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two aspects of the illusion: the natural
problems from supposedly pre-existent
geometrical theorems, algebraic equations, physical hypotheses or tran-
scendental judgements; and the philosophical illusion which involves
evaluating problems according to their “solvability"—in other words,
according to the extrinsic and variable form of the possibility of their
finding a solution. It is then fatal that the ground should itself be no more
than a simple external conditioning. A strange leap on the spot or vicious
circle by which philosophy, claiming to extend the truth of solutions to
problems themselves but remaining imprisoned by the dogmatic image,
refers the truth of problems to the possibility of their solution. What is
missed is the internal character of the problem as such, the imperative
internal element which decides in the first place its truth or falsity and
measures its intrinsic genetic power: that is, the very object of the dialectic
or combinatory, the “differential”. Problems are tests and selections. What
is essential is that there occurs at the heart of problems a genesis of truth,
a production of the true in thought. Problems are the differential elements
in thought, the genetic elements in the true. We can therefare substitute
for the simple point of view of conditioning a point of view of effective
genesis. The true and the false do not suffer the indifference of the
conditioned with regard to its condition, nor does the condition remain
indifferent with regard to what it renders possible. The only way to take
talk of “true and false problems” seriously is in terms of a production of the
true and the false by means of problems, and in proportion to their sense.
To do so, it is sufficient to renounce copying problems from possible
Propositions, and defining the truth of problems in terms of the possibility
- of their finding a solution. On the contrary, “solvability” must depend
“Upon an internal characteristic: it must be determined by the conditions of
the problem, engendered in and by the problem along with the real
Solutions. Without this reversal, the famous Copernican Revolution
“dmounts 1o nothing. Moreover, there is no revolu tion so long as we remain
,u& 10 Euclidean geometry: we must move to a geometry of sufficient
Teason, 4 Riemannian-type differential geometry which tends to give rise
1o &Ro:::::% on the basis of continuity, or to ground solutions in the

‘Onditions of the problems.

~ Not only is sense ideal, bu
..,;ssﬁ a difference
..nam:zm_ hiatus,

~eminate regp0

illusion which involves tracing
propositions, logical opinions,

t problems are Ideas themselves. There is
in kind between problems and propositions, an
A proposition by itself is particular, and represents a
nse. A series of propositions can be distributed in such a

201




DIFFERENCE AND REPETITION
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light there are the little glimmers of the Idea. Singularity is beyond
particular propositions no less than universality is beyond general proposi-
tions. Problematic Ideas are not simple essences, but multiplicities or
complexes of relations and corresponding singularities. From the point of
view of thought, the problematic distinction between the ordinary and the
singular, and the nonsenses which result from a bad distributi
the conditions of the problem, are undoubtedly more important than the
hypothetical or categorical duality of truth and falsehood along with the
“errors” which only arise from their confusion in cases of solution.

A problem does not exist, apart from its solutions. Far from disappearing
in this overlay, however, it insists and persists in these solutions. A problem
is determined at the same time as it is solved, but its determination is not
the same as its solution: the two elements differ in kind, the determination
amounting to the genesis of the concomitant solution. (In this manner the
distribution of singularities belongs entirely 1o the conditions of the
problem, while their specification already refers to solutions constructed
under these conditions.) The problem is at once both transcendent and
immanent in relation to jts solutions. Transcendent, because it consists in
asystem of ideal liaisons or differential relations between genetic elements,
Immanent, because these liaisons or relations are incarnated in the actual
relations which do not resemble them and are defined by the field of
solution. Nowhere better than in the admirable work of Albert Lautman
has it been shown how problems are first Platonic Ideas or ideal liaisons
between dialecrical notions, relative to “eventual situations of the exis-
tent”; but also how they are realised within the real relations constitutive
of the desired solution within a mathematical physical or other field, It is in
this sense, according to Lautman, that science always participates in a
tialectic which points beyond it—in other words, in a meta-mathematical

i and €xtra-propositional power—even though the liaisons of this dialectic
-~ Afe incarnated only in effective scientific propositions and theorjes,4
Problems are always dialectical. This is why, whenever the dialectic

orgets” jis intimate relation with Ideas in the form of problems, when-

ting for the ideal objecticity of the problematic a simple confronta-
ween opposing, contrary or contradictory, propositions. This long
on begins with the dialectic itself, and attains its extreme form in
nism. If it is true, however, that it is problems which are dialectical
ciple, and their solutions which are scientific, we must distinguish

Belia
Prin

203



DIFFERENCE AND REPETITION

completely between the following: the problem as transcendental instance;
the symbolic field in which the immanent movement of the problem
expresses its conditions; the field of scientific solvability in which the
problem is incarnated, and in terms of which the preceding symbolism is
defined. The relation between these elements will be specifiable by only a
general theory of problems and the corresponding ideal synthesis.
Problems and their symbolic fields stand in a relationship with signs. It
is the signs which “cause problems” and are developed in a symbolic field.
1iing of the faculties—including, in the first
o signs—thus refers to the Ideas which
awaken them each in turn. Con-
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the specificity of learning and upon the time E<o?wn :,H mvwaszmm%_ﬂ
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time into thought—not in the form of a mythical past or former present,
but in the pure form of an empty time in general. We always rediscover the
necessity of reversing the supposed relations or divisions between the
empirical and the transcendental. Moreover, we must regard the postulate
of knowledge as the eighth postulate of the dogmatic image, one which
incorporates and recapitulates all the others in a supposedly simple
result.

We have listed eight postulates, each in two forms: (1) the postulate of
the principle, or the Cogitatio natura universalis (good will of the thinker and
good nature of thought); (2) the postulate of the ideal, or common sense
(common sense as the concordia facultatum and good sense as the distribu-
tion which guarantees this concord); (3) the postulate of the model, or of
recognition (recognition inviting all the faculties to exercise themselves
upon an object supposedly the same, and the consequent possibility of
error in the distribution when one faculty confuses one of its objects with
a different object of another faculty); (4) the postulate of the element, or
of representation (when difference is subordinated to the complementary
dimensions of the Same and the Similar, the Analogous and the Opposed);
(5) the postulate of the negative, or of error (in which error expresses
everything which can go wrong in thought, but only as the product of
external mechanisms); (6) the postulate of logical function, or the proposi-
tion (designation is taken to be the locus of truth, sense being no more
than the neutralised double or the infinite doubling of the proposition); (7)
the postulate of modality, or solutions (problems being materially traced
from propositions or, indeed, formally defined by the possibility of their
being solved); (8) the postulate of the end, or result, the postulate of
__Sofimn_mm (the subordination of learning to knowledge, and of culture to
Method). Each postulate has two forms, because they are both natural and
Philosophical, appearing once in the arbitrariness of examples, once in the
_...?.amzﬁwcm_:o:m of the essence. The postulates need not be spoken: they
_..?:n:oz all the more effectively in silence, in this presupposition with
..Smma to the essence as well as in the choice of examples. Together they
I the dogmatic image of thought. They crush thought under an image
_..353 is that of the Same and the Similar in representation, but pro-
“Oundly betrays what it means to think and alienates the two powers of
..&:Q.o:nn and repetition, of philosophical commencement and recom-
icement. The thought which is born in thought, the act of thinking
1¢h is neither given by innateness nor presupposed by reminiscence but

4
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i i is such
engendered in its genitality, is a thought E::B:ugmm@ But what
a thought, and how does it operate in the world?
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it OH 5 i =i a W I 5
Critique of Pure ,ma t beauty is still under the aesthetic common 0 owe is mwc_.__: o act _ﬁ_:_ € Independently
imagination of judgements o nﬂm 7 to Kant, the imagination is forced oF 16 *Bertrand Russell, 4n Inguiry into Meaning and Truth, Harmondsworth: Pen-
i i ing to . : :
sense. Yet with the sublime, accor ; ) y guin, 1962, p. 201.
constrained to confront its own limit, its nra:hab.wem. :M ,_._._mx_”ww“nﬁwwww ' - 17 Whence Russell’s attitude,
i i formed or the deformed in na : :
equally the unimaginable, the un , ; _ hi
L_m%imﬁ s. 26). Moreover, it transmits this constraint to thought itself, w!
A S . i y e a
in turn is forced the think the supra-sensible as foundation of both _._mEmnn
a: . s i €5
the faculty of thought: thought and imaginaran .:n:u enter into mn& .
discordance, a reciprocal violence which conditions a __:ﬂ_.S. Qﬂn& Al
(s. 27). As a result, in the case of the sublime, the recognition mo nn_En _
form of common sense are found wanting in favour of a quite
i f ol ¥
conception of thought (s . . ew Yol
11 Martin Heidegger, What is Called Thinking? transl. J. Glenn Gray, z:m.u_.:
Harper & Row, 1968, p. 3. It is true that Heidegger retains Eﬁ_aq_ﬂ“ nd thd
or a philia, of an analogy—or rather, a _._c_._._c_cm<|_u2£nnd :.:Emm <
which is to be thought. The point is that he retains the ?,,_BanM as sudl
even if this is supposed to include and Q:,:_.:.nrwnn_ n_:?_.mz_ o
whence the metaphors of gift which are substituted for those of vic

which privileges singular propositions: see his

Polemic with Carnap in An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth, pp. 244 ff,

18 See Hubert Elie's excellent book Le complexe siynificabile, Paris: Vrin, 1936,
which shows the importance and the paradoxes of this theory of sense as it
Was developed in the course of the fourteenth century among Ockham’s
schoo] (Gregory of Rimini, Nicholas d’Autrecourt), and also as it was redis-
Covered by Meinong. The sterility and ineffectiveness of sense conceived in
this manner appears again in Husserl when he writes: “The stratum  of

SXpression—and this constitutes its peculiarity—apart from the fact that it

lends €xpression to all other intentionalities, is not productive. Or if one

- Prefers: jig productivity, its noematic service, exhausts itself in expressing and in

- the form of the conceptual introduced by that function”: Ideas: General

: Ha?omxn:.ox to Pure Phenomenology, transl. W.R. Boyce Gibson, London: George
- Allen & Unwin, 1931, Section 124,
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19 *These paradoxes of sense are discussed further, with reference to Lewis
Carroll, in The Legic of Sense, transl. Mark Lester, New York: Columbia
University Press, 1990, pp. 28-35.

20 Aristotle, Topics, I, 4, 101b, 30-5, in The Complete Waorks of Aristotle, ed. Jonathan

Barnes, Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1984, vol. [, p. 169. The

same illusion continues within modern logic: the calculus of problems as it is

defined—notably by Kolgomoroff—still remains traced from a calculus of
propositions, in “isomorphism” with it. See Pauletie Destouches-Février,

“Rapports entre le calcul des problémes et le calcul des propositions”, Comptes

rendus des séances de-I'Académie des Sciences, April 1945. As we shall see, an

attempt at “mathematics without negation” such as that of G.EC. Griss is
limited only by this false conception of the category of problems.

Leibniz, on the other hand, was aware of the variable but always profound
gap between problems or themes and propositions: “There are indeed ‘themes’
which can be said to be midway between an idea and a proposition, namely
questions. Some of these ask only for a Yes ora No, and these are the cosest to
propositions; but there are others which ask how, and ask for details, and so
on, and more must be added to these if they are to become propositions: New
Essays on Human Understanding, transl. and ed. Peter Remnant and Jonathan
Bennett, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981, Book 4, ch. 1,
p. 356.

In his Rules for the Direction of the Mind, Descartes distinguishes the precepts

relating to “simple propositions” from the precepts relating to “guestions®

(Rule XII). The latter begin only with Rule XIII, and are the first to be

concluded. Descartes himself underlines the point of resemblance between his

method and the Aristotelian dialectic: “This is the sole respect in which W

imitate the dialecticians; when they exposed the forms of the syllogisms, the

presupposed that the terms or the subject-matter of the syllogisms are kno
similarly, we are making it a prerequisite here that the problem un
investigation is perfectly understood™: The Philosophical Writings of Desear
vol. 1, p. 51. Similarly, “questions” have a subordinate role in Malebrandl

—see The Search After Truth, transl. TM. Lennon and P.J. Olscamp, Columbus

Ohio State University Press, 1980, VI, 2, ch. 7—and in Spinoza, where the

of the geometric method invalves no “problems” at all.

In the Geometry, however, Descartes underlines the importance of thi
analytic procedure from the point of view of the constitution of problems:
not only with regard to their solution (Auguste Comte, in some fine
insists on this point, and shows how the distribution of “singulari .
determines the “conditions of the problem”: Traité élémentaire de géo
analytigue, 1843). In this sense we can say that Descartes the geometer
further than Descartes the philosopher. .
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NOTES

22 One of the most original characteristics

i of mod i i
recognition of this double irreducibility of ~ SO S b

problems” (in this
e ) e , sense the use of
ord “problematic” as a substantive seems to us an indispensabl
e

:n..;_cmmmwi. See Georges Bouligand and his distinction betw
n_n::\.s" and the “global synthesis-element”
mathématico-logiques, Editions d’

¢en the “problem-
s (notably in Le déclin des absolus
: nseignement supérieur, 1949):
; : ; Egner ) ); Georges Can-
WH“ LM.”QB, m.na his _M:vir_dL heory distinction (notably in On the Normal and the
gical, transl. Carolyn R. Fawcett, Dordrec
. - echt, Holland: D, Reidel, 197

23 Proclus, A m.csimin_% on the First Book of Euclid’s Elements, transl OmnE._ W

Morrow, Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1970, pp mw..q. ,
24 Albert Lautman, Essai sur les notions de structure et d ‘existence en m :

Paris: Hermann, 1938, vol. I, p. 13; vol. I, p. 149 (* i

: the only a priori el
we allow i i i : 5 priori element
i n:.mQE” :gmﬁ_.m_ﬁ.,z in the experience of this urgency of problems prior to

: ry of their solutions ... ”). On the double aspect of problems

~Ideas, transc IO i
o m»nzaom:rn m.:a immanence, see Nouvelles recherches sur la structure
ialectique des mathématiques, Paris: Hermann, 1939 pp. 14-15
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