recognition in general. q J
D o st £ 1 er, but a pure matter or element. This m.n
i ,..u:o: that thought is the um::& nxnnﬁmﬂ. .
{ there is a natural capacity for

dowed with a talent for truth or an mmms_@ with the W.“ME ;
ki of a good will on the pari of the thinker m:a,m: ‘m: e
e mmUMQ ht. It is because everybody naturally _9.:_3 t mEmﬂ ;
_;x. s axmrm_ué implicitly what it means to think. A:w __”._Eou .
e entation is thus found in the element of a Q.M o
form of qnwwﬂwm: upright nature and a good will Amzmﬁxmmﬂ el
Ean.,.ﬁo_ﬁ.v it presupposition of philosophy may be m,oc: ,_ il b
s s as Cogitatio natura universalis. On this wm_awna_mqmn
common mmmwm There is no point in :E_:U_S:m. the e
m_ww‘mowﬁm@wmw_:moa “Everybody has by nature the desire to
phi %

. " mH—
istributed”,
sense is of all things in the world En.nwcmp nnc.m:.,\_%vo:msg -
verify the existence of this presupposition, foritsi

g that everybody knows “thi

nevertheless, has a
consists only of the w:vv,o,
faculty, of the presupposition tha

esl
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explicit declarations that it inspires than in its persistence among those
philosophers who precisely leave it hidden. Postulates in philosophy are
: not propositions the acceptance of which the philosopher demands:

but,
on the contrary, propositional themes which remain implicit and

are
understood in a pre-philosophical manner. In this sense, conceptual
~} philosophical thought has as its implicit presupposition a pre-philosophical

and natural Image of thought,

borrowed from the pure element of
common sense. According to this image, thought has an affinity with the

true; it formally possesses the true and materially wants the true. It is in
- terms of this image that everybody knows and is presumed to know what
it means to think. Thereafter it matters little whether
with the object or the subject,

philosophy begins
with Being or with beings, as long as
thought remains subject to this Image which already prejudges everything:
the distribution of the object and the subject as well as that

of Being and
beings.

We may call this image of thought a dogmatic, orthodox 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,

ilosophers often have second thoughts and do not accept this implicit
age without adding further traits drawn from explicit reflection on
nceptual thought which react against it and tend 1o overturn it.
fealm of the implicit, it nevertheless holds fast, ev

ecifies that truth is not, after all, “an easy thing to achieve and within
feach of all”. For this reason, we do not speak of this or that image of
hought, variable according to the philosophy in question, but of a single
Mage in general which constitutes th
losophy

In the
en if the philosopher

e subjective presupposition of
as a whole. When Nietzsche questions the most general
MEsuppositions of philosophy, he says that these are essentially moral,

€ Morality alone is capable of persuading us that thought has a good
Ie and the thinker a good will, and that only the good can ground the

“PPosed affinity between thought and the True. Who else,
irality,

Oupht?

in effect, but
and this Good which gives thought to the true, and the true to
- - - Asaresult, the conditions of a philesophy which would be
“out any kind of presuppositions appear all the more clearly: instead of
. '8 supported by the moral Image of thought, it would take as its point
“Parture a radical critique of this Image and the “postulates”

it implies.
"Ould find its difference or its true beginning, not in an agreement with
ﬂ?wxm&en?.w& Image but in a rigorous struggle against this Image,

it would denounce as non-philosophical

4 As a result, it would
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DIFFERENCE AND REPETITION

ic repetition in a thought without Image, even at the
ructions and the greatest demoralisations, and a
philosophical obstinacy with no ally but paradox, one which would have
{o renounce both the form of representation and the element of common
ough thought could begin to think, and continually begin
n liberated from the Image and its postulates. It is futile to
he doctrine of truth without first taking stock of the
his distorting image of thought.

discover its authent
cost of the greatest dest

sense. As th
again, only whe
claim to reformulate t
postulates which project t

THE IMAGE OF THOUGHT

:.—m—.@ 15 m_.._n_mm da modael, in errect: that o recogn cognition ma
n_ ”,— — : S _ m ,

. : . 1 ¢ N mwmoj, Re g i

.—uﬂ A_mm::ﬂ.ﬂ _.uw :—n ~.—m:=0_:ﬁ—5m NKOHA.._.MN Om. m—_ :H@ —.m__rﬂ.__.:ﬂw _._Huo: = m.._U—UOmA M\

mmw.:ﬁ 7 8 | w e seen HD:P:mQ ~W:._G:_—.wﬂ—mﬂ
0 ._ﬁ.hm :m same OT._mn; ma ~ .
.

ined or conceived. , imag-

As v o
Bbac t1.c same ve i _wmmwrmnmw vm_._ﬁ of the piece of wax: “It is of
€, which I touch, whi cotu
. which I picture in
my

:ﬁmm—: 1, 5
m:OH—. —:u ww._oz m:ﬁ same wax f_r__:ﬁ: I ::u_hmm: It to _.um.. :OE_ _:ﬁ_
m.—mH_. No mO_._— t ﬂmﬁ_— mmﬁ_.——ﬂ«\rﬁ_w”—.ﬁmmuz_“-ﬂ‘ EQ:_CHw\ :__mm_:mn_om—_. CH—Q0_1
sta m s T W
51 wn v T —m—. Q < s P
:__—: _um IS0 articu IVeén anda 1ts own st _nw- It mﬂ.'_:mH

It cannot be regarded as a fact that thinking is the natural exercise of a
faculty, and that this faculty is possessed of a good nature and a good will,
“Everybody” knows very well that in fact men think rarely, and more onna.
under the impulse of a shock than in the excitement of a taste for ﬁguﬁzwv..

ways of acting u : .

ity Enﬂ% M_w.w_“ Hmwmnﬂa_“. An object is recognised, however, when one

B s togetne: rehvee thoir & that of another, or rather when all th

B Gty in the obie (4 :Q,_.‘m::m: and relate themselves to a fo ;
Ject. Recognition thus relies upon a subjective c:z&ﬂﬂ MM

Moreover, Descartes’
thought) is of all things i
upon no more than an old sayin
prepared to complain of lack of memory,
ut they always find themselves well served with regard

hought. What makes Descartes a philosopher is that
g in order to erect an image of thought as it i
affinity with the true belong in principle
of translating this principle into fact ¢
rediscovering it behind the facts. Natural good sense or common Sense
thus taken to be determinations of pure thought. Sense is able
adjudicate with regard to its own universality, and to suppose its
universal and communicable in principle. In order to impose or redis
this principle—in other words, to apply the mind so endowed—there 1l
be an explicit method. There is no doubt, therefore, that in fact it is diffic
{0 think, but the most difficult in fact may still be the easiest in prin
This is why the method itself is said to be easy [rom the point of view
nature of thought (it is no exaggeration 10 say that this notion of
poisons the whole of Cartesianism). when the presupposition of phil
phy is found in an Image of thought which is claimed to hold in prif
no longer be content 1o oppose it with contrary facts

st be carried out on the level of principle itself, in order €
nce of thought as

n the world the most equally distributed® re
g, since it amounts to reminding us t

men are imagination or ev

hearing, b
intelligence and t
makes use of that sayin
principle: good nature and an
thought, whatever the difficulty

we can
discussion mu
whether this image does not betray the very esse
thought. To the extent that it holds in principle, this image presupP=
certain distribution of the empirical and the transcendental, and it
distribution or transcendental model implied by the image that

judged.
168

s famous suggestion that good sense (the capacity for

collaboration of the faculties for “everybody”—i

o . y"—in other

_m.w Mmmow_”_ a _MM.,MMQMMH &ﬁx?“m? EE_w simultaneously, :u”< H.M MM:M”M_ﬂo:

i omwa.%,ro :_nﬂm relies upon a ground in the :::{vomnh

e .:Hm no_mH all the 9.:3 faculties must be modalities. This M

e mcs_w%, Mmﬁwm beginning: it expresses the unity om. all the

e 8. : ereby nxwammmnm the possibility that all th
a form of object which reflects the mcEmQZM

n_.:.:%\ 1 U w.u mu _UU
¥ t Umof._.—ﬂﬁw a ﬁ-_:_nvmo ~_.—ﬁ.m_ concept *.OH H:Q resu 0s1ton OM a

lommon sense; it mm :_m. C 0O ecome 3 For K i
P . OImImMon sense U P i ____ ant as
1 e ; ; €O T——Om w.—mn.m_-
L €scartes, itisthe 1 m:-.:v O_ the mm——w mn H:ﬁ I H:Z—W fc.:—ﬁ._m ~OCSﬁ—w —.:ﬂ

mo w Omm: —.__._nw ._mﬁ_-_ ties m_:_ ::w dgreement on ___ﬂ Or :_ d 05
n — 1 1r m T 0O m. m m:—u@ Q
[

me OU ect. HTN C—— ection —um I mmﬁm at we never con ont orm
u u fe___._— al 2._ ver —.H a m _
at,

mv e uny 8— Y
v O—.—PﬁA to — _J
4 ﬂn.:m L Ver e —:.._ mn this or :JWH O—.v._ﬂﬁ.ﬂ Qﬂ:E:mQ m:&
o T n—ﬂﬂaw mina oI ._.._H.:.m n H mit m.m 1€5 t wv "
ﬂ._m.QQ _w da I e cont 1o ro :m ﬁ.ﬁ: i }ﬂ ___w omt
(4 €I, we must ~mmm~ to —.Tm Uunﬁ.—mm Q;Mmm.“w:qrﬂ —Uﬂnarmﬁ.: m_.:wmﬂ two

-—u_wﬂ;ﬁ:nmm‘w instance OO, €H m:n_ m__th. 5, mﬁum s.__m:fw COImm
s S, Ci S
il AT4 nse
on

se is the norm of i :
b z:mcmm._amﬂ:_w\ from the point of view of the pure $elf and 1l
object which co : : AL
m of distributi j rresponds to it, good sense i
ution from the point of view of the empirical mm?mmmM:M ””m
he

SIECts qualified as this
) or that ki . .
Ybe universall ind of thing (which is why it is considered

2 mmﬁ:_ﬂmmm in

distri
mﬂnr Qm_.ucﬁw_w., Good sense determines the contribution of
€. Furthermore, if M:E e noiao: sense contributes the form of the
fied in a E:Hrum e unspecified object exists only in so far as it is
. r way, then .
Dthe s s conversely, qualificati
uppo: : ’ cation operat
Pposition of the unspecified object. We will sce _um_mé :M”e.o:‘_f
—in

tirely nece o ete

_ y ssa

o M_« manner—good sense and common sense complet

. Other in the im, ge of thought: together they constitute the two halve
s
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DIFFERENCE AND REPETITION

it suffices to note the precipitation of the recognition exist and occupy a large part of our daily life: this is a table, this
il e mcﬁ : vm::m_:\ upright thought, which - isan apple, this the piece of wax, Good morning Theaetetus. But who can
T e i o :&..WEE: of common sense which = believe that the destiny of thought is at stake in these acts, and that when
i it del of recognition—or rather, - we recognise, we are thinking? Like Bergson, we may well distinguish
A e Ew:n@nﬁ vy :3. _..H:._ Thought is supposed tobe 8 petween two kinds of recognition—that of the cow in the presence of
the form of Rmom:m:o:.1¢_<:._n”MWHNMHN__“ :wn.%m others but the unity of grass, and that of a man Sumhoning hix memories: (i s fenmin
naturally upright because it 1s

) . ly modes of the supposed subject, and no more than the first as a model for what it means 8.:::
all the other faculties which are only in the model of recognition. The that the Image of thought must be judged on the basis of
which it aligns with the form of ﬁ.:n ,mmw_dm.ma in the image of thought, an principle, not on the basis of empirical objections. Howe
model of recognition is mnnmm,mm:z 52_, Descartes’s Meditations or Kant's that must be addressed to this image of thought is pre
whether one considers Platos . ins sovereign and defines the based its supposed principle upon extrapolation from ce
Critique of Pure Reason, _:_m. model R”Bm* i e — ularly insignificant facts such as Recognition, everyday banality in person;
orientation of the c_:_omov:_m.,m_ m:m_,ﬁ; 0 hilosophy. The supposed threg as though thought should not seek its models among stranger and more
such an orientation is a hindrance q.c v::& le natural common sense, compromising adventures. Take the example of Kant: of all philosophers,
levels—a naturally upright thought, mz.:w_ P |nmﬂ. constitute only an ideal - Kant is the one who discovers the prodigious domain of the transcenden-
and a transcendental model of _.a.aom:_:ozmm:m to realise its project of tal. He is the analogue of a great explorer—not of another world, but of the
orthodoxy. Philosophy is left .‘,5:.65 = fuses every particular doxa; upper or lower reaches of this one. However, what does he do? In the first
breaking with doxa. No doubt c_‘_:_umov_._‘«‘% 2 of good serise or comig edition of the Critique of Pure Reason he describes in detail three syntheses
doubt it upholds no particular n.w.oﬁ,.um_:o:m :_mw Nevertheless, it reta ‘which measure the respective contributions of the thinking faculties, all
sense. No doubt it recognises nothing in ﬂw:_n. :.a the essential aspect ‘culminating in the third, that of recognition, which is expressed in the
the essential aspect of doxa—namely, H,:n Mwﬁﬂﬁmmmmman:m_ aspect of recog form of the unspecified object as correlate of the “I think” to which all the
common sense—namely, :.rn. slement; an f the faculties grounded in th faculties are related. It is clear that, in this manner, Kant traces the
nition—namely, the model ,:mm: Em_..Eo:M oxnagmma upon the unspecif S0-called transcendental structures from the empirical acts of a psycho-
supposedly universal thinking sz.m.L m_.n m:.m figure in which doxd Ogical consciousness: the transcendental synthesis of apprehension is
object). The image of thought is only al level. However, so long @ reclly induced from an empirical apprehension, and so on. In order to
universalised by being elevated :.u ,Em ration - %wa while maintainif Alide this all too obvious procedure, Kant suppressed this text in the second
one only abstracts from :.ﬂm mzﬁ_.ﬂn‘wﬁ_vhmwmwﬂ% ot mra implicitly ret fdition. Although it is better hidden, the tracing method, with all its
the Gpeation orine ﬂmr“_:.w.msfﬂn:h.ﬂ one remains imprisoned by it. WeE #ychologism, nevertheless subsists.
i nwmw::m_ mmMmHMMmﬁ ~M~Wﬂ08_ mo:: or even a sub-temporal E...._ . In the second place, reco
“over 7 ; i
MM_SQ_.\;MMM underground or Ur-doxa: we :mﬁw_ not mﬁw,.,ﬂm:ﬂrwm:ww Mﬁmw
. i ving ’r g
oﬂ%%ﬂﬁw ovﬁ__._“v_mﬂmﬂmmrﬁzﬂswmﬁo_,w_ of recognition has :n,ma_mmﬁﬂm
M. :ﬁ:w:m but the recognisable and the Rnwm:_mm.n“._ HM:__HWA_W?G to a ol
anything but conformities. Eo_.no,\.m.n while phi ow __wmw commoniil
mon sense as its implicit presupposition, what :ma:ﬁo:csmﬁn:\\ﬂ g
philosophy? Common sense mroém every am«i.w_ Therein lies @
capable of producing philosophy in its oﬂzz _wa:ma apparent that
double danger for philosophy. On the one hand,

k. We said above
what it claims in
ver, the criticism
cisely that it has
rtain facts, partic-

gnition is insignificant only as a speculative
del. It ceases to be so with regard to the ends which it serves and to
ich it leads us. What is recognised is not only an object but also the
*les attached to an object (values play a crucial role in the distributions
‘i€rtaken by good sense). In so far as the practical finality of recognition

in the “established values”, then on this model the whole image of
8ht as Cogitatio natura bears
Si5sche says, Tyuth may well
ch no disorder and nothin

witness to a disturbing complacency. As
seem to be “a more modest being from
g extraordinary is to be feared: a seli-
Hlenteq ang happy creature which is continually assuring all the powers

be that o ope needs to be the least concerned on its account; for it is,
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DIFFERENCE AND REPETITION i

after all, only ‘pure knowledge’ . .. "* What is a ”:.o_..ﬁmrﬂf”_n“mﬂmﬂﬂmhw
one, neither thinkers nor anyone ,n_mnu ,mmnom:_:n_”: gwn&mnoﬁa; Ui
el \,.:.m:o: of monstrous nuptials, in which thoug ﬁ, :
e ediscovers “the Church” and rediscovers all the current va :3‘53
mﬂwﬂm_ﬁﬂ% presented in the pure :.z.E of an eternally .\w_mwm“m%w “Mw%MM__MMM
e s St vl aceldinot e wdermssa 108
the recognition of establishe ] . :
ﬂﬂhoznm_:\ :mm_:qm manner, as 50:_m: ﬁMammeﬁWw% MMMMW{MM”M%MWM%
ir time and the new values simply n oo y
””Munﬂ_“._ﬁ._no:nm_.:m a difference which mm‘ both 635_ E._,Mm_ﬁo_wwm.aﬂwm._._ﬂw
with its power of beginning and wmmw.ss_:m again, 35”_2 s nnrmﬁ .
as the established was always established from :.E occm mmno "
amount of empirical time was :mnammmé Fﬁ::m to mﬁrm _Wmé m.o_. 3
becomes established with the new is precisely :m: o o= ?En: heg
new—in other words, difference—calls forth forces ﬂw ” Emm Mo
D ey et iy ton Sarsagesed s verecogiseiigil
completely other model, from an ;
H.xamﬂ:a. W:ﬁ forces does ﬂﬂwgsmé.v::mm M__M _UMM “5 u ﬂﬂ” ”_HM“MM_ M_%Mwoﬂ?
1 bad nature and ill will does it spring, : : .
MMM”H:E: strips thought of its =m::m,~M:Mwm_“rw_M.M_mmwnmm_wo_hﬁmwmwﬂazq%h.
something which has not always wﬁm ed, : w:mn -
constraint? By contrast, how derisory are &m Vo :, MSﬁ e
cognition. Struggles occur only on the basis of a com g
MMm%:m:na values, for the mmmmwsima of nm:nm_%_ﬂmzﬂmwwm MWMMGMMMQHM%
. A strange struggle among con : : 4
M___”M %MH“ Eno:ma?:m@ by the @m_.,_.n.&o natura xmﬁmaﬁ_ﬂ_&ﬂ ”MM “MMSNH MM P .
recognition and representation. Nietzsche laughe .W:Em v
what he called will to power could be nosnnw‘:nn_ ,_e: E‘n: i
Kant and Hegel “philosophical labourers ca&ﬁ.n .
remained marked by this indelible model of Rﬁom:_:oz.m ot
Kant, however, seemed equipped 1o o<a::6 Em, Em.m:_ﬂsm_ Ky
the concept of error, he substituted that .c* ___:m_mﬂ‘,:_ N
interior to reason, instead of errors from 3%05%._ i ]
effects of bodily causes. For Em.mcvﬂm:.:my. self, .53.” -
profoundly fractured by a line of time; S&HT.. in Enrum:oémmnn oo
and the self encountered a kind of mcmn:__m:e.n deat ‘nn e sl
everything, and at the risk of compromising the 8:: :MEH: e
the three Critiques, Kant did not Emi to zw:c:,:nm the o ol
tions. Thought had to continue to enjoy an upright nature,
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fecognised: object of knowledge, moral value, aesthetic effect.
Irom overturning the form of co

fourth common sense, this
Synthesis—one which, even
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could go 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 1o thought considered from the
point of view of its natural law: Kant’s enterprise multiplies common
senses, making as many of them as there are natural interests of rational
thought. For while it is true that in general common sense always implies
a collaboration of the faculties upon a form of the Same or a model of
recognition, it is no less rrue that, depending upon the case, one active
faculty among others is charged with the task of providing that form or
that model, along with the contribution of the other faculties subjected to
it. Thus, imagination, reason and the understanding collaborate in the case
of knowledge and form a “logical common sense”. Here, understanding is
the legislative faculty which provides the speculative model on which the
other two are summoned to collaborate. In the case of the practical mode]
of recognition, by contrast, reason legislates with regard to the moral
common sense. There remains a third model involving a properly aesthetic
fommon sense in which the faculties attain a free accord. While it is true
that in general all the facuities collaborate in recognition, the formulae of
that collaboration differ according to the nature of that which is to be

mmon sense, Kant merely multiplied it.
(Must not the same be said of phenomenology? Does it not discover a
time grounded upon sensibility as a passive
though it constitutes an Ur-doxa, remains no
S5 prisoner of the form of doxa?") We see to what degree the Kantian
itique is ultimately respectful: knowledge, morality, reflection and faith
© Supposed to correspond to natural interests of rea

.

in the form of a
nt faculty under a
illegitimate usage (illusion) is
following manner: in its natural state, thought
..E:mmw its interests and allows its various domains to encroach upon one
H0ther, This goes not prevent thought from having at its base a goad
ral lay, on which Critique bestows its civil sanction; nor does it mean
" the domains, interests, limits and properties are not sacred and

nded ypop inalienable right. Critique has everything—a tribunal of
1Ces of 1he beace, a registration room, a register—except the power of

“ Variable model of recognition fixes good usage
"armony between the faculties determined by a domina
€N common sense. For this reason,
Plained solely in the
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a new politics which would overturn the image of thought. Even the dead

God and the fractured I are no more than a passing bad moment, the reconsideration because the ; d
speculative moment: they are resuscitated in a more integrated and certain quate, while others always _.E ‘mEmE ,2 them by sensation seems ade-
form than ever, more sure of themselves, but with other, practical or . sensation yields didihing HMEM,HHM the intellect to reflection because the
moral, :._Emmms, | o . .. appearances, or things drawn in M H«:m,ﬂwa.r.é: obviously mean distant
Such is the world of representation in general. We said above tha; meaning ... ”.* This text A ﬁ avn_,zca,igc have quite missed my
representation was defined by certain elements: identity with regard to not disturb thought and e Mﬁm:_m:m.m two kinds of things: those which do
concepts, opposition with regard to the determination of concepts, analogy = think. The first are objects of aawwmzﬂwm_.”mﬂw.. wmﬁ Eﬁwmm which force us to
- thought and all its faculties may

with regard to judgement, resemblance with regard to objects. The identity = be fully employed 1] :
of the unspecified concept constitutes the form of the Same with regard 19 Y 1erein, thought may busy itself th
recognition. The determination of the concept implies the comparison
between possible predicates and their opposites in a regressive and
progressive double series, traversed on the one side by remembrance and
on the other by an imagination the aim of which is to rediscover or
re-create (memorial-imaginative reproduction). Analogy bears either
upon the highest determinable concepts or on the relations between
determinate concepts and their respective objects. It calls upon the power
of distribution present in judgement. As for the object of the concept, in
itself or in relation to other objects, it relies upon resemblance as
requirement of perceptual continuity. Each element thus appeals to o
particular faculty, but is also established across different faculties wit
the context of a given common sense (for example, the resemblance
between a perception and a remembrance). The “I think” is the mu
general principle of representation—in other words, the source of th
elements and of the unity of all these faculties: I conceive, 1 judg
imagine, 1 remember and [ perceive—as though these were the fi
branches of the Cogito. On precisely these branches, difference is crucifl
They form quadripartite fetters under which only that which is iden #¥en to think of their an les:
similar, analogous or opposed can be considered different: difference becd ality should we ::nwm mw.. Descartes remarked that
an object of representation always in relation 1o a conceived identity, a JH& thout thinking of that - _r._uE we can indeed think, even of triangles,
analogy, an imagined opposition or a perceived similitude.” Under these : at equality. All truths of that ki i
coincident figures, difference acquires a sufficient reason in the form @
principium comparationis. For this reason, the world of represental
characterised by its inability to conceive of difference in itself; and by
same token, its inability to conceive of repetition for itself, since the
is grasped only by means of recognition, distribution, reproduction
resemblance in so far as these alienate the prefix RE in simple genete
of representation. The postulate of recognition was therefore a fi
towards a much more general postulate of representation.

view of recogniti i i
s Eqm:_%o:. Moreover, it will only give rise to a local scepti
3 €ed, 10 a generalised method—on conditio bt

already | i i R
i Y has the will to recognise what essentially distinguishes Qo:ﬁo_mmw_ﬁ

certitu e T € sam oe or D, Me as fo I . ﬂw ~v~ﬂ:
1 Q T € _W 5 m. C—U:mh_ a m. I certain -.m.::mm :g

05 i
Ppose thought, it supposes the will to think, to think of triangles and

We cannot deny this

...‘ . and all the more ab

D, illen ; absolutely necessary f i

Bespas, mﬂuimﬂm_x of fortuitousness in the world, Thought MM vﬂ.hmﬁ.q_ym
violence, the enemy, and nothing presupposes ur:omow”m\
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everything begins with misosophy. Do not count upon thought 10 ensure
the relative necessity of what it thinks. Rather, count upon the con-
tingency of an encounter with that which forces thought to raise 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
but of a fundamental encounter. What is encountered

not of recognition
may be Socrates, a temple or a demon. It may be grasped in a range of

affective tones:
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 i§

referred to an object which may not only be experienced other than by~
sense, but may itself be attained by other faculties. It therefore presuppos
the exercise of the senses and the exercise of the other faculties in
common sense. The object of encounter, on the other hand, really gi
rise to sensibility with regard to a given sense. It is not an aisthéton but
aisthéreon. It is not a quality but a sign. It is not a sensible being but
being of the sensible. It is not the given but that by which the given
given. It is therefore in a certain sense the imperceptible [insensible]. It

imperceptible precisely from the point of view of recognition—in ot 1
words, from the point of view of an empirical exercise of the senses

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 objel
which also must be apprehended by other faculties. Sensibility, in
presence of that which can only be sensed {and is at the same

imperceptible) finds itself before its own limit, the sign, and raises its
to the “nth” power. Common

the level of a transcendental exercise: ;
nsibility 1@

is there only in order to limit the specific contribution of se
conditions of a joint labour: it thereby enters into a discordant pidy
organs become metaphysical.

Second character; that which can only be sensed (the
being of the sensible) moves the soul, “perplexes” it—in other W
forces it to pose a problem: as though the object of encounter, the ¢
were the bearer of a problem—as though it were a ?oEaB....

sentienduim O
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wonder, love, hatred, suffering. In whichever tone, its
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roblems o : : . .
M_ e r a:mmﬂosm be identified with singular objects of a transcenden
. a 2n-
s :E:mwm MWH M.. texts of Plato suggest, so that there is the possibility
ed at grasping what can ,

sl oo only be recalled? i

oints in S - ? Everyth
wc - :M_:m a:.mr:o:.. it is indeed true that Platonic REH_:unm:noﬂw_mmﬁw
m_._m._m %Ema MM.:E:SJ& being of the past, the memorandum which is at Em
_mmﬁ p a _M:& with an essential forgetting, in accordance with :5,”
g i mnM..: mzﬂm._ wann_v,a which insists that what can only be recalled
- _w re empirically impossible to recall. There is a considerabl
itlerence between this essential f i €

s orgetting and an empiric -
mpirica . . pirical forgetting.
Mm _uamm M%pnﬁoi._m addressed to those things which can and némw _.:_._M
Ecm _:c .:. what is recalled must have been seen heard, imagined o
nm:swﬂ be hat which is forgotten, in the empirical sense, is that which
o wMMw%Mq m mnﬂona time by the memory which searches for it (it

ved; lorgetting has effaced
‘ or separated us f
memory). Transcendental me 5 Hom 1
mory, by contrast, gras .

putset ¢ , grasps that which from t

g an M::\ be recalled, even the first time: not a contingent past c:”
eing o . ; ;

g of the past as such and the past of every time. In this manner, H%m

orgotten thi i
forg thing appears in person to the memory which essentially appre

hends it. It d i
oes not address memory without addressing the forgetting

within me

wanEo:mﬂﬂwme”M._ ﬁmﬁcﬁwmnxﬁ here w,m both unrememberable and

s i:w: mmo, onger a _m.o:s:mnzﬂ incapacity separating us

i m::mmz nw:_Emm:n it exists within essential

s 3 m«.a t w nth” power of memory with regard to its
to that which can only be recalled. It was the same with

Wn—n—w__umm:*\ z.wm h...,u:nm: i
b’ . ma.g 1m i i i
| W w\ per ﬁ@wu—“_._u_&w\ ﬁ_._m; E_.:QF 15 too mH:m: or too

r for the iri i
ﬁwamwﬂ.wﬂnzﬂm_ exercise of our senses, stands opposed to an essentially
1ble which is indistinguist
1able from th i
e ‘ at which can be sensed
point of view of a transce i
ndental exe 5 ibili
iy rcise. Thus sensibil
Eamhww,whznoc:ﬂﬁ to sense the sentiendum, forces memory in its 2“_%.
I the memorandum, that which .
B e 1 1ch can only be recalled. Finall
osm_.:w..mn_m:m:n of transcendental memory is that, in turn, it N -
E B . ; rees
i %nmmv meﬁ‘s& :..: .E: only be thought, the cogitandum or noéteon
- Hm_:ﬂn ﬁrum intelligible, for this is still no more than the mode :h
nk that which might b i
I : “ ght be something other than thought, b
i 8 of the intelligible as though this were t e
B et . re both the final power of
eveiops oo . _.: able. The violence of that which forces thought
ey oo m e .wmxzmx.a_xﬁ to the cogitandum. Each faculty is unhinged
b e the hinges if not the form of a common sense which nmzmmm..
1es to function and converge? Each one, in its own order and
; an
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: -count, has broken the form of common sense Es_n._._ wwE:MH
i i m?o, ,,\m element of doxa, in order to attain UOE its “nt
ey m_.:t:._wmoinm_ element within transcendental exercise. %m&&.
S H_Mm,vﬂ..mw converging and contributing to a ncEEws project of
s m_,_ .::w mrcc‘_mﬁ we see divergent projects in which, with «mmma. to
Hmmomjwwﬂwaﬂﬁ m Mmmn,::m_? each faculty is in the E@M”amnow_%ﬂ Hwﬂw
e i in of force and fu
i cwm..noﬂwqﬂ HWMnMMmMnMOMMmA_MH communicating 1o) the other
mmm: mnwﬁ_“..ohhw f_“w.__n: w\::mm it face to face with its own element, as though
OHM M\ . a
b L &mmﬁvnmﬁﬂqﬂmhm _MHJMMmM_mG::mQ in which Plato determines ﬂ._:..
:..__H.M”.mcw WMM ﬂﬂ:ﬁ in each case. The text of The Republic defines that which

g isti i co ._..H:mOb. -
15 €S85C ::.D——w E€ncounter WQ mDﬁ_ must wvm Q—m:ﬂ—m_‘m_V—.—mn— m—lcg m: re: m
F

das ;:w O—.v ect Dm d ﬁ.OH.—H_me__rﬁOu €1 mﬂﬂmﬁ-: :mnmmm a :: €r m_ff_m S ﬁb:w

._‘ f U 2 e 4 m _w\ . h
.m W@ﬁomnm:o; m.ﬂﬁm —m never more .——gm—l— a mzwnh Hw.—mﬁ r.a_—:ﬁ GH
or Q : 15 —~m~ﬁ— 15 ney

’ i :.:5 ora
w—mﬂm E—H—_Oﬂﬂ mﬁwo —Um—: mD_H since 1t 1S inse mmm— —0 :O_: a —vﬂho I

grati g . 30 —mH e
— i S._H._.mﬁwu ‘—:ﬁ:._mmmm :_ﬁ Om—“—:w:@ <<—H:=— 1 :—u@ same Is true O—. t &
relfation m

i i mcm.r,... 4
Q :.-ﬂ. wgm__ n—-_ﬂ one m—l_n— HT—N —l_.—mm._w\v. _T_m m_mﬂ_ or ﬁﬁ-:.: Om. Qﬂum—.—._.:ﬂ :
an ’

hich forces thought is thus the Bnmaﬁsnn _& _mo::.wﬁ_mp mEn...
. .E s ¢ and less in an unlimited qualitative mwc_d.
acmx_mﬂwmmﬂ Mﬂx -n._.__uh”:.mm_ measures and limits the @:m_:ﬁvm ..EEHMM
ting ez i -becoming. In defining
s o aciin of i s on ity oreeves SN
instance vﬂ%ﬂ_ﬂ“mn :._am being of the sensible with a m:d_t_n ,m.n_._m_w__m_um:.!
Ewﬁo ety ”_M_:m:e‘m being [aisthéton]? The suspicion is nn,_:.mc.ﬁnmnmﬂw
s _.:u:‘_w ! he second instance, reminiscence. For _.n:,::_.m..m: a.
we consider t MSE: the recognition model when in fact it is monﬂﬂ .
mvvnm_wmmﬂmw _”wﬂm schema: whereas recognition bears cmo: a ﬁﬁ%ﬂﬂ '
_MMHMMQ object reminiscence bears nwo_.u m:oﬁwmﬂowmmrm%%hmn%“ :
associated with or rather enveloped within :”_w. GH ; iption ml
recognised for itself independently of any distinct p o il
_mmom:_ loped within the sign, must be at once never-s o
:H:mm%u“”hm“oa a disturbing unfamiliarity. It is then HMH_MMM_NM_.
ositial fst i her life, in am
vom:nm__wxrwzhw.wm_mm _w._mmw cmwﬂwﬂﬂww N“hmmm._ ﬂwﬁégmn everything MMM_‘W
Mwm.mﬂn_mm nature of the encounter in mw,ﬂma mwh_www.“ww“gﬂsﬂmmq ol
a particularly difficult test mma_ﬁnﬂwmwm_“owwvommm i R.no". .
:_mww__a a_h._mn r__“:ﬁ_wm NHMHM_M,:_.M:%QE@:S” memory and of that which
second,
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%al Identity (the Same understood as auto kah ha

llates in the great principle: that there is—befo
EVerything—an affinity or

Philiation—of thought with
esire, groundeg in the last i

Y35 also the first 1o erect th

Illllj
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By this means,
rto thought, and testifies to the existence of
I will which must be shaken by signs from
owever, because time s introduced here only
yce, and not in jts pure or essential form,
0ssess a good nature and a resplendent clarity
or waylaid amidst the misadventures of the
s still a refuge for the recognition model, and
the operation of the transce
pirical exercise (we see thi

establishes an Opacity peculia
both a bad nature ang an il
without. As we haye seen, h
in the form of a physical ¢
thought is still supposed to p
which are merely obscured
natural cycle, Reminiscence i
Plato no less than Kan; lraces
from the outlineg of its em
account of the Phaedo),

. therefore, the essence i i

re all else, and despite
a filiation—or berhaps it should pe called a
the true; in short, a good nature and a good
nstance upon the form of analogy in the Good.
ote the passage from 7% Republic cited above

€ dogmatic and moralising image of thought
Ich neutra)iges that text and allows it to function only as a “repentance”,

aresult, the Plato who wr
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of a faculty is indistinguishable from its
disjointed, superior or transcendent exercise. Transcendent in No way
means that the faculty addresses itself to objects outside the world but, on
that it grasps that in the world which concerns it exclusively
e world. The transcendent exercise must not be traced
precisely because it apprehends that which
of view of common sense, that which

measures the empirical operation of all the faculties according to that
which pertains to each, given the form of their collaboration. That is why
tal is answerable to a superior empiricism which alone is
s domain and its regions. Contrary to Kant's belief,
he ordinary empirical forms in the manner in
mination of common sense. Despite
the doctrine of the faculties is
hilosophy. Its discredit
transcendental

The transcendental form

the contrary,
and brings it into th
from the empirical exercise
cannot be grasped from the point

the transcenden
capable of exploring it
it cannot be induced from 1
which these appear under the deter
the fact that it has become discredited today,
an entirely necessary component of the system of p
may be explained by the misrecognition of this properly
empiricism, for which was substituted in vain a tracing of the transcenden- -
tal from the empirical. Each faculty must be borne to the extreme point of
its dissolution, at which it falls prey to triple violence: the violence of that
which forces it to be exercised, of that which it is forced to grasp and whis
it alone is able 1o grasp, yet also that of the ungraspable (from the point
view of its empirical exercise). This is the threefold limit of the final power
Fach faculty discovers at this point its own unique passion—in otl
words, its radical difference and its eternal repetition, its differential
repeating element along with the instantaneous engendering of its ac¢
and the eternal replay of its object, its manner of coming into the WOl
already repeating. We ask, for example: What forces sensibility to s€
What is it that can only be sensed, yet is imperceptible at the same tim
We must pose this question not only for memory and thought, but als
the imagination—is there an imaginandum, a phantasteon, which would .
be the limit, that which is impossible to imagine?; for language—is th e
loquendum, that which would be silence at the same time?; and for
other faculties which would find their place in a complete doctrine—¥&
ity, the transcendent object of which would include monstrosity: @
sociability, the transcendent object of which would include anarch
even for faculties yet to be discovered, whose existence is not
For nothing can be said in advance, one cannot E.&z%b.
it may be that some well-known faculties—t0
no verbal adjective, b

suspected.'”
outcome of research:
known—turn out to have no proper limit,
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a

MMMMW ”LHWWHM M”w Mmﬂwnmwﬁmxmﬂﬁaao::\ under the form of common

: s er hand, th i i i
..MN_MW wsmqa _‘m.w«wmmma by that form of noEMHMM MmAMMM_M_uMmamM_._maMMMM“M:Wm
Mm Rmmm.:.,HHMLWEMMHNWHWMMM_H@ m:ﬂaﬂ__mm uncertainty about the ocpncuﬂw

e & i

mmnis\_ ow the contrary, :m:wnm:aa:wm_w\acﬁmvﬁm%hﬁwn :ﬁw.wﬂ - i
mcm_n_ tracing the transcendental from the outlines of the mﬂgwm_._a_mm,_amw °
%ox:mh“ﬂwﬂ:n”%”h :ﬂ to nwszmmr.m:n: a doctrine of the faculties. We
i Qmﬁﬂdm:m:o% the nature om,:w requirements. In this regard, the
! —— w cannot be mmm_ﬁmﬂoé. For it is not figures already

o ; : o, _,m_u.nnmwzﬂm:o: that are capable of carrying the
MHMM_MM M_.um~:a_m respective limits but, on the contrary, free or Mw_\:HwEmM

ifference m: itself; not qualitative opposition s”xE: the sensib
MHM _M_M MWﬂMMHmM““M__._n_m :M itself difference, and creates at once both ”__gmm.
i Eﬁmsm:m: the transcendent exercise within sensibility.
e :.H :san@oon_ as pure difference in itself, as that
| Uanw%:v_m :_: empirical sensibility which grasps
e mmEmﬁ aéwm or w,:mawmmma by the quality to which it gives
g e :mn..wnn:am e H_ at E_:m: can ._ue perceived only from the point
R o o e nta mmnm&::«.é:_n: apprehends it immediately in
I. Moreover, when sensibility transmits its constraint to the

‘Imagination imaginati
g . when the imagination in turn is raised to the level of

Iranscend ise, it i
ent exercise, it is the phantasm, the disparity within the phan-

- . .
- H_MMMM” MwﬂmHmMau :wo. .qxnxsaw%‘ which is both that which can only
e s o Emaw:wa._zw unimaginable. With regard to memory, it
R " i . e anm::_m...a:mm but, on the contrary, the dissimilar in

rm of time which constitutes the immemorial of a transcendent

emory. Fi it i
ry. Finally, it is an I fractured by this form of time which finds itself

LOnstrai i i
tOhstrained to think that which can only be thought; not the Same, but

hat tr, # i
1 mmwhhmo:ama aleatory point”, always Other by nature, in which all
S Hmmmm«n nucn‘_ovna like so many differentials of thought, and
wmnmnw_ H:mm Sm.:_m:m& power of thought only by virtue om\ also
0 m:mmmwmwwr_\zwauﬁ or m:m inability to think at the empirical level
. r's profound texts showin ‘
- : : g that as long as thought
§ 10 presuppose its own good nature and good will, in the mo_.:,_mom

a4 o z i
mon sense, a ratio, a ﬁﬁmmnhnaﬁ‘. natura _waw.mm.e__m.ﬂvh_xh\ 1t —.S: H_:ﬁ:ﬂ. :OH::.—W

fall byg .
. remai i ini
o HE:__HW prisoner to opinion, frozen in an abstract possibility
wvm::\ ool _H the mm:mw that he possesses the possibility to do so q.:,mm,.
- however, 1s no guarantee to us that we are capable of
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inkine.”!"' It is true that on the path which _nm.% to H.:mﬂ E:_n”.” is “o r.n
e _”_m‘m: begins with sensibility. Between the intensive m:a:ﬁ o_.mmmﬂ_r it
”M#M_z%m«\m by means of an intensity that ﬂ:_”:ﬁmﬂ” Mwnmwﬂwﬁ”_ w_wnw %:MM.MQ.MMM
of mm:m:z::\ as qumﬂ, MWMM_M _M.H_wmcwwm_mwm are one and the same thing,
Seeaton .m:gcm_._wa cases the two instances are distinct. In ‘a:nnr the
anm.mm W difference in intensity is at once ?.x: Ea..oE‘mQ o,* the
intensive or he obiect to which the encounter raises sensibility. It is not
m:mo¢m~m~. Mﬂﬂﬁimws_nocﬂmn even hidden, the gods are only the forms of
”.wwowﬂmw“_. What we encounter are the demons, :‘.nw_mw,.“,wwm _.meﬂ.pw_w”mﬂ
of the leap, the interval, the intensive and :._m. instan .‘_.m et il
cover difference with more a:?&m:nn..irmﬁ is most i :_ . :_.m:os msm
is that—between sensibility and _“dmm_ﬂwschrwhﬂ“mﬂu &&oﬂ:ﬁa faculty

ught—

:,.Q.:c:\..cmHHMM:mW%ﬂ%.&rﬂ:mwhﬁﬂnw which carries it to its own limit,
noEB_,_.Enm.H is a free form of difference which mEm.wwsm Ga WE_? m_.a.....
e E.ﬂ.n _, he different within that difference. So it is with a_:m_..msnn =
.mémw.,u.:v _va wni in the phantasm, dissemblance in the form of time, the
rﬂ“ﬂﬁﬂ& wm thought. Opposition, %,,,«wu?_ax%. .E«x:@ a”M:Hm_.x ﬁﬂ.wﬂ_awﬂ Wa_
only effects produced by these presentalions of %‘_wﬁmh%,: eething il
conditions which subordinate difference and Em m_oqn ood nature oF
sented. There is no philia which testifies to a desire, am_om tend towa
good will by virte of which the faculties already posscss o ™
the object to which they are raised by Eo_m:MP an Ewsm beonsrvei I
would enjoy an analogy with it or m. homology a P
faculty, including thought, has only 52_.:,382” Logos breaks up inl
operation remains embedded in the empirical. The M_wmsﬁ languaselil
hieroglyphics, each one of which speaks the :2@%? o heerc B
faculty. Even the point of departure—namely, mm:m_z_:_mw affinity nor
with that which forces sensation—presupposes :_,fp the continga]
destination. On the contrary, it is the Hozc_wocm:m% .ow hich it forcest
the encounter which guarantees the necessity of %m_:s”:n similar and &
thought. There is no amicability, such as qu cﬁémn::w ensibilich

Same or even that which unites %uwv:nm_ i ble communica

sentiendum. The dark precursor is sufficient pm nsmﬁ communicate

between difference as such, and to Emw,n the di m.Mﬁ.H“: schreber refor

difference: the dark precursor is not a friend. wqmm_ - toring them 10 E

lates Plato’s three moments, in his own way and in res exation of n€X

original communicative violence: the nerves and the ann 1
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- say that there are Ideas which traverse all
of none in particular.

“€a—namely, “clarity and distinctness”:

8590d nagyre of thought from t

VT of time int
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examined souls and the murder of souls, constra

ined thought and the
constraint to think,

The very principle of communication, even if this should be violence,
seems to maintain the form of a common sense. However, it is nothing of

the sort. There is indeed a serial connection between the faculties and an
order in that series. But neither the ord

collaboration with regard to the form of a
subjective unity in the nature of an “ think”. It is a forced and broken
connection which traverses the fragments of a dissolved self as it does the
borders of a fractured I. The transcendental operation of the faculties is a
properly paradoxical operation, opposed to their exercise under the rule of
a common sense. In consequence, the harmony between the faculties can
appear only in the form of a discordant harmony,
to the other only the violence which confronts
and its divergence from the others.!2 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 it js
metamorphosed and does not form a common

er nor the series implies any
supposed same object or to a

since each communicates
it with its own difference

sense. We could just as well
the faculties, but are the object
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 faculry.
but problems only furnish the conditions under which
their superior exercise. Considered in this light, Ideas,
their miliey a good sense or a common sense, refer to
determines only the communication between disjoint
8te they illuminated by a natural light: rather, they s
lashes which leap and metamor,

Ideas are problems,
the faculties atrain
far from having as
a para-sense which
ed faculties. Neither
hine like differential
phose. The very conception of a natural
L is inseparable from a certain value supposedly attached to the

and from a certain supposed
i Innateness, however, only represents the
he point of view of a Christian theology or,
the requirements of creation (which is why Plato opposed
innateness, criticising the latter for ignoring the role of a
he soul as a consequence of pure thought, or the necessity
nction between a Before and an After capable of grounding

Bil—namely, “innateness”.

Ore generally,
iniscence 10

& formal gisy;
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¢ istinct” itself i
forgetting in that which forces H.:ocm‘r‘:. MWMFW_MM”,\MMW mm_“ww_ﬂwﬂm:.::gmn”
o e _”3_”“.: xﬁ :nnqmo:awﬁ,“h MMM_MW Hmwwm_. Clarity and distinctness form
i n<mQ g w ﬂ:mo: just as innateness is the theology of common
e Hnnﬁomm:.mmn_w pushed the Idea over into representation. ,_,J:n
mm_dmm” —.55 m:ﬂﬁ._amm in the doctrine of the faculties requires the nxt_om_,o:
MMMHMHMMME“M@&EBQ and the discovery of a Dionysian <m_:m m%no”.“___:m
4 is - in so far as it is distinct, all the more
:,”uws_ H MMH”LM\N:“.MMM ” _Mﬂm,”“”ﬁw\ %Mﬂﬂmaos.oﬁmnczé becomes here the true
obsc :

g e mf_n:u:”u:”\:mm MMMMM‘”HM__”._“WMQMMNE:mn of letters
ing is e exemplary it A
cm”q%_w”ws'mmwﬂﬂqmmsmﬁ M:a Antonin Artaud. ?w.ﬁm.aw?ﬂamﬁﬂgwwﬁwﬂ
ous thinking function, endowed 5 princip ; S oW
% mEosoE.: In fact, we are confronted with great difficulties in
:m,EH.n m.:a ,M; m Emﬁsom_ technique or application, and even lack of
oo e Mos,@mq m.ﬂ fortunate difficulties: not only because they
:nm:_rﬂ,ﬂwaMmEﬂm of Hmo:m_: from devouring our own :.m::.m. not only
fesis bring thought into relation with obstacles which are so many
_,wmnmzwn HJMM:”_MWE% it would not manage to orientate :wm:.‘_”.E, also
wWMMmeEM:: efforts to overcome Enmn:o:ﬂmm_n_” MM_MJ m.”wv M.w_ Mﬂmﬁwﬂwﬁw ..MM
i ists i ought,
manm_ ,2 Hm:man_.ﬂH.m__“mmw._mHL“:v“mema ﬂmsqocm_._ the factual §3mawﬁm_. :
%MMHM.”Q and inequalities which 8,_:8::,« mmn_.ﬂ_“.ﬁ :m._w”unvwmwm_omw ﬂc :
with astonishment that the more Riviere cm:mﬁwm _:hmm:m chowes.
understanding of Artaud, the further away he is, mﬂ M o |
of something altogether different. Rarely has t mﬂﬂm o
understanding. Artaud does not simply talk mao:_ﬂ ”Em o
already in his youthful letters shows an ms.m«n,:mmm H:”n: pha
into contact with a generalised Eo,_,_m.rn process ér.n: o e
covered by the reassuring n_omEman image _ucw whi “_,rn el
amounts to the complete destruction of that _Emm._n. i
describes himself as experiencing E,_._mm Enqnmcwm ws e e
merely in fact but as difficulties in principle, ,ooﬂpmq:_“nm -
essence of what it means to think. Artaud said that t hmmmos o
Sﬁw not to orientate his thought, or to perfect the mx%mmnn o ool
thought, or to acquire application and Gﬁrca oq_mw_._v e as el
simply to manage to think moﬂn:::m.‘ For hi Vno:.ﬁc_&o: 2
conceivable “work”: it wnnm:cuomn_m an :.ﬁu:_m@ a o
which passes through all sorts of bifurcations, sprea
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S part, reco

"duces everything to the form of error. This,
M3t we should take into account: taking erro

|
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and being communicated to the soul in order to
Henceforth, thought is also forced to think its central ¢
its own natural “powerlessness” which is
greatest power—in other words, from thos
cogitanda, as though from so many thefts or t

pursues in all this the terrible revelation of a thought without image, and
the conquest of a new principle which d

oes not allow itself to be
represented. He knows that difficulty as such, along with its cortége of
problems and questions,

Is not a de facto state of affairs but a de jure
structure of thought; that there is an acephalism in thought just as there is
an amnesia in memory, an aphasia in language and an agnosia in
sensibility. He knows that thinking is not innate, but must be engendered
in thought. He knows that the problem is not to direct or methodically
apply a thought which pre-exists in principle and in nature, but to bring
into being that which does not yet exist (there is no other work, all the rest
is arbitrary, mere decoration). To think is to create—there is no other
creation—but 1o create is first of all to engender “thinking”
this reason Artaud opposes genitality to innateness in thoy
to reminiscence, and thereby proposes the principle of a

arrive at thought,
ollapse, its fracture,
indistinguishable from the
e unformulated forces, the
respasses in thought. Artaud

in thought. For
ght, but equally
transcendental

I am innately genital. There are some fools who think of themselves as
beings, as innately being. I am he who, in order to be,
One who innately must be a being, that is always
existent kennel, O bitches of impossibility!
thought,

must whip his innateness.
whipping this sort of non-
.-« Underneath grammar there lies
an infamy harder 1o tonquer, an infinitely more shrewdish maid,

rougher to overcome when taken as an innate fact. For thought is a matron who
has not always existed.'*

Itis not a question of opposing to the dogmatic image of thought another
Image borrowed, for example, from schizophrenia, but rather of remem-
?wa:m that schizophrenia is not only a human fact but also a possibility for
th

Ought—one, moreover, which can only be revealed as such can through

ge. It is noteworthy that the dogmatic image, for
gnises only error as a possible misadventure of thought, and
indeed, is the fifth postulate
I 10 be the sole “negative” of
8s to the others as much as
what can befall a Cogitatio natura universalis which
will on the part of the thinker along with a good nature

Ought. Without doubt this postulate belon
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on the part of thought except that it be mistaken—in other words, that jt theory of common sense, of recogniti i
take the false for the true (the false according to nature for the true correlate. However. the wcozm cm:a_c%:, w%qmma:_m:o.: and error as thejr
according to the will)? Does not error itself testify to the form of a common outset, along with the need tq - __ m,:w:nm a_xvom.nm its failure from the
sense, since one faculty alone cannot be mistaken but two faculties can be, doctrine of thought: et E,n,ﬂ :.._,m quite different direction for B
at least from the point of view of their collaboration, when an object of one [ ... Always with the Ema:&nczwnn E%?mﬁa by Book VII of the Republic?
is confused with another object of the other? What is error if not always in a subterranean manner, and th E:H . dﬂamag model continues to act
false recognition? Whence does it come if not from a false distribution of tion still compromise the .:ms, imm: t Mnmasﬁ_.: w_mEsz of representa-
the elements of representation, from a false evaluation of opposition, According to the hypothesis of _ro: 0 ,::w, Republic. _
analogy, resemblance and identity? Error is only the reverse of a rationa] “negative” which develops _..umE_. m@maﬁ% natura universalis, error is the
orthodoxy, still testifying on behalf of that from which it is distanced—in does not ignore the fact tha 5% ﬁ ZMﬁa::mmamw .:E dogmatic image
other words, on behalf of an honesty, a good nature and a good will on the error: humiliations more m:mn:__cm P .o::: E-mma.cn:::mm et
part of the one who is said to be mistaken. Error, therefore, pays homage W difficult to unravel. It does not over] oro«d?o:._m‘ negatives much more
to the “truth” to the extent that, lacking a form of its own, it gives the form madness, stupidity and Hm_go?:% ook the fact that the terrible Trinity of
of the true to the false. It is in this sense that in the Theaefetus, under the - they can be reduced to any form ‘n “nmn ae v be reduced o error than
sway of an apparently quite different inspiration from that in The Republic,  are 1o more than facts for the de 0 ﬂw same. O:nm,mmm:.._\ however, these
Plato presents simultaneously both a positive model of recognition or madness are regarded as facts cnm,_:m:o Image. Stupidity, malevolence and
common sense, and a negative model of error. Not only does thought = into play external forces ca mEMmmeuna by external causes, which bring
appropriate the ideal of an “orthodoxy”, not only does common sense find thought from without—alj :Mm to Eo subverting the honest character of
its object in the categories of opposition, similitude, analogy and identity, | The sole effect of these — :,_m aan:.ﬂ that we m.ﬁ» .:9 only thinkers,
but error itself implies this transcendence of a common sense with regard . error, which is supposed in princi Ho:m ~ s then assimilated precisely to
to sensations, and of a soul with regard to all the faculties whose external causes. The Hmn_:naows of MMLM,%_”MM_MM___ - mmm“_.,a o et
_ . olence and madness to

collaboration [syllogismos] in relation to the form of the Same it determines.
For if I cannot confuse two things that [ perceive or conceive, I can alwa
confuse something I see with something I conceive or remember—when,
for example, I slip the present object of my sensation into the engram of!
another object of my memory—as in the case of “Good morning The=
odorus” when it is Theaetetus who passes by. Error in all its misery,

the si
single figure of error must therefore he understood to occur in

therefore, still testifies to the transcendence of the Cogitatio natura. It is ' &ase of recognition, we must pursue the di i

though error were a kind of failure of good sense within the form .uw\ iself, U<acmw:oa§m - .:m:ma:n Hﬁ Maa_.u:mm:o:.mﬁ the level of principle

common sense which remains integral and intact. It thereby confirms the transcendental carried WE b w\_o M e distribution of the empirical and

preceding postulates of the dogmatic image as much as it derives fr B0 us that there are facts S _,Mwm“%_Hoomw”ww_n_u_ﬂmmw.‘ _u%m: rather seems
. which facts? Who says

0 :
! _._n_,.”.am“quﬂ_”w““woao:_m: when Theaetetus passes, “It is three o’clock”

B il i irty, m:a. that 7 + 5 = 132 Answer: the myopic, the
B i e _Mo::wm _aw:a.m; school. ﬁ.nmm are effective examples of
Oroughly m«:m%m_m S:n:.\ rx,m H:.n majority of such “facts”, refer to
aporia on which it closes is that of difference or diaphora (to the S Ught becayse En%w%%ﬁ:.wm%::m:owm and o:n.” a grotesque image of
extent that thought requires that difference transcend “opinion”. opP ¥ Must respond by inde m_ Qo i Sz:.u_.m e bwhich qine e
requires for itself an immanence of difference). Theaetetus is the first§ Y once the play of :ru:mﬂH:an_MMMUMMVWMM:osmﬁ.:.m:.o« acquires a sense

. peculative and becomes a kind

them, proving them by reductio ad absurdum.

It is true that this proof is completely ineffectual, since it operates in
same element as the postulates themselves. Yet it is perhaps easiel
reconcile the Theaetetus and the text from the Republic than it may at
seem. It is not by chance that the Theaetetus is an aporetic dialogue, and ¥
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of radio quiz. Everything must therefore _._n. m:<mjnn__ mlca aw fact smr_n:
is then arbitrarily extrapolated and arbitrarily projected into the :m:ﬁwnmh-
dental. As for the true transcendental structures of Eo:mrﬁc an ﬂ:n
“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 mimqw:n&
of this necessity. There are few who &n_. not feel E,n mn,ng to Q_ﬂ_nmd the
concept of error by means of aﬂﬁizm:o& .oﬂ a nc:m,n__.:mﬁ_w:_“ :H A‘H_Hw,o
cite some examples: the notion of superstition mm,::m is m,m ora a y
Lucretius, Spinoza and the eighteenth-century uw:&auxﬁ, in particular
Fontanelle. It is clear that the “absurdity” cﬂ. a superstition Q.E.:Q be
reduced to its kernel of error. Similarly, _u_mﬁo.w ignorance or moﬁw:,ﬂ:m are
distinguished from error as much as from innateness and amam::mnm:nm
itself. The Stoic notion of stultitia 5<o_<mm. at once wo:,, _.:m‘ :mwm. mm
stupidity. The Kantian idea of inner illusion, internal to Emvo:b\, is .,m..a:”m M
different from the extrinsic mechanism of error. The Hege 5:._ nm%
alienation supposes a profound restructuring of :._w qznmﬁm,mm ..a_m:o_..,,__. e
Schopenhauerian notions of vulgarity .m:a stupidity imply ﬂno:._wm”.n
reversal of the will-understanding relation.) ,2_._2 prevents these ric .n
determinations from being developed on their own ,mnr.,o_._:r _._os,mé_..‘m”
the maintenance, despite everything, of E,m dogmatic “B.mwn‘ m,_oumsﬂm_&
the postulates of common sense, recognition and qmgnumda:w”s:na.
comprise its cortége. The correctives can :Em m_uwmmm, only as “rep e~
which complicate or inconvenience the image without overturning

implicit principle.

Stupidity [béiise] is not animality. The animal is protected by %an&m.

forms which prevent it from being “stupid” [béte]. wﬁ:.:._m_ no:.ammo:%%.
between the human face and the heads of animals wmmm,Mﬁmm_:aE
composed; in other words, noﬁmmuo:gw:nmm,vﬁﬁnn: __Mn_::,_,”__m: ]
ences peculiar to humans and the specific a_:nam:mm,m o m:_. mn.mm
correspondences, however, take no account of stupidity as w m_wm .
human form of bestiality. When satirical poets proceed Hrao:,m n e
degrees of insult, they do not stop with animal ,?53 E:moﬂ%ﬂoamm
more profound regressions, passing ?o_E nm.._._:,oamm‘ﬁo ,n i
ending with cloaca as though with a E:cmwmm_ _mwza_:owv a Y e
ground. The internal process of digestion is more mn.o o:ﬂ: . .
external gesture of attack or voracious movement: stupidity .ﬁ;mma ot
movements. This is why tyrants have the :awmm not o::.\ of na - e
of pears, cauliflowers or potatoes. One is neither superior no
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that from which one benefits: a tyrant institutionalises stupidity, but he is
the first servant of his own system and the first to be installed within it.
Slaves are always commanded by another slave. Here too, how could the
concept of error account for this unity of stupidity and cruelty, of the
grotesque and the terrifying, which doubles the way of the world?
Cowardice, cruelty, baseness and stupidity are not simply corporeal
capacities or traits of character or society; they are structures of thought as
such. The transcendental landscape comes to life: places for the tyrant, the
slave and the imbecile must be found within it—without the place
resembling the figure who occupies it, and without the transcendental
ever being traced from the empirical figures which it makes possible. It is
. always our belief in the postulates of the Cogitatio which prevents us from
making stupidity a transcendental problem. Stupidity can then be no more
than an empirical determination, referring back to psychology or to the
anecdotal—or worse, to polemic and insults—and to the especially atro-
cious pseudo-literary genre of the sottisier. But whose fault is this? Does not
the fault lie first with philosophy, which has allowed itself 1o be convinced
by the concept of error even though this concept is itself borrowed from
facts, relatively insignificant and arbitrary facts? The worst literature
produces sottisiers, while the best (Flaubert, Baudelaire, Bloy) was haunted
by the problem of stupidity. By giving this problem all its cosmic,
encyclopaedic and gnoseological dimensions, such literature was able to
Garry it as far as the entrance to philosophy itself. Philosophy could have
iaken up the problem with its own means and with the necessary modesty,
by considering the fact that stupidity is never that of others but the object
of a properly transcendental question: how is stupidity (not error)
possible?

It is possible by virtue of the link between thought and individuation.
This link is much more profound than that which appears in the “I think”:
L is established in a field of intensity which already constitutes the
“ensibility of the thinking subject. For the I and the Self are perhaps no
ore than indices of the species: of humanity as a species with divisions.
e species has undoubtedly reached an implicit state in man. As a result,
M€ form of the I can serve as a universal principle for recognition and
“Dresentation, whereas the specific explicit forms are recognised only by
"%ans of this I, and the determination of species is only the rule of one of
"¢ elements of representation. The I is therefore not a species; rather
SSinge it implicitly contains what the species and kinds explicitly develop,

" Particular the represented becoming of the form—they have a common
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fate, Eudoxus and Epistemon. Individuation, by no::mm.r has zn:rstQE a.o
s;:w even the continued process of determining species. Not o” 4_\_ oes Jﬁ
inati i see, it
i in ki ation of species but, as we sha
differ in kind from all determin : ; sha .
precedes and renders the latter possible. It involves fields oﬂ m_E% _ﬂnsw.:..m
1f. Individuation
i he form of an I than of a Se
factors which no more take t A
as such, as it operates beneath all forms, is Emmﬁmac_mm?c__a a MEM%WM”M,Q
S . . B . . H_U mm & HM
it bri 5 d trails with it. It is difficult
that it brings to the surface an rails ! i -
ground, or the terror and attraction it excites. Turning over ,?.ol mno,: ar_m
the most dangerous occupation, but also the Boan_ﬁm:wc::w _ﬂ_w_ “rn
i i ong wi e
btuse will. For this ground, a
stupefied moments of an o : .
E%ﬁacm_ rises to the surface yet assumes neither Moﬂm_: Joﬁ mmﬂ%..ﬁz __w
: i >3 indivi 1 distinguishes itse
i thout eyes. The individua
there, staring at us, but wi nh 5 its
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 inde-

terminate in so far as it continues to embrace determination, as En ground

does the shoe. Animals are in a sense forewarned against this mno_u_snw
: mi

protected by their explicit forms. Not so for the I and the Self, undermine

by the fields of individuation which work beneath them, Lm?:nm_nmm._
against a rising of the ground which holds up to E.mE a aaﬁo_.wn_m. a._..
n_mmﬂo_.z:w mirror in which all presently thought forms dissolve. Stupidityis
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philosophy of mind—in other words, when it leads all the other faculties
to that transcendent exercise which renders possible a violent reconcilia-
tion 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 ground is borne within
thought—still as the unthought and unthinking, but this unthought has
become the necessary empirical form in which, in the fractured I (Bouvard
and Pécuchet), thought at last thinks the cogitandum; in other words, the
transcendent element which can only be thought (“the fact that we do not
yet think” or “What is stupidity?”).

Teachers already know that errors or falsehoods are rarely found in
homework (except in those exercises where a fixed result must be
produced, or propositions must be translated one by one). Rather, what is
more frequently found—and worse—are nonsensical sentences, remarks
without interest or importance, banalities mistaken for profundities,
ordinary “points” confused with singular points, badly posed or distorted

problems—all heavy with dangers, yet the fate of us all. We doubt

whether, when mathematicians engage in polemic, they criticize one

another for being mistaken in the results of their calculations. Rather, they
criticize one another for having produced an insignificant theorem or a
problem devoid of sense. Philosophy must draw the conclusions which

neither the ground nor the individual, but rather this R_Am:cn_u_ﬁ EEM
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 wﬂ m<M~.HM Hmwmomﬁ
tion). All determinations become bad and cruel when w MW_ mmwnn_ .
only by a thought which invents m.na 8:88222 the mc:a e
separated from their living form, adrift upon this barren gr :

i i attack
thing becomes violence on this passive ground. Everything becomes .

on this digestive ground. Here the mmwcmﬂrro__ mﬁcﬂmmm%wméﬂm_hﬁww.
-e. Perhaps this is the origin ot that me .

WMMM MHFMSE _ummvcw,;:_ human faces: Em Emmmz:._.:.ni of m<~w__ﬂ%“m
peculiar to the human face, of a rising tide of stupidity, .m: c o
or a thought governed by madness. For :.o_.ﬂ. the c%irﬂ ﬁﬂn e
philosophy of nature, madness arises at the point at w :,u e il
contemplates itself in this free mEcETJSP as ,m _,nuc& .
stupidity and cruelty in cruelty—to &m tcﬁ; Hmmﬂ it n“nﬁ _o»_ oo
itself, “A pitiful faculty then emerges in *Wﬂa :,::n_P M:m o i
see stupidity and no longer tolerate | G =, is :“._2 at e o
faculty also becomes the royal faculty when it animates p
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follow from this. The element of sense is well known to philosophy; it has
‘even become very familiar to philosophers. Nevertheless, this is perhaps
ot enough. Sense is defined as the condition of the true, but since it is
Supposed that the condition must retain an extension larger than that
Which is conditioned, sense does not ground truth without also allowing
the possibility of error. A false proposition remains no less a proposition
‘#ndowed with sense. Non-sense would then be the characteristic of that

Which can be neither true nor false. Two dimensions may be distinguished
]

4 proposition: expression, in which a proposition says or expresses some
and designation, in which it indicates or designates the objects to

‘Which what is said or ex

. pressed applies. One of these would then be the
ension of sense, the other the dimension of truth and falsity. However,
this manner sense would only found the truth of a proposition while
‘aining indifferent to what it founds. Truth and falsity would be matters
#designation (as Russell says: “The question of truth and falsehood has to
With what words and sentences indicate, not with what they

"1¢}. We are then in a strange situation: having discovered the

191




DIFFERENCE AND REPETITION

domain of sense, we refer it only to a Ew&:o_om#m_.:mz oMHm W_H_m_nm_
formalism. If need be, a new value, that of the .:o:mm:m_nm_ o..w_ mﬁm surd,
is added to the classical values of truth and falsity. However, the .Enﬂm:na
the false are supposed to continue in the &Ew,ﬁmﬁ as _unmo..nﬂ_: other
words, as if they were independent of the Q.S&:o: mmﬂmzna, to maa:._ or of
the new value which is added to them. Either too much is sai .nMH not
enough: too much, because the search for a ground forms :.Mm M‘_m.mm_H: , muﬂn_v
of a “critique” which should inspire in cm,:mi ways o H_:: Scm_..aumﬂ
enough, because so long as the ground _.wEm_:m larger Hs_m,:_M.E m,_,:m % ;
this critique serves only to justify traditional ways of thin ~Mm” :‘z_m
and the false are supposed to remain ::mmmﬂ.&_ by the con i _o:_s. ic
grounds the one only by rendering the other _uomm_Em,. By :&m:_:m H.am true
and the false back to the relation of an&m:m:ws s;.::: the c_”oucm;_c_ﬂ.in
acquire a sixth postulate: the postulate of designation or o,* w_n Eov_”_m“ _wu
itself, which both incorporates and mozosa,. from the prece 5.*_.,@8 ulates
(the relation of designation is only the logical form of ..aaomw_:n_:r :
In fact, the condition must be a condition oﬂ, real nanzm:mm,,aoﬁ 0
possible experience. It forms an intrinsic genesis, not an m,wﬁ::m_n Moum
ditioning. In every respect, truth is a :._mmrm.. of ancp:o? mmﬂwﬁw
adequation. It is a matter of genitality, not of innateness ‘o.. ..mn_w_:ﬁ :._m
We cannot accept that the grounded remains the same as it was m,owm.m 1
same as when it was not grounded, when it had WE,Uw&Q._ ﬁ.:,rrmnw:ma
grounding. If sufficient reason or the ground has a “twist”, this is because

it relates what it grounds to that which is truly groundless. At this point, it

must be said, there is no longer recognition. ,._.o mﬂo:_.a.n_ is .:_uﬂ HMM”F
amorphose. Truth and falsity do not 8:3.5 ,m simple n_wu__mﬂmw_ﬂa\_mny :
dered possible by a sense which remains indifferent to _H_w._, e
between a proposition and what it designates must be n.ma ishe 3

sense itself: the nature of ideal sense is to c_m.:d wﬂﬁ:a :m,m: _”ca_ﬁwmm 3
object designated. Designation, in so far as it is ma.:,_nﬁa in V%ﬁﬂooa '
true proposition, would never be grounded unless m were _._ g

the limit of the genetic series or the ideal .no_._:n.&._o:m whic .
sense. If sense points beyond itself towards the object, Enhwﬂwﬁ: &. ;
longer be posited in reality exterior to m,msmﬁ but oq.:w m:, t e
process. Moreover, the proposition’s relation .8 Eﬂmﬁ it aﬂ_mﬂm :.mn o
as this relation is established, is constituted s:::,u the E:Q o_ mmmmm.i .
with the object which realises this unity. There is only a m_:m .m:w&mm:. ¥
the designated stands alone and remains wxﬂns._m_ to sense: Mﬂm: -

case of those singular propositions arbitrarily detached from
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and employed as examples.!” 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,
apparent that it has exactly the truth it deserves according to its sense,
the falsity appropriate to the non-sense that it implies. We always hav
much truth as we deserve in accordance with the sense of what we
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
following manner: signification refers only to concepts and the manner in
which they relate to the objects conditioned by a given field of representa-
tion; whereas sense is like the Idea which is developed in the sub-
representative determinations. It is not surprising that it should be easier to
say what sense is not than to say what it is. In effect, we can never
formulate simultaneously both a proposition and its SEnse; we can never
say what is the sense of what we say. From this point of view, sense is the
veritable loguendum, that which in its empirical operation cannot be said,
.even though it can be said only in its transcendental operation. The Idea
which runs throughout all the faculties nevertheless cannot be reduced to
sense, since in turn it is also non-sense. Nor is there any difficulty in
feconciling this double aspect by means of which the Idea is constituted of
Structural elements which have no sense themselves, while it constitutes
the sense of all that it produces (structure and genesis). There is only one
kind of word which expresses both itself and its sense—precisely the
fonsense word: abraxas, snark or blituri. If sense is necessarily a nonsense
lor the empirical function of the faculties, then conversely, the nonsenses
¥ frequent in the empirical operation are like the secret of sense for the
“onscientious observer, all of whose faculties point towards a transcendent
ws? As so many authors have recognised in diverse ways (Flaubert, Lewis
Larrol)), the mechanism of nonsense is the highest finality of sense, just as
'€ Mechanism of stupidity is the highest finality of thought. While it is
¢ that we cannot express the sense of what we say, we can at least take
Sense of a proposition—in other words, the expressed, as the designated
Nother proposition—of which in turn we cannot express the sense, and

it is
and
€ as
say.

LF
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so on to infinity. As a result, if we call mmm_,. proposition & oosmco%wwm“ a
wname”, it is caught in an indefinite nominal regress, mmrw Mmﬁmhosmq g
to another name which designates the sense of the preceding. . =:~MH“
the inability of empirical consciousness here nc,:..n%ozmm ﬂ__uu_.,w el
power of the language and its transcendent repetition to rm .m A %ﬁ:u
infinitely of or about words themselves. In any case, Hsmjm :mmnnoaﬂ_ M
the dogmatic image and by the womE,_&w of ,Eovoﬂ:o:m om:mow .
which philosophy would find a vnm_::._:m in a :.mw”‘ ﬂ.ﬂmm .
consciousness: Cogito. But perhaps Cogito .G :._m_ :m&m‘én_ﬁm o
and no object other than the power of reiteration in in mﬂ nite .mcms (
think that 1 think that I think ... ). Every wwouomz._w: o nﬂ:mmuﬂﬁnaww
implies an unconscious of pure thought which constitutes the sp

i ic re is infinite regress. _ , A
mmﬁﬂm_mnﬂw_ﬂwﬂ%ﬂoﬂ of sense, therefore, a. that .om Eo_:ﬁm:osh :E MMHMM
that which is expressed by one “name” is designated _uw‘m:M _unnﬁ 3
which doubles the first. No doubt this paradox may _um, méﬁw . bu mvnmaa
risk of falling into another: this time, the ﬁ.ﬂocom_:o: is %J_muwmaum
immobilised, just long enough to nx:.mﬁ. from it a aocw_n E w:. h >
only the ideal content, the immanent given. ._..rn para ox_w__n.m :H: e
essential to language then no longer consists in a redoubling

doubling; no longer in a precipitation but in a suspension. This double of

S g p,
the proposition appears distinct at once from the proposition itself, th

j ich it concerns. It i§ =
formulator of the proposition and the object which it concerns ;

j i xist
istingui biect and the object because it does not eXist
s S It is distinguished from the

i he proposition which expresses it. ‘ : !
MMMMM%MH” :mmﬂvwnm:mn it relates to the ogﬂm_ as though HH EH,N“W %E...
attribute, its “statable” or “expressible”. It 1 the complex ~« .
proposition and, as such, the first Hw:: of r:oﬂmawﬂ *o:ﬂ b
distinguish it at once both from the oEaQ. (God or H, es <.a e
and from the proposition (God is, the m_Q is c_:ﬂ‘, it is state i
or participial form: to-be-God or moﬁ_-vm_:.m\ the ﬁn_:m.v_:m o e
complex is an ideal event. It is an oEwQEn m:ﬁ& but oz,m o
cannot say that it exists in itself: it insists on.mcvm_ma\ vomvmmmmmv_, o
being or an extra-being, that minimum of being no::dow _ﬂ_o::o \m e
and even impossible objects. In this way, :cﬁawm_.. we ,m o il
secondary difficulties, for how are we 10 m<o_¢ the ,.o:wm_wam:oa
contradictory propositions have the same sense, given that mn. o
negation are only propositional _,doaamw Or ‘:91. mqm M.M::m&nﬁo@ ;
consequence that an impossible object, one which is self- _
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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 dou-
bling 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 proposi-
tion 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 is already given, or that it already exists in another conscious-
ness. That is why—in accordance with its etymology—interrogation

always takes place within the framework of a community: to interrogate
Implies not only a common sense but a good-sense, a distribution of
_Sos,_mamn. and of the given with respect to empirical consciousnesses in
dccordance with their situations, their points of view, their positions and

¢ir skills, in such a way that a given consciousness is supposed 10 know

dlready what the other does not (What time is it?>—You who have a watch
”.ﬂ_n are close to a clock. When was Caesar born?—You who know Roman

IStory). Despite this weakness, the interrogative formula has at least one

_.._ﬁcmEmmm" at the same time as it invites us to consider the corresponding

#10position as a response, it opens up a new path for us. A proposition
Lncej

f

ved as a response is always a particular solution, a case considered
Litself, abstractly and apart from the superior synthesis which relates it,
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along with other cases, to a problem as problem. ,_”_..Q”&oﬂm _MMMMMOMM ”._MML
in turn, expresses the manner in which a EoEQ& _m,a_m_:m“ncammm :
out and revealed, in experience and *,oa nowwn_oc”.:mmmr i gl
diversely apprehended cases of mo,_c:o:, Even :,o:M:H gt
insufficient idea, it thereby inspires in us the presentim
n__vm_.“MHﬁMMwnmﬁa in the problem itself. Sense is constituted _M H”_MMMMHM_MH
theme, but the complex theme is that set of EQEn:Mm m,:osmm o
relation to which the propositions serve as a‘_mEn:,: o wMuM__.:.ma_gm by
of solution. This definition, :oéme,nh.wn‘oc:.nm us to ri ——
illusion which belongs to the dogmatic image of Eocma,H o)
questions must no longer be traced from the correspondi mﬁw_im -
which serve, or can serve, as responses. We know the agent 0 e &m“
it is interrogation which, within the :m:ﬂaéwaw of M M._uﬂs mano:.um:nm
members problems and questions, and qnnﬁu,ﬂwﬂ_ﬁﬂ_.ﬁnm H..‘n.:m:awm|§ . .
with the propositions of the MEEGH_ nnww_umw__uﬂwouwwwo e
words, according to the probable truths o iple I reat log
ombinatory or calculus of problems is compromise sar
N..MUMM ”M_wnﬂma that problems or questions were only ”wm SM“”HMM.MHHMM“..
a corresponding proposition. no:mwn:_m:,z% _:%E %_Mz:m_nﬁna -, Eun.M
that the theme or sense is only an _:n:anME MM m_mEnE i an...
)? The failure to see that
fro

2

At

of proposition that it subsumes or Qa:, fr :
common to all propositions (the indicative thesis kit
sense or the problem is extra-propositional, that it di Q.m. S
i ial: the genesis o
it s us to miss the essential
every proposition, lead:s : , il o
H:o_._wrﬁ the operation of the faculties. Dialectic is the art of Jﬂo o
questions, the combinatory or calculus of problems as suc .n -
: i i ins content to trac .
i i i & ower when it remains con
dialectic loses its peculiar p . e
from propositions: thus begins the history of the _o:m, perve
i i st
places it under the power of the negative. Aristotle write

ition i i 1ce in the
The difference between a problem and a proposition _mam a_:nzﬁu.m_ na
i i ay, “ -footed terrestn
g for if i yut in this way, “Is two o
of phrase. For if it be | i i
i f man?” the resu
initi : " or “Is animal the genus o -
definition of man?” or . i e
but if thus, “Is two-footed terrestrial animal the definition of m o
e : the result is a problem. Simiia :
numbers

the tul

i an or not?”
“Is animal the genus of m is o
other cases. Naturally, then, problems and propositions are na: -
: i if you chan
out of every proposition you will make a problem if you

phrase.
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(The illusion wends its way into contemporary logic where the calculus of
problems is presented as eéxtra-mathematical, which is true, since it is
essentially logical or dialectical. It is still inferred, however, from a simple
calculus of propositions, copied or traced from the propositions them-
selves.)?®
We are led to believe that problems are given read
disappear in the responses or the solution. Already, under this double
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 these
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 infantile
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 competi-
tions (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 reac-
nary examples (cases of recognition, error, simple propositions and
ponses) in order to prejudge what should be the most
to thought—namely, the genesis of the act of thinking and
and falsehood. There is, therefore, a seventh postulate to
s: the postulate of responses and solutions according to
hich truth and falsehood only begin with solutions or only qualify
SPonses. When, however, a false problem is “set” in a science examina-
0, thig propitious scandal serves only to remind families that problems
€ not ready-made but must be constituted and invested in their proper
.vcxn fields; and that the master text necessarily requires a (necessarily
..5_2 master in order to be written. Pedagogic experiments are proposed

y-made, and that they
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in order to allow pupils, even very young pupils, to ,cm:ﬁvmﬁm _:n_:a
fabrication of problems, in their constitution and z._n: being tom_w_ as
problems. Moreover, everyone “recognises” after a fashion .”,F,::Ww..u MEM
are the most important thing. Yet it is u_,uﬁ enough to Rwom:_vm L _V.M”._mmn”,
as though problems were only provisional and nou:_._mmd.ﬁrgoﬂa :s.m
destined to disappear in the formation of w:oém.amﬁ ‘E_._F %Emo: H_:
importance only to the negative mEE:S._ conditions _E_vomm, M_% o :._n
knowing subject. On the contrary, this discovery .E:E e rais il m
transcendental level, and problems must be nommamﬁma _,Spmm,,m w,:a:w

(data) but as ideal “objecticities” ucmmmmmﬁm‘%m: .os.,: v:,ﬁ. menh_uﬂq_ﬂa
implying acts of constitution and m:ﬁqunE :.~ :,.n: Rmcm:ﬁnm ,_\n: M
fields. Far from being concerned with solutions, truth m” : mam 00

primarily affect problems. A solution always has the trut v”~5ww_ﬂMam
according to the problem to which itisa ..mmvoumn‘ and the pro m N «m
has the solution it deserves in proportion to ﬁ own :.E: or mm_ y—in
other words, in proportion to its sense. This is what is meant by mmn:
famous formulae as: “The really great problems are posed only o:mw they
are solved” or “Mankind always sets itself only such tasks as it mnmn
solve”—not because practical or speculative problems are .H,BE the mw“m H.oﬂ
of pre-existing solutions but, on the contrary, because the solutio

necessarily follows from the complete conditions under which the problem

is determined as a problem, from the means msa, the HQ,EM eﬁﬂmw‘ﬂ Hﬁ
employed in order to pose it. The problem or mn,nmn is at once bot e
of an originary truth and the genesis of a derived truth. The :o_ %
nonsense, false sense and misconstrual HSE,E.,E:_ must be mesn......_
problems themselves (there are problems which ma,n false ,&nocm H__
termination, others through overdetermination, s&.__a m,:.._ca_:m, mﬂw:m.. ..
the faculty for false problems; it is evidence of an ‘:._w_z_:wx o pM:mmEm
comprehend or determine a problem as m:_n_.:. wr__ouo_urwﬂﬂ .m:_m ke
dream of applying the test of truth and falsity to problems: t Jm_. .
of dialectics as a superior calculus or combinatory. However, as oMm 3
transcendental consequences are not explicitly drawn mﬂ._m Em Momﬁ
image of thought subsists in principle, this dream also functions as

“repentance”. A
~:w__,ﬂwzm”.~%3_ illusion {which involves tracing problems q.:,ua cacwwﬁm
is in effect extended into a philosophical illusion. The critical HEMW .
is recognised, and the attempt is made 8‘%@:\ the test of Hﬂ_% M . _,...”
to problems themselves, but it is maintained that the trut

a1 . " . ew m.n_n 11
consists only in the possibility that it receive a solution. The n |
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the illusion and its technical character comes this time from the fact that
the form of problems is modelled upon the form of possibility of proposi-
tions. 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 neces-
sarily leads to a conclusion, while Dialectics invents the subjects of
syllogisms (precisely what Aristotle calls “problems”) and engenders the
elements of syllogisms concerning a given subject (“propositions”}. How-
ever, 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 1o be established or refuted in
discussion. The common places are thus the test of common sense itself:
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 con-
ceived 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
tommon places—in other words, upon the logical possibility of finding a
solution (the propositions themselves designate cases of possible solu-

tions).

At most, the form of possibility varies throughout the history of

Philosophy. Thus, while the partisans of a mathematical method daim to
be Opposed to the dialectic, they nevertheless retain the essential—namely,
the idea] of 4 combinatory or a calculus of problems. Instead of having
fecourse to the logical form of the possible, however, they separate out
‘dNother, properly mathematical form of possibility—be it geometric or
dlgebrajc. Problems, therefore, continue to be traced from the correspond-

ing Propositions, and to be evaluated according to the possibility of their
Hinding 5 so1yti0n
Yiew, problems are
heore . Greek ge
PM0blems 16 the pe
O theorems them

- More precisely, from a geometric and synthetic point of
inferred from a particular type of proposition known as
ometry has a general tendency on the one hand to limit
nefit of theorems, on the other to subordinate problems
selves. The reason is that theorems seem to express and
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