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STUDIA UNIVERSITATIS BABES-BOLYAI, PHILOSOPHIA, LIII, 1-2, 2008

APPROCHES PHENOMENOLOGIQUES DU PHENOMENE
DE LA VIE

TAMAS ULLMANN 1

ABSTRACT. The phenomenon of life indicates a worrying pnobldor all
philosophies of consciousness, because the liviogyitg of an organism
surpasses obviously the constituting capacity & tibserver’'s consciousness.
Although phenomenology is a philosophy of consciess, it has a lot to say about
the problem of life. The article aims to outlineetimain possible ways of a
phenomenological approach to life: it distinguisimegmatic, noetic, egoic and
horizontal approaches. Even if the diversity ofsthgossible ways can not be
unified in a general theory of life, the analyistioé different approaches seems to
offer a good starting point for an interdiscipliggphilosophical and scientific)
treatment of the problem.

Keywords: animal, organism, life, reflecting judgement, awgity, instinct
intentionality

Au XIXéme siecle le probleme de la vie est devena question centrale
aussi bien pour les sciences que pour la philosopl#anmoins le traitement de la
qguestion a mené presqu'inévitablement a une ankmown a considéré le
phénomeéne de la vie ou bien dans le contexte damigoe, ou bien dans celui du
vitalisme. La phénoménologie a ouvertement rompec aette tradition, car elle a
eu, dés le début, un intérét différent: elle siagtressé toujours a I'énigme de la
conscience et non pas a I'énigme de la vie. On peet tout de méme que la
phénomeénologie offre un accés fondamental au pr&meufe la vie. Non seulement
parce que c'est par excellence la phénoménologieouure la voie a tous les
phénomeénes possibles, parmi eux aussi au phénateéiaevie, mais plutét parce
gue la phénoménologie a beaucoup de choses audil@ediversitédu concept de la
vie.

La phénoménologie dépasse sans doute l'antinontie edtalisme et
mécanisme, mais se heurte, de sa part, a une aotiomie. La différence
fondamentale pour la phénoménologie se creuse lestractes de la conscience et
les phénomenes psychiques. Or, entre l'eidétiqudadeonscience pure et le
psychologisme (c'est-a-dire ontologie naturalisteg trouve un domaine
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TAMAS ULLMANN

presqu’indéfinissable: celui de la vie organiquaud les deux cb6tés essayent
d’assimiler et d'intégrer le phénoméne de la viesdeur propre contexte. A partir

du contexte de la conscience pure nous trouvorisyiades consciences primitive,

ou méme des monades primitives (vie animale). Aipdin contexte naturaliste la

vie organique semble étre un mécanisme complegeugieme degré, mais tout de
méme un mécanisme (un mécanisme auto-constituaenitetorganisant doté des

programmes guasi-mécaniques qu’on appelle despslisMéme si la phénoménologie
semble étre capable de dépasser une fausse aetieotré mécanisme et vitalisme,
elle se heurte constamment a une autre antinomall@ entre la pulsionnalité

organique et la conscience pure. Dépasser cetieoant semble étre vraiment

difficile, pourtant c’est la tache véritable d'upkilosophie de la vie.

La structure «ego-cogito-cogitatum» indique lesndes lignes de toutes les
recherches phénoménologiques. Suivant cette steuetisuivant la division entre le
cOté noétique et le c6té noématique nous pouvomierpde plusieurs voies
phénoménologiques vers le phénomene de la vie.nt) dpproche «noématique»
montrerait tout d'abord la spécificité d'un systémeanique, d'un étre vivant
comme objet devant nous. 2) Une approche «noétigatircirait la vie de la
conscience, la vie en nous, c’est-a-dire le dymamige la temporalité et la formation du
sens, et menerait sans doute vers une sorte @génkih transcendantal. 3) Une
approche égoique concentrerait sur I'aspect ei@tdr la vie, sur la vie authentique de
la personne. 4) Finalement une approche horizertamme tout noéme indique un
horizon de son apparence, un monde - concentseralia totalité vivante et deviendrait
ou bien une phénoménologie de la nature (une wedsida cosmologie), ou bien une
phénoménologie de la culture (basée sur le comlteptonde de la vie).

|. Approche «noématique»

A.) Kant

Quant a la détermination philosophique de I'étigaaique leCritique de la
faculté de jugerde Kant est incontournable. La nouveauté de lgiéroe critique
provient d'une distinction fondamentale, a savairla distinction entre le jugement
déterminant et le jugement réfléchissant qui sesfoame plus tard en la distinction
célebre entre connaitre et comprendre. Le jugendébérminant subsume le
particulier sous l'universel qui est donné en tqu¢ concept, régle ou lois. Nous
reconnaissons le particulier, nous le classifiensg’autre termes nous déterminons
le donné selon un concept de I'entendement. Cepeildaa des cas ou seulement le
particulier est donné et la faculté de juger daititer I'universel: c’est le domaine
du jugement réfléchissant.

Il'y a des phénomenes dont la reconnaissance nepasra la connaissance.
Par exemple je reconnait un cygne, c'est la taehjagément déterminant. Mais il en
reste une sorte d'excédent de sens, un surplusepeut étre transformé en
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connaissance. La beauté de cygne, son mouvemani¢iugraest un surplus de sens
qui excéede la connaissance selon les conceptemteridement. La vie, la vivacité
du cygne, le fait qu'il est un animal, c’est-a-dine corps vivant, non seulement un
corps physique, mais un corps organique est égalame sorte d’excédent de sens
qui ne peut pas étre saisi par les concepts etelgles de I'entendement. Les
phénomeénes esthétiques et les phénoménes orgasigpgésent selon I€ritique de

la faculté de jugedans le contexte de la finalité. Le principe desedii¢ qui joue un
réle central parmi les catégories de I'entendermmamis permet de porter un jugement
de connaissance. En revanche, I'idée de finalitél{fé esthétique, finalité naturelle)
qui est absent de la table des catégories, ne peumset pas de connaitre, mais
seulement de réfléchir, de comprendre, de donnserme

Ce n'est pas la différence «causalité / finalitéb ripus intéresse ici, mais
plutét la différence entre connaitre, d'une pantééechir ou comprendre de l'autre.
Méme si I'on renonce a la description finalistelal@ature de Kant, nous trouvons
dans la deuxiéme partie de @ritique de la faculté de jugeune approche
magistrale au phénomeéne de la vie. Kant montre @hia réflexion sur un étre
vivant et sur la nature organique excéde le coateld la causalité: la vision
mécaniste est trop étroite pour nous faire découwtites les lois cachées de la
nature. La raison reconnait dans I'observationadedture que la compréhension
d’'un vivant, la réflexion sur la vivacité, n'estgsible qu’en considérant qu’en un
organisme vivant tout est réciproquement moyernnetJe résume trois moments
importants pour notre tache dans le raisonnemeliadée

1) Le renversement du concept de la causalithh étre organique
s’organise lui-méme, en raison d’'une force autoafidrice et non pas, comme une
machine, d’'une force extérieure. Un organisme aptble de différents processus
qgue I'on ne peut pas expliquer par la causalitétsexvation de soi, croissance,
procréation, etc. Le concept de causalité implique caractere temporel: la
succession irréversible. Pourtant il est claire opéee s'il y des déterminations et
des conditionnements causaux entre les organsgct@ssion dans I'ordre temporel
est impossible. Dans le développement organiqueuceera la forme ultérieure,
c'est-a-dire «l'effet» détermine déja le processul cause», pour ainsi dire
rétroactivement. Sinon il s‘agira d’'une simple maehlmécanique, par exemple d’'un
horloge. Comme Kant écrit dans le 864: «une chasteecomme fin naturelle
quand elle est cause et effet d’elle-méme».

2) Le renversement de la relation tout-partiée tout cause les parties et
les parties causent le tout. En plus les partieslles-mémes sont également des
touts, des organes eux-mémes organiques. Et lesnesgne produisent pas
seulement le tout, mais également des autres arghiaebre n'est pas seulement un

2Kant: Critique de la faculté de jugetrad. A. Renaud., Paris, Aubier, p. 362.
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agrégat ou un ensemble des feuilles, de tronchi@dexhes, des racines, mais unité
entiere. La plante est un petit monde, organiséésyiguement autour d'une
finalité interne. Kant donne trois caractéristiqu&8our une chose en tant que fin
naturelle, on exige dés lors, premiérement, qupdeses (quant a leur existence et a
leur forme) n'en soient possibles que par leurtimaau tout.» [...] «[l]l est requis
pour cela, deuxiemement, que les parties de dattecse relient en I'unité d'un tout
a travers la maniéere dont elles sont mutuellengntihes vis-a-vis des autres cause
et effet de leur forme.» [...] «[l]l est exigé quees parties se produisent
réciproqguement dans leur ensemble, aussi bien delonforme que selon leur
liaison»?

3) Individu. D’autre part un arbre se produit toujours commenalividu,
c’est-a-dire il n'est pas simple juxtaposition gemties partes extra partgs Or
I'individualité organique se differe clairement dndividualité objective. Cette
derniére est relative a un concept et a une posgatio-temporelle, tandis que
lindividualité organique est lindividualité au s vrai: elle a la capacité de
s’organiser d'une facon productive et indépendaletda causalité. Kant résume:
«Dans un tel produit de la nature, chaque pardanéme qu’'elle n’existe pas par
I'intermédiaire de toutes les autres, est pensaedgnt comme existant pour les
autres et pour le tout, c’'est-a-dire comme instninfergane) [...], elle doit en fait
étre considérée comme un organe produisant legsagarties (chaque partie
produisant par conséquent les autres et réciprantem ce que ne peut étre nul
instrument de l'art, mais seulement un instrumentadnature, telle qu’elle fournit
toute matiére aux instruments et ce n’est que desmisonditions et pour cette raison
gu’un tel produit, en tant qu'étre organisé et gamisant lui-méme, peut étre appelé
unefin naturelle»'

L’analyse des étres organisés vivants nous fatirsde discours causal,
mais n’'introduit pas des nouvelles catégoriea. considération de la nature
organique rameéne le jugement des phénoménes dbjaatios propres facultés de
connaitre Le phénoméne de la vie ne peut pas étre saisépaoncepts, il échappe
toujours a la fixation conceptuelle. Le phénomeére lal vie, tout comme le
phénoméne esthétigue «donne a penser», il mobibse faculté de jugement
réfléchissant. La considération objective de lauratraméne le jugement a une
considération subjective, a un jugement réfléchissa

B.) Heidegger

Dans le deuxiéme pas je voudrais brievement préisant autre approche
de la vie organique, a savoir celle de Heidegg&stGlans un cours de semestre
d’hiver 1929-30, consacré, sous le tittees concepts fondamentaux de la

3 Ibid. pp. 364-365.
* Ibid. p. 366.
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métaphysique en particulier & la question du monde, que Heigleggnsidére le
probléme de I'animalité. Selon sa thése princigalemme est «configurateur du
monde» (Weltbildend), tandis que I'animal est «pausn monde» (Weltarm) et la
pierre est «sans monde» (Weltlos).

Ce texte extrémement intéressant (selon quelquasnentateurs le chef-
d'oeuvre secret de Heidegger) témoigne d'un chaagememarquable dans la
direction de la pensée heideggerienne. Par ragp8ein und Zeitte n'est plus
I'étre-la en saconcrétude qui est en question ici, mais plutét son essence
métaphysiquePour déterminer cette essence métaphysiquetde|Bé Heidegger le
contraste avec un autre maniére d’étre dans le enavec celle de I'étre aninfale
voudrais limiter mon analyse sur quelque conceptgr@blemes du raisonnement
heideggerien: il s'agira de la méthode d’approahdahimalité; de la spécificité de
l'organe; et du rapport de I'animal & son monderennant.

1) La méthode de compréhensidra thése de la «pauvreté en monde» de
lanimal n'est pas et ne peut pas étre tiré d’'uangan empirique de I'animalité,
mais, d’autre part, elle ne peut pas étre non phesidée spéculative. L'idée de la
«pauvreté en monde» s’appuie sur priecompréhensiode I'étre de I'animal. Le
point de départ de Heidegger est l'insuffisancdahie des explications mécaniques de
la vie et la nécessité de refonder - par les magettisntologie fondamentale - la pensée
sur le phénoméne de la vie. C'est pourquoi il &utftout d'abord réfléchir sur les
possibilités philosophiques de I'approche de ce@héne extraordinaire.

Le résultat - du point de vue méthodologique uesamalgame quelque peu
étrange: une sorte de circularité qui me semble @ius profonde que le cercle
herméneutique présenté p@ein und ZeitLa pré-compréhension de I'essence de
lanimalité ne peut étre réalisée qu’'a partir dedenpréhension de 'homme en tant que
configurateur de monde (Weltbildend), et, inversgmiessence «métaphysique» de
'hnomme, son caractére de «configurateur de monde»peut étre entierement
compris qu’a partir de 'animalité. C’est devartdfizon de la mode d’étre animale,
du rapport animal au monde que nous commencong da&pécificité du rapport
humaine au monde. Heidegger est, sans doute, iandzadévelopper ici une sorte
d’anthropologie, une anthropologie basée sur llogte fondamentale qu'il laisse
pourtant tomber plus tard.

® HeideggerConcepts fondamentaux de la métaphysique. Mondetudre - SolitudeTrad. par D.
Panis. Paris, Gallimard, 1992.

® Je voudrais signaler une différence remarquakiies éa direction de I'intérét de Kant et celle de
Heidegger: lorsque Kant parle de I'organisme viydrprend ses exemples concrets uniqguement
de la sphere végétale, son exemple préféré ebtd’aen revanche pour Heidegger, c’est plut6t la
vie animale qui est exemplaire parce qu'il s'ings® avant tout au probleme de I'étre-dans-le-
monde. Et pour comprendre I'étre-dans-le-monde dseid humain, la spécificité de la relation
animale au monde est plus éclaircissante que leégétale.

7
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La thése concernant la mode d'étre de I'animalitfe od’abord une
approche apparemment négative. La pauvreté en nmaedanimal semble étre
pauvreté avant tout par rapport a 'homme. Le masigoour 'homme un horizon
constamment ouvert et approfondissable jusqu’éirijrtandis que pour I'animal le
monde est restreint, sa relation au monde n’ougie yn horizon infini, avec des
étants sans cesse nouveaux, mais un horizon 'st, gourquoi I'animal n’a qu’un
monde environnant (Umwelt). Cependant la différesictee les deux modes d'étre
n'est nullement graduelle et quantitative, d’'autphts que quelques organes des
animaux sont souvent plus développés que les adamaaines (surtout au niveau
de sensation et perception).

La négativité de la pauvreté en monde signifie sode de privation.
L’animal est privé de quelque chose sans gu'il gaitcela moins développé ou plus
primitif. La différence entre la mode d’'étre hunegt la mode d’étre animale n’est
pas graduelle, mais structurelle. L'animal a un depret en méme temps n’en a pas.
C’est ce que signifie que I'animal n'est pas sapade, mais pauvre en monde. Que
lanimal ait un rapport quelconque au monde, oulae possibilité de la
compréhension, mais - logiquement - seulement &r e I'ouverture humaine au
monde. L’homme peut, sans doute, se transposdr \(sisetzen) dans I'animal. Il
ne s’'agit pas d'une Einfiihlung, d'une sorte d’epathie mystérieuse, mais de ce
gue Heidegger nomme pré-compréhension de I'anindliette pré-compréhension
ne s'appuie pas sur la transposition des sentinmentsur une capacité mimétique,
mais justement sur keompréhension de rapport animal au mo®dgartir de notre
rapport au monde.

2) Le caractere de I'organismeAfin d’écarter toute conception mécaniste
de la vie Heidegger insiste sur la différence agiojuement fondamentale entre
'essence de l'ustensile (Zeug) (les outils, legriments, les machines) et I'essence
de l'organe. Le caractére instrumentale d'un owgdn utilité a quelgue chose
impligue un horizon des rapports de sens (Bewasriisammenhang), son caractere
maniable renvoie a un «manipulateur», a un étre- gan utilisant cet outil - lui
donne sens. L'organe sert aussi a quelque choas, iodéniable: I'oeil est pour
voir, le nez est pour renifler, etc. Cependant@&e<pour voir» de I'oeil n’est pas
une propriété qui se rajouterait aprés coup a sBrmau organique, mais I'oeil est
lui-méme ce «pour voir». L'organe ne sert a quelgbese, comme un ustensile,
mais il est une aptitude (Fahigkeit) a quelque ehd3our pouvoir sortir la
compréhension de l'animalité du contexte instruadentd’'une biologie quasi
mécanique, nous devons approcher l'organe a pdidine aptitude préalable.
L’aptitude a voir n'est pas une donné, un fait dgidue, I'aptitude est plutét une
sorte de condition - nous pourrions dire - «quesigdcendantale» de développer
loeil. Une aptitude, par exemple aptitude a vaifest pas donc une simple
prestation, mais I'étre-apte est «un facteur ctrigtde la facon dont I'animal est

8
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en tant que tel - constitutif de son étfeEt c’est ainsi que nous arrivons a la thése
centrale de Heidegger: ce n'est pas parce querian des yeux qu'il peut voir,
mais au contraire il a des yeux parce qu'il peut.VvOette thése est paralléle et
structurellement similaire a une theése concerrafihitude et la sensibilité humaine:
ce n'est pas parce que 'homme a un corps qu’'figistmais au contraire, 'homme

a un corps et des sens, parce que son intuitiofines{Kant et le probléme de la
métaphysigue S'’il avait une intuition créatrice, il ne sergls renvoyé a la
sensibilité corporelle.

Le caractére organique de I'animalité s’insereiailams un contexte plus
large: I'aptitude a voir est une sorte de condititianscendantale» d’avoir des yeux.
C'est ce que Heidegger appelle une «possibilitéw,«pouvoir-étre» spécifique a
'organe qui le distingue de toute autre ustenslieidegger dépasse ici I'horizon de
Kant en tant qu'il suppose une sorte de sphéreitj@scendantale méme pour
'animal, tandis que Kant s’est contenté de comsidétre organique de I'extérieure
et de nier la possibilité d'une explication mécarigt causale. Cette sphére quasi-
transcendantale s’exprime par le concept de laghitil ne s'agit pas seulement de
distinguer le niveau de l'organe et celui de I'aongane (cela complique déja
énormément la description et rend impossible dy ecme description causale), mais
de distinguer également I'organe et I'organismend'part et I'aptitude de l'autre.
Ce n'est pas l'organe qui a des aptitudes, maisare les aptitudes qui font
développer et qui «ont» des organes. En d’autresete I'organe est la réalisation
effective du transcendantal dans le domaine deela v

La structure que nous venons de présenter, c'dsede dédoublement des
niveaux et la fondation quasi-transcendentale deidaorganique, apparait sur
plusieurs points. Non seulement le fonctionnemestatganes renvoie a un arriere-
plan quasi transcendantale, a [Iaptitude, mais eégat le dynamisme de
'organisme. Ce dynamisme implique outre la possesstatique des organes, aussi
I'énergie de les faire fonctionner. C'est ce quedetgger appelle possibilisation
(Erméglichung). 1l y a une poussé dans chaque mgstirganique, et ce qui rend
possible cette poussé, c’est la pulsion (Trieb)XteCeonception de la pulsion n'a
rien a voir avec celle de la biologie. La pulsioojmme Heidegger écrit, n'est rien de
présent (vorhanden), mais elle est au service ghofet (Entwurf) qui ordonne a
priori tous les comportements de I'étre vivant.st&tut transcendantal de la pulsion
s’exprime dans l'idée que c’est elle qui rend paediaptitude, qui est, a son tour, la
condition de possibilité de 'organe. La sériealéhdation transcendantale est donc la
suivante: pulsion - aptitude - organe.

Un exemple tiré des travaux de J. von UexkKBiblogie théorique 1928)
montre le rapport essentiel entre l'aptitude degbmisme et les organes. Il a

" Heideggerpp. cit p. 344.
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constaté que chez les amibes, les organes se tonrmementanément, en fonction
du besoin. Les organes végétatifs de I'amibe ne s permanents (tandis que ses
organes de se déplacer sont fixes). Il se formbaiue fois - cite Heidegger -
«autour de chaque bouché une poche qui devierdrd'aime bouche, puis un estomac,
puis un intestin, et enfin un anus.Gette exemple montre que les aptitudes &
manger, a digérer, etc. précédent les organesspamdants.

3) Le comportement de I'animale concept de la pulsion et celui de
I'aptitude ouvre la voie pour la compréhension dpport spécifique de I'animal a
son monde environnant. Ce rapport s’exprime dansohlaportement. Dans la
maniére dont 'homme se rapport au monde il n'yag pe limitation, c’est une
ouverture «infini», tandis que I'animal est d'unertaine facon limité par son
environnement. C’est pourquoi au lieu de «Verhalteieidegger utilise le concept
«Benehmen», parce que ce dernier exprime mieustému spécifique de I'animal.
Le caractéristigue spécial du comportement aningtl la «Benommenheit»
(accaparement, étourdissement, stupeur). C'esit ld I'animal d'étre pris dans
son environnement spécifique, de sorte qu'il njgass ouvert au monde. Il s’agit
donc d’'une certaine privation de toute possibdiéépercevoir (vernehmen) quelque
chose comme étant quelque chose. En d’'autres tdantesactéristique essentielle
de l'animalité est I'absence de possibilité sk rapporter a de I'étant en tant
gu'étant Et cette absence justifie précisément pourquogtzat peut I'entrainer de
cette fagon. Ce qui donc distingue profondémemhdae d’étre animale de celle de
'homme, c’est que l'animal est fermé a toute mestiété de I'étant. «L’animal -
écrit Heidegger - est pour ainsi dire suspendueenirméme et I'environnement,
sans que I'un ou l'autre soit éprousé tant qiétant.»

La structure transcendantale de cette mode deevienmd pas possible a
I'animal de percevoir les choses. Un animal netsymas les choses. La Benommenheit,
'essence fondamentale de I'organisme, prive I'atide la manifesteté de I'étant.
L’animal est incapable de percevoir I'étant en tqm®tant. La relation avec son
monde environnant, cette sorte de demi-ouverturenande est projeté par une
structure pulsionnelle. Pourtant cette méme stradui rend possible d’étre excité
par certains étre et par certains événements densnde environnant. Il y a donc
une relation profonde et surtout «préalable» ergrqui excite I'animal et ce qui est
affecté en lui, et cette relation est pulsionnelle.

La description heideggerienne de I'animalité motrée clairement comment le
probléme (I'impossibilité de saisir 'essence deil rameéne la pensée a elle méme.
Pour saisir I'animalité il n'y a d’autre moyen glaecomprendre a partir de notre
existence. C'est ce que Kant a exprimé de tell@rfague linterprétation du
probléme de la vie organique nous ramene a nodtdacic’est-a-dire a notre

8 J. von UexkiillBiologie théoriqueBerlin, Springer, 1928. p. 98.
® Heideggerpp. cit p. 362.
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jugement réfléchissant. Le phénoméne de la viealanmenser, mais reste, en méme
temps, inépuisable.

Je pense que ces deux approches, celle de Kardlletde Heidegger,
présentent bien la difficulté extréme de la concalation et de la description du
phénoméne de la vie. Tous les deux creusent umeeabiitre la mode d'étre
humaine et la mode d’'étre de la nature physiquez®ant c’est la différence entre
le caractére suprasensible et éthique de 'homiaee gbart, et le caractére causal et
déterministe de la nature, de l'autre. La troisi@n@nomie dans I€ritique de la
raison pure celle entre liberté et causalité présente cetférehce de la facon la
plus claire. Chez Heidegger le point de départ’aetdlogie fondamentale toute
entiere est la distinction aigué entre l'existeatda Vorhandensein, entre la mode
d’étre humaine et la mode d'étre des choses. Lagohéne de la vie organique
signifie aussi bien pour Kant que pour Heideggeccas spécial qui ne s’'insére ni
dans I'une ni dans l'autre de leurs catégories domehtales: un étre organique n’est
pas déterminé d’'une maniére causale, mais n’'eslipasnon plus (Kant), la mode
d’étre animale ne peut étre saisie ni par lesentistux du Dasein humain, ni par les
catégories de Vorhandensein (Heidegger). Le phémonde la vie échappe
apparemment aussi bien a la liberté et a l'existaqe’a la causalité et a la
Vorhandensein. C’est pourquoi son approche mont@ment des difficultés
extrémes.

Une fois la différence établie, le phénomene deidane peut étre abordé
gu’ou bien de I'un ou bien de l'autre c6té, ou béendépassant le contexte causal,
ou bien en donnant une description privative. Kiéwoile un «plus», Heidegger un
«moins». Kant montre comment le phénoméne de lgpndsente un surplus par
rapport a la nature physique (sans étre en mémpsteféja liberté de nature
suprasensible), tandis que Heidegger, d'une maogpesée, montre comment la
vie animale est moins que I'existence humaine (&tmesen méme temps une sorte
de Vorhandensein). Toutes les deux descriptioneniesinsi, et d'une maniére
nécessaire, négative.

1 La négativité nécessaire peut étre expliquée pardistinction kantienne qui - en apparence -
n'est pas liée directement au probleme du phénordéria vie: c'est la distinction célébre entre
intellectus archetypust intellectus ectypué76.8. deCritique de la faculté de jugerSelon Kant
notre entendement est nécessairement discurgheoyé a la sensibilité tout aussi bien qu'a la
conceptualité, néanmoins nous pouvons nous repeésEs bien une autre sorte de I'entendement, un
entendement intuitif qui, en tant qu’il est capatbi@tuitionner directement les choses, n’est pas
renvoyée a la discursivité. Cet entendement inftsgisit les phénoménes directement, en
d’autres termes il est un avec les choses qu'ilitignne. Pour les penseurs comme Kant et
Heidegger I'entendement intuitif en tant que patistbpour la pensée est frappée d'interdiction.
Par contre les penseur comme Schelling ou Bergsmampnt pour point de départ I'entendement
intuitif : Schelling sur la base d’'une imaginatipnoductrice et de I'intuition transcendantale,
Bergson sur la base d'une intuition qui est unesiabien avec la durée qu’'avec I'élan vital. Je
pense que c'est un point stratégique ou les vaeséparent. Pour une pensée discursive il ne

11
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Il. Approche «noétique»

Aprés avoir vu comment le phénomene de la vie ran@mpensée a elle-
méme, a son caractére existential ou a son facultéugement réfléchissant,
considérons maintenant une autre approche. Je aygisler celle-ci «approche
noétique», parce que cette maniére de penser w@cbavrir le phénomeéne de la vie
au sein de la conscience elle-méme. Je vais peéseette voie sur la base de
quelques idées husserliennes. La découverte de Buvsein du fonctionnement de
la conscience implique toujours le dévoilement «lesnes d’obscurité». Il s’agit de
la corporéité, de la temporalité et de l'intentialité instinctive.

1) Corporéité Husserl s’occupe la premiére fois du problemEadémalité
dans leddees Il Sur la base de la phénoménologie transcendamgbeut établir
les trois ontologies régionales, dont les grandgses sont esquissés dans la
deuxiéme tome delées Entre la région de la nature physique et la régie la
sphére de l'esprit nous trouvons la région de fratité. Cependant Husserl ne
s'occupe pas ici de la vie organique, mais uniqueme la vie psychique. Ce qui est
intéressant pour lui, c'est 'aspect psychophysidada conscience et non pas le
phénomeéne organique de la vie. Ces analyses pqiteit sur la corporéité: non
pas sur la corporéité générale de I'existence hwemaiais sur le réle que la
corporéité joue dans la perception.

Il faut attirer I'attention sur le fait que le plwnéne de la corporéité, de
I'incarnation n'était pas intéressant ni pour Kamtpour Heidegger. Husserl ouvre,
sans doute, un nouvel aspect de la descriptionopi@mologique avec la découverte
de la corporéité dans la perception. Et en mémpdéhfiaut voir que la spécificité
de I'existence corporelle sert d’analogie pourdanpréhension de I'animalité. Chez
Heidegger la compréhension de la vie animale si@ppur la différence dans les
deux modes d’ouverture au monde. On pourrait dire ghez Husserl c'est la
corporéité qui ouvre la voie vers la compréhengi&mérale de la vie et aussi vers la
compréhension spéciale de la vie animale.

2) Temporalité Sans vouloir entrer dans les détails je renvaia un texte
célébre de 1933 intitulé «Téléologie universelldans lequel Husserl présente
clairement I'importance de la pulsionnalité au dertemps. «Je n'ai pas alors parlé
du moi et n'ai pas caractérisé cette intentiondaldmme égoique (au sens le plus
large d'intentionnalité de vouloir). C’est plusdague j'ai introduit I'intentionnalité
égoique en tant que fondée dans une intentionmalitégoique (“passivité”). Mais
est-ce que €godes actes et démbitusd’actes qui en naissent n’est pas lui-méme

reste que I'approche négative qui essaye de da@sgence de la vie organique sans pour autant
retomber dans le piege du biologisme ou dans ckiuiitalisme. Les moyens de cette approche
sont la conceptualité «négative» (le vivant orgaeiq’est pas causal, mais n’est pas non plus
existential), les analogies et les métaphores.dres@e intuitive suit une autre voie.

12
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en développement ? N'avons-nous pas le droit odelmir de présupposer une
intentionnalité pulsionnelle universelle qui consti unitairement tout présent
originaire comme temporalisation constante et ppussicrétement de présent en
présent, de sorte que tout contenu est contenardplissement de la pulsion, et est
visé avant le but ; de sorte encore que, danspigsient primordial, des pulsions
transcendantes de degré supérieur pénétrent dagaechutre présent et les relient
tous les uns aux autres en tant que monatlas®agit donc de l'unification ou de
la fusion des différents «présents» et dans unldaéns: d'une part dans le flux
temporel d'une seule monade, d'une seule conscienggorelle, d’autre part parmi
les différentes monades. Le découlement du tempseaiment aussi bien que
I’harmonisation et la rythmisation des temps défés repose donc sur une
«pulsionnalité».

3) L'intentionnalité pulsionnelle Nous savons bien que le concept de la
motivation joue un réle important dans la desapiptphénoménologique de la
constitution. Au sein de la sphére transcendarttalda conscience nous devons
supposer der rapports motivationnels au lieu dasions causales. Cependant avec
la naissance de la phénoménologie génétique naigaement la dimension
«passive-génétique» de la motivation transcendarialméme si cela semble étre a
premiére vue étrange, a travers le concept de tavation passive réapparait dans
la phénoménologie le concept de linstinct et deuésion. Tout comme le concept
de la genése, celui de la pulsion doit aussi &nsidéré comme transcendantal et
non pas comme psychologique.

A partir de 1921 Husserl a une tendance plus es plaire a décrire
I'association, le principe général de la synthéassjye, comme une pulsion. La
Triebintentionalitatdevient ainsi le «principe de I'association ddedaions». (Ms.

C 10, p. 20¥ La pulsion nest pas seulement un renvoi & quebtpose, mais elle
est aussi I'énergie intentionnelle qui lie ce de’'associe dans le renvoi et I'unifie en
synthése. Comme Husserl écrit: «au niveau originggrmoi est moi instinctif avec
des buts instinctifs non-dévoilés». (Ms C 13 |, ) L’approfondissement
génétique de la structure intentionnelle méne dottec découverte d’un fondement
ultime dans la pulsionnalité transcendantale.

La pulsionnalité ne signifie pas simplement unereaubaniére de rendre
compte de lintentionnalité opérante. Elle sert élac sans doute, mais elle a
également un rdle plus fondamental. La pulsiordatiermet de décrire plus
clairement le moi passif et réceptif selon les stroomposantes de la sphére

1 Husserliana XV. pp. 594-595. Cité et traduit padi€ Franck :Chair et corps Paris, Les
Editions de Minuit, 1981. p. 154.
12 Cité par B. BégoutPulsion et intention. Husserl et I'intentionnalipélsionnelle In: La pulsion
dir. J-C. Goddard. Paris, Vrin, 2006. p. 168.
13 Cité par B. Bégoupp. cit p. 176.
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hylétique, & savoir selon I'impression originaike sentiment de plaisir et de peine,
et la capacité kinesthésique. C’est la pulsionsgui de point de passage entre ces
trois moment et c’est elle qui assure leur unité.dst donc pas exagéré de dire que
lintention pulsionnelle forme véritablement liafstructure de la vie de la
consciencé’ La pulsion est donc l'arriére-plan commun poutgaorte d’articulation
hylétique: 1) elle éclaire le déroulement hylétigupressionnel (toute affection est
en méme temps une excitation de type pulsionnglgllg détermine le processus
sentimental (a tout Gefiihl est lié une pulsion éative motivée par le Gafallen ou
Missfallen); 3) quant au mouvement kinesthésiqueuésion prend la forme de
limpulsion.

La vivacité en toutes ses formes recéle chez Hussersorte de pulsionnalité:
dans les mouvements et les efforts corporels, ldapsoto-constitution temporelle et
dans la sphére passive-affective il met au joutopaudes traces d’'un soubassement
pulsionnel. On peut donc constater que le réleadguisionnalité est loin d'étre
secondaire dans la phénoménologie de l'intentidténal’est la pulsion qui assure la
cohésion ultime entre les éléments qui se syrghétifans le processus de I'expérience.
Le concept de la vie semble étre profondémentdiée vie de la conscience, a la
conscience qui éprouve la vie en elle-méme.

[1l. Approche «égoique» et « approche horizontale»

Afin de compléter la topologie de la phénoménolodge la vie je vais
esquisser brievement deux autres approches font@e®ren plus de I'approche
noématique et de I'approche noétique.

Il faut souligner deux caractéristiques remarqusatie la théorie husserlienne
des pulsions. 1) Méme si dans l'approfondissemest akpects de la passivité
Husserl arrive presque partout a un soubassemisitrpel, cette sphére pulsionnelle
ne signifie jamais pour lui une sorte de «nature@rs». A travers la découverte de
la pulsionnalité il ne relie pas la vie de la camsce a la Nature comme totalité
vivante. 2) L'aspiration vers le vrai, fondée ddmsiie pulsionnelle, ne signifie pas
seulement une téléologie rationnelle qui se jouns da sphére théorique de notre vie.
Cette aspiration implique égalemdat volonté de véracit@ui ouvre la sphére
pratique-existentiale de notre vie, c’est-a-dirprere la tendance a étre meilleur, a
étre un homme vrai, juste, sincére. Le concepadéel dans ce contexte dépasse les

14 «Du fait méme que toute synthése associativeraiiigi dans le présent vivant fluent comme
proto-temporalisation s’accomplit sous une formanaout pulsionnelle, a cette pulsion se lient
immanquablement, dans la sensibilité hylétique Watsexpérienciel, une «résonance affective»
(un Geflhl déterminé), et I'amorce d’'une tendance$thésique, d’'un mouvement incarné qui
cherche soit a se rapprocher de I'affectant, seiea éloigner.» B. Bégoubp. cit p. 178.

15 C'est I'idée fondamentale de I'auto-affection de\ie que Michel Henry a élaboré dans sa
phénoménologie.
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implications ontologico-biologiques et entre damse wimension existentielle. La
vivacité devient ainsi le synonyme de l'autheréidite la liberté, de I'ouverture.

Au lieu de la vie corporelle, temporelle, pulsidienéle la conscience nous
pouvons parler a ce niveau de la vie de la persdhisaffit de renvoyer ici aux
aspects existentiaux de la pensée phénoménologiqli@spect éthique de I'auto-
méditation chez Husserl, au concept de l'autheétide Heidegger, au troisieme
mouvement chez Patocka, au mouvement de la trafesoesy de la liberté et de
'ouverture, etc. Dans ces contextes la vie sigmfour ainsi dire la «vie de 'ame»,
'étre juste et authentique, I'étre consciente esponsable. C’est pourquoi
j'appellerais cet aspect du phénomene de la iptache «égoique».

Comme tous les phénomenes apparaissent dans exteqoius large, dans
un horizon, il n'est pas étonnant que le concept'lt@izon méme recele des
renvoies au concept de la vie. Or, on peut panemdnde comme horizon des
horizons en deux sens: on peut considérer le mondane nature, mais aussi
comme culture. Tous les deux aspects montrent tfivetéa profonde avec le
concept de la vie. 1) Les traces les plus élabaféee phénoménologie de la nature
vivante peuvent étre trouvée chez Merleau-Pontg das lecons sur la philosophie
de la nature entre 1956 et 1866t également dans I'ontologie dynamique présentée
dans &e visible et I'invisible. Une telle phénoménologie de la nature a le endat
donner un nouveau sens au concept trés ancien desfaologie. 2) La culture
comme systéme dynamique peut étre également cofesidé point de vue de la vie.
C’est sans doute le concept du monde de la videguel une telle approche peut
étre basé. La vie dans le concept «monde de la Wiest pas une sorte de
qualification superficielle: il s‘agit chez Husseraiment de la vie dans un monde
communicatif-intersubjectif. C’'est exactement ceitedans le monde de la vie qui
porte la totalité de notre vie consciente.

Quels sont les conséquences que I'on peut tiree daisonnement? 1) Tout
d’abord que la phénoménologie, méme si elle seettre sur I'analyse de la
conscience et ne s'occupe pas des questions lgjokgjia beaucoup de choses a dire
sur la diversité du phénomeéne de la vie. Les qagipeoches phénoménologiques qu’on
vient de présenter prétracent une topologie phémologique pour le traitement du
phénoméne de la vie. 2) Tous les aspects mentigpomésaient fonder les autres
sans pour autant étre «l'aspect fondamental». Qmrgid prendre le concept de
animalité aussi bien que la vie authentique depdasonne pour point de départ
d’une phénoménologie de la vie. 3) La phénoménelngicesse pas de lutter avec le
probléme du dynamisme des synthéses qu’elle analjsearle du dynamisme de
la temporalité de la conscience, du dynamisme deghéses passives, du
dynamisme de la corporéité, etc. Il faut établittde méme une différence capitale:

6 M. Merleau-Pontyta Nature. Notes, Cours du Collége de FrarRaris, Seuil, 1995.
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il faut distinguer le concept du dynamisme de cétila vie. Un systéeme physique
peut trés bien étre dynamique sans pour autanvigaet. La vivacité est plus que

le dynamisme. Or, la phénoménologie de la vie ploitvoir saisir la vivacité de la

vie, son caractére auto-organisant, ou, avec umet@lus prometteur, le caractere
auto-poétique de la vie.
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A NEW POSSIBILITY OF LIFE: THE EXPERIENCE OF
POWERLESSNESSASA SOLUTION TO THE PROBLEM OF
THE WORST

LEONARD LAWLOR"Y

ABSTRACT. This essay is part of an attempt to determine a mmse of
existence, an ethics, for humans. It consists wersing the idea of the worst,
which is unconditional “impassage”: “don’t let amgoin; don't let anyone out!”
As a reversal, the new mode of existence turnsnies friends of passage, a
people who love the world so much that they willdeeryone without exception
enter and let everyone without exception exit. Teay, “Let’s tear down all the
wall and open all the doors!” The reversal comesuatby focusing on the
transcendental experience of powerlessness.

Keywords: life; phenomenology; Bergsonism; globalization;riia; Deleuze;
friendship.

Perhaps it is cliché to speak of signs. But it g that, today, there are
people who kill themselves in order to kill othdesving no one behind. We are
compelled to ask this question: what is a suicideniber? Without much
reflection we can start to find an answer. A swgclidbmber is a martyr who
opposes himself or herself to the technologizatibthe world. The sign called
the suicide bomber indicates that we are witnesgsidgy a return of the religious
(the martyr) and the enclosing movement of gloladilon (technologization). The
religious and globalization complement one anotf@ming a mirror image of
one another. Both the enclosing of globalizatiod #re return of the religious
know no limits In their efforts of marketing and conversiontheir efforts, in a
word, of conquestboth globalization and the religious are formsaafr; indeed
they are forms of total war, and even worse theyfarms of total war disguised
as peace. Our “today” is defined by this formtl@ar without war.” The total or
global nature of this disguised war leads to whaunl calling the problem of the
worst. The problem of the worst tise problem of our “today.” In the simplest

Y The University of Memphis, Irlawlor@postoffice.mphis.edu.

! This essay is part of a book project, which witifs on Deleuze and Guattari; it is to be célleere Will
Never be Enough Done: An Essay on the Problene éffirst in Deleuze and Guattafhe Deleuze and
Guattari book will be a kind of Part Il t@his is not Sufficient”: An Essay on Animalityirerrida (New
York: Columbia University Press, 2007). What usitee two books or parts is the problem of the twors
Both of these books will then be incorporated antmok project callellemory and Life: An Archeology
of the Experience of Thougtthe title, “never enough,” comes fraf Thousand Plateaysvhere
Deleuze and Guattari speak of there never beingglnariting in the name of the outside; see Gilles
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terms, the problem of the worst is apocalypse, total violence or total suicide. If
our “today” is defined by a disguised total war, then the problem of the worst is
so badodaythat it requires that we make every effort to find a solution. Before it
is too late, we must find a way to change the sfgns.

Now, what | am going to present today constructs the beginnings of a
solution to the problem of the worst. Here is how | shall proceed. The first section
will start with the idea that what essentially defines a limit is divisibility. By
means of the essential divisibility, we shall be able to present the formal structure
of the problem. As we shall see in a moment, the problem can be presented in two
reversible versions. What is important to see in this first section is that the problem of
the worst, being a superlative, is a hyperbolic problem. But the essential divisibility of
the limit leads to an obvious question. What is the foundation for essential divisibility?
The second section will attempt to answer this question. It will explain why the
limit is fundamentally divisible. Here we shall rely on phenomenology and Bergsonism.
Both phenomenology and Bergsonism have discovered, in their own ways, a
fundamental or transcendental experience. The basic experience each philosophical
movement has discovered is the experience of powerlessness, or, even more
precisely, the experience of blindness. The abyss of blindness grounds the essential
divisibility of the limit, and therefore it grounds both the problem of the worst
and, as we shall see, its solution. The third section will attempt to construct a
solution to the problem of the worst. It will return to our “today,” which, as we
have already pointed out, is defined by globalization and the religious. If our
“today” is defined by “war without war,” then the solution would lie in the direction of
“peace without peace.” The mechanism of the solution lies in reversal. And if the
problem is hyperbolic, then the solution must also be hyperbolic. But there is
more, and this is where we shall conclude. If the suicide bomber is the persona
essentially connected to the problem of the worst, then we must look for another
persona connected to the solution. We must look for a new mode of existence,
new possibility of lifé If the persona of the problem of the worst is someone who

Deleuze and Félix Guattaffapitalisme et schizophrénie 2, Mille plategRaris: Minuit, 1980), p. 34;
English translation by Brian Massumi @ Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1987), p. 23. Hereatter cited with the abbreviation MP, with
reference first to the French, then to the English translation; at times, | have modified the English
translations. My thanks to Carolyn O'Mara for proofreading the text and for providing many helpful
comments about the ideas.

2 In A Thousand Plateau®eleuze and Guattari define a sign in the following way: “Signs are not
signs of things; they are signs of deterritorialization and reterritorialization, they mark a certain
threshold crossed in the course of these movements, and it is in this sense that they must be
conserved” (MP 87/67-68, English translation modified).

% Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guatta@u'est-ce que la philosophigParis: Minuit, 1991), pp. 70-71;
English translation by Graham Burchell \@&at is Philosophy?New York: Columbia University
Press, 1994), pp. 72-73. See also Gilles Delesgimoza: Practical Philosophyr., Robert Hurley
(San Francisco: City Lights Books, 1988), p. 122. See also Michel Foucault, “De I'amitié comme mode
de vie,” inDits et écrits IMParis: Gallimard, 1994), pp. 163-167; English translation as “Friendship as
a Way of Life,” inEssential Works of Foucault, Volume I: Ethics, Subjectivity and ,Tedth Paul
Rabinow (New York: The New Press, 1997), pp. 135-140.
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treats everyone, the whole world, including himsel§ the enemy, then the
solution of peace without peace must imply a mofdexistence that treats the
whole world as the friend. This friendship wouldt i@ the friendship among
brothers (it would not be fraternity), it would ne¢ the friendship of philosophy
(it would not be the philosopher-king as the frieridhe idea); it would not even
be the universal love of all humanity. No, the peesthat | am trying to envision
-- as in a prophetical dream -- is a friend of dhgside.

Although | have referred to the movements of phesrotogy and
Bergsonism, you can probably see already thathallthinking in which | am
engaged derives from the “generation of the inquilbles” (as Heléne Cixous
has called them), that is, from the thinking of &, Deleuze, and Foucault. We
are able to group these diverse thinkers undertideedbecause, it seems to me,
their thought diffracts like a spectrum from onenpo The point of diffraction is
this: the attempt to think together the force odamic, living singularity (the
event) and the force of inorganic, dead univensgiitechanical repetitior). An
incorruptible connection necessarily brings these forces together aroural
minuscule, indeed infinitesimal hiattisat forbids any gathering together into a
unity or into a one and that forbids that the tecés separate from one another.

“ Derrida says, “Will this be possible for us? Wit: one day be able to, and in a single gestujejnto
the thinking of the event to the thinking of thedmriae? Will we be able to think, what is called
thinking, at one and the same time, both what jigodiaing (we call that an event) and the calculable
programming of an automatic repetition (we calt thenachine). For that, it would be necessaryén t
future (but there will be no future except on tteadition) to think both the event and the machise
two compatible or even in-dissociable conceptsaydtey appear to us to be antinomic.” These two
concepts appear to us to be antinomic because meeige an event as something singular and non-
repeatable. Moreover, as we have seen, Derridagiaesothis singularity to the living. The living
being undergoes an affection and this affectiols getcribed in organic material. The idea of an
inscription leads Derrida to the other pole. Thechivge that inscribes is based in repetition; “It is
destined, that is, to reproduce impassively, imgqiioly, without organ or organicity, the received
commands. In a state of anaesthesis, it would abegmmand a calculable program without affect or
auto-affection, like an indifferent automaton.” Taetomaticity of the inorganic machine is not the
spontaneity attributed to organic life. It is etsgee the incompatibility of the two conceptsaoig,
living singularity (the event) and inorganic, deadjversality (mechanical repetition). Derrida says
that, if we can make these two concepts compatifwa,can bet not only (and I insist on not onlyll w
one have produced a new logic, an unheard of cuaddprm. In truth, against the background and at
the horizon of our present possibilities, this rigere would resemble a monster.” The monstrodity o
this paradox between event and repetition annoupeésaps, another kind of thinking, an impossible
thinking: the impossible event (there must bermésance to the past which cancels the singulafity o
the event) and the only possible event (since aegtao be so must be singular and non-resembling).
Derrida concludes this discussion by saying: “Teegup neither the event nor the machine, to
subordinate neither one to the other, neither doae one to the other: this is perhaps a concern of
thinking that has kept a certain number of ‘us’ kiry for the last few decades.” This “us” refers to
Derrida’s generation of thinkers: “the incorrupifal’ All the quotes come from “Le ruban de machine
a ecrire,” inPapier MachingParis: Galilée, 2001), pp. 33-104. English tratiteh by Peggy Kamuf as
“Typewriter Ribbon,” inWithout Alibj edited, translated, and with an Introduction legdy Kamuf
(Stanford: Stanford University Press. 2002), ppl6Q.

® For more on “a minuscule hiatusin( écart infimg see Leonard Lawlofhe Implication of Immanence
(Bronx: Fordham University Press, 2006).
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This connection is so powerful that all of us aosvprless before it. The force of
the event and the force of repetition communicata imoment of weakness or
powerlessness. We must start with this moment gfotency’? There in the
experience of powerlessness lies the problem oivibrst as well as its solution.
Let us now turn to the formalization of this prable

I. The Formalization of the Problem of the Worst

While the worst alludes to the old problem of tieddicy (the best
possible world as in Leibniz), we must say thatgheblem of the worst doasot
consist in the worst possible world. It consistheain thdossof the world itself.
Here we could quote Deleuze and Guattari, fronr th891What is Philosophy
(and when we hear the word “loss” in their works s¥®uld always make the
association to Proust: in searchlodt time); speaking of us today, Deleuze and
Guattari, say, We have lost the worldvhich is worse than losing a fiancée, a
son, or a God” (QP 72-73/75, my empha&i€)r, we could quote Derrida writing
about Paul Celan in his 2068ms “the world is gone, | must carry yofi. Both
of these quotes allude to the event, in Westerraphgsics, of Platonism being
overcome. The world, the second world, the worldtself or essential world is
gone, lost, leaving onlihis world.? Before losing the essential world, we would have
called this world the “world of appearance.” Yeitheut an essential world behind
it or above it, we see thétis world is no longer unified; it is cracked, fragriesh
with borders everywhere. The problem of the worstea then because what
defines a crack, a fragment, a border, or a lsmitssential divisibility® Divisibility

® To speak like Heidegger, there lies the dangevelisas the saving. Quoting Holderlin, Heidegger
says, “Where the danger is, grows the saving pteget See Martin Heidegger, “Die Frage nach
dem Technik,” inVortradge und AufsatzéStuttgart: Klett-Cotta, 1954, Zehnte Auflage, 20(.
39; English translation by William Lovett as “Theu€stion Concerning Technology,” ithe
Question Concerning Technology and Other Esgisigsv York: Harper Colophon, 1977), p. 34.

" This passage is cited in Francois ZourabichBiéileuze, une philosophie de I'événempn&s.

8 Jacques DerriddBéliers (Paris: Galilée, 2003), p. 67; English translatignThomas Dutoit and
Phillippe Romanski as “Rams,” iiovereignties in Question: The Poetics of Paul ©éew
York: Fordham University Press, 2005), p. 158.

® Gilles DeleuzeProust et les signe§Paris: Quadrige, Presses Universitaires de Frai8gs), p.
137; English translation by Richard HowardRrsust and SignéNew York: Braziller, 1972), p.
101. Hereatfter cited as P, with reference firshFrench, then to the English translation.

% For more on the concept of the limit with which \wee working here, see Gilles Deleuze,
Différence et répétitioiParis: Presses Universitaires de France, 19685;English translation
by Paul Patton aBifference and RepetitiofNew York: Columbia University Press, 1994), p. 37
Deleuze says, “Here, limiperas no longer refers to what maintains the thing ursdiaw, nor to
what sets an end to tiefming or separates it; but, on the contrary, it thatlisithat on the basis
of which the thing is unfoldedsg¢ déploifand unfolds all its potency [puissancElybris stops
being simply something that can be condemned, thadsmallest becomes the equal of the
greatestas soon as it is not separated from what it is tlbbo” (Deleuze’s emphasis, translation
modified). Or one should see Jacques Derrida, ép@Haris: Galilée, 1996, p. 44; English transhekip
Thomas Dutoit as Aporias (Stanford: Stanford UrsitgrPress, 1993), p. 20. Here Derrida says,
“The non-passage, the impasse or aporia, stemstfrerfact that there is no limit. There is not
yet or there is no longer a border to cross, noosiipn between two sides: the limit is too
porous, permeable, and indeterminate.”
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means that the limit is porous, allowing thingsmox that should not mix. The
mixing together of things that are incompossiblencd be stopped. The divisibility of
the limit therefore exceeds everyonptaver. | amunableto hold the limit closed
and stopentranceand | amunableto hold the border closed and stexiting.™*
This formula gives us two reversible versions @& pgowerlessness in the face of
the essential divisibility of the limit. The two ngtons arise respectively from the
thought of Derrida and from the thought of Deleanel Guattari. If we follow
Derrida, we see the inability to stop entrance (tl®r opens and intrusion
occurs); if we follow Deleuze and Guattari, we $lee inability to stop exiting
(the door opens and escape occurs).

The worst is a problem insofar as it is a reacteothe powerlessness that
comes with the porous limit. In order to see how phoblem of the worst comes
about, let us look at the inability to stop entmaficst. The worst occurs when |
cannot keep all the others from enterimgwhen | am too weak to protect myself
from all of those who mightontaminateme, and then | react — this immediate
reaction is precisely the worst one -- by sendilhgfathem outsideto such a
degree that | kill them and myself, all of us. TWwerst is the suicide of all, of
everyone and everything, the whole world (“toutriende,” to use the common
French idiom):? Here we can provide a second meaning to the logseovorld:
pure self-destructiolf As in Derrida whose terms (“contamination,” fostance)
we were just using to formulate the problem, thesivin Deleuze and Guattari
arises from the essential divisibility of the limBut here in Deleuze and Guattari,
in contrast to Derrida, bunot in opposition to him, the worst occurs when | @ann
keep all the others from gettimgit Now, with Deleuze and Guattari we turn to the
other version of the formula of the powerlessnesshe face of the essential
divisibility of the limit: the inability to stop espe. The worst, in this case, occurs
when | cannot keep all the others from getting aiten | am too weak to protect
myself from all those who migliteg, and then | react -- this immediate reaction
is precisely the worst one — by pushing all theethioward thénsideto such a
degree that | kill them and myself. The worst asowhen there is total capture
or no way out But in either case, with either Derrida or Deleuthe problem of
the worst consists in the reaction to the expedaigowerlessness; it issaper-
reactionthat unconditionally arrests passage: don't letrtlin; don't let them out --

™ The use of the verb “to hold” here refers to ta@d The solution to the problem of the worst
implies, as Deleuze and Guattari would say, a fdébealization of the hand”; it also requires a
deterritorialization of the mouth.

2 Here we could raise the exemplary problem of veedines a person who takes his or her own
life in order to take the lives of others: suiclsember or martyr? But the worst is worse than a
suicide bomber.

13 «“pure self-destruction” is a phrase | am borrowfrgm Deleuze and Guattaria Thousand
Plateaus See MP 201/162.

14 Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattaafka, Pour une literature mineur@aris: Minuit, 1975), p.
19; English translation by Dana Polan laafka: Toward a Minor Literaturg(Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1986), p. 10, my kagis. Hereafter cited as K with reference
first to the French, then to the English transthatio
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with no elsewhere and no future. Simply the prob&éithe worst isinconditional
im-passage

Before we turn to the fundamental experience thatinds the problem,
let us anticipate thsolution to the problem of the worst. Tteolution to the
problem of the worst, which would be either thestdaad (Derrida) or the best
(Deleuze), would also arise from the essentialsdiility of the limit. The worst
and the best are inseparabl@he best is not transcendent; the worst is nalla f
from some sort of perfect stefeTherefore, whenever we approach the best, we
are also very close to the wotsSo0, given the essential inseparability of the best
and the worst, let us start withraversalof the worst in order to understand the
least bad or the best. And indeed let us start @ehrida’s terminology. If the
worst consists in the reaction of not letting bh# bthersn, if we can define it, in
other words, as unconditional inhospitality, thére tleast bad would be the
reaction of letting all the others in unconditidgalthat is, the least bad as
unconditional hospitalityln contrast to Derrida, buiot opposed to him, Deleuze
and Guattari would say that the best consistsafidiiving a line of flight.” But
here too we would have to be hyperbolic in our resle We would have to up the
ante on flight and make the line unconditiofa®o, if the worst consists in the
reaction of not letting all the otheosit, in other words, as unconditional capture,
then the best would be the reaction of lettingtedl others out unconditionally, that
is, the best agnconditional flight But, as we shall see, it does not matter whether
we adopt Derrida’s conception or that of Deleuzk @nattari, whether we speak of
unconditional hospitality or unconditional flightvhat is at issue is to let everyone
no matter what or whorm; what is at issue is to let everyone no mattertveha
whomout What must be thought isixconditional passage

II. The Fundamental Experience of Powerlessness

As we can now see, both the formalization of thabfgm of the worst
and its solution depend on the idea of passagemh is essentially divisible
because it lets pass. As the word “passage” sigy@eth its connection to the word
“past,” the divisibility of the limit is groundednathe experience of time. Here we
must return to philosophical discoveries made atlidginning of the Twentieth
Century; these discoveries are irreversible. Wetmesirn to phenomenology
and Bergsonism. We know that Husserl had placee &inthe very foundation of

15 As Deleuze and Guattari say, “there is the bestla@ worst in the rhizome” (MP 13/7).

16 On the specific kind of fall in Deleuze, see GillBeleuze Francis Bacon. Logique de la
Sensation(Paris: Editions de la différence, 1996 (1981}, $4; English translation by Daniel
Smith asFrancis Bacon: The Logic of Sensatidvinneapolis: University of Minnesota Press,
2002), pp. 67.

7 with this inseparability of the best and the wansinind, we should recall the famous statememn fro
Heidegger (quoting Hdlderlin): “where the danger gsows the saving power too.” See Martin
Heidegger, “Die Frage nach dem Technik,Martrage und AufséatzStuttgart: Klett-Cotta, 1954,
Zehnte Auflage, 2004), p. 39; English translatignWidilliam Lovett as “The Question Concerning
Technology,” in The Question Concerning Technology and Other Es@isigsv York: Harper
Colophon, 1977), p. 34.

18 Deleuze and Guattari say that the line of flighabsolute and yet local (MP 474/382).
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consciousness; he had given it a transcendentissta status that, we know,
Heidegger would take up and radicalize. But likessérl and Heidegger, Bergson had
placed time, through his concept of the duratiérg Boundational level. What we
are seeking is the fundamental experience, eveintbiion, which grounds the
essential divisibility of the limit.

In a longer version of this essay, | reconstruetdbscriptions of time that
we find in both Husserl and Bergson. In order tedame here, | am only going to
summarize these descriptions. Of course, even théhfundamental experience
of time, we must start with a reflection on expecie in general. If we reflect on
experience in general, what we cannot deny isdkpérience is conditioned by
time. Every experience, necessarily, takes placthé present. In the present
experience, there is the kernel or point of the;ntwg point is something like the
“eye” of present perception. What is happeningtmgiw, however, must be described
as an event, different from every other now everegenced; there is alteration.
Yet, also in the present, the recent past is rerapsdand what is about to happen is
anticipated. The memory and the anticipation comsisepeatability, which results
in continuity. Because the present being experigmigit now can be immediately
recalled, it is repeatable and that repeatabilittivates the anticipation that the
same thing will happen again. Therefore, whatsgening right now is alswot
different from every other now ever experiencat.the same timehe present
experience is an event and it is not an event kedais repeatablet the same time
the present experience is alteration and it isattetation because there is continuity.
This “at the same time,” this simultaneity is tihexcof the matter. The conclusion that
we must draw is that we can have no experiencedited not essentially contain
these two forces of event and repeatability inatiom of disunityandinseparability.
They necessarily pass into one another with theltrésat we can say that the
absolute is passageBut this claim that the absolute is passage istim®tonly
conclusion we are able to draw from the descriptidfe can also say that the
memorial aspect of the experience of the preseri speak, closes the eye or even
gouges it out. The fundamental experience therefeee have described is the
experience of blindness, the intuition of a blipdtsand with this spot, all of a sudden
the temporal description has become spatial. Timgl ldpot would make passage
possible for things that are contradictory or inpossible. The spot would constitute a
limit that is essentially divisible between pastl gmesent. Through this blind spot,
what is outside would be able to force its wayaimg through this point, what is inside
would be able to force its way out. No one wouldehae power to stop this passage.

. War Without War
The secret of the description that we have jush dies in the idea that
any medium of sameness heterogenizes. Earlieradeséen that the problem of

9 Edmund Husserl,'Origine de la géométrigraduction et introduction par Jacques Derridai&®
Presses Universitaires de France, 1974 [1962]6%; English translation by John P. Leavey as
Edmund Husserl's Origin of Geometry: An Introduetihincoln, NE: University of Nebraska
Press, 1989 [1978]), p. 149.
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the worst consisted in a reaction to the inabilitystop others from entering and
in a reaction to the inability to stop others freriting. Now we are able to explain
why these two inabilities exist. No one is ablestigp entrance because the medium
between self and others is temporal. The mediutangoral because experience
is fundamentally or transcendentally temporal, #mt means that experience
always consists in a potentially universal andaggae trait, which can be distributed
to all the others. The repeatability or iterabilitf the trait allows for continuity
between me and others, and it forbids the separ#tit would protect me from
others getting inAnd, no one is able to stop exit because, once at@mmedium
between self and others is temporal. The mediutanigoral because experience
is fundamentally or transcendentally temporal, #mt means that experience
always consists in a potentially singular and nepeatable trait, the event. The
singularity or event-character of the trait alloiws variation between me and
others, and forbids the homogenization that woulatget me from the others
getting out. The limit or threshold or border oadk or hiatus between me and
others divides in order to include and it dividasorder to exclude. There is an
inseparable doubleness, a doubleness in whichviiie er heterogeneity violates
repetition or continuityand the repetition or continuity violates event orenegieneity.
This radical violence takes place in a zone of moggtibility. When | intuit this
zone, my eyes are too weak to discern and sep&vatare so weak therefore that
we cannot stop continuity from turning into hete¥ngity and we cannot stop
heterogeneity from turning into continuity. We @@ weak that we cannot stop
others from entering and we cannot stop others fteaing. With this violence at
the root, this fundamental violence, we have navdwer encountered the worst.
The worst, we recall, is a hyperbolic reactionges-reaction to this inability. To the
point of total suicide, it unconditionally excludasad it unconditionally includes.
The worst is not radical violence; the worst isatatiolence. The suicide bomber
says, “Don't let the others, none of them, not ewas enter in; don't let the
other, none of them, not even me, exit out!”

Now, let us make the problem of the worst more oetecby returning to
our “today.” As at the beginning and just now, vesed the question of the
suicide bomber. We defined the suicide bomber emudyr who kills himself in
order to kill others in order to oppose technolatjiom. This definition led us to
two aspects of our “today.” On the one hand, owddy” is defined by the
closure of globalization and, on the other hands iefined by the return of the
religious. Now, in relation to these two aspedts,us appropriate some ideas
presented by Derrida, and by Deleuze and Gualtahis 1994 essay, “Faith and
Knowledge,” Derrida notes that after the end of @eld War, the religious
returns?® Derrida stresses that the return of the religisusot a simple return of
thereligious The return involves in fact a “radical destructi@f the religious.

2 Jacques Derrida, “Foi et savoir,” It Religion Jacques Derrida and Gianni Vattimo, editors
(Paris: Seuil, 1996), pp. 57-58; English transtatly Samuel Weber as “Faith and Knowledge,”
in Religion Jacques Derrida and Gianni Vattimo, editors ({®tan Stanford University Press,
1998), pp. 42-43, paragraph 37.
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Derrida claim about the return of the religiousdiving a destruction of the
religious is complicated. However, the simple idedhat the religious is being
destroyed due to a pacifist movement of universédiization, the reconciliation of
“men, sons of the same God,” these brothers bésiadll belonging to the
monotheistic tradition of Abrahamic religions. Withis reconciliation, there would
no longer be a need for religions in the pluralrridla thinks that the movement
of fraternization is in fact a movement of pacifioa. The declaration of peace
among the Abrahamic religions is also a pacifyiegtgre, butand this point is
important it is pacifying in the sense of subjugating. &ghg to Rome, Derrida
speaks of a kind of religious colonization, the asgion “surreptiously [of] a
discourse, a culture, a politics, and a rightimpdse them on all the other monotheistic
religions, including the non-Catholic Christianigeins.” Beyond Europe, the aim
would be to impose, in the name of peace, “a gitinalzation fnondialatinasatioff
(FS 58/43, paragraph 37). Clearly, Derrida heraligning the return of the
religious with the very movement of globalizatioAlthough the pacifying
movement has peace (pacification) as its explibjiective its implicit aim is
subjugation (pacification again), and we must reizgthat this aim is a negative
war-like aim. For Derrida, the movement of peacthie return of the religious is
“war by other means”; he says, “The field of thiarwer this pacification is without
limit” (FS 58/43, paragraph 37). Derrida therefoegerses Clausewitz’ famous
saying (“war is politics by other means”) into “fiimls is war by other means.”

But Derrida of course is not the only one to regefdausewitz’ saying.
In the 1980A Thousand PlateaydPeleuze and Guattari speak of our “current
situation” and in this regard, they seem presg@ntost thirty years ago, before the
word “globalization” or the French word “mondialism” exist). As is well
known, one of the primary concepts invented\ifhousand Plateaus “the war
machine.” This is a complicated concept, but saffido say that a war-machine is
a collectivity (the example they always providehe nomadic tribes sweeping
into Europe from the East), that is, a collectivithich tears down walls and
crosses borders. Thobjectiveof the war-machine is the destruction of molar and
rigid states, the destruction of the state appaydout theaim of the war machine
is positive, in a word, creativity. Even though thar-machine has a negative
relation to the state apparatus, Deleuze and Gustitess repeatedly that the state
apparatus is able to appropriate the war-machimeitfo own aims. In the
appropriation of the war machine by the stateadthjective of the war machine is
war and destruction (the negative objective), hetdim of the state apparatus is
peace and conservation. The state appropriatitimeofvar machine then results in
limited wars in order for the state to achieveaiss, which argolitical aims.
Here, repeating Clausewitz, we can still say tratig/politics by other means. But
the World Wars of the Twentieth Century imply something elsemething like
total war (and we should associate this phrase “total watfi totalitarianism).
The fascist appropriation of the war machine in \W&¥ar || maintained the war
machine’s negative objective of destruction, batisb took destruction as its sole
aim; its aim was solely negative and here we cagrilsat war is nothing but war.
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But after World War I, in our “current situatiorg’s Deleuze and Guattari say, there
is the worldwide expansion of capitalism and tetdgo(in a word, “globalization,”
as we say now). The expansion results in the wathima being worldwide; the
states then become parts of the worldwide war machin the “current
situation,” however, the objective of the worldwidar machine is not war but
peace. This kind of peace, Deleuze and Guattariisaie peace of Survival or
Terror. In other words, the worldwide war machiakes peace as its objective,
while its aim remains negative, the aim of destamt' In still other words,
before the aim was peace and the objective was war girwgion;now, the aim

is destruction and the objective is peace. Themachine now being worldwide
no longer has qualified enemies; it aims its destn at “the unspecified enemy”
(MP 589/471). Being unspecified or homogenized, éhemy is everyone, the
whole world (“tout le monde,” to use the commonreteidiom again). This general
and therefore anonymous name, “the enemy,” is daghdsentence; enclosing the
whole world in a globe, it makes destruction tdtathl suicide. Therefore, as Deleuze
and Guattari do, we can reverse Clausewitz’ sayouay politics is war by other
means (MP 525/421, MP 583/467)Our “today” is an epoch of unlimited war
disguised as peace, which we can call, as we diteadutset, “war without war.”
This formula for our “today,” “war without war,” mgs us to our conclusion.

IV. Conclusion: The Friend of the Outside

By means of the two aspects of our “today,” wersoe able to provide
titles for the project underway hefeOn the one hand, we are attempting a
deconstruction of globalization (which is made ffulesby technologization). It is
well known, and | have mentioned this word twiceeatly, that the French use
the word “mondialisation” to speak of the eventgtdbalization. But this word,
as is easily seen, speaks of the world. It couldrbeslated into English as
“worlding.” With the idea of an essentially divisgblimit, we are trying to think

2L See DeleuzelNegotiations pp. 177-182. In a control society, the barrigisanfinement and
discipline have come down; yet one is still endbisisofar as one’s movements are always under
surveillance and therefore controlled. Thereforewee see today with the so-called “war on
terror,” everyone is potentially under surveillapegeryone is being controlled.

22 Michel FoucaultSurveiller et punifParis: Gallimard, 1975), p. 197; English traristaty Alan
Sheridan a®iscipline and PunisiiNew York: Vintage, 1977), p. 168..

2 \We are able to construct other titles for whaugid must be today. Most generally, the thought
required by the problem of the worst is a thoughthe absolute as passage (or the absolute as
duration) (cf. MP 617/494). More specifically, wanccall this thought of the absolute “the
thought of the outside”ld pensée du dehgrs The outside however is life, but not life alpime
separation from death; the outside is life inésistance to death (“Bichat’s zone”). We requirewa
thought of life because the problem of the worst oblem of death. The thought required today
then must be a thought of life, and not a thougleing or of what is otherwise than being. As a
thought of life, it must be a thought of immanerexed not a thought of transcendence. And even
though what is required is a thought of immaneitamust still be a thought of the event, the “to
come.” One thought of the “to come” is indeed theught of the worst, the loss of the world,
apocalypse. But there must be another thoughteoftthcome.” There must be another concept,
which opens up for us a new mode of existenceyaway to live, elsewhere.
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about a different kind of space than the homogemespace of the globe.
Following Derrida, we could use the French wordp&sement,” spacing; or,
following Deleuze and Guattari, we could speaklef earth. But, on the other
hand, we are attempting a deconstruction of thgioeis. While the etymology of
the word “religion” remains obscure, what is cleathat it concerns a “ligare,” as
in the word “ligament”; it concerns a bond or lindet, such a deconstruction seeks
the link — this link is the essential divisibilitf the limit — that is prior to and larger
than the link between man and man and between madrad. It seeks to open
the link to everyone, to the whole world. It se¢ks largest link because the
worst is precisely the attempt to make the linksa®all as possible. It is the
attempt to make the link disappear entirely. Wiile worst concerns death and
more death, deconstruction concerns life and ni@e |

Now it is possible to approach a solution. A salntio the problem of the
worst lies only in one direction. Today, in order eliminate the worst from
happening, we must reverse the formula of “war eithwar.” Instead of the
world being one of “war without war,” let us turarovorld, at the least, into one of
“peace without peace.” How? We have seen that we@r weak to stop those
who contaminate us from entering in and we areateak to stop those who flee
from exiting out. Yet, there is strength in our Weess. Even if we are too weak
to stop entrance and to stop exit, we are alsmgtemough, we have enough
force, to let the others in, we are strong enougltet the others out. Letting
passage happen changes the manner in which thes @he coded. Instead of
everyone being coded, indeed, super-coded, as#maye now let us super-code
everyone as the friend. The idea of unconditiomanfiship brings us to the
primary definition of the friend of the outsidegetimode of existence that is the
reverse of the mode presented to us by the sulwideber. The friend of the
outside is defined as the one who embodies the imak? A weak force is
defined as a power to let happen, a power to beegess, an ability to be unable.
Like the suicide bomber, the friend of the outsioles a super-reaction to
powerlessness. Just as the suicide bomber is Dlinde friend of the outside is
blinded. Just as the suicide bomber is not abligcern friend from enemy, the

241 am borrowing the idea of a weak force from Deariln the Preface to his 208guedcalled
“Veni"), and this is the place where he says tlsidaat as | know, Derrida defines a weak force as
“this vulnerable force, this force without powesafis pouvoir [that] opens up gxposg
unconditionally to what or who comes and comedfaxtait.” See Jacques Derriddpyous(Paris:
Galilée, 2003), p. 13; English translation by Mieh&aas and Pascale-Anne BraultRmsgues
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2005), p. ¥iad while Deleuze or Deleuze and Guattari
never speak of a weak force, we must recognize emthat, inA Thousand Plateaushey
attribute the creation of a new regime of signthJewish prophets who were able to turn their
passivity into a passion, who were able to turn’&edbrd that orders death, they were able to
turn that death sentence into a password (MP 135L28-125). They were able to turn a lack of
power into force. In this privation of power -- tfgans pouvoir” that we saw in the Derrida quote
— there is something positive. Derrida seems tooppigte here Benjamin's idea of “a weak messianic
power,” found in his “Theses on the Philosophy @Stbty.” See Walter Benjamiriluminations:
Essays and Reflectigrts., Harry Zohn (New York: Schocken Books, 1969)254.
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friend is not able to discern friend from enemy.t,Y&n the moment of
indiscernability, the friend is not the suicide Hwen The friend of the outside
says, “Open all the borders and doors! Open alfdbtories, all the schools, all
the barns, dams, and slaughterhouses! Let evemyibneut exception exit and go
out”” We can see who this friend really is. Everglpowill say that this
unconditional passage is not possible; no one cdeiy that! Yet, the friend of
the outside is the one who denies what everyboaywkn The friend of the
outside is the idiof Simply, he or she is the friend of everyone, wiele
world. This friend of everyone, however, is not tpkilosopher-king, not the
friend of the idea, by means of which all the fdsrare hierarchically ranked and
ordered. Nor is this friend of everyone the one whtbodies the universal love
of humanity?® That love is no better than the anonymous ennfitthe worst.
This friend is no friend of anonymity. Indeed,is impossible to conceive
friendship without the name; friendship is insepégdrom naming” The friend
of the outside theis not the friend of everyone. Rather, he orlsbeomegveryone.
The friend of the outside becomes everyone by ageta find the name that
properly defines every single thing, the name thatroper to every singularity.
Earlier we spoke of the secret of the medium tleseriogenizes. The secret in fact
lies in the name that is at once event and repstitin the name that remains
singular in its universalization. Unlike the gerdemame which gives the death
sentence, the proper name — the singular namenévar compromises with its
universalization -- is the password of friendsHut this is not all we can say
about the friend who becomes the whole world. Aligito he or she is conscious
of the becoming of everyone, of the whole worldhaligh he or she undergoes
joy in the search for the right name for every Brgher, the friend of the outside
also knows with a disturbing clarity (this is a &imf clairvoyance, “as in a
dream”) that the solution of unconditional passagenly the mirror image of the
problem of unconditional im-passage. The friendw®ahat there is always and
must be violence; peace can and must be withoutep&erefore, the friend of
the outside suffers constantly from bad consciéhete or she knows thatever
will there be enough written or thought in the naafievhat resists the worst
violence. He or she knows that the signs must bagéd, before it is too late, so
that we can believe in the future, so that we adiebe in something to come.

% See DeleuzdDifférence et répétitigrp. 170;Difference and Repetitiop. 130. See also Deleuze
and GuattariQu'est-ce que la philosophigf. 61;What is Philosophypp. 62-63.

6 See MP 244/199.

2" Jacques DerridaPolitique de I'amitié (Paris: Galilée, 1994), p. 281; English transkatimy
Goerge Collins aBolitics of FriendshigLondon: Verso, 1997), p. 251.

2 The friend of the outside also experiences joghia constant striving, in the constant waiting,
knowing that there will always be a future.
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ABSTRACT. The influence of Brentano on the emergence of étlissnotion of
intentionality has been usually perceived as thedfeinderstanding the history of
intentionality, since Brentano was credited with tliscovery of intentionality, and
Husserl was his discipline. This much debated duress to be revisited in the
present essay by incorporating recent advancesént@o scholarship and by
focusing on Husserl's very first work, his habtiita essayUber den Begriff der
Zahl), which followed immediately after his study yeatsBrentano, and also on
manuscript notes from the same period. It is teHmvn that (i) although Brentano
failed to enact a direct influence on Husserl'samobf intentionality (much in line
with K. Schuhmann's claim), (i) yet the core okEBtano's notion remained operative
in Husserl's theory of relations, which is seemjrigfluenced by John Stuart Mill
and Hermann Lotze. This investigation is intended eontribution towards the proper
understanding of the complexities of Husserl'sygainilosophy.

Keywords: intentionality, history of; theory of relations; skerl, Edmund; Brentano,
Franz Clemens; Mill, John Stuart; Lotze, Hermann

Introduction

The aim of this article is to examine the possiniuence of Brentano,
who was a teacher of Husserl, on the formation wggdrl's notion of intentionality.
This goal, a seemingly innocent historical underigkis burdened with many
difficulties, most of them resulting from tiezeptionsgeschichoé this question

Intentionality is, for Husserl, an all-encompassiugstion; and for many
it seemed that Husserl's notion of intentionalitypést to understand from a historical
point of view. A manifest candidate for these iniggtions was Franz Clemens
Brentano, who, at the same time, re-introducedeima “intentionality” into modern
philosophy and, as a teacher of Husserl, playe@arg&le in turning Husserl's
attention from mathematics to philosophyhe presumed influence of Brentano on

* The research was supported by a research grattieof Austrian Research Council (OAD) and by a
Hungarian National Research Fund project (OTKA36@. Citations from unpublished material of
Husserl are by the kind permission of Prof. Ullridelle, director of the Husserl-Archives in Leuven.

**|nstitute for Philosophical Research, Hungaaiademy of Sciences; varga@webmail.phil-inst.hu.

1 A detailed, and, probably, the most authenticdtpierson account of Husserl's special personal
relationship towards Brentano is to be found in W Husserl's retrospectivBkizze eines



PETER A. VARGA

the formation of Husserl's notion of intentionalityerefore quickly became the
Holy Grail of the researchers. The quest has bbaipty ended, however, by Karl
Schuhmann, who provéthat it was rather the various debates of insida®no's
circle of disciplines, especially a book by Kazirai@wardowski, the Polish-born
logician, what exercised a decisive influence oe yfloung Husserl's notion of
intentionality. This discovery even led to the olaihat “Husserl did not get his
concept of intentionality from Brentano as is gafigrsupposed to be the case, but
rather developed it in the context of his reflewion Twardowski's well-known work:”

What this essay intends is, as a first characteisaa more balanced view
of Brentanao's influence on Husserl's early notidntentionality. In order to achieve this,
I will first briefly revisit Brentano's account aftentionality to establish, what an
influence could possibly consist in. To uncover th8uence of Brentano on
Husserl, | will consider the peridueforethe supposed influence of Twardowski. |
will therefore investigate th&lber den Begriff der Zahthe only extant part of Husserl's
Habilitationsschrift in1887, for signs of influences. The essay will dode with
an evaluation of its results from a broader perthpec

| — Revisiting Brentano

Brentano is usually considered as the one whotreduaced the notion of
intentionality into the modern philosoph¥he work and the passage that is most often
guoted in respect to this discovery, is the begupmif a chapter from th@sychologie
vom empirischen Standpurdét1874:

Jedes psychische Ph&nomen ist durch das charettengas die Scholastiker des
Mittelalters die intentionale (auch wohl mentalegxistenz eines Gegenstandes genannt
haben, und was wir, obwohl mit nicht ganz unzwelidemn Ausdriicken, die Beziehung auf
einen Inhalt, die Richtung auf ein Objekt (woruniéer nicht eine Realitat zu verstehen
ist), oder die immanente Gegenstandlichkeit nemwigden. Jedes enthalt etwas als Objekt
in sich, obwohl nicht jedes in gleicher Weise. kr dorstellung ist etwas vorgestellt, in
dem Urteile ist etwas anerkannt oder verworferdenLiebe geliebt, in dem Hasse gehaldt,
in dem Begehren begehrt u&w.

This passage, no matter how many times it was ,citeds not occupy a
central position in thé’sychologie It is touched in the course of searching for a

Lebensbildes von E. Hussépublished in Schuhmann, 1988). The first atteropevaluate the
relationship between Husserl and Brentano thaaied on their correspondence is done by H.
Spiegelberg (Spiegelberg, 1978).

2 schuhmann, 1991a

See K. TwardowskiZur Lehre vom Inhalt und Gegenstand der Vorstebumdunverénderter

Nachdruck der 1. Auflage, Wien, 1894) (Philosopgdag, Miinchen: 1894) (The original edition of the

book is, due to the low number of copies printesly practically unavailable.)

4 Mohanty, 2004, v

® See Baumgartner, 1985 for an example of such clsatcount of the history of the notion of
intentionality.

® Brentano, 1973, 124-125
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demarcation criterion between two groups of phemamthe psychical and physical
phenomena. Before it, Brentano has already proyzused criteria, but he is unsatisfied
with them, as they did not provide a positive amidfarm characterisation of the
phenomena in question. Though he seems to be ¢omitbnthe present proposal,
he will nevertheless continue to establish furttréeria (amongst them the spatial
localisation of physical phenomena). Of courseoksinot exclude at all that the
main focus of later interest could be on Brentane'sitroduction of the notion of
intentionality; and, concerning that, it must be&ghat both Brentano seems to be
conscious of that he is doing a re-introductiorm ahediaeval philosophical notion
into contemporary use, thereby justifying the rgbective characterisation of his
achievement as a rediscovery, and, furthermoren eveursory glance at the
coming literature, especially in the circles of pbmenology, suffices to show how
much impact his rediscovery indeed had.

The exact content of Brentano's original notion iofentionality is,
however, less trivial to establish. A first look thie passage cited above would
suggest that Brentano's account of intentionaliypsests in the claim that the
object of the presentation is somehow containgtienpresentation itself. A major
consequence of this claim would be that the oligethen devoid of independent
existence, i.e. its existence is linked to thath&f presentation. This rendering of
Brentano's position is reinforced by the receivetdrpretation of his work. As
Roderick Chisholm, the main protagonist of Brentanwmediscovery for the
analytical philosophy in the 1960s put it:

These passage contains two different theses: onenw@logical thesis about the
nature of certain objects of thought and of otheychological attitudes; the other a
psychological thesis implying that reference tmhbject is what distinguishes the mental or
psychical from the physical. According to the dimetrof intentional inexistence, the object
of the thought about a unicoimia unicorn, but a unicorn with a mode of beingemional
inexistence, immanent objectivity, or existencetlire understanding) that is short of
actuality but more than nothingnéss.

What Chisholm calls “psychological thesis” is digfily indubitable: Brentano
expressis verbislaims that it is the “intentional inexistence” isih “characterizes”
the psychical phenomena. Moreover, in Bsgchologighe introduction of the notion
of intentionality occurs, as | have already mergghnn the context of a search for
a criterion of the division between psychical amggical phenomena. He considers
intentionality to provide a positive characterieatiof the psychical phenomena,
and refers back to it many times.

Concerning the second thesis of Chisholm, the gassaems to provide
equal justification. Brentano speaks about “inexise”, “immanent objectivity”,
and, in a rarely cited sentence phrase, he adt4hbaobject is not to be understood
as something real”.

7 Chisholm, 1967, 201
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This thesis of the received interpretation, howgkias been recently came
under fierce criticism in the literature on BremtdiThe main occasion not to content
ourselves with Chisholm's second, ontological ghesprovided by a retrospective
remark of Brentano in 1906, responding to a cstitimade by one of his former
disciplines. In order to understand Brentano's oesp, we must first familiarize
ourselves with the critique itself.

The introduction the notion of intentionality seetossucceed in delineating
the psychical phenomena. The main feature of thheaomena therefore consists
in their reference to a certain object. Howeveg, dbove characterisation does not
succeeded in describing the reference itself. lindeniable that presentations are
always presentations of something. But it couldaliued that the objects, which
are intended by the presentations, necessarilyepsssuch properties that are
incompatible with the ontological thesis outlined ®hisholm. E.g. when | have a
presentation of an actual apple tree, then thecobfemy presentation is the apple
tree itself, existing in the physical world. It as essential property of this apple
tree that it exists in the unmodified sense ofwhed, i.e. without any restrictive
gualification. Though | can have a presentatioarofipple tree whose existence is
“short of actuality but more than nothingness” élikhen | present myself an apple
tree that does not really exists, e.g. an apple tinat is merely thought of), that
presentation would differ from the former one. Bego's account of intentional
reference thus, it seems, substitutes the oljjggintentional object (an object that
is merely thought of) in place of the object ofiarentional relationship.

This same critique was presented by Alois Héfleforaner discipline of
Brentano, on the psychologist's congress in 1988y, lin which Brentano himself
could not participate due to his failing health. 8dBrentano was informed about
that by Anton Marty, he protested with strong terms

Von dem, was Sie uiber Hoflers AuRerungen sagenmiradies tiber ,Inhalt“ und
Jimmanentes Objekt* der Vorstellung befremdlich.][Es ist abemicht meine Meinung

8 First by A. Chrudzminski (Chrudzminsi, 2001; see2@ n. 14 for the sign of a possible first
occurrence of the interpretation debate), thendffierent reasons, by M. Antonelli (Antonelli,
2001) and W. Sauer (Sauer, 2006). We will have shonebelow to examine the latter two critiques.

° This critique needs some refinement in order exigely address Brentano, since he draw a line
between phenomena and things in the real worlchtBn® would probably consider the apple tree
qua physical entity to be the subject matter of purtirs sciences, to which the presentation of
the apple tree stands merely in a signitive ratatiip; or at least he would claim that the properti
we normally ascribe to the apple tree itself (lilsecolour, shape etc.) are only physical phenomena
which stand merely in an indirect relationship witle physical entities that are explored by the
natural sciences. Therefore in my critique | shalikfinguish between the apple treaea physical
entity and the physical phenomena forming partsofappearance”. However it does not endanger
the above argument since the argument could bemefated using the example of soufTdng
that isexpressis verbisalled physical phenomena by Brentano, and yet fiossible to directly
stand in an intentional relationship to it (withaubrrying about the underlying natural mechanism
that can be outlined by the natural sciences)hasdebate between Hoéfler and Brentano seems to
ignore this subtility, | will not change my example
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gewesen, dal} das immanente Objekt = ,vorgestatgekt” sei. Die Vorstellung hat nicht
wvorgestelltes Ding“, sondern ,das Ding“, also zdie Vorstellung eines Pferdes nicht
Lvorgestelltes Pferd”, sondern ,Pferd* zum (immateen d.h. allein eigentlich Objekt zu
nennenden) Objekt. [...] Das ,gedachte Pferd" aigeld genommen, wéare Gegenstand der
inneren Wahrnehmung, die das Denkende wahrnimmitnwdges mit dem Gedachten ein
Paar Korrelative bildete, da korrelative ohne eitexmnicht wahrnehmbar sind. Das, was
als priméres Objekt empfunden oder vom Verstandeuséll als priméres Objekt gedacht
wird, ist aber doch nicht Gegenstand der innerehridéhmung. Entweder muifite ich der
priméren Vorstellungsbeziehung gar kein Objekt gadkein Inhalt zugeschrieben haben,
oder ich konnte ihn nicht = ,gedachtes Objekt" dhgjesetzt haben. Ich protestiere also
gegen die mir angedichtete Albernh8it.

Brentano claims here quite clear that the critiggienistaken. But what
does he bring forward in defence of his claimhénlast sentence of the citation, writing
from the distance of thirty years, Brentano clathve either he has not ascribed any
object to the presentation, or he has not equatedh the “thought object.” Since
he has definitely spoken about the object intefiethe presentation, it remains the
claim that he had not equated the object of thegmtation with the “object that is
merely thought of”. This claim is also containedhe second part of the citation.

Brentano's protest, which was usually ignored asliadefensive distortion,
or a lapse of memory, has been recently taken wgolne scholars who claim that
Brentano was in fact right about his former positid.e. Chisholm's second,
ontological thesis is mistaken. There are severalraents in favour of this recent
change in interpretatioh but the one provided by Mauro Antonelli stands o
them, since it also provides an explanation of vihat‘object that is merely thought
of” could consist in. The argument of Antonelli ¢ddpe demonstrated even on the
above retrospective remark of Brentano: “The htnat is merely thought of’, says
Brentano, “would be an object of the inner perceptwhen it perceives the thinking.”
But, adds Brentano, the primary object (i.e. tla object intended by the presentation
itself) “is not perceived by the inner perceptioffiis somewhat cryptic remark
becomes clear when we consider that the horse,gbeirphysical object, is
perceived by the outer perception (which is the@gtion in the normal sense of
the word). The “horse that is merely thought oftiahe horse as such therefore
must be different. But it does not mean that thersk that is merely thought of”
does not exists or it does not have any signifiedoc the theory of perceptioft.
is given in the inner perception when we perceineethinking (i.e. the perception
of the horse) itselAntonelli claims that it is possible to underst@ndntano's position
in the Psychologiealong these lines. He calls the “horse that iselgahought of”
intentional correlate, which might be only a terohiigical clarification, but it paves
the way for a concise formulation of his interptieta intentional correlates are
different from intentional objects. The former aji@en by the inner perception,
which, according to Brentano, accompanies everggption itself; and they are

1 Brentano an Anton Marty (17.3.1905) (Brentano, 21 $-89)
See note above.
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therefore parts of the consciousness in the steicse of the word. The intentional
objects, on the other hand, are dhgcts properthey are not part of the perception in
any sense of the word, and, in case of non-exigijgcts, they do not exist at all.

Brentano's theory of intentionality, therefore, slogot fall a prey to such a

straightforward objection Héfler (and many othgng)posed.

This short review of the current historical reséaconcerning Brentano's
introduction of intentionality has, | believe, pided some important lessons for
the present investigations: The received view ofrBano as the one who has
rediscovered intentionality for the contemporarylggophy is, despite of every
divergence in Brentano's own intention, basicallgtifiable. But there is one
important addition which is easy to overlodke real challenge in Brentano's
conception of intentionality is to provide such @tount of the relation between
the presentation and its object that avoids theadiating consequence of
Chisholm's second thesBrentano, at least according to some recent irg&pons,
did exactly that, and this complexity is to be taketo account when examining
the possible emergence of Brentano's notion ohiirality in other authors.

Let us now turn our attention to Husserl.

Il — Looking for Traces of Intentionality in théabilitationsschrift

As | have already mentioned, the recemmsensugputs the decisive period
in the formation of Husserl's notion of intentidhalat 1894% and it is usually
claimed that Husserl has seldom cared about imteslity as such in theber den
Begriff der Zahlor in thePhilosophie der Arithmetik While it is undeniable true,
a closer look at these works could uncover thah®mo's concept of intentionality
has not failed to bear its mark upon the young Ellisk this section | will attempt
to identify traces in th&lber den Begriff der Zahthe only extant part of Husserl's
Habilitationsschiff which could tell about how, and in which extddtjsserl was
influenced by Brentano's concept of intentionality.

There are two sporadic locations in tiber den Begriff der Zahvhere
Husserl speaks about questions concerning thetionaity.

In a footnote annexed to his introductory examplgsserl makes passima
short claim concerning the relation between thegmtations and their objects:

12|t is the year in which Husserl authored theentionale Gegenstandelua XXII 303-348), on the
occasion of his acquaintance with K. Twardowskésvrbook (see n. ). Some of the philological
uncertainties by the editor of the Hua XII condegnthe origin if this work (see esp. p. XLIX)
were amended by K. Schuhmann (Schuhmann, 1991b).

13 Most recently by C. lerna in his excellent surefyHusserl's early philosophy: “In 1894 Husserl
will be deeply concerned with the issue of intemtloobjects, but at the time BIBZ and PA it
hardly plays any role. In fact, in both of theserkgothe expression « intentional object » is used
only once:UBZ 36/317, later taken over iPA 45/45.” (lerna, 2006, 57-58) R. D. Rollinger also
bases his presentation of Husserl's position tesv@intano's notion of intentionality on later
texts, namely on theogical Investigationsand on Husserl's essay on intentional objects36#1
(Rollinger, 1999, 50sqq). Th. De Boer distingushetween intentionality as possessing immanent
contents and intentionality as a directedness tsvan objects, and maintains that the second
sense of intentionality appears at Husserl only88¥ (see De Boer 1978, 51)
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Es bedarf wohl kaum Erinnerung, dall wo es sich biekiv-wirkliche Dinge
handelt, diese doch durch Vorstellungen in uns@emul3tsein reprasentiert sein mussen. Der
vorgestellte Inbegriff verhélt sich dann zu derentierten Inbegriff der wirklichen Dinge, wie
sich auch die Vorstellung eines einzelnen wirklitBinges zu diesem selbst verflt

Husserl also makes a cursory reference to the pturleapparatus of the
intentionality in the course of his critical inviggttions:

Gewil3 ist es richtig, daf3 es sich bei der Bildurmgpy Zahlen wie auch von
Vielheiten in concreto nicht um ein passives Aufmeh oder ein blof3 heraushebendes
Bemerken eines Inhaltes handelt; wenn irgendwdiegen hier spontane Tatigkeiten vor,
die wir an die Inhalte knupfen. [...] Ein auf diénstlichen Inhalte gerichtetes einigendes
Interesse und zugleich mit und in ihm (in jener eyespitigen Durchdringung, wie sie
psychischen Akten eigen ist) ein Akt des Bemerkeelsen die Inhalte heraus, und das
intentionale Objekt dieses Aktes ist eben die \éitstg der Vielheit oder des Inbegriffs
jener Inhalte. In dieser Weise sind die Inhaltel@igh und zusammen gegenwartig, sind sie
eins und mit Reflexion auf diese Einigung gesonddrtkalte durch jene psychischen Akte
entstehen die Allgemeinbegriffe Vielheit und (bestite) Zahf*

Though both citations appears in the text uncomuketith their direct
context, they can be made to bear on the main aguaf theUber den Begriff der
Zahl, and even on an important issue of Bhi#osophie der Arithmetilds it is widely
known, Robert Sokolowski convincingly argued thamisklerl's analysis of the
collective connectionkollektive Verbindungis already an example of constitutional
analysis'® Although Sokolowski has based his argument onRthiéosophie der
Arithmetik his results shed a different light on the coroesfing parts of th&ber
den Begriff der Zahiwhich are now usually investigated as being ptesgirecursors
of the constitutional analysis in tlRhilosophie der ArithmetikThis could lend an
important role to two passages cited. Most rece@tylo lerna has used them to
prove that the constitutional analysis of Husdeebaly involves higher-order objects.

However it is important to distinguish between aw&s concerning the
constitutional analysis of the presentation of nareb and concerning the more
general notion of intentionality: Théber den Begriff der Zali$ intended by Husserl
as a study of the particular kind of presentatitias lay beneath our concept of the
number? i.e., a study in a particular kind of intentiohaliand it is Husserl's advance
in this field that is usually emphasized. Howeueisialso possible to ask which
general view on intentionality is manifest in t®rk; and it would be getitio
principi to claim that Husserl's advances concerning theeptation of multitudes
go hand in hand with his advances concerning argleview of intentionality. Quite
contrary, it will turn out that Husserl's inventianalysis of the origin of the

¥ Hua XII 298 Anm. 1
* Hua XII 316-317
16 See Sokolowski, 15sqq. This interpretation hasriigin in a self-interpretative remark of Husserl
(Hua XVII 90sqq).
17 A claim that De Boer denies (De Boer, 1978, 28 ®rna, 2006, 61.
18 Cf. Hua XI1 298
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presentations of numbers co-exist with his lesseldped and less articulated
general notion of intentionality.

In fact, when the two citations are investigateoirfrthis point of view,
they prove to be less conclusive than from the tpafiview of the aforementioned
constitutional analysis. First of all, it is unaart what kind of distinction Husserl
intends to signal with his use of “intentional atijein the second citation. Is
“intentional object” the same as the single obj&cthe intentional act, or is it its
“intended” object (two use the terminology of thiestf remark), or its “presented”
object? The distinction between “intended” and $erged” objects itself seems to
be problematic, at least in its present form. Tdprasentational relationship between
the presented and intended object, displayed infitee citation, will be later
seriously attacked by Husserl himself, and it$® &b remember that Brentano drew a
different line between phenomena and real wordgythinamely that he restricted
the intentional relation to the domain of the phaena.

The most serious problem with this two sporadicuoances is that they
fail to have any connection with either their intediate context or with the conceptual
apparatus of the rest of the work, and the passtmgesselves do not explicate
their terms. Any further interpretation of thesenegks is bound therefore to make
unwarranted presuppositions on the meaning o€itsg. It is probably the best to
consider these passages to be what their immegisidons in the text suggests:
one occasion of a common sense truism, and onelemeil reference to a
conceptual framework which is itself not employgoHusserf®

There is, however place in Husserl's work, nameadyexcursus into the
theory of relation®, which provides a natural occasion to elaborattherguestion
of theintentionality as suchand Husserl actually takes this opportunity tosdo
The interpretation of this excursus is, thoughs kewial than it seems.

Il — Interpreting Husserl's Theory of Relationsnténtionality and
Encompassing

At first glance, it would seem that in elaboratihig theory of relations,
Husserl simply relies on James Mill to conceiveatiehs as contents of the
consciousness, and then involves the Brentanowtmalion between physical and
psychical phenomena to classify relations, accortintheRelationsph&nomenon
itself, into physical relations (content-relatioasid psychical relations. The latter class
of relations thus “intentionaly encompa@sits fundamentaHusserl then treats the
collective connectior{kollektive Verbindungas psychical relation and goes on to
explore its structure and exact role in the foramatf the concept of numbers.

% This said, | think that, in order to establish ¢lsm, lerna (see note ) pushes these passatfesirto
limits. Some of his readers might have been cordelge impression that he relies there on the
main course of argumentation of tiiber den Begriff der Zahivhile that is in fact not the case.

%0 Hua XII 328-331

2L Cf. Hua XII 329.27
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The interpretation of this excursus is, howevepjtanore tricky. In order
to uncover it, | will first consider what is realiynplied by Husserl's reference to
Mill's theory of the relations, then | will invegtite how it is possible to cast out
the theory of intentionality in the terms of a theof relation (as did by Brentano
himself), and then | will attempt to determine #éxact position Husserl seems to take.

At the beginning at the excursus, Husserl clainag, tthough there is no
universally accepted theory of relations, a comamgnof John Stuart Mill on his
edition of a book of fathers suffices us to undardtwhat relations really are.
Husserl then quotes the text of J. St. Mill in Ganm

Objekte,  physische  oder Any objects, whether physical
psychische, sind in Relation zueinander or mental,are related, or are in a
vermoge eines komplexen relation, to one another, in virtue of any
BewulR3tseinszustandes, in den sie beide complex state of consciousness into
eintreten, auch fur den Fall, da der which they both enter; even if it be a no
komplexe Zustand in nichts weiter more complex state of consciousness
bestande als im Denken an beide than that of merely thinking of them
zusammen. Und sie werden aufeinander together. And they are related to each
in so vielen verschieden Weisen other in as many different ways, or in
bezogen, oder, mit anderen Worten, sie other words, they stand in as many
stehen in so vielen distinkten distinct relations to one another, as
Relationen zueinander, als es spezifisch there are specifically distinct states of
verschiedene BewulR3tseinszusténde gibt, consciousness of which they both form
von denen beide Teile ausmachen. parts?

Although after this citation Husserl expressespluissible debt to Meinong
by a reference to hidume-Studien |Ithe insistence of Husserl on the lack of any
accepted theory of relations has bought him theemanf Meinong when he sent
him a copy of thePhilosophie der Arithmetiin 18912° However, there is a far
bigger problem with this reference to Mill, naméhatit deceivingly suggests that
Mill's notion of relation is in accordance with Br@ano's classification of
phenomena, and, more specifically, his theory ¢&nitionality. This deceiving
suggestion might be further accelerated by thestasion's rendering gbhysical—
mentalasphysische—psychische

Let us take a closer look at the issue. The citad, tas | have already
mentioned, is in fact from John Stuart Mill, whonamed several commentaries to
his father's work. This situation would make itda&o establish the exact position

22 German text according to Hua XII 328-329, Engbsiginal according to Mill, 1868, 10. The same
citation also appears, with slight deviations imgtuation, in a manuscript of Husserl (K 1 32 /.3b)
2 |n the corresponding part of tiRhilosophie der Arithmetiklusserl opted for an English citation and
omitted his reference to Meinong, which might hawatributed to avoid the indignation of the latter

(expressed in a letter to Husserl at 19 June E2@&1BW | 129). (Th&lber den begriff der Zahthough
printed, never was available in bookshops.) leamdiso noted that in théber den Begriff der Zahl
Husserl has copied the verbatim translation oféviixt from Meinong (lerna, 2006, 63)
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implied here, but the remark by J. St. Mill istéorately, extensive enough to address
the general theory of relations it relies on:

In order to make quite clear the nature of thisuligdty, it will be desirable to advert
once more to the double mode of signification afarete general names, viz. that while they
denote (or are names of) objects, they connote face relating to those objects. The fact
connoted by any hame, relative or not, is always®kame nature; it is some bodily or mental
feeling, or some set of bodily or mental feelirgs;ompanying or produced by the object. (...)
The peculiarity in the case of relative namethi, the fact connoted concerns two objects, and
cannot be understood without thinking of them bdiths a phenomenon in which two objects
play a part. (...) Now, when in a series of phenwmef any interest to us two objects are
implicated, we naturally give names expressive tif both the objects, and these are relative
names. The two correlative names. The two corvelathmes denote two different objects, the
cause and the effect, or the parent and son; bugthwhat they denote is different, what they
connote is in a certain sense the same: both nanmate the same set of facts (...). This set of
facts, which is connoted by both the correlativenes, was called by the old logicians the
ground of the relationfndamentum relationf$.

The complex state of consciousness, referred téllbgserl, is thus the
fundamentum relationisn virtue of which we give relative (correlativeames to
the corresponding objects (and we name these naméslation”). The overall
problem with this conception is thatatready implies a theory of referenaad
therefore it is incompatible with the claim thatethelationship between the
presentation and its object is supposed to coimstbe “intentional inexistence” of
the intentional object in the presentation. Letaak at the details of this problem!

After referring to Mill, Husserl goes on to clagsthe relations based on
the complex state of consciousness. Husserl takes‘thinking together”, as
described by Mill, to mean the encompassibgnfasseh two or more contents,
which Husserl calls “fundaments” of the relatioroWit is possible, says Husserl,
that this encompassing occurs intentionaly or meentionaly. Apart from a reference
to the corresponding parts of tReychologie vom empirischen Standpuankd the
manifest use of Brentandsrmini technici Husserl says comparable little on what
this difference of encompassing is supposed toisook

Eine jede $c eine physische] Relation ruht auf ,,Fundamentsig';ist ein komplexes
Pha&nomen, welches in einer gewissen (nicht nahé&egchreibenden) Weise Teilphdnomene
umfaf3t; aber keineswegs umfalit eine jede Relatese chre Fundamente intentional, d.h. in
jener spezifisch bestimmten Weise, in der ein ,psghes Phdnomen* (ein Akt des Bemerkens,
Wollens etc.) seinen Inhalt (das Bemerkte, Gewelite umfalit. Man vergleiche z. B. die Art,
in welcher die Vorstellung, die wir Ahnlichkeit zige Inhalte nennen, diese selbst einschlieft,
mit irgendeinem Fall der intentionalen Inexistenad man wird anerkennen mussen, dal® es
sich um ganz verschiedene Arten des Einschlusseeha...)

Jede dieser Relationen reprasentiert ein eigepartjgsychisches* Phanomen (in
der hier zugrunde liegenden Bedeutung dieses Teghind gehort mit Bezug darauf in
dieselbe Hauptklasse. (...)

24 Mill, 1869, vol. II. pp. 8-9 (I suppose that th878-79 edition (see Hua XIl 582) is a reprinthu t
1869 edition.)
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Auf der anderen Seite steht eine zweite Hauptklasse Relationen, welche
dadurch charakterisiert ist, daR hier das Relapioasomen einpsychischesist.®

Husserl will later complain that he has here coaduhe relation itself (the
relational attribute) with the fundaments of thiatien, that is, he has confused the
contents that are encompassed with the phenomeman réesults from the
encompassing. While that complaint is undeniable true, the bigg@blem is that
Husserl seems to forget that intentionality issudély a special mode of encompassing,
but a mode of encompassing which is introduced in oragetat¢count for the
relationship between the presentation and its dbjdtis, of course, possible to
further investigate the structure of the complextestof consciousness, and the
“thinking together” of the contents could be, natlyy analysed in terms of the
special mode of “inexistence” which is peculiartieé intentional acts. This analysis,
furthermore, will go beyond what Mill intends, aitdwill further necessitate to
distinguish between the parts which form the com@aled the resulting complex
(as it is exactly signalised by Husserl's retrospecritical remark). However, when
Mill explains the origin of the relation via a colep state of the consciousness, he
already supposes that the components of this conyilge gives rise to hames
which denote real objects (and connote the competisemselves), in other words, he
already makes use of a theory which substitutethttway of intentionality

IV — On the Possibility of a Relational Accountrg&ntionality

Quite interestingly, Brentano's concept of intemdlity could be well
harmonised with a theory of relations which is velyse to that of Mill though
not in the way Husserl attemptedven more interestingly, this was presented by
Brentano himself in the course of his lectures sychology. At that time Husserl
was already in Halle, though some signs indicad¢ fte, at least to some degree,
must have been familiar with Brenteno's concepidintentionality as a relatiof.

% Hua XII 329-330

% |n the Philosophie der Arithmetike says;Um nun unseren Sprachgebrauch zu fixieren settefest,
dafld unter « Relation » jenes komplexe Phanomeohegetlie Grundlage fir die Bildung der relativen
Attribute bildet, und daf3 unter « Fundament deafR®l » [...] jeder der bezogenen Inhalte zu véeste
ist* (Hua Xl 67) Even more telling is an another rgtedive remark made by HusseMeine
Unterscheidung in der Philosophie der Ar<ithmetikzwischen priméaren Relationen (oder besser
verknipfungen, Komplexionen) und psychischen tionafen) Relationen scheint Verwandtschaft zu
haben mit Meinongs Unterscheidung zwischen reateh idealen Relationen (und Komplexionen).
Zunachst bemerke ich, daf3 ich in der genanntemdsgerift das Wort Relation im Sinn Mill's nehme un
demgemaf? mit Komplexion identifiziere. [...] Uneséin Bewuf3tseinszustand selbst nenne ich dorg(weni
passend) Relation, und erklare ausdriicklich, daffdat blol? als ein intentionales Erlebnis, als &kt zu
fassen sei, sondern als gleichwertig mit Phanorberhéupt. Zwei Inhalte sind in Relation, zwei Itdhal
sind Teil eines Phanomens, sagt also dasseglkd.'19 / 16a The manuscript itself is not datechi®iman
conjectures (see Huss@fhonik p. 31) that it might have been written on the siccaof the above
mentioned correspondence with Meinong in 1891.)

27 Brentano lectured on descriptive psychology thirees between 1887/88 and 1890/91. Husserl was in
the possession of a (partial) college note from1i®&7/88 lecture of Brentano made by Dr. Hans
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Let us see how Brentano himself has explained tiotiggity in terms of a
theory of relations in his 1890/9Bsychognosidectures, just four years after
Husserl had studied at him.

1. Vor allem ist es eine Eigenheit, welche fur dBewul3tsein allgemein
charakteristisch ist, dal es immer und Uberall, id.jedem seiner ablosbaren Teile eine
gewisse Art von Relation zeigt, welche ein Subpkteinem Objekt in Beziehung setzt.
Man nennt sie auch ,intentionale Beziehung“. ZiejpdBewul3tsein gehdrt wesentlich eine
Beziehung.

2. Wie bei jeder Beziehung finden sich daher aueh 2wei Korrelate. Das eine
Korrelat ist der BewuR3tseinsakt, das andere dagufer gerichtet ist.

Sehen und Gesehenes,

Vorstellen und Vorgestelltes (...) usw.

Bei diesen Korrelaten zeigt sich, wie schon Aries hervorhob, die
Eigentumlichkeit, dal3 das eine allein real, dasseadagegen nichts Reales ist. So wenig
ein gewesener Mensch, so wenig ist ein gedachitarseReales. Der gedachte Mensch hat
darum auch keine eigentliche Ursache und kann regentlich eine Wirkung uben,
sondern indem der Bewuftseinsakt, das Denken dessdden gewirkt wird, ist der
gedachte Mensch, sein nichtreales Korrelat, miffdennbar sind die Korrelate nicht von
einander, aul3er <wenn sie> distinktionell <sind>.

(...) 3. Erlauterungen des Ausdrucks Objekt: etimagrlich Gegenstandliches ist
gemeint. DraufRen braucht ihm nichts zu entspreclen.Verhiitung von Missverstandnissen
mag man es ,inwohnendes* ,immanentes“ Objekt nerifien

This text, which is usually considered as a matdten of thereceived
view of Brentano's theory of intentionality, can besiptreted along the lines of the
new conception of his theory of intentionality. $hinterpretation, which was
pioneered by Werner Safieris basically a re-investigation of Brentano's enydng
theory of relations. When we read at Brentano, thdie bei jeder Beziehung
finden sich daher auch hier zwei Korrelajét'is compelling to take in in the sense
of the classical, simplest theory of relations, ebmthat Brentano here speaks
about the two entities which are related to eadierotDiese Sichtweise auf
Brentano zu Ubertragen says Sauer,-heil3t aber, den Aristotelischen Hintergrund

Schmidkunz (archival signature Q 10). Moreoverreéhexists some preserved notes taken by
Husserl, probably from Brentano's 1884/85 WS lectom Elementary Logics and its Necessary
Reform which already present intentionality as a retati@ie Relationen auf psychischen Gebiet
[...] I. Die intentionalen Relationen Solcher giés 3 Klassen: Vorstellungen, Urteile, Liebe und
Haf. [...] Von diesen Relationen gilt der Satz, dafeiner Terminus real, der andere nicht real ist
Il. Die Relationen der Gleichheit und Verschiedénheie Verhaltnisse der Quasi-Gliechheit. Auf
diesem Verhaltnis der Quasi-Gleichheit beruht degiif des Wirklichen. Quasi-Gleichheit besteht
zwischen dem zeitlich Modifizierten und dem nichtlifizierten, ferner zwischen dem intentional
Modifizierten und dem, was nicht modifiziert istnifhanentes Objekt — das aufRere Objekt, das
diesem entspricht). Das nicht Modifizierte im Ustdried vom Modifizierten heif3t das Wirkliche.”
(K119/3a)

%8 Brentano, 1982, 21-22

% See Sauer, 2006
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seines Denkens (ber relationale Sachverhalte zwrigren.“* According to
Aristotle, claims Saud}, there is a categorical difference between thestsmoes
related to each other (like Simmias and Socrated) the relational properties
considered as unary predicates (like “smaller-thégreater-then™). A relational state
of affairs thus consists of twelata, that is, two substancesnd twocorrelata, that
is, two entities existing only in a modified senghkis makes it easy to interpret the
case of intentional relation: One of tberrelata as Brentano said, is the act of the
consciousness. As with every relation, always sxigsto correlates. The second
correlatum which always exists,is an inseparable part ofdbescious act: “the
seen”, “the presented;das, worauf er [der Bewul3tseinsakt] gerichtet isBut it

is only acorrelatum not the related substance itself!

Now, it is thecorrelatawhich always exists, and thelata could easily be
non-existing. What are thesslata?Let us look very closely what Brentano says in
the opening paragraph of the citatiges [das Bewul3tsein] immer und Uberall [...]
eine gewisse Art von Relation zeigt, welche einjeRulzu einem Objekt in
Beziehung setzt.Therelata are the subject and the object, the latter of theunid
easily be non-existing (like the centaurks'ist nun leicht, das hinter der
ontologischen Deutung der Intentionalititsthesenbeiorreistischen Brentano
stehende Mil3verstandnis herauszustellen: Es ida@indie Verwechslung der
Korrelate mit den Relata® concludes Sau&.

The similarity between this explanation of the mtienal relation and the
theory of relation Husserl is seeking to find inlIM§ manifest: therelata are
related in virtue of contents in the consciousniésaould be therefore eminently
possible to reconstruct Brentano's relational thebiintentionality in the framework
of the theory Husserl is pursuing: it is the commpdéate of consciousness in virtue
of which an external object stands in relation te subject. However, Husserl
takes a totally different path when he tries tosider intentionality as a particular
way of the togetherness of the contents.

V — Some Refinements in Husserl's Manuscript Notddill and Lotze

Husserl, it seems, both oversees that Mill's thedfryelations already
implies a particular view on the relationship betweontents of the consciousness
and objects, a question which is supposed to asltieintentionality itself, and he
also missed the opportunity to rely on Brentanotgeption of intentionality in the

% sauer, 2006, 21-22

%1 See Sauer, 2006, 21-23

32 Sauer, 2006, 23. A further advantage of his imagpion is that it makes clearly visible where the
difference between Brentano's early (the so-caflegireistic) and later (the so-called reistic)
position really lies: In both phases Brentano detiat a relation necessitates the existence of two
relata. However, in his later phase he thought that ge®sdcorrelatum the inseparable part of
the conscious act is merely a fictional entity tisg from the abuse of language. When doing so,
Brentano has essentially returned to Aristotlesitpmn, who warned against the supposition of a
correlatumin the case of the thought-relation. (Cf. Sau@@&? 22sqq)
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terms of a very similar theory of relations. Theportance of this recognition is,
methinks, not to identify some kind of “error” étusserl's side, but to gain insight
into how complex, how multi-faceted his early thbhtigvas, and to recognize how
many separate influencing factors are presenteasdime time. | will return to the
possible lessons such recognition could provide.lat

| have already highlighted that Husserl conceimgsntionality as a special
way of encompassing contents. Let us further ingatd this special role of
intentionality! In a manuscript note which stemenfr a convolute written in the
years around the completing of tbder den Begriff der ZahHusserl is clearly
aware of the disadvantages of John Stuart Mill'astant references to outer
objects in his psychology:

Dann geht es Seite 58 Gomp<erz> wéiteEs gibt in alle dem was die das Verhaltnis
bezeichnenden Worte ausdriicken, nichts, was sudit m Zustidnde des Bewussts<eins>
auflésen lieRBe; wobei aullere Gegenstande ohne éwaifchgangig als die Ursachen
vorausgesetzt werden, die einige dieser Bewusstagtinde hervorrufen und Geister als
die Subjekte, die sie insgesamt erfahren, wobei abder die duReren Gegenstande noch
die Geister ihr Dasein anders als durch Zustang@deusstseins kundgeben.*

Dieser Hinweis auf duf3ere Ursachen welche einigerjBewusstseinszustande
welche das Fundament im Sinne M<ill>'s bilden, bemffen, haben doch bei der
Beschreibung des allgemeinen Charakters der Relatotits zu tun. Jedenfalls gehéren sie
nicht zum Begriff der Relation Uberhaupt. Diesestéedige Hinweis auf auRere Gegenstande
tribt die Darstellung in der Logils¢ das Werk von J. St. Mill]. Darum ist eben die €aliung
in der Analysigsc.das Werk von James Mill] besser und wissenschiadttiada sie sich direkt
an die Phanomene hélt und darum psychologisch#r ist

An expression of dislike is, of course, in itsalufficient as a delineation
against an unwanted consequence of a philosoppasition. It is to be asked
whether Husserl succeeds in constructing a cormfeplation which avoids this
pitfall and which clarifies the position that issagied to intentionality in his early
theory of relations.

An another note in the above-mentioned convolutemahuscripts further
corroborates that for Husserl the focus was otb#ieg-together of the contents:

Mill gebraucht den Ausdruck Bewusstseinszustanatgsbf mind) in demselben
Umfang wie wir den Ausdruck Phdnomen. Es ist alsbtretwa ein geistiger Zustand als
psychischer Akt derjenige, was hier gemeint idh. betone dies hier, weil in der Tat eine
Reihe hervorgehender Philosophen die Beziehun{psyshisches Phdnomen' angesehen
haben. So zum Beispiel Lotze. Nach der Mill'schikl&ung fallt der Begriff Relation
zusammen mit dem Begriff des Ganzen in dem weiteSten. Inhalte stehen in Relation
wenn sie Teile eines Ganzen bilden; welcher Arigéors dies Ganze sei; <gestthne

% The sentence cited by Husserl appears at p. 38.06omperz's “authorised translation” of J. St.
Mill's Logic (Mill, 1872, vol. | p. 58),in the middle of the chapter on relations (Booletton 111
Chaper IV, 88 10-11). Husserl was in possessidhisfseries by Th. Gomperz (archival signature
BQ 318a).

% K132/6b
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sinnliche> die Beschrankung die Mill macht, das hémnur zwei Inhalte gegeben seien,
ist unnétig, ja hinderlich®

Unlike in his retrospective critique, which wasedtabove, here Husserl is
keen to classify relations as phenomena. Theteisgh a certain crumbling in his
terminology: he calls the opposite class “mentatiest “psychical act” or “psychical
phenomenon”, so it might be helpful to consider wermann Lotze, whom Husserl
mentions as a representing the opposite view, ahgst relations Beziehungen
.Jjede Beziehung, indem sie zwei Glieder verbin@ethélt den Gedanken einer
Stellung jedes dieser Glieder innerhalb dieser &aang selbst, und die Stellung
braucht nicht fur beide dieselbe zu sein, sie vitrd Gegentheil am haufigsten
verschieden, das eine Glied das Umfassende, G&ezingende, das andere das
UmfaRte sein, der Theil, das Bedingt®.”

Husserl's opposition to Lotze is curious, sincgbgtulating two positions
(Stellungep, each for the correspondinglata, Lotze seems to imply a quite
similar theory of relations. In order to identifyhat Husserl is combating in Lotze,
an another location could be helpful (also recorogdHusserl in his manuscript):
s[solche Beziehungen]...entstehen, wamsere ganz willkirliche Aufmerksamkeit
irgend zwei Elemente oder vielmehr deren Vorstgkunmit einander in eine ihnen
selbst ganz gleichgiiltige und unwesentliche Bentprbringt.“*” Although this
characterisation is offered by Lotze only in resgeca certain class of relations,
Husserl, not unlike other philosophers in theiatiehship to their contemporaries,
perceives only what is very similar to his positiand focuses clearly on the
remaining difference: though it would be possildelitaw a parallel between Mill's
and Lotze's theory of relation, there is a remaekdifference, namely that Lotze's
requires the active taking of a position by the smiousness (this seems to be
intended by his chosen ter@tellung®).

What Husserl combats in Lotze is therefore his iwimg of an active
moment of the consciousness. Against that, Huseadeives the relation purely as
some contents being together: “the notion of thatite coincides with the notion
of the whole, taken in the broadest sense.”

It is finally to be examined whether this theory+hisserl, considered to be
as close to the simple being together of contest# & possible, is capable of
accounting for the intentionality. First of all,9hould be noted that Husserl, as it
was already highlighted, misses the opportunitglipeated by Brentano himself,
to account for intentionality as a relation by ddesing the contents of the

®K132/42a

% Lotze, 1874, 22. The first part of the sententengwith a reference tgLogik 22“ is noted by
Husserl in the above-mentioned convolute (K | 3Z1). An edition of this book of Lotz&1880)
was in Husserl's possession (archival signature28%).

37 Lotze, 1883, 18. The whole passage is noted aBK /l 17b with the refereng®ict<ate> (iber
Met<aphysik> S<eite> 18! Husserl was in possession of a copy of this @ditjarchival
signature: BQ 283)
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consciousness to be the correspondioigelata Instead, Husserl opts for treating
intentionality as being merely a mode of encompassof incorporation, of
“inexistence.” Meanwhile, as | have mentioned ie teginning of this section, he
seems to neglect the conceptual apparatus of iotatity when speaking about
the relationship between presentations and itswedtd object.

It might seem that the use of intentionality puredg a mode of
encompassing, though not faithful to the intentd®Brentano, is still a conceptual
possibility. This is however not true. By introdngiintentionality as a mode of
encompassing Husserl posits a difference in thepleinbeing together of the
contents, originally envisaged by Mill. This difezice implies different strata in
the complex state of consciousness, since, to merdurselves to Husserl's own
examples, the willing and the willed definitely begs to different layers. The use
of intentionality as a mode of encompassing theeetends to break up the simple
structure of the contents of the consciousnessraplies a structure that is similar
to the structure of the act and its objdtis only that Husserl does not treat this
structure as being responsible for the relationdfeprveen the act of the consciousness
and its object.

VI - Conclusions

The claim that Brentano's notion of intentionalitys influenced Husserl
is, much in line with Schuhmann's characterisatfaise. But, it has turned out,
both partsof this claim are false, i.@rentano's notion of intentionality differs
from what it is usually supposed to be, and it was Husserl's thinking about
intentionality that Brentano notion of intentiortglihas influencedBrentano's
concept of intentionality has not failed to exeecis) impetus on Husserl's thought:
Not only that Husserl makes occasional use of Bresis technical terms related to
intentionality, but he also tries to preserve tmgemtional inexistence as an
operative concept when constructing his theoryedditions. There is however a
noteworthy difference: Husserl is not inclined ésart to the theory of intentionality
when thinking about the relationship between thescimus acts and their objects.

The history of Husserl's notion of intentionaliyd of his early philosophy in
general, it seems, could be even more complichatwe would incline to think. |
interpret these results as a call to a more difteaeed account of the development
of Husserl's early philosophy, and of his notiorint€ntionality in particular. The
guestion might be asked why it is important to are of the heterogeneity of the
sources and the complexity of the formation of Hu&s notion of intentionality.
The importance of this recognition, methinks, stéims the fact that the development
of Husserl's notion of intentionality is not onlyp@&ce of conceptual history, but a
clue to the evaluation of his early work.

The early work of Husserl has seen many evaluatisometimes quite
rejective, focusing on the question whether Husspdsition is to be characterised
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as realisti®®, metaphysically neutrilor idealistic’® Among the many factors such
evaluations should consider, one is Husserl notibmtentionality (or, in other
words, his position about the relationship betw#s: conscious acts and their
objects). | believe that an investigation that inpopates the complexities hidden in
this notion could show that many evaluative coriolus are, to a certain degree,
premature, because they disregard the heterogerdditthe traits in Husserl's
thinking about the problems of intentionality ame transient nature of the (often
aporetic) reconciliations he tries to achiesguch an investigation might also prove
that all of these uncertainties and difficultiese,a much in accordance with
Husserl's own characterisation, arrived at a saisfy solution only after his
breakthrough to transcendental phenomenology i16.190
It is this longer investigation the present artiws hopefully contributed to.
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HOW DO CATEGORIAL REPRESENTATIONS INFLUENCE
EVERYDAY INTUITION? ON HUSSERL'S EARLY ATTEMPT
TO GRASP THE HORIZONTAL STRUCTURE

OF CONSCIOUSNESS

DEODATH ZUH !

ABSTRACT. Beginning with the book of Robert Sokolowski abdtusserl's
concept of constitution thiehilosophy of Arithmetic (PA)ave been revisited as an
important document of Husserl’'s constitution-theohlyis not only an unripe
sketch but a work that even formulates one of tlustnprogressive thoughts of
Husserl's later philosophy. In my analysis thigestgent will also be true, if we
concentrate on the second part of Husserl's bodkoarthe text that was meant to
build the opening section of the second volumehaf early treatise of Husserl.
These works are focused on a problem of the latesétl, namely how everyday
life is the base of using signs, symbols and idedliconcepts and how this world
also becomes transformed by these means: so thie piablem-complex of the
interaction of intuitive and ideal-conceptual. i take into account that Husserl wants
to clarify the basis of symbolization as such mR¥#, then it is not surprising that he
handles these problems. But it is surprising tleattmes very close to the results
which were obtained in the late 20s and 30s. Tliisbe clear if we are attent to
some points in Husserl's 1892/93 text about thecephof space. | will conclude
that he abandoned these very progressive resalttauybe he had realized, that his
mood of analysis wasn't sufficient to go in thisedtion already.

Keywords: structure of consciouness, proper and unpropeemaions, the ground
of symbolization as such, the basic levels of dartgin, time-relation, logical
equivalalence, the logic of signs, unintuitive ititn.

In my lecturé | try to list some texts and excerpts of manussrigf the
early Husserl that can build a starting point taigaa later conception of him, what
| call ,,the horizontal structure of consciousrieskhis term is taken from the vast
analysis of Husserl's research manuscripts abauptbblem of time (taking the
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Leuven Archive signatureC” ) by Toine Kortooms, who designates it as a
considerable change in Husserl's view about thei@ature of knowledge.

The main reason of this change is the fact thatsellisias made a strong
distinction between the domain of sensuality areddbmain of the ego in his later
time-manuscipts, and has dealt not only with inrrrf also with outer time-
consciousness, intersubjectivity and the compasitibthe social universe, and so
the complex phenomenon, that he céifis:world. Husserl so get rid of the distinction
of different levels of consciousness, wich aregkeal on top of one anotheP{.T,
241.) So he was able to abandon the ,fine infirdgresses” of different type from
his time-lectures and other manuscripts, like tlustraporetic ones written in the
Schwarzwald resort of Bernau. But not only, he tredoportunity, to speak more
clearly about the problems of passivity, assoaimtiod sedimentation, which are
not supposing the sphere of the ego, but are alféltence it.

What | have to underline is that the descriptiothefstructure of consciousness
is not only motivated by a deeper occupation wli problem of time, but this is
the most important research field, that makes tifferent and more and more
complicated ways of constitution easily comprehgesiinner time being the first
level. But in the later manuscripts these levels are avdys of methodic lucidity
and not the structure of consciousness as .stitle description of the levels of
constitution as a kind of methodic freedom to instte clearity and the structure
of consciousness are not the same. The architeoctuteowledge is although one
of the most important problems, but it was too clicaged for Husserl to examinate it
on the basis of his earlier manuscipts beeing tiesterss present in these woks too.
But the deeper use of the phenomenonological methud delayed the dissection
of the highly complicated genetic problems, like times of the constitution of society
and history.

| try to figure out, that Husserl's late dealingtiwvthe problem of the life-
world as a ground for the theories of the Euromed@nces has been already present in
some works and manuscripts about mathematics (rexaetly arithmetic and
geometry). But it wasn't called life-world, and al®ad nothing to do with an
explicit or implicit crisis of any sciences. It wasly the document of an obsessive
thinking about the foundation of mathematical peatings of knowledge. That is
why Husserl already speaks about the necessitgmétg analysis, but evidently
says nothing about the level of genetic constitutithat was possible only through
the development of the phenomenological methodairfist only in the second
half of the first decade of 20th Century.

At first | have to demonstrate that the problentioke (as the basic level of
descriptive analysis) is present in both parts e$$¢rl philosophical debute-work,
the Ph. Of Arithmeticthen | mention an annex to this text about tleerh of signs.
This will lead us to some fudamental analyses fd@82/93, which will introduce
explicitly the problem: how scientific represerdatiinfluences everyday uintuition,
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and how a horizontal structure of consciousnessrikingly present in Husserl’s
early proceedings towards the probles of the Ptyibg of Mathematics.

O

Husserl mentions in a way more neglected chaptdrioPhilosophy of
Arithmetic namely the second, entitl€dlitical developmentécontaining the germs of
the refutation of his contemporary works—RA, 22ff)%, that a main decease of the
theories of number is, that they make use of thgothesis of the narrowness of
consciousness in a highly exaggerate manner. Andnitbe formulated like this:
We can have only a single presentantigorgtellung® in the present time, or we
can have the presenation of only a single contetité same moment. (¢?A, 26.)
As he says: it really can be true in one perspectivr attention in the process of
intensive concentration can focus only on a linadlatet of objects, or in a momentary
perceptive act, we can count hardly beyond three.ifBhis was the most important
point in the formation of the concept of numberwiuld undermine the sensible
treatment of the whole problem.

In the early interpretation of Robert Sokolowski tffieFormation of Husserls
Concept of Constitutigrihis second chapter of tR&\ has a basic role in the prehistory
of Husserls constitution-theory. After Husserl sgfsithe false use of the hypothesis of
the narrowness of consciousness, he mentions theriamce of time-relations or
temporal relations in the researches focused ondheept of number, although his
argumentation is quite sketchy and finally culm@sain a negative conclusion.

But Husserl states the following: ,If we took sgl¢he description of the
phenomenon, which is at issue, when we presentliiude, then we would surely
also count with the temporal modifications the &ngpntents they endure, albeit
regulary they fall out of considerationP4, 31.) Husserl outlines two moments of
this ,temporal standpoint” as necessary condit@mmiumbers:

»1) It is indispensable that partial presentatiomghe presentation of a
multiplicity or number be found simultaniously imroconsciousness, and

2) Almost all presentations of multiplicity andanty rate, all presentations
of number are results of processes. They are whdbgsh arise succesively out of
elements” (cfPA, 32.).

But the meaning of the concept of a multitugkn't affected by this
grounding fact!Contemporality (a) and successi@) as temporal characters are
necessary but they only depict how the phenomdrey Are as such”, but not what
.they are for” PA, 31: Phanomen als solcheandwozu es uns dientHusserl

% This is one of the earliest documents of Hussgitiosophical development. It was originally a
part of his habilitation thesis.

4| translate the German term @brstellungwith the English wordpresentation In choosing this
solution | follow the suggestion taken form Carboria’s review of Dallas Willard's translation of
thePA See: lerna 2008.
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formulates it also like this: The ,content of prasgions of numbers and multitudes”
is not affected by temporal relations. The causthigf negative conclusion is that
Husserl at this stage delimited tb&ychological descriptioand the (logicalsupplying
of meaning They are not correlate, but separate ways of gading. Husserl
deliberates this question, but makes no expliaisien, which way to follow.

Sokolowski argues, that this is the section, whensserl brushes the first,
and most elementary level of constitution, namedirbeng with the famous
Gattigen-lectures on the ,Main Parts of Phenomegyotnd the Theory of Knowledge”
as ,time-consciousness”. But although this probiemot worked out, it nevertheless
have ,made itself felt". HCC, 25.) Then Sokolowski enroles an other hint in his
work: the theory of constitution is not even présangerms in the second part of
the book about the philosphy of arithmetic, whientiles the difference of proper
and improper concept of number. In Sokolowski'siptetation these are mere
psychological studies affected by premissesGafstalttheory, which lack the
framework of constitution. They treat the differerf proper and symbolic presentation,
but they are overlapping the very core of the gnaobl,the constitution of symbols as
such”. HCC, 35.} If we take into account the nerve of Sokolowskitgument,
then we are able to say, that the missing linkhangecond part, which could have
confered to it the stamp of proto-constitutionakblssis, would have beean
amplified discussion of the problem of temporalrabters This is a complete lack in
the second part.

| try to state then the contrary, that temporalysis is not pushed aside in
the second part, but also used as an importanoivaggumentation. | mention that
is really true: literally no time-analysis is presi& Chapters ten to thirteen. If we want
to the give the proof of this statement, we'll hawereview the hypothesis of the
narrowness of consciousness as it appears in theamed part of Husserl's book.

As the author underlines in the tenth chapter efsdime work (the first of
the second part), this problem of the narrownesgliite similar to some theses of
Wundts physiologic phychology, like the one that assetthat we are not able to
grasp more than a dozen sensually given elemeuntghB fact makes no influence
e. g. on the concept of infinite numbers. The poblies here somewhere else: we
can also speak about quantities that we aren’ttalgeesent to us, and we can do it
whithout greater problems; and even more: the semsire sciences, like mathematical
sciences are grounded on concepts ,that propedakipg are not given”RA,

> We have to mention, that not Robert Sokolowski s first, who have spoken about the role of
constitution in thd®?A Husserl himself contured it in the first parthi§ 1928 work aboutormal And
Transzendental Logiin a general looking back upon his former viethg} the basis of the clarification
of arithmetical concepts, has to do with the pmoblef constitution. Although he starts with the
expression of a certain discontent (,[...J/AY...] as unripe as it was a work of a beginneH.,
90:33-34.), mentions the following: It was sothe sense of my later usage, a phenomenological-
constitutive investigation, and at the same timeds the first work to make the ,categorial object-
matters” of the first and higher degree...] uderdable through «constituting» intentional actgitias
the product of what theyriginaliter occur, so in the originality of their senseT(, 91:5-12.)
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192:25)° Husserl sees it inevitable to examinate hererdifteways of presentation,
that are in function in our consciousness, ancksteiat beside the proper there are
also improper or only symbolic ones. This is themtapic of the next Chapter.

Husserl is truly radical even in the first paradrspf this Chapter Eleven:
.Every description of an object of intuituition h#se tendence to replace its real
presentation with a substituting sing-presentati¢RA, 194:1-3.) It's hardly a
miscellenous topic, but a most primitive matterfaét. But then Husserl states
something much more buffeling.

In this manner of speaking proper or directly giggigentlich¢ presentations
(Vorstellungeh and improper, symbolic or suroggatengigentlichg presenations
can affecteach other not only a properly presented object leads ttedint ways
of improper presentation, but improper presematiare also — and quite naturally
— able to surrogate on the proper presenation of $hene objectArithmetical
symbolization couldn’t be conceivable without adirepthis fact, otherwise it would
be only a way of research full of boundaries, thatermine its efficiency all of the
time. ,But nobody feels hindered by these boundari@’A, 192:18-19.) How can
we explain this miraculous fact? How can we comenehthis fully challenging
problem? Husserl's answer is although not quiteclosive, gives an important view
of the question:

»,| also point out, that proper and the belongingiiaper presentations are
standing in a relation of logical equivalence. Teamcepts are logically equivalent,
when the object of the one is the object of thermtbo, and vice versa. That for the
sake of our judgement-interests the symbolic pitesiens can surrogate to the
widest degree on the corresponding proper onegdgalthis circumstance.PA,
194:35-37.)

® The very first phrase of the 1890 text about lieerty of signs — Husserl names it ,the logic ofislg or
speaks about a theory that ,falls within the sphefréogic” (cf. Sem340:6.) — poses something
similar through a partly rhetoric question: ,Butwcan we speak about concepts, that we properly
not have, and how isn't it absurd that the mastirgeof the sciences, Arithmetic has to be grouraed
concepts like those?Sem 340:2-5.)

" Almost the same is delivered Semiotikabout equivalence, but here the author goes distapr and
treats this problem in the sphere of the divisibeigns or in more generally in the region of sirge
did not change his conception about this problemehters it from a different side. Here he saysiq
signs are equivalent, when they design the saneetatnj respectively the same sphere of objects in a
different way, performing this through a pair dfatient external or conceptual meanSéi 344:21-24.)
But this study is enriched by an other hedvivalence is not something like the sameneseaing
Husserl says that meaning is something that caultidoobject of definition, but there exist relatiof
equvivalence (sign-equvivalence) that can’t bendefi ,A direct external sign has no meaning that ca
be expressed in that sign, so it can’'t be defin€deése direct external signs are like ,the propenes,
the names for abstracta, the sign 1 and so 8eri)344:31-33.) It is not a miracle so that the most
complicated abstracta have no proper definitda.diso clear that Husserl is not a philosophedtipt a
vague meaning-theory to solve the problem of urgsrop,highly elevated” concepts.

This theory, that equivalence is not the samenksgeaning is similar with the view of Frege from
the Uber Sinn und Bedeutunghat he seemingly abandoned later. (See: Rosaddddl 2000).
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This widest degree of surrogation means then thewing in the case of
presentation of multitudes: we turn to symbolicgergation also in the situations
where we have the intuitively given one. ,Often stk to symbolic pesentations
even if we could have built a proper presentatian multitude; and were we couldn't,
we won't perform everything possible to have a propne.” PA, 195-196) We'll
handle us so with pleasure to surrogates, becamgwithstanding with the fact
that they are intuitively fading, or simply absenare setting off a securer way to
count or to calculate. And this is true not onlytie sphere of exact knowledge
(like the presentation of endless collections), wigte-spread in everyday life too:
the good wife, runs the business of the househwolaligh a series of surrogates,
without ever knowing the mechanism of surrogatsg@neation processes.

But what is the connection between these seemitagatly different or
Lvery distant” PA, 198:23) ways of presentation? We underlinedtiiey are both
quite natural processes, but still not know, whiitss main reason of their miraculous
interaction. Husserl puts this question in a bpafagraph of Chapter Eleven. But
formulates it a page earlier quite after mentionimge more the hypothesis of the
narrowness of cosciousness @A, 197:1-10):

»1he subsumption under the general concept of tud#j which is given by
the use of the name: set, could be resulted solelymbolic way. But were is — and
that’s the question yet — the ground and the pliaymbolization?PA 197:13-17.)

It seems, that Husserl is completely consciousefrieccessity of posing
the question: what is the ground of symbolizatamd if we reformulate it: what is
the ground obymbolization as suéhwhich is exactly the point Sokolowski misSes!

Husserl then further expounded the same thesisrao 1908/09 lecture on the difference of old
and new logic (cf. Rosado Haddock 2008).

8 Once more we have to refer to the texE®L. In the above-quoted paragraph Husserl also argues
that his early description of constituating proessisad to deal with the formal aspect of building a
multitude. Here he says, that ,The formal in thdseiplines lies in this [Husserl alludes to the
basic feature of ,intentionality” — my insertion.[Z] relationship with«object-matters at all»,
something at all[Husserl's emphasysis] in the widest generalithatvholds every objective
determination unditermined.” And then he adds: ,Séhéasic concepts are (in my later usage)
syntactical formationsn forma syntactical work-out-formsApbleitungsformeh of the empty
something.” (cfFTL, 91:20-26.) Some lines below Husserl then stétes this is the realm of the
~Lempty-region of something at alFTL, 92:4.)

This is an undubitably difficult passage. But weégo look apart from two aspects: 1) Husserl mixes
here the terminus of ,intentionality” with the pect of thePA, but evidently it was not the purpose
of this work to introduce it, or to reformulate 2 Husserl reconsiders his early writing throuigh t
looking glass of his theory about the forms of ,éynpresentation”l(eervorstellunyy which was a
problem that occured at first in a sketch of agqmtojpf research in 1906. (cf. his diary-note from
25.09.1906 in the famouPersonal Note®ersonliche Aufzeichnungerwhere he named it the
~Phenomenology of empty intentiong?l{&nomenologie der leeren Intentioretf. PeAuf 442. ff)

But it is sure, that we have to treat the projeicthe Philosophy Arithmeti@s an early attempt to
describe the problem of concept-buildiag such or at least we have to take it as a step in the
direction of constitutive analysis. The groundsswfbolization ,as such” (as tHeA formulates)
and concept-building as such (as the retrospectiéii L formulates) are evidently the same problems,
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And then gives a clue to solve this difficulty: gtsubsumtion under the set-concept is
not produced in a momentary immediacy, but rathethie properly expectable
psychical activity, which is at all attainable amamely:the successive apprehension
(when also not the unitary holding togethef)all the parts of the séfcf. PA,
198:13-20.) In this way Husserl's answer recapiadsone main feature of time-
relation: succession (and slightly criticizes tldegma of the narrowness”). But then
he goes forth: this would build a bridge betwees phoperly given presentations
and the very distant symbolizations, because: tlmsmxesive caharacters are
standing closer to the former. It is true that vem @resent ourselves only a
limitated amout of objects. But in the process afirting and collecting the new
elements are built upon the ones that ,,swim modenaore away to the background of
consciousness” and at a certain end they disappizdly. (cf PA, 198:25-32.) This
is very similar to the important character of theepomenon, Husserl later called
~primary memory”. Successiorstill holds the elements which were flown away,
and makes thisiot like anact Just as in the case of primal memory the part-
apprehensions remain in the consciousness but @ and more weaker. That is
why we are using presentations of an improper maramel this is the main reason
why these holded, but fading presentations areudtiting symbolization, which
meansacts Then these are ,serving the properly strived,umatccomplishable unity
of a real collection”. RA, 199.) Succession is then a quite important cheniskic of
our consciousness, and is hardly an act, whidteisnain character of symbolization.

But the meant-to-be missing link is present: they tine-like succession-
principle, or a basic feature of the most primitiveey of consitution. But it is true that
Husserl leaves these analyses unfulffilled, and rneventioned ,time” or ,time-
relation” at this point. But we can't deny the mnese of constitutive processes if the
basic, and most uncomplicated layer of constituiggrart of the argumentation.

This raises the question wether every act of syizdiibn is the same? We
can say, that in principle they are truly similas:Husserl indicates they strive a unity,
even if it is unaccomplishable, that means: eveweiknow that it couldn’t be ever
accomplished. But this implies differeces in theetyf the signs, used in the process
of symbolization-acts. Signs and symbols must liegeaized after their use and
their degree of accomplishment. This was the topane of the texts Husserl wanted
to include in the never redacted second volumaePhilosophy of Arithmetiache
first chapter of which was meant to wear the tife,On The Logic of Sigfis
(henceforth cited after the german subtitle S=miotif. Here he handles the
problem, that also the most abstract concepts ¢thatl never be intuitively given)

even though the first attempts were ,unripe”. Hrdssanted to characterize the transcendental bésis
formal conceptualization also in an before 1898. ltdibiliation work about th@oncept of Numbérad
the partial goal of proving (that was literally hith thesis), that the use of irrational and imagin
numbers in every domain have’t been ,logically jiesti” already (cf. UBZ Beilage, 339.) But
there he didn't undertake to examine the root & giroblem, only argues, that it is extremely
strange, that we use them as if it were sure thiegthave been logically justified.
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are available for symboalization and so he followsadmark taken from the renamed
Chapter Eleven dPA, thatunproperandgeneralpresentations are not the same. (cf.
PA 193. footnote; 194:11-12.) That is why both coteend general presentations
are apt for symbolization, and why the presentatimeve to be treated in the same
manner. At the end @emiotikHusserl speaks about the most myterigostracta
like ,God”, ,external objects”, ,real time”, ,thetber’s soul”, and contures that they
are comprehendable only because of the use ofgaig@resentations, that means,
signs and symbols, because their intuitive giveisebardly possible. (cGem 365.§
But their ultimate givenness is transmitted alsgi®sentantions, even if they are the
weakest, unproper ones.

In the SemiotikHusserl makes clearer what the common featureapfgp
and unproper presentation really is, and quiter dfte paragraphs on the divison
and subdivision of signs. At first he states tlnt abstracta like ,God”, ,external
objects” etc. are those that can’'t be ever intyigsd the presentation of them is
handled by blind psychologic rules, and there we&tdase the so-called ,motive of
knowledge” Erkenntnismotiy but just a ,psychologic mechanisn8dm358.) We
don’t know that we insert a surrogate in the rowoof presentations, but we are
blindly using it. The most interesting fact is thiitis as productive as the
application of a proper presentation: it is not sthing, that hinders knowledge,
but quite the contrary. Husserl mentions that ihis ,metaphysically remarkable”
(Sem 358:31) matter or this is a very remarkable ghkigical feature of our
nature”Sem 359:2.) But then he turns away from this manrfear@alysis, because
these methapysical problems do not concern ounagtation, where no metaphysics
is present. That kind of ,metaphysical” or ,telegical” argumentation is like the
adoption of a Humeian or Darwinian standpoint: Kpep about capacities or
activities of the soulTatigkeit der Seele Sem 358:35.) to keep the human species
on the right way of evolution and progress. But givive strive and have to strive
here is to logically enlight this matter of facBdm 359:5-6.)

Husserl says that we don't have to express ourta@ddut this investigation.
That is because the mechanism of the psychologmadi even even blind
psychological rules could be logically clarified.eiWW understand it better if we
take the work of these rules a not so exact name or denomination for the Iprob
and notas the method of analyzing the problem itdeis paradox to speak about
the logical clarification of an unlogical (psychgloal) performance, but it is not
senseless. That will be clear if we take a deepek In the ,inner construction
(innere Bay’ of judgements that are not leading to knowledget have the
~exigence of being true” (cfSem 359:10-14). If we take into accout what Husserl
formerly said about the judgements that we userasepting something given

® This section of th&emiotikhad been also analyzed in lerna 2003, 191. ff.$sithbhmann 2004b
(2001), 274 ff.
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without being aware of its giveness, then thesgeguukents are those that are based
on unproper presentations instead of proper onessétl then asserts:

»With other words it has to be possible to giveaagtlel running logical
proceeding that explains the machanism of this gaunt-process, and someway
grasps it as if it were reasonably invented byshame [logical proceeding — my
insertion: Z.D.]. That helps us to comprehend, wkigry not logical process must
after all work as a logical, and that is the loyiegplication that above we were
speaking about."Sem 359:14-21.)

This verdict is extraordinary rich in contexts. Bué have to underline
only something that is important for our studycduld be nevertheless misleading
what Husserl says, because he goes further aggivenly and the end of ti8emiotik
There he have spoken about the fact that propeepiations are those that are
intuitive presentations, and the uproper ones lawset of the symbolic character
(like in thePA). But here is something new. Treating the grouhslymbolization
»-as such” Husserl was lead to the thought thateghm®sentations have similar
inner architecture. This consist in the fact thdtition and symbolic activity are
not structural counterpoints, and that a symbotiesentation acts as if it were a
proper one, borrows and uses its structure. Thesif,aelation is crucial. Husserl
refers to it also a page earlier but he expoundstifurther, because he goes forth
with the project he have already began: the prapéctthe divison of signs and
turns to the scientific use of them (8fem365. ff), where the use of a surrogate is
most of the time conscious, because the sign isealh artificial product. This ,as
if"-relation would be the key moment of the intdian of proper and unproper
presentation and of the ,laws of proper and unprdipieking” as he puts it in the
8th Chapter of théogical Investigationg’ It is the ,imaginative” moment, which
is revealed here, but it isn't seen as the imai@anoment of a categorial act,
only something that designs how the unproper plagsole of the proper-

SeelU II/2, §8 59-66., 710. ff

1 Husserl's distiction between the proper and urgsrgpesentations is definitely guided by distinctis
intuitive and symbolic in théA and the other works that belong to the researcth@rconcept of
number. In a study Karl Schuhmann suggested thgpistation that this conception was modified & th
1894 paper about tHatentional ObjectdIntentionale Gegenstadéle mentions that in 1893 Husserl
still identified ,proper” and ,unproper” with inttion and representation (or sign) and even at the
beginnig of the year 1894 in a brief note. (SeeuBefann 2004a [1991], 16th footnote) But then
Schuhmann gives no explicit explanation, in whatiction was this original pair of concepts changed
We can only suspect, that this new theory comds Mitsserl's descriprion afssumptiorandgeneral
assumptiorin theIntentional Objectsvhere we faced that the assumpions are workirggn innproper
way, which mens, as ifals-of) they were completely present. That assumptioesnat liminal
occurences is proven by those general assumptiahsaite able to rule not only a man's mind and
concepts, but a whole discipline or science. Anes¢hare also relations of ,as-ifAl§-ob) see.
Schuhmanmp. cit, 128 ff.

In my opinion this interpretation is not exact.avl three arguments to defend my assertion: 1)aduss
used this ,as if-relation principle (as we haversabove) in the textbody &emiotik 2) TheMBR
quoted below puts it clear, that Husserl consintexgficient the omnipotence of the distinctioreathe
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The stating of the structural kinship of proper amgroper presentation is
though a much more progressive result thenStmiotikit suggests. Because this
will be later a main character of constitution maviess (time-consciousness) and
much more complicated layers (like kinesthesigohjs scientific idealization and
even art) wich in everyday life are mixed up.

And so the mentioned most complicatadstracta of the Semiotik (for
those we have only the hope of ever being propargent) have then an other
feature what only the later Husserl descripts: thieythe most complex objects of
constutution! But they can be objects of one amdsime consciousness, which is
operating with a two-sided mean of presentatiod: smthese two presentations are
influenced one by the other. This is also cleamfrthe fact, that Husserl in the
Semiotikrecapitulates an idea, he fomerly alluded to: thatare not every time
conscious of using surrogate represenations, butiseeit so naturally as proper
ones. But this adds a problem to the case, atigt eeproblem already drawn into
analysis: how can these means of presentationeimfle each other. If the key to
this problem is in temporal analysis, then it canttue, that Husserl here not uses
what he have already used in the printed textr{tbant-to-be first part) of tHeA.

O

Two years later Husserl reviews the complex of sylimbtion from an
other angle, an this is the perspective of geraialysis, which in the 20s became
a higher level of constitution in his phenomenoldgyill draw attention upon two
texts from 1892/1893: one abailte multiple meaning of the terminus space (a)
and the other abotihe space of intuition (b)lhe latter evidently treating a problem
mentioned in the first.

(@) Husserl here discovers a problem about diffeseheres of Matemathics.
In theories concerning space and in geometry we havthe same concepts about
our field of research, although this field is ormmeddhe same. Husserl goes even
farther and prepares four meanings of the condegpiaxe: 1) The space of everyday
life, we enconter all the time; 2) The space ofttieory of pure Geometry; 3) the

scheme intuitive-symbolic; 3) Husserl then useddiktintion of intuitive-symbolic even in his 1902/
lecture onGeneral Theory of Knowledgehere he says that ,In a certain sense we cankstheally
everything and all: and namely in the sense ofapwggrthinking, of the merely symbolicLdct 02/03
177.et passimin this way Husserl sometimes runs ahead to somelusions that were defended later
(1 and 2) and in other cases steps back to sotrer gmws (3). After the discovery of the doublaynof
intuition as sensual and categorical intuitiornia $econd part of tigixth Logical Investigatiohe had a
better frame to analize the problem. Here he midleedistinction between proper and unproper through
his new theory and says that ,the laws of propakihg are understood as the laws of categorial
intuition after their pure categorial form&U 11/2, 720:9-11. and the laws of unproper thinking hibee
.Ccharacter of unproper categorial intuitiongp. cit 725:4. which is also the sphere of the mixed
presentations: ,Where we speak about mere syminitiking, we have mostly these mixes in sight.”
Op. cit 725:14-15. But this could’t have been a decifsietor if he step back to the original distinction
from the times oPA andSemiotik "Artlessly it could be also a difference of trenges used by Husserl.
A lecturehave to be didactically simplified not alike eotgosly systematic treatise."
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space of applied Geometry (like the arts of meaguaind geodesy and other natural
sciences); and 4) the space of Methapysics, thelka transcendental space. (cf.
MBR, 270.) And then adds: ,We have here to deal olsijowith a genetic graduality
of formation, and our task is to research it prigg¢MBR, 270:32—-271:1) The author
poses here gestions very similar to the ones ajgear the Crisis of European
Sciences which kind of presentation is grounding for theeation of exact
sciences. But he formulates it in the manner of RAe what is the ground of
abstraction for these sciences? It is then a $itfaigvard reaction that Husserl
goes another time through the problem of symbalit @roper presentations.

In the following paragraphs he enters this analysil makes a so far not
heard distinction,We identify not by all means the opposition ofuitive and
conceptual presentations with the one of proper symdbolic presentations.” (MBR
272:35-37 Improper presentation is not evidentlgenceptandintuition is not
evidently proper. This means again that using a isignot equal to using a concept.
And it is because in sciences we use concepts verielproper, but we can make
in sometimes only with signs which are not profddrat raises the problem of the
formation of concepts and judgements, but Hus$en tputs this problem aside,
although it was contured: this would be the task genetic research.

(b) In the other text about th&pace of intuitionhe gives a differently
fashioned description and says, that every presemtaf space is a complicated
togetherness of qualitative and quasi-qualitativements. The different mood of
speaking about space is attainable only by theyaisabf the material or content of
a judgement. Husserl mentions that:

»| think that | see something, what | don’t seet tnat | am only judging
to be existant. The material of this judgement risuaintuitive intuition.” AR,
282:25-27.). And then: ,The presentation of idgntf the object mediates. | am
sensating unequal angles, but | conclude to egualiAR, 282:34) These paradox
formulations are little bit concretized in the fmling, when Husserl indicates: at
first we have the given intuitions in perceptiordghantasy, and then we have the
,Signs”, which are ,joining” (cf. AR 283:17-25.) the former moments. But this
happens — and that's of utmost importang®t-plainly in this direction,,Intuitions
and thoughts are intimately connectedR(283:24) And so the way is free, for a
much more radical statement:

.Between the space of intuition and the space ohgsry there is, as we
have seen, not merely a difference of intuitivitynon-intuitivity, but also a series
of difference of content. In the following, if wpeaak about the space of intuition
we have to make a certaieservatio ment<is> By closer observation we'll
recognize, that space as a whole is no intuitien, diready a logical unity, that
stands on conceptual presentations and is attahmedgh the judgement of the
intuively given. Space is not a simple contenta asiality of color, which could be

12 see alsdootnote nr. 1(f this paper.
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intuited as such.”AR, 283:25-32) The standpoit is clear. In most cagesre in
obscurity, because the distinction of conceptudliatuitive is not so simple as the
recogniction of intuitive and symbolic. We are nobly lead by symbolic
presentations, but some given elements of our kedyd are from the beginning
on logical unities and not intuitions, and have fgussibility of faking us. This
problem needs a radical clarification, and so weeh@ make a certain ,mental
holding back”, aeservatio mentis

In in the spirit of this radicality: ,The space,chalready the space of the
common mind, is az ideal entity, and always onlytpaf that are accessible for
intuition. In every moment of perception, rememloeand phantasy-activity only
a part of the infinite whole is intuitive, AR, 283:35-284:2).

Husserl says, that also the common mind and camscéss has been
already using ideal entities. That's the first framfunctions. And this is the case
of the very complicated intuitions of space: thag énfluenced by the ideal
concepts or judgements of sciences, even if evert #now how these concepts
are formed. But if we consider the former analydes, is because we tend to use signs
all of the time instead of instuitive presentatjaiso where we have the possibility of
such intuition. So we not even notice, that wepassively using a concept in our
speach, a concept, that comes not from us, but tihemeflection of others.

We have to emphasize some points in Husserl téxtt§irst that also in
1892/93 he have not already posessed the fundrdistadction between content,
act and object, and at second, that he couldn'¢ leen fully clear about the later
problem of ,intentionality”. Theses questions wesated only beginning with the 1894
article about thintentional Objects- apparently an exhausting critique of Twardowski
and respectively in 5thogical Investigationjput naturally we can't assert, that these
works have solved the problem. But we also havadw an other hint: Husserl
wasn’'t even in possesion of a precise descriptfdhestructure of categorial acts.
At first he have dealt with this in the second pdrthe6th Investigationwhere he
could finally sketch the basic connection betweguitive (which aresensualand
imaginativg andcategorialmoments of an appehending act. And finally: in389
he hasn’'t been aware of the main scheme of appsigteas the animation of an
apprehension-content by a intentional apprehen&ianall of these element were
present in his thought if only in a non-concretenmer, and without the view of the
whole horizon of the problem.

This harizon was fully opened by the deep analg$iime-relations and
then the discovery of the genetic constitution, g permitted Husserl to come
back to his earlier views. But this process hakernanearly 30 years, and as we
know Husserl wasn’'t convinced that he have exhaesedy detail. But something
is nearly sure: Husserl was pretty clear abouttiextion of his researches, only —
and | conclude —hasn't felt able to go in this dii@en already.
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TRANSCENDENTAL PHENOMENOLOGY AND
PHENOMENOLOGY OF LIFE

HORATIU CRISAN'

ABSTRACT. We will focus on the relation between transcendgsttanomenology
and phenomenology of life by analyzing Marc Richiposition and his essay of
refounding the husserlian transcendental phenorogpnolThe discussion of his
transcendental reduction of the ontological simulacas a way to a brand new
transcendental domain and his proposal of a newidodtion theory in phenomenology
will give us the opportunity to discusanscendentdife under different auspices than
in Husserl's or Fink's work. We will conclude byitizally analyzing the limits of
such a radical theory, which is the body as thedveaf all life, including the
transcendental life.

Keywords transcendental phenomenology, phenomenologicattied, Marc Richir,
ontological simulacrum, individuation, body, traasdental life.

I ntroduction

We will begin with defining the sense in which weeuthe term
transcendentaphenomenology. Phenomenology is named transcexideetause
it concerns the constitution of the world and etling related to it by a
transcendental subjectivity or intersubjectivifywi are to consider the later stages
of the husserlian phenomenology. With Husserl asfounder of transcendental
phenomenology, it seems that there would be nddurtoriginality” after he has
imposed the method and founded what we call nomstendental phenomenology,
even though the method was subjected to some chavithn Husserl's development
of thought. This is certainly not the case becatsetranscendental method was
challenged by Eugen Fink and recently radicalized/larc Richir. Transcendental
phenomenology has therefore a genealogy that weat@nback to Kant and then
extend, through the proper husserlian founding;ugen Fink and Marc Richir.

The originality of the post-husserlian phenomenyplligs presumably only
in the content, in the infinite extension of theepbmenological analyses to the
different fields of the transcendental domain. ®gether with the challenge of the
method proposed by newer transcendental phenonggsisiowe notice that the
content of the domain also changes, in additiainéonewer fields within that were
discovered. The phenomena do not remain the sareerabdifying the method
and after the attempts at re-founding the transemiatiphenomenology.

! PhD student, BakeBolyai University, Cluj-Napoca, Romania. hcrisang@sil.com.
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Life and moreover transcendental life are apprahelnel analyzed differently
in recent transcendental phenomenology. They hayséta different meaning than
previously. In this paper we will focus on the depenents brought by Marc
Richir in his attempt at re-founding the husserlieanscendental phenomenology
and the consequences these have on the phenomeabtmgcept of life.

Transcendental Life and Ontological Simulacrum

Firstly, Richir raised doubts about the transcetalesfomain and about the
extent and radical character of the transcendeadiaiction as described by Husserl.
He sees both the husserlian phenomenology andettieggerian phenomenological
ontology as being trapped in the same onto-thecddgiaradigm as the one that
they criticiz€. Both theDaseinand the transcendental ego are seen as reliatie ins
a brand new research field that does not need tmsmepts in order to be research
and developed. This “metaphysical substructiomh@ e criticized in Heidegger’s
attempt at re-founding philosophy fBein und Zejtthat in Husserl, the latter
having for Marc Richir the excuse of the concrétenqpmenological analysethat
he assiduously practiced throughout his life, &dbantity of archive documents
clearly demonstrate.

In his early boolRecherches phénoménologicdflyé® treats the question of
the phenomenalitynd of the phenomenological individuation by rexdering the
necessity of the radical character of the phenofogiwal reduction. In these two
volumes, in addition to the husserlian critique, ve@ also find the beginning of
the strong critique of Heidegger, that he will édoue in his following volumes
such ad a crise du sens et la phénoménoldgirdMeditations phenomenologiques
As he later confessed in the bd®kénoménologie en esquissiestheRecherches
phénomeénologiqudse tried to “reconquer” the transcendental doro&iphenomena
lost by the phenomenology along the developmenHeitiegger's fundamental
ontology. One of the three main concepts introducedhe Recherchess the
ontological simulacrums{mulacre ontologique that is based on the old Kantian
distinction between the ontological and the trandeatal domain and also the
Kantian concept of the transcendental illusion. Tadicalized version of this
difference takes us to a new phenomenological texhycdeveloped also in the
Meditations phénoménologiques and L’éxperience ehs@r and to a brand new
distinction between the phenomenon and pte&enomenality The ontological
simulacrum is what a proper practiced transcentiphienomenological reduction

2 Marc Richir,Phénomeénes, temps et étfeditions Jérome Millon, Grenoble, 1987, p. 22.

% As Richir clearly acknowledges in the IntroductiorPhenomenologie en esquisddasserl’s use of the
termKleingeld as referring to the way phenomenological anablsisild be conducted is relevant. See
Marc Richir,Phenomenologie en esquisdeditions Jérome Millon, Grenoble, 2000, p. 7.

4 Marc Richir,Recherches phénoménologiquet, Fondation pour la phénoménologie transceralen
Ousia, Bruxelles1981.

® Marc Richir,La crise du sens et la phénomenolpdielitions Jérome Millon, Grenoble, 1990.
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needs to reduce. This reduction is in a way sintdathe husserlian reduction that
seeks to approach the world without the assumpltiahthe world actually exists.
But in this case it is not the world that is thgeab of the reduction, but the
simulacrum itself that reveals as an ontologicaludacrum the result itself of the
husserlian reduction: the transcendental ego wgimimortaltranscendental life.
This apory of the transcendental ego is causedéynpossibility of the
apparition or phenomenalisation of the transcemdl@go as such priori, but only
through the apparition of a psychological ego, Whiadetermines as an a priori of
a given a posteriori. This psychological ego thralesbts on the pure transcendental
nature of the transcendental ego, and this hasyaltwaen a matter of concern for
the phenomenological tradition. The concept of tmkological simulacrum is
introduced for the first time in reference to tpiseudo-duality between what is
properly phenomenalizing and whatpriori conditions this phenomenalisation.
The husserlian transcendental subjectivity appé&agsther with a certain non-
concordance in its own apparition as a psycholdgighjectivity. It shouldn't be a
psychological subjectivity, despite its apparites one. Everything happens as if the
unapparent, which could not in principle phenonieraitself, becomes suddenly
apparent. Therefore what appears contains simaoliafyean ontological illusion, the
illusion of a present being. From this general dpson of the structure of the
ontological simulacrum, the author attempts a tamdental phenomenological
description of the simulacra, this having a phermmhdimension which relegates us to
the “phenomenal dimension as such and in gendrhis. is due to the fact that “the
dimension of the phenomenon as such communicatésupdly with the dimension
of the transcendental as such”. The phenomenoraisopthe phenomenological
transcendental field is crossed by an auto-germkregiexivity that assures its
transcendental autonomy: it phenomenalizes ithetfys a posteriorias the apparence
of ana priori apparence. The latter is defined as a transcesd#iosion which
phenomenalizes itself only a posteriori and whieferences itself as appearing a
priori, retro-jecting itself a priori starting froits reflection in the phenomenon.
The ontological simulacrum consists in thetologizationof this pure a
priori and corresponds as an ontological phenoméndhe a priori transcendental
illusion. It is therefore “the phenomenon considaae a pure ontological manifestation
of the invisible or the inapparent as siichind is through this directly similar to the
mythical thinking and indirectly to the metaphysioae, which is made possible
through the first one. The transcendental illusi@m which stands all the
guestioning related to the ontological simulacrurd ranscendental individuation,
refers in Richir's phenomenology at a presupposausparency or coincidence of
the a priori and a posteriori domains, in which dhgriori appears a priori as a pure
a priori and generates through this apparition riiedel or the matrix of the
constitution of the a posteriori, which is thusuedd to the status of a copy or

® Marc Richir, Marc RichirRecherches phénoménologiqués, op. cit, p. 41.
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repetition of the a priori. Still, this coincidencannot ever be realized and it is
moreover presupposed only having the a postersitha starting point, as that
which is already phenomenalised and through thisadly reflected the a apriori
transcendental illusion, which could not have appe@therwise. What defines the
phenomenality of the phenomenon, the way of appganfi the phenomenon, is the
“originary distorsion of the appearanGeivhich consists in the ultimate impossibility
for the phenomenon to phenomenalize a priori thestendental illusion. Only a
phenomenological transcendental reduction can ldrige same level the pure a
priori apparition of the a priori and the transocemil illusion, which presupposes
the transcendental field as a condition of poggibiT he transcendental foundation
of this transcendental field is according to Riakdaublé: firstly, the phenomenon
is to itself its own fundament and secondly then@meenon is phenomenalizing
with theillusion of its own fundament. The illusion of this transdental illusion
is properly said the transcendental subjectivibgt tis, the phenomenologically
reduced apparence of the ontological simulacruromFan ontological point of
view the simulacrum appears as an illusion thattisean origin of the appearance
that can appear at its turn, appearag)a phenomenothat can generate other
phenomena, thus reversing the order of the tradso¢al-phenomenological genesis
from the a posteriori to the unapparent a prioramoontological order of genesis
that starts with the pure a pribiinothingness, one, Being) and ends with the a
posteriori, which will be irremediably interpretad being, thought or phenomenon,
clearly in the ontological sense. The confessedraption in this doctrine of the
ontological simulacrum is on the one hand that #mEpearance and the
transcendental cannot deliver by themselves thb &bout themselves, the latter
being ultimately tied to the illusion and on théet hand that the transcendental
cannot appear other than under the disguise abtt@ogicalas if (comme si, als
0b)'°. As a sort of a definition, Richir argues that ttenscendental is in a sense
the illusion that takes itself as its own objéct

Even if in theRecherches phénoménologiquke reduction seems more
abstract, intimately tied with the thinking capgiciadlthough permitting the access
to an unfamiliar “transcendental domain” for theders of Husserl, later on the
phenomenological reduction that grants the accesghé phenomenological
domain will be called hyperbolical and architectahi We refer to the volumes
Méditations phénoménologiqugmublished in 1992, which aims at re-founding the
phenomenology through a phenomenology of languaugg Laéxperience du
penser published in 1996, in which different types ofrdolical institutions are
considered, including the mythological and philddopl one. Here the

7 Ibidem p. 23.
8 Ibidem p. 45.
® Ibidem p. 46.
1% |bidem p. 63.
™ |bidem p. 64.
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phenomenological reduction is very clearly relat@@ kind of death in regard to
what Richir calls the “symbolical institutioninstitution symboligulg this meaning
the human system of references, encompassing nisdlgjons, ways of behaving,
practices, in which we all already live and whigemsis perennial and without
discernable origin. Through the reduction the azéggranted, for only one instant
(en clignotement to what is beyond and pre-determines this syiohlahstitution,
more precisely to the phenomenological movementitef foundation. The
phenomenological life experience, “vivre” thus seizis different from the
husserlian one because it includes a huge nonsireset, this meaning absent
content and intentional references to a transceateast and future, defined as
one that an ego never lived and will never be ahbmnticipate.

Individuation theory

The major difference concerning the reduction igard to the reductions
proposed by Husserl and Fink is its dependencHdotaity. What Richir calls the
experience of the sublime is closely related witfectivity. The hyperbolical
epocheis a non standard epoche compared to the clasisicsderlian one. It
consists in “suspendre et a surprendrméme les apparitions et les apparaissants
les structures intentionnelles elles-mémasla fois pour dégager, chaque fois, ce
qui est le type propre de leur Stiftung, et powéaer a ce que nous nommons le
phénoméne comme rien que phénom&n&he reduction and its “moment” when
“les apparitions se désancrent de toute réalitcpnéue (déja-institué)® is to be
found in theexaiphnesf a phenomenologicdllink which is described, since the
Recherches phénoménologiquas a fevirement immaitrisable”, accessible to
all human beingand not only to phenomenologists (thus expressismgpposition
towards Heidegger, for whom only the chosen, adib@mes can arrive at such an
experience). In phenomenology we only to make amly‘anamnése (volontaire)
propre” of this “moment” that cannot be provokedr maintained.

In Richir's phenomenology we find a proximity beemethe inter-aperceptive
life that gives access to the phenomenologist t@twie calls “concretudes
phénoménologiques” and a sort of death experi@espite of his strong criticisms of
Heidegger and the way he sees deattsémn und Zejtor more precisely life
through the experience of assuming one’s deathiRatill needs a moment of
oscillatory passage through the experience of deatbrder to re-found the
transcendental phenomenology. It is this experietie will be called the
phenomenological sublime in the boBki sublime en politiqd@ Not only the
phenomenologist is the only one among philosopberess/en humans to be called

12 Cf. Marc Richir,Phénoménologie en esquissksome Millon, Grenoble, 2000, p. 478.
3 bid. p. 480.
1% Marc Richir,Recherches phénoménologiquesV. Du schématisme phénoménologique transcematian
Ousia, Bruxelles1983.
15 Marc Richir,Du sublime en politiqud ayot, Paris, 1992, p. 394-396.
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to live this experience and then analyze what cdaddinter-perceived (entre-
apercu) in the transcendental blitkgnotement

The distinctions mentioned earlier make possibleneav doctrine of
transcendental individuation that explain the pmeeoological origin of the world
we live in, that is of the symbolical institutionewvere born in and grew in. In
sum, the whole phenomenalisation movement originate a transcendental
schematisnseen as @henomenologisation orgafiorgane de phenomenalisation”).
In our eyes this complex individuation doctrindrispired from quantum physics,
in which particles appear and disappear, withaukiging in an existent state, having
thus a transcendental and not an ontological bebaviAn additional reason for
this is the fact that Richir was a physicist befoeeoming a philosopher.

At the level of the transcendental organ of phenwtagisation is to be
found the ultimate possibility of individuation. @ phenomenologist, through the
transcendental reduction, is able for an instaatjnd the instant of the inter-
aperception (entre-aperception) to grasp, throoglself-reflexivity of the schematism
itself, the process of transcendental individuatighich is, to use the French term,
a “battement en éclipses”. Like the particles immum physics, the phenomena
appear and disappear, without being captured ior@wlogical state. At this level
we cannot speak of time anymore, but instead abagss of temporalisation and
spatialisation. Like Husserl and Heidegger befomm, hRichir attempts at re-
founding the doctrine of originar temporality. Aalism between the daily, objective
and natural time, which has an instituted charatertranscendental temporalisation
is derived from the phenomenological experienceéh®Vi a radical, hyperbolical and
architectonical reduction, we cannot have access,plaenomenologists and
philosophers, to the transcendental experiencengf, which reveals the oscillatory
presence of the phenomenologist’'s seléd marked by a transcendental past and a
transcendental future in which the self never lived will ever live. This future
and past are not the ones of the phenomenologistiution, which also seem as
having far origins and ends. The latter are unifanrtheir structure, similar to the
husserlian temporality with its retensive-proteesipresent in continual and
uniform flow. The transcendental past and future aot uniform; a presence
cannot be inserted in them and flow through a sef@perceptive presents.

This critique of Husserl and Heidegger on the issiuanscendental time
brings Richir to a development of his doctrineariduage as being temporalized at
different levels and at different rhythms. Of cayrlife and death could be taken
only as words that are symbolically instituted #mat have a “condensed” setfse
that are “condensés symboliques” that can hideuttrotheir familiarity the
phenomena that lie beyond them. Life and deatloppesites, according to Richir,
only from the perspective of the symbolical ingtta and not from the
phenomenological perspective. The concrete anddhgtay we live is according

18 Marc Richir, ,Vie et mort en phenomenologie®, Altd, p. 347.
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to different “temporalisation rythm&” Life and death are therefore, in our living,
mixed and difficult to discern. If temporality iohto be conceived as uniform
anymore, the deep levels of our daily “living” bew® a lot more complex. This
movement from the abyss of the transcendental écctimcreteness of the living
(“vivre” ) is made by Marc Richir in order to analyze themmenological structure
of life, of thevivre. What is given in the latter are known componesésisations,
affections, affectivity, passions and thoughts.sEhare identified through language,
in his terms, they are “étres de language”, langusing the transcendental origin
of the languages and of all the senses that there@ptions may contain.

Body as Bearer of Life

Living is therefore not living something present,the present moment,
but living on multiple levels and according to difént ages, no matter what our
actual or real age % Phenomenologically, we can find in ourselves
simultaneously childhood, adolescence, adulthoadadeh age. In his proposal of a
short phenomenological treatise of living and dyi@gurt traité phenomenologique
du vivre et du mourjrMarc Richir takes the above mentioned componehtae
“vivre” and analyzes them phenomenologically. Wisatremarkable is that all
these analyses that represent ultimately a comftiont with the most familiar
things, like the self-reflexivity of the tact, tleetension of my affective disposition
to the world or the fact that thinking occurs whem@mething is not implicit
anymore, do not need a radical transcendental treduor a new individuation/
phenomenalisation doctrine to be accomplished. Tdrey simple analysis that
require only a lack of biases, those acquired maihtough our education and
idiosyncrasies in the way we think. Richir mainusption in these analysis is that
any concrete living is at the same time an incaahdiving (ivre incarng™. The
example of sensations shows us that our sensesomleaoclogically speaking, are
temporalized according to different rythms, follogyithe way our Erlebnisse are
temporalized. The vision seems almost instantanapnddouching and tasting take
a lot more timé. This temporalisation that individuates the sdasitakes it possible
the surviving of the sensible in the reminisceneere the classical example is of
course Proust. The paradox of the sensible, idedtihere, consists in the
opposition between the ephemeral character oféhsilsle and the slow rhythm of
its temporalisation, which exceeds the temporahdaues of the human life.

In this movement from the transcendenédaiphnesto what we can
experience and reflect on in a lot less radicalmaame could also see the husserlian
movement from the transcendental ego to the emubfiersubjective ego, that
finally ends with the body [Leib] and its “powersThe bearer of the sensations,

7 |bidem
18 |bidem p. 346.
1% |bidem p. 347.
2 |bidem p. 349.
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affections, affectivity and passions is obviously fMarc Richir neither the
transcendental ego, because the lattépsesis completely “de-localised” and “de-
centered” in the exercise of the hyperbolical pmesaological epocHé nor the
transcendental schematism, because this is anomsyamalionly makes possible the
individuation of phenomena, but the body in its mim@enological understanding
aslLeib, different from its objectivation asorper. The question of thoughts and of
their relation with the body still remains, givédretfact that in all the philosophical
tradition the two have been opposed and in Riclpiifenomenology too, thinking
in its anonymous form de penserhas been the correspondent of the phenomena
in their phenomenality, the phenomenality of thimking having the capacity of
“waking up’® the phenomenality of the phenomena.

In the volumelLe corp$? as in the article mentioned above about le vivre,
Richir treats all these components as pertainingthte body. Given the
phenomenological sense in which the body is undedst that meaning as
irrepresentable and illocalisable and moreover @isdopresent in all types of
phenomenologicaErlebnisse in perception as well as in phantasy, dreaming,
remembering, anticipation, it results that the bodyg be the bearer of the thoughts
as well as of the other components of thwee.

On one hand the ontological simulacrum seems fromarahitectural point
of view far away from the question of the body. {@e other hand, determining the
body as the bearer of lifgiyre) and establishing a transcendental phenomenologica
body asthe body, seems close to a form of ontological simulac Certainly, the
genesis of the transcendental body as the bearetraokcendental life is
phenomenological, that is, obtained through a pheEmomlogical analysis and
reiterable experience by every new phenomenologistHusserl seized it and
Merleau-Ponty developed, there is a great amouinvigible/unperceptible merged
with the visible/perceptible, in the perceptiorelfs The fact that | cannot see my
whole body is the origin of the concept of transtial body, which transcends
the domain of perception and is based on the asgmpat the types dErlebnisse
belonging to the perception had been overvaludtkiusserlian phenomenology.

The fact that life is to be conceived and undemtoo transcendental
phenomenology on the side of the transcendentalnabdhe ontological, that to
live does not mean to exist and that the phenomenalogmdy is the ultimate
bearer of life is the inevitable conclusion at wWhige arrive.

% Marc Richir,Méditations phénoménologiqueerome Millon, Grenoble, 1992, p. 81.
2 |bidem p. 99.
2 Marc Richir,Le corps Essai sur l'nteriorité Paris, Hatier, 1993, p. 10.
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ABSTRACT. The questions that my paper shall pursue are: 1atWhth leads
from Deleuze’s early writings to his latter-day ception of a life, and 2) What
can such a conception of life mean? Our path waltd a reversal and a return,
respectively, through phenomenology to Bergson.aleuze, a genuine concept
of a life is thinkable, only when the phenomenologicabject, which Deleuze
considers an illusion, has been jettisoned, redbsointo the flux of immanence.
This implies a return to a century-old philosophieaewal, namely, the reformulation
of the experience of time.

Keywords: immanence, duration, Deleuze, Bergsmolife (une vié

“No one has hitherto laid down the limits to theyeos of the body.. *or,
as Gilles Deleuze paraphrases, “we do not even kwbat a bodycan do”®
Spinoza’s words mark for us the spacing of a gaestne that, though not often
explicitly posed in Deleuze’s texts, neverthelesss/ades, just beneath the surface,
the entirety of his work: “What can a life be?” 8uan exigency is arguably the
legacy left behind by the French philosophers ef1B60’s. Giorgio Agamben, in
an essay entitled “Absolute Immanence,” famoushgsithat the coming philosophy
“will have to take its point of departure in thencept of life...” Deleuze, in his brief
and final essay, confronts this question, and thtces the concept of “a life...”
framing it in parallel with what he describes, wiHélix Guattari inWhat is
Philosophy?as goure plane of immanencBut the plane of immanence\ivihat is
Philosophy?serves more as a site of concept creation, th@lgtesophical field

! Purdue University, vcisney@purdue.edu.

2 SpinozaEthics I1l, 2 Proof.

% Gilles DeleuzeNietzsche and Philosophiyans. Hugh Tomlinson, (New York: Columbia Unisiey
Press, 1983), 39.

“ It is important that the final philosophical engamgnts of Deleuze and Foucault focused on the ponce
of life. These essays are: Gilles Deleuze, “ImmaseA Life,” Pure Immanence: Essays on a Life
Trans. Anne Boyman (New York: Zone Books, 2001) afichel Foucault, “Life: Experience and
Science,” Trans. Carolyn Fawcett with Robert Colmsential Works of Foucault, 1954-1984: Volume
Il: Aesthetics, Method, and Epistemolpgyg. James Faubion, series ed. Paul Rabinow (New: Y
The New Press, 1998). The same holds for Derritlasevfinal interview is entitied, “Learning to Live
Finally: An Interview with Jean Birnbaum,” in JaeguDerrida,Leaming to Live Finally: The Last
Interview trans. Pascale-Anne Brault and Michael Naas, gk NJ: Melville House Publishing, 2007).
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presupposed for the creation and relation of cdacegther than a plane of existence.
The questions that my paper shall pursue are: Bt\Wth leads from Deleuze’s early
writings to his latter-day conception of a lifeda2) What can such a conception of life
mean? Our path will trace a reversal and a retespectively, through phenomenology
to Bergson. For Deleuze, a genuine concem life is thinkable, only when the
phenomenological subject, which Deleuze considersiusion, has been jettisoned,
reabsorbed into the flux of immanence. This impleeseturn to a century-old
philosophical renewal, namely, the reformulatiorihef experience of time.

The dawn of twentieth century philosophy can bestiéscribed as a plethora
of conceptual rifts, brought about perhaps by these of urgency one finds in
early twentieth century thinkers. It is well-knowrat this moment in history faced
what has come to be calledcasis of foundationsthe queen of the sciencésd
been beheaded, and yet, no successor had assumdésrdre. In the field of
mathematics, but also in the sciences, in logicplilosophy, and in art and
culture, theraison d'etrehad been uprooted. The task of the philosophehén t
early twentieth century was to address this criditile some philosophers, the
precursors of what has come to be known as thelytamdradition,” sought to
found philosophical endeavor in a more rigorousiyrfulated conception of logic,
others, such as Henri Bergson and Edmund Husskdwéed by Martin Heidegger,
sought to reestablish the foundational status dbgdphy in a reformulation of
ontology, an ontology more appropriate to the regmof existence as it is lived,
thus returning to the sciences the ontologicalsotsy required. Bergson, no less
than Husserl, structured this reformulation in amotogy of duration and of
consciousness (in the broadest imaginable seng®eoivord). Both Bergson and
Husserl sought a reformulation of the conceptroétione grounded more appropriately
in experience itself, and both based their respectiethodologies on a structure of
intuition (though these structures, to be sureewearkedly different). For reasons
of chronology, we begin with Bergson.

I.  Bergson and Duration

At the height of his career, Bergson enjoyed soingtlof a celebrity
status. Edouard Le Roy, a contemporary, write9it3] “There is a thinker today
whose name is on everybody’s lips, who is deemeddiypowledged philosophers
worthy of comparison with the greatest®.And Joseph Solomon, in 1911, writes
of “the curiosity and admiration he [Bergson] hasused in wide circles in [...]
Europe and also in Americd.One of Bergson’s most famous concepts is his
concept of duration, which is introduced as eadyh#s Essai sur les données
immédiates de la conscienéen 1889, but which guides the entirety of his work

® Edouard Le RoyThe New Philosophy of Henri Bergsdrans. Vincent Benson, (London: Henry
Holt, 1913), 1.

” Joseph SolomorBergson (Port Washington, New York: Kennikat Press, 1952)

8 The English translation of this title T§me and Free Will.
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As Leonard Lawlor notes, the challenge of Bergsuonis “that we must think in
terms of duration?

Bergson's concept of duration is inherently coneedio his concept of
intuition, which marks the method of the philosaphBeleuze notes, “without
intuition as method, duration would remain a simpégchological experiencé”
All knowledge is either relative or absolute. ltreative if it is conceptual, in the
sense that the concept, as Bergson understansisit,abstraction from the object
itself, highlighting a particular aspect of the &tij but one that is conceptualizable
only insofar as it is shared by other objects. Thugltiply the concepts as we like,
and we shall still remain on the outside of thesobjstill finding only greater and
more precise degrees of generality. The conceptsnarely symbols that, he says,
translaté' the object to me. This knowledge, Bergson thiigksot without its own
value and domain—this domain being the realm ofriatural sciences, the only
possible method of which is the methodasfalysis,of concept abstraction and
appropriation. However, it is erroneous to assumag this method is proper to the
study of philosophy. The philosopher, for Bergssra metaphysician, in the sense
that she does not seek relative knowledge, alwaysimspective, but rather
knowledge that penetrates to the very essence diithg, to wit, absolute knowledge.
Intuition is the method whereby this becomes péssibo use Bergson's metaphor,
metaphysics is the science that does not emploglation, but speaks rather with
perfect fluidity the language of each object ofdstuHe thus defines metaphysics
as ‘the science which claims to dispense with syniidls

The most familiar example that Bergson could usd,iadeed does, is the
intuition whereby each of us becomes intuitivelynpathetically aware of our
individual person existing over time. Looking inwate claims, we find within
ourselves a flux that goes beyond any comparisogameproduce. He refers to it
as a “succession of states each one of which aeesumhat follows and contains
what precedes'®but it is clear from his other claims that thisrfmlation does not
adequately articulate the specificity of this flohhe states are animated with a
“common life™™ in such a way that any attempt to punctuate the, fto distinguish
individual nows one from another, is merely a falsification ofatstraction from the
flow itself.

Bergson, for numerous reasons, has difficulty ierapting to describe this
flux. Psychologists, he notes, attempt to desdtieedynamic nature of thegoin
conceptual terms of individual psychic states. Berg however, has already

® Leonard Lawlor,The Challenge of Bergsonism: Phenomenology, Ornytolidnics (London and New
York: Continuum, 2003), ix.

% Gilles DeleuzeBergsonismtrans. Hugh Tomlinson and Barbara Habberjam, (Mexk: Zone Books,
1991), 33.

™ Henri Bergson, “Introduction to Metaphysics,” saMabelle AndisoriThe Creative Mind(New York:
The Philosophical Library, 1946), 187.

' |bid, 191.

" Ibid, 192.

“Ibid.
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foreclosed the possibility of employing the conogptmethod of analysis, for any
philosophical pursuit. And this foreclosure, ifwere not certain before, is much
more so in the case of duration, due to the vetyraaof what a concept is (again,
as Bergson understands it,) and of the natureisfdiwration itself. The concept
abstracts, generalizes, and makes static, (whitheiserror of the psychologist),
imposing permanence into arbitrarily chos#ines so to speak, of the whole, thus
persuading that the whole has been reconstitutegtrims of its parts. Such, however,
cannot be the case, as the parts themselves hanefdisified ortranslatedin the
course of the analysis. The attempt to think thep@ral self of the duration in
conceptual terms has led to what we might call@tde danger,” with empiricist
and rationalist interpretations as its poles. Timpiecist seeks to isolate disparate
individual psychological states, bring them togetineder what she calls the “ego,”
yet in the end discovers that this ego always alahel escapes conceptualization,
and thus concludes that the ego itself is mearssglehat he calls the “empty
phantom.* The rationalist, however, in response to the etrsss of the ego,
asserts nonetheless the absolute unity of the peasahe locus that binds together
and unifies the various states. It is, he clainféoem without matter,” which he
says, could not “characterize a living, acting, aete personality*® Conceptual
analysis is thus ruled out according to Bergson. fild ourselves mired in a
guandary, as intuition cannot, it seems, serve desariptive method, any more
than can analysis. How then does Bergson locatedff2

The self seems to be, in its very essence, thetidnrtghat one finds in
intuition. Having ruled out conceptual analysisrdgmn assesses the benefit of
employing metaphoric images as a way of approxitgathe nature of duration.
He concludes that, though no individual image witbvide apicture of the
duration, nevertheless, taken together, the varimagyes might help to locate a
point of convergence. And images, for Bergson, woidce appropriately than do
concepts, because unlike concepts, which are ala@yE, images can represent
movement. He thus offers what we might call thestiificient metaphors.” The
first is an image of time as a thread taut betwaenspools, unwinding from one,
onto the other. The second is the image of a cspa@ctrum, consisting of a
multitude of imperceptibly transitioning shades.eTfinal image is one of an
infinitely compressed point of elastic, which isadually drawn out into a line,
focusing on its path or its movement. All thred taigrasp the duration, because
they, and (any other image will do the same), esgpmdther unity or multiplicity,
but cannot represent both. Duration is at onceiéwarf qualities, continuity of
progress, unity of directior,”and no image (even less a concept), can repriesent
The images serve to delimit the zone of indeterayirta an infinitesimal point, which
Bergson calls a point of “convergenc@But this convergence cannot be conceived as

15 |bid, 204.
18 |bid, 205.
7 |bid, 194.
18 | bid, 195.
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overlap, as when the logic student draws her Vaagraims on the chalkboard. The
images after all are mutually exclusive—each emiphasaspects that others
exclude, and excludes aspects that others emphaBiee convergence, for
Bergson, is the tension, the attunement of the maqdired to think the images at all.
Multiplying the images focuses the convergenceckvban then be seized in intuition.
We note, however, that the method of intuition e tmethod of the
metaphysician, of the philosopher, strictly spegkifhe task for the philosopher is
not to be shut up in “exclusive self-contemplatiGhbut to dispense with symbols
in the pursuit of absolute knowledge. As Deleuzesiaintuition is “the movement
by which we emerge from our own duration, by whweé make use of our own
duration to affirm and immediately to recognize thastence of other durations,
above or below us?® What Bergson referred to as teasionor intensityis important
in this case. The intuition of one’s pure duratjmmts one, not in the realm of
isolated subjectivity, but in contact with a contig of durations, accessible in varying
intensities, the limits being weakened intensityrgly scattered homogeneity, and
the infinitely intensified duration of eternity, veh he calls an “eternity of life?*
Intuition is Bergson’s method of discovering dumati which occurs at various
levels at various intensities, and through whichopened the possibility for
absolute knowledge.

[I. Husserl and the Absolute Foundation

Despite Bergson'’s stint of overwhelming popularityis also quite clear
that this status was short-lived, and Bergson,higynid-1920’s, had fallen out of
favor in most academic circles. His affinities witértain quasi-mystical tendencies
engendered a fecundity within his thinking thatvyided critics with an array of
charges: badly posed mysticism, irrationalism, abdcurantism, among many
ideological and political accusations as f&lHis fate was worsened by a very
public engagement with Albert Einstein in 1922¢eafihich it was widely agreed
that Bergson had come out the weaker of the intettws®® In 1985, Leszek
Kolakowski claims that Bergson's legacy has “suedwonly as a dead classic,”
and “that today’s philosophers [...] are almost etyirndifferent to his legacy*
It is not clear that there is any one factor thatulght about the demise of French
Bergsonism in the early twentieth century. Whatlézar, however, is that a decisive
farewell took place in the event that was Hussdyéiptism into French thought.

Y bid, 217.

2 DeleuzeBergsonism33.

21 Bergson, “Introduction to Metaphysics,” 221.

22 Bertrand Russell was one of the more noteworttBesfjson’s critics.

23 For more on this historical discussion, see SuzdBmerlac,Thinking in Time: An Introduction to
Henri Bergson (Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press, 802-13; and Keith Ansell
PearsonPhilosophy and the Adventure of the Virtual: Bergand the Time of Lif§London and
New York: Routledge, 2002), 55-65.

2| eszek KolakowskiBergson (New York: Oxford University Press, 1985), 2.
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This event was of course the Paris Lectures, gitghe Sorbonne in February of
1929, assembled in 1930, and published af€#reesian MeditationsAs Foucault
notes, this event “marked the moment: Phenomenaotgred France through that
text.”?® Levinas’ first essay on Husserl appeared in theviing months® followed
over the next few years by several others. 1930 teawpublication of Levinas’
Théorie de lintuition dans la phénoménologie desstirl which, famously, had a
profound impact on Jean-Paul Saftrevho, in 1933, wrote his brief essay,
“Intentionality: A Fundamental Idea of Husserl's @ilomenology,® followed, in
1936 by his famouka Transcendence de L’EgMerleau-Ponty’sPhénoménologie
de la perceptionis published in 1945, followed by his more ontitayy works,
inspired by the later writings of Heidegger. Bysttime, there was, as they say, no
turning back. Phenomenology, through the lens ef @kistential movement, had
overtaken French thought. Whatever initial intéliet disagreements Husserl had had
with Bergson, Husserl, it seemed, had carried &ye d

Husserl's philosophy underwent many transformatitmsoughout the
course of his career. Hlsogical Investigationsthough inestimably important for
philosophy in the twentieth century, maintain agecipation with concerns of
logic and epistemology, based in the structuresookciousness and intentionality
and for this reason, the concepts elucidated theegid in the direction of stasis.
Over the next few years, Husserl began to belitaa¢ phenomenology held a
myriad of wealth for understanding all the varialgiamic fields of experience
and knowledge. Simply put, experience far exceagkdt Husserl himself had
allowed. Thus, in the wake of thevestigations Husserl became engrossed in the
guestion of the experience of time, which wouldiphsn into the direction of the
transcendental phenomenology of tldeas and would preoccupy much of his
work throughout his life. He began to think of time the fundamental experiential
framework from which all experiences are constdut&s such, he held, it was of
fundamental priority for phenomenological study.sBerl’'s time-consciousness
structure is what Deleuze appears to be revemsitigimanence: A Life...” and so we
now turn to a brief exposition of this structdre.

Thetime-consciousnedsctures, as they are now called, were delivered as
the final part of a four-part course in Februart®5 at Géttingerf. In paragraph 25,

% Michel Foucault, IntroductioriThe Normal and the Pathologicdly Georges Canguilhem, (New
York: Zone Books, 1991), 8. This introduction is egarlier version of Foucault’'s aforementioned
final essay: “Life: Experience and Science.”

% Emmanuel Levinas, “Sur les ‘Ideen’ de M.E. HusaeRevue Philosophique de la France et de
I'Etranger, CVII (1929), 54" year, no. 3-4, March-April, pp. 230-65.

" See Simone de Beauvolgdieux: A Farewell to Sartrérans. Patrick O'Brian, (New York: Pantheon
Books, 1984), 157, as well as Ronald Hayr&anire: A Life(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1987), 97.

%8 Journal of the British Society for Phenomenologyt 1, no 2, May 1970, pp 4-5.

2 Husserl is a prolific writer, whose project was-feaching, and | realize that | am painting with
very broad strokes in my descriptions. | hope teh@presented responsibly his position.

% John Barnett Brough, Translator's Introducti@n the Phenomenology of the Consciousness of
Internal Time (1893-1917py Edmund Husserl, (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1991)i,. Xii
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Husserl mentions his notion of the “living pres&htwhichis, put simply, Husserl’s
structure of time consciousness. Husserl formuldtediving present in response
to what he takes to be inadequacies among psydbtddg describing time in its
experiential flow*? The living present for Husserl consists of theratiimpression,
“what is signified by the wordow insofar as it is taken in the strictest senge.”
The primal impression is the ever-renewed, punetuiabw moment, the moment
of perception, strictly speaking. But the livingepent consists, in addition to the
primal impression, of a halo, thickened with whatisser| callsretention and
protention Retention is a memory, but not in the sense wwanhormally use the
term, as in a recollection of a past event; ratémtion is a memory still living, still
connected to the moment of primal impression, bgihg perceived. Likewise the
living present contains an element of protentioop@asciousness of expectation. But
again, this expectation is primary; it is not txpectation of awaiting a friend, but
more immediate—in perceiving the bus approachiaghtls stop, | stand, expecting it
to pull over and let me on. It has little to do lwiteflection. The living present,
Husserl's structure of temporality, has as its alieaenter, the primal impression,
and is thickened with a halo of memory and exp&utat

As | have hinted, it is in Husserl's explorationtbE phenomenology of
time-consciousness that he comes to develop hismof absolute subjectivity.
That is to say, time-consciousness pushes phendoggnimto the transcendental
realm. In the first edition of thieogical InvestigationsHusserl, following Hume’s
lead, had denied the very possibility of experiegcianything like a pure
subjectivity, or pure egd. In the Second Edition of 193 however, Husser!
writes in the Foreword, “I no longer approve of tiegection of the pure egd®
stating however, that he has left the argumentsiimcated form in order to sustain
the dialogue into which he and Paul Natorp hadredten the subject. However,
his claims in the Fifth Investigation with respéetthe ego, are footnoted with the
claim that “I have since managed to find it*.In the time-consciousness lectures,
paragraphs 34-36, Husserl provides an argumenbé&onecessity of this discovery.

1 Edmund HusseriThe Phenomenology of Internal Time-Consciousndss. Martin Heidegger.
Trans. James Churchill. (Bloomington, Indianaidma University Press, 1964), 77.

32 Brentano serves as his chief opponent in thigjeeitand reformulation. However, whether or not
Husserl realizes it, in his critique lies a crititi of the Western model of time dating back totéties.
SeePhysics IV.9, where Aristotle describes time as a su@oessd now points, which serve to measure
change. For Aristotle, there is no time withoutrd& and no change without time. This punctilinear
model of time, coupled with the incapability of lgawentieth century psychology to conceptualize a
different sort of memory, to wit, Husserl's notiof retention led to the obvious insufficiencies of
Brentano’s account of time. This is what Husserbsbto overcome.

% |pid, 92.

% Edmund Husserl,ogical Investigations Volume, led. Dermot Moran, trans. J.N. Findlay, (New
York: Routledge, 1970), 92.

3 Contemporaneous witdeas |

% HusserlLogical Investigations Volume 8.

3" HusserlLogical Investigations Volume 1853 n8.
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Each object of consciousness, he claims, is, iressense, a process—it exists over
time, and is continuous in time, which is to saya process (which, of course, does
not preclude the possibility of change over tinfg)root, this first premise claims
that nothing whatsoever can be conceived as egistirany particular now point,
exceptas part of a larger process. Secondly, any oljédbgical necessity, is either
static or changing; any moment of stasis can opeo alteration, and any moment of
alteration can crystallize into a stasis. The dirtise phenomena themselves, however,
bear no resemblance to other objects of conscisasitgach phase of its flux is a
“continuity of shading,® such that no particular phase can be conceivedramuous
succession. On the contrary, what we find in thasttutive phenomena is the
paradox of continuous alteration. It is thus sesseto say that the phenomena do
exist, anddid exist before, (as the ego is the timeless sourngpdilevertheless
there is a certain sort of continuity to be asatib®it, namely, a continuity of flux,
consisting of the structure of thefore thenow and, it would seem, theot yet
Even if it may appear as though this structure datself be a succession, Husserl
claims that this is not the case. The structueff,itsf before, now, and not yet, is itself,
timeless, unchanging. It is filled out in an evieaweging stream of consciousness, but
the structure itself maintains its form. This i® tfabsolute subjectivity,” having
“absolute properties®® describable only metaphorically as “flux” or “flatv

[ll. A Philosophy of Immanence

Avowed torchbearers of the phenomenological temitsuch as Heideggét,
Merleau-Ponty, and Derrida, have offered many stiphted critiques, reformulations,
radicalizations, and deconstructions of the Huaseproject. By comparison, Deleuze’s
critique actually seems quite simple: Husserligcstire of time-consciousness is, in the
end, a structure of transcendence and, thoughutdaseek to provide a thoroughly
phenomenological account of experience, any philogf transcendence will of
its very nature exceed the limits of experience waiidthus falsify or “denature”
immanence. Deleuze finds a companion in his crtiqua most unlikely source,
namely, Jean-Paul Sartre’s 19B@ transcendence de l'eg®eleuze calls this
essay “decisive,” and claims that Sartre exposa®if the conditions according to
which a philosophy of immanence must be undertaleenimpersonal transcendental
field, not having the form of a synthetic personahsciousness or a subjective
identity—with the subject, on the contrary, beimgays constituted

The Transcendence of the Egaoblished in 1937, is one of Sartre’s earliest
and most groundbreaking works. This early engagemaith Husserlian

% Husserl, The Phenomenology of Internal Time-Consciousrg@sBrough’s translation here uses
the word ‘adumbrations’ in place of ‘shading.’

% |pid, 100.

40 Heidegger'scstatic temporalitys structurally similar in many striking ways taisserl’s notion of
the living present.

“1 Gilles DeleuzeThe Logic of Sensed. Constantin V. Boundas, trans. Mark Lesteh wharles
Stivale, (New York: Columbia University Press, 19%B-99.
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phenomenology emphasizes both the extent to whaecti€Ss project was indebted
to Husserl's, and at the same time, the greatréifie between the transcendental
phenomenology that Husserl had erected, and tiséestalist ontology of freedom
that Sartre was beginning to formulate. In somesywtne essay marks this transition.

The guiding contention of Sartre’s essay is thatttnscendental ego is
not found in consciousness, or behind conscioushessather, if it is discovered
at all, it is discovered only beyond or outsidecohsciousness, constituted, as a
transcendent object in the world. Early on, thenel& of Husserlian phenomenology
that had most captivated Sartre was the spontapleg¢gnsciousness. Consciousness
is defined by its intentional structure, its inh@reapacity to ‘burst toward? to
explode outward, in a perpetual spontaneity, arasiog act of self-transcendence
and escape. Husserl's claim that the ego is ratjirrerder to explain the primordial
unification of consciousness is, for Sartre, funeatally mistaken, precisely because
of the structure of intentionality. This structudey its very definition, makes
impossible the discovery of a substantial, unifyingoehind consciousness.
Consciousness is consciaafs—this is Sartre’s battle cry. It is always transdegd
so if the ego is discovered at Byl consciousness, it can only be as a transcendent
object. He claims that, although Husserl acknowésdthat the transcendence of
the ego is of a different sort than that of objestsconsciousness, this changes
nothing. In the end, it is admittedly a transcemdand it is precisely the factical
existence of transcendent objects that phenomepdiag suspended in tlagoy.
“Let us be more radical,” he claims, “and assethout fear thaall transcendence
must fall under themoyn.”*

Moreover, he denies Husserl's assertion that tleei@gomehow required
to unify consciousness. Consciousness unifiesf iisghe consciousness of other
consciousnesses, present and past, and Hussenésctinsciousness structure
already shows this, according to Sartre. We saeadyr that in Husserl's living
present the primal impression is always accompabyethemory. Sartre explains
this, not in terms of an absolute subjectivity, botterms of “transversal
intentionalities’ which are concrete and real réters of past consciousnessés.”
Consciousness unifies itself in being consciouabbject, and in being conscious
of having beerconscious of that object. Consciousness is thutedrin the objects,
[Back to the things themselves!] rather than aolabstimeless interiority.

Finally, the transcendental ego would, given itstital reality, serve a
pernicious end—it would divide consciousness, aadr‘consciousness from itself
[...] The transcendenta)” he claims, “is the death of consciousneSdt’would,

42 Jean-Paul Sartre, “Intentionality: A Fundamentakl of Husserl's Phenomenologygurnal of the
British Society for Phenomenolagyol 1, no 2, May 1970, pp 4-5.
43 Jean-Paul Sartr@he Transcendence of the Ego: An Existentialisbfhef Consciousnesgans.
Forrest Williams and Robert Kirkpatrick, (New Yoiill and Wang, 1989), 51.
“Ibid, 39.
“® Ipid, 40.
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in one sense, hypostatize what can only be destritse pure spontaneity. In
another sense, it would impose a fissure in consciess itself, thus divesting
consciousness of imbsolute—and we must take care to note Sartre’s unique sense
of absolute-status. Sartre’s sense absoluteentails that pure consciousness is
conscious of itself. But not as a self-reflectiva, dut as a pure immediacy, “all
lightness, all translucencéon a level where Being and appearance are notonge
distinct. This is perhaps difficult to parse outf lwe may state that for Sartre, the
consciousness that is conscious of itself can Ipeessed in this manner—as an
awareness of an awareness, where Husserl’s foriowlst perhaps expressible in
this way—an awareness of then its act of awareness. For Sartre, not onlis, t

as we have seen, a falsification, but it is oné¢ thalkes away from consciousness
that which is most fundamentally its own, its abtetess. Therefore, Sartre concludes,
being an unnecessary entity, one that falsifiestndes consciousness, one that can
be posited only in an act of transcendence, tleer®iroom for the transcendental
ego in a philosophical methodology that deemsf itedbe, in the manner of William
James, a “radical empiricism.”

Sartre’s essay ends with a list of “Conclusiongyt these conclusions are
far more than a mere “taking stock” of the critigone has leveled—occupying
fourteen pages, they mark rather the ontologieddi fihat has been exposed, which
Deleuze repeatedly notes as an example of a pfaneranencé’ Sartre calls this
field the “Transcendental Field® which, purified of the egological heaviness
under which it had been bound, “recovers its primtmansparency” The
transcendental subject is reabsorbed into the fieddf, as a constituted object, not
as a factically real entity behind consciousnessisTpurified, consciousness finds
once again its absoluteness, in two senses ofethe tit is absolute in the sense
that it is anothing Consciousness itself has no contents, but censigterpetually
bursting forth. And yet, it is aall as well, as it is consciousness of all those thing
transcendent to it. The chimaeras of psychologitatks, which on the basis of the
language we use would seem to point towards inberand from here to interiority,
are to be described purely in termsaot and performance Thus what Sartre has
describe is a sphere of pure immediacy, or whataiis “pure spontaneities™to
anticipate Deleuze, we might say “pure movementte Tield is impersonal,
asubjective, and is determined only by its sponti@se its burstings, which are
determined only by themselves. For Deleuze, tlgayess the key to moving beyond

“©bid, 42.

47 See, for example, Gilles DeleuzZEhe Logic of Sens®8-99; Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari,
What is Philosophy?trans. Hugh Tomlinson and Graham Burchell, (Newrky Columbia
University Press, 1994), 47-48; Gilles Deleuze, flamence; A Life...,” trans. Anne Boyman,
Pure Immanence: Essays on A Lifg(New York: Zone Books, 2001), 26, 32n2.

8 Sartre,The Transcendence of the E§&ff. This is another concept that Deleuze veike up and
use.

“9bid, 93.

% |pid, 96.
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the limitations of the subject. This essay is thevement of the reversal, the
reversal that “restores the rights of immanentafid clears the way for something
new. We turn now to the discussion of immanende@asd inWhat is Philosophy?

The issue of the plane of immanence is raisedvatlg the discussion of
the concept of the concept, what a concept is. fjlaee of immanence is a
conceptual plane, (which is not to say that the@ii#self is a concept). Rather, it is
the prephilosophical plane that is presupposedtiéniristitution of any philosophy,
in the creation of any system of concepts. To wtdad why, we need to take a
short detour through the discussion of the condery concept is a multiplicity
of components, and is in fact defined by these compts, which are “heterogeneous
components traversed by a point of absolute suateynfinite speed® The
components are united in that each one of thenesisrme degree of overlap with
at least one other component. In this space of lagerthe components are
indistinguishable, and these zones of indetermirsmye as bridges or ties that
unite the components, and hence the concept, tergditiery concept has a history,
but also has a becoming. (And on this point we W@hin to see the plane of
immanence being employed). Its history is the wawhich the concept has been
employed through various planes, various philoseghi he becoming is the way
in which the concept connects and relates to atbecepts on the same plane. The
history and becoming may or may not be the sameafyr given concept. For
instance, Husserl’s cogito is a concept that opsrah a plane with concepts such
as enoyn, reduction, and eidetic variation, while Descdrtegjito operates on a
plane with concepts such as the Natural Light amtticuous creation. Husserl's
cogito thus shares with the other concepts on theepa becoming, but not a
history. The components of concepts themselvescameepts, and the concepts
reach out to one another. This reaching out, thtisraction is why the plane of
immanence is required.

This plane, as we have said, is a conceptual planajot in the sense that
it is itself a concept—it is precisely that whicéfigs conceptualization—but that it
is required for the interrelations of any configion of concepts. It is
prephilosophical. This does not imply that it iswghilosophical, but that concepts
must always refer to a non-conceptual understardiftilosophy, they claim,
constructs, but construction presupposes two thitigghe site of the construction,
and 2) that which occupies the site. This beingctse, philosophy is the creation
of concepts,and the institution of the site. The problem of thoudias always
been, according to Deleuze and Guattari, the iefispeed of thought—the way
concepts relate to one another, the way, when saggsnew connections are

®1 Deleuze and Guattatiyhat is Philosophy27.

°2 |pid, 21.

%3 Heidegger and Descartes are two good examplede#fgr invoked what he calls a preontological
understanding of being. And for Descartes, thatkihg entails being is so obvious that it is not
even up for grabs.
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instantaneously formed and old ones, no longerimeduslip out of being. The
speed and movement of thought require, accordin@dleuze and Guattari, a
milieu that itself moves, thais movement, we might say. To elucidate, they
employ the metaphor of the wave: “Concepts are flikdtiple waves, rising and
falling, but the plane of immanence is the singlavev that rolls them up and
unrolls them.? A wave rises and falls, peaks, and levels offsitfaces can touch
at any point, encompassing multiple points in artersection, and just as quickly
as this intersection is formed, it can be undoie Wave, we might say, is nothing
more than the movement of its surfaces. The plahémmnanence is the
presupposed milieu of movement—its very life andppse is this movement that
brings concepts into interplay. With this in minagg see inWhat is Philosophya
clearer turning away from Husserl's phenomenoldgistucture, and more
specifically, the structure of the subject as thiernal time-consciousness structure.
Movement is precisely what cannot be sacrificedun image of thought, and for
Deleuze and Guattari, movement is the very eleteritis and must be sacrificed
in the positing of the transcendental subject. Blaw. Smith writes, “when one
says that the field of consciousness is immateattranscendental subject, one is
already erecting the subject as an element of cesnaence that goes beyond the
flux of experience®® Immanence becomes immanémi transcendent, in whatever
sense, religious or secular, of the word. “Whenumierstood in this way, the
plane of immanence [...] is a simple field of phenaméhat now only possess in a
secondary way that which first of all is attributecthe transcendent unity>This
could very easily be a description of Husserl. \&afl that the subject teneless
but that its internal structure is such that it ases, or constitutes timim
experience, because this is what it is its veryngato do. Deleuze reverses this
structure: “Ce n’est pas immanence qui est «la eonscience, mais 'inversé’”
For Deleuze and Guattari, the movement itself im@ry, and must remain so.

IV. An Image of A Life...

Notice, that everything we have said thus far réiggrimmanence has to
do with immanence as a movement of thinking, a eptwal plane, rather than a
plane of existence. Why then, in 1995, in Deleufwial essay, does he claim,
“We will say of pure immanence that it is A LIFEhcanothing else.”™ Something
has shifted, it seems, though it is not clear what might be. The primary theme

% Deleuze and Guattatiyhat is Philosophy236.

%5 Daniel W. Smith, “Deleuze and Derrida, Inmanente @ranscendence: Two Directions in Recent
French Thought,” in ed. Paul Patton and John PrdB=tween Deleuze and Derridéondon and
New York: Continuum, 2003), 47.

*% |bid, 45.

% Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattafdu'est-ce que la philosophiéaris: Les Editions de Minuit,
1991), 50.

%8 Deleuze, “Immanence: A Life...," 27.
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that dominates the early part of the essay is adlifamone. He writes, “What is a
transcendental field?It can be distinguished from experience in thaddesn’t
refer to an object or belong to a subjecf’. The driving theme is the a-subjective
consciousness that is proper to the plane of immameNith this in mind, he again
draws the distinction between his brand of trandeatal empiricism and any
system of knowledge having to do with the subjdgect distinction. He once
again emphasizes that immanence is immanent toingotlexcept for itself.
Immanence is immanent only in immanence. But aghiese themes have been
laid out elsewhere. What has changed that engettteideclaration of immanence
as “a life"? There is one word introduced, usedyamhce, and used in such a
manner that one can easily pass over it quicklplagous. Yet, this word is a
technical term for Deleuze, such that its use isam cannot be accidental or
arbitrary: duration. Immanence, he says, is a ‘itatale duration of consciousness
without a self.®* This word, duration, is new in describing immareniiot one
time through the course of the chapter on Immanani¢hat is Philosophy@oes
the term appear. Yet here, in the opening linghefessay, it is used to characterize
immanence. This term is the introduction that magkessible the shift to defining
immanence in terms of a life.

Duration, in Deleuze’'8ergsonisriext, is defined as “an internal multiplicity
of succession, of fusion, of organization, of hegeneity, of qualitative discrimination,
or of difference in kindit is avirtual and continuousnultiplicity that cannot be
reduced to number§®Duration is not indivisible, rather, its divisityl consists in
a perpetual heterogeneity—it divides by changing kind of thing it is. For
Bergson, the past and present differ, not in dedmatein kind. Duration might then
be defined as succession which differs from it¥efnd indeed, in an early essay
on Bergson, Deleuze defines duration whdt differs from itself® Immanence is
pure movement, but Deleuze and Guattari also teféras “pure variation® or
we may even say that immanence is pure immediayha significance of the
movement of immanence is that it instantaneousiggsrconcepts into contact
with one another. Thus, A Life, as Deleuze concgiteis immanence, infused
with duration. The use of the indefinite articleiigportant. It does not mark an
empirical indeterminacy, but a determinacy by thagcendental field, by immanence
itself. It is the indeterminacy of the individuahich is to say that it is ndiis life

% This points back to Sartre’s essay.

% peleuze, “Immanence: A Life...," 25.

®L Ipid.

62 Deleuze Bergsonism38.

8 This again distinguishes Bergson’s duration froossérl’s time-consciousness. For Husserl, retention
marks a now that was, but is no more. It is inntae of shading off, but it retains the temporal
impression, the temporal stamp, that it receivednagresent in the mode of primal impression.

® Deleuze, “Bergson’s Conception of Difference,” &hvid Lapoujade, trans. Michael Taormina,
Desert Islands and Other Texts: 1953-19(14s Angeles and New York: Semiotext(e), 200%), 3

% Deleuze and Guattaiiyhat is Philosophy29.
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or her life. It is not the life belonging to this or that subject. But thisrjpaular
indeterminacy marks the determination of the siaguh life is a pure plane of
immanence, pure immediacy, pure variation, suffusgtl duration which is the
constant movement of differentiation.

V. Conclusion

What can a return to Bergson mean? Deleuze askedubstion in 1988,
and he offered this as a response: “A ‘return togBen’ does not only mean a
renewed admiration for a great philosopher butrewal or an extension of his
project today, in relation to the transformatiofidife and society...*® A return to
Bergson is the extension of his project. And thieaks to the way in which
Deleuze always approaches the history of philosp@sy a counter-historian,
actualizing a virtual that has never been actudlizfore, in a grand experimentation
of thought. In the famous conversations betweenelxd and Claire Parnet,
Deleuze describes his own method: “I liked writettso seemed to be part of the
history of philosophy, but who escaped from it ineorespect, or altogether:
Lucretius, Spinoza, Hume, Nietzsche, Bergson,” la@adjoes on to say, “Bergson,
of course, was also caught up in French-style tyisib philosophy, and yet in him
there is something that cannot be assimilated,wdmabled him to provide a shock, to
be a rallying point for all the opposition, the etijof so many hatreds.%””

At the dawn of the twentieth century, there staed bpposing philosophies
of consciousness. One presented an ontology oftidmyanemory, and thélan
vital. The other presented an ontology of the transagabtisubject, theroyn, and
of constitution. One triumphed, while the other waarginalized and in many
ways, forgotten. A return to Bergson implies trgcthe trajectory that Bergson’s
thought might have taken, to extend it into a ratewdiscussion with today’s crisis,
which Agamben has identified as the question @. [What can this extension
bring? What can Deleuze’s final reflections on lif? Perhaps an opening to explore
the frontiers, to unsettle and dislocate anythhmg ive unreflectively take to be a
‘given’ of human nature. Perhaps to question, \@finoza, and with Deleuze, to
explore what a body can do.

% DeleuzeBergsonism115.
%7 Gilles Deleuze and Claire ParnBialogues trans. Hugh Tomlinson and Barbara Habberjam, (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1987), 14-15.
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DIFFERENCES ET CHIASMES DE LA VIE. CHRISTIANISME
ET PHENOMENOLOGIE CHEZ LE DERNIER HENRY

OVIDIU-SORIN PODAR !

ABSTRACT. The question of life is the whole Henry's preocatign in
phenomenology. But the least tree books introdacextlical change by a rigorous
theological Difference between the pure Self-afteciof the Absolute Life, and
the light concept of self-affection for the passivef the human living. This turn
accomplished the subversion of the ontological Mianby a Double between the
invisible manifestation of Life and the World's agpance. But it open too a
development concerning the relations of Fathertasdrchi-Son, the First Living
individual, the Logos who is the only one beingledilas Real Chiasm. Into the
consubstantial Trinitarian Persons first, but dlfeChiasm, which means that
every human living as Son of living God is borraitranscendental mediation of
His Logos. Gettingout of this Chiasm, forgetting the Life as Origin inste the
ego’s existence like sin and Care. For his salaatioe Logos assume the kenotic
Incarnation Chiasm, which assure, by a theologrReduction as faith and praxis
of Christ's Words, a second Birth, a baptismal Ghia

Keywords: radicality and passivity of life; monism; double paarance;
theological difference.

1. Renversement du Monisme onto-théo-logique

Le dogme chrétien s’est développé en tant que dhé@okconceptuelle»
par polémique, afin d'écarter toute compréhensiamiste (.e. hérétique) du
mystére du salut et de la déification. Ce Monismi-théo-logique contre lequel
le dogme chrétien a forgé son langage hellénisés e renversant tout de la
Gréce, est bien repérable encore dans une «phil@soprétienne» qui depuis les
médiévaux jusgu’a nos jours demeure irrémédiableerermée dans les catégories
closes d’'une «vision» trop mondaine et dans leai@plent d’'une phénoménalité
qui ne révele que de I'Etre et du Monde. Seulenierthristianisme ne se propose
pas et n'a rien a voir avec la structure de ceemilie I'ek-stasis, intervalle intentionnel
spatio-temporel d'extériorité, de la donation desses, des phénoménes pauvres
et de droit commuinde la donation de et dans I'apparaitre du visibés son début, la
confession de foi chrétienne ne met rien autreecleos évidence que cette rupture
d'avec le monde, dans un renversement qui replaoenine dans sa condition
véritable de vivant sachant de quel Invisible, d&Dieffet il recoit sa vie.

! PhD Student, Université Strasbourg 1, ovidiuspoidhar@yahoo.fr.
2 J.-L. Marion,Etant donngPUF, 1997.
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C’est bien contre ce Monisme que Michel Henry aqadnson dernier
tournant, son dédoublement des concepisur faire surgir le kérygme christique,
en réduction sous le coup de la modernité, parplniesophie dda vie du Soi
vivant en son Chiasme avec la Mie triptyque du dernier Henry dévoile «la Voie,
la Vérité et la Vie$ le Logos qui s’est «fait chaft>pour nousréduire de ses
«Paroles® Il nous montre leffectivité d’'une approche nomipsophique du
christianisme, programme rempli non par une phénofogie historiqué mais
par la seule capable et susceptible de répondne &elle question, c’est-a-dire une
phénoménologie radicale, qui demeure a la foisttilke de ce courant philosophique,
mais de laquelle elle s’écarte décisivement, dasssits les plus importants. La
tache d'une phénoménologie de la vie est ainsepenserphénoménologiquement
auto-révélation, dans sa possibilité la plus ligiére, transcendantale, dans ce qui
la rend effective, dans la matiere phénoménologapre toute auto-révélation est
faite, en laquelle elle s’accomplit et peut s’acpim- dans la chair pathétique de
la vie qui, se révélant a soi-méme, parle d’ellen@éM. Henry affirme d’'une
maniere «apodictique» qu’'une phénoménologie authenne saurait avoir d'autre
«objet» que la Vie divine s’éprouvant elle-mémesdaon Ipséité et donnant, dans
cette auto-affection, naissance au Verbe-Christust hommes transcendantaux
comme Ses «Fils». Ainsi, la Révélation de Dieu Rége» en le Christ constitue
Avénement d'un Chiasme d’'Incarnation, une «rétiolws incomparable qui rompent
avec toutes les maniéres de penser.

Phénoménologie de la vie et christianisme sont @msgruents au point
gue la Réalité dont il s’agit en eux étant la méoatte question n'est pas seulement
celle de la Vie et de sa phénoménalité propre,,mdaiss son originalité impensée,
celle dela relation chiasmique de la Vie au viva@test au christianisme que revient
d’avoir institué une telle question avant méme lg’'puisse devenir celle d'une
phénoménologie de la vie. A cet égard, elle faipscavec une dogmatique qui
semble s'imposer a la pensée comme une contrdnategére. Mais cette passivité
de la pensée a I'égard d'un contenu dogmatiqueoiervune passivité beaucoup plus
fondamentalea la passivité du vivant a I'égard de la Vi€'est la que surgit la
guestion commune au christianisme et a une phérmoagi® de la vie, la question de
la relation de la vie au vivant comprise comme rigtée au proces de
phénoménalisation de la vie et, en fin de commmroe identique a I8

% p. Audi,Michel Henry Les Belles Lettres, 20086, p. 216.

4 M. Henry,C'est moi la Vérité. Pour une phénoménologie distinisme Sedil, 1996 (désorma@MV).

® M. Henry, Incarnation. Une philosophie de la chaBeuil, 2000 (désormalisc.).

® M. Henry, Paroles du ChristSeuil, 2002, (désormaiC).

" «Derriére et & sa faveur se glisse une certaineeption de la phénoménalité, celle-la méme qui se
présente d'abord a la pensée ordinaire et qui, @uercoup, constitue le préjugé le plus ancien et le
moins critique de la philosophie traditionnellee§t’la conception de la phénoménalité qui est ertgeu
a la perception des objets du monde, soit, ereficochpte, I'apparaitre du monde lui-ménige.,, p. 47.

8 A vrai dire, il est possible pour Henry, mémessiensemble, il ne retient qu'un seul langageouligser
un aspect par quoi cette question semble releuvsrgalrticulierement de la dogmatique, et un awtre p
lequel elle semble relever de la phénoménologieloDble aspect se découvre dés que nous remarquons
qu'il est possible de le parcourir en pensée «gEndeux sens»: «de la vie au vivant», et ici dante
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2. Il est d’abord décisif de marquer le «disposttife lecturele Doublede
toute phénoménalité, le clivage Vie-Monde sur léqgecalquent tous les autres
clivages que les monismes (techno-scientifique,uctiraliste-linguistique,
psychanalytique, etc.) gardent en oubli: Chair-sofgseule notre chair nous
permet de connaitre quelque chose comme un €8ypsSoi-ego. Avec le
christianisme surgit I'intuition inouie d’un autieogos>', non pas le Logos grec
de la phénoménalité du monde, mais le Logos dadadont la phénoménalité est
la substance phénoménologique de cette vie elleenéam étreinte pathétique, sa
jouissanc¥. Il s’agit avec le Double apparaitre du fait qad/Erité de Vie différe,
tant par essence que par manifestation, de laévédtt monde, le premier trait
capital de cette Vérité étant qu’elle ne différeriem de ce qu’elle rend vrai. Tout
ce qui se montre dans le monde est étranger ae @ia vie. On va comprendre
que l'apparaitre du monde n'est pasulemenindifférent a tout ce qu'il dévoile,
mais encore, «il est incapable de lui conférerisnce’’. Avec I'idée d'une
Révélation pure sans écart et différence entreutesg montre (essence) et la
maniére en laquelle se montre (manifestations, naugies pour les théologiens),
par conséquent d’'une révélation dont la phénonténadi la phénoménalisation de
la phénoménalité elle-méme, nous sommes en présgmckessence que le
christianisme place au principe (archi-logos) datdéochose: Rieu est cette
Révélation pure qui ne révéle rien d’autre que Bigu se révebs™,

Un recours a la phénoménologie ne se révéle féqueds'il est capable
d’opérer ce renversement, en tant geduction théologiquéde la transcendange
du Monde &l'immanence dela Vie du monisme de toute la pensée, en substituant au
Monde de I'Etre, & l'inhérence de I'étre-au-monaiee phénoménologie (liturgique)
de la Vié®. C’est ce renversement qui nous conduit & la teéextra-ordinaire,
d’une Donation en partage aux Soi de l'auto-réi@tatdle Dieu qui ne doive rien a
la phénoménalité du monde, mais la rejette bieridplaomme foncierement
étrangére a sa phénoménalité propre, commeircéductibilité radicale a toute

c'est la dogmatique qui en sait plus dans la mesurelle serait la Parole méme de la Vie; ou, au
contraire «du vivant a la vie», de nous-mémes darlg,c’est la phénoménologie qui peut nous adfler;
l'article de M. HenryLe christianisme: une approche phénoménologicuegRiblié elPhénoménologie
de lavie, tome IV,Sur I'éthique et la religion(désormai&&R), PUF, 2004, p. 95-111.

° G. AgambenQu’est-ce qu'un dispositifPayot-Rivages, 2007.

¥inc., p. 10.

1pC, p. 94.

12 Non dans le Logos grec en lequel ne prennent faeedes significations ou des concepts, des
représentations ou des images, qui parlent etagame a la maniére des hommes, qui pense comme
eux. Mais dans un Verbe plus ancien et qui, aaii¢ monde concevable et la ou il n'y a encoreiau
monde, parle a chacun, dans cette chair qui esetae, dans ces souffrances comme dans livresse
d’exister - «le Verbe de Vieinc., p. 28.

3 |bidem, p. 61.

“CcMV, p. 36-37.

15 C'est drailleurs, pour nous, le sens ultime d'wbversion liturgique opéré par J.-Y. Lacoste,
Expérience et Absgl®PUF, 1994.
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forme mondaine de connaissance et de sciéne& Dieu compris comme son
auto-révélation selon une phénoménalité qui lui pebpre, un accés n’est
susceptible de se produire que la ou se produitaito-révélation et de la facon
dont elle le fait. Ce n'est pas la pensée ni le monde, intentisnrgpli nous
manque pour accéder a la Révélation de Dieu, hiecoatraire, c’est seulement
guand la pensée fait défaut, par ré(con)ductioma &ik, que peut s’accomplir
auto-révélation de Dieu. Ou s’accomplit cette@tévélation, sinondans la Vie,
comme l'essence de celleccomme I'essence de cette auto-révélatiddér ¢a
Vie n'est rien d’autre que ce qui s’auto-révélde..fait méme de s’auto-révéler,
I'auto-révélation en tant que tek&. Le renversement pense la préséance de la Vie
sur la pensée de I'ex-istence moniste, le retouem¢rnoncerne un élargissement
radical du concept de phénoménalité.

La Vie en tant qu’auto-révélation se révele ellamag et tout cela n’est
possible que parce que son mode de révélagoore le monde et son «au-
dehors». Définitivement pour Henry, «vivre n'est ssible dans le mongda
Vie ne jette pas au-dehors ce qu’elle révele,lelteent en soi et le retient dans une
étreinte si étroite que ce qu’elle révéle, c’el-eléme. La Vie s’étreint, s’éprouve
sans distance, sans différefic®ans I'auto-révélation de la Vie prend naissaace
Réalité «mpressionnelle dans I'effectuation phénoménologigie son auto-
impressionnalité™. Que le contenu de la Vie, ce qu'elle éprouvet koiVie
méme, renvoie a une condition plus fondamentagssénce méme du «vivre», a
un mode de révélation dont la phénoménalité spgmfiest la chair d’'un pathos,
une matiere affective pure, dont tout scission,teogéparation se trouve
radicalement exclue. Dieu est Vie qui ne se mojamsais dans le visible du
monde, impossible de I'y apercevoir, mais nous avpaurtant un accesOq
n'accede pas a la vie, a sa propre vie, a cellealgses, a celle de Dieu, par le moyen
des sens®, mais seulementlans la Vie et par elle-méme. La présupposition
décisive revient a dire qu’en tant qu'auto-révélatic’est la Vie elle-méme qui
parvient en soi en chaque Soi. En elle, c'estraléene qui accomplit la révélation,
c’est elle-méme qui est révélée. C’est parce gest ¢ta Vie elle-méme qui parvient
originellement en soi, et cela en tant qu’elle asto-révélation, qu’elle vient en
premier. Rien et personne ne pourront jamais pareenelle si son parvenir dans
la Vie ne s’appuie sur le propre parvenir de la &fesoi, si son parvenir dans la
vie ne s’identifie au parvenir originel de la Vie elle-méme.

16 A voir le trés éclairant article d’'Henre que la science ne sait padsnsE&R, p. 41-51.

cmy, p. 39.

8 M. Henry,Phénoménologie de la chair. Philosophie, théologig&gése. Réponsgs 143-193, une
réponse a Emmanuel Falque, p. 174, dans Philippellegéd.),Phénoménologie et christianisme
chez Michel Henry. Les derniers écrits en déb@esf, 2004.

®inc., p. 82.

2pC, p. 134,
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3. La Vie phénoménologique absolueest la Vérité de Dieu dans son
Auto-Révélation. Dieu est la Vie, Dieu seul eswVia, il n'y a qu’une seule Vie,
celle de Dieu, l'unique essence de tout ce qu{ixet mono-théisme). Il ne s’agit
pas d'une essence immobile a la maniére d’'un arpbétiéal, mais d’'une essence
agissante, se déployant avec une force invincgdarce de puissance, puissance
d’engendrement immanentfe tout ce qui vit et ne cessant de lui donnerida v
Dieu est 'essence de la Vie, il est d’essence ide &ar la Vie n’est rien d’autre
gue ce qui s’'auto-réveéle... le fait méme de s'aét@ler, I'auto-révélation en tant
que telle®. L'essence de la Vie et celle de Dieu ne sont merseule et méme
essence. Cette apparente tautologie impligue gest da Vie (essence) qui
accomplit la révélation (manifestation), qui révétais aussi que ce qu’elle révele
la Vie, c’est elle-méme. Dans la vie et seulememtsdla Viel'essence de la
manifestation est la manifestation de I'essence

A Tlauto-révélation de la Vie, I'lpséité originellet essentielle lui
appartient comme ce qui la rend possible. C'esBainsingulier qui s’étreint lui-
méme, qui s'affecte lui-méme, qui s'éprouve lui-neémt jouit de soi, sans
différence de I'étreinte dans laquelle la Vie sisisat s’empare de soi, n'étant que
le mode selon lequel elle le fait, de telle facare ¢p vie ne peut s’éteindre soi-
méme et ainsi se révéler a soi dans la jouissa@@®ig qu'en générant en elle ce
Soi qui s’étreint lui-méme comme cette effectuat@rénoménologique. Ce Soi
singulier dans lequel la Vie s’étreint elle-méme, $oi qui est le seul possible
selon lequel cette étreinte s’accomplit, est leriee Vivant. L'Archi-intelligibilité
de Dieu est I'essence méme de la Vie absolue, lavement de son auto-
génération en tant que son auto-révélation en swhévintérieur a ce mouvement,
comme le mode tiopos hypostatigue) méme selon lequel ce mouvement
s’accomplit. Le Verbe est I'Archi-Intelligibilité & Soi de la Vie de Dieu. Aucune
Vie n'est possible qui ne porte en elle un pren®ai vivant en lequel elle
s’éprouve elle-méme, aucun vivant n'est en dehersedmouvement par lequel la
Vie vient en soi en s’éprouvant soi-méme dans led8ace vivant. Rour autant
qgue l'auto-donation de la Vie absolue en laquellest donné a soi s’accomplir
effectivement en lui, tout Soi se trouve étre dmenéoup un Soi réet. «a vie
est incréée. Etranger a la création, étranger aund® tout procés conférant la
Vie est un procés de génératiéh

21 Dans le christianisme, «Transcendangatdire « 'immanence de la Vie en chaque vivafC, p. 54
(souligné par nous). A voir concernant le concepryen ddranscendancet sur son statut, I'article de
F. KhosrokhavanMichel Henry ou l'intériorité radicalep. 57-77, et également sunmanencdarticle
de Y. Yamagatd,'immanence et mouvement subjeqif129-140, eD&G. Aussi les remarques de S.
Laoureux: «Ce qui nous interpelle, c'est uniquerfeentvendication de leur statut phénoménologique,
«Sur le fond de référence au christianisme, lesiafsrtravaux se présentent comme la description la
plus complexe et nuancée de la structure de I'inemza»op. cit, p. 209 et 210.

Z My, p. 39.

Bnc., p. 261.

%pC, p. 107.
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C’est la Vie qui génére tout vivant concevable. Man ose pourtant
élargir, sans le risque d'un contresens henrgaest la Vie qui procede tout
esprit/souffle/pneuma concevabl€ette génération du vivant, la Vie ne peut
accomplir que pour autant qu’elle est capable stengendrer elle-méme, de
méme que la procession de I'esprit ne peut I'acdiorgpe pour autant qu’elle est
capable de se procéder (d’)elle-méme. Dieu enga@tVie est relatiodesSoi. Il
n'est pas du tout absurde de concevoir la Triniig&eers la phénoménologie de la
Vie, alors gu'on a accusé Henry de ce manque m&wmal un monothéisme
trinitaire peut échapper au monism@ette Vie est incréée, elle est inengendrée en
tant quauto-engendrée, mais elle est augsiogés de génératioff. Auto-
Procession de Soi par I'Auto-Génération de Solie ne peut I'accomplir que
pour autant qu’elle est capable de s’engendree etedprocéder (d’)elle-méme. Le
Pére seul est capable de s’engendrer Lui-mémentrgtee Vie In-engendrée de
son auto-génération, In-procédée de son auto-miocesLes relations d’Auto-
Procession et d’Auto-Génération se jouent a I'ietérde Dieu lui-méme, en tant
gue génération du Premier Vivant au sein de I'gyfoération de la Vie et
procession du Seul Procédé par seul le Pére aulsdiauto-procession de la Vie.
Ce qui est généré dans la Vie en tant que PreniNenVle christianisme I'appelle
le Fils premier-né, ou le Fils unigue. Ce qui esicgdé dans la Vie en tant que
Premier Souffle Donateur de Vie le christianismagppelle Saint Esprit. La Vie
absolue, en tant quelle s’engendre elle-méme ef ge faisant, elle engendre le
Premier Vivant, le christianisme I'appelle le Pére. Pére — entendons par la le
mouvement que rien ne précéde et dont nul ne colenadm par lequel la Vie se
jette en soi pour s’éprouver soi-méme —, le Pégerdre en lui éternellement le
Fils, le Premier Vivant, Celui en I'lpséité origlleeet essentielle de qui le Pére
s'éprouve lui-mént@ mais il procéde aussi, étant le Seul a le Faire Soi
hypostatiqgue du Souffle de la Vie. C’est dans Iéwgénération en tant qu’Archi-
naissance de I'Archi-Fils, I'Archi-Logos, que le reés’auto-procéde en tant
gu’Archi-procession du Premier Soufflee Verbe est ainsi le Chiasme du Pére et
de I'Esprit dans l'intériorité consubstantielle périchorétique des Soi de Viea
Différence théologique des Soi se produit & lirg@r de leur réciprocité
chiasmigue consubstantiell@énération et Procession sont les modes mémes selon
lesquels la Vie s’accomplit des Soi aussi anciersslg Pére, comme Lui il se tient
au Commencement. Le Verbe n'est pas le premiemvigagendré par la Vie au
cours d’'un processus qui aurait commencé sans ést dans I'auto-engendrement
de la Vie ce par quoi et ce comme quoi cet auteediggment absolu devient
effectif. L'Esprit n'est pas le premier souffle pémlé par la Vie au cours d'un
procés qui aurait commencé sans lui, il est dangd-procession de la Vie ce par

% |bidem

%My, p. 76.

27 On se place ici, évidemment, du c6té de la thitmthodoxe. Orthodoxe pas seulement par rapgert &
théologie occidentald{lioque), mais surtoubrtho-doxepar polémique dogmatique contre le monisme.
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guoi cette auto-procession absolue devient effechion pas contingents, le Premier
Souffle et le Verbe Premier Vivant sont au contrde@s premiers parmi tous les
souffles vivants qu’engendre la Vie, étantérieurs et consubstantielsu sens fort a
l'auto-engendrement/procession de cette Vie, et @@inme son auto-révélation, cette
Vie ne peut s'accomplir sans eux comme eux ne peaccomplir sans elle.

Cette venue incessante de la Vie, son éternel paree soi est un proces
sans fin, un mouvement. Dans I'accomplissemennéltate ce proces, la Vie se
jette en Soi, s'écrase contre Soi, s’éprouve sorepéouit de(s) Soi, produisant
constamment sa propre essence pour autant queicediesiste dans cette jouissance
de soi et s'épuise en elle. Ainsi la vie s’engerteete continment elle-méme. Ici
s’accomplit I'effectuation phénoménologique actigle venir en soi de la vie
comme venir dans le s’éprouver soi-méme en legsitie tout vivre concevable.
C’est la facon dont la Vie absolue vient en soisdane Archi-passibilité propre a
l'auto-affection pathétique de tout «vivre» condsea c’est I'Archi-pathos de cette
Archi-chair qui se trouve présupposé en toute pimé&malisation de la vie et ainsi en
tout vivant®. La Vie demeure éternellement en soi. La Vie esnhBure Eternelle.

4. Le Fils Originaire

«Dieu a fait 'homme a son image et a sa resseroblddieu étant la Vie,
'homme est un vivamf®. Henry joint ici une conception entiérement nouvelke
I'nomme aussi, sa définition a partir de la Viengtdué par elle, 'homme vivant,
invisible, charnel— «invisible en tant que charnéf. «Nous le savons parce que
nous sommes des vivants et qu'aucun vivant n'eah/s’il ne porte en lui la Vie
non comme un secret inconnu de lui mais commemélae qu'il éprouve sans
cesse, comme cela en quoi il s’éprouve comme sargmssence et sa réalité
méme>". Pour autant qu’une telle relation de la Vie atamt concerne non plus le
rapport de Dieu a lui-méme (une seule Vie en t®di), mais son rapport a
I'hnomme, elle se produit comme génération de I'h@rtranscendantal au sein de
'auto-génération de Dieu. Aucun vivaradam-evg sans la Vie. Une loi qui,
décryptée sur I'essence de la Vie absolue, concemaie vie possible. Rour
autant que l'auto-donation de la Vie absolue enuklte il est donné a soi
s’accomplir effectivement en lui, tout Soi se t@@re du méme coup un Soi
réeb¥. Ce qui est généré dans le Vie en tant qu’un herest appellé ainsi «Fils
de Dieu». Naitre, ce n’est pas ici venir dans lendeo(méme pas celui de la
Création), mais venir dans la vie, et ainsi, dams chair, car «la vie révele la chair
en I'engendrant, comme ce qui prend naissancelensel formant et s’édifiant en
elle, tirant sa substance phénoménologique puréa dabstance méme de la vie.
Une chair impressionnelle et affective, dont l'imgsionnalité et I'affectivité ne

Bnc., p. 243.
2pC, p. 109.
Onc., p. 29.
%pC, p. 104.
2nc., p. 261.
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provient jamais d'autre chose que de I'impressititthat de I'affectivité de la vie
elle-méme¥. Venir a la vie,entrer en elle c’est accéder a cette condition
extraordinaire et mystérieusiee( mystique, invisible), d’étre désormais un vivant
charnel. Loin que la vie soit incapable de prerchair, elle est la condition de
possibilité de celle-ci, loin d’'étre incapable decevoir la vie, la chair en est
I'effectuation phénoménologique. Car notre chaish’rien d’autre que cela qui,
s'éprouvant, se souffrant, se supportant soi-mé&ra@si jouissant de soi selon des
impressions toujours renaissantes, définit notrelition des vivants de la chair du
Souffle méme de la Vie.

5. La Différence théologique

«Le vivant ne s’est pas fondé lui-méme, il a und-qui est la vie, mais ce
Fond n’est pas différent de lui, il est 'auto-atien en laquelle il sauto-affecte et
a laquelle, de cette facon, il s'identiffé»La Vie est plus que 'homme, plus que
ce qui fait aux yeux de la pensée classique sonahité plus que raison et
langage; la Vie qui ne dit mot sait tout en tous b&aucoup plus que la raison ;
chez I'homme aussi bien qu’en Dieu. Mais — c'aéstihe autre thése absolument
décisive du christianisme — la Vie est égalemard gle 'homme compris de fagon
adéquate en tant que vivahe vivant n’est ni en périchorése ni consubstaritikl
Vie au sens fort, tri(u)nitaire, mais co-natureloein-génial de cette Viéa Vie est
plus que le vivant. Le vivant ne parvient dans la vie gur le Forid en lui du
parvenir originel par lequel la Vie parvient en.sdia non-réciprocité est le trait
décisif de la nouvelle relation fondamentale quasneenons de découvrir, la relation
intérieure et caché de 'homme & Dieu, plus exaeterde Dieu & 'ThomméS: Henry
fait ici une distinction capitale entre un conckpt, naturant, et un concept faible,
naturé, de l'auto-affectidh qui marque la différence entre 'homme et la Vie
phénoménologique absolue, car le concept fort ngi@at qu'a Dieu, comme auto-
donation et auto-révélation d’'une affectivité trearsdantale pathétique et ainsi
d’ «un passage absolf. Aucun vivant ne s’est pas apporté soi-méme datig ¢
condition de s’éprouver soi-mémelLa< non-réciprocité désigne la génération
immanente de notre vie finie dans la vie infinidDiew™. Le Soi singulier s’auto-
affecte en étant cette identité de I'affectantest’dffecté, mais il n'a pas posé lui-
méme cette identité.Le Soi ne s’auto-affecte que pour autant que s-affiecte

33 |bidem p. 174.

34 phénoménologie matériellRaris, 20042, p. 177.

% «Le vivant ne s'est pas fondé lui-méme, il a undequi est la vie, mais ce Fond n’est pas différent
de lui, il est I'auto-affection en laquelle il stabaffecte et a laquelle, de cette facon, il s'tifa»,
Phénoménologie matériellParis, 20042, p. 177.

%pC, p. 44.

STCMV, p. 135.

% R. Kihn,Le Passage Absolu. De I'affectivité comme la sealtitude possiblep. 141-167 en
D&G.

¥pC, p. 46
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en lui la Vie absolué} Du coup ce Soi est déterminé essentiellemeriapaassivité
a I'égard du procés éternel de l'auto-affectiongpude la Vie qui 'engendre et ne
cesse de I'engendrer, une passivité qui le meted€ommencemerdt I'accusatif
passif!, faisant de lui un Moi, et non un Je, et aipsissif vis-a-vis de soi-méifie
«la passibilité d'une vie finie puisant sa posstBildans I'Archi-passibilité de la
vie infinies*’. La Différence théologique exprime ici la Transt@mce de
'lmmanence Pure de la Vie par rapport a l'auteetibn de I'immanence de la vie
du vivant dans laquelle il vit sa passivité.

6. Le Chiasme Originaire

C’est ici que se découvre la raison pour laguallealpport de 'lhomme
transcendantal a Dieu n’est pas un rapport dinegis seulemernhédié par et en le
Verbe condition de tous les autres fils, car, si auguant n'est possible que dans
la Vie, il I'est dans I'Archi-Fils, et en lui unigument, comme Ipséité essentielle
impliguée en tout «s'éprouver soi-méme» d'un Sett€condition de s'éprouver
pathétiquement soi-méme, qui est 'essence deSmiutoncevable, aucun Soi ne la
tient donc de lui-méme mais seulement de la vigleet’Ipséité originelle en
laquelle elle s’éprouve dans le Soi du Premier Nivétre un Soi n'est possible
gue dans le Logos, de méme que ma Chair n'est pashair, mais la Chair du
Christ“. L’Archi-Fils précéde tout Fils comme I'essencégiistante et préétablie
sans laquelle et hors de laquelle ne saurait #édjfielque chose comme un Fils,
comme un Soi vivant, comme ce Moi transcendantaljgisuis. Premier-Né dans
la Vie et Premier Vivant, I'Archi-Fils détient I'g@ité essentielle en laquelle I'auto-
affection de la vie parvient a I'effectivité, etest dans cette Ipséité seulement et a
partir d’elle que tout autre Soi et ainsi tout Mi@inscendantal vivant sera possible.
Fils de Dieu, ’'homme ne peut I'étre donc qu’enttqure «Fils dans le Fil83» Dans
le christianisme, la génération du Premier Soi ¥ivdans I'auto-génération de la
Vie est l'archétype de tout Soi vivant concevalil@iaesi de 'homme. Je ne me
suis apporté moi-méme dans cette chair, maistéapporté en elle dans la venue
en soi de la Vie révélée a Soi dans I'lpséité denfer Soi. C'est dans la chair de
ce Premier Soi que jai pris chair, que je suisweéans la condition d’un homrfe
C’est la fagon dont la Vie absolue vient en soisdane Archi-passibilité propre a
lauto-affection pathétigue de tout «vivre» conddea c’est I'Archi-pathos de

40CMV, p. 136. Cest elle, dans son auto-révélation)eydionne & Iui-méme, c'est elle dans son étreinte
pathétique qui lui donne de s'étreindre pathétiqererat d'étre un Soi.

41 Auto-affection pure qui pour nous n'a rien du momsnétaphysique dont M. Richir accuBeagments
phénomeénologiques sur le langalyilon, 2008, p. 11.

42 Non pas un attribunétaphysiqu@osé par la pensée, mais une détermination cafgitce Soi
s’exprime spontanément a I'accusatif. Un accusgiifn’impliqgue aucune accusation d’'un moi par
I'autre, mais résulte de sa génération, du dora déd.

“nc., p. 243.

4 Archi-christologie article cité, p. 12&nE&R.

S CMmy, p. 141.

8 Cf. l'article La vérité de la gnose. 131-145, elt&R.
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cette Archi-chair qui se trouve présupposé en tphtsoménalisation de la vie et
ainsi en tout vivarif.

La relation de la Vie au vivant est donc uredation originairement
chiasmiqueLe Fils Originaire, de méme que tout Fils transieatal, parvient a la vie
en partage de la Vie par la Médiation du Verbe, astiici Chiasme Originaire. Le
vivant parvient de la Vie en s’appuyant sur le peoparvenir de la Vie en soi, en
s'identifiant & elle en Chiasme, et seulement ei@sdie. Archi-intelligibilité est le
Verbe de Vie en laquelle cette Archi-intelligikdlide la Vie s’accomplit, elle est la
chair en laquelle le Verbe de Vie se fait identiguehacun des vivants que nous
sommes les homnf&simmanence transcendante et Trans-passibili-patssibl€ &
tout vivant, 'essence d’'un Soi tel que le nétresh’possible que dans cette Ipséité du
Verbe qui le précéde, sans étre apporté lui-méme dette condition d'étre ce Soi
qu'il est sans pouvoir le faite Naitre a la vie, naitre & soi-méevenir dans la vie,
venir de la vie, et a partir d’elle, de telle saytee la vie n’est pas le point d'arrivée
mais le point de départ de la naissance, c'esteavehir a la vie a partir de cet auto-
engendrement de la Vie absolue qu'est le Pére. @ninoette naissance se produit-
elle? C'est précisément a cette question décisieevagnt de répondre la théorie de la
génération du Premier Vivant, dans l'auto-génématie la Vie phénoménologique
absolue. C’est uniguement parce que la ou s'aciotople venue en soi et toute vie
concevable de par la puissance de la Vie absolug’apporte elle-méme en soi, «
cette venue originaire en soi-méme s’accomplit dargathos originaire de sa pure
jouissance de soi — dans I'Archi-Pathos d’'une AKChair — que partout et
nécessairement, partout ou une vie viendra ercetig venue sera identiquement celle
d’une chair, la venue en soi de cette chair dafschi-Chair de la Vie™.

Aucun Soi n'est possible qui n'ait comme substapleénoménologique,
comme sa chair, la substance phénoménologique etda de I'Archi-Fils. Le
Christ n'est pas d'abord le médiuentre 'homme et Dieu, il est d'abord le
médium entre chaque Moi et lui-méme, ce rappoudi&si permet a chaque Moi
d’étre un moi, car tout Moi qui se rapporte a stidans uraccroissement de soi
comme auto-affectioau il touche a soi dans sa chair phénoménologidente.
Dans ma chair, je suis donné & moi-méme, feaise suis pas ma propre chair
mais une chair vivante qui celle de I'Archi-Logeguelque chose comme une
chair ne peut advenir et ne nous advient que dib&&at La génération du vivant
dans la Vie est celle de notre Soi transcendaatas tArchi-Soi de la Vie absolue,

“TInc., p. 243.

“nc., p. 28.

49 C’est la maniére radicale pour nous de comprébemi# la transpassibilité de Maldiney.

%0 |bidem p. 128.

51 F.-D. SebbahiNaitre & la Vie, naitre & soi-méme. A propos dedton de naissance chez Michel
Henry, p. 95-116, e&G.

2|nc., p. 174.

%3 |bidem p. 27.
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dans son Verbe, et, identiguement, celle de nowprp chair dans I'Archi-Chair
du Verbe. Impossible de parvenir jusqu'a quelqudimon a travers le Verbe-
Christ, impossible de toucher une chair sinon &ets une Chair originelle,
laquelle dans son Ipséité essentielle donne cbti, donne a se sentir soi-méme
et de s’éprouver soi-méme, lui donne d’étre unércha Moi n'estancré (X) en
lui-méme que par la force de I'lpséité essentigile le donnant a lui-méme, en le
liant a lui-méme dans son étreinte pathétiqueitaléalui ce Moi qu’il est a jamais.

En cette Archi-Ipséité de la Vie advient non sewetma possibilité de
chaque vivant en tant que Soi, mais il y a encer gue, grace a cette ipséité en
laquelle il se rapporte a lui-méme, touche a chamiret de son étre, s’éprouve lui-
méme et jouit de soi, ce vivant n'est pas seulernantnoi mais celui-ci, ce Moi
irréductible a tout autre, éprouvant ce qu'il épmiet sentant ce qu'il sent, a la
différence de tout autre. Non pas parce que cd fpiouve est différent de ce
gu’éprouve tout autre ou parce que ce qu'il sehtdé&rent de ce qui sent tout
autre. Mais parce que c’est lui qui I'éprouve et lgusent. Lui, irréductiblement
différent au sein d'une seule et méme vie, d'undeset méme Ipséité. Et cela
parce quetelle est 'essence de I'Archi-Ipséité dans laafisolue que, donnant a
tout ce a quoi elle se donne de s’éprouver soi-méfleen fait, dans I'effectivité
phénoménologique de ce «s'éprouver soi-méme», uatSolument singulier et
différent de tout autse”.

Apodictiguement, personne (aucun Soi hypostatigqiedt possible sinon
dans I'lpséité qu’engendre la Vie absolue en s'épaat soi-méme dans son auto-
affection originelle. Etre un Moi transcendantalavit, un Individu, dans l'extréme
originalité de la pensée chrétienne, c'est étre dae relation avec la Vie, une relation
qui a lieu dans la Vie et qui procéde d’elle, sagsielle aucun «vivre» ne serait pas
possibl€®. L'intuition abyssale du christianisme marque d#jié transcendantale
comme condition de I'Individu aussi bien que la \gei est le premigprincipium
individuationisqui fonde toute Ipséité et ainsi tout Soi transeemal. Comprendre
I'Individu a partir de la co-appartenance origieaile la Vie et de I'lpséité, dans
cette connexion décisive, c'est de comprendre ahddpi transcendantal a jamais
distinct et irremplacable dans I'Archi-naissance ldpséité qui est le Logos de
Vie, avant tout moi, avant tout individu. De surcroitmme Celui qui donne cette
vie, car avant de conduire les vivants a la Viepitduit la Vie jusqu’aux vivants
Aucune réciprocité donc entre ce deux termes, @& céciprocité ne concerne que
la relation d’intériorité de la Vie absolue et d&rthi-Fils, dissymétrie qui marque
ainsi I'écart infini qui sépare le Verbe-Christ dagtres hommes. Mais seulement
d’intériorité en union chiasmique. A la réversitgilide la Vie et de son Ipséité en
leur intériorité réciproque s’oppose radicalemeintéversibilité de la relation de

% Cf. l'article Le Berger et ses brebip. 165-177, eE&R.

%5 A voir l'article de L. Uccianil-e destin de l'individu nest pas celui du marnple?25-238 eD&G.

%6 CMV, p. 161. La génération de I'Archi-Fils dans I'agiénération de la Vie absolue rend possible
la génération de tout vivant concevable.
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I'Archi-Fils a tous ce qui tiendront de Lui et denslpséité originelle la possibilité
de leur Soi. Le Chiasme Originaire fait ici touaeDifférence théologique.

7. L’Oubli Originaire

Pourquoi 'homme a perdu la notion de son essehaie esa condition
véritable, «pourquoi les fils ne savent plus quitsit les fils3’ vient maintenant &
comprendre en proposaat Chute comme une Sortie du Chiasie'intérieur de
ce procés de la vie se faisant Ipséité, Soi, I'tation de la condition de Fils
coincide-t-elle (position que théologiqguement on teuve explicitement chez
Maxime le Confesseur, par exemp)ede facon paradoxale avec la genése méme
de cette condition, car c’'est dans la naissanddallque se tient la raison cachée
pour laquelle ce Moi ne cesse d’oublier cette @auiss, précisément, sa condition
de Fils. Etre ce Soi vivastanspasserpar I'Arche triomphale, par le Chiasme de
I'Archi-lpséité en laquelle tout Soi est jeté en pour étre ce vivant qu'il est a
jamais, tel est le scandaliee( Chute originaire) qui coincide cependant, depuis,
avec I'expérience la plus ordinaire.

«Tout pouvoir se heurte en lui-méme a ce sur gquodrtre quoi il ne peut
rien, & un non-pouvoir absofti»Que chacun de ces pouvoirs soit & la disposition
du Moi-Je voila ce a I'égard de quoi le Je n'a aucun pouvaig qui lui est
octroyé sans qu'il y soit pour rien C’est I'impuissance absolue du Je a I'égard
du fait qu'il se trouve en possession de ce pouesimesure de I'exercef. Le Je
n'est donné a lui-méme que pour autant qu’il esMai, transcendantal, vivant,
donné a lui-méme dans l'auto-donation de la ViehlesLe Pouvoir du Soi vivant
est de se garder en Chiasme d'avec la Vie en reissance de la Différence
théologique Tout pouvoir dont il dispose est donné a I'egosdie procés méme
par lequel il est engendré comme moi dans I'lpsdit@€Archi-Fils. Il n’y a d’ego-
corporel que celui d'un Fils-charnel, d'un Moi tsgendantal vivant, mais I'ego
n'est pas le double du moi, de méme que le comx pas le double de la chair qui
le porte. Devenant de passif actif, mais sansrl'agra-passible, en étant libre
d’exercer chacun de ses pouvoirs, I'egonagine qu'il posséde ces pouvoirs,
gu’ils sont les siens, en un sens radical, et diss considére aussi bien comme la
Source et I'Origine de son étre méme. (La trompdeemensonge de la Genese,
chapitre 3 tient a proposer a Adam-Evevidee comme Digudonc de méconnaitre la
Différence entre la Vie Infinie et le vivant fimécision qui aura comme conséquences
'ouverture des yeux, Ieoir de I'ek-stasis du Monde).

ST CMV, p. 170.

% |l y a un approchement plus envers ta traditicfolibgique orientale, voire orthodoxe, de la
phénoménologie henryenne. IReu, la chair et I'autre PUF, 2008, d’Emmanuel Falque le
confirme car en restant dans le cadre de la toaditccidentale (d'lrénée a Duns Scotus) il n'arrive
pas assumer la radicalité de la démarche d’Henrgijligurs on la définit méme comme critique
du Monisme théologique.

*¥1nc., p. 248.

0cmy, p. 173.

96



DIFFERENCES ET CHIASMES DE LA VIE. CHRISTIANISME EFHENOMENOLOGIE CHEZ LE DERNIER HENRY

«Ainsi nait l'lllusion transcendantale de I'ego,u#lion par laquelle cet ego
se prend pour le fondement de son ¥freSemblable illusion consiste justement
dans I'oubli de la Vie qui en son Ipséité le doaniei-méme et du méme coup lui
donne tous ces pouvoirs et capacités, I'oubli ddecsa condition de Fils. La
falsification consiste a faire de la donation a doiSoi et de tous ces pouvoirs
'ceuvre de cet ego lui-méme. La premiére causeetieubli, c’est donc l'illusion
transcendantale de I'ego qui vit I'hyper-pouvoiraéd/ie, 'auto-génération en tant que
l'auto-donation, comme le sien propre, alors digée a elle-méme, une vie finie est
impossible. Précisément parce qu’elle ne portegraglle le pouvoir de vivre, notre
vie ne peut vivre que dans la vie infinie qui reseade Iui donner la vié.

Or cette premiere cause renvoie déja a la deuxiéaneette illusion n’est
pas totalement illusoire en effet, dans sa parkrdalité» et de «vérité» qu’'elle
comporte. Seul le statut phénoménologique de la alisolue explique lillusion
transcendantale de I'ego; c'est uniguement paregiquisible par nature, radicalement
immanente et ne s’ex-posant jamais dans I' «<aordeldu monde, cette Vie se retient
tout entiere en elle-méme que I'ego lignore, lol@me qu’elle exerce le pouvoir
gu’elle lui donne et qu'il s'attribueSeule la Vie peut expliquer la «réalité» du péché
Mais une autre conséquence se noue immédiateraetisdimulation de cette Vie
invisible dans I'ego ouvre tout grand I'espace dande et le laisse libre devant lui
et pour Iuf®. Plus cachée se tient la Vie dans I'ego, plus duptus disponible le
monde. La Sortie du Chiasme, I'Oubli Originaire ldeVie, la Chute, le Péché,
instaurent I'ek-sistence mondaine d’'une vie oubliée Monisme explique ici la
permanence de L'OubliDé-lier le Chiasme instaure le dé-lire du Soi ero eg
d’existence L'ego s'y jette, se projette vers ce monde et desses, devenues
I'objet unique de sa préoccupation, et ainsi, @mudide son Moi, I'ego se soucie
du monde. Une fois qu’il a perdu sa condition de,Hiego ne porte de l'intérét
gue sur ce qui se tientors de lui. Le systéme dont I'ego constitue l'alpha et
'oméga, le systeme de I'égoisme transcendantdldieei ce Je Peux fondamental
qui posséde comme tel la capacité de se pro-putsrtous ces biens, de les
acquérir, et a la limite, de s’identifier a euxd&tn jouir — désir qui n’est possible
que comme et dans I'angoiset la foli€® — dans un rapport qui revét précisément
la forme du Souci, d'une Vie en ruine, d'une Cleait(ps-)rompue.

®1 |bidem p. 177.

©2pC, p. 105.

8 Une double dissimulation. D'abord celle de ladéms le monde. Et deuxiémement, surtout a titre de
dissolution celle de lindividualité de lindividu dans le mneement de perte dans la vie impersonnelle,
dans le romantisme. A voBP.

8 Et, quellefolie!!!, de 'angoisse jusqu'a I'obsession de soi mir A voir I'article de B. Forthomme,a
folie estelle affective? enD&G, p. 79-94.

% Quelle serait-elle l#olie de 'homme folie des folies, tout n’est que fol)esi ce n'étais pas I
manguant le mgbontifexde la co-présence avec I'Absence @aguglé du Tu?, voir H. Maldiney,
Penser 'homme et la folidillon, Grenoble, 1991, p. 145-186.
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Ainsi s’opposent radicalement deux facons pourol'dg se rapporter a soi,
deux modes hétérogénes de ce rapplartapport a soi de I'ego dans le souci de»soi
et de rapport a soi de I'ego dans la w8, s'instaurant entre eux une relation
d’exclusion réciprogue. Parce que le Soi véritghieend ultimement possible cet ego
ne parait jamais sur le devant de la scéne etr#tect deca du spectacle, ce n'est pas
de lui que I'ego se soucie. Impossibilité qui tielet la structure méme du Souci se
projetant dans cet «au-dehors» ou aucun Soi ré& tient jamais. Plus 'ego se soucie
de soi, plus il pense a lui-méme, plus sa véritakdence lui échappe, plus il oublie sa
condition de Fils. Telle est la situation crucidleu résulte la polémique passionnée
dirigée par le christianisme contre le Souci, uit&ae qu’on ne peut comprendre que
si on se réfere aux présuppositions fondamentaleshdstianisme concernant la
Vérité. S'oppose ici, selon Henrfhomme du mondeet 'homme qui n’est pas du
monde mais appartenant & la Vie, dans une oppoSitépn ne tient pas d’abord & une
différence de comportement (toujours sous le risjuenonisme mensonger), mais
aux structures auxquelles ils se référent. D’oppasition, aussi, entre deux trésors,
selon celui qu'on amasse dans le monde au ligédlédr dans la vie.

L’oubli de soi de la Vie avec son corollaire, I'dutle soi du Soi généré
dans l'auto-génération de celle-ci, voila ce gupleue en fin de compte I'oubli
par 'homme de sa condition de Fils ; de cette fiadubli par ’'homme de sa
condition de Fils n’est pas un argument contre ezell mais sa conséquence et
ainsi sa preuve™. Cela explique encore ce fait non moins extraaidinqu’en
dépit de I'exercice constant du Je Peux, cet egoJe& n'en oublie pas moins
constamment sa condition d’ego de méme facon gudilblié sa condition de Fils.
Précisément, parce que 'homme a oublié sa condifi® Fils, c’est sa propre
condition de Soi qui lui échappe. Mais plus prof@mtore que I'oubli du rapport
du Soi a lui-méme est celui qui habite son rappde Vie. A 'antécédence de la
Vie sur tout vivant, et ainsi, a 'antécédence denfler Soi sur tout Soi particulier
correspond l'oubli le plus radical. D& venir pour de bon dans le monde, c’est
s’y proposer comme un cadaveeypsréduit a son extériorité puree Monisme di
a I'Oubli reste la preuve du Double, de la Diffécerthéologique, de méme que, et
surtout, celle du Chiasme Originaire annulé

8. Le Chiasme d’'Incarnation

Aucun Pére véritable (la Vie) ne se donnant a dairs le monde, la venue
du Christ dans une Chdiabitantle Monde, a pour but de rendre le Pére manifeste
aux hommes, et ainsi de les sauver, eux qui ontiéowe Pére et la Vie. Le
Chiasme d’Incarnation est possible car le propr&eibe-Chiasme est de prendre
et de rendre chair déja bien avant tout oublidluiiest aussi le seul a pouvoir étre
appelé Chiasme de la chair du Monde, on pensenmire a saint Maxime le

6cmy, p. 181.

67 «La relation entre le monde et notre propre Wepsdpose sous la forme d’une opposition radicale
entre le visible et l'invisiblexPC, p. 22.

B MV, p. 189.
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Confesseur avec sa théorie degoi). Mais plus qu’'une possibilité, le Chiasme
d’Incarnation est le nécessaire transcendantal fager sortir le vivant de I'Oubli qui
I'a fait sortir du Chiasme Originairé.'Incarnation du Verbe est sa révélation, sa
venue parmi noysson auto-révélation, dont I'ceuvre est d'acconiglirévélation de
Dieu®. Proposer un salut, c’est rendre donc manifesRete, révéler la Vie oubliée
jusqu’a la levée du corpsd. Résurrection) de la Chair assumé par le Verbeeukes
condition du salut serait le Verbe incarné, faiticHe Christos, le Messie.

La théologie phénoménologique du Christ, concerfaruestion de son
apparition, marque d'abord une thése essentiellehdstianisme, a savoir qu’«aucun
homme n’est le fils dun homme, et pas d'avantdageedfemme, mais seulement de
Dieu». Car «la naissance ne consiste pas dansgettession des vivants présupposant
chacun la vie en lui, elle consiste dans la velmiehaque vivant a la vie a partir de la
Vie elle-méme¥. Il n'y a de Fils qu'en tant que Fils de la Vieal il est le seul &
pouvoir le rappeler, car il est le Seul Fils quitpencore porter ce Nom, car seulement
lui est et demeure Chiasme en soi. C'est le Cimgstrné qui définit avec une rigueur
absolue sa relation d'intériorité phénoménologige@proque, puisque le Fils ne se
révéle que dans l'auto-révélation du Peére, tandis tjauto-révélation du Pere ne
s’accomplit que dans et comme la révélation du Eésrapport primordial Pere-Fils
n'est pas seulement ce rapport dont 'essenceoestittiée par la Vie, il n'est pas
seulement ce rapport dont 'essence génere legdemtie les génere encore comme
intérieurs I'un a lautre, de telle facon qu'ils-appartient 'un a l'autre dans une co-
appartenance plus forte que tout unité conceveales I'unité inconcevable de la Vie
dont 'auto-engendrement ne fait qu’'un avec I'erdgement de 'Engendré. Selon
cette intériorité phénoménologique réciproque,ile €st le pathos du Pére comme
le Pére est le pathos du Fils, a titre de co-apparice originellé. «La réalité dont
parle le Verbe de Vie, c’est la Vie elle-méme dibrest I'auto-révélation de la
réalité effective ; le Christ n'est rien d’autreegla connaissance que Dieu a de lui-
méme, l'auto-révélation de la Vie absol(feipsissima verba«ce discours du Christ
sur lui-méme constitue I'Archi-christologie», «lthentique Archi-christologie de la
Vérité»®. Ainsi la structure du témoignage que le Christt@®ur lui-méme est
triple: comme témoignage qui provient de I'Archisk-gui porte sur lui I'Archi-Fils et
dont la possibilité réside dans la condition dedi\-Fils. Et ainsi, rendre témoignage
de la vérité, c'est la Vérité qui se rend témoignagelle-méme: celle d'étre généré
dans l'auto-génération de la Vie absolue commerkmier Vivant en l'lpséité
essentielle de laquelle la vie s’auto-engendrenéflement. «C’est Celui qui l'a
envoyé qui témoigne pour Idf»

lnc.,, p. 24.

OCMmV, p. 100.

" lbidem p. 113.

2pC, p. 114.

73 Archi-christologie p. 114, 118, eB&R. Pas n'importe quelle christologie déja, mémegsiuiphique, &
voir Xavier Tilliette, La christologie philosophique de Michel Hengy 171-180 eD&G, mais
précisément cette seule christologie a 'usaggydiiemets.

"PC, p. 84.
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Ce gu’il en est de la condition de Fils et ainsilal@aissance chiasmique
dans la Vérité de la Vie, nous le demanderons ais@dhi-méme, car c’est lui qui
se donne comme «la Vérité de la Vie». Le discours lg¢ Christ tient sur lui-
méme, comme le contenu essentiel du christianismgaut pas seulement pour le
Christ mais concerne aussi bien tous les hommes ldamesure ou ce sont, eux
aussi, de Fils. En fait des Fils, il n'y en a qaaslla Vie, engendrés par elle. Tous
les Fils sont Fils de la Vie et, pour autant qo’if a qu’'une seule Vie et que cette
Vie est Dieu, ils sont tous les Fils de Die@’est uniquement parce que la Vie a
engendré en elle le Soi du Premier Vivant que datte Vie et dans I'lpséité du
Soi, ou elle s’éprouve soi-méme, sera désormaisiljesout vivant concevable —
en tant que Soi vivasit.

Remarquable est le fait que c’est précisément darpale lui-méme que le
Premier-Né, I'Archi-Fils transcendantal, se réve@gpable, en plagant son Archi-
naissance dans la Vie au principe de toute naissamcevable, de conférer a celle-ci
sa signification véritable. Une «corrélation orane entre la chair, la venue dans la
chair et l'auto-révélation de la Vie absolue en ¥erbex®. Pour assurer le salut aux
hommes, le Verbe Chiasme originaire prend la diwie déchue du vivant qui a
oublié la Vie, dans une seule hypostase, le Chisgst le deux a la fois. L'entre-deux
est tout les deux (natures): le I'Archi-Soi du Filsemier Né et la chair finie
apparaissante visiblement comme corps dans le masgemée dans I'lpséité divine
par kénose dans I'économie divine. Le Chiasme ditmation rappelle le Double de la
manifestation dans sa propre union hypostatiquené&ae qu'il rappelle le Chiasme
Originaire de la Différence théologique.

9. Réduction théologique et Chiasme baptismal

La seule possibilité pour 'homme de surmonter Caibli radical,
possibilité qui ne signifie rien d’autre que lewglour de rejoindre la Vie absolue
de Dieu, la Vie éternelle est d’apercevoir enfiVia dans la seule Parole qui peut
la révéler grace et identique au Chiasme d'IncanatSi la Vérité de la Vie est
irréductible & celle du mone&, ce n’est plus la vie qu'il faut mettre en rédanti
mais de réduire le monde pour reconduire la vidiéaka I'lrréductible de Vie.
C’est ici qu'éclate le caractére révolutionnairedtimistianisme, sa totale originalité,
car pour lui 'homme n’est pas un étre-du-mondeunsens naturel, ni transcendantal.
La réduction théologiqu® enfin une méthode au service du sujet phénomgiupie,
est ainsi le sens de I'a-cosmisme de la phénomg@ieotadicale d’'Henry, le sens
du renversement du monisme au non-intentionnelcolatre-réduction comme
«saut» méme du vivant dans la Vie absBlues’agit de «croire» ce que le Christ
dit sur lui-méme, c’est-a-dire non a I'admettre coen«vrai» dans la vérité de la

75 Cf. I'article Archi-christologie p. 113-131, erE&R.

1nc., p. 189.

TCMV, p. 78.

8 On essaye de radicaliser en perspective henryaneréduction théologique» déja proposée pas J.-Y.
Lacostela phénoménalité de DigGerf, 2008, p. 28.

" Rolf Kiihn, Radicalité et passibilitéHarmattan, 2003, p. 191-125.
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pensée et ainsi du monde, mais a se le rendre wastasitiel», tout en gardant la
Différence théologique dans la Vérité de la Vieyslaa chair phénoménologique et
dans sa jouissance.

Ainsi le christianisme renverse, encore une foigisrmon pas d'une
maniere axiologique, mais comme une sorte d’exafusies éléments qui font la
conception moniste régnante. C'est une autre esggmenomeénologique qui définit
'’homme transcendantal chrétien et son cogito, autee vérité, un autre mode de
phénoménalisation qui constitue sa réalité sulistimtla chair phénoménologique
qui est sa chair, et non pas le monde qui n’a auchair et ou aucun vivre n'est
possible. &€’est ainsi que la condition humaine se trouve boetsée au moment
ou elle ne recoit plus son étre de la lumiére dunaeoen laquelle les hommes et les
femmes se regardent, luttant pour leur prestigas me sa relation intérieure a Dieu
et de la révélation en laquelle consiste cettetr@tanouvelle et fondamentaf8

Dans cette substitution radicald'yne généalogie divine a la généalogie
naturelle®’, lhomme doit étre compris & partir de sa naissafasmique dans la
Vie absolue de Dieu lui-méme, engendré dans I'eaigendrement de cette Vie et
ne puisant son essence qu’en elle, un homme selatdabChrist — il y a une
«affinité essentielle entre la création originelle thomme et I'Incarnation du
Verbe®, i.e. le Chiasme méme 'homme image de Diél Vivants, nous sommes
des étres de l'Invisible et nous ne sommes iniBleg que dans linvisible et a
partir de Lui, dans I'Archi-intelligibilité qui estelle de la Vie, de I'Invisibfé
C’est la ce qu’on appelle I'intuition décisive deiphénoménologie radicale de la
Vie, qui est celle du christianisme: comprendreoiitme a partir du Christ,
compris lui-méme a partir de Dieu, cda ie a le méme sens pour Dieu, pour le
Christ et pour ’lhomméR, tournant ainsi le dos a tout usage monisteatalbgie
«Ce que disait I'Incarnation du Verbe dans la coimfitd’'un homme, c’était donc,
en fin de compte, la génération transcendantaledeSoi, charnel vivant dans ce
Verbe, c’était la vérité transcendantale de I'homffie

«Co-héritiers» de la Vie, nous ne le sommes quse tArchi-Fils, et c’est
en Lui et par Lui seulement que nous devenons méme Fils, les «enfants» adoptifs
de la Vie. Les multiples filsi.e. multitud@ le sont dans le Fils et c’est la raison
pour laquelle ils ne seront sauvés qu’en s'idemitifia ce Fils, lequel est identifié
au Pére au sein de leur intériorité réciproquesiCéette double identification, la
naissance éternelle du Fils et la naissance degdihs le Fils, qui constitue le

80pC, p. 43.

8 |bidem p. 55.

8nc., p. 331.

8 CMV, p. 127. Etant un vivant, une essence de I'homifiérehte de celle du Christ ou de Dieu
apparait comme impossible, dés que I’hnomme est ksropmme Fils et trés explicitement comme
Fils de Dieu.

%1nc., p. 125.

&My, p. 128.

®nc., p. 370.
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fondement du salut chrétier;irtériorité phénoménologique réciproque de toes |
vivants dans le Soi unique de la Vie absolue, dartgriorité phénoménologique
réciproque de ce Soi et de cette Vie, du Pére ilds’’.

Il s’agit d’abord, pour 'lhomme perdu dans le mgrities’apercevoirdans sa
condition véritable, celle d’'umivant qui ne tient cependant jamais de lui-méme sa
condition de vivantC'est ce qu’'on propose d'appeler réduction thgiglee. Vivre
cette passivité radicale d’'un moi transcendantantj donné a soi dans une vie qui ne
se donne pas elle-méme a soi, mais qui est dosmiédans la donation a soi de la Vie
absolue qui est celle de Dieu, c'estette condition de 'homme comme Fils
précisément qui permet son saftit «Retrouver dans sa vie propre la Vie absolue,
voila qui n'est possible précisément que dansdeelte-méme et dans la Vérité qui lui
appartient®, non dans la venue en soi de sa vie & lui, laguest incapable de
s’apporter en soi, mais dans la venue en soi dédaabsolue, laquelle est seule
susceptible de le faire, de s’apporter en soi eteddonner a soi dans la puissance et
dans la jouissance d’'une auto-donation et d'une-affection effective. Il n'y a de
vivant qu’'en tant que Fils, mais il 'y a de Filgegcelui de cette Vie unique et
véritable, Fils généré dans I'hyper-puissance tle ®e absolue de Dieu.

Et pourtant la plupart des textes du Nouveau Temtame |'entendent pas
ainsi: Fils de Dieu, 'homme n’est pas, mais cestqu’il doit «devenin®™. Il ne
I'est plus par I'Oubli, mais il a la possibilisati@e le devenir, par revenir a Lui. Le
devenir homme de Dieu (Chiasme d’Incarnation) fdedgevenir-Dieu de 'homme:
une déification (Chiasme Originairepar salut (Chiasme baptismal-eucharistique,
pré-eschatologiqi& par réduction théologique)une possibilité du salut comme
unité en chiasme de notre chair avec la chair disCloui suppose préalablement
«que l'unité du Verbe et de la chair soit possillleeeréalise d’abord la ou le Verbe se
fait chair, dans le Christ?

Est Fils de Dieu, celui qui ne commet plus le péehélans cette mesure |l
ne se sépare plde Dieu. Il vit en Chiasme. Il vit le Chiasme, tiesChiasme méme
qui vit en lui Etre né de Dieu et le garder en soi sans seaégaiui et ainsi sans
tomber dans le péché, c’est cette significatiomahcept de Fils de Dieu qui marque
le salut de 'homme. Croire que Jésus est le Cérigtie le Christ est consubstantiel
au Pere, c'est cela étre Fils de Dieu, en ce seageau. Une filiation d’adoption
qui provient de quelque devenir radical, de lagfamation de celui qui, dans son
identification a la Vie, recoit d’elle son salutelx théses décisives affleurent ici.
D’une part, I'idée que le devenir spirituel du Filsns sa condition véritable de Fils

87 'expérience d'autrui.,.p. 162, erE&R.
BCmy, p. 192.
8 |bidem p. 193.
% |bidem p. 203.
% Le Chiasme eschatologique, final, se passera éeftnut obstacle ek-statique. Ce serait le Chiaene
0 deification, le face-a-Face sans aucun voile. &iggul en reste encore le temps qui reste...
Inc., p. 23.
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de Dieu, d' «enfant de la promesse» promis a ueeingorruptible, n’est possible
qgue sur le fond de cette condition préalable dantiwné dans la Vie dans le
mouvement méme par lequel la vie vient en soi.t@&gagant que Fils et parce qu’il
est tel, que le Fils perdu peut retrouver une dardiqui était originairement la
sienne, et que, pour cette raison méme, il nejiegtretrouverlLe devenir susceptible
de lui ad-venir présuppose dans le vivant un Awdrselu auquel ce devenir ne fait
que re-venir Revenir a la Vie, re-naitre, voila la possibildé principe toujours
présente a celui qui est déja né de la Vignecre-naissance est ainsi impliquée en
toute naissance”.

Une ultime difficulté se tient devant nous. Quédsssibilité de re-naitre a
cette Vie absolue qu’il a oublié en se perdant damaonde, subsiste en celui qui
la tient de sa naissance transcendantale et la portui-méme comme ce qui ne
cesse de le donner a lui-méme, voila qui n'est mncgu’'une possibilité
précisément. C’est I'Oubli que I'ego doit vaincréduction du monisme) s'il s’agit
pour lui de re-naitre (en tant que Soi en Chiasn@ite seconde naissance
n'advient qu’a la faveur d’'une mutation s’accomgdist a l'intérieur de la vie elle-
méme, la mutation décisive par I'effet de laquédle@ie propre de I'ego se change
en la Vie de I'absolu lui-méme. Sans aucun savaiptique, ne devant rien a la
vérité du mond¥, ’auto-transformation de la vie voulue par elle, nstituant
dans un faire et qui la reconduit & son essencial#e, c'est I'éthique chrétienne
Faire la volonté du Peére désigne le mode de viesdmguel la vie du Soi
s’accomplit de telle fagon que ce qui s’accomptitetle désormais, c’est la Vie
absolue selon son essence et son réquisit psopreratiquant la miséricorde
envers ses fréres, et plus radicalement, vers regsmes — la seconde naissance
consiste dans ufaire dans la réalité invisible de I'action, ceuvrantmidur qui
commande la Vie —, I'éthique (ascético-mystiquegtienne replace le vivant dans
la Vie absolue qui lui a donné la vie dans sa d@mmide Fils, dans un agir qui
accomplit son salut.Bans I'ceuvre de miséricorde, et c’est en quoi efie une
ceuvre, s'opére la transmutation décisive par laguéd pouvoir de I'ego est
reconduit & I'hyper-pouvoir de la Vie absolue equel il est donné a lui-mémg,
et ainsi c’est n'est plus moi qui agis, c'est I'Ard=ils qui agit en moi. Seule
I'ceuvre de la miséricorde pratique I'oubli de sailequel, tout intérét pour le Soi
étant écarté et jusqu’a I'idée de ce que nous apEelun soi ou un moi, aucun
obstacle ne s’oppose plus au déferlement de lalaes ce Soi reconduit a son
essence originell€’. Oublieux de son ego dans 'agir miséricordielix/ést plus
rien d’'autre en ce nouvel agir que sa donationian&me, Soi dans I'Archi-
Donation chiasmique de la Vie absolue et dans gohiApséité.

S CMmV, p. 207.
% S'il y a unevérité dela gnose c'est que le rapport de 'homme & Dieu ne passepar le monde,
cf. l'article d’'Henry,La Vérité de la Gnose. 131-145, eE&R.
% CMV, p. 209.
% |bidem p. 213.
7 |bidem p. 214.
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Une éthique qui n’est que la fagon dont il convidgmtvivre ce lieff qui est
le christianisme comm& «religio» en laquelle 'homme est destiné a étee ¢
«vivant généré dans l'auto-génération de la Vie dbspne vivant que de celle-ci,
ne pouvant accomplir sa propre essence que dasselee de cette Vie absoitle
Mais accomplir cette essence, c’est une pratiquaiéeisément, a la différence de
toutes philosophies et de toutes religions, lestiarisme est avant tout une
pratique®, la praxis de ceux qui, s’éprouvant eux-mémes épseuve de soi de
la Vie infinie et dans son amour éternel, s’aimemm-mémes d’un amour infini et
éternel, s’aimant eux-mémes en tant qu’ils sontrileset s’éprouvent comme tels.
«Dans la pratique du Commandement d’amour, c'esfi@absolue qui donne le
Fils a lui-méme en se donnant a soi qui agit, ¢le facon que, dans cette pratique,
c’est Dieu lui-méme qui s'auto-révéle, qui s’aimierhéme de son amour infifi

mercredi, le 13 aolt 2008,
en la féte de la translation des reliques de $4@ntime le Confesseur

% Cf. larticle de M. HenryEthique et religion dans une phénoménologie déelgv53-67, efE&R.
9 CMmV, p. 233.

190 M. Henry, Auto-donation. Entretiens et conférenges139.

0lcmy, p. 237.
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THE CONCEPT OF EMPATHY IN
PHILOSOPHY AND PSYCHOTHERAPY

MARIA DIACONESCU?

ABSTRACT. The present study explores the evolution of empetiphilosophy
and professional practice of psychotherapy, colingednd social work, which are
by extension hermeneutics applied to interperspelationships. The crucial part
of this evolution is the concept a8 if, the distinction betweepou andmein the
experience of empathy. A contemporary understandinas if requires that we
differentiate empathy from empathetic identificatiprojection, and sympathin
Greek philosophy these distinctions are not peeckiand they remain largely
unrecognized in contemporary researches in thas fadl neuro-linguistic programming
(NLP), psychology, and philosophy. Thse if however,s clearly present in both
Carl Rogers’ client-centred psychotherapy, whiclbssguently evolved into
person-centred psychotherapy, and the phenomenologgnpathy as elaborated
by Edith Stein. It is also important to establisimare precise understanding of
here and nowin relationship and dialogue with the other whovates us with the
experience with which we empathize. With this esbdmunderstanding in psychotherapy;,
counselling and social work, we take leave of trafortable episteme of knowledge
and we enter the fluid and complex epistaheommunication.

Keywords: empathy, as if, here and now, primordial and namgrdial, empathic
identification, projection, sympathy, episteme afrecnunication, otherness.

If hermeneutics is the story behind the word orriberation that sustains
the meaning of the word and confers its connot4tidhen psychother apy,
counsaling and social work are, by extension, hermeneutics applied to integual
relationships. Hermeneutics employs the followirgrnts: text, subtext and
context whereas in psychotherapy, counselling and soaak the preferred terms
arecontentandrelation, verbal andextra-verbalin the context of the professional
practice of interpersonal communication. In daife,lat a certain moment in a
relationship we may feel joy and fulfilment and \exhing seems to converge. In
another context we may experience disorientatiahsemse that something is not

! Social Work Department, Faculty of Sociology antial Work, Babg-Bolyai University Cluj-
Napoca, B-dul 21 Decembrie 1989 nr. 128-130, RG80@0 http://socasis.ubbcluj.ro, email:
mdial9@yahoo.co.uk

2 Aurel Codoban (2004)Semnsi interpretare, O introducere postmodérrin semiologiesi
hermeneuti&, Editura Dacia, Cluj-Napoca, p.78.
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right in the relationship. What we think contradishat we say; it disappears
either by what we do or what we feel in a given reatror it fades away beside the
context. Living with seeming contradiction, uncertg, or astonishment, and

responding with humour, irony or cynicism to thesggmatic experiences draws
my attention to the fact that we are confronting #hifting sands of inevitable

pragmatic paradoxes. In psychotherapy and socidt Whese paradoxes are called
interpersonal conflicts, ethical dilemmasdiscrepancies.

In the following study | intend to explore the meggs of the concept of
empathy and the evolution of these meanings. Thest nfiolly developed
interpretations supporting the concept of empatbmes from Carl Rogers, “the
father of empathy”. In terms of philosophy Rogeas de considered the initiator
of a positive hermeneutics in psychotheraplient-centred psychotherapwhich
subsequently evolved infierson-centred psychotherapy.

Empathy, as conceived by Roglemmeans that | feel the inner world of the
other with all his/her personal feelings and megsilias if’ these were my own
world of feelings and meanings without losing thelgy of the“as if”. Empathy
means that | feel the anger, fear or confusiorhefdther‘as if” these were my
own feelings without allowing my own anger, fear asnfusion to interfere.
However, if I"put myself into another's shoes" in order to se® hdo in fact feel
“in another’s shoes”, it means that | attribute oayn feelings and meanings to the
other. This is not empathy; this is projectidn its conscious variant this projection is
expressed in the first person as “I feel...” or “foe it means... “. This kind of
conscious projection has the potential to geneswtgpathy and solidarity because
I assume responsibility for my own feelings and nilegs without projecting or
inserting them unconsciously into the “another'sedi. To allow myself to walk
in “the another’s shoes” or to fall off my own ctiavhen the other is fidgeting or
is moving erratically on his/ her own chair, suggdbat | have lost the quality of
“as if”. This is not empathy; this is empathic identifioati

While researching the course of empathyiilosophy, four terms have
held my attention: 1. In the contemporary Gregkpatheiaconveys the sense of
reacting emotionally in an exaggerated way, of irfpaffected” or “being moved”

3 Kirschenbaum H., Henderson V.L. eds., (1988 Carl Rogers Readddoughton Miffin Company,
Boston, New-York, p. 226-229: there are differenels of empathic understanding, positive regard/
unconditional acceptance, and authenticity. Ordyptiesence has the quality of the “to be or nbieto
to be or not to be in psychological contact, imtieh.

4 As explained further in my paper.

® Richard Bandler and John Grinder (197@gs into PRINCES - Neuro Linguistic Programming,
ed. Steve Andreas, Real People Press, Moab, Ugdh,lfpyou believe that you have to have empathy
that means that you have to have the same feahaggour client does in order to function well as
a therapist.

® Bailly, 1950, Dictionnaire Grec FrancaisHachette, Parigunadéia.
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as opposed tapatheiawhich means “being unaffected” or “being unmoVed
Greek philosophy. This sense of empathyemipathic identificationis similar to
the meaning in Greek philosophgnd the present NPRneaning 2. Maieutikée®,
“the art of craft of the midwife” which views thésdovering of truth and the method
used by Socrates in his philosophical discussioitis ks disciples, 3Einfuihlung,
“empathy” in English,derived from the German language and phenomenoldggh
appears in various places in the work of Edmundsehlisand holds a central place in
Stein’sphenomenology of givennedsintuition, as described by Henri Bergson.
Maieutiké® or ,art of the midwife” in the Socratic dialoguasdempathy
in the helping relationship both deliver truth frevithin the other person and facilitate
self-understanding and knowledge. No man can kriovgdif since it is impossible
to look at oneself from withodt. Very close to the sacredness of Héathe genuine
or authentic, the sincerity of feelings and thosdhtcome a touchstone both in the
art of maieutikeand in the art of empathic understanding and coniration.
Otherwise the personal and professional relatigmesiiecome merdusiness
relationship, mercantile, marketing, social or tmai activism: we conquer, sell,
disseminate, persuade. This is pure sophiditgieutike and empathy can both
develop into a state of being, an art, if theyaeefully nurtured and cared for as
an attitude rather than being conceived as skill@tercised as technique.
Socrates equatesklf-knowledgewith discovery of trutl: remembering
through dialogue what already exists within eaclhhioMaieutike the attitude that
is basically epistemic, takes care in a dialoguersure that fruits of authentic
thoughts should be revealed and at the same titimaitis or dissolves idle fancies
and vain imaginings. After more than 2000 years,cae revise and expand our
understanding of self-knowledge to mean discovetiirggpotentialities, bearing in
mind the infinite potentialities and inestimableade of wisdom latent within each
of us, partners in dialogue and relationship. Eimpdike maieutike takes care and
nurtures the efforts of intuitive search for knoede of potentialities that are
concealed in every human experience no matter hofampe it might be. Like

” Francis E. Peters (1993)ermenii filosofiei greqgi, ed. Humanitas, Bucuresti.

8 Plutarh: 30D, Bailly, 1950Dictionnaire Grec Francais,Hachette, Pariséumadéio, translation in
Romanian language: Alexandru Baumgartenimesisof Platon: Francis E Peters, 1993rmenii
filosofiei grecgti, p.170 ; Rockwell Geoffrey, 200Befining Dialogue. The Orality of Dialogue: From
Socrates to the Internet.

°Note 5

1% Chean Octavian, Radu Sommer coord. (19T8yyionar de filosofie ed. Politia, Buc., 1978, p.430;
Platon, opere VI (1989), Efftiintifica si Enciclopedid, Buc. 1989Theaitetosp.181-311: pf.151a, 161e;

1 Truax, C. B., Carkhoff R. R. (1967Jpwards effective counseling and psychotherapyinifig
and Practice Aldine Pub. Co., Chicago, p. 329.

2 1ves Colby, H. (1974)ortals To Freedonzeorge Ronald, Oxford, p.34, from sayings of AbBaha.

3 Voice of intuitiorin Bergsonjntuitivein C.G Jungintuitonin Nossrat Peseschkiatgimonin Socrate.

4 Meaning, significance, profound and authentic sens
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maieutike empathic understanding, if it maintains its Isnétnd is not seduced by
or dissolved into the other’s world, possessesgifieto dissolve prejudices and
clichés, currently known in social work as “barsiesf communication” and in
psychoanalysis as “projective identification”.

The meaning ofempathyin phenomenology, mainly in the explicit
phenomenology of empathy elaborated by Stein, seems to approximate the
modern meaning of empathy in Rogers’ work. Steprfisnomenology of empathy
is a phenomenology afivennessan offering as a gift: the otherness and the
experience of otherness are given to us in a dinecé and nowconcrete way. If
we are lucky or trustworthy, even the personal grepees lived by others who
offer them to us are given to us as a d#tein researches the phenomenon of
givenness, particularly the present relationshig sustain it, starting with the
problem, which is basic to philosophy: the peraaptbf others and their personal
experiencE. Since empathy has to do with the understandinghft ishere and
now, Stein begins her investigation with the conditiiih and the questioff: in
what sense does this understandiag the primordial character of our present
experiences? This question invites us to the neet an what sense does this
understandingelate tothe primordial character of our present experisAcEhat
is, how empathic understandings affect us who empatvith the other?

Actualandone’s ownare the meanings @rimordial characterthat | use
throughout this work. Primordial, as | understandanswers the question: What
am | doingnow? What am | doingrowin an experience, which is remembered or
previous to the present moment of time, right ifs tmoment, or in a future
moment, anticipated or imagined. Certainly, thstdll experience sometime in the
future is what could be actual; the primordial natof these experiences is futuristic,
that is, potential or virtual. For example, if Ivealived or live experiences of
addictive, erotic, mystical nature, etc., theseeeigmces have a past primordial
nature, respectively a present one. If | read shimgtabout these experiences, then
the experience of reading is a primordial in natliré hear an account or report
about these experiences, then the experience tehiligy to that report has a
primordial character. If | see a film, then the esipnce of seeing the film assumes
primordial character. The experiences about whickad, hear, see or those that
are happening in my presence have non-primordiatagiier for me because they
are neither my actual nor my own personal expeegnc

Stein makes it very clear that all our own acts experiences happening
now have a primordial character, and she compares émgatthe primordial
character of representational acts of rememberimty fantasizing, acts in which

15 Edith Stein (1917/ 1989)n The Problem of Empathiranslated by Waltraut Stein, PhD., ICS
Pub., Washinghton, D.C., p8§8V,: perceiving of foreign subjects and their expede.

16 Stein,idem §§ 6: there is still the question of whether ethpénas the primordiality of our own
experience.
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our own experiences are given to us, offered &s,gii non primordial manner.
She demonstrates that empathy, although it doeshane¢ the character of an
external perception, is a kind of perception beeadtibas the primordial character
of a presentational dét Stein differentiates between the primordial nataf our
own experience, the primordial with regard to tlatents of this experiencas
well as the primordial of the subject who livessthkperience; although she does not
dedicate enough time to clarify the differencesl Bsderstand it, the primordial of our
own experience pertains to thhat | am doing, the event that | experientse
primordial of the content of this experience peraiothe meanings and feelings
that | experience or live in this experiencand the primordialf the subject
pertains tdhe present ego who actually lives the experience.

Between the acts of empathy and the acts in whichown experiences
are given in a non-primordial manner there is al-webwn analog}’. For
instance, remembering a personal joy is primordial representational act:
remembering happemight now and hereCertainly, in this representational act of
remembering | calive again, live inthe joy that | have lived at some time in the
past experience, but the content of the joy ispmishordial and corporal or bodily
present in the act of remembering. The presentpnionerdial indicates a past
primordial or anowwhich occurred previous to the present momentroétil, the
subject of this act of remembering, can look backlee joy that | experienced in
the past. That joy becomes an intentional objecttfie present ego that is the
subject of the present act of remembering. Thegpitesgois with and withinthe
past ego. Thus, the present ego and the past gmaraps subject and object in
relation to each other. Although an awareness atfitity exists between them, the
present ego and the past ego do not coiftiRemembering always remains a
representation of a non-primordial subject whoistinct from the subject who is
actually remembering. The contrast is initially @ws when the past experience
suddenly turns up in the memory and the primordiabject relates to this
experience as to an object. The contrast is ob\atgseswhen making the present —
past delineation and returning frahe living inthe joy felt in the past; the present
ego relates again to the remembered experienceasdbject. Stein demonstrates
that this distinction is maintained even when thienprdial subjectlives in the
remembered experience, and with this explanatierdifferentiates her ideas from
the previous theories describing empathy.

With representational acts of fantasizing, the fabof empathy seems to
become very complicated because Stein introdudeshir theory the concepts of
neutralization and positioning from the phenomegyplof Husserl. The existing

1 perception is a presentational act, not a reprasemal one.
18 Stein,idem §§ 7-8.
9| am the same and always other, that is changing.
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accounts connecting remembering and fantasizind, tha act of empathy and
fantasizing are not the purpose of this study. Tlaeg worthy of in-depth

examination in another study. Without immediatefieation of the understanding
gained, every act of empathy or intuition risks drvag pure fantasy. The only
way in which we can verify the empathic understagdhat we have gained is by
verbalising this understandinigere and nowin relationship and dialogue with the
other who gives us the experience with which we afipe. In this way we allow
the other to immediately point out to us the errofsunderstanding that we
inevitably commit. It is no accident that verbaligi our understanding is so
important in the Rogers’ psychotherapy. With thépect or attribute we remove
ourselves from the comfortable episteme of knowdedmd we enter into the fluid
and uncomfortable episteme of communication.

Returning to Stein... she describes the empathy @dedcwith acts of
remembering as a kind of perception that is a priliab presentational act and she
distinguishes it as present experience and nonopdial regarding its contefit
Husserl simply calls iapperception by apresentatfdnbut Stein really describes
it, and in so doing, she manages to by-pass thaiditic carcass of phenomenology.
The contrast between theho empathises aritle other, the yowho gives me the
living experience with which | empathise as a gifhplicit in theas if of Rogers -
is the key to understanding Steins’ concept of éhmpais we have already seen,
as if is present in the psychotherapy of Roffees well. Unfortunately, this
contrast has remained almost unobserved and ioguiy clarified in the majority
of research in psychology and philosophys if is already present in Husserl as
an ego that coexistaow in there, as if | were there...my primordial ego
constitutes the oth&r As if | were “there” in the other person’s position ingsli
very clearly that Husserl maintains the positionifignyself “here”. Jean-Francois
Lyotard® attracts attention with transcendental solipsianiisserl as well as on
the fact that it tends towards understanding of dtieer even if Husserl did not
resolve this problem in his researches. Lyotard géatempathyin Husserl's
work, innovates a relationship of reciprocity iniahthe transcendental concrete
subject discovers himself/ herself with surpris@aastherwhile he/ she ianother
for his/her fellow human being. That &s if| perceived my fellow human being as
an object and Husserl wonders how it is that | gigechim/ her as an alter ego.

0 Stein,idem, §810-11.

2L Edmund Husserl (1994Meditaii Carteziene, O introducere in fenomenologeel. Humanitas,
p.145,155.

22 40 years after Stein’s PhD thesis on the probleempathy published in 1917.

2 gpace and time do not permit me to present thehisrstudy.

%4 Husserljdem,p.155, 159.

% Jean-Francois Lyotard, (199FenomenologiaEditura Humanitas, 1997, p.47, 75.
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After these clarifications, let us investigate fumt how Stein describes
empathy compared to acts of remembéfirig thefirst stage when the experience of
the other suddenly appears before me, this experiseems like an object to me.
For instance, the pain, which | read in the facethef other person | initially
perceive as an external objeSecond stagevhen | explore in depth what this pain
implies or meand, inquire into itsimplied tendencieslhat is, | make the effort to
get closer to the other’s stdfeas | do when something is given to me as a present
from a full heart. When | receive the presencethedoain of the other as a sincere
gift, the content of the experience with which lgathise pulls me inside and my
perspective changethe content, having pulled me into it, is no longeally an
object.l do not perceive the other person’s pain as asrmit object. In this situation,

I am no longer orientated towards the contenth&dther’s pain as an object, but
towards the object of the pain and the subjeandjthe paini am with the subject
of the content in the original subject's pladelook from inside this pain and
alongsidethe subject who has given me his/ her experiebizge threeonly after
successfully executed clarification, does the aurdgain face me as an object.

Something similar happens with remembering, with mhajor difference
being that the subject with whom we empathisanistherthan the subject of the
acts of empathy who empathises. Stein makes italesy that the two subjects are
not united by an awareness of identity as are ptepast and future subjects in the
acts of remembering, anticipating, fantasizing of own experiencés While |
live in the other person’s joy, Stein continues, | do el primordial joy. Joy of
life, which | feel in empathy, does not come frony ego, nor does it have the
character of the past primordial as in the joy meenber, nor is it pure fantasy
without actual life. Theother subject is primordial although | do not experience
him/ her as primordial. In my non-primordial exgarce, says Stein, | feas ifl
were led by a primordial one not experienced bybuestill there, manifesting
itself in my non-primordial experience.

Stein further analyses empathy by bringing intodiseussion philosophical
theories and she describes the way in which ikpeeenced and understood the
other consciousness. The description of empathyrees participationin Theodor
Lipps’ theory is without a doubt equivalent to description of the highest level of
empathy in Stein’s theofy that is, step 2. Here, in this second step, wenéth
the subject who ighe other,and we are orientatédwardsthe object of his or her
experience. The fact that the subject of remempe@nticipation and empathy is
not an object in step 2 of these acts and expegeiicis in accord with Stein
concepts. However, she does not agree with Lipganwvite maintains that there is a

% Stein,idem §§ 10si 12.

% Stein,idem §§ 10, try to bring another’s mood to clear givess to myself.
2 Stein,idem 8§ 10.

# Stein,idem, 88 12, 13.
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complete coincidence with the remembered ego, titeipated, fantasized or
empathized ego and the premise that this ego wmeddme one with the present
subject’. Stein asserts that Lipps confuses stelviig in or towardswith the
transition from non-primordial to primordial expence. There is a difference
between non-primordial joy (npj) - | live now inghoy which | have lived
sometimes in the past - and primordial joy (pj)am happy now because the joy |
have lived sometimes in the past. Something conymtaappens with empathy
only that instead of the remembered ego, the&s other.l am happy fotthe joy of
the other or for the joyful news the other has brought & mr for the other as a
person. But in this situation we are not dealinthvempathic understanding of joy.
| can take pleasure in somebody else’s joy witlemapathically understanding this
person’s joy and it is not necessary to take pkmasuthe other’s joy in order to
understand empathically the other’s joy. Stein egnith Lipps when he maintains
that a primordial experience can be added to arathigexperience, but she does
not agree with him when he maintains that empa#xperience, in order to
become full or positive, is conditioned by this @idd. Consequently, the fact that
“something in me” would oppose the empathy in ortterbecome primordial
experience, that is, negative empathy in Lippsbtiieis unfounded given Stein’s
clarification of the contrast implicit ias if

Lipps considers that empathy to be complete ifdisénction between the
other andme disappears, exactly what Stein does recognize as empathy. She
states that Lipps’ error lies in describing empadhythe sentiment of unitfeeling
of onenesy; that is the confusion regarding forgetting mys#dfough which | can
abandon myself to any object, or lose myself or egp in the object. Strictly
speaking, says Stein, empathy is not a feelinghehess. She further describes the
sentiment of unity in relation to empathy. Althouijhis possible that the same
event makes us rejoice without exactly the sameningaof joy for each of us, it is
also possible to feel my own joy while empathicallyderstanding the joy of the
others and to see it in the same way. Empathid¢alyain the parts of joy whcih
are obstructed in my own joy, which in ttawakens my own joy, and only now do
we have a complete coincidence of what is empatffisdot by the sentiment of
unity, says Stein, but through our acts of empaigizwith others, do we
experience others: that is, the feeling of onerssd the richness of our own
experience becomes possible through empathy.

In the work of Peter Nilsson, the most recent iojihical work on empatf/
that | have accessed, the concept of primordialacter of the experience and the

%0 The primordial subject who experience #lsgual and owracts of remembering, anticipation or empathy.

%! Stein,idem, 8§ 17-18.

%2 Stein,idem, §8 130: through empathy what is “sleeping” insidéveloped.

33 peter Nilsson (2003Empathy and Emotions. On The Notion of Empathyrastignal Sharing
Umea Studies in Philosophy 7, Gunnar Andersson,aingehansson and Sten Lindstrom eds.,
Department of Philosophy and Linguistifinea Unversity, Sweden, p. 84, 86.
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contrast implied imas if from Stein’s analysis of empatimgmains vague. Under
these conditions, there is little wonder that Nilssinderstands empathy analysed
by Stein as representational act, which, as we hleady seen, is not at all in her
thought or intention. What misleads Nilsson is taet that Stein, in describing
empathy, uses the analogy of representational metisly the analogy of the acts
of remembering. Nilsson omits the facts thatlogymeansas if in. As if in acts of
remembering, acts of empathy unfold in 3 steps. fabethat in step 2he object
of painfrom step 2 becomes aggiain as an obje¢tan object of its own acts of
representation or reflection, does not mean thé&s at empathy are acts of
representation. Nilsson mentions the statement nhgd8tein, that in concrete
situations people do not always pass through #\v8Is of empathy; rather, they
might stop at one of the lower levels; that mearm B. Consequently, it is no
surprising that for some people empathy means pmadmtly perception, that is,
step 1, while for others it is predominantly regmstion, that is, step 3, and for
still others a mixture of perception and represioma

What stops people from moving towards the highegtllof empathy (step
2)? Perhaps it is the fear of dissolution of egoof empathic identificatiotf, or
the fear of losing the quality adis if which is completely missing in Lipps’
understanding of empathy. As we have already skisnléss means to allow
yourself to melt into “other’s shoes” or to fallfgfour own chair when the other is
fidgeting on his/ her own chafr in other words to continuously see the world with
the eyes of the other. The fear of changing - th@goy or pain of the other could
awaken the joy or the pain dormant within you ya$ another obstacle in reaching
step 2 of empathy. That is exactly the primordigdezience about which Stein and
Lipss speak, one that could be added to the nonepdial experience. It is the fear
of what hermeneutics in a philosophical sense aailderstanding that changes
your life. It is the fear of what Fritz Riemann calls “chamgwhen the otherness of
the partner becomes difficult to accept”. Stein drigps concur when they
describe the obstacle in reaching the highest leizempathy as a contagion, also
called transference of feeling or imitation: a dhifies when it sees another child
crying, we look for pleasant company in order fiodur own spirits, etc.

Stein uses the terampathic projectioff to describe and analyse empathic
acts by which otherneSsis constituted in our own consciousness. This teas
created confusion in much of the research in pdggycand it has been the source
of interminable controversy and criticism of the ywan which philosophy

* In its extreme form, fear of intimate or closeatinship, is described by Fritz Riemann (1961/
2005), Formele fundamentale ale angogsé&d. Trei, Buc., p.24-69: as a consequence, self-
determination and delimitation of ego are exces$giard one-sided valued.

% Riemann puts the melting ego in connection withfear to be yourself, p.70-121

% Stein,idem,§§ 69, 79, 80, 81, 88, 93, 95: projecting ourseivieg empathically project myself into.

37 Stein,idem, §§ 122: as my own person is constituted in prinasrdpiritual acts, so the foreign
person is constituted in empathically experienas. a
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conceives empathy. In both psychology and psychagyprojectionis know as a
defensive mechanism of the ego. ,To see the sinaive eye of the other person
without seeing the log in your own eyes” is an #roé description of projectiof
Projection of your own needs and feelings onto lagroperson, to put yourself in
another’s shoes in order to see how you feel thenedermines the efforts of
empathic understanding. The meaning of projectiopsiychotherapy is also found
in phenomenology. In psychotherdpgrojection has the same meaning described
by Stein in such terms as: surrogate, attributipragsociation and analogy. If we
place ourselves in somebody else’s ego, says Stethwe obliterate this ego or
crush it while we surround ourselves with the gitra of the ego which we
replace, we create one of those so-called “own&gepce. Then, if we lease to the
replaced ego his/ her own place, and we attritbutgrn/her our “own” experience
we acquire the so-called knowledge of his or hgoeeence. Stein calls this
process, which compensates for the failure of ehypaturrogate, replacement or
fake empathy, fiction or attribution.

As far as sympathetic feelings are concerned, Stetes that for Max
Scheler there is no difference between sympathyeamgiath$’. As Stein describes
empathy diving in - it is a non-primordial experience that anticipates a pidial
experience, while sympathyliving with - is a primordial aét. In Stein’s theory
empathy is primordial as a present experience,namdprimordial as content: for
me the experience with which | empathise is non-priiad. Only the acts of
empathy areactual and my ownThe experience with which | empathiseaiual
and ownedjust by the person with whom | empathise. Steatest that it is not
necessary that the joy with which | empathise aadatds which | have
sympathetic feelings be similar in content. Wittgals to quality, they are
certainly not similar because one is non-primor@dat the other is primordial.
Experience with which | empathise is not an acimal own or personal experience; in
this sense fomeit is “unreal” or “ghost-like” and | live ias ifit were real forme
Through empathy recognise and accept the primordial charactgmoafandyour
experiencethe othernessand of its experiences, dsrecognise and accept the
primordial character ahyselfand of the experiencédive.

% Nossrat Peseschkian (1979/ 200Bpveti orientale ca instrumente de psihoterdpi@riental
Stories as Tools in Psychotherapy, UT Press, GIG68.

%9 paragraph 3 of this paper.

“0 Stein,idem,p. 122, n. 27: notes regarding Schelére Nature of Sympathi913: Scheler interprets the
understanding of in- (or, as he says, after-)rigelempathy) and fellow feeling in the same vi&tgin,
p. xiv: Scheler considered Stein’s analysis sart that he referred to it three times in theosdc
edition of his workThe Nature of Sympathi923.

L Stein,idem, 8§ 14
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LA METAPHORE: ECART ET SUBSTITUTION

MARIA GYEMANT !

ABSTRACT. The purpose of this paper is to argue that treegestrict connection
between the negativity of language such as it wpesed by Ferdinand de Saussure
and the possibility of the metaphor. We will tryraverse the common point of view
that situates the metaphor inside an establisheglitgge as one of its figures by
showing that it is not language that generatesrtaphor but the metaphor that
generates language. Following in the definitiorthaf metaphor the guiding lines
of two crucial linguistic phenomena, deviation autbstitution, we will prove that
all language that respects the condition of itsatieiyy is originally metaphorical.

Keywords: language, metaphor, deviation, substitution, listitisign, negativity

Il'y a deux facons de définir la métaphore: soit mgpport aux autres
figures de style, a l'intérieur du domaine de Ydisttque ou de la rhétorique, soit
par rapport au langage courant. Une définition met la métaphore en relation
avec les autres figures de style serait une diéfimitlassique qui indiquerait le
genre et la différence spécifique. Selon une wdfnition, la métaphore est, par
exemple, une comparaison dont les deux termesgosten un seul. Une telle
définition peut nous donner une idée de ce quashétaphore a l'intérieur d'un
langue déja connue, mais ne jette aucune lumiéria puossibilité d'existence de la
métaphore, ni sur sa relation avec le tout du lgeg&e deuxiéeme type de
définition, qui met la métaphore en relation avetahgage en général, constitue la
guestion que je me propose d'aborder dans la prepétie de mon texte.

La plupart des définitions linguistiques de la rpétare tournent autour de
deux termes essentiels: écart et substitution. dAeecomme exemple I'énoncé
métaphorique suivant:

Paul a pris racine dans le jardin.

Pour mettre en évidence les deux perspectiveg dell'écart par rapport a
une norme et celle de la substitution dans un n@mntexte de deux mots dont un
est métaphorique, nous allons comparer cet énaemédeux autres:

La rose a pris racine dans le jardin.
et
Paul est immobile dans le jardin.

! PhD student, Université Paris 1 Panthéon-Sorbatmiegrsité Babg-Bolyai Cluj,
gyemantmari@yahoocom.
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Le premier des trois énoncés est métaphoriqueautes deux ne le sont
pas. Si on met en rapport I'énoncé métaphorique vgremier énoncé non-
métaphorique, ce qui est mis en évidence c'estrt.éCet écart s'instaure entre un
sens propre de l'expression "prendre racine" seunn figuré de la méme expression.
Le fait que nous parlons d'un sens ou de l'autrdé&srminé par le contexte dans
lequel on utilise I'expression. "Prendre racineglhglle contexte ou il y a une rose
dans un jardin, est utilisée dans un sens tout asiael. Si on considére, cependant, le
contexte ou Paul est dans le jardin, parler deifedampliqgue un certain sous-
entendu : on sait que I'expression ne doit pagpéise au pied de la lettre. Ainsi un
écart s'installe entre un sens pris sans réseneeleqcontexte justifie entierement,
et un autre sens qui présuppose une certaine chstaierne, justement a cause du
contexte qui lui est impropre. Cette distance mteimplique un dédoublement
dans la pensée du sujet parlant. Il doit penseeux ¢hoses a la fois. Ces deux
choses sont, d'un coté l'idée dimmobilité préseates le troisieme énoncé et de
l'autre I'expression métaphorique "prendre racoeé"l'implique, et qui est venue
la substituer dans le méme contexte. Autrementsdiette fois on met en rapport
I'énoncé métaphorique avec le deuxieme énoncé mbapimoriqgue ce qui est mis
en évidence est la substitution. A ce point nousrses prétes d'avancer l'idée qui
sera essentielle pour notre argumentation, notamnreerfiait que I'écart et la
substitution sont les deux faces du méme phénonemlis que I'écart se heurte
entre un sens propre et un sens figuré qui somrrdétés par les variations de
contexte, la substitution est mise en évidenceagdagmt le méme contexte et en
faisant varier le mot qui vient exprimer l'idéenttiobilité.

L'ambition de ce texte sera d'argumenter que laphétre est l'origine et la
structure essentielle de tout langage significattihon, comme il est d'habitude
entendu, un phénomeéne interne et subordonné aagenga théorie de la négativité
du langage, avancée par Ferdinand de Saussurersprécieux point d'appui pour
notre démarche. Nous allons prendre comme pointégmrt I'Introduction de
Gérard Genette aukigures du discoursle Pierre Fontanirou la notion d'écart
est mise en rapport avec ce qui pourrait constituner norme dans l'analyse du
langage. Fontanier essayera, en s'appuyant sat l&da substitution, de mettre en
rapport d'intersection les tropes et les figurestgte, afin que la métaphore soit
comprise comme une figure-trope, définie aussil'paart & une norme que par la
substitution consciente et contr6lée, qui conskrnterme substitué comme implicite
dans le terme métaphorique. Dans un deuxiéeme tenaos, allons reprendre la
critique de Patricia Schulz, qui, dans son artigdissure et le sens figuré — ou
pourquoi la métaphore n'existe pasiémontre a partir deScrits de linguistique

2 Fontanier, Pierrd,es figures du discourfaris, Flammarion, 1977.

3 Schulz, PatriciaSaussure et le sens figure — ou pourquoi la métaphtexiste paswww.info-
metaphore.com, article d'abord publiéLies Cahiers du CIEL;Saussure et le sens figuré", 2003,
Université de Paris 7, UFR E.I.L.A.
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généralé de Ferdinand de Saussure qu'il n'y a pas de spadex de métaphore,
justement parce que la structure négative du langagermet ni I'existence d'une
norme par rapport a laquelle s'opére I'écart métagpne ni la substitution d'un
certain mot par un autre, moins usuel, dans uregtadonné, vu que tous les mots
se définissent seulement négativement, par leypssdons, et que par conséquent,
ils sont tous équivalents. Enfin, dans une troisigrartie, nous tacherons, toujours
dans la logique saussurienne, de récupérer lesragions, écart et substitution, en
leur donnant un sens neuf. Nous nous proposonsodéen que I'écart ne doit pas
étre compris comme le corrélat d'une norme, maisnoe la seule chose positive
dans le langage, de méme facon que la feuille giempest la seule partie matérielle
d'un texte. Si le texte n'existe pas sans ce stpp@d'autre coté la feuille ne fait
pas vraiment partie de ce qu'on met sous le cordepexte. De méme, |'écart
précede et fait possible toute expression car ristitue I'espace virtuel de tout
autre langage qui aurait pu étre itéré au méme mpréerit sur la méme page.

81. La métaphore a l'intersection de la figure et d trope

Les figures du discoursin des plus importants traités francais de rigtier
sera notre point de départ dans l'analyse de laphéte. Dans ce texte, Pierre
Fontanier se propose de prendre comme point deengf@ non pas le discours
comme un tout, ni le mot, qui est l'unité la plus@e du discours qui reléve
encore de sens, mais la figure elle-méme, qui gepéaraitre a tous les niveaux du
discours. Ainsi, la premiére démarche sera de idéérplus précisément possible
ce gu’est une figure. Selon Fontanier, "les figahesliscours sont les traits, les formes
ou les tours... par lesquels le langage... s'éloigne @i moins de ce qui en e(t été
l'expression simple et communell y aurait, donc, une expression qui constititdsa
norme, et par rapport a laquelle la figure seraitégart. Mais il faut déterminer
selon quel critére peut-il étre décidé si une esgiom constitue la norme ou I'écart.
Deux réponses sont proposées dans l'IntroductioiGeleette aux-igures du
discours.L'expression normale et normative doit étre singtleommune. Donc le
critere sera ou bien la simplicité de I'expressiun,bien sa propriété d'étre plus
usuelle que d'autres.

Dans un premier temps, au sens figuré qui caraet&@ifigure sera opposé
le sens usuel. La norme serait ainsi l'usage,rt'@eafait brut d'employer tel mot
plus fréquemment que ne I'emploie la langue comifiuMais la difficulté devient
tout de suite évidente si I'on essaie de défingucen entend par "usage". Car il est
difficile d'établir quelle est la fréquence normaleec laquelle une expression
apparait dans le discours. D'abord quelle seraiité de mesure pour une telle
démarche? En quoi pourrait-on mesurer la fréqudad@pparition de I'expression

4 Saussure, Ferdinand dggrits de linguistique général@aris, Gallimard, 2002.
® Fontanier, Pierrgp.cit, p. 9.
® Genette, Gérard, "Introduction” in Fontanier,ilid.
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dans une langue? Et méme si nous convenons suréaganieme artificiel, par
exemple combien de fois par jour un certain nontE@ersonnes représentatives
pour une société qui parlent telle ou telle langoploient telle ou telle expression,
cela ne clarifierait en rien la question de sagoiand ladite expression est utilisée
en sens commun et quand en sens propre. Celauenalifqu'on utilise déja le critére
qu'on essaie de définir. Ainsi, décider entre tesg@opre et le sens figuré serait une
guestion dépendante de l'intuition de chaque lacuét non de certaines régles fixes.
Et, méme s'il était possible d'établir ainsi umece scientifique qui partagerait entre
sens propre et sens figuré, I'analyse ne seraibleafilue pour un moment déterminé
dans I'histoire de la langue. La langue, pourtavibjue sans cesse. Ce qui est a un
certain moment usuel peut devenir avec le tempsexpeession trés rare. De l'autre
coté, une expression qui, a un certain momentéteahge, et par cela est percue
par les locuteurs comme une figure, peut, graceeautilisation tres fréquente, se
transformer en un sens propre et rentrer par cates da langue commune. |l
devient évident ainsi que la fréquence ou la ratetéoccurrences d'une expression
dans la langue ne peut pas constituer un critéieuséde partage entre le sens
propre et le sens figuré. Car il est impossibleléeder quelle est la position d'une
expression par rapport a l'usage, lorsque ménwitld'étre usuelle ou non change.
Et, si dun coté, "les figures les plus hardiessdarprincipe cessent d'étre regardées
comme figures lorsqu'elles sont devenues touttaémmunes et usuellés'll est
aussi vrai que "les figures sont audainsl'usage, et qu'il s'en produisent plus en un
jour de halle qu'en plusieurs séances d'Acadé&nigl' résumant, l'usage ne peut
pas constituer la norme car il ne peut pas étrenidéf, méme s'il I'était, il
n'expliquerait rien par rapport a ce qu’est un dgnsé, vu qu'il y a autant de sens
figurés que de sens propre dans la langue comnetigie les premiéres peuvent
se transformer en derniéres sans que leur usagsgiromis.

Il faudrait, donc, faire appel a l'autre possibtéére: la simplicité de
I'expression. Une expression est figurée si on pewpposer un autre sens, littéral.
Ainsi, toute figure implique une certaine compléxitar on peut penser en son cas
a au moins un autre sens dans lequel elle peutuéiisee. Ainsi, si je dis que
quelgu'un a un cceur de lion, je penserai toujoudsux choses: au lion, qui aurait
certainement un "coeur de lion", évidence qui viehément vite a I'esprit qu’elle
peut passer inapercue, et a la personne a laglagtidoue les qualités du lion a
travers cette expression. Il y a deux évidencesmnggtre humain ne peut pas avoir
littéralement un coeur de lion, car il n'y a quéida qui pourrait I'avoir. Et, donc,
deuxieme évidence, que le sens de l'expressionr"declion” reléve ici d'un écart
par rapport a son usage naturel. Une expressigiesiitaurait pas besoin du passage
par un autre sens. C'est par cette complexité guaites expressions peuvent étre
identifiées comme figurées.

" Genette, G.gp. cit, p. 9-10.
8 |bid., p. 10.
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Mais a ce point il y a une distinction qui s'imp&tesur laquelle Fontanier
va insister dans son ouvrage. |l s'agit de la dfiée entre trope et figure. Car s'il
n'y a pas un sens littéral auquel nous pouvonssgsde sens écarté d'une certaine
expression, il s'agira d'un trope, et non pas diguee. A l'idée d'écart, qui définit
tout trope, soit-il figure ou non, il faut ajoutédée de substitution. Si on opére un
écart de sens parce que l'expression littérale ngnhn'y aura pas de figure. La
figure résulte d'une opération rationnelle de stigin, par laquelle le sens littéral
est gardé en filigrane dans le nouveau sens. 'lté&rerdu trope c'est le changement
de sens d'un mot, et a ce titre, certaines figseedement sont des tropes; mais le
critere de la figure c'est la substitution d'ungregsion a une autre, que le
rhétoricien doit pouvoir restituer mentalement péwe en droit de parler de figure:
et & ce titre, certains tropes seulement sontigeses.® Le principe de substitution
vient donc délimiter dans les formes d'écart des smlles, qui constituent des
vraies figures qui relévent de l'art de la rhéteeiq Mais par cela, par cette
"obsession substitutive qui marque la rhétorique filrires®, la voie est ouverte
vers la théorie de la négativité du langage, caeles de toute figure ne sera pas
dans son expression, mais dans I'écart entre less#ms: le sens figuré et le sens
propre. "Il y a, donc, ceci d'exemplaire, dansHéterique des figures", affirme
Genette, "qu'elldigure, a son tour, un mouvement nécessaire, constitlgifla
pensée du langage et de son exercice méme. Sposveir de se taire ou de dire
autre chose, il n'est pas de parole qui vaill&éme si la thése de Fontanier ne va
pas si loin que celle de Saussure, méme si poueduinots et les sens sont bien
positifs, cette idée de I'écart qui s'entrevoit,aybsiste dans le terme qui résulte du
processus de substitution, fait que les limitescelge positivité sont brouillées
comme dans le cas de deux photos superposées rsénia pellicule. En gardant
présentes a l'esprit ces derniéres remarques sfe@a maintenant a la prochaine
étape de mon argumentation, la critique sausswriglenla possibilité d'un sens
figuré et les conséquences que P. Schulz tirette pasition.

§2. La métaphore n'existe pas

En 1996, les manuscrits de Ferdinand de Sausswia) groyait perdus,
ont été retrouvés. Ainsi, la véritable pensée dguiste suisse nous parvient, cette
fois non plus par le biais de ses disciples, maectement. Et parmi ces nouveaux
textes, publiés sous le titreEtrits de linguistique généralaél y en a certains,
notamment les paragraphes 23-27, qui portent dve peoblématique, a savoir si
un sens figuré est possible. La position de Saesmmble treés tranchante: "ll n'y a
pas de différence entre le sens propre et le sgmefdes mots (ou: les mots n'ont
pas plus de sens figuré que de sens propre), paeéeur sens est éminemment

® |bid., p. 11.
©pid., p. 12.
Ypid., p. 13.
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négatif'?. J'essaierai d'expliquer d'abord en quoi confastegativité du langage,
telle que la congoit Saussure, pour construireigmsen suivant I'argumentation de
Patricia Schulz, la critique de la possibilité demétaphore selon les deux points
gu'on a établis comme déterminants: I'écart atltstitution.

Comme toute science, la linguistique doit isolerplas petite partie
analysable de la langue, posant ainsi les basesrdebjet. Cette unité essentielle
dont traite la linguistique est le signe linguistqou le mot. Il est unité dans les
deux sens du mot, car il constitue, d'un coté&mént le plus simple de la langue,
mais, de l'autre coté, il est "une chose doublige fdu rapprochement de deux
termes™®, il unit en soi le son et I'idée. Il faut remarggee cette unité n'est pas la
correspondance entre un fait matériel et un faibtale Le son n'est pas moins
mental que l'idée, car il ne s'agit pas du sonagénnsais de l'effet qu'il a sur le
psychique humain. "Le signe linguistique unit nore chose et un nhom, mais un
concept et une image acoustique. Cette derniést pés le son matériel, chose
purement physique, mais I'empreinte psychique deoce la représentation que
nous en donne le témoignage de nos sens; ekersobrielle, et s'il nous arrive de
l'appeler "matérielle”, c'est seulement dans ce sépar opposition a l'autre terme
de l'association, le concept, généralement plusati¥’. Donc le son est posé ici
comme phénomeéne, et non comme fréquence sonorsorDeoté, le concept ne
peut pas étre pris indépendamment de son imagestaqpoe, car dans ce cas il
serait du domaine de la psychologie. En descermdadessous du signe linguistique
comme unité d'une image acoustique et d'un conneps sortons du domaine de
la linguistique pour entrer dans la physigue ousdarphonologie, du coté du son,
et dans la psychologie, du coté du concept. Apvég délimité le domaine de la
linguistique par rapport a ces autres scienceseste a fixer les termes avec
lesquels elle va opérer. Saussure pose ces terends fhcon suivante: "Nous
proposons de conserver le ns@ynepour désigner le total, et de remplacencept
etimage acoustiqueespectivement paignifié etsignifiant>.

Il est indispensable pour une science de délirsiber domaine et de poser
et définir positivement les termes avec lesqudks \& opérer. Mais apres cette
premiére démarche, Saussure procéde a réduireaurngnp ces coupures dans la
masse de la langue pour isoler le signe linguistiga dans le signe linguistique
pour isoler le signifiant et le signifié. La coupuentre signifiant et signifié est
purement théorique parce que le signifiant ne Semjue s'il y a un signifié a
signifier et, de méme, le signifié ne peut pas &geifié par autre chose que par un
signifiant. En choisissant les termes "signifiaet" signifié”, Saussure fait plus
gu’éviter la confusion entre le signe linguistigg@mme totalité et le signe en
général comme quelque chose qui indique une ahteeg situation dans laquelle

2 saussure, Ferdinand d. cit, p. 72.

13 saussure, Ferdinand d2gurs de linguistique généralBjbliothéque scientifique Payot, p. 98.
4 Ipid.

% bid., p. 99.
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le signe serait synonyme du signifiant. Par cexckaiminologique, Saussure met
en évidence la différence intime qui brouille Ihtigd8 du mot, car les deux
composantes ne sont rien au-dela de leur rappoprogue. Le signe linguistique
estle signe signifiant, mais seulement en tant gadlique quelque chose de plus
gu'une simple chaine sonore, en tant qu'il faitesigers quelque chose d'autre, qui
ne pourrait jamais arriver a la conscience de guatgsans passer par le biais du
signe devenant par cela signifié. La séparatioreesignifiant et signifié est tout
simplement un outil dans l'analyse du langage, utit Qui sera écarté dés que la
structure du signe linguistique devient claire, gés ses deux faces deviennent des
connaissances acquises. Car en connaissant cemjule signifiant et le signifié,
nous devons assumer aussi leur interdépendanceaisgible. Si la séparation est
prise au sens fort, nous sortons tout simplementatoaine de la linguistique. "La
langue est encore comparable a une feuille de pdpipensée est le recto et le son
le verso; on ne peut découper le recto sans décempméme temps le verso; de
méme dans la langue, on ne saurait isoler ni ledeola pensée, ni la pensée du
son; on n'y arriverait que par une abstraction denmtsultat serait de faire de la
psychologie pure ou de la phonologie ptfte"

Maintenant la nature du signe linguistique sembies glaire. Mais en
Vérité les vraies difficultés n'ont pas été endormulées. Car qu'est-ce que ce signe
linguistique sinon une relation? Mais cette relatioet ensemble deux termes qui
n'ont rien de positive, qui ne se définissent caregette relation méme. Le signifié
"maison" n'est rien en soi, ne peut méme pas é&tseep considération sans le
support verbal ou écrit. Mais la mise ensembleadelettres, de ces sons, n'est rien
en soi. La seule positivité de la maison est a#léobjet qui constitue la référence
de I'expression, or cet objet est entierement iextéau domaine de la linguistique.
Quand quelqu'un entend une langue qu'il ne copaaitil ne saura pas dire ou finit
un mot et ou commence le prochain. Il ne pourranenpas se rendre compte s'il y
a la du sens du tout. Cependant, dés qu'il coanaiihoins une partie des mots de
cette langue, c'est-a-dire dés que certains sensemt faire des coupures dans un
flux sonore amorphe, il pourra isoler méme les rdotst il ne connait pas les sens.
Tout de suite s'installera la différence entre largue et n'importe quel bruit.
Ainsi, le sens instaure dans la chaine signifidegedifférences qui font possibles
les signes linguistiques. Mais, si on essaie digyofe probléme du coté du
signifié, il devient aussi claire que rien de pesitne vient s'ajouter a une chaine
sonore pour en faire des mots. Au contraire, e st dépendent de sa matiéere
sonore, car il est introduit par les différences gjppérent a l'intérieur de celle-ci.
En effet, le sens du mot "bceuf" par rapport au densiot "neuf" existe grace a la
différence entre deux sons: b et n. Si ces deus étaient en réalité deux facons de
prononcer le méme phoneme, alors toute différemceeams entre les deux mots
serait abolie. Par conséquent, un sens devientntiée grace aux oppositions au

8 bid., p. 157.
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niveau du signifiant. "Ce qui importe dans le motintre Saussure, "ce n'est pas le
son lui-méme, mais les différences phoniques qunpttent de distinguer ce mot
de tous les autres, car ce sont elles qui podssighification®’. Ainsi nous pouvons
affirmer qu’a l'intérieur du signe linguistique mi@e peut étre posé positivement, il
n'y a pas de vrai contenu ni au niveau du sigrifiairau niveau du signifié, car les
deux n'existent que dans leur rapport réciproqueisNeviendrons sur la question
de la relation signifiant/signifié dans la dernigrartie de notre texte, ou nous
allons expliquer pourquoi et en quelle mesure cettgion est un entrelacs.

Les racines de la négativité du langage se troudéjit a l'intérieur du
signe linguistique. Mais la négativité devient &rite au moment ou nous faisons
l'opération inverse a celle faite tout a I'heungsqli’ici nous avons accentué les
coupures "verticales" dans la masse de la langalnt ainsi le signe linguistique.
Puis, a l'intérieur du signe, nous avons effac@lgpure "horizontale" qui séparait
le signifiant et le signifié. Ainsi, nous avons déeert que le signifiant et le
signifié ne sont rien en dehors de leur relatian dés qu'on les prend séparément
les deux se dissipent dans une chaine incohéMatetenant, en faisant I'opération
inverse, nous allons effacer les coupures thémiqueséparaient verticalement les
signes linguistiques. Par cette opération, c'egpré&supposée ligne horizontale,
séparant la chaine continue du signifiant de cellesignifié, qui est mise en
évidence. Cette fois, une toute autre image darlgue se forme devant nous, une
image qui ressemble & "l'air en contact avec urgpenad'eau: si la pression
atmosphérique change, la surface de I'eau se désengm une série de divisions,
c'est-a-dire des vagues; ce sont ces ondulatiandogumeront une idée de l'union,
et pour ainsi dire de l'accouplement de la pensée & matiére phoniqué®' Il
conviendrait, maintenant, analyser chaque couchsogrcelle du signifiant d'un
coté, celle du signifié de l'autre, pour voir &4t possible de rencontrer quelque chose
comme une unité positive. Ainsi, nous constatoreslgunéme regle s'applique aux
deux niveaux: une unité, soit-elle signifiante @ngiée, ne peut se définir que par
ce qu'elle n'est pas. Ainsi, le son b se définitlpdait de ne pas étre ni a, ni c, ni
n'importe quel autre son possible. Il peut étrenpnaé difféeremment, il peut étre
écrit de facons complétement différentes sur pagieen pierre, en couleur ou
transparent. Il restera toujours le méme son, lmenkettre, car ce qui suffit pour
constituer sa substantialité est le fait de nesgasonfondre avec a ou c. De méme,
le signifié "maison" renvoie immédiatement a unfnité d'autres signifiés qu'il
n'est pas, et qui le délimitent selon le contegte, exemple "porte”, "fenétre" ou
encore "chateau”, "demeure"”, "batiment" etc. Conenm@marque Saussure, "dans
l'intérieur d'une méme langue, tous les mots gpriment des idées voisines se
limitent réciproquement: des synonymes conmmedouter, craindre, avoir peur
n‘ont de valeur propre que par leur oppositiomedbutern’'existait pas, tout son

7 bid., p. 163.
8 bid., p. 156.
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contenu irait & ses concurrerifs'Mais une chose qui ne peut se définir que par ce
gu'elle n'est pas n'a rien de positive. Car la dr@ipositivité serait suffisante pour
définir la chose positivement. En ce sens, le lgagest entierement négatif. Les
différences précédent toute positivité. Pour résumeus allons reprendre la
phrase de Saussure: "1. Un signe n'existe qu'dén der sa signification; 2. une
signification n'existe qu'en vertu de son signesi@nes et significations n'existent
qu'en vertu de ldifférence des sign&8

En s'appuyant sur cette conception du langageicRa8chulz démontre,
dans son textéSaussure et le sens figuré — ou pourquoi la métaph@existe pas
gue si nous acceptons le caractére négatif du dengaors parler d'écart et de
substitution, donc de métaphore, n'a pas de semss Bvons essayé de montrer
gue la métaphore comprise comme écart impligue hamgement de sens, car
I'écart se produit entre un sens propre et unfsgu®. Or, le sens figuré n'est rien
d'autre que le résultat des changements quesiatidn dans un contexte inhabituel
impose a un sens propre. Ainsi, dés qu'on parthdagement de sens, la question
est implicite de savoir si le contexte de I'expi@s®st habituel ou inhabituel. Par
conséquent il y a une certaine normalité, par repgptaquelle la métaphore serait
I'écart. C'est précisément cette idée qu'il y auraé norme, une utilisation normale
des expressions, que Schulz rejette. "L'emploi@phétrique est fondamentalement
un emploie "anormal" — faire une métaphore, c'd¢iser une expression "hors
norme" -, par opposition au "propre" qui, lui, éstreprésentant de la norrifé.
Mais la norme n'est jamais formulée explicitememta@icun traité de spécialité.
Car si intuitivement nous sommes convaincus destemce de la métaphore, et
nous la reconnaissons immédiatement, définir cestiliemploi véritablement normal
d'une expression est moins évident. En réalitéliétae régle, la norme d'usage
pour telle ou telle expression, sera toujours wraaiche artificielle par lagquelle on
décréte "qu'il est ainsi". Pourquoi serait-il moéisange de dire que la rose a pris
racine? Est-ce qu'une rose serait plus susceptdygendreracine que quelqu'un
qui s'appelle Paul? Comment serait-il possible aigréler toutes les implications
d'une expression et d'en extraire une regle sfigerei de l'usage le plus simple?
Selon Schulz, "le scientifique, pour étre crédibie, peut, comme le remarque
Saussure, partir "tout a fait empiriquement et nadbment, de I'impressiomu'il
en est ainsf% Il faudrait plutét rejeter I'hypothése qu'une mer qui ferait la
différence entre sens propre et sens figuré estipp@sPar cela, pourtant, la métaphore
perd sa dimension d'écart et devient équivaletvataautre type d'usage.

Un autre argument par lequel Schulz déstabilisenéaphore comme
réalité positive du langage s'appuie sur l'aspebstitutif de la métaphore. Si la
métaphore existait, elle serait la substitutioméd'axpression a une autre, selon une

2 bid., p. 160.
2 saussure, Ferdinand degrits de linguistique généralep. cit, p. 37.
2L schulz, PatriciaSaussure et le sens figure — ou pourquoi la méraphiexiste pap. cit, p. 3.
2bid., p. 4.
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regle qui mettrait en évidence I'écart entre lesgampre et le sens figuré d'une
expression. Dans un contexte donné, une expressioremplacée par une autre
expression qui, étant inhabituelle pour ce conterdl®ve d'un sens figuré. Mais
cette idée de substitution présuppose "non seulelagrésence de deux termes,
mais la priorité de l'un (qui est donc I'équivaldet"zéro") par rapport a l'autfd"
Or, il y a ici encore une fois une regle compléetemeartificielle qui déciderait
gu'un des deux termes est "plus normal" que l'a@neimposant une telle régle,
nous accepterions une certaine positivité du lamgagniveau du sens propre. En
ce point s'accroche la critique la plus profond&@adeétaphore. Car, d'aprés Schulz, "le
sens figuré dépend d'une certaine maniére de amnéegens — maniére que Saussure
appelle lui-méme "positivé" En effet, sans une unité positive de sens comment
serait-il possible I'écart entre sens propre et diguré? Qu'est-ce qui changerait
dans le sens propre, pour créer l'écart, s'il n'géa le début, rien de positive qui
pourrait changer? Est-ce qu'il y a quelque choseliange vraimendansle sens

de l'expression "prendre racine", dans les deumplas que nous avons considérés?
Il semble plutdt que cette expression ne contiergae rien de positif, son sens étant
déterminé par le contexte, par les autres expressjiai I'entourent et qui déterminent
son sens. Les mémes questions se posent pouict' asistitutif de la métaphore.
Une substitution ne peut s'opérer que si quelgosecke positif est remplacée par
une autre positivité. Sans positivité il n'y a jpiessubstitution, et, pourtant, toute
expression, soit-elle métaphorique ou non, n'esradénée que par l'opposition
avec toutes les autres expressions qui pourragembever a sa place. Substitution
et changement du sens se rapportent a une normle, morme implique une
certaine positivité du langage. La norme est quelfwose qui ne change pas, un
point fixe auquel se rapporte tout changement.ude, telle stabilité ne peut étre
trouvée dans le langage, ou, d'un coté, la ménmegteut E&tre nommée par plusieurs
mots, et de l'autre coté le méme mot peut nommssigairs choses. "Pour en avoir
du figuré, il faudrait localiser dans le sens destsnies propriétés du monde —
propriétés qui constitueraient alors I'état de fmsll, quelque chose qui devréite

Or, en linguistique il n'y a que des différenéed"a linguistique saussurienne exclue
la possibilité de tout écart et de toute substitutprises dans le sens présenté
jusqu'ici. Or, en dehors de I'écart et de la stligin, la métaphore n'existe pas.

83. Tout langage est métaphorique

Pour récupérer la métaphore je me propose dars dethiere partie de
mon texte de regarder l'idée d'écart sous un armepletement différent sans
sortir de la conception saussurienne sur la larigueosition de Saussure par rapport
au sens figuré, telle que nous l'avons montrée s, semblait finale. Mais, 300

2 bid., p. 5.
2 bid., p. 6.
% bid., p. 10.
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pages plus loin, dans le méme livre, nous troul®psssage suivant, qui met cette
position fortement en question: "Plus de figure'®s€Cun beau programme, qu'on a
vite fait de mettre sur le papier. Et que fautdup mettre ce précepte en pratique?
Peu de chose, simplement n'employer que des eipiesgpondant aux absolues
réalités du langage, classées d'une maniére ibkaitf®. L'ironie de Saussure est
ici frappante, surtout qu’elle est aussi dirigées\aes propres propos. Car, selon la
théorie de la négativité du langage, il est imgaesi'établir non seulement quelles
sont les "absolues réalités du langage" mais gusfies sont les expressions qui leur
correspondraient. "Proscrire la figure", contingeissure, "c'est se dire en possession
de toutes les vérités, autrement vous étes radieatehors d'état de dire o commence
et ou finit une métaphor&" Nous observons que la critique de Schulz comtre |
métaphore et la critique de Saussure contre ltidoolde la figure aboutissent de
facon surprenante a des conclusions proches: pcwlzSla métaphore requiert
une conception positive du langage, pour Saussule,métaphore n'était pas une
figure, seule un langage positif pourrait étaldin statut. Il y a ici une nuance trés
subtile et difficile a saisir. Pour Schulz la métae implique une norme et la
norme impliqgue un contenu positif du langage. P®aussure, cette situation est
aussi condamnable que pour Schulz, mais avec l&anequ'elle résulte justement
par l'abolition de la métaphore telle quelle devéiie comprise: comme figure du
langage. Pour Schulz, la métaphore doit étre abopdé rapport a un langage
gu'on présuppose comme ayant un sens propre. kapp@sition de normalité est
toujours présente dans son argumentation contmeéi@phore. Il n'y a pas de
métaphore car la métaphore supposerait un écarapport a un certain type de
langage qui ne permet pas d'écart en général,ooarétart le figerait dans une
positivité qui lui est impropre. De l'autre cot@uSsure inclut la possibilité de la
métaphore dans sa conception négative du langagteretsert justement pour
rejeter l'idée d'un langage positif, du fait ques"labsolues réalités du langage
n'offrent pas de mystére pour les néogrammairfénS'il n'y avait pas de figures,
la métaphore n’en serait pas une, et donc auctiféeatice ne saurait exister entre
métaphore et le reste du langage. En fait, la hégatlu langage est utilisée aussi
pour, que contre la possibilité de la métaphore.

Pour résoudre ce probléme, je reviendrai, encoeefois, a la négativité
du langage, pour l'aborder cette fois du point de de la valeur. Nous avons
démontré qu’a l'intérieur du signe linguistiquenrige positif ne peut s'imposer.
"Mais", affirme Saussure, "dire que tout est négddins la langue, cela n'est vrai
que du signifié et du signifiant pris séparémerits due I'on considére le signe
dans sa totalité, on se trouve en présence d'urseqositive dans son ordfe"
Cette chose positive n'est rien d'autre que lauvale signe. Mais sa positivité n'est

% saussure, Ferdinand dgrits de linguistique généralep. cit, p. 233.
2" \bid., p. 234.

%8 |bid.

» saussure, Ferdinand d&gurs de linguistique généralep. cit, p. 166.
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pas la méme que celle d'un objet réel. Car la valest rien d'autre que I'écart qui
sépare, et par cela qui détermine les signes Btigues. Mais qu'est-ce que
concrétement la valeur? Elle pourrait étre confenavec le signifié ; pourtant, ce
n'est pas le cas. Car le signifié prend son sdistérieur du mot, par rapport au
signifiant, alors que la valeur met en rapportigge entier avec les autres signes
linguistiques. La valeur dépasse la dimension du, manstituant pour le signe
linguistique ce que le signifié constitue pouriggiiant. Pourtant, si valeur et signifié
avaient un contenu positif, ce contenu serait lmenéoncept. En réalité, cependant, le
concept ne se définit qu'en relation et par se®sippns, et donc, ni la valeur du
signe comme totalité ni le signifié en rapport akeesignifiant n'ont aucun contenu.
Apres une série d'exemples, Saussure conclue gus tous ces cas nous surprenons,
donc, au lieu @iéesdonnées d'avance, desleursémanant du systéme. Quand on
dit qu'elles correspondent a des concepts, onatesd que ceux-ci sont purement
différentiels, définis non pas positivement par leontenu, mais négativement par
leurs rapports avec les autres termes du syst&nS#lon Saussure, "d'un coté, le
concept nous apparait comme contre-partie de lBnaaglitive dans l'intérieur du
signe, et, de l'autre, ce signe lui-méme, c'estexld rapport qui relie ses deux
éléments, est aussi, et tout autant la contreepdes autres signes de la langtie”
La positivité de la valeur du signe linguistiqué @s tout un autre ordre que celle
d'un contenu. Cette positivité est seulement lareguartie de la négativité des
éléments qui composent la langue. Tout comme leclde la feuille de papier met
en évidence le noir du texte, tout autant la vatias signes linguistiques met ceux-
ci en évidence les uns par rapport aux autres. dsitiyité de la valeur est la
positivité d'un rapport.

Voyons maintenant comment Saussure définit cetiemessentielle pour
la théorie de la négativité du langage, la notienvdleur: "toutes les valeurs
semblent régies par ce principe paradoxal. Elles smjours constituées: 1. par
une choselissemblableusceptible d'étréchangéeontre celle dont la valeur est a
déterminer; 2. par des chosamilaires qu'on peutcomparer avec celle dont la
valeur est en cause. Ces deux facteurs sont né&essgaur l'existence d'une
valeur'®, Et plus loin: "de méme un mot peut étre échamngére quelque chose de
dissemblable: une idée; en outre, il peut étre @épvec quelque chose de méme
nature: un autre mot> Et voila comment nos deux critéres de définititenla
métaphore resurgissent ici pour marquer non seufeore partie, mais le langage
dans sa totalité. Car dire qu'un mot peut étre rigdhgoour une idée, veut dire en
réalité qu'il peut étre échangéur une idée ou une autr@ue, donc, l'idée qui lui
est associée peut varier sans préjudice pour leuvadu mot dans la phrase.
Reprenons notre exemple:

*bid., p. 162.
*bid., p. 159.
%2 bid.

*bid., p. 160.
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Paul a pris racine dans le jardin.
La rose a pris racine dans le jardin.
Paul est immobile dans le jardin.

L'idée associée a l'expression "prendre racine’s dampremier exemple
n'est pas la méme que celle du deuxieme exempletaPb les deux phrases sont
aussi cohérentes et aussi correctement constrbieesautre coté, dire qu'un mot
peut étre comparé selon sa valeur a un autre meigméie rien d'autre que la
possibilité de la substitution d'un mot par un autdous voyons ainsi ressurgir, a
coté de I'écart, aussi la substitution. Car, darteerexemple, "prendre racine" a la
méme valeur qu’étre immobile" et donc peut le raner avec succés. Revenons
sur ce point a Patricia Schulz qui dans son IDescription critique du concept
traditionnel de "métaphoretonstate qu'il y a deux types d'écart métaphorique
selon I'extrémité de I'écart que nous prenons coffixee Aprés avoir analysé un
nombre d'exemples similaires aux notre, Schulz loenc'résumons que nous
tenons a instaurer une différence entre un détmene d'un premier type, qui
consiste a voir la métaphore comme le détournemfieane expression M de son
usage habituel, et un détournement d'un second dypla métaphore consiste dans
le fait qu'une idée "b"est présentée de facon déémuou indirecté®. Il s'agit du
point de référence que nous prenons pour meseéari' métaphorique. Si nous
prenons comme référence M, l'expression métapharigela veut dire plus
précisément que nous prenons comme référencerdiang. Ainsi la métaphore
devient cette figure selon laquelle le méme mott pEgnifier deux choses
différentes a la fois. L'écart s'insinue ainsi engs deux sens auxquels renvoie le
signifiant respectif. Il y a dans ce cas un exag@sehs qui trouve son expression
dans le signifiant déja existant grace au nouwvelrgement dans lequel se retrouve
le signifiant. Si nous prenons maintenant comméregéice le sens de |'expression,
c'est-a-dire le signifié, I'écart se retrouve ateau du signifiant car il y aura deux
expressions qui renvoieront & un méme sens. Ity dans ce cas la une affluence
de signifiant et, par conséquent, un manque ddfgigMais une fois que nous
considérons ces deux facons de concevoir la métapdans le paradigme
saussurien du signifiant et du signifié, il devieldir que la ou il y a manque du
signifié c'est a cause d'un surplus de signifiainia ou il y a exces de sens c'est par
un manque de signifiant. C'est-a-dire, dans undigma binaire, comme celui du
signe linguistique, tout manque d'un coté peut @nearqué seulement parce qu'il
y a exces de l'autre coté et inversement. Autredigria métaphore par manque et
la métaphore par excés sont I'envers et I'enduoinéme mouvement métaphorique
qui est le mouvement qui fait que le langage ebtdains la parole des sujets
parlants. De méme que toute surface concave ingl@asurface convexe qu'elle
provoque si nous regardons l'autre coté, la métapbar exceés n'est qu'une autre

34 Schulz, PatriciaDescription critique du concept traditionnel de ‘teyghore” Berne, Peter Lang
SA, Editions scientifiques européennes, 2004, 7.0
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facon de regarder la métaphore par manque. Efiesiand de la métaphore, le
signifiant et le signifié reléevent leur structurerdrelacs.

Je conclurai sur une derniére question. C'est nloése que le langage est
par excellence métaphorique. C'est aussi la theé$todsseau, qui, dans dbssai
sur l'origine des languemontre que le langage nait non comme soif de vérité
mais engendré par la passion. Pour soutenir sa,th®susseau fait appel a
I'exemple suivant:

"Un homme sauvage en rencontrant d'autres se &dvard effrayé. Sa
frayeur lui aura fait voir ces hommes plus grandsies forts que lui-méme; il leur
aura donné le nom dgants Aprés beaucoup d'expériences, il aura reconnu que
ces prétendus géants, n'étant ni plus grands sifphis que lui, leur stature ne
convenait point a l'idée qu'il avait d'abord attaelu mot géant. Il inventera donc
un autre nom commun a eux et a lui, tel par exemgpke le nom tflomme et
laissera celui dgéanta l'objet faux qui l'avait frappé durant son iiurs Voila
comment le mot figuré nait avant le mot propresdoe la passion nous fascine les
yeux, et que la premiére idée qu'elle nous ofestipas celle de la vérifa"

L'idée de Rousseau selon laguelle le langage edit gassion et non par le
biais de la raison est consistante avec nos pr@parss'il s'agit d'un trop plein de
vécu, celui-ci risque d'accabler le sujet, fautsaenise en expression qui le rend a
la conscience. La mise en expression entame lédopaetsla rend supportable pour
celui qui est en cause. Si le langage nait paofeglein, par I'excés de la passion,
il est nécessairement métaphorique. Notre argunmmentse résumera pas a
reproduire les propos de Rousseau selon lesquetiggemiéres langues sont plus
poétiques que celles plus récentes. Ce que nousngomontrer c'est que les
premiéres paroles sont métaphoriques en vertuutedtmible facon de signifier,
mise en évidence par Jacques Derrida @&k grammatologi@ Car si 'homme
de I'exemple de Rousseau nomme ses semblgétets il n'installe pas par cela
une métaphore, mais un écart métaphorique entpreei figuré. C'est dans cet
écart que s'origine sa parole. Mais entre quouet ginstalle cet écart, si avant lui
il n'y a pas encore ni du propre ni du figuré? Qulmomme nomme ceux qu'il
rencontregéants il le fait de bonne foi, parce qu'il est persugdé ceux qu'il voit
sont des géants. C'est seulement ultérieurementsgugroduira la correction.
L'écart initial n'est donc pas enfgéantset hommesomme deux sens qui ont la
méme référence. Car cela advient seulement ultéreent. Le vrai écart, celui qui
mobilise le langage, s'installe entre le sens &gdu mot "géantsattribué aux
hommes, et le sens propre de l'utilisation du rgéahts" comme illustration de la
peur qui mobilise le langage. "Si la peur me fair es géants ou il n'y a que des
hommes, le signifiant — comme idée de l'objet -asmétaphorique, mais le
signifiant de ma passion sera propre. Et si jeattiss "je vois des géants", cette

% Rousseau, J.Essai sur l'origine des langugBaris, Flammarion, 1993, p. 63-64.
% Derrida, Jacquefe la grammatologieParis, Minuit, 2002
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fausse désignation sera une expression propre deemd’. Nous voyons, donc,
gue rien de positif ne peut étre identifié dansecptemiére métaphore au niveau
du sens. Il y a, bien sur, une référence réelke,hemmes rencontrés dans le
chemin, mais elle n'est pas de I'ordre du langBges le langage de notre premier
sujet parlant, il y a un signifiant qu'il vient mienter, "géants", dont le sens nait
seulement entre les deux extrémes: le figuré dadéquation a la situation réelle,
et le propre de la peur qui I'a fait surgir.

Ainsi, I'écart et la substitution ne sont plus d@ési ne sont plus vus comme
des dérapages par rapport a une norme. L'idée wartae, avec sa conséquence,
l'aspect positif du langage, n'entrent plus enudision. Car |'écart précede la
possibilité de toute expression. En ce contextet &avaleur sont synonymes Les
mots n‘ayant rien de positif en eux-mémes, ilsvieot leur consistance dans leurs
rapports réciproques, donc dans les écarts quregeht entre eux. Une opposition
présuppose un écart, donc un espace libre quigbeubccupé successivement par
des termes opposés. Ainsi, le langage n'est pesgi@ sur le terrain d'un écart.
Dans ce sens, I'écart constitue I'espace commudealessignes linguistiques qui
ne créent que l'illusion d'une positivité qui paitrengendrer une norme. Tout mot
pris individuellement présuppose, donc, une diggar rapport a lui-méme, car |l
impligue négativement tous les autres mots quidleent et le délimitent. Tout
mot appelle a I'esprit le langage en sa total@@ssin mode non thématisé. Ainsi,
"la langue étant ce qu'elle est, de quelque cotindiaborde, on n'y trouvera rien
de simple; partout et toujours ce méme équilibreplexe de termes qui se
conditionnent réciproquement" Mais si tout terme de la langue se constitue dans
son écart par rapport aux autres termes, si tost Sétablit seulement négativement,
en impliquant tout ce qu'il n'est pas, si aucun nesignifie rien s'il ne peut pas
étre remplacé par au moins un autre, si, enfimalaur des mots s'étabéintreles
mots, puisqu’elle n'est pas intérieure et figéejsmalative, ne serait-il pas justifié
de tirer de la négativité du langage la conclusonr opposée a celle de P. Schulz:
tout langage est écart a soi méme et par celaphwatigue.

%7 bid., p. 390
% bid., p. 168-169.
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DERRIDA'S STRUCTURE OF LAW AND
ITS POLITICAL APPLICATION

NICOLAE MORAR 1

ABSTRACT. It has often been said that deconstruction leaverida with
nothing positive to say about politics. Criticsérrida think that the application
of deconstruction to politics fails because it ¢oeks the distinctiveness of
political structures. By framing this paper froncase study into the theory of
aporiasin law and politics and back to the question ofrdpad, | argue for a way
in which Derrida’s deconstruction is at play botfyoon a theoretical level and
also on a practical level as a corrective to argp@itical situation.

Keywords: Derrida, Mandela, deconstructioaporia, politics, structure of law,
apartheid.

Many scholars have noted that since 1968, the ghevizen Derrida wrote
his essay “The Ends of MaR,the threshold between the political and the
philosophical has shifted and actually no longemaeates two perfectly
distinguished entitie$. Something new has appeared that lithes essence of the
philosophical to the essence of polititdowever, one might be puzzled by the
effectiveness of the application of some philosoghiconcepts to a concrete
political situation. Therein resides precisely thain critique of Derrida’s detractors.
Their argument is that when one extends the streictdi deconstruction from
writing, to the spheres of law, ethics, and pditione thereby exceeds all given
political structures and renders them unproduchbeeause one overlooks their
specific distinctiveness.

It would therefore be legitimate to ask, with Sim8parks, if Derrida’s
approach to politics could have, “within the pali institution of so called
Western thought, a particularfyraxical application?® He answers, “This seems

! Purdue University, nmorar@purdue.edu

2 This essay was translated by E. Morot-Sir, W. $elerH. Dreyus, and B. Reid and published in
Philosophy and Phenomenological ReseaB{1969):1, pp. 31-57

3 Philippe Lacoue-Labarthe and Jean-Luc Nancy vefiteut a reciprocal involvement. “The political
is no more outside or prior to the philosophicartithe philosophical in general, is independent of
the political.” in “Opening address to the Center Philosophical research on the Political,”
Retreating the Politicaled. Simon Sparks, (NY: Routledge, 1997), p.109-10

4 Jacques Derrid&jargins of Philosophytrans. A. Bass, (Chicago : UCP, 1982), p. 111

® Simon Sparks, “Introductiomolitica Ficta” in Retreating the Politicalp. XX
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unlikely.”® The reason is that the aporetic structure of dgaation leads inevitably

to the ordeal of undecidability. Thus, politicatérvention gives the impression not
only of hopelessness but also of being paralyzediaot knowing where to go.”

In addition, as Derrida notes, the space of pelisicould be a space of just
politics, which “one could cajuridico-ethico-political”® In other words, Derrida
emphasizes here that the structure of law cannaonterstood outside of two main
limits. What are the limits that Derrida confergtie space of politics?

Caputo understands the way in which Derrida deirit deconstructs the
space of politics as a movement “back and fortlwbeh undeconstructible justice
and deconstructible law.’Moreover, Caputo says that Derrida’s paradox st
the fact that what limits the process of deconsibucis also what enables the
movement. If Derrida’s limits of politics do notsdble political action, the question
becomes: how does Derrida allow for the praxisabtips?

This is the framework inside of which my paper aitoschallenge the
guestion of the politicization of deconstructiondato indicate that even though
deconstruction does not provide a fully normativanfework, it nonetheless
defines boundaries to political actions. In so gpDerrida’s analysis of the structure
of law is a privileged example that fully displageconstruction at work not only
on a theoretical but also on a practical level.

To achieve this, | will first describe a case studiated to the experience
of apartheid in South Africa. On November 7, 19828|son Mandela was convicted
of incitement and sentenced to life imprisonmeris. tiscourse, as many scholars
have remarked, is not simply an “originary tracéafan dignity,[...], drawing from
heterogeneous headings in Tribal lore and Eurdpedr’ but also a case that discloses
the limits of a legal system. Second, after hawibhgerved how a historical system
of law can produce injustice, | will move on a theaal level, in order to abstract
the structure of law. Thus, following Derrida, liyaoint out the question of incalculable
justice and undecidability. This interrogation, @hinvolves three difficulaporias—
the Epoché of the rule, the hunting of undecidadial the urgency that obstructs
the horizon of knowledge—revolves around the eHpiolitical implications of
deconstruction. Last, fortified by the outcomehaf tase study and by the theoretical
model of law, | will return with Derrida to the tidl example of apartheid to see
whether or not his deconstructive method hpgeaatical application

® Ibid.

” Derrida,Aporias trans. Thomas Dutoit, (Stanford: SUP, 1993),%. 1

8 Jacques Derrida, “Force of law,” Actts of religion (NY: Routledge, 2002), p. 232

® John Caputo, “Hyperbolic Justice: Deconstructidgith, and Politics, Research in Phenomenologii
(1991):1, p. 8 Martin Matustik calls this movemémtshuttle between the universal (deconstructible
laws) and the singular (undeconstructible justice). Martin Matustik, “ Kierkegaard’s Radical
Existential Praxis,” irKierkegaard in Post/Modernited. M. Matustik and M. Westphal, (Bloomington:
IUP, 1995), p. 255

1 Stephen Curkpatrick, “Ethical Discourse in an aggnizant of perspective - Reflection on
Derrida’s “The Laws of Reflection: Nelson MandétaAdmiration,” Sophia 40(2001):1, p. 81
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1. Case Study: Nelson Mandela

“Why this man? Whythis country?** asks Susan Sontag. There are many
possible answers to these questions but | will Sotwere on three points of
convergence. First, Mandela is exemplary “becatiséno he is, how he has behaved,
and what he has saitf"Mandelaforces admirationas Derrida thinks, not simply
because of his life struggle, but also becauseifindefectible admiration and
defense of values such as liberty, human rightd,dsmocracy. Second, the case
study of apartheid has the advantage of mixinghalelements of politics and to
reveal on a pre-theoretical level what Derrida embgalizes as limits of politics.
Third, as Mandela thinks, the notion of law, théigroof justice should not be mere
memories but promises.

If one were asking what difference one person cakemin the face of
injustice, violence, human rights violation, poyerand disease, Kofi Annan would
answer “by citing the courage, the tenacity, digrand magnanimity of Nelson
Mandela.™ This lifelong struggle against apartheid transtnhim into afreedom
fighter holding unshakable convictions even when he wateiseed to life in prison.
He is certainlythe most vital symbYlof resistance against the tyranny of apartteid.

Apartheid was a political and legal system basedagial segregation. In
South Africa, it began in 1948, and until it wasafly dismantled in 1993, it was
founded on a large system of legislature definatggories of population on a criterion
of color. Thus, a non-white person would not bevedld to marry a white persoh,
much less to have sexual relations with a whiteq@er Moreover, it was mandatory
for all citizens to be registered and to be divittdlbwing a color criterion. This racial
segregation was visible not only in public spadssich as schools, places of
employment, etc.), or in the use of public trangion or emergency medical transport,
but it was even more salient than this, in that gbeernment dictated by law that
inhabitants of the “homeland&iwere no longer citizens of South Afrita.

1 Susan Sontag, “This Man, This Countrizdr Nelson Mandelaed. Derrida and M.TIili, (NY:
Seaver Books, 1987), p. 49

2 |pid.

18 Kofi Annan, “Foreword,” inNelson Mandela in his own word@NY: Little, Brown and Comp.,
2003), p. Xl

4 Nelson Mandela, “Introduction, The Struggle is my lifél_.ondon: IDAFSA, 1978), p. 1

1% In Caputo’s words, “Law’s without resistance, ucatestructible laws, represents the nightmare of
perfect terror. [...] it is necessary, for the sakguetice, to break the law and even to spend some
time in jail.” John Caputo, “Hyperbolic Justice: @mstruction, Myth, and Politics,” p. 5

6 Amendment to the prohibition of Mixed Marriagest A£949)

7 Amendment to the Immorality Act (1950)

18 The homeland systenvas mainly implemented in order to remove to tleslblpopulation their South
African citizenship. Thereby, the white people wioahve become the demographic majority in the white
South Africa and the black people only “guest laksrsupposed to hold a temporary work permit. If a
black were not working in the white homelands (8¥%he territory) and not hold a work permit, heldo
not live there. Thus, 80% of the population (trecklpopulation) had for living no more than 13% of
territory of South Africa.

¥ The Black Homeland Citizenship (1970)
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It is against this system that Mandela revolts.uiHderstands the necessity
of protesting, opposing, and fighting to changéimmoral, unjust and intolerablé®
law. Therefore, “to overthrow oppression” becomesnlela’s highest aspiration.
However, does Mandela force admiration either byirgainspired this combat for
an unconditional liberty or by the values he hasiieel? For Derrida, “the two
have the same focus, they reflect upon each ofhén.bther words, “he becomes
admirable for having, with all this force, admiredhd for having made a force of
his admiration, a combative, untreatable, and ircédle power.? Mandela does
not merely admire laws, or rules, even less thastdaws of the apartheid system,
but he admires rather what he considers shouldh&dasis for all laws. In this
light, he thinks that the Magna Charta and the &rsial Declaration of the Rights
of Man are not simply “what the West carried onhwiself, in its own namé® but
even more the legal framework that should set luptlaér laws. However, Mandela’s
struggle shows that in the case of apartheid, thet\ig in a spectacular opposition
with itself and does not take into consideratioartdical othernesof the black.
For the white inheritors of the West living in Sufrica, the human rights, that
have been a way to protect the vulnerable in tieilization, seem to be obsolete.

If we return to the question of the exemplarity Mandela’s fight for
liberty, we now have more elements to understaaichih reveals “a spectral haunting,
in which the West, it seems, is at war with itselfits laws and institutions
pertaining to human rights and dignif/.In other words, Mandela points out that
the tradition that once promised justice is a sewfinjustice in South Africa. In
this way, Mandela becomes “the specter of justie¢ haunts European law, made
and preserved for human dignity, yet inadverteatigerpinning the presuppositions
of apartheid in Eurocentric humanisfi.There is a deep inability in the structure
of law to perform an act of universal justice and even greater inability to
recognize a minimum of human dignity in all the jgabs under its protection. For
this reason, Derrida says that “apartheid was afgan creatiorf® that displays
the internal contradiction of our civilization amd our way to assert rights. The
case of apartheid is important for Derrida becatulsighlights not only the internal
limit of our civilization but also the way in whicdll political elements are mixed
in a pre-theoretical situation.

The second feature of Mandela’s discourse layshwee main signs about
what he considers the mutual involvement of reifitectand practice. First, the

2 Nelson MandelaThe Struggle is my lifg, 144

2L Derrida, “The Laws of Reflection: Nelson Manddta,Admiration,” in For Nelson Mandelaed.
Derrida and M.TIili, (NY: Seaver Books, 1987), 5 1

22 i
Ibid.

Z Derrida, “The Laws of Reflection: Nelson MandetaAdmiration,” p. 16

24 Stephen Curkpatrick, “Ethical Discourse in an aggnizant of perspective - Reflection on
Derrida’s “The Laws of Reflection: Nelson MandataAdmiration,” p. 84

25 ||hi
Ibid.

% Derrida, “Racism’s Last Word Critical Inquiry, 12(1985):1, p. 294
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African National Congress which succeeded in 1®4thé South African National
Congress, was one of the political organizatioret thrganized the resistance
against apartheid during the time of oppressionspde this positive political
change that withesses an optimistic political unifyAfrican peoples, despite the
fact that years later Mandela has succeeded in ygating the Charta of
Freedom, he did not cease to protest so long anthdnis people did not receive
equal social treatment.

Their Charta claims for equal rights such as egisitibution of the land
and of the country’s wealth, for equality beforev|dor security, for education, for
peace and friendship. Even though Mandela hasderethe uniquenegsof this
moment and the fact that “for the first time in thistory of his country the
demaocratic forces irrespective of race, ideologaaiviction E] have discarded
radicalism, [...] and united in a common program ofian,”*® he has refused a
simple alliance with the white liberals. The roletlis Charta was to give a new
form of unity to the South African nation. Howevéite government did not become a
representative government, black and white, andttlizr reason it was not the
expression of the will of the entire nation. MoregwWlandela understood and avoided
the last strategy of the white oppressor which teasmove the debate regarding
apartheid into a legal framework where the whitaarty had the monopoly of
decision. He was aware that a legal system thaalheady produced apartheid once
before is not a legal system that could deliventti®m this form of violencé’®

Second, Mandela never gave up his admiration fderaocratic society.
One might be surprised that he has supported demypaven after having the
experience of this political model, misrepresensed misused by white people
who arrogantly dreamed of ‘civilizing’ Africa. Hower, the democracy Mandela
admires is the one “before the arrival of the whitan.”®® While telling his own
story to the Court, he shows how durggpd old dayshis people lived peacefully,
under the democratic rules [...], and moved freelpaeuit let or hindrance. Then the
country was ours, in our own name and rightThus democracy is not an imported
political truth that belongs only to the white, liiuvas already “in a society that was
primitive.”* Therein dwells “the seed of revolutionary demoygtabat inspired
Mandela’s lifelong political struggle.

Third, for Mandela, this conflict wasetween the law and their conscience.
The standards of Government “fell below what thélized world would expect®

27 Nelson MandelaThe Struggle is my lifg, 53

2 bid., p. 54

2 Mandela understood the necessity to appeal toxternal form of normativity that the South
African Government has already adopted. This isréason he constantly made reference to the
Charta of Universal Human Rights and to universdli@s such as human dignity. This method has
been used also by anticommunist movements sudteddish Solidarity or the Czech Charta 77.

% Nelson MandelaThe Struggle is my lifg. 141

*bid., p. 141

% |pid.

*bid., p. 145
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because they have completely disregarded theirestgiuln other words, they
refused to consider their objections against segimy they also refused to reflect
on the solutions the African National Congress psmgl for theforthcoming
Republi¢ and they, therefore, left the black populationhwio other choice than
protest against this situation or betray their cargce. Ultimately, the Government
has forbidden their last democratic possibilityegistance and promulgated a law
stipulating that all action of protest against i@ was considered as an offense.

Mandela asks: “Were we to allow the law which stateat you shall not
commit an offence by way of protest, to take itsirse and thus betray our
conscience and our belief? Were we to uphold onscence and our beliefs to
strive for what we believe is right, not just fog, bbut for all the people, [...], and
thus transgress against the la#?The structure of government did not simply
overlook the black population but also deprivedfitll legal possibility to resist,
to manifest, and to express their disagreements,Time men of honesty, the men
of purpose, the men of public morality and consoéehad only one answer. It
“was a duty to cry out against this discriminatiohich was essentially unjust”

Last, for Mandela, the just law, justice in gengeigla promise that has to
be realized. For this freedom fighter, this promiges one of the forces of his
struggle against racial domination. It was a dutyags yet to be accomplished.
“His duty to the public and his belief in the maralof essential rightness of the
cause for which he stoo”’have always attested to this promise for a justréu
Mandela’'s deep awareness of justice as a promige Igian the force to end the
declaration of the trial when he was sentenced;ailing posterity as the witness
of his innocence.

In short, the case of apartheid is meant to demateshow Mandela’s
example represents a spectral site regarding thstign of law. On one hand, it
reveals the inherent legalized violence in the tygédt system. On the other hand,
it makes public the difficulty for any legal struct to be fully universal and rightly
applicable to a political subject. Last, Mandeleése is a powerful testimony that
justice is a promise not yet achieved but alwaysdaime. Despite his unjust trial,
his strong belief embraces the idea that posteiiityalways be there to judge the
criminals. After having presented the case of d&eddtas an intertwinement of
legal elements, we move towards the theoreticadtoure of Derrida’s structure of
law in order to differentiate and to highlight thsignificance.

2. The Structure of law

What does the philosophical questioning of thetjali imply for Derrida?
One might find a possible answer to this openingstjon inThe Other Heading:
Reflections on Today’s Europénere Derrida writes: “ethics, politics, and resgibility,

* |bid.
*bid., p. 143
% bid., p. 144
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if there are anywill only ever have begun with the experience arperiment of
the aporia.”*” The implication would be that the politicahs topass the test of
deconstructionthe testing of the aporjan order to allow for a possible political
action. An investigation regarding the possibifity a practical political intervention
of deconstruction cannot be performed outside efaghoretical structure. Moreover,
the experience dadporia is related to the (infrajructuré® of undecidability as the
“experience or experiment of the possibility of thgpossible.?

Before laying out the structure of undecidabilisythe very way in which
politics can be characterized, our first move Wwélto describe what one might call
the aporias of the political. These apparently radical conitidns “involve the
institution of social relation, the event of foutida that produces society as
such.*® In a similar fashion, Derrida would say “that theconstructive questioning is
through and through a questioning of law and jasticquestioning of the foundation
of law, morality, and politics™

In his article, “Force of Law,” Derrida presentse complexaporiasthat
manifest how he puts the political, as justicehttest of deconstruction. The first
aporia emphasizes that while justice has to folltwe generality of a rule, a norm,
or a universal imperativé’? each decision requires a different dresh judgment
For Derrida, one cannot claim to makgist decision as long as one simply follows a
rule or a law. In a strict sengégre is no decisiaf? In order for a judge to make a
just decision he has to “reinstitute the act oériptetation, as if, at the limit, the
law [loi] did not exist previously — as if the judge hinfiselvented it in each
case.* In other words, a just decision is at the same tiagulatedand without
regulation A just decision has to make reference to thelatalso has to bracket
and to reinvent the law through a new interpretatithus, every decision faces a
moment of undecidability as its condition of pod#ib

The moment of undecidability leads us to the se@putia. The question
of undecidability,often associated with deconstructighould not be understood
in a logical sense, as a Kantian antinomy. Thesytidecidable is not “an oscillation

37 Jacques Derridalhe Other Heading: Reflections on Today’s Eurdpens. P.A. Brault and M.
Naas, (Bloomington: IUP, 1992), p. 41

% We cannot debate here the question of the undslifgiaas structure or infrastructure More
details: Saul Newman, “Derrida’s deconstructioraothority,” Philosophy and Social Criticism
27(2001):1 and Noah Horwitz, “Derrida and the Apasf the Political, or the Theologico-Political
Dimension of DeconstructionResearch in Phenomenolo@2( Sept., 2002):1

% Jacques Derriddhe Other Headingp. 41

4% Noah Horwitz, “Derrida and the Aporia of the Piokd,” p. 157

41 Jacques Derrida, “Force of law,” p. 235

“2|bid., p. 245

43 One should recall here that for Carl Schmitt gieopolitical decision has to free itself fromradrmative
ties because in a normative procedural legal fraoriewthe autonomous moment of decision recedes to
minimum.” Carl SchmittPolitical Theology (Cambridge, MIT Press, 1985), p. 12

4 Jacques Derrida, “Force of law,” p. 251
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between two contradictory and very determinates;udach equally imperativé®
In this sense the respect for equality and uniViegysaust also take into account
heterogeneity and singularftyDerrida prefers the teraporia rather than antinomy
because if the latter involves “contradictions ammtagonisms among equally
imperative laws,*the former entails a constitutive experience of dsgibility.
What does Derrida mean when he uses this overloaoleckptof experience of
impossibility?

It has been said that the experience of the implassis the least bad
definition of deconstruction?® On the one hand, as Caputo and Scanlon point out,
the experience of the impossible has to be undmisés our deep desire to go
“where the method proscribed by modernity prohjltitscross this limits, to defy
the border control, to think the unthinkabf®.On the other hand, for Derrida, one
has to begin with the impossible in order to barsetotion. Moreover, this motion
is a perpetual transgression because one thinksdeubf what can be thought,
according to the inheritance of the Enlightenmdnthinks the unthought, the non-
passage, or as Derrida says, the aporia. Therefryjdean understanding of the
impossible plays not simply a conceptual role, dsb a structural one. Moreover,
as long as the aporetic structure is applied targty of objects (gift, forgiveness,
etc), the impossible becomes articulated as undbettity, as pure gift, as pure
forgiveness, as pure hospitality, etc.

In this light, one might say with Derrida that tweleal of the undecidable
puts the subject in the impossibility of makingecidion Lin sujet ne peut jamais
rien décidel.>® Even if a decision passes the impassable testphhatom of
undecidability will be alwaysaught, lodgedn every decisiori

The secondporia cannot be dissociated from an idea of infinitdiqes
Derrida claims that the idea of justice as an itdiattempt alwayto comemplies
the other as recipient of my address. “Tdiea of justicds infinite, infinite because
irreducible, irreducible because owed to the othemed to the other, before any

S bid., p. 252

6 John Caputo writes in his article “The Hyperbdiiza of phenomenology” that “the opposite of
undecidability is not decision, but programmabijlitshich obviates decision by reducing decision
to the conclusions of a set of premises.’'Counter-Experiences: Reading Jean-Luc Maried.
Kevin Hart (Notre Dame: Notre Dame UP, 2007), p. 75

47 Jacques Derrida@porias trans. Thomas Dutoit, (Stanford : SUP, 1993),6.

;‘3 J. Caputo and M. ScanloBpd, the Gift, and PostmodernisfB)oomington: IUP, 1999), p. 3
Ibid.

% Jacques Derrida, “Force of law,” p. 253

®1| deliberately avoid introducing here one of tipanyms of the phantom of undecidabilikfiora.
Unfortunately, we cannot do justice to this impott®erridean concept within the framework of
this paper. However, one should at least point that close relation with the notion of
undecidability. For Derrida “the politics &hora [is] the absolute indeterminacy, which is theyonl
possible groundless ground for a universal, iffootreconciliation, at least for a universal pafti
beyond cosmopolitanism.” Richard Kearney, “Dialoguith Jacques DerridaPhilosophy Today
48(2004):1, p. 9
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contract.® However, two questions deserve to be raised Rese, is justicealwaysa
relation to the other? Second, is justice alwaygsreatessarily a justidte comé&

Derrida clearly says that unlike laws, which mate ¢laim of universality,
“justice always addresses itself to singularityttie singularity of the other®In
this analysis of justice as singularity, my resjiloitisy for the other appears in the
straightforwardness of the welcome made to the. fercéhis sense, justice cannot
be reduced to a pragmatic legal calculation oraio distribution. If we measure,
estimate, or gauge responsibility, in other wofdsd render it finite by giving up
“the infinitude of responsibility, thereill be no responsibility.** Thus, justice is a
relation to the othét revealed by its very asymmetry.

The second question regarding the meaningjo$téce to coméeads us to
the third aporia. However, does this mean thaterrida theidea of justices a
Kantian regulative ideal or a pure advent? Derrdgues against these fixed
horizons of expectation as long as they are defaednfinite progress or as a
period of waiting. For him, as in the case of apaid, justice cannot wait. In other
words, the third aporia revolves around the urgesfgystice. “A just decision is
always requiredmmediately right away, as quickly as possibf8. Thus, all
moments of decision or performative actionsfariége moments of urgency

What kind of judgment could one make if one doet pussess all the
necessary knowledge for a decision? Herein liearadox. A performative action
cannot be just “except by grounding itseh[se fondaihtin on conventions and so
on other performatives.” Therefore, a performative action will “always miaim
within itself some irruptive violence® For this reasonthe overflowing of the
performative justice is a possibilityo-come “The to-comeof justice ensures that it
remains present in law and its institutions onlyaapossibility and not as an
expectation of idea regulatot’In this sense, the structure of justice is insapker
from a certain form of promise or from a certainnfioof messianisrf? How does
Derrida understand this form of messianism?

For Derrida, the messianic, or messianicity withméssianism, plays a
double role. On the one hand, this form of advepiears in th&pecter of Mann

%2 Jacques Derrida, “Force of law,” p. 254

%3 bid., p.248

% Jacques Derrida, “Remarks on deconstruction aaghmtism,” in Ch Mouffe (ed.Deconstruction
and Pragmatis;(NY: Routledge, 1996), p. 86

% Derrida usually quotes Levinas' definition of jost “la relation avec autrui — c'est a dire la
justice,” Totality and Infinity (Pittsburg, DUP, 1969), p. 89 — in Derrida, “€®of Law,” p. 250

% Derrida, “Force of Law,” p. 255

" Ibid., p. 256

%8 |pid.

% Roberto Buonamano, “The Economy of Violence: errbn Law and JusticeRatio Juris,
11(June 1998):2, p. 173

80“It is also why messianism is inseparable frontiges’ Jacques Derrida, “Deconstruction of actyalit
Radical Philosophy68(Autumn, 1994), p. 32
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the context of desire for an impossible justicemitd understands that law stems
from vengeance. Derrida asks, therefore, “Can thera quasi-messianic day for a
justice that will be infinitely heterogeneous as source?* Derrida, through the
definition of justice as messianic, opens a possiipectation for a pure justice
unstained by violence.

On the other hand, justice is messianic becaugge ah opening for the
future, “the coming of the other as an advent stipe, but without horizon of
expectation and without prophetic prefiguratihThe other, the singular, is an
event such that “no anticipation sees its comfigBy introducing this ethical
dimension, Derrida does not only problematize tiece of politics, but even more
he designates one of its limits. In other wordsCaputo notices, deconstruction
takes place in the interval that separates the oadstructability of justice from
the deconstructibility of lawThis interval is “the distance between the siagw
which is somehow beyond or in excess of the law theduniversal® Thus, the
singular, the event, the unforeseeable, is the aomdgructible justice which plays
the role of one of the limits of politics.

Moreover, the idea of justice means openness, lagmthy it founds the
political. Thedouble biné of the aporetical structure reminds us that justcéhe
experience of absolute alterity’On one side one has to calculate, to negotiat, an
on the other side, one has to demonstrate respeeinfincalculable justice. This
Derridean double gesture does not only show thatptblitical (decision, law,
justice) must always be thought with respect tanapossible experience but also
that all excess is “very close to the bad, eveihéovorst.®” Thus, before applying
the theoretical outcome of the second section ppaper to the particular situation
of the South African apartheid, we should sum wp rain characteristics of the
structure of law. A privileged way to achieve thigo return to the initial question
of this section and to apply it to the particukewdl of politics.

What kind of experience is this experienceapbretical politic® At the
first sight, it seems to be an impossible expegerg non-experience, or “an
experience of the nonpassadelt is important to point out that for Derrida this
experience “is not necessarily negati%Why does Derrida push for a positive
aporetical outcome? For him, the question of malishould not be understood in
antinomic terms because it does not involve logmabtradictions that can be

®1 Derrida,Specters of MarXNY: Routledge, 1994), p. 21
62 Derrida, “Faith and Knowledge — Two Sources ofitien” at the limits of reason alone,” icts
of religion, (NY: Routledge, 2002), p. 56
% |pid.
6 John Caputo, “Hyperbolic Justice: Deconstructdgith, and Politics,” p. 8
® Derrida,Aporia, p. 15
% Derrida, “Force of Law,” p. 257
7 Ipid.
8 Derrida,Aporia, p.12 “Aporia is a nonpath.” Derrida, “Force ofLa p.244
69 [|ni
Ibid.
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overcome. “The contradiction of equally valid aretessary propositions found in
an antinomy is solved by showing how igigparent or illusory’” In contrast, the
aporia becomes the constitutive element for all pos&kfgerience showing constantly
the double relatiort* between thought and action. We could say with iDarthat
the condition of possibility of politics is its owrondition of impossibility.”

The aporetical political situation is an experieticat we try to overcome
but that we will never surpass. It is swerminable experiencand in this sense it
is directly related to our decision and responihil The condition of possibility
of this thing called responsibility is a certa@gxperience or experiment of the
possibility of the impossihfg® If this aporia is the very condition of our ethical
and political responsibility, our moral duties wiihve to beduties that must owe
nothing in order to be a duty

Last, as we have seen, the structure adfgoria as well as the structure of
law discloses an endless experience. In the cagestife, this experience is a
singular experience of the other. In other wortlss & relationatlifference™ On
one hand, it is a relation “to what is other, toatvtiffers in the sense of alterity, to
the singularity of the other — bat the same timi also relates to what is to come,
to that which will occur in ways which are inappriaple, unforeseen, and beyond
anticipation.” Derrida would argue that this openness to theéutis a promise is
the condition that makes possible the event andeblyethe political event as
decision, justice, and responsibility. This leadlghe last part of our paper where
we attempt to see whether or not our theoreticaleh@an be applied to the
apartheid system.

3. A political application of deconstruction

As we have seen with Caputo, deconstruction is @ement that constantly
traverses, explores, investigates, studies, oryaeslthe space between its two
conditions of possibility: first, “the deconstrubtlity of the law or of legitimacy”
and second, “the undeconstructability of justi€eThis interval is the “distance
between the singular and the univeralf’'we make a thought experiment and place

"0 Noah Horwitz, “Derrida and the Aporia of the Piot,” p. 158

1 Derrida’s famous name for this double relatiothisdouble bindThis double gesture can be found
in the main part of Derrida’s writings. For mordaiks: Derrida,Aporia, p.15-6

"2 Jacques Derridd@poria, p. 15

73 Jacques Derriddhe Other Headingp. 41

™ «\without lateness, without delay, but without mese, it is the precipitation of an absolute
singularity, singular because differing, precisalgd always other, binding itself necessarily ® th
form of the instant, ilmminenceand inurgency even if it moves towards what remains to come,
there is thepledge[le gage] (promise, engagement, ..., and so forth)Jacques Derrid&pecters
of Marx, trans. P. Kamuf, (London: Routledge, 1994), p. 31

75 Jacques Derrida, “Deconstruction of actuality,3p.

;‘; John Caputo, “Hyperbolic Justice: Deconstructigth, and Politics,” p. 8
Ibid.
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our case study in this interval, not only will theélures of apartheid be highlighted,
but moreover the limits that Derrida delineatepatitics will play as a corrective
to this situation. In other words, if one takeinbnsideration that deconstruction
moves between the “failed universal and the inaibkes singular,” one would
have to consider these two limits not only as bottmes outside of which reigns
an economy of violence but also as conditions ebftaility for a different politics.

There are three main points that | would like topéasize in this last
section. First, as Derrida shows, the questiorotifipal performativity needs to be
legitimized within a whole nation. Second, eaclchklperson has to be understood
as “the place of a categorical imperatiddr whom | carry “a responsibility without
limits, incalculable, and before memor.Last, | will address the question of the
limits of the Truth and Reconciliation Commissiondouth Africa.

Derrida writes that in South Africa, despite théablishment in 1955 of
The Charta of Freedom, “this constitutional law mad only, both in fact and in
practice, taken the form of a singular coup dedptuut this violent act at once
produced and presupposed the unity of the naffofitiis performative constitution
was not only a bad coup or a bad blow but even mdedure because “it had only
a particular will, that of a part of a populatianjimited sum of private interests,
those of the white minority®® Its violence resides in its own fiction, in its ow
simulacrum produced by the fact that this constitl performativity proclaimed
what in the form of a constative act it merely eiaiDerrida thinks that in order to
avoid its originating violence, a performative &es to be founded on the basis of
conventions equally shared by the entire populatide highlights that in South
Africa not only were general conventions not respecbut the violence was too
important and the distribution of wealth too uninaked. Moreover, this violence of
the origin “found a pathological proliferation airjdical prostheses destined to
legalize to the slightest details the effects afidamental racism, of a state of
racism, the unique and the last in the woffd.”

In spite of the Charter of Freedom which states t8auth Africa belongs
to all its inhabitants, black and white,” thesdeatiénces prove how the general will
of the entire nation has failed to realibe impossible universaFor Derrida “the
will of the entire nation, in any case the genevdl, should erase itself from all
empirical determination®® In other words, thisquasi-transcendentalof an
impossible universal should never be fixed in adnisal situation, a political

8bid., p. 16

 Derrida, “The Laws of Reflection: Nelson ManddtaAdmiration,” p. 27
8 Derrida, “The Force of Law,” p. 24 7

81 Derrida, “The Laws of Reflection: Nelson ManddtaAdmiration,” p. 17
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structure, as something that could be achieved é¢ertain way, but it has to be
always to come.

Derrida shows how a political intention can never folfiled by an
immediate meaning, which “must constantly extengbibe the historical, national,
geographical, linguistic, and cultural limits of phenomenal origir® This is the
reason why he claims that everything should begirufrooting. Thus, Derrida
would say that the structure of law [the politicalgeneral] despitéhe historical
place of its formation or formulatiorof its revelation or presentatiois a kind of
structure that “tends toward universalif§.”

The second Ilimit that Caputo assigns to deconsbructis the
undeconstructability of justice. He continues, ‘S8 what makes deconstruction
possible, indeed is inseparable from®tHow does Derrida apply this notion to
the South African case?

On one hand, we have seen that a mere conformitiiteddaw does not
insure justice. The example of apartheid strongiyves this fact. Only dresh
judgmentthat would completely abolish, and not reinvelng apartheid laws of the
South African legal system could escape from tleis/@rsion. In this light, a just
decision is certainly not a calculation, or a sienptocedural application, but more
than ever it has to pass the ordeal of the undelgdan which our respect for the
universal trembles befothe unique singularity of the unsubsumable exariffle

Derrida notes that the respect for the law impéirsobligation of respect
for the other “in his singularity?® Thereby, for Derrida, when Mandela speaks
about the conflict between the law and his consagerhe confirms that his
conscience of law is based on an interior principlet recognizes this limit of
singularity. Justice is infinite, irreducible besauwwed to the othetg the coming
of the other as always other singularifjherefore, we could say with Caputo that
“the undeconstructability of justice has to do wiik impossibility of singularity™ If
justice exists, it has to behgperbolic demanébr the other.

On the other hand, as Mandela thinks, justicegsomise. In other words,
justice is that messianic moment never fully achieand always to come. This
idea of justice cannot be fixed in an historicalmemt or reduced to a horizon of
expectation. This is the reason that Diane Enn&nstands justice as a corrective
to apartheid, so long as it is an emancipatory fserfor the liberation strugglés.
This is the only form of justice that for Derridoavs “a universalizable culture of

% |pid.
% bid., p. 22
87 John Caputo, “Hyperbolic Justice: Deconstructdgith, and Politics,” p. 8
8 bid., p. 10
8 Derrida, “The Laws of Reflection: Nelson MandetaAdmiration,” p. 37
% John Caputo, “Hyperbolic Justice: Deconstructhdyith, and Politics,” p. 16
°1 Diane Enns, “Emancipatory Desire and the MessiBnimise,”Philosophy Today44(2000), p.
181-184
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singularitites, a culture in which the abstractgjluiity of the impossible translation
could nevertheless be announc&fowever, after all the violence of apartheid, is
this future South African society possible withoetonciliation?

In 1995, the South African Parliament signed thenRition of National
Unity and Reconciliation Act. Is this act of recdmtion of the South African
society the result a pure political will or of “airacle™ as some have said? In
other words, did the Truth and Reconciliation Cossitn process lead to
reconciliation and healing?

Lyn Graybill emphasizes that South Africa’s choreas rather to “pardon”
than to “punish” the criminals of apartheid. Maradels the figure of the great
reconciler motivated this exceptional choice. Diis fpolitical institution realize its
goals? Despite a criticism for compromise “betwdle@ morally ideal and the
politically possible,? the commission led, “if not to perfect reconcitia, then at
least to the possibility of coexistence in this endeeply divided society’”
However, Derrida raises two questions regardingeffectiveness of the pardon or
of this process of forgiveness. First, is “the scehforgiveness a personal face-to-
face, or does it call for some institutional meitia®™*® Second, does one forgive
as long as his forgiveness is not “beyond the exghand even the horizon of a
redemption and reconciliatior??”

Derrida thinks that forgiveness can be engaged drdjween two
singularities, and as long as the third elementiates, one may speak about
reconciliation, but not about pure forgiveness. § Hor Derrida, forgiveness has
nothing to do with the public or political spher®oreover, Derrida says
“forgiveness should never amount to a therapy obmeiliation.”® If forgiveness
enters into a system of exchange it does not simphjhilate itself but even more
it loses its purity and unconditionality. Therehtyfixes itself in an object and
forgets its vocation, which is to forgive the umfimable. Derrida concludes by
pointing out his powerlessness regarding a decigiah should be made between
“a hyperbolical ethical vision of forgiveness ahe reality of a society at work in
a pragmatic process of reconciliatiofl The two poles are irreducible and between
the ideal and the empirical, the latter should gkvaeferto the former.

In conclusion, one might say that the case of apattshows how
deconstruction is at play, not only on a theoréteeel when it abstracts and limits
the structure of law [the space of politics], bigoaon a practical level when its

%2 Derrida, “Faith and Knowledge — Two Sources ofitjien” at the limits of reason alone,” p. 56

% Desmond Tutu, “We are going to make itgs Angeles Time#arch 30, 1994

2‘5‘ Lyb Graybill, Truth and Reconciliation in South Afric@Boulder: Rienner Pub, 2002), p. 177
Ibid.

% Jacques Derrid&)n Cosmopolitanism and Forgiveng@sY: Routledge, 2001), p. 42

bid., p. 38

% |bid., p. 41

%bid., p. 51
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main elements function as correctives to a givelitigal situation. It has often
been said that deconstruction leaves Derrida witthing positive to say about
politics*® However, at least in the apartheid case, one acknowledge the
productive force of deconstruction to intervene emihvolve itself in politics’™*
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BEYOND THE TRANSPARENT MIND: A FOUCAULTIAN
APPROACH TO ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE"

MOHAMMADREZA TAHMASBI™

ABSTRACT. One of the most important events in the twentiethtary was the
invention of the computer. From the beginning & tdomputer era, some scientists
have held that computers can think and act likedrubeings. Based on this view,
these machines have mind and we are justified yotlsat these are intelligent
machines. Behind this effort, there is a fundanghtifosophical attitude. | will argue
that: 1) modern philosophy and the most importation of it, cogito, are foundations
of this project which is named Atrtificial Intelligee; and 2) based on a Foucaultian
vision, the hyperbolic version of Artificial Intégdlence is impossible.

Keywords: Artificial Intelligence, Cogito, Phenomenology, afrscendental ego,
The unthought.

I ntroduction

Artificial Intelligence, abbreviated as Al, is aanmch of the Computer
sciences which deals with the imitation of humateliiyence. The goal of
scientists devoted to Al is to make a machine widah express the intelligent
abilities of human beings, such as speaking, legrpiroblem-solving, argumentation
and doing everyday dutiésThese efforts are based on a similarity between th
human mind and machine. The crucial problem in Atdlated to the degree of
similarity between the two and should thereforeegatize three differing versions
of Al. For determining the version of Al, we showdcounter to three different
guestions. Firstly, is a machine capable of irgeHit activities? Secondly if a
machine can, does it carry out intellectual addsiin the same manner as humans?
Thirdly, if a machine does intellectual activitisgnilar to human beings, are we
justified to say that machine has a mind? If we &g only to the first question it
means that we accept the weak version of Al. Ifsas yes to the second question
it means that we accept the strong version of Alally to say yes to the third
guestion means that we accept the hyperbolic versidl in which a machine can
express itself in a similar manner of intelligerae human beings. Based on this

Y| would like to thank Professor Mahmoud Khatami fis advices on philosophy of Artificial
Intelligence. | am also indebted to Babak Tofighi lfis assistance.

™ Department of philosophy, University of Tehranhfa, Iran. tahmaseby@ut.ac.ir, P.O. Box:
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position, Al has psychological properties and mestates such as sensation,
consciousness, and volition in that we can say inadims mind.

The hyperbolic version of Al which has not yet bestablished is still a
matter of philosophical controver3y.

For achieving hyperbolic Al we should program maeki to be able to
speak, learn, work and argue like a human does.thisrpurpose, we need a
fundamental ground which is based on the optineiitgl of the human mind. We
can attain hyperbolic Al if our knowledge of thetune@ of the human mind is
complete in that we can say it is completely transpt and lucid for us. For example,
in order for our supposed machine to use languadespeak like human beings,
we must be confident in knowing every process wisctequired in using language
by human beings. It should be considered thats ihdt necessary to know all
aspects and mechanisms of human mind now, howeeeamust be confident that we
are able to know all things about human mind, ngntieére is no anything which is
unknowable for our knowledge. In philosophical tetine main problem in hyperbolic
Al is the possibility of acquiring complete transgacy about human mind and
knowing everything about it. The apparent mindhis most important foundation
for hyperbolic Al, and the non-thought aspect cakerthis project impossible.

Modern thought not only follows this transparermyt believes it is possible.
Rene Descartes as a father of modern philosophypaasionate for clarity and
lucidity and his cogito was a symbol for his desire

The Transparency of Cartesian Cogito As a Foundation For
Hyperbolic Al

In first meditation by means of hyperbolic doubgsBartes claimed that there
is nothing in the world. Then, in second meditatibe found his Archimedesian
point in cogito sum. After this success he wroteit'B do not yet know clearly
enough what | am, | who am certain that | d&fdllowing this question he tried to
discover his quiddity. At first, he rejected thaditional definitions of human nature,
like reasonable animal, then he denied that hebisdy because of the hyperbaolic
doubt. After rejection of all possibilities, he fadihis answer:

| am, | exist, that is certain. But how often? jubien | think; for it might possibly be
the case if | cease entirely to think, that | stditewise cease altogether to exist..am,
however, a real thing and really exist; but whistgh | have answered: a thing which thifks.

Hence, Cartesian ego is a thing which only thirksplestone writes “all
he intended to assert was that the | whose existeassert in cogito ergo sum is a

2 Lycan, 1999, p. 7.

% For discussion about philosophy of Artificial Iigence see Boden, Margaret A. (199RE
Philosophy of Artificial Intelligence.Oxford:Oxford University Press.

4 Descartes, 2003, p. 72

® Ibid., pp. 73-4.
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thinking thing®. But it should be considered that, thought for detes
compromises all mental acts. “But what then | amthiAg which thinks. what is a
thing which thinks? It is a thing which doubts, erstands,(conceives),affirms,
denies, wills, refuses, which also imagines anl$ féeSo, Cartesian ego is equivalent
to cgito which is equivalent to mind. Since cogéaa thought which thinks itself
consciously, Cartesian ego or Cartesian mind isothghly consciousness and
nothing more, so it is completely lucent and tramept. Yet there was a problem
for him in how the human mind could error? He an®deto this question by
means of incongruity between understanding andiaoli

Whence then come my errors? They come from thefaoteghat since the will is
much wider in its range and compass than the utztheting, | do not restrain it within the
same bounds but extend it also to things whichnatounderstarfd

Hence, arriving at the error is not related to ebhscure aspect of things
and mind, and there is no point which is unavaddblk human consciousness. In
only one position of Meditations, Descartes askietsklf about being a dark point
which is not lucid for him? “perhaps there is in s@ne faculty fitted to produce
these ideas-(ideas which appear to me to procesd &ertain objects that are
outside me)-without the assistance of any extdimags even though it is not yet
known by me™ In fact, he asked himself if there is a thing wvihis not reflected
by cogito and is the source of human’s errors?llyinae got rid of this problem
by use of theological notion, The God. “He-God-aatrive a deceivet® .Because
we are assured that God is not deceiver, we atiéigdsto believe in everything
which is clear and different for our thought onsciousness.

For Descartes, the human mind totally is refleétgdogito in that there is
no unknowable aspect in it and it is infinite ameinpletely clear for us. Also In the
Cartesian system, none of the intellectual acésitielates to body. So, if mind is
clear and transparent to me, the mechanism ofnédlllectual and thoughtful
activities will be clear. Therefore, based on €siein vision , ego is equivalent to
transparent cogito, and the roots of all intelligaotions and behaviors of it, is
grounded in its consciousness. Hence the Cogaof@indation of hyperboligl.
Descartes himself, knew that all things about huimave not been discovered in
his era, but he strongly believed in the possjbdit attaining maximum transparency
about human and his mind. He demonstrated his bgpestablishing the tree of
knowledge in which each science has its specialtiposHis tree of knowledge
was based on Cartesian metaphysics which is estedliupon cogito. In Cartesian
view, in all branches of knowledge, human can attdar and different notions

® Copleston, 1985, p. 94
" Descartes, 2003, p. 75
8 Ibid., p. 97.

° Ibid., pp. 82-3.

% 1bid. p. 93.
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and thus enable us to explore the human mind caetpléde tried to do this duty
by writing a special psychological treatise; Thegians of the soul.

After Descartes, cogito has been survived in modleonght. In twentieth
century when computer scientists devoted theireffim Al , Cartesian cogito as a
conscious and transparent ego was re-formulateldsserlian thought as a apotheosis
of modern philosophy.

Edmund Husserl: The Transparent Transcendental Ego Against The
Non-Transparent LifeWorld

Three centuries after the Descartes’ Meditatiodsyubid Husserl formulated
his philosophy as the apotheosis of modern thoukbiig. philosophy, like his
antecedent, Descartes, is intended to clarity. eétugelieved in the possibility of
clarity and set his philosophy as the philosophgasfsciousness. The most important
point in Husserlian system is phenomenology. Basetlis view, philosophy is a
science and phenomenology is its method. Husslkelvbd that phenomenology is a
pure science which deals with consciousness. Hethimking that the nature and
structure of human consciousness had not been elled\by his time. Husserlian
phenomenology was an effort devoted to discovestteture of human consciousness.

After Husserl, Martin Heidegger, and Emmanuel Lasirconsidered his
phenomenology as the apotheosis of the philosoghgogito!* His effort for
overcoming the gap between subject and objectgeatablishing objectivity based
on subjectivity, was the other version of Cartesfaoject. He accepted that
Descartes was right when he wrote that cogito Sisimen | doubt everything |
cannot doubt my conscious act, and | cannot deay ltrem. Phenomenology
corresponds with the Cartesian method. The fiegi of phenomenology is Epoche
which is identical with normative doubt. “The aini both is to expose the
transcendental structures of consciousness itfelfdnsciousness is intentionality
or aboutness. All acts of the human mind, sucheaig, hearing, and even loving
are intentions toward something. The concept aénitibnality is a Husserlian
version of cogito, but instead of thinking of antalogical position of mind as a
thoughtful substance as Descartes did, Husserpeef to consider the structure of
mind. Consciousness is not similar to other thimgeature and is a unique thing.
phenomenology ,as Husserl considered it, was theriggion of consciousness, so
the most important subject of this science was égeserl himself considered
phenomenology as an egology. As a result of egoldgy found out that
transcendental ego is a stream of consciousnessganis equal to intentionalify.
Husserl accepted the Cartesian notion of migd;cogito cogitatum -a mind which
thinks and at the same time is an object of thefihinking (a mind thinks itself).

" Moran, 2000, p. 16
21bid., p. 136

3 hid., pp. 168-9
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But he rejected that ego is a part of nature as®@¥t=s assumed, ego is completely
different from nature. The relationship between agd consciousness is a special
one. The consciousness has ego rather than tharg &#e ego which produces
consciousness. Ego or subject of knowledge is ichntwith a stream of
consciousnes$ Hence, Husserlian ego, like Cartesian ego, wasplaely
transparent and clear and there is no turbidityt.inThe mind which Husserl
discovered by phenomenology was truly and fullyps$garent. Consciousness and |
are the same, and | am nothing but consciousness.

When Husserl tried to answer this question of hawn&n knows other
minds, he referred to horizontal intentionality. 8¥hmy consciousness encounters
with another mind, my intentionality is no longertical such as when | encounter
with things. Horizontal intentionality in contraty Vertical intentionality as it does
not objectify others. | intend to another mind asuBject like me, not as an object
like a thing. All human minds have horizontal irtienality, and an aggregation of
horizontal intentionalities produces an intersatije space which Husserl named
as a life-world. In relation to all acts of knowimng subject, life-world is a priori
from all experiences and knowledge. The foundatafnall our experiences
formulated in our consciousness is establishedféaniorld. All phenomena are
known and experienced on that ground, and thewlddd is a context which is
correlated to all our conscious experiences. Ohjgarsons, facts, values, numbers
and all knowledge which we acquire, are abstra@teoh life-world which is a
priori from them. Hence, life-world is a framewarkall epistemological activities
of the human mind, and objectivity is plausible thie base of it. Life-world is
experienced by subject as a whole, and is the waesdbundation for all
philosophical, scientific, and moral functionsisitan interwoven context, which all
conscious aspects of the human mind such as guaiitical, scientific, philosophical,
aesthetic, mythological, emotional, and judgmetiieare founded upon. But, is it
possible to describe the life-world by means ofnameenology? This is the most
important question. Husserl tried to do this, buay alescription of life-world
should consider it as an interwoven whole uniqu&exd each part of which has a
complex and poly-sided relationship with other pant that it cannot be isolated
from them. In addition, for acquiring philosophiéalowledge of the life-world, we
need to know all historical forces which have sliggie civilization on which the
life-world is dependent. Husserl was unsuccessiod finally he concluded that ,
culture, tradition, and traditional conventionsedatine life-world. “when we are
thrown in to an alien social sphere, that of Negrioethe Congo, Chinese peasants,
etc. we discover that their truths, the facts fbmthem are fixed, generally verified
or verifiable, are by no means the same as duksénce, there is not one life-world
for all human cultures, and each culture has aiabpbfe-world which justifies

“bid., pp. 170-2
® Husserl, 1969, p. 139
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objectivity by its special mannét.As a result, although Husserlian ego was
established in a completely transparent positibis, ¢go or transparent stream of
consciousness is rooted in the non-transparentrendnclear context which is not
lucid for human consciousness. This non-transpgrenthe strongest obstacle for
achieving hyperbolic Al and it can be expresseabaiately based on the philosophy
of Michel Foucault.

Foucaultian approach to the fundamental notion of hyperbolic Al

Commentators of philosophy of Michel Foucault betighat we cannot
easily classify his ideas by use of commonplacénstand thoughts which were
prevalent in his time. His earlier thought was etiée by the innovation of the
notion of the unconsciousness by Sigmund Freud thed studying of the
relationship between knowledge and economics by Marx. In his later thought,
the influence of Heidegger and mostly Nietzscheobexs apparent as well. In
general, commentators have divided his thought¢wim periods; archaeology
(early Foucault) and genealogy (late Foucault)hédigh this division is useful for
knowing Foucault’s writings, there actually is reotreal gap between the two
periods of thought. In fact, Foucault in his lateought (genealogy) reanalyzed his
early works. In genealogical writings, he returnted central concepts of his
archaeological writings especially around subjecnd objection. Hence, we can
see a connection between the two periods. Gengtaflyefforts were limited to
determine the philosophical and historical condgiof the rise of a modern notion,
i.e. human, which simultaneously is the subject thiedobject of knowledge. These
considerations may help us to approach the fundeheation of hyperbolic Al,
i.e. transparent ego (completely knowledgeable mibg building upon the
achievements of Foucault. In, The order of thidgmjcault said: “the | think does
not, in its case, lead to the evident truth ofitaen”’. This proposition is based on
Foucault "s statements about analytic of finitudd aising human as a modern
notion. He believed that during the latter parthaf eighteenth century, one of the
most important epistemological changes occurredis Thomentous change
permitted the rising of human and represented ithighing of the classic era and
simultaneously rising of the modern era. Foucadlindt give precise argumentations
about the causes of this change but this transfigur caused the rise of a being
that is at the same time the subject and objekhotfviedge. In other words a being
that is both spectator and spectd&len modern episteme, human is posited in a
vague position. On the one hand, three momentongghlife, labor and language
have formulated his concrete being. This is basethe idea that human has been
placed as an animal in the animal kingdom, usimguage for speaking, and as a

' Moran, 2000, p.182

Y Foucault, 1997, p. 324
B bid., p. 312
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worker animal, trapped in complex relationships alihare founded on his needs
and his labor that is used for satisfying thoselae®n the other hand, because he
is placed on a double position (subject and oljé&nowledge) he wants to know
himself, and he is going to acquire knowledge albeatsomething which causes
his concreteness. Based on these realities, theevagsition of human being is
formulated. His knowledge reminds him that ruled #re laws of life, labor, and
language are formulating his concrete being whileha same time his aim is to
acquire positive knowledge about them. Biology, nesnics and philology are
modern sciences by which human is going to obtaisitipe knowledge about
himself. His positive knowledge shows that lifendaage and rules of production
are a priori from his concrete being. He who igving thing that is under the
dominancy of the laws of life, and is captured lbe faws of production. In
addition, he uses and transfers words which haee lsed long before him. For
speaking he must follow the rules of a languagectwis imposed upon him. There
is a kind of apriority which is not able to wipetdwy any mear. While some
special rules are formulating and shaping my emc#e how can | put them in
bracket and explain them? While modern subjecsliveorks, speaks based on the
laws of life, labor and language, his aim is to\krtbese laws positively.

The modern themes of an individual who lives, speakd works in accordance
with the laws of an economics, a philology, andi@odgy, but who also, by a sort of
internal torsion and overlapping has acquired thlet through the interplay of those very
laws, to know them to total clarification-all thtsemes so familiar to us today and linked to
the existence of human sciences are excluded byict thought®

As Professor Hubert Dreyfus and Paul Rabinow sdidus man emerges
not merely as both subject and object of knowlethge,even more paradoxically,
as organizer of the spectacle in which he appéars”.

Positive knowledge which explains the laws of lii@hor and language,
reminds the human that he is limited by these laBys.means of physiology,
anatomy and neurology, we know the unavoidable domehtal limitations of our
biological structure. By knowing the rules and lag¥gproduction, we understand
that human is completely occupied by it. For exanim is alienated from himself
because of the conditions of industrial productiand similarly our knowledge
about language says to us that senses cannonbtetrad because of the structure of
language in which we use. Human knows well, thiesigations are not avoidable and
reducible. But modern human reacted to this simatielently. He used the
limitation as a foundation for positive knowledgelachanged it to an advantage. He
accepted the limitation not as an exterior deteemihut as a fundamental finitude

®pid., p. 313
Dhid., p. 310
% Dreyfus &Rabinow,1 982, p. 29
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which is placed in human innately and make posgibktive knowledge. Based
on Foucault’s vision, the definition of the anaytif finitude, which we can find
the apotheosis of it in philosophy of Kant, is timeit of knowing which is rooted
in human as a ground for positive knowledge. Initaof finitude the existence
of human can make a foundation for determinatiosavhething which can show
him his finitude. In fact, limitation is on the ohand as a finitude and on the other
hand as the source of all truths. “This attemgiteat factual limitations as finitude
and then make finitude the condition of the pofigjbdf the all facts is an entirely
new notion”?” There is a special relationship between the lioitaof human
knowledge, and life, language, and labor; since liapped by them, his knowledge
is finitude, also the finitude of our knowledgethie cause of our positive knowledge
of language, labor, and life. For modern thougdmgluage, labor, and life which
have their special beings, historicities, and ruteske the knowledge infinitude,
and conversely the limitation of knowledge permits to acquire the positive
knowledge of them. The analytic of finitude whisha remark of modern thought
presents a kind of knowledge about the quiddithuwian being that three double
concepts are involved in it. Transcendental dinensif human correlates empirical
dimension of him, and in the same way cogito catesl| of the unthought, also the
retreat correlates the return of the origfilence, in virtue of modernity the human
is known “as surrounded by what he cannot get #ttmiunthought), and yet as a
potentially lucid cogito, source of all intelligity” **. These doubles are characteristics
of human being in modern era, and the ways for kngwhim. Hence, the
relationship between cogito and the unthoughtdeagacteristic of human being.

The Unthought And The I mpossibility of Hyperbolic Al

Foucault believed that the centre of modern thoiggbbgito. Although the
modern cogito is rooted in Cartesian cogito, Folicaparates modern cogito from
Cartesian cogito. Descartes considered the cogit general form of thought and
aimed to save his thought by means of it. As s@heacould consider the cogito
as a rigid base, he could obtain the desired stdrfda deliverance of error and
illusion. Therefore Cartesian cogito is againstfibll of error and illusion and is
not rooted in that field.

In modern cogito however, thought-conscious-offitsend whatever,
within thought is rooted in the unthought. As a terabf fact, both cogito reduce all
things to thought, but in comparison modern cagfitsigns thought to an inert network
of something which cannot be thoughEoucault writes that in Husserlian thought the
unthought is a primary and introductory ground malr human must order and shape
himself. The unthought which is the unthought aspEbuman is the foundation for

Zhid.

Zbid., pp. 315-7
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% Foucault, 1997, pp. 323-4
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the act of thinking® As mentioned, Husserl at the end of his phenorogiuall efforts
reached to the conclusion that the objectivity Whig attained by transcendental
ego is founded on the life-world that cannot bawcknd transparent for the human
mind. As a result of Husserlian's works; “Hussedisciplined phenomenological
description led him to see that all explicit expade of objects takes for granted a
background of practices and relations to other atsj€. Hence, in Husserlian
phenomenology thought refers to the unthought amdchds itself upon it by
continuously reinforcing the priority of the unthght to cogitd® This priority re-
interpreted by Foucault. A human being is placednorganism which he cannot
completely penetrate into by his thought. He wsémguage which is much older
than him and cannot dominate over it, and thusbeds and desires are imposed
upon him. All of them are necessary conditionsthaught, and the act of thinking
is impossible without them. For this reason, nétessary to make transparent and
clarify the unthought, if human being wants to iatthe complete understanding of
himself. However, since the unthought is a fouratator thought, it retreats, and it
cannot be absorbed by cogito. The totality of hufmaimg is understood based on
the unavailable field. Hence, “the modern cogitaaes so much the discovery of an
evident truth as a ceaseless task constantly tondertaken afresi® Modern
human is a kind of being in which there are twoeatp one is reflected in cogito
and another is not reflected in it. The human thbigycaptured in and circumscribed
by an unthinkable field. Therefore, there is nocpe description about human
being in modern episteniéFoucault says: “How can man think what he does not
think”®%. How the thing which is unthinkable can be thougtite human being can
think and speak only by means of things which agohd his thought, so it is
impossible for him to clarify it by means of hiotlght and language. Hence, “the |
think does not, in its case, lead to the eviderthtof the | am”.

Conclusion

In conclusion, Cogito is circumscribed in a dar&ldi which cannot be
thought, and for this reason cannot be reflecteddgito. The dark region is the
foundation and root of cogito and the ground far aichinking. Cogito neglects
the non-thought aspect of human being so it iseqatal to the totality of being of
human. Artificial Intelligence, which has been fded upon cogito, cannot think
and speak like a human being, since the field wb#hmake possible for a human
to think and speak is remote for his thought artd geocessing.

®hid., p. 327
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RECENZII — BOOK REVIEWS

La multitude introuvable. Quelques remarques concarant
le nouveau sujet de I'histoire

Chronique de I'action implacable et Antonio Negri s’inscrit sans doute
dramatiqgue du pouvoir, témoin de la dans la série des penseurs qui ont critiqué
violence comme horizon indépassable, la I'inventaire conceptuel de la modernité.
philosophie politique cherche les dernieres Mais, Negri ne veut pas démontrer que la
années de reconfigurer son espace théoriguemodernité s'est progressivement érodée a
C’est dans cette logique qu’on peut lire la cause de son destin nihiliste, il pense
Fabrigque de porcelaine. Pour une nouvelle qu’elle est absolument finie. Selon le
grammaire du politique 'un des derniéres  philosophe italien nous vivons maintenant
livres d’Antonio Negri. Le volume réunit dans la postmodernité, une époque qui se
plusieurs legons données par l'auteur au détache, radicalement et sans possibilité
College International de Philosophie. de retour, de la modernité.

En partant de la question: comment La césure qui sépare d'une maniére
les catégories modernes du politique peuventirréductible la modernité du post-moderne
étre soumises a une critique et comment est déterminée par plusieurs phénoménes
élaborer une nouvelle grammaire de la qui ont une autonomie relative, c'est-a-dire
politique, Antonio Negri constate le caractére seulement du point de vue analytique. I
homogene des théories politiques modernes.s’agit en premier lieu de ldissolution de
Selon le philosophe italien, la modernité la souveraineté et de sa conversion dans la
politique est batie sur une interprétation biopolitique La crise de la transcendance
univoque du pouvoir en tant que structure se manifeste en tant qugobalisation qui
transcendante ou souveraine. C'est pour renferme le premier processus. L'élément
cela que toutes les théories modernes sedécisif en est I'émergence dtravail
closent dans une sorte de dialectique duimmatériel.
pouvoir, impossible a dépasser. Soit on prend Le concept de «travail immatériel»
le pouvoir et on est condamne a devenir a été inventé par le groupe politique italien
une image de celui-ci, de lui ressembler, connu sous le nom dPotere Operaip
soit on nie le pouvoir et I'on essaie de dont Negri fut l'un des principaux
reconfigurer I'espace politique comme un animateurs. Ce concept essaie de capter le
lieu du non-pouvoir. Evidement, l'intention changement du travail en force de production
de Negri est d'échapper a cette dialectique. saociale. Selon Negri, la dématérialisation du
Cette opération est rendue plus facile par travail signifie que cette activité humaine
le fait que Negri est convaincu que la doit étre comprise en premier lieu comme
modernité, en tant que grille de lisibilité de une nouvelle forme de subjectivation, la seule
I'histoire, est finie. efficace dans le capitalisme. Du point de
vue de la généalogie historiqgue du terme,
! Antonio Negri,Fabrique de porcelaine. Pour une «iravail |mmaterlgl>> renvoie a Marx, qui

nouvelle grammaire du poliiqueaduction de ~ NOte dansGrundrisse «Le developpgment
Judith Revel, Editions Stock, 2006. de la grande industrie a pour consequence
que sa base, a savoir I'appropriation du
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temps de travail d’autrui, cesse de représenterc’est peut-étre cette multiplicité méme qui
ou de créer larichesse. Le travail immeédiat fait que les strates de ce concept se
en tant que tel cesse d'étre le fondement desoutiennent et se minent réciproquement.
la production, puisqu'il est transformé en La premiere fonction du concept de
une activité qui consiste essentiellement en multitude est d'établir un sens trans-
surveillance et régulation; tandis que le subjectif de I'action humaine et de lui
produit cesse d'étre créé par le travailleur reconnaitre un potentiel révolutionnaire.
individuel immédiat et résulte plutét de Au début de la sixiem&hese sur Feuerbach
combinaison de I'activité sociale que de la on peut lire: «Feuerbach résout I'essence
simple activité de producteur». religieuse en l'essence humaine. Mais l'essence
Mais, si dans la postmodernité se de Ihomme n'est pas une abstraction
manifestent des éléments ou des processusnhérente a l'individu isolé. Dans sa réalité,
d’'une radicale nouveauté, cela ne signifie elle est I'ensemble des rapports sociaux».
moins que cette époque n’'est pas captive Suivant Deleuze, Negri affirme «qu'il
dans la logique du développement du existe une activité subjective qui traverse
capitalisme. Dés le début du livre, Antonio e réel, quelque soit le degré de colonisation
Negri examine les diverses positions auquel celui-ci est soumis de la part du
philosophiques qui se sont rapportées au capitalisme, et qu'il existe par conséquent
moment présent. Le philosophe italien une virtualité, parfois une possibilité
critique vivement les théses qui dramatisent réelle, de transformer cette nouvelle
l'action du capitalisme au point de subjectivité en résistance».
n'envisager que des solutions messianiques Mais comment fonctionne le
pour lui faire opposition. Si Negri rejette transfert de [Iindividualité vers son
ainsi les stratégies de Agamben et Derrida, multiple révolutionnaire? Il s'agit ici d'une
il prend comme fil de développement de la régle d'agrégation transférée du corpus
nouvelle grammaire politique les théories législatif de I'histoire? Dans ce point Negri
de Foucault et Deleuze. Car, si la vie est préfere de rester silencieux et de
renfermée par le capital, la solution n'est bombarder le lecteur avec les multiples
pas d'attendre, pour la libérer, un événement occurrences du principe de différenciation.
qui va bouleverser sa logique dominatrice, Sans doute, la multitude doit se
mais de développer une contre-hégémonie. composer «d'innombrables différences
C’est précisément dans ce point que la internes, qui ne sauraient étre réduites a
stratégie théorigue de Negri se précise. une unité ou a une identité singuliere»,
Avant de tracer les nouvelles regles du pour mettre hors circuit le principe souverain
politique, il faut premiérement déterminer d'unification. Mais cela n’empéche pas de
le sol qui va soutenir tout I'échafaudage.  constater la difficulté de penser une
Le mécanisme qui déjoue la multiplicité sociale capable de fabriquer
hégémonie capitaliste et assure en mémeson commun tout en maintenant ses
temps une résistance immanente est ladifférences internes.
multitude. Mais, c'est précisément avec La multitude semble donc étre une
l'inscription de la multitude au cceur du structure dynamique qui produit le liant
raisonnement de Negri que sa construction social. Elle s'oppose au concept de classe
d'un nouveau langage politique devient ouvriere qui définit seulement un certain
fluctuante, sinon obscure. Sans doute, il y type de structure sociale, limitée du point
a beaucoup d'explications concernant les de vue historique, car la classe ouvriére
fonctions et les usages de la multitude et appartient au moment industriel de I'histoire.
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En outre, la multitude se délimite du concept
de peuple, car celui-ci est le résultat d’'une
opération souveraine. En fin, la multitude

guaprés une accumulation consistante
d’injustice. Selon lui, la subjectivité
multiple est déja un moment privilégié de

signifie toute autre chose que la masse, carlhistoire. A la page 210 dea Fabrique

la masse n'est qu'un opérateur politique
créé rétrospectivement. La multitude ne
peut étre saisie, ni expliguée dans les
termes du contrat juridique.

Si la multitude peut échapper aux
mécanismes implacables du capitalisme
c'est parce qu’elle s’identifie avec un stat
de profondeur intouchable par la logique
dominatrice. Comme le montre Negri dans
un livre écrit avec Michel Hart et intitulé
justementMultitudes pour assurer un bon
fonctionnement de ce principe il faut lui
donner le pouvoir d’'une nouvelle race: «Ces
singularités agissent en commun et forment
ainsi une nouvelle race, c'est-a-dire une
subjectivité coordonnée politiquement et
produite par la multitude». Et cela n’est
possible que si I'on identifie ce concept
avec la force de la vie: «la multitude est la
force non formée de la vie, un élément de
I'étre. Telle la chair, la multitude est elle
aussi orientée vers la plénitude de la vie.
Le monstre révolutionnaire qui a pour nom
multitude, et qui apparait a la fin de la
modernité, veut continuellement transformer
notre chair en nouvelles formes de vie».

C'est a travers ces multiples
opérations d'identification de la multitude

de porcelaineon peut lire: «La révolution
est une accélération du temps historique, la
réalisation d’'une condition subjective, d'un
événement, d’'une ouverture qui concurrent a
rendre possible une production de
subjectivité irréductible et radicale».

Lors d’'un entretien avec Eric Alliez
intitulé Peuple ou multitudes?, Jacques
Ranciére exprime son point de vue,
concernant 'usage du concept de multitude,
selon lequel cette notion résume une sorte
de retour de la politique totale: «Le
concept de multitude oppose a celui de
peuple la requéte communiste: que la
politique ne soit pas une sphére séparée,
gue tout soit politique, c'est-a-dire en fait
que la politique exprime la nature du tout,
la nature du non-séparé: que la communauté
soit fondée dans la nature méme de I'étre
en commun, de la puissance qui met de la
communauté entre les étants en général».

Méme si on partage [I'élan
contestataire d’Antonio Negri, ses efforts
pour construire une alternative a

I’'hnégémonie de 'Empire, nous ne pouvons

pas nous empécher de constater Ile
caractére inopérant de son raisonnement.
Le lecteur ne peut étre jamais assuré que

avec la vie en tant que instance autonome son concept de multitude n’est rien de plus

d’autodifférenciation que le concept s'assure
le statut de subjectivité créatrice. Mais |l

semble que seulement les principes de
fonctionnement de la subjectivité ne sont
pas suffisants pour que celle-ci passe a
I'acte. Negri essaie de dépasser la vieille
logique de la révolution qui ne se déclanche

gu'un petit déréglement du principe
souverain, une erreur de parcours de
I'odyssée triomphale du capitalisme.

VAL-CODRIN TAUT
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Martin Endrel® — Alfred Schiitz Konstanz: UVK, 2006, 156 S.

In der kontinuierlich wachsenden

deutschsprachigen Schitz’ Rezeption des Schitz Werkausgabe*

letzten Jahrzehntes stellen Martin Endref?’

Analysen einen unibergehenden Referenz-

punkt dar. Einflussreicher und vom Autor
selbst programmatisch weiterentwickelter
Linie anthropologisch-pragmatischer Argu-

mentationsstrange kommen ausgearbeitete Gesamtwerk

Entwicklungen zu, die sich durch unschwer

einsehbare Auseinadersetzung mit Schitz’

wissenssoziologischer ~ Problematik  pro-
filieren lassen. Dass seine Auffassungen
hinsichtlich der Frage nach den
Sinnstrukturen der Lebenswelt und deren
Bedeutung fir die Ubersetzung als

Angesichts erscheinender ,Alfred
pragt sich die
LEinflhrung“ als unab-

dingbarer  Begleittext aus, dessen
thematischer und konstant nuancierter
Aufgabe es nahe liegt, einen strukturierten
und umfassenden Uberblick tiber Schiitz’
zu verschaffen. Trotz
anfanglich vorgeschlagener Gesamtorien-
tierung, geht es EndreR weder um eine
einleitende und biographisch eingebettete
Perspektive,> noch um Darstellungen

Schiitz”  facettenreichen  Denkdukitub.

Demgegenlber nahert Endrel nun
auslegend textimmanent Schitz' Schriften

vorliegende

Transzendenzbewaltigung andere Akzente mit Bezug auf sein ,wissenssoziologisches

als die Ethnomethodologie setzt, wird stets
ausfihrlich dokumentiert.So gelingt es
Endrel? in seinen Arbeiten in Anknipfung
an Schitz' Theorie der ,Sinnprovinzen*
Elemente eines ,allgemeinen Musters
alltaglicher menschlicher Weltorientierudg*
aufgrund der Transformation von Unver-
trautem ins Vertraute hervorzuheben.
Sodann fihrt Endrely These nicht zur
Umwandlung einer Wirklichkeit in
selbststéandig  strukturierte  ,multiple
realities”, sondern zu einer strukturellen
Homogenitat der  Lebenswelt, die
interkulturelle Verstehensprozesse fordert.

' vgl. u a ,Verrauen und Vertrautheit.
Phanomenologisch-anthropologische
Grundlegung®, in M. HARTMANN & C.
OFFE (Hg.) (2001) - Vertrauen. Die
Grundlage des sozialen Zusammenhaltes
Frankfurt/M: Campus, 161 - 20¥/ertrauen
Bielefeld: Transcript, 2002; ,Die Einheit
multipler Sinnordnungen in der sozialen
Wirklichkeit* in M. KAUFMANN (Hg.)
(2003) —Wahn und Wirklichkeit — Multiple
Realitaten Frankfurt/M: Lang.

2 ENDRESS 2002: 65.

Profil* an, vollzieht eine prézise Auswahl
erklarensbedurftiger Begrifflichkeit und
bietet dadurch eine durchaus homogene
Deutung an.

Selbst die eréffnenden  Uberle-
gungen uber Schitz' Vita gewinnen aus
der Perspektive einer freizulegenden
phéanomenologisch begrindeten Wissens-
soziologie neue Signifikanz. Die Aufsétze
aus den 40er Jahren decken beispielsweise,
so Endref3, nicht nur eine wissens-
soziologische Problematik auf, sondern sie
fuhren zugleich die Diskussion auf
Lebenserfahrungen der Emigration (,Der
Fremde®, 1944) oder der Ruckkehr von
der Front des |. Weltkrieges (,Der
Keimkehrer”, 1945) zuruck (S. 21ff). An
dieser Stelle nur kurz erwéhnter
Wichtigkeit dieser Studien (darunter auch
.Gleichheit und Sinnstruktur der sozialen

® vgl. M. BARBER (2005) - The
Participating Citizen. A Biography of
Alfred SchitzAlbany, NY: SUNNY.

4 vgl. M. ENDRESS (1999) — ,Alfred
Schitz”, in D. KAESLER (Hg.) Klassiker
der SoziologieMinchen: Beck, 334 — 352.
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Welt”, 1957) wird spater (S. 119ff) eine
am Spannungsverhdltnis vovertrautem
und Unvertrautemorientierte Interpretation
gewidmet.

Schitz’” Werk ist vor allem durch
den Wiener Okonomiker Ludwig von
Mises, Max Weber und Edmund Husserl
beeinflusst. Wahrend im Fall von Mises
und Weber grundsétzlich die handlungs-
bzw. sinnerfassungsorientierten  Unter-
suchungen (S. 32, 44 bzw. 34f, 45) den
Rahmen wissenssoziologischer  Uber-
legungen bilden, rdumt Endrel3 eine
beharrende Abgrenzung von Husserlein.

Einerseits  Ubernimmt  Schitz  den
Lebensweltbegriff, die Struktur der
Typisierungen oder das Apprasenta-
tionsph&nomen, distanziert sich aber

andererseits erheblich von Husserl'schen
JLranszendental-philosophischen Geltungs-
anspruchen* (S. 41). Diese theoretische
Kluft ist prinzipiell an der Rekonstruktion
der  Sinnsetzungsprozesse
solange Intersubjektivitdt und Sozialitat als
Jnvariante Strukturmerkmale alltaglicher
Wirklichkeit* (S. 117) gelten. Auf diese
Weise soll, so Schitz, eine bewusst-
seinsorientierte Konstitutionsanalysedes
Sinnphanomens durch eineStruktur-
analyse der Sozialwelt erganzt werden,
zwei aufeinander bezogene Argumen-
tationsschritte also, die Endre3 anhand
Schitz’ Sinnhaften Aufbaus der sozialen
Wirklichkeit(1932) thematisiert (S. 70ff).
Zugleich  strukturanalytisch und
wissenssoziologisch relevant ist die von
Transzendenzen und  Sinnprovinzen
erschlielende Kontextualisierung lebens-
weltlicher Sinndifferenzierung. Wenn sich
zeitlich-rAumliche soziale und aufRerall-

® Firr eine kritische Analyse dieses Einflusses
vgl. F. WELZ (1996) - Kritik der
Lebenswelt. Eine soziologische Ausein-
adersetzung mit Edmund Husserl und
Alfred Schitz Opladen: Westdeutscher
Verlag.
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abzulesen,

tagliche Transzendenzen durch ,Hier* und
~Jetzt®  der biographischen Situation
strukturieren lassen, bringt, so Endrel3, die
Aufschichtung der Sozialwelt eifegnitive
Unterscheidung zum Ausdruck (S. 89).
Wichtig fur die anvisierte Besprechung
Schiitz’ wissenssoziologisches Zugriffs ist
aber offensichtlich die Méoglichkeit zu
schildern, wie die Transzendenzen im
Alltag bewaltigt bzw. wie die Wirklich-
keitsbereicheliberbruckt werden kdnnen.
Nach Endrel3 schlielt die Transzendenz
zugleich den Zusammenhang, die Einheit
der Lebenswelt mit ein, sofern Schitz auf
JApprasentation® als  fundamentales
Strukturph&nomen der Wahrnehmung (S.
92) hindeutet. In dieser Hinsicht besteht
dann die Wirkung apprésentativer
Verweisungen Nlerkzeichen Anzeichen
Zeichenund Symbolg darin, dieaktuelle
oder grundsétzliche Unerfassbarkeit des
apprasentierten, transzendenten  bzw.
anderer Sinnprovinz zugehérigen Gliedes
Zu vermitteln.

Streng methodologisch mit der
Problemkonstellation der Sinnprovinzen
ist, so Endrel3, Schitz’ Strukturierung der
Welterfahrung nacRelevanzegekoppelt,
die ihrerseits fir das Interesse an jeweiligen
Schichten der Lebenswelt ausschlaggebend
wird. Denn die Relevanzen beziehen sich
nicht auf eine ontologische Struktur der
Welt, sondern auf die biographische
Situation des Individuums (S. 105). In
diesem Zusammenhamgssenwir in der
natirlichen Einstellungjassdie Lebenswelt
relevantunterschiedliche Perspektivie-
rungen (durch Sinnprovinzen) aufweist,
die aber aus dem Blickpunkt aktuell
zuganglichen Erkenntnisstilaunvertraut
bleiben (S. 114). Forschungspragmatische
Schwierigkeiten tauchen aber erst dann
auf, wenn zwei sinnprovinzabhangige
Erkenntnisstile  ineinander  Ubersetzt
werden, oder Endrel3’ Begrifflichkeit nach
(S. 115), wenrUnvertrautesins Vertraute
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transformiert wird, da es hier offenkundig
eine ,Transformationsformel* fehit. Die
prinzipielle Ubersetzbarkeit des Unver-

ohne solche Vertiefung hat aber Martin
EndreR die aktuellste und deutlichste
Einfuhrung in Schiutz’ Werk offeriert,

trauten erklart EndreR nicht durch Rekurs wonach aktuelle Forschungsweisen seit

auf  syntaktische oder semantische
Besonderheiten der (Ziel- oder Ausgangs-
)Spraché.Es sind die Strukturen sozialer
Wirklichkeit (S. 116), die nicht nur der

Kommunikation bzw. der Ubersetzung

Rechung tragen, sondern ein fraglos
gegebenes Wissen* als ,Vertrauens-
ressource* bilden,’ das mittels des
Apprasentationsphanomens zuganglich
wird. Demnach entsteht eintertium

comparationis ® das einerseits jeder
Ubersetzung  zugrunde  liegt, und

andererseits die sinnhafte Einheit der
Lebenswelt zum Vorschein kommen lasst.
Diese Schlusselidee Endref3’ bedarf
allerdings im Rahmen einer ,Einflhrung”
eines Hinweises auf die Sprachproblematik.
Damit wird priméar Schitz’ Unterschied
von Apperzeptions Apprasentations
Verweisungsund Deutungsschermgemeint’
die in jede Beschreibung apprésentativer
Verweisungen, und erst im Fall der
Transzendenzbewaltigung, miteinbezogen
sind. Diese Artikulierungsprozesse sind
fur die Binnenstruktur der Ubersetzung
unmittelbar anwendbar, um genau das
Hervortreten von Sinnstrukturen in und
durch Ubersetzungen aufzuzeigen. Auch

® Die hdchstens, so SRUBAR, ein zugleich

Jfremdes und vertrautes Dritte” aufweisen

konnte. (Vgl. I. SRUBAR (2002) — ,Strukturen

des Ubersetzens und interkultureller Vergleich*,

in J. RENN, J. STRAUB, S. SHIMADA (Hg.) —

Ubersetzung als Medium des Kulturverstehens

und sozialer IntegratignFrankfurt/M.: Campus,

323 —345.

" ENDRESS 2002; 20f.

8 Vgl. SRUBAR 2002: 327f.

® A. SCHUTZ (2003) - ,Symbol, Wirklichkeit
und Gesellschaft®, iniders. Theorie der
Lebenswelt 2 ASW V. 2., hg. von H.
KNOBLAUCH, R. KURT und H. G.
SOEFFNER, Konstanz: UVK, 117-221.

langer Zeit stillschweigend verlangen.

STEFAN NICOLAE
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Rudiger Safranski —Romantik. Eine deutsche AffareMiinchen:
Hanser 2007, 415 Seiten.

Das im Jahr 2007 vertffentlichte Romantik die Strémung in Philosophie
Werk Uber eine der bedeutensten Epochenund Literatur ist, die die weitesten
in der deutschen Kulturgeschichte ist das Auswirkungen auch auf nachfolgende
letzterschienene des anerkannten Philo- Generationen hat, aus diesem Grund ergibt
sophen Rudiger Safranski, welcher sich auch die chronologische Gliederung des
seit Jahrzehnten mit seinen Ausfuhrungen Werkes Sinn.
zu deutscher Philosophie und deutschen Das erste Kapitel des ersten Buches
Autoren einen Namen gemacht hat. Der widmet sich den Anfangen des romanti-
Verfasser nennt den Gegenstand seinerschen Gedankenguts, welches mit der
Untersuchung im Vorwort: Philosophie Johann Gottfried Herders

Es geht in diesem Buch um die beginnt. Vor allem Herders Sammel-
Romantik und um das Romantische. Die tatigkeit von Volksliedern und anderen
Romantik ist eine Epoche. Das Romantische Kulturzeugnissen, sowie seine Vorste-
eine Geisteshaltung, die nicht auf eine llungen von Natur, dynamischer Geschichte
Epoche beschrankt ist. Sie hat in der und demokratischem Patriotismus haben die
Epoche der Romantik ihren vollkommenen spéateren Romantiker gepragt.

Ausdruck gefunden, ist aber nicht darauf In der Folge geht Safranski
beschrankt; das Romantische gibt es bis (zweites Kapitel) auf die Franzdésische
heute' Revolution ein, die naturlich nicht nur fir

Es ist bereits deutlich die Zwei- Deutschland sondern fir das gesamte
teilung zu sehen, die an dieser Stelle Europa eine entscheidende Entwick-
vorherrscht. Das Werk ist in zwei Blcher lungsrolle gespielt hat. Die jungen
eingeteilt, das erste Buch beschéftigt sich Romantiker wurden beeinflusst von der
wie oben schon ersichtlich mit der Idee, dass ,[d]lie Verdnderung der
Romantik als Epoche, das zweite Buch hat politischen Institution [...], so hoffte man,
das Romantische zum Zentrum. Diese beiden den besseren, den freien Menschen endlich
groRBen Bereiche sind ihrerseits wieder in zum Vorschein bringen [wiird€] Die
Kapitel unterteilt (insgesamt in achtzehn; anfangliche Euphorie wéhrte allerdings
um genau zu sein ist das erste Buch in elf, nicht lange, die Abschaffung von
das zweite in sieben aufgegliedert). Safranski Herrschaft flhrte nicht zur erwiinschten
beschéftigt sich somit nicht nur mit dem Freiheit sondern zu Terror und Gewalt.
Zeitabschnitt zwischen dem Ende des 18. Somit wurde in einem weiterfihrenden
bis ca. in die Mitte des 19. Jahrhunderts, Schritt erkannt, dass nur die Kunst, das
sondern beleuchtet auch eingehend die Asthetische den Menschen frei machen
daraus resultierenden Ideen und Denk- konne, wie Safranski ausfiihrt.
weisen bis hin zur 68er-Bewegung des 20. Das dritte und vierte Kapitel behalt
Jahrhunderts. Es scheint dem Autor der Autor den zwei einflussreichen
wichtig zu sein, klarzumachen, dass die Philosophen Friedrich Schlegel (und seiner
Ironie-Auffassung) und Fichte (mit seiner
Ich-Philosophie) vor. Erstmals werden

! Rudiger Safranski: Romantik. Eine deutsche
Affare. Minchen: Hanser 2007, S. 12. In der
Folge zitiert als: Rom. 2 Ebda, 34.
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auch die Begriffe ,Romantisieren” und
sprogressive Universalpoesie* eingefiihrt,
die als Motto fur die (Frih)Romantik
dienen kbénnen.

Die folgenden beiden Kapitel (funf
und sechs) konnen weiters als Einheit
gesehen werden, da hier der Verfasser der
Abhandlung seine Schwerpunkte auf die
Literatur der Romantik setzt, vor allem auf
das literarische Programm von Tieck,
Wackenroder und Novalis, die als beispiel-
hafte Vertreter dargestellt werden. Es
werden literarische Motive und Symbole
(die ewige Nacht, die blaue Blume, um nur
zwei anzufiihren) mit Textnachweisen aus
den besprochenen Originalen erlautert.

Religion, Mythologie, Politik und
der Nationsbegriff, ebenso wie dem
Spannungsverhaltnis zwischen Normalitat
und Langeweile wendet sich Safranski in
den nachsten vier Kapiteln zu. Hier muss
bemerkt werden, dass diese Begriffe im
Sinne der Romantiker erklart und ihre
Anwendung in literarischen Texten (zum
Beispiel bei Holderlin) beschrieben werden.
Es ist zu erkennen, dass vor allem Philo-
sophie und Literatur in dieser Epoche so
stark Hand in Hand gehen, was der Autor
einleuchtend zu erklaren weif3.

Das letzte Kapitel des ersten Buches
setzt den Schlusspunkt zur Romantik als
Periode, indem E.T.A Hoffmann und Joseph
von Eichendorff als letzte Romantiker
dargestellt werden, da deren literarische
Texte allerdings schon merklich vom
Programm ihrer Vorganger abweichen.

Das zweite Buch beschéftigt sich
mit dem Romantischen; dazu Safranski:
»Die beste Definition des Romantischen ist
immer noch die von Novalis: Indem ich
dem Gemeinen einen hohen Sinn, dem
Gewdhnlichen ein geheimnisvolles Ansehen,
dem Bekannten die Wirde des Unbekannten,

Z11

dem Endlichen einen unendlichen Schein
gebe, so romantisiere ich“és

In Kapitel zwolf werden die grofl3en
Kritiker beschrieben, die den Romantikern
vor allem eines vorwerfen, namlich ihre
Ideen nicht verwirklicht zu haben. Hegel
und Heine werden hier vom Verfasser
genannt, die erkennen, das sich die
Romantik als Ara (berlebt hat.

Als Weiterdenker der Romantik
wird Richard Wagner von Safranski im
folgenden Kapitel angefihrt. An die
Uberlegungen der Romantiker, dass Kunst
ein Ersatz fur Religion sein kann, und dass
Mythologie als Gemeinsamkeit der Kulturen
gelten kann, knupft Wagner an. ,Mythisches
Erleben sei fir Wagner ein gesteigertes
Erleben, welches bis zur Entgrenzung,
somit zum hoheren Sein filhfe* wie
Safranski erlautert.

In Kapitel vierzehn kommt die
Beziehung zwischen Wagner und Nietzsche
zur Sprache (Rudiger Safranski hatte sich
bereits in seinem im Jahr 2000 publizierten
Werk mit Nietzsche beschaftiot. Hier
werden dem Leser vor allem die Begriffe
des ,Apollinischen* und ,Dionysischen”
auseinandergesetzt, wobei fiir Nietzsche
die Wagner’sche Musik als Inbegriff des
Dionysischen, des Gefiuihls der Einheit des
Lebendigen gilt.

Die Wiederkehr der romantischen
Aufbruchsstimmung wird im nachsten Teil
erklart, indem der Begriff des Lebens und
der Jugend als neuromantische Begriffe
eingefuhrt werden. Die poetische Mystik
entspringt Anfang des 20. Jahrhunderts der
Sprachkrise, welche sich im Schreiben
Hugo von Hofmannsthals und Rilkes
auszudriicken scheint.
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4Vgl. ebda, 271.

® vgl. Ridiger Safranski: Nietzsche. Biographie
eines Denkers. Munchen: Hanser 2000.
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Die letzten Kapitel (funfzehn bis den besprochenen Philosophen oder
achtzehn) widmen sich eingehend der Autoren gemacht, allerdings nur solche
Gefahr der politischen Romantik. Die Angaben, die fur den Leser und das weitere
Gefahren, die eine Vermischung zwischen Verstehen unbedingt notwendig sind. Somit
Romantik (die durch Weltfremdheit vermeidet Safranski unnétige biographische
gepragt ist) mit Politik, zeigen sich nicht Abschweifungen. Die Arbeit ist chrono-
nur im Ersten Weltkrieg, sondern auch in logisch aufgebaut, was sich aus dem Thema
der Katastrophe des Nationalsozialismus. heraus ergibt. Was dem Verstandnis
Safranski geht hier vor allem der Frage zusétzlich noch entgegen kommt ist, dass
nach, was die Nationalsozialisten wirklich immer wieder Zusammenfassungen des
aus der Romantik tbernommen haben, und bereits Erlauterten eingeschoben bzw.
kommt dabei zum Ergebnis, dass roman- Rickverweise gemacht werden.
tische Ideen wie z.B. Uber Volk und Dennoch, und hier teile ich die
Volkskultur, die Bildung einer deutschen Meinung Ulrich Greiners vergisst der
Nation Ubernommen wurden, allerdings Autor (wenn er den Anspruch auf eine
nur teilweise und modifiziert. Zuletzt geht ganzheitliche Darstellung erhebt) entschei-
der Autor auf die 68er-Bewegung ein, die dende Aspekte der Romantik: die Malerei
zwar nicht romantisch sein wollte, wird total vernachlassigt, Musik bleibt auf
dennoch eindeutige Zige zeigt, namlich, Wagner beschrankt und der européische
wie der Autor es ausdriickt, eipe Blick, zum Beispiel auf die englische
Romantik der allumfassenden Befreitthhg ~ Romantik fehlt ebensb.

AbschlieRend wiederholt der Autor Die Frage stellt sich zusatzlich,
die wichtigsten Punkte des zweiten Buches welches Publikum Safranski anzusprechen
in einer Art kurzer Zusammenfassung. versucht. Fir ein Fachpublikum scheint

Im Vorwort stellt sich der Autor mir der Beitrag zu unwissenschattlich zu
selbst das Ziel, die Gesamtheit der Romantik sein. Diese Aussage begriindet sich durch
als Epoche und das Romantische zu analy- den Stil des Verfassers, der Anekdoten der
sieren. Ohne Zweifel ist die Ausfihrung behandelten Personen in den Text einstreut
eines solchen Vorhabens auf knapp 400 und sich weiters zu leidenschatftlichen,
Seiten ein durchwegs schwieriges. subjektiven AuRerungen hinreilRen lasst

Der Autor hat sich intensiv mit dem  (,,Eichendorff ist kein Dichter der Heimat,
gewahlten Thema beschaftigt (was eindeutig sondern des Heimwehs, nicht des erfillten
ersichtlich ist) und hat eine genaue Augenblicks, sondern der Sehnsucht, nicht
Recherche vorgelegt. Das beweist nicht des Ankommens, sondern der Abf&Pt.
nur die umfangreiche verwendete Literatur Sein Stil lasst sich manchesmal zu sehr
(sowohl aus dem Bereich der Philosophie vom Stil der Romantiker selbst inspirieren,
als auch der deutschsprachigen Literatur), was den Lesefluss zwar nicht unterbricht,
sondern das beweisen auch die eingestreuterund in weitestem Sinne sympatisch wirkt,
Zitate. Diese Textbeispiele heben sich fur in einer wissenschaftlichen Untersuchung
den Leser durch die kursive Schreibweise
ab, und sind somit leicht zu erkennen, sie
untermauern die Ausfiihrungen oder belegen
diese anschaulich. Zuséatzlich sind in den
Flie3stext kurze biographische Angaben zu 7 Ulrich Greiner: Die Verzauberung der Welt.

In: Die Zeit, 61 (2007), 37, S. 59.
8vgl. ebda.
® Rom, 390. ° Rom, 214.
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erscheinen gewisse Formulierundaiedoch der Art einer Zusammenschau zu erhalten,
fehl am Platz. wird leider enttauscht. Die pl6tzlich
Sollte die vorliegende Schrift fir verwendete Wir-Form Romantik [darf
eine breitere Offentlichkeit gedacht sein, uns] nicht verloren gehéf) und die
muss beanstandet werden, dass verwendetéMahnung mit erhobenem Zeigefinger
Fachtermini nicht immer erklart, sondern (,[w]enn wir die Vernunft der Politik und
ihre Kenntnis vorausgesetzt wird. Der die Leidenschaften der Romantik nicht als
Kant'sche Begriff der Vernunft, auf den zwei Sphéaren begreifen und als solche zu
immer wieder Bezug genommen wird, trennen wissen [...], dann besteht die
wird von Nichtspezialisten schwer in Gefahr, dal wir in der Politik ein
Verbindung zur Textaussage gesetzt Abenteuer suchen, das wir besser in der
werden kénnen. Kultur findert'?) wirken irritierend und
Ein Einwand muss zusatzlich noch wenig tUberzeugend.
erlaubt sein. Niemand wirde der Romantik AbschlieRend muss gesagt werden,
absprechen, nicht ein Hohepunkt in der dass sich der Autor wahrscheinlich zu viel
Geschichte der deutschen Kultur, der vorgenommen hat, der vorliegende Band
Geistesgeschichte zu sein. Inwiefern aber kann allerdings durchaus als Einfiih-
genau die Romantik alle weiteren Epochen rungswerk dienen und gibt einen
so stark beeinflusst hat, wie Safranski es fundierten Uberblick tiber die Romantik
darstellt, muss bezweifelt werden. Selbst- und das Romantische.
verstandlich hat diese Geisteshaltung auf
die nachfolgenden Generationen eingewirkt,
aber das ist eine natirlich Entwicklung.
Jede umfassende Idee ist Basis fur eine MAG. UTE MICHAILOWITSCH-
neue Idee, die sich entweder als Gegensatz
zum Vohergegangen versteht und diese
ablehnt, oder jene aufgreift, weiterfuhrt,
etwas hinzufligt und verandert. Hier wird
es teilweise so dargestellt, als ob
ausschlief3lich die Romantik eine Wirkung
gehabt hatte.
Insbesondere das Ende von Rudiger
Safranskis Werk ist sehr erniichternd. In
der Zusammenfassung lasst sich der Autor
doch zu sehr zu einer belehrenden Rede
hinreien. Die Erwartung des Lesers, eine
Schlussbemerkung im  Sinne  einer
wissenschatftlichen Untersuchung z.B. in

10 Ebda, 28: |)nd darum kann man von Herders
Gedanken auf offener See sagen: Sie sind schon
romantisch, weil sie uns einstimmen auf das N
Schaukeln der Dinge im Strom der Zdfbda, > Ebda, 393.

237: Wo gehobelt wird, da fallen Spane. In " Ebda, 392.

Jena gehdrt Hegel noch zu den Spéanen. In D Babg-Bolyai Universitat Klausenburg,
Berlin ist er inzwischen denen, die hobeln, Lehrstuhl fir deutsche Sprache und Literatur,
bedeutend néher geriickt. E-Mail: michailu@gmx.at
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