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Hypo-hyper-hapto-neuro-mysticism: this awful portmanteau word, in all its ungainly confusion, captures 
something crucial about the present.1 In the essay that follows I want to use this fractured single word to 
indicate an event. Perhaps the word event is not quite right, but I want to avoid words such as “mindset” or 
LGHRORJ\��VLPSO\�EHFDXVH�ZKDW�,�DP�UHIHUULQJ�WR�LV�D�ZD\�RI�VSHDNLQJ��LPDJLQLQJ��RU�ÀJXULQJ�WKDW�GRHV�QRW�RFFXU�
completely at the level of thinking. In fact, one of the features of “hypo-hyper-hapto-neuro-mysticism” is that 
it is (to refer to Deleuze’s terminology) an “image of thought”: the assumption of a certain orthography that 
delimits the questions and problems posed, and allows for a certain potential for disturbance to be lulled in 
advance.2 Indeed, hypo-hapto-neuro-mysticism is an alluring inertia that operates by situating itself, resentfully, 
against what might count as thinking. In a recent special issue of differences focused on new directions in 
science studies, Karen Barad reiterated what has now become an almost unquestioned attack on the detached 
and disembodied nature of “theory,” in favor of theorizing that would take the form of touch:

Theorizing, a form of experimenting, is about being in touch. What keeps theories alive and lively is 
being responsible and responsive to the world’s patternings and murmurings. Doing theory requires 
being open to the world’s aliveness, allowing oneself to be lured by curiosity, surprise, and wonder. 
Theories are not mere metaphysical pronouncements on the world from some presumed position of 
H[WHULRULW\��7KHRULHV�DUH�OLYLQJ�DQG�EUHDWKLQJ�UHFRQÀJXULQJV�RI�WKH�ZRUOG��7KH�ZRUOG�WKHRUL]HV�DV�ZHOO�
as experiments with itself.3

My claim, in opposition to the careful work of Barad and the far less careful work of others, is that theory is 
not theory (and philosophy is not philosophy) if it is grounded in the tactility of the body. The idea of theory 
opens a necessarily critical distance of philosophy, even if that distance is contaminated, impossible and never 
as inhuman as it might strive to be.4 If (following a certain Heideggerian tradition) thinking is taken to be 
a comportment to the world that is without home, solace, identity or body—or at least where embodiment 
and dwelling offer almost nothing—then hypo-hyper-hapto-neuro-mysticism—by contrast—indulges in the 
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easy comfort that all so-called thinking is always connected, in touch, and oriented towards a world that is 
necessarily one’s own. What I am going to try to describe as hypo-hyper-hapto-neuro-mysticism, is not a mode 
of thinking precisely because it operates less by way of statements, assumptions and values, and instead comes 
WR�D�KDOW�EHIRUH�D�FRPSOH[�RI�PHVPHUL]LQJ�LPDJHV�DQG�EDUHO\�WKRXJKW�RXW�ÀJXUHV��7KLV�RULHQWDWLRQ�RI�SVHXGR�
“thinking” is one in which a certain notion of the intellect as detached calculation is resented or accused in the 
name of a supposedly more primordial and proximate living ownness. We might refer to this lure of the counter-
intellect as an inversion of the cave allegory: rather than turn away from the things that are directly before us 
to consider the source of light that makes our world possible, we turn away from the problems of visibility 
and the disenchanting, disconnected and distanced force of theoria, and immerse ourselves in a world that is 
deemed to be irreducibly proximate. Indeed, rather than call this neuro-mysticism or faith in connectedness a 
way of thinking, we might argue that there has come to be a type of “thinking 2.0” that recognizes the damage 
thinking can do to itself, and decides not to think, or at least to think in such a way that thinking proclaims its 
irredeemable weakness in favor of more profound, living and human powers. 

,I�ZH� GHÀQH� WKLQNLQJ�PRUH� EURDGO\� WR� LQFOXGH� LPDJHV� DQG�ÀJXUHV� WKDW� DUH� QRW� IXOO\� WKRXJKW� WKURXJK�� WKHQ�
hyper-hapto-neuro-mysticism might help us to confront a problem of thought, or a complex—a tension that 
is in part a symptom (suggesting something that needs to be worked through), and a reaction formation: a 
tendency to consider thought’s weakness and timidity (its containment within itself) as a proper state of affairs. 
Far from confronting and working through a problem, thought declares the problem to be more than solved. 
It screams ever more shrilly that the very features that might appear to be wounds, breaks or paralyses are 
in fact expressive of joyous life itself. The fact that we are increasingly abandoning thought (as intellection) 
is proclaimed as a redemption from Cartesianism, logic, disembodied abstraction and the delusion of mind. 
Just as thinking ought to confront its destructive and dichotomous relation to the earth, theories of embodied, 
embedded and affective mindfulness proliferate.

,Q�RUGHU� WR� DQWLFLSDWH� DQG�JLYH� VRPH� VHQVH� WR�ZKDW� IROORZV� ,�ZLOO� FLWH� -DPHV�&DPHURQ·V������ÀOP�Avatar, 
recently consecrated by Bruno Latour’s compositionist manifesto.5 In Avatar the land of Pandora is the bearer 
of a substance desired by the rapacious, war-mongering and instrumental American forces; the Pandoran 
natives are literally connected to their ecosystem by touch; they travel—not by harnessing horse power 
through central command—but by attaching their pony-tails to the animal’s tail. Unlike the technologically 
domineering invaders who use tanks and surveillance to command the scene from without, the Pandoran natives 
are connected to a land that is one grand, thinking, complex, proximate, and auto-poetic whole. Knowing does 
not take the form of abstract thinking, but feeling and doing in a manner that is collective. Here, we approach 
D�ÀUVW�GHÀQLWLRQ�RI�WKH�FRPSOH[�,�ZDQW�WR�H[SORUH�WRGD\��WKHRU\�WRGD\�LV�WHQGLQJ�WRZDUGV�D�IRUP�RI�P\VWLFLVP�
insofar as it appeals to direct intuition or immediate contact and literal proximity; there is a privilege accorded 
to the felt rather than stated (to affect and touch over concept and system).
 
%XW�WKH�SDUDGLJP�LV�SULPDULO\�QHXUDO��IRU�ZKDW�´WKH�EUDLQµ�KDV�FRPH�WR�ÀJXUH��DIWHU�WKH�´GHFDGH�RI�WKH�EUDLQ�µ�
is not a command centre or ghost in the machine but a plastic, evolving network that comes into being not by 
imposing code but by being ever more responsive, more connected and more dynamic. This neuro-mania is 
a form of hyper-haptocentrism precisely because it is touch—body to body and from the body to itself—that 
RYHUFRPHV�WKH�GLVWDQFH�DQG�GLIÀFXOW\�RI�WKLQNLQJ��$W�WKH�VDPH�WLPH�WKLV�FRPSOH[�LV�DOVR�D�hypo-haptocentrism 
precisely because touch is best thought of (as in the neural network) not as one part to another part, or one thing 
to another thing, but as a mutually proliferating and multiply connected whole, in which there are not so much 
parts that touch, but a web of touch from which one might discern relatively stable tendencies. Even though 
WKH�VLQJOH�WHUP��´K\SHU�KDSWR�QHXUR�P\VWLFLVP�µ�LGHQWLÀHV�D�FRPSOH[��,�ZLOO�EHJLQ�E\�EUHDNLQJ�GRZQ�WKH�LQWHU�
UHODWHG�IRUFHV�WKDW�PDNH�XS�WKLV�ÀHOG�
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7KLV�WHUP��FRLQHG�E\�-DFTXHV�'HUULGD��PLJKW�DW�ÀUVW�VHHP�FRXQWHU�LQWXLWLYH��+RZ�FRXOG�touch be a privileged 
motif when Western thought has been dominated by disembodied calculation, individual autonomy, reason 
and universal truths that are not mired in the physical and contingent particulars of the body? Indeed, much 
of the work today on touch and affect (inspired, in part, by Deleuze and Guattari’s theorization of affect) 
makes a claim for a directly revolutionary force of affect precisely because the connectivity of affect bypasses 
the universalizing and formal demands of reason. For Derrida, however, touch, proximity and affect have 
EHHQ�PRELOL]HG�DV�ÀJXUHV�WKDW�HQDEOH�D�WUDGLWLRQ�RI�WKH�PHWDSK\VLFV�RI�SUHVHQFH��,QGHHG��WKH�YHU\�UHDVRQ�RU�
logocentrism that would supposedly be circumvented by embodiment and haptics, establishes itself as a form 
of self-contact without distance or mediation: 

What remains, as I suggested earlier—against Heidegger, in a way—is that one might have to go 
in for a structure of experience in which this “privilege” or “priority” (Vorrang) of sight or touch 
(whether “exorbitant” or not) no longer means much, if the said “tradition” (“since the beginnings 
of Greek ontology”!) never shows any privilege for the gaze (no optical theoretism) without an 
LQYLQFLEOH�LQWXLWLRQLVP�WKDW�LV�DFFRPSOLVKHG��IXOÀOOHG��IXOO\�HIIHFWXDWHG��VWDUWLQJ�IURP�D�KDSWLFDO�RULJLQ�
or telos; if there is no optical intuitionism without haptocentrism; and if furthermore (in regard to this 
LQWXLWLRQLVP��ZKLFK�LV�ÀQDOO\�KRPRJHQHRXV��XQGLIIHUHQWLDWLQJ��DEVROXWH��VWXEERUQ��DEVXUG��DQG�LQ�WKH�
ÀQDO�DFFRXQW�LQVHQVLEOH�RU�´VPRRWKµ³L�H���GHDI��EOLQG��DQG�LPSDVVLYH��WKH�IDWH�RI�WKLV�LQWHUVHQVLELOLW\�
�KHQFHIRUWK�LUUHGXFLEO\�WURSRORJLFDO��ÀJXUDO��DQG�PHWRQ\PLF��DOORZV�RQH�WR�VHH�DQG�KHDU�DQG�IHHO�DQG�
taste a bit of touching everywhere: indeed, who would deny that we can touch with our voice—close 
or far away, naturally or technically, if we could still rely on this distinction, in the open air or on the 
phone—and thus, even to touch the heart.6

One can use the term “metaphysics of presence” to indicate that across a series of competing claims and 
traditions a certain ideal of knowing and truth promises to overcome the risks and contingencies of irreducible 
gaps by some means of a self in touch with itself. Knowledge and experience more generally are properly 
DQG�QRUPDWLYHO\�GHÀQHG�LQ�WHUPV�RI�WKH�YDOXH�RI�SUR[LPLW\��D�YDOXH�WKDW�LV�QRW�RQH�YDOXH�DPRQJ�RWKHUV��EXW�
the axiom through which all value can be thought). If there is such a thing as reason it is because the thinking 
subject can intuit directly, without distance or disturbance that which would remain the same through time, and 
also be true for any subject whatever. That which is true and good is that which remains present, proximate, 
intuitable, without distance. It follows that the self is considered primarily and properly as auto-affective: for 
the self experiences itself without distance, delay or difference. The subject is that which precedes and grounds 
all further experience, and becomes the Cartesian subject when grounding is no longer that of a substance that 
requires nothing else in order to be but becomes the self-present cogito.7 Ideally, as in the ethics of Levinas, 
one might also experience the other—not at a distance as an object to be grasped, but as pure singularity and 
alterity, without the mediation of concepts or general rules.8 And we might even say that today the immediate 
appeal of some tendencies of object-oriented ontology lies in a claim to immediacy: we are not separated from 
the world by subjective conditions of givenness but can and should make direct contact with a world of things 
of which we are part, not ground; if there is a gap between ourselves and the world it is no different in principle 
from the gaps that separate (and tie) all things to each other.9 When phenomenology revolutionizes philosophy, 
and criticizes the supposition of a pure disembodied and given reason, it returns explicitly to touch—no longer 
the light of reason affecting itself, but a literal, embodied and actual touch. On phenomenology’s own reading, 
WKLV�LV�D�IXOÀOOPHQW�RI�SKLORVRSK\·V�telos—for the thesis of the lived body that constitutes itself and its world 
WKURXJK�OLYLQJ�SUD[LV�DFFRXQWV�IRU�WKH�JHQHVLV�RI�UHDVRQ��5HDVRQ�FDQ�EH�WUXO\�MXVWLÀHG�DQG�JURXQGHG�XSRQ�WKH�
lived; at the same time, touch will increasingly radicalize philosophy. For touch is not the self-presence of 
UHDVRQ��EXW³DV� LQ�0HUOHDX�3RQW\·V�ÁHVK��RU� -HDQ�/XF�1DQF\·V� VHQVH��RU�'HOHX]H·V�DIIHFW³ZKDW� LV�SRVLWHG�
as the generative givenness from which all logics emerge and which cannot be fully known, mastered or 
rendered present to thought. It seems as though thought abandons its claim to be able to coincide with itself in 
a presence of self-touch. And yet, for Derrida, this is when haptocentrism becomes hyper-haptocentrism. For 
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the seeming circumvention of the calculating distance of reason is overcome in what—referring to Nancy—
Derrida describes as an absolute realism.10 All of Derrida’s work can be considered as a deconstruction of 
proximity: the condition for something being near to itself and touching itself is that there be distance.11

HYPER-HAPTOCENTRISM

'HUULGD�XVHV�WKLV�SKUDVH�VSHFLÀFDOO\�LQ�KLV�ERRN�FRQFHUQHG�ZLWK�WRXFK�DQG�-HDQ�/XF�1DQF\��EXW�LW�ÁRZV�IURP�
the logic of deconstruction. That is, phenomenology regarded itself as revolutionary in not relying on any 
transcendence—any already assumed term such as cogito, being or substance—that would account for the 
appearing of the world. In so doing it would be a radical thought of genesis: returning to things themselves 
and the givenness of the given, phenomenology would purify the question of appearing from any presupposed 
JURXQG��,W�ZRXOG�HYHQWXDOO\�EH�WKH�OLYHG�ERG\�RU�ÁHVK�WKDW�XOWLPDWHO\�FDPH�WR�IXQFWLRQ�DV�WKH�VLWH�RI�IHFXQG�
generation, in which there would be no intrusion of the distanced commands of reason or cognition. Here, 
Derrida situates phenomenology’s supposed radicalism, and Nancy’s seeming departure from a metaphysics 
of self-commanding reason, within haptocentrism. It is now not reason that bypasses the body in order to be 
self-affecting, for the body possesses its own self-sensing awareness. This self-touching also—attractively—
QHYHU�UHLÀHV�LQWR�D�IRUPDOL]HG�V\VWHP�EXW�EHFRPHV�QRWKLQJ�PRUH�WKDQ�RQJRLQJ�VHOI�UHYHODWLRQ��3KLORVRSK\·V�
autonomy and self-coinciding principle of logocentrism is at once displaced by modes of affection that occur 
EH\RQG�FRQVFLRXVQHVV�LQ�WKH�QDUURZ�VHQVH��DQG�\HW�LW�LV�WKLV�VHOI�VHQVLQJ��DIIHFWLYH��WRXFKLQJ�SRZHU�RI�ÁHVK��
life and world that yields a hyper-haptocentrism. The world now senses itself: this is at once a displacement 
of the human privilege of auto-affection, but it is also a continued valorization of proximity. Nothing is left 
untouched. The world touches itself, senses itself, and is brought to its own presence, in a phrase that is summed 
up by Derrida as not only hypo-haptocentrism but “absolute realism”: “Touch remains for Nancy the motif of 
a kind of absolute realism, irredentist and postdeconstructive.”12 Philosophy that had always elevated its own 
reason through an axiology of proximity, has now been subjected to critique for having been too distanced 
IURP�WKH�OLIH��ÁHVK�DQG�ZRUOG�WKDW�LV�LWV�RULJLQ�DQG�XQWKRXJKW�FRQGLWLRQ��WKH�WXUQ�WR�DIIHFW��ÁHVK��OLIH�DQG�VHQVH�
is a turn away from the self-constitution of reason (where one aspect of life commands the whole) towards a 
total self-sensing, in which self and other, mind and world, touch and touched are mutually constitutive. I want 
to leave Derrida and his argument with philosophy and metaphysics (and Nancy’s supposed absolute realism) 
aside for now, and ask whether the notion of hyper-haptocentrism has any purchase for the present, beyond 
philosophy strictly speaking. 

I want to begin by going back to haptocentrism as one of the ways in which a normative conception of touch 
goes beyond logocentrism and ontotheology. It is the concept of touch that provides a norm for philosophical 
reason and life; reason, it is assumed, may always return to itself and touch itself, just as life always remains 
proximate to its proper origin. I would suggest that the motif of proper touch or proximity has a more general 
ethical value, evidenced in the privilege of face to face encounters, of genuine feeling, and of sympathy, 
empathy and affect more generally over various forms of non-life (whether that be modern disenchantment, 
technology, isolation, rigid rule following or disengaged intellection). Touch has this genuinely ethical value 
not when it is one body or thing making contact with another body or thing, but when contact is communal, 
mutual, and disclosive of a certain pre-given ground of life, love, spirit or feeling from which our individual 
bodies are only temporarily (if at all) detached. Consider the following quotation from disgraced Penn State 
football coach Jerry Sandusky’s auto-hagiography:

When we dare to care; when we reach out and touch someone’s hand, trying to make the world a 
better place, we get back so much more than we give. To see the gleam in a child’s eye when he or 
she succeeds. To see happiness come across the face of a lonely person sets off a very warm feeling.
I have walked with some of society’s so-called best, but I’ve also been hugged by some of society’s 
least. I know I cherish the latter a lot more. In this plan we are but one little candle, but when you dare 
to care it does make for a better world.
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We are given many talents, and God creates hope for us all. He lifts us to great heights. We have 
conquered parts of outer space, yet He is always there to humble us by exposing us to great suffering 
and hurt. God reveals himself in the outstretched hands of a loved one; in the outstretched hands of 
a child in need. He reveals himself through those who are handicapped; those who have the least. He 
brings love, hope and happiness to those of us who already appear to have so much more. He touches 
us after a tough loss, but no matter how bad we’ve done that day, friends and family will still be there.
… Nobody has touched more lives than God…. 13

)RU� DOO� LWV� FOLFKpG�EDQDOLW\�6DQGXVN\·V� RQJRLQJ� VHOI�MXVWLÀFDWLRQ�QHYHUWKHOHVV� GUDZV�XSRQ� DQG� DUWLFXODWHV� D�
certain ethos and mythos of touch. To touch another is not the taking of a pleasure, although it might initially 
VHHP�WR�UHTXLUH�D�VDFULÀFLDO�DEDQGRQPHQW�RI�RQH·V�VDIH�VHOI�HQFORVXUH��´ZKHQ�ZH�GDUH�WR�FDUHµ���7R�RIIHU�WRXFK�
is to give oneself more than one had, by giving away. Touch might appear, at least metaphorically, as the ethical 
concept par excellence: the power of touch signals both the capacity to reach towards what is not oneself, and 
to be open to what is not oneself (to be touched). 

$QG�\HW�WKHUH�LV�D�SUREOHP�ZLWK�WKLV�HWKRV�RI�WRXFK��ZKLFK��ZLWK�WKH�EHQHÀW�RI�KLQGVLJKW��OLHV�LQ�LWV�NQRZLQJ�DQG�
self-aggrandizing paternalism. If there has been a move away from haptocentrism towards hypo-haptocentrism, 
both in philosophy and beyond, it might be for the same reasons. Both philosophy and popular culture more 
generally have become wary of the ethical problem of expertise and paternalism. The Sandusky quotation is a 
“top down” or centred model of touch. There is a toucher who bestows life and spirit upon a body that requires 
the touch of life. (Think of spirit animating matter, God breathing life into Adam, or the general promise that 
lies in being anointed.) God is the locus of the good, and when I reach out and touch another (when I “dare to 
care”) it is ultimately the hand of God that acts through us all. Touch is an unquestioned good precisely because 
the isolated, damaged, lost individual is so abandoned that they do not have the wherewithal or sense to redeem 
themselves; they require the caring and intervening touch of a higher power. This centred model, where touch 
is properly and primarily located in a higher benevolent power (and which might be read as the locus classicus 
of colonial and other enlightening paternalisms) has been displaced by a dispersed touch, where there is no 
distinction between toucher and touched, and there is no God’s eye view or elevated good reason that might 
validate or sanctify touch. 

Deconstruction, as already noted, rejected the privilege of reason as a mode of self-presence that might ground 
and legitimate ethical claims: the valorization of proximity was displaced by deconstruction’s attention to the 
ways in which reason would always need to take place through the deferrals and distance of time and space. 
7KH�ÀJXUH� RI� D� WKRXJKW� WKDW� IHHOV� LWVHOI�� LV� SUHVHQW� WR� LWVHOI�� DQG� FRLQFLGHV�ZLWK� LWVHOI� UHSUHVVHV� WKH� GLIIXVH�
and never presentable geneses through which it comes into being. But if there are philosophical grounds for 
rejecting the supreme self-governance of reason, there are also everyday ethical reasons: post-Kantian ethical 
theory begins from the idea that there is no privileged self-knowing, self-grasping foundation, and so in the 
absence of foundations one can never speak or act with supreme authority.14 Centred and transcendent models 
RI�WKH�JRRG�HQDEOHG�SDWHUQDOLVWLF�MXVWLÀFDWLRQV��,�FRXOG�UHDFK�RXW�DQG�WRXFK�\RX��DFW�IRU�\RX��EHFDXVH�,�DP�FORVHU�
to a divinity or reason that is really your proper being. On such a paternalistic or “specialist” understanding, 
there is a good that can be approached, approximated and that can act as the ground for decisions. From 
Kant to Derrida the emphasis on a necessary gap or distance between the self-presence of the ground and the 
discursive differences of reason has precluded any notion of moral experts or foundations. We begin, in media 
res, at a necessary distance from any supposed origin. But in addition to philosophical reasons for questioning 
haptocentrism or the notion of some proximate good that might provide a foundation for ethics and morality if 
only it could be grasped, there are—as I have already suggested—practical and cultural reasons. 

Without positing some causality between cultural conditions and structures of feeling, or ideologies and 
cultural production, it might nevertheless be worth asking why we are making the much-proclaimed affective 
turn now? Why, today, are we insisting that it is not only reason that has the power to come close to the 
sense of the world, but that life as such—beyond humans—senses itself. The skin, the body, things, plants, 
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animals: these are not isolated inert objects that are simply there for the sake of a self-present reason, but have 
their own sense. Further, and more importantly, everything touches. We must (so the story goes) go beyond 
YDORULVLQJ�WKH�KDQG�RI�PDQ�WKDW�KDV�EHHQ�ÀJXUHG�DQG�SULYLOHJHG�DV�QRW�VLPSO\�D�ERG\�SDUW�RU�DQ�RUJDQ�RULHQWHG�WR�
survival, but as a capacity for touching and rendering a life-world (what Derrida refers to as “humanualism”); 
IRU�DOO�OLIH�IURP�LQVHFWV�WR�WKLQJV�LV�SDUW�RI�WKLV�JUDQG�VHOI�WRXFKLQJ�ZRUOG��:H�PLJKW�VD\�WKDW�´PDQµ��WKH�ÀJXUH�
RI�VHOI�DIIHFWLQJ��VHOI�FRQVWLWXWLQJ�DQG�VHOI�SUHVHQW�UHDVRQ��LV�QR�ORQJHU�WKH�SULYLOHJHG�ÀJXUH�RI�SUHVHQFH�WKDW�
calls out to be displaced: for it is now life, the world, cosmos or Gaia that is always already in touch with 
itself. I would suggest that it is no longer resistant or counter-normative to privilege process, dynamism, inter-
connectedness, embodiment, affect and de-centered auto-poetic systems over distinct and logically oriented 
individuals. We have shifted from human or rational haptocentrism, in which knowledge and the good are 
grounded on a privileged locus of auto-affection—a reason that touches itself, or a subject that presents to 
itself—to hyperhaptocentrism, in which everything is in touch with everything else. There is one grand network 
of proximity and mutual, dynamic inter-affective touch. 

Hyper-haptocentrism is at once a theoretical motif and a pop culture fetish. Hyper-haptocentrism’s manifest 
refusal of man might also be read as an ultrahumanism. That is, if man has been valorised and regarded as “the 
subject” it is because it was man who was not a being among beings, but the locus of reason and self-presence 
that enabled any world or thought of being emerge. Rather than reject the value of proximity and affective self-
presence through which man appears to himself, this power to be affective is now attributed to all life, and all 
non-life beyond man. We can see this, as I have already suggested, both in popular culture (especially when it 
targets the logical subject of modernity) and in theory (also focused on the same target as “man.”) Consider, 
DJDLQ��WKH�KLJKO\�GLFKRWRPRXV�ÀOP�Avatar, which sets itself against the managerialism of modern man. The 
military forces that are the villains of the narrative are oriented towards a single object—unobtainium—and 
use instrumental reason and technology to achieve their desired end, regardless of the means, and regardless 
of the more complex and distributed forces that they will need to encounter to secure unobtainium. Pandora’s 
Navi’I, by contast, inhabit a world that is—in the words of the sympathetic character portrayed by Sigourney 
Weaver—structured like a “neural network.” The Navi’I communicate with the animals they ride and their 
VXUURXQGLQJ�IDXQD�QRW�E\�FRPPDQG��EXW�E\�WRXFK��7KH�ÀOP�LV�DW�RQFH�D�SRVW�KXPDQLVW�PDQLIHVWR³WDUJHWLQJ�WKH�
man of technology and reason in favor of an affective, interconnected and communal whole—at the same time 
as it is an ultra-humanist reaction formation: the Navi’I are indeed avatars, images of a new ideal of humanity. 
What renders the Navi’I ultrahuman rather than inhuman is that they exemplify the values of responsive self-
SUHVHQFH�WKDW�KDYH�DOZD\V�GHÀQHG�PDQ�DJDLQVW�WKH�PHUH�LQHUWLD�RI�WKLQJV��7KLV�LV�QRW�D�KDSWRFHQWULF�ZRUOG��LQ�
which a privileged being is elevated due to its capacity for self-presence, while all else is left out of touch. 
Rather, everything is proximate to everything else, in one grand self-communicating whole.

When Bruno Latour opened his compositionist manifesto by referring to Avatar��DQG� OLQNHG� WKH�ÀOP�WR� WKH�
Gaia hypothesis, he reinforced a widespread thesis of mindfulness: the world is not inert matter blessed with 
the capacity to be represented and known by subjects. The world itself possesses living and self-organising 
properties. More importantly, the world as it is known follows from its capacity to affect, just as our being—
our identity—emerges from the various ways in which we are affected.15 The world of Pandora in Avatar is 
a post-human (ultra-human) eco-utopia, not simply because it is composed of affective relations, in which 
bodies relate not by way of externally imposed systems (logic, language) but by affective communication 
and proximity, but also because it is like a neural network. There has been a reaction against the isolated and 
distanced man of reason, who affects himself in order to be present to himself, along with a turn towards the 
neural paradigm. The brain, formerly and mistakenly perceived as a computer, is now—we are constantly 
reminded—not a central command centre, but a responsive, adaptive, distributed, dynamic, affective and 
embodied system.16 This new neural paradigm was articulated in the works of Maturana and Varela, who 
tellingly also referred to Buddhism’s model of an ego-less consciousness that is nothing other than its relation 
to the world.17 The legitimated and science-based theories of the brain as less like a computer and more like a 
FRXSOHG�DQG�UHVSRQVLYH�V\VWHP�LQWHUVHFW�ZLWK�D�ZLGH�UDQJH�RI�ÀFWLRQDO�DQG�QRQ�ÀFWLRQDO�JHQUHV��VXFK�DV�Avatar 
but also popular science, mysticism and contemporary cultural production. The brain is no longer the Cartesian 
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ghost in the machine, nor does talk of the brain threaten to reduce the rich complexity of life to biological 
determinism. On the contrary, the brain as an adaptive, responsive network that changes itself offers at once a 
way out of the horrors of the self-enclosed subject, and solves the ethical problem of touch. 

HYPER-HAPTO-NEURO-MYSTICISM

Mysticism does not approach what is other than itself discursively but passes to direct contact, but this contact 
is not one in which the self has mastery. The self does not impose its logic on what is other for the sake of 
knowledge, but is transformed by the encounter. Latour’s account of the affective and embodied nature of 
knowledge avoids mysticism by stressing the notion of articulation: the body becomes what it is by being 
affected, just as the world that affects the body takes on its layers of difference through the complex encounters 
it enables: the world is different, and differentiated, according to the multiple approaches it offers. But, as 
Cameron’s Avatar indicates, the neural paradigm is not always so cautiously and multiply articulated. Latour 
(following James) refers to the multiverse, where the power to affect and be affected, cannot be exhausted 
in one mode or level of actualization. Latour’s compositionist manifesto is however posed directly against 
a tradition of critique that would somehow establish a point outside the assumptions and practices through 
which the world is given; it is not surprising, then, that he would appeal to Cameron’s Avatar, where the land 
of Pandora is likened to a neural network, in order to overcome the modern divorce between knowing and 
deciding mind, and a nature that would provide some stable ground for knowledge. Beyond Latour’s work the 
notion of the neural network or global brain serves to unify in a manner that overcomes the ethical tension of 
touch. If bodies are always already connected, and always already attuned to a world of others then touch is at 
once life’s proper mode, at the same time as one could determine clearly and in advance that certain styles of 
touch—those that were neither mutual nor attuned—could be distinguished as improper. 

2Q�WKH�RQH�KDQG�WKHUH�FDQ�EH�QR�HWKLFV�ZLWKRXW�WRXFK��WKH�LVRODWHG�ERG\�WKDW�LV�VXIÀFLHQW�XQWR�LWVHOI��ZLWKRXW�
relation, and without the tendency or capacity to be affected could not be said to be a living being. (This much 
is already explicit in Latour’s work on the body and his insistence on the power to be affected.) But ethics is 
also, necessarily, a question of distance, and “letting be.” Touch and relations in general are required precisely 
because the other person or other living being is different, and one cannot assume in advance any right or 
imperative to touch. The other to whom we reach out, or about whom we “dare to care,” is also other only in 
a certain incapacity to be touched. We are presented with an ethical imperative to reach out and touch (and be 
touched), but we must also recognize a certain distance and alterity that cannot be reduced. This is the motif of 
Levinas’s work on the necessary alterity of the other, an alterity that (according to Derrida) must at once resist 
the violence of any all-subsuming relation but that must, also necessarily, suffer the form of a lesser violence: 
“A Being without violence would be a Being which would occur outside the existent: nothing; nonhistory; 
nonoccurrence; nonphenomenality.”18 There is always some subsumption and reduction of the other, and just 
as Derrida insists that there is no such thing as a non-violent relation—for all relations must to some extent 
reduce the pure distance of ethics—we can begin to conclude that there is also no such thing as proper touch. 
Recognizing the other as other�UHGXFHV�WKH�RWKHU·V�DEVROXWH�VHSDUDWLRQ��$QG�\HW�IRU�DOO�WKLV�VXSUHPH�GLIÀFXOW\�
of touch, touch has come to be regarded not so much as cure but as the sign that there has never had been any 
problem at all. The idea that the world, others, knowledge, feeling and even one’s own self might be different 
and untouchable has been diagnosed as a modern ill—a problem of the wrong way of thinking—that simply 
needs to be recognized as a false problem. 

For some time a computational model of the brain has been criticized for continuing a tradition of Cartesian 
separation from the world. It is not the case that the brain, housed within the body, processes information 
and then directs the body to act. The brain is not a “ghost in the machine,” nor is it some distinct organ 
located within a body that it commands. Rather, the brain is an embodied, adaptive, plastic, dynamic and—
most importantly—distributed network. In the case of cognitive science two distinct claims are made. First, 
relations precede subjects: in the beginning is a connection to the world, from which something like a distinct 
and thinking subject is formed. It makes no sense to ask how selves come to know and represent the world, 
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for in the beginning is the world—a “coupled” system of embodied brain and affecting world. There are not 
selves who touch, but a general realm of affect and interconnectedness from which distinct individuals are 
effected (effects of affect). Second, the brain does not stop at the borders of the skull, or the mind or the self, 
but is extended.19 The extended mind includes all those supplements, prostheses and technologies through 
which we think: the notes on our ipad, the smartphone’s auto-correct function that has adapted to our personal 
lexicon, and the shopping suggestions on one’s amazon homepage.20 These devices don’t read your mind, 
as though your mind were some sort of container; the mind just is a series of inter-connected and adaptive 
tendencies. The mind is not a thing, and is not contained within any single body; it is itself a network and a 
node in broader networks. The mind is always already in touch with everything else in one grand “mindful” 
cosmos.21 This notion has not only taken hold of critical theory, cognitive science and crossover studies that 
shuttle between the two; it also has popular culture purchase and it is here that the neural paradigm becomes a 
form of mysticism, or positing of direct and unmediated contact.

Indeed, it might be worthwhile to connect three works concerned with touch precisely because they articulate 
GLIIHUHQW�HFRQRPLHV�RI�WRXFK��DQG�\HW�LQGLFDWH³VRPHWLPHV�E\�DYRLGLQJ�LW³D�FRPPRQ�SUREOHP���7KH�ÀUVW��WKDW�
I have already quoted, is Jerry Sandusky’s Touched—a rather unremarkable reiteration of the ways in which 
SDWHUQDOLVWLF�WRXFK�LV�VDQFWLÀHG�E\�ZD\�RI�D�SULRU�DVVXPSWLRQ�RI�KDSWRFHQWULF�YDOXH��WKH�WRXFK�IURP�IDWKHU�WR�FKLOG�
is an extension of a divine touch that is grander than us all and that operates beyond our ken. The second text is 
Jacques Derrida’s On Touching, which accuses various strands of supposedly post-Cartesian phenomenology 
of a hyper-haptocentrism. The third “text” is the recent Fox television series Touched in which a young autistic 
boy is cared for by his father, his mother having died in the twin towers attacks of 9/11. The young autistic 
child, Jake, cannot be touched, and yet it is his physical untouchability and linguistic silence that renders him 
ultimately into a pure force of touch and communication. Each episode poses some problem (often political) 
of a gap or distance—siblings separated across nations, children given away into adoption, lovers who have 
missed encounters and lost touch, and a whole series of intertwining connections that are maintained mystically 
by way of the coupling of the young autistic boy Jake and technology. Jake collects mobile phones, numbers, 
sequences, patterns and all forms of digitalized data but uses these seemingly inhuman and formalized systems 
to discern and disseminate links among humans. He will continually write a number, only for that number to 
DSSHDU�RQ�DQ�DLUOLQH�VFKHGXOH��DSDUWPHQW�GRRU�RU�ELUWKGDWH��DQG�WKLV�LQ�WXUQ�ZLOO�DOORZ�WKH�IDWKHU³WKH�P\VWLÀHG�
but submissive conduit—to execute plans that will reunite lost souls. In one episode two musician siblings, one 
of whom has undergone gender reassignment, are reunited; the episode concludes with a montage of musicians 
and singers across the globe contributing to one unifying cross-cultural anthem. At the level of politics the 
Fox series offers a classic example of Fredric Jameson’s notion of ideology,22 where symbolic resolution is 
provided for political problems: the scars of 9/11—of an unbridgeable, unreadable and violent cultural war—
are overcome in a cosy “love makes the world go around” anthem. Even 9/11 discloses a greater benevolence: 
the father, played by Kiefer Sutherland, has abandoned his job as a journalist to become a networker, executing, 
while not questioning, his son’s enigmatic “messages.” 

But I would suggest that this political working-through is possible because of a deeper problem of touch, and a 
notion of hypo-haptocentrism. The young child, in his inability to touch, is liberated from the messy, concrete 
DQG�VH[XDOO\�IUDXJKW�QHWZRUNV�RI�SK\VLFDO�SUR[LPLW\��+H�WKHQ�IXQFWLRQV�DV��DQG�DUWLFXODWHV��D�XWRSLDQ�ÀJXUH�
for a touch that is everywhere and nowhere—freed from the determining systems of language and the located 
ÀQLWXGHV�RI�WKH�ERG\��/LNH�&DPHURQ·V�Avatar, the series opposes a “top-down” bureaucratic and manipulative 
corporate power (the bio-tech company that is harnessing the intuitive and empathetic neural networks of 
specially gifted individuals) to the silent communication of Jake, whose “voice” is heard only in each episode’s 
opening:

490000 babies will be born today… each of them unique… and each one of them a link in the greater 
human chain. And the moment their umbilical cord is severed they’ll become an individual, their own 
hopes, dreams and desires. And in fact each one of us is made up of a dozen systems which in turn 
comprise 60 trillion cells and those cells house countless proteins, DNA organelles; what appears to 
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be an individual is actually a network; each one of us is in fact a living breathing community but it 
doesn’t stop there; why would it? Every individual hope you harbor; every dream you attain, every 
GHVLUH�\RX�IXOÀOO�KDV�DQ�LPSDFW�IDU�JUHDWHU�WKDQ�\RX�FDQ�LPDJLQH��$W�OHDVW�WKDW�LV�KRZ�LW�ORRNV�IURP�
where I am sitting.23 

This paradisiacal condition of the untouchable yet always fully attuned child is heightened by the ongoing 
plotline of the series in which the father and son are at constant war with state child services, who appear to be 
in collusion with capitalist corporations to exploit the extraordinary evolved skills of the young Jake and his 
NLQG��7ZHQW\�ÀUVW�FHQWXU\�ÀJXUDWLRQV�RI�HWKLFV�DW�RQFH�IHWLVKL]H�WRXFK�DQG�SUR[LPLW\³UDQJLQJ�IURP�WKHRULHV�
of affect to a whole series of pop culture appropriations of the neural paradigm (such as the television series 
Perception in which a professor of neurology is unable to achieve personal proximity and touch but nevertheless 
solves a series of crimes through his capacity to “read” the brain’s complex networks and messages). It is as 
WKRXJK�WKH�LQGLYLGXDO��ZLWK�KLV�VSHFLÀF�ERG\�DQG�YLRODELOLW\�PLJKW�EH�PDJLFDOO\�WUDQVSRUWHG�IURP�WKH�HQWLUH�
problem of the necessary violence of touch and given over to a virtual touch that is achieved by refusing and 
resenting cognition. Not only does this lure of hyper-hypo-hapto-neurocentrism intensify (while providing an 
alibi for) what Abigail Bray has referred to as “corporate paedophilia,” where the child is fetishized and yet 
also presented as the innocent potentiality that will save us from technocracy, it precludes a consideration of 
the ethics of touch at a cosmic level.24 

We should not, perhaps, be surprised that the deconstructive insistence on a certain necessary violence could 
not be heard. Touch, I would suggest, is—and should remain –an ethical problem. There can be no proper 
touch because all living is a form of contamination, where the condition of being a living being must be at 
once a relation of unthought touch and proximity, alongside a no less necessary refusal of unconditional touch. 
Both the hysteria that surrounds excessively violent touch, and the euphoria that surrounds the fantasy of pure 
touch mitigate rather than confront what ought to be the compelling problem of touch. We live by touch and 
yet can never—as living beings—either achieve or avoid the contamination of touch. Touch is required for 
any achievement of the proper, and yet there is no proper touch. It is symptomatic that precisely when the 
impossible question of touch ought to be posed—when we are dealing increasingly with the violence and 
intrusion of touch (both human to human, and human to non-human)—that we present touch as salvation and 
cure, rather than the impossible predicament that can never be silenced.
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Anti-humanism isn’t what it used to be. When I was younger, anti-humanism was associated with names like 
Heidegger, Althusser, and Foucault, especially the Foucault of The Order of Things. It was a reaction against 
the privileging of the human perspective, a privileging that placed the human at the center of experience, or 
gave the human a particular and elevated role to play in shaping the world, or ascribed to the human subject 
a transparency that allowed it to know itself and determine its future and world according to that knowledge. 
We might see this, a bit overly simply, as a reaction against the existentialist privileging of subjectivity and the 
subjective formation of experience. For Heidegger, humanism was the privileging of the human over Being, 
and the task of thought was to return the human from the lord of Being to its shepherd. For Althusser, as for 
other structuralists, centering analysis on the human mistakenly ascribed a central role to human or perhaps 
conscious human control. What was required was an analysis that saw the human as product rather than author 
of the world’s processes. For Foucault, the human was simply a passing historical category, one that, as he 
announced, “would be erased, like a face drawn at the edge of the sea.”1

More recently, anti-humanism seems less a reaction against humanism and more an attempt to place the human 
LQ�D�ZLGHU�ÀHOG��,�DP�WHPSWHG�WR�VD\�WKDW�WKLV�QHZ�DUHQD�RI�WKRXJKW�LV�OHVV�DQ�DQWL�KXPDQLVP�WKDQ�DQ�D�KXPDQLVP��
Since anti-humanism has been around for a generation or so—that is to say, from when I was younger—it is 
a less urgent task to push back against the human. What has taken the place of anti-humanism are forms 
of thought that instead see the human as a something that occurs alongside or within more encompassing 
perspectives. We might say, again in an overly simple way, that the task of current a-humanist thought is not to 
displace the centrality of the human but to diminish its theoretical size, or that the new a-humanism does not so 
much displace�WKH�KXPDQ�RU�LWV�VLJQLÀFDQFH�DV�dissolve it. 

Two currents of thought exemplify this. One, with which you will all be familiar, is the fashionable theoretical 
prominence of evolutionary thought. Evolutionary thought sees the human as the product of a long and 
contingent history, one that did not aim to produce us, and will undoubtedly produce something else eventually 
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as the result of changing ecological conditions or even perhaps of our own environmental ineptitude. Moreover, 
in effacing the animal-human distinction—by showing, among other things, that other animals are much 
smarter than we once thought and that we are much dumber than we once thought—the human is placed back 
into nature as one biological category alongside others. 

$W�ÀUVW�JODQFH�WKH�D�KXPDQLVP�RI�HYROXWLRQDU\�WKRXJKW�PLJKW�VHHP�VLPLODU�WR�)RXFDXOW·V�DQWL�KXPDQLVP�LQ�The 
Order of Things. After all, don’t both see the human, or in Foucault’s case “man,” as a passing phenomenon, 
RQH�WKDW�HPHUJHV�RXW�RI�D�SUH�KXPDQ�KLVWRU\�DQG�ZLOO�GLVVROYH�LQWR�D�SRVW�KXPDQ�RQH"�7KLV�VXSHUÀFLDO�VLPLODULW\�
dissolves, however, when we recognize that Foucault is talking here about the category of “man” as a conceptual 
element of an epistemic formation, while evolutionary thought is talking about actual human beings. Otherwise 
SXW��)RXFDXOW�GLVSODFHV� WKH�VLJQLÀFDQFH�RI�KXPDQ�VXEMHFWLYLW\� WKURXJK�KLVWRULFL]LQJ� WKH�FDWHJRU\�RI�´PDQ�µ�
while evolutionary thought sees human beings themselves as historical phenomena that emerge and dissolve 
through a particular history. The concept of “man” will not be dissolved; it will be displaced by other concepts 
in the next epistemic formation.

7KH�RWKHU�FXUUHQW�RI�WKRXJKW��QRW�HQWLUHO\�GLYRUFHG�IURP�WKH�ÀUVW��ZH�PLJKW�FDOO�ORRVHO\�D�NLQG�RI�V\VWHPV�WKRXJKW��
It places the human within a larger material system that sometimes operates at the sub-human, sometimes at 
WKH�KXPDQ��DQG�VRPHWLPHV�DW�WKH�VXSUD�KXPDQ�RU�JURXS�OHYHO��:H�FDQ�ÀQG�WKH�URRWV�RI�WKLV�SHUVSHFWLYH�LQ�WKH�
thought of Gilles Deleuze on the one hand and Donna Haraway’s seminal “Cyborg Manifesto” on the other; 
two interesting contemporary versions of it are to be found in John Protevi’s Political Affect and Jane Bennett’s 
Vital Matter. 

Protevi’s interest is in how affect works in politics. It is a challenge to theories of politics that are too 
intellectualist. But his claim is not simply that affect plays an important part in our political behavior. He doesn’t 
want only to say, for instance, that the affect mobilized into white anger played a huge role in my home state of 
6RXWK�&DUROLQD·V�HPEDUUDVVLQJ�LWVHOI�E\�YRWLQJ�IRU�1HZW�*LQJULFK�LQ�WKH�UHFHQW�SULPDU\��+LV�KDV�ELJJHU�ÀVK�WR�
fry than that. Protevi places the entire concept of affect in a systems view that recognizes affect to operate both 
beneath and beyond the conscious subject, and in the relations between beneath and beyond. Borrowing not 
only from Deleuze, but also from biologists like Francisco Varela and cognitive theorists like Antonio Damasio, 
he develops the concept of bodies politic, a concept that can refer to individual bodies, pre-individual parts of 
bodies, and groups of bodies, whether small-scale or civic. “The concept of bodies politic is meant to capture 
the emergent—that is, the embodied and embedded—character of subjectivity: the production, bypassing, and 
surpassing of subjectivity in the imbrications of somatic and social systems.”2 

The structure of Protevi’s system is a rich one, and I can only gesture at it here. Roughly, it asks us to stop 
thinking of our world as a set of discrete elements in interaction, but rather as a dynamic system of processes 
in which what appear to be discrete elements are in fact emergent properties arising from the unfolding of 
the system itself. This dynamic system is not an utter chaos of interaction. There are certain virtual points 
of the system, called attractors, that draw the process toward them. However, this drawing-toward does not 
guarantee that the system will arrive there. And even when it does, that arrival does not result in a state at 
rest. As Deleuze reminds us, the actual is always inhabited by a virtual that can de-stabilize—or in Deleuze’s 
term “deterritorialize”—the system.3 Moreover, systems do not exist in isolation. They are connected to other 
systems in a variety of ways. This means that any particular system, for example an embodied human being, is 
subject both to systems exterior to it, for example other human beings, as well as systems in which it is itself 
an element, for example various bodies politic.

,Q�WKLV�DSSURDFK��LW�LV�QRW�GLIÀFXOW�WR�VHH�WKH�UROH�DIIHFW�PLJKW�SOD\��$W�WKH�VLPSOHVW�OHYHO��D�SROLWLFDO�OHDGHU�FDQ�
appeal to the affective level as well as the cognitive one. But Protevi’s systems approach allows for much 
more sophisticated operations of political affect, such as the contagion of affect across various bodies politic, 
a contagion that can spread more easily if there are attractors in the system (or systems within the system, 
system here being a relative term) that are receptive to it. In his book, Protevi offers the example of the case 
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of Terri Schiavo, whose apparent responsiveness to external stimuli, a responsiveness that in fact was only the 
random expressions associated with her persistent vegetative state, can induce an affect of concern across a 
body politic, one that in her case had nothing to do with her actual biological condition.

The a-humanism of Protevi’s approach can be seen in his placement of the human inside the dynamic system, 
and in his claim that the human is subtended and, if I may be allowed the term, supertended by forces that not 
only make it what it is but that operate across it, at times effacing its ontological integrity. The same can be said 
of Jane Bennett’s recent Vibrant Matter, a book that, like Protevi’s, embeds the human in a system that not only 
questions the primacy of human action over matter but more importantly seeks to lend the concept of action to 
matter that is usually considered inert.

Borrowing Bruno Latour’s term actant�� %HQQHWW� VHHV�PDWWHU� DV� SRVVHVVLQJ� DQ� HIÀFDF\� WKDW� KDV� RIWHQ� EHHQ�
missed in discussion of the relation of human to environment. The model she criticizes characterizes this 
relation as one in which the human acts, most animals simply behave (although some act more or less), and the 
UHVW�RI�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW�LV�DFWHG�XSRQ��%HQQHWW�ÀQGV�WKLV�PRGHO�WR�EH�LQDGHTXDWH�RQ�WZR�OHYHOV��)LUVW��LW�GRHV�QRW�
adequately characterize what happens in an environment: that is, it falls short descriptively. There is much more 
activity that takes place than just that ascribed to the human. Second, it is politically inadequate in that it does 
QRW�SRLQW�WKH�ZD\�IRUZDUG�WRZDUG�D�SURSHU�HQYLURQPHQWDO�HWKLF��7KDW�LV�WR�VD\��LW�LV�DOVR�QRUPDWLYHO\�LQVXIÀFLHQW��
She writes, “to begin to experience the relationship between persons and other materialities more horizontally, 
is to take a step toward a more ecological sensibility.”4

With regard to description, Bennett borrows Deleuze’s concept of assemblage in order to show that environments 
are processes of interaction among disparate acting elements. “Assemblages are ad hoc groupings of diverse 
elements, of vibrant matter of all sorts. Assemblages are living, throbbing confederations that are able to 
function despite the persistent presence of energies that confound them from within.”5 She offers as an example 
of such assemblages the 2003 blackout, which was the product not only of human error or a freak weather 
event—a thunderstorm that struck the electric grid—but an intersection of these with many other elements, 
including the character of electricity as involving both active and reactive power. 

Another example, on which she spends a chapter, is eating. We think of obesity as the product of human 
decision. In fact, she argues, things are more complex. Fatty foods are of different types. As they enter our 
bodies they do different things. Omega-3 fatty acids work differently on the body from saturated fats. They 
may produce improved human moods, which in turn affect how humans act. Saturated fats, since they aren’t 
nutritional, may not sate human hunger, provoking more eating behavior. In short, food is “an actant in an 
agentic assemblage that includes among its members my metabolism, cognition, and moral sensibility. Human 
intentionality is surely an important element of the public that is emerging around the idea of diet, obesity, and 
food security, but it is not the only actor or necessarily the key operator in it. Food, as a self-altering, dissipative 
materiality, is also a player.”6

This view leads to a wider conception of politics than one centered in human activity. Invoking and modifying 
Dewey’s view of a public, Bennett writes, “A public is a cluster of bodies harmed by the actions of others or 
even by actions born from their own actions as these trans-act: harmed bodies draw near each other and seek to 
engage in new acts that will restore their power, protect against future harm, or compensate for damage done.”7 
A public, then, is a community of actants modifying one another in transversal and often unpredictable ways. 
Both Protevi’s and Bennett’s a-humanisms are politically sensitive. In fact, they take politics as a goal of 
their analysis. They seek to offer an understanding of politics that opens possibilities that a more humanist 
politics would not have recognized. The question I want to raise here, which will take the form of a dilemma, 
is that of what kind of politics can be enacted with an a-humanist understanding. Ultimately, I will claim that 
a-humanism has its limits, and that much of what we would like to promote under the banner of politics will 
require an inescapably humanist approach. It is not that we can or must ignore the lessons of contemporary 
a-humanism. Far from it. Rather, the claim will be that the kind of politics many of us would want to endorse 
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cannot emerge as directly from contemporary a-humanism as we might like, but must instead take it on board 
in a more indirect fashion.

In order to approach the question of the relation of a-humanism to political activity, let’s leave anti-humanism 
and a-humanism to the side for a moment, and turn toward politics. Most traditional political thought can be 
FODVVLÀHG�DV� IDOOLQJ�XQGHU� WKH� OLEHUDO� WUDGLWLRQ��7KLV� WUDGLWLRQ�� DV� ,ULV�0DULRQ�<RXQJ�KHOSIXOO\� UHPLQGHG�XV��
FOHDYHV� WR� WKH�GLVWULEXWLYH�SDUDGLJP��ZKLFK�� LQ�KHU�ZRUGV�� ´GHÀQHV� VRFLDO� MXVWLFH� DV� WKH�SURSHU�GLVWULEXWLRQ�
RI�VRFLDO�EHQHÀWV�DQG�EXUGHQV�DPRQJ�VRFLHW\·V�PHPEHUV�µ8 The question for such a politics is, What is owed 
to whom and why? This owing, of course, does not need to be material. It can be, for instance, the owing of 
protection for certain rights. So someone like Robert Nozick, for whom any redistribution would be anathema, 
is still a card-carrying member of the liberal tradition and the distributive paradigm that characterizes it.
One might ask here not only what is owed, but to whom it is owed and, in addition, who does the owing? The 
ÀUVW�TXHVWLRQ�KDV�GLIIHUHQW�DQVZHUV��)RU�1R]LFN��IRU�LQVWDQFH��LW�LV�HYHU\RQH�ZKR�LV�HTXDOO\�RZHG�OLEHUW\��)RU�
John Rawls, by contrast, while everyone is owed basic liberties, those who are the least advantaged are also 
owed whatever resources might assist them in such a way that societies must be arranged to their greatest 
EHQHÀW��7KH�TXHVWLRQ�RI�ZKR�LV�RZHG�LV��RI�FRXUVH��LQVHSDUDEOH�IURP�WKDW�RI�ZKDW�LV�RZHG��,I�RQH�RZHV�UHVRXUFHV�
to those who need them, then one does not owe anything to those who don’t. However, when it comes to who 
does the owing, everyone in the liberal tradition is agreed. It is the state or one of its aligned institutions that 
does the owing. The state owes the protection of liberty, the resources or opportunities that are required, the 
goods that are to be shared or distributed. This should not be surprising. After all, in a society of any size, there 
will a whole lot of owing going on. And if there is, this places a burden on whatever entity it is that is doing the 
RZLQJ��$QG�LQ�PRVW�VRFLHWLHV��WKH�QDWXUDO�HQWLW\�WKDW�ÀOOV�WKH�ELOO�KHUH�LV�WKH�VWDWH��7KHUHIRUH��WKH�OLEHUDO�WUDGLWLRQ��
the distributive paradigm, and the focus on the state are of a piece.

The distributive paradigm need not, however, be tied to the state and the liberal tradition. For instance, 
inasmuch as one takes on board in a political fashion Levinas’ ethics of unpayable debt to the other, one would 
have the makings of a theory of something like distribution. This distribution would not be of anything that 
could actually be given. That is the point of Levinas’ ethics; one is never quits with the other. Instead, it would 
EH�D�WKHRU\�RI�LQÀQLWH�RZLQJ��RI�WKH�NLQG�RQH�VHHV�LQ�PRPHQWV�RI�'HUULGD·V�SROLWLFDO�WKRXJKW��IRU�H[DPSOH�LQ�KLV�
discussions of hospitality or democracy-to-come.

The distributive paradigm as a theory of owing is in one sense of a piece with a-humanism, and in another 
LQ�WHQVLRQ�ZLWK�LW��7KH�ZD\�LW�LV�RI�D�SLHFH�ZLWK�D�KXPDQLVP�LV�WKDW�LW�FDQ�PHHW�VRPH�RI�WKH�VSHFLÀF�GHPDQGV�
posited by a-humanist theories. For instance, it appears in evolutionary theory in the question of what is owed 
to non-human animals. In an intriguing and hopeful development, Spain is considering offering basic rights of 
protection of life, liberty, and against torture, in keeping with Paola Cavalieri’s and Peter Singer’s Great Ape 
Project. This is a classic liberal political strategy, continuous with the history of liberal enfranchisement of 
previously marginalized groups.

Bennett’s a-humanism asks of us that we conceive our relation to ourselves and our environment differently, 
and act toward the environment out of that conception. Rather than seeing ourselves as stewards of the 
environment, we should see ourselves as entire environments—of microbes, worms, and organs—nested within 
other environments. “If [traditional] environmentalism leads to the call for the protection and wise management 
of an ecosystem that surrounds us, a vital materialism suggests that the task is to engage more strategically with 
a trenchant materiality that is us as it vies with us in agentic assemblages.”9 This creates a set of duties for us, 
but from within the complex we inhabit.

Protevi’s case is more complex, since he does not posit particular demands to be met. However, at least one 
of the elements of his analysis would be amenable to the distributive paradigm, and even state action. The 
conception of attractors posits certain areas that attract forces to particular structural arrangements. Inasmuch 
as one can detect those attractors, there could be a duty to shuttle things toward certain attractors and away from 
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others. For instance, in his discussion of Hurricane Katrina, Protevi traces a convergence of environmental 
conditions, historical immigration, and racialized fear. One can imagine here a duty to intervene against the 
racialized fear that, in the case of the hurricane, motivated so many of the false stories about violence and 
reinforced the efforts of national authorities to obstruct the practices of mutual aid that were rife among those 
stranded during the days after Katrina struck.

While the liberal conception of owing or of duties may be consonant with contemporary a-humanism, the 
structure of distribution is not. The distributor is an entity that is in a relation of hierarchy to the distributed. 
The state gives, the people receive. One might object here that the people also give, in the form of taxation. 
However, the point of taxation is to allow the state to give. Taxation helps states pay what they owe, whether 
it be to those in need, the military, or, in contemporary practice, for protection for well-heeled corporations. 
By contrast, a-humanism conceives a much more nearly egalitarian structure, one that does not privilege 
any particular entity but instead sees all entities as emergent properties of a system, a system conceived not 
hierarchically but, in Bennett’s term, “horizontally.”

This horizontality is in keeping with the goal of a-humanism, which is to undermine the privileges associated 
with humanist thought. By placing the human, or elements of what is usually associated with the human, into 
D�V\VWHP��D�ODUJHU�SURFHVV��KLHUDUFKLHV�DUH�ÁDWWHQHG�RXW��,W�LV�WKH�G\QDPLF�V\VWHP��UDWKHU�WKDQ�DQ\�SDUWLFXODU�
HOHPHQW�LQ�LW��WKDW�LV�WKH�REMHFW�RI�DQDO\VLV��7KLV�ÁDWWHQLQJ�RXW�UXQV�FRXQWHU�WR�WKH�VWUXFWXUH�RI�D�GLVWULEXWLYH�
approach toward politics, and to that extent counter to the traditional liberal view.

Recently, however, and alongside—although not in tandem with—contemporary a-humanism is an approach 
to politics that is more horizontal. I should note in passing that this approach is not entirely new. Anarchist 
thought as it existed in the nineteenth century and has been recently revived as a non-hierarchical approach 
to politics. However, traditional anarchism is not our concern at the moment. What I am interested in here is 
the emergence of what might be called a politics of solidarity, one that stresses more egalitarian moments in 
politics rather than distributive ones. This approach can be seen, although a bit ambivalently, in the work of 
Alain Badiou. It appears much more clearly in the political thought of Jacques Rancière. It is to him, then, that 
we turn in order to seek a more horizontal view of politics, one whose structure converges more closely with 
the structure of contemporary a-humanism. It is also in his thought that we will see mostly clearly the limits of 
this convergence.

For Rancière, the central element of politics is collective action out of the presupposition of equality, a 
SUHVXSSRVLWLRQ�WKDW�LQKHUHV�LQ�WKH�DFWLRQ�LI�QRW�LQ�WKH�FRQVFLRXV�UHÁHFWLRQ�RI�WKRVH�HQJDJHG�LQ�LW��´(TXDOLW\�LV�
not a given that politics then presses into service, an essence embodied in the law or a goal politics sets itself 
the task of attaining. It is a mere assumption that needs to be discerned within the practices implementing it.”10 
We must ask then what it is to act out of equality. But preliminary to that, we must ask what kind of equality is 
to be presupposed. If people are to act out of the presupposition of equality, what exactly is the equality out of 
which they act? Here Rancière’s answer may seem surprising. The equality out of which they act is the equality 
of intelligence.

7KH�LGHD�RI�WKH�HTXDOLW\�RI�LQWHOOLJHQFH�PD\�VRXQG�VWUDQJH�WR�PDQ\�RI�XV��,W�FHUWDLQO\�GLG�IRU�PH�WKH�ÀUVW�WLPH�,�
read Rancière. But when he writes of the equality of intelligence, he does not mean that we are equally capable 
of scoring the same on SAT exams or getting the same scholastic grades (although he does argue that we are all 
much more capable of that than current social arrangements might lead us to believe). He does not mean that 
we can all understand advanced quantum theory, thank goodness. What he is after is more pedestrian. We can 
all talk to one another, reason with one another, and construct meaningful lives on the basis of this reasoning 
DQG�RXU�RZQ�UHÁHFWLRQV��:KLOH�RXU�VSHFLÀF�LQWHOOHFWXDO�VNLOOV�PD\�GLIIHU�IURP�RQH�DQRWKHU��ZH�DUH�DOO�HTXDOO\�
capable of using those skills to communicate, to discuss, to make decisions, to take account of the world around 
us, and to act on the basis of all this. The presupposition of the equality of intelligence is the starting point for 
all politics. “[O]ur problem,” he writes, “isn’t proving that all intelligence is equal. It’s seeing what can be done 



HUMANISM AND SOLIDARITY 

under that supposition. And for this, it’s enough for us that the opinion be possible—that is, that no opposing 
truth be proved.”11

The obstacle, of course, is that societies are not arranged on the presupposition of equality. In fact, they are 
arranged on the contrary presupposition. Social arrangements fall into various hierarchies of inequality. There 
are those who make decisions governing the lives of others and those who are governed. There are those who 
do intellectual work and those who do manual work. There are those who contribute to the public space and 
those who are relegated to the private sphere. And, in the end, there are those who have a part to play in forming 
and deciding the character of a given society—those who count and whose views are counted—and those who 
do not. Rancière calls this social ordering the “police.” “Politics is generally seen as the set of procedures 
whereby the aggregation and consent of collectivities is achieved, the organization of powers, the distribution 
of place and roles, and the systems for legitimizing this distribution. I propose to give this system of distribution 
another name. I propose to call it the police.”12�7KH�LGHD�KHUH�LV�WKDW�VRFLDO�VSDFH�LV�SDUWLWLRQHG�LQWR�VSHFLÀF�
UROHV�WKDW�UHÁHFW�D�YDULHW\�RI�SUHVXSSRVHG�LQHTXDOLWLHV��DQG�WKDW�SDUWLWLRQLQJ�LV�SROLFHG��DQG�RIWHQ�VHOI�SROLFHG��
in order to sustain the partitions.

Given this picture of social arrangements, much of what is called “politics” in everyday language is, for 
5DQFLqUH��QRW�UHDOO\�SROLWLFV�EXW�PHUHO\�PRUH�KXPDQH�RU�PRUH�HIÀFLHQW�SROLFLQJ��)RU�LQVWDQFH��WR�VXEVLGL]H�WKH�
poor with welfare payments is still policing, since it retains the partitioning of social space as it is. There is no 
challenge to the partitioning itself, merely a blunting of some of its more deleterious effects. This is not to say 
subsidizing the poor is no better than not subsidizing them. It is instead to keep alive the distinction between 
policing and real politics.

Politics begins with the challenge to the police order in the name of equality. Here is where the radical nature 
of Rancière’s thought begins to emerge. Equality, in challenging hierarchies, does not seek to offer another, 
better social partitioning than the one that is the object of challenge. To engage in politics is not to commend 
one police order as better than another. It is to challenge the concept of partitioning itself. The presupposition of 
equality does not work by offering a stabilizing set of equal roles for everyone to play; it works by undermining 
the hierarchies inherent in the very idea of a stabilizing set of roles. “I…propose to reserve the term politics 
IRU�DQ�H[WUHPHO\�GHWHUPLQHG�DFWLYLW\�DQWDJRQLVWLF�WR�SROLFLQJ��ZKDWHYHU�EUHDNV�ZLWK�WKH�WDQJLEOH�FRQÀJXUDWLRQ�
ZKHUHE\�SDUWLHV�DQG�SDUWV�RU�ODFN�RI�WKHP�DUH�GHÀQHG�E\�D�SUHVXSSRVLWLRQ�WKDW��E\�GHÀQLWLRQ��KDV�QR�SODFH�LQ�WKDW�
FRQÀJXUDWLRQ³WKDW�RI�WKH�SDUW�WKDW�KDV�QR�SDUW«�SROLWLFDO�DFWLYLW\�LV�DOZD\V�D�PRGH�RI�H[SUHVVLRQ�WKDW�XQGRHV�
the perceptible divisions of the police order by implementing a basically heterogeneous assumption, that of 
the part who have no part, an assumption that, at the end of the day, itself demonstrates the contingency of the 
order, the equality of any speaking being with any other speaking being.”13

This quick, and undoubtedly inadequate sketch of Rancière’s view allows us to see the horizontal character 
of his view. Rather than a hierarchical division into distributor and recipient, Rancière’s thought lays the 
groundwork for an egalitarian political solidarity. This would seem in keeping with the a-humanism we have 
been discussing, and in one sense it is. In another sense, though, it is in tension with it. We can see the tension 
in the previous quote, which concludes that the presupposition of equality is an equality of “any speaking 
being with any other speaking being.” This character of the presupposition seems to place it squarely within a 
humanism of the kind that would be anathema to a politics rooted in a-humanism. We must ask, then, what role 
the idea of the equality of speaking beings plays in Rancière’s thought, and whether there is a way to conceive 
or re-conceive this role in terms that would be more open to a-humanism.

For Rancière, politics is the creation of a collective subject, a VXEMHFWLÀFDWLRQ as he calls it. This collective 
subject neither arises from nor produces collective action under the presupposition of equality. It is co-extensive 
with it. We might say that the action produces the collective subject just as the collective subject produces the 
action. What is a collective subject? It is a collection of individuals who presuppose the equality of one another 
in their common action. But in order for that to happen, there has to be the ability for such recognition. Rancière 
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uses the term “speaking being” to refer to such an ability. I’m not entirely convinced that the connection 
between speaking and the ability to presuppose another as an equal is as close as his writings indicate that he 
thinks it is. That is, it does not seem to me to be a necessary condition of the ability to presuppose another to 
be equal that one is a speaking being. However, at least some higher level cognitive capacities must be in play 
in order for that ability to be displayed.

Moreover, a collective subject requires more than simply that ability. It requires co-ordinated actions with 
others on the basis of the expression of that ability. In order to be a member of a collective subject in political 
action in Rancière’s sense, I must be able to presuppose the equality of another and act alongside that other 
RXW�RI�WKDW�SUHVXSSRVLWLRQ��7KLV�GRHV�QRW�UHTXLUH�WKDW�,�UHÁHFWLYHO\�UHFRJQL]H�P\VHOI�DV�KDYLQJ�WKDW�DELOLW\�RU�
as expressing it in my contribution to collective action. Recall that for Rancière the presupposition of equality 
in a political action is often “discerned,” not consciously claimed. Nevertheless, beings capable of political 
action through solidarity must be able to act in a mutual fashion out of that presupposition in order to form the 
collective subject that solidarity requires.

Sally Scholz, in her book Political Solidarity��GHÀQHV�SROLWLFDO�VROLGDULW\��DV�RSSRVHG�WR�ZKDW�VKH�FDOOV�VRFLDO�
solidarity or civic solidarity as, “a unity of individuals each responding to a particular situation of injustice, 
oppression, social vulnerability, or tyranny.”14�7KLV�GHÀQLWLRQ�LV�NLQ�WR�5DQFLqUH·V�FRQFHSW�RI�VXEMHFWLÀFDWLRQ��
and it captures the bottom-up view of politics that we are articulating here in contrast to the distributive view 
we saw above. It is also a structural kin to the a-humanism we described at the outset. Political solidarity is the 
coming together of disparate elements in a horizontal way, an assemblage in the term Deleuze uses and Bennett 
borrows, that gives rise to an emergent state of the system—a collective political movement. (Bennett further 
QRWHV�WKDW�LQ�5DQFLqUH·V�WKRXJKW��ERWK�LWV�ÁXLG�DQG�GLVUXSWLYH�FKDUDFWHU�SDUDOOHO�KHU�D�KXPDQLVW�YLVLRQ��DOWKRXJK�
this is a bit wide of the current point.)15

However, if we turn away from the structural similarities between solidarity and a-humanism, we see an 
aspect of solidarity that seems to push it into the humanist camp, namely the requirement that participants in a 
solidarity movement be able to presuppose the equality of others and act in a co-ordinated fashion out of that 
presupposition. Beings that can do that must share a good bit with humans, or at least be human-like in some 
important ways. Not only must they have those particular abilities, but if we are to be able to form movements 
of solidarity with them, they must be able to presuppose and act in a co-ordinated fashion with human beings. 
This will limit the population of beings capable of solidarity; it recalls to us the restriction Rancière places upon 
politics as involving the equality of speaking beings.

And so here we have a dilemma. In order to accommodate contemporary a-humanism, we can revert to a more 
traditional politics that might allow for a distributive approach to the issues a-humanism raises. However, this 
carries with it all the problems of distributive approaches and in addition the problem that it is structurally 
divergent from the recognition to which a-humanism seeks to call our attention. On the other hand, we can 
embrace a more horizontal politics of equality, a politics of solidarity, but at the cost of limiting the participants 
in that solidarity to those who display particular human or human-like characteristics.

For the remainder of this paper, I would like to press on the second half of this dilemma. I believe there is much 
merit in solidarity approaches to politics, and I would like to investigate how far this solidarity might extend. In 
order to do so, I will take up the possibility of solidarity with non-human animals as a test case. This will allow 
us to see both the possibilities and limitations inherent in seeking to combine solidarity with a-humanism. And 
LQ�RUGHU�WR�SHUIRUP�WKLV�WHVW�FDVH��,�ZLOO�WXUQ�EULHÁ\�WR�'RQQD�+DUDZD\·V�When Species Meet and Vicki Hearne’s 
seminal article “A Walk with Washoe: How Far Can We Go?” The literature of human/non-human interaction 
is vast, and far beyond my own expertise. My hope is that a glance at these two pieces will at least give us entry 
into the discussion of the relationship between humanism and solidarity.
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When Species Meet is an extended meditation on the kinds of relationships humans have with non-human 
animals, from experimental testing to placing videocams on animals to human/animal sport. Its aim is not to 
SUHVFULEH�D�VSHFLÀF�IRUP�RI�HQJDJHPHQW�EHWZHHQ�KXPDQ�DQG�QRQ�KXPDQ�DQLPDOV��EXW�LQVWHDG�WR�GLVSOD\�WKH�
various ways in which we are intertwined with our living kin. Along the way, however, Haraway makes particular 
suggestions, as when she asks us to think of laboratory animals not so much as objects of intervention, even if 
rights-bearing ones, but as workers. She writes, “My suspicion is that we might nurture responsibility with and 
for other animals better by plumbing the category of labor more than the category of rights, with its inevitable 
preoccupation with similarity, analogy, calculation, and honorary membership in the expanded abstraction of 
the Human.”16 This suggestion is in line with her broader effort to press us to expand our thought to reach out 
and capture our relationships with other animals, rather than conceptually narrowing those relationships to the 
FXUUHQW�FRQÀQHV�RI�RXU�WKRXJKW��

This project comes out clearly in her long discussion of the relationship she has with her dog Cayenne Pepper 
during the human/canine sport called “agility.” Here the recognition of her dog’s advanced skills meshing with 
the trust required between her and Cayenne Pepper yields a complex sporting relationship that is necessary 
in order to prevail in the game. This complex relationship must be developed between the particular beings 
LQ�WKH�JDPH��,W�FDQQRW�EH�PDSSHG�RXW�LQ�DGYDQFH��:KDW�LW�UHTXLUHV�ÀUVW�DQG�IRUHPRVW��KRZHYHU��LV�DEDQGRQLQJ�
preconceived notions of an abyss that separates the human from the non-human. “If we appreciate the 
foolishness of human exceptionalism, then we know that becoming is always becoming with—in a contact 
zone where the outcome, where who is in the world, is at stake.”17

Vicki Hearne is also concerned with undermining preconceived notions of human/non-human relationships, 
but from another angle. She points out that we often presuppose the ability to form relationships with other 
animals to lie along an evolutionary continuum. This would mean that we are capable of having the deepest 
relationships with our closes evolutionary relatives, the great apes. This view is reinforced by the idea that 
chimpanzees seem to be able to communicate in language. The example she appeals to is that of the chimp 
:DVKRH��ZKR�ZDV� WKH�ÀUVW� FKLPSDQ]HH� WR� EH� WDXJKW�$PHULFDQ�6LJQ�/DQJXDJH��+RZHYHU��PXWXDO� OLQJXLVWLF�
communication is not the only way in which relationships can develop. After all, while chimpanzees can 
FRPPXQLFDWH��LW�LV�GLIÀFXOW�ZLWK�PRVW�FKLPSV�WR�GHYHORS�WKH�NLQG�RI�WUXVW�ZH�DVVRFLDWH�ZLWK�WKH�EHVW�IRUPV�RI�
domestication. 

With dogs, however, the situation is different. In a gesture similar to that of Haraway’s, Hearne shows us how 
training can integrate dogs into a group that includes humans and canines more readily than can be had with 
most great apes. This integration need not be one that is entirely that of canine subservience, although it does 
require integration of the dog into human culture more than the other way around. She insists, however, that 
beings capable of such integration display a moral capacity that cannot be reduced to the intellectual capacity 
associated with the ability to speak a language. “Command of language is a clue we use with one another, but 
command of language turns out to be useless without respect for language. If I respect your words that means 
that I give myself to responding meaningfully to what you say.”18 The ability to speak may be more accurately 
ascribed to chimpanzees, but the ability to form a moral community with humans may lie more deeply with 
dogs.

Both Hearne and Haraway are concerned to show the complexity of human/non-human interaction. They 
pointedly display that the kinds of relationships we can have with other animals are deeper and more variegated 
than we have thought. This is in keeping not only with their experiences but with recent biological and 
evolutionary research that has shown the previously unrevealed genius of various non-human species. Once 
we jettison what Haraway calls “human exceptionalism,” we can open ourselves to the possibility of more 
interesting and more engaged relationships with other species.

But can any of this amount to political solidarity? Does it yield the possibility of collective action under the 
common presupposition of equality or “a unity of individuals each responding to a particular situation of 
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injustice, oppression, social vulnerability, or tyranny”? There is some form of solidarity, to be sure. There is 
some kind of unity between human and non-human animal. This unity is the product of an understanding that 
emerges between the two, an understanding that may have cognitive elements but is not reducible to them. It is 
a unity that forms a bond, and that bond in turn may lead to behavior like mutual protection, affection, tighter 
co-ordination of behavior. But it does not seem to lead to the political solidarity envisioned by Rancière. As 
Bennett notes, “my conatus will not let me ‘horizontalize’ the world completely.”19

Sally Scholz contrasts what she calls social solidarity with political solidarity. She writes that, “the solidarity 
that victims of domestic abuse share with each other is not equivalent to the solidarity of a social activist 
movement aimed at changing a culture of abuse. In both cases, the initial sense of solidarity marks the bonds 
of a community united by some shared characteristic or similarity (social solidarity) while the second sort of 
solidarity indicates political activism aimed at social change (political solidarity).”20 What can occur between 
humans and other animals, particularly when humans of the sensitivity of a Donna Haraway or a Vicki Hearne 
are involved, is more like social than political solidarity. There can be a community bound by sharing, but not 
a collective action requiring the presupposition of equality. 

This does not mean that humans must consider non-humans as less than equal. That is an entirely different 
issue, one that I cannot address here. It means only that there cannot be the type of recognition of mutual 
equality that can allow for political coordination of the type that Rancière marks when he speaks of the equality 
of speaking beings.

7KHUH�VHHP�WR�EH�DW�OHDVW�WZR�OHVVRQV�WR�EH�GUDZQ�IURP�WKLV��7KH�ÀUVW�LV�WKDW�VROLGDULW\�PD\�VWUHWFK�PRUH�ZLGHO\�
than those in the sway of the distributive paradigm can see. The philosopher Bernard Williams, in his article 
“The Human Prejudice,” writes that “the only moral question for us [humans] is how we should treat them [i.e. 
non-human animals].”21 Given what we have just seen, this seems to me to be mistaken. There are other moral 
questions as well. As Hearne and Haraway have shown, there are moral questions not only of how we treat 
other animals but more broadly of how we relate to them. There are questions of what kind of bonds we should 
have with them, questions of how we should encounter them, and questions of how we should view them.

And this last question, the question of how we should view them, leads to the second lesson, and back to 
contemporary a-humanism. In its attempt to place the human within a wider systemic nexus, the work of 
Protevi and Bennett and others shows us how to see ourselves as part of a larger whole rather than as its master 
or privileged character. If I may be permitted an ugly neologism, it horizontalizes our perspective, allowing 
us more readily to become engaged with the world rather than to see it lying at our cognitive feet. As Bennett 
puts the point, “The political goal of a vital materialism is not the perfect equality of actants, but a polity with 
more channels of communication between members.”22 Among the important contributions that a-humanism 
may offer is to allow us to see ourselves as part of a natural order in such a way that we can look across rather 
than down on other beings. Given our current treatment of the environment and non-human animals, this is 
not a little.

However, although not a little, it does not amount to political solidarity. Contemporary a-humanism sits uneasily 
with political solidarity, a form of political action that cannot cut its moorings to humanism. This is not because 
it somehow involves a political failure, no more than contemporary a-humanism involves one because it does 
not issue out into political solidarity. Ultimately, there may be a level of irreconcilability between contemporary 
a-humanism and political solidarity. They are not entirely opposed. They can approach each other. But in the 
end they do not touch.

This leaves us with our paradox. On the one hand, if we embrace the distributive paradigm for politics, we 
can accord certain elements or aspects of the environment or certain non-human animals a type of justice. The 
cost of this is that of losing the perspective and insights that contemporary a-humanism lends us, to violate 
the horizontal structural approach it commends, and to engage in all of the problems that have been cited for 



HUMANISM AND SOLIDARITY 

distributive approaches to justice. On the other hand, if we embrace an approach roughly of the type Rancière 
recommends, we gain on a variety of political fronts but cannot realize at the level of political solidarity 
the horizontality contemporary a-humanism seeks. Political solidarity must yield, at some point, to a more 
distributive approach. While Williams may be mistaken in claiming that the only moral question in relation to 
other animals is how to treat them, he would not be mistaken in thinking it an important one.

How troubling is this paradox? That depends on how deep one’s commitment to jettisoning humanism is. If 
humanism is to be completely overthrown, then we must overthrow a politics of solidarity with it. Alternatively, 
if we want to take on board the lessons of contemporary a-humanism without abandoning a politics of solidarity, 
then our task is twofold. First, we must recognize the limits—whatever they may be—of a-humanism for 
political solidarity. Second, and on the other hand, we must do our best to create routes of solidarity with other 
beings, and perhaps especially other animals. (I have left the issue of cyborgs out of the discussion, for reasons 
both of space and expertise, the latter having at least something to do with personal tendencies toward the 
luddite.) That solidarity can inform our practices, as can contemporary a-humanism. And perhaps someday we 
might be able to move toward something like a political solidarity that transcends the human. But until then we 
must live with our limitations, both theoretical and political, and allow them to impose on us a kind of modesty 
that, after all, would not be entirely foreign to contemporary a-humanism itself.

TODD MAY is Class of 1941 Memorial Professor in the Department of Philosophy and Religion at 
Clemenson University.
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It is not the courage of the man smiling contemptuously in the face of death that will save us all from 
death. It is the courage which yields itself to the perfect suggestion from within. When a man yields 
himself implicitly to the suggestion which transcends him, when he accepts gently and honourably 
his own creative fate, he is beautiful… 
D. H. Lawrence, “The Reality of Peace” 

 Still is the bottom of my sea: who could guess that it hides sportive monsters!
 Imperturbable is my depth: but it glitters with swimming riddles and laughter. 
 Today I saw a sublime man, a solemn man, a penitent of the spirit: oh, how my soul laughed at his 
ugliness!...
 Hung with ugly truths, the booty of his hunt, and rich in torn clothes; many thorns too, hung on 
him—but I saw no rose. 
 As yet he has not learned of laughter and beauty. This huntsman returned gloomily from the forest 
of knowledge. 
�+H�UHWXUQHG�KRPH�IURP�WKH�ÀJKW�ZLWK�ZLOG�EHDVWV��EXW�D�ZLOG�EHDVW�VWLOO�JD]HV�RXW�RI�KLV�VHULRXVQHVV³D�
beast that has not been overcome!...
 He must unlearn his heroic will, too: he should be an exalted man and not only a sublime one—the 
ether itself should raise him up, the will-less one!...
 It is precisely to the hero that beauty is the most GLIÀFXOW�RI�DOO�WKLQJV��%HDXW\�LV�XQDWWDLQDEOH�WR�DOO�
violent wills…
 When power grows gracious and descends into the visible: I call such descending beauty…
Nietzsche, “Of the Sublime Men”, Thus Spoke Zarathustra
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INTRODUCTION

Towards the end of his life, and facing the certainty of his imminent end, Derrida said, in a moment of genuine 
frankness, he had not yet learned how to reconcile himself to death, in particular, to his own death. This is a 
remarkable confession coming from a philosopher and a great one at that. But surely it is true that it is virtually 
impossible to prepare for death in the sense that all those things that enable us to plan for the future, such as 
departure schedules, maps, guides, dictionaries, manuals, lose all meaning when we face the prospect of our 
death.1�'HDWK�LV�VXUHO\�WKDW�ZKLFK�UHYHDOV�OLIH·V�GLIÀFXOW�DQG�XQFRPIRUWDEOH�VLGH��,Q�WKLV�HVVD\�,�ZDQW�WR�H[DPLQH�
Nietzsche and Lawrence on matters of life and death. In particular I want to show the importance of the need 
to reconcile ourselves to our inevitable fate, that is, to the fact of our death. Since its beginnings it has been 
philosophy’s dream to either comprehend death or to conquer the fear of death. However, what matters is the 
kind of comprehension of death we develop and cultivate. We don’t wish to be like Plato and seek in death true 
life, or eternal life, and in which an immortal soul is our access to the real truth about life. 

$FFRUGLQJ�WR�RQH�FRPPHQWDWRU��IURP�EHJLQQLQJ�WR�HQG�1LHW]VFKH·V�ZRUN�LV�D�UHÁHFWLRQ�RQ�WKH�SDVVLQJ�RI�KXPDQ�
OLIH�DQG�KRZ�LW�JLYHV�ULVH�WR�QHZ�WKLQJV��LQ�VKRUW��D�UHÁHFWLRQ�RQ�WLPH�2 And, of course we know that death is an 
essential dimension of this passing of life and the passage of time. In fact, death is a radical interruption of the 
FRQWLQXLW\�RU�ÁRZ�RI�OLIH�DQG�RXU�FRQIURQWDWLRQ�ZLWK�GHDWK�LV�RQH�WKDW�SXWV�XV�EHIRUH�D�ZDOO�RI�LQFRPSUHKHQVLRQ�
and, for some, even a mystery. I appeal to Lawrence as the thinker who powerfully shows us not only how it is 
possible to dissolve this mystery but why it is necessary to do so. Lawrence’s position is that we cannot enslave 
RXUVHOYHV� WR�D�P\VWHU\��+LV�H[SORUDWLRQ�RI�GHDWK� LV��XOWLPDWHO\��DV�ZH�VKDOO�VHH��RI�D�6SLQR]LVW� LQVSLUDWLRQ��,�
bring Nietzsche and Lawrence into rapport because I think both are in search of beauty, including the beauty of 
knowledge and of understanding. Did Nietzsche not speak of the need to make of knowledge the most powerful 
affect and did he not write out of the passion of knowledge? Perhaps nowhere is the light of this knowledge 
needed more than with regard to the matter of death. 

NIETZSCHE’S EPICUREAN ATTACHMENT TO LIFE

One thing is for certain in life: we form a brotherhood of death if not a brotherhood of anything else. Death 
is certainly the end of life but far from being its goal. Death is a stupid fact of life, and yet it is possible to die 
proudly in the name of the love of life. We should encourage human beings to think much more about life than 
they do about death, and so as to deprive life of much of its morbidity. We ought to practise the “rational” and 
“voluntary” death. We need to learn how to transform a stupid physiological fact into a moral necessity, to 
learn to know to die at the right time and to say “No” when the conditions of life are such that it’s no longer 
right or meaningful to say “Yes”. If death is taught by some, perhaps as a slow suicide of the body and the will, 
then there are those to whom departure from life should be preached! As concerns these consumptives of the 
soul, who are hardly born before they begin to die and who long for teachings of weariness and renunciation, 
we should approve of their wish to be dead, guarding against awakening these dead souls and damaging their 
OLYLQJ�FRIÀQV��

These are some of the thoughts Nietzsche has about death in his writings. However, Nietzsche would not have 
us dwell unnecessarily on death. For Schopenhauer philosophy is motivated by wonder and astonishment at the 
world, quickly followed by dismay: wonder at the world that it is and at its contingency, and then recognition of 
its dreadful character. Philosophy, he says, “starts with a minor chord.”3�3KLORVRSKLFDO�DVWRQLVKPHQW�LV�TXDOLÀHG�
by the recognition of wickedness, evil, and death as essential features of the world: “Not merely that the world 
H[LVWV��EXW�VWLOO�PRUH�WKDW�LW�LV�VXFK�D�PLVHUDEOH�DQG�PHODQFKRO\�ZRUOG«µ4 By contrast, Nietzsche tells that he 
would rather have human beings think about life than death: “It makes me happy that human beings do not 
want at all to think the thought of death! I should like very much to do something that would make the thought 
of life even a hundred times more appealing to them.”5�,QGHHG��LW�LV�D�VWULNLQJ�IHDWXUH�RI�1LHW]VFKH·V�WH[WV�KRZ�
OLWWOH�WKHUH�LV�LQ�WKHP�RQ�WKH�VXEMHFW�RI�GHDWK��7KHUH�DUH�NH\�PRPHQWV�LQ�D�WH[W�ZKHUH�WKH�WRSLF�LV�GHOLEHUDWHO\�QRW�
even mentioned or referred to. For Nietzsche, there is among human beings no greater banality than death, with 
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birth second in line and then followed by marriage.6 Of course, he recognizes that these are little tragi-comedies 
that in each of their performances are played by ever new actors, and with regards to the arts of living, including 
dying, everything depends on the new actors and little on the play. 

In her Therapy of Desire�0DUWKD�1XVVEDXP�H[SODLQV�ZHOO�WKH�QDWXUH�RI�(SLFXUXV·V�LQWHUYHQWLRQ�LQ�D�VRFLHW\�
´WKDW�YDOXHV�PRQH\�DQG�OX[XU\�DERYH�WKH�KHDOWK�RI�WKH�VRXOµ��DQG�LQ�ZKLFK�´HYHU\�HQWHUSULVH�LV�SRLVRQHG�E\�WKH�
fear of death, a fear that will not let any of its members taste any stable joy, but turns them into the grovelling 
slaves of corrupt religious teachers.”7 As Lucretius has it: 
 
� «IHDU�RI�GHDWK
 Induces hate of life and light, and men
 Are so depressed that they destroy themselves
 Having forgotten that this very fear
� :DV�WKH�ÀUVW�FDXVH�DQG�VRXUFH�RI�DOO�WKHLU�ZRH�8 

In his middle period Nietzsche picks up the Epicurean doctrine on death and puts it to critical effect. For 
Nietzsche our religions and moralities do not wed us to the earth as a site of dwelling and thinking; rather, we 
FRQVLGHU�RXUVHOYHV�´WRR�JRRG�DQG�WRR�VLJQLÀFDQW�IRU�WKH�HDUWKµ��DV�LI�ZH�ZHUH�SD\LQJ�LW�RQO\�D�SDVVLQJ�YLVLW��7KH�
“proud sufferer” has thus become in the course of human development the highest type of human being that is 
revered.9 Nietzsche clearly wishes to see much, if not all of this, overturned, but in the name of what and for 
what ends? Aphorism 501 from Dawn, entitled “Mortal souls”, in which Nietzsche suggests that it is a question 
RI�UHOHDUQLQJ�ERWK�NQRZOHGJH�DQG�WKH�KXPDQ��LQFOXGLQJ�KXPDQ�WLPH�DV�PRUWDO�WLPH��RIIHUV�D�SDUWLDO�FODULÀFDWLRQ��
,Q�IDFW��VHYHUDO�DSKRULVPV�LQ�WKH�ERRN�FRQVLGHU�KXPDQLW\·V�PLVJXLGHG�GUHDP�RI�DQ�LPPRUWDO�H[LVWHQFH��Dawn 
211 is an especially witty aphorism in which Nietzsche considers the impertinence of the dream. He notes that 
WKH�DFWXDO�H[LVWHQFH�RI�D�VLQJOH�LPPRUWDO�KXPDQ�EHLQJ�ZRXOG�EH�HQRXJK�WR�GULYH�HYHU\RQH�HOVH�RQ�HDUWK�LQWR�D�
rampage of death and suicide out of being sick and tired of it! He adds: 

And you earth inhabitants with your mini-notions of a few thousand mini-minutes of time want to be 
DQ�HWHUQDO�QXLVDQFH�WR�HWHUQDO��XQLYHUVDO�H[LVWHQFH��,V�WKHUH�DQ\WKLQJ�PRUH�LPSHUWLQHQW�10

The wiser strategy is for us to take more seriously the creature that lives typically for seventy years and give 
it back the actual time it has hitherto denied itself. Nietzsche is inviting us to replace the sublime dream of 
LPPRUWDOLW\�ZLWK�D�QHZ�VREULHW\�WRZDUG�H[LVWHQFH��DV�WKLV�DSKRULVP�PDNHV�FOHDU��

With regard to knowledge (Erkenntniss) the most useful accomplishment is perhaps: that the belief in 
the immortality of the soul has been abandoned. Now humanity is allowed to wait; now it no longer 
QHHGV�WR�UXVK�KHDGORQJ�LQWR�WKLQJV�DQG�FKRNH�GRZQ�KDOI�H[DPLQHG�LGHDV�DV�IRUPHUO\�LW�ZDV�IRUFHG�WR�
GR��)RU�LQ�WKRVH�GD\V�WKH�VDOYDWLRQ�RI�SRRU�¶HWHUQDO�VRXOV·�GHSHQGHG�RQ�WKH�H[WHQW�RI�WKHLU�NQRZOHGJH�
acquired during a short lifetime; they had to make a decision overnight—“knowledge” took on a 
dreadful importance.11 

Nietzsche argues that we are now in a new situation with regard to knowledge and as a result we can conquer 
DQHZ�RXU�FRXUDJH�IRU�PDNLQJ�PLVWDNHV��IRU�H[SHULPHQWDWLRQ��DQG�IRU�DFFHSWLQJ�WKLQJV�SURYLVLRQDOO\��:LWKRXW�
WKH�VDQFWLRQ�RI�WKH�ROG�PRUDOLWLHV�DQG�UHOLJLRQV�LQGLYLGXDOV�DQG�HQWLUH�JHQHUDWLRQV�´FDQ�QRZ�À[�WKHLU�H\HV�RQ�
tasks of a vastness that would to earlier ages have seemed madness.”12 

1LHW]VFKH�ZDQWV�WZR�WKLQJV��WKH�ÀUVW�LV�IRU�WKH�FHUWDLQ�SURVSHFW�RI�GHDWK�WR�LQWURGXFH�LQWR�HYHU\�OLIH�D�SUHFLRXV�
and sweet-smelling drop of levity, as opposed to an ill-tasting drop of poison that makes all life appear 
repulsive;13 and, second, what he radically calls the “wise regulation and disposal of death”, and as something 
which belongs to the morality of the future, a morality that at present is ungraspable and immoral sounding but 
which can provide humanity with a new dawn of which, he writes, “it must be an indescribable joy to gaze.”14 
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Nietzsche does, however, appreciate that there will be times when we need to think about death and the moment 
will come when we may even be able to prepare for our own death. The task is to die proudly, Nietzsche 
provocatively puts it, where one can no longer live proudly. For Nietzsche, it is for “love of life” that one should 
ZDQW�GHDWK�WR�EH�´GLIIHUHQW��IUHH��FRQVFLRXV��QR�DFFLGHQW��QR�DPEXVK«�µ15 Here one elects to die “brightly and 
joyfully”, and, moreover, “among children and witnesses: so that a true leave-taking is still possible, when the 
one who is taking his leave is still there.”16 Here there can take place a true assessment of life’s achievements 
and aspirations, offering “a summation of life”. All this can take place, Nietzsche holds, “in contrast to the 
pitiful and ghastly comedy which Christianity has made of the hour of death.”17 He notes that whilst today 
we have a new sensibility with respect to torments of the body—we cry with indignation and rage whenever 
VRPHWKLQJ� LQÁLFWV� WRUPHQW�RQ�DQRWKHU·V�ERG\��EH� LW�D�SHUVRQ�RU�DQ�DQLPDO³ZH�KDYH�QRW�\HW�H[WHQGHG�VXFK�
a sensibility to torments of the soul. This is another reason for his objection to Christianity, which is the 
supreme religion when it comes to such torments. Christianity, he claims, has put these torments to use to an 
unprecedented and shocking degree. The Christian religion has succeeded in making of the earth a wretched 
SODFH��PHUHO\�E\�HUHFWLQJ�WKH�FUXFLÀ[�HYHU\ZKHUH��WKHUHE\�EUDQGLQJ�WKH�HDUWK�DV�WKH�SODFH�´ZKHUH�WKH�ULJKWHRXV�
are tortured to death!”18 It is Christianity that has turned the deathbed into a bed of torment, and against which 
Nietzsche espouses the virtue of the rational or free death: “Natural death”, he writes, “is the suicide of nature, 
that is to say the annihilation of the rational being by the irrational to which it is tied.”19 

1LHW]VFKH�FKDPSLRQV�(SLFXUXV�DV�D�ÀJXUH�ZKR�KDV�VRXJKW�WR�VKRZ�PDQNLQG�KRZ�LW�FDQ�FRQTXHU�LWV�IHDUV�RI�
death. Identifying the goal of a good life with the removal of mental and physical pain, Epicureans place 
“the eradication of the fears of death at the very heart of their ethical project.”20 As a “therapy of anguish” 
Epicureanism is a philosophy that aims to procure peace of mind, and an essential task here is to liberate the 
mind from its irrational fear of death. It seeks to do this by showing that the soul does not survive the body 
and that death is not and cannot be an event within life. For Nietzsche the teaching of Epicurus triumphs anew 
in the guise of modern science which has rejected “any other representation of death and any life beyond 
it.”21 Nietzsche writes contra the yearning for immortality. In Dawn 72 he writes that we are in the process of 
renouncing our concern with the “after-death”—this is where the teaching of Epicurus triumphs anew—and 
in Dawn 501 he writes that the most useful accomplishment with regard to the advancement of knowledge 
resides in the giving up of the belief in the immortality of the soul. The renunciation of this belief prepares the 
ZD\�IRU�D�QHZ�HUD�RI�KXPDQ�H[SHULPHQWDWLRQ�WKURXJK�WKH�SDVVLRQDWH�SXUVXLW�RI�NQRZOHGJH��1LHW]VFKH�ZULWHV�RI�
this “passion of knowledge” in Dawn 429). Nietzsche, then, wishes us to give up on the desire for an immortal 
H[LVWHQFH��+H�GRHV�QRW�SUHVHQW�KLV�FDVH�DJDLQVW�LPPRUWDOLW\�LQ�W\SLFDO�WHUPV�RI�VWDQGDUG�SKLORVRSKLFDO�DUJXPHQW�
EXW��DV�ZLWK�DOPRVW�DOO�WKH�WRSLFV�KH�FRYHUV��KH�H[SUHVVHV�KLV�´RSLQLRQVµ�RQ�WKLQJV��DV�LQ�¶µDVVRUWHG�RSLQLRQV�DQG�
PD[LPVµ��DQG�XVHV�ZLW�DQG�LQVLJKW�WR�VXSSRUW�KLV�YLHZSRLQWV�DQG�RSLQLRQV��

Nietzsche’s thinking on death is informed by a number of Epicurean commitments and rests on an Epicurean-
LQVSLUHG� DIÀUPDWLRQ� RI� OLIH�� )RU� 1LHW]VFKH�� (SLFXUXV� LV� WKH� LQYHQWRU� RI� ZKDW� KH� FDOOV� ´KHURLF�LG\OOLF�
philosophizing”22 and, along with the Stoic Epictetus, he is a philosopher in whom wisdom assumes bodily 
form.23 It is heroic because conquering the fear of death is involved and the human being has the potential to 
walk on the earth as a god, living a blessed life, and idyllic obviously because Epicurus philosophised, calmly 
and serenely, and away from the crowd, in a garden. In Human, all too Human Nietzsche writes of a “UHÀQHG�
heroismµ�´ZKLFK�GLVGDLQV�WR�RIIHU�LWVHOI�WR�WKH�YHQHUDWLRQ�RI�WKH�JUHDW�PDVVHV«DQG�JRHV�VLOHQWO\�WKURXJK�WKH�
world and out of the world.”24 This is deeply Epicurean in inspiration: as noted, Epicurus taught that one should 
die as if one had never lived. 

Writing in 1878 the French philosopher, Jean-Marie Guyau, hailed at the time as the “Spinoza of France,” 
portrayed Epicurus as the original free spirit: “Still today it is the spirit of old Epicurus who, combined with 
new doctrines, works away at and undermines Christianity.”25 In Germany Friedrich Albert Lange’s History of 
Materialism�RI�������D�WH[W�WKDW�GHHSO\�LPSUHVVHG�WKH�\RXQJ�1LHW]VFKH��ZDV�ODUJHO\�UHVSRQVLEOH�IRU�WKH�UHYLYDO�
of interest in Epicurus. Lange devoted a chapter to Epicurus and a separate chapter to Lucretius’s poem, On 
the Nature of the Universe (De Rerum Natura).26�7KH�DLP�RI�WKH�H[SODQDWLRQ�RI�QDWXUH�VRXJKW�E\�(SLFXUXV�´LV�
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WR�IUHH�XV�IURP�IHDU�DQG�DQ[LHW\�µ27 As Lange notes, in Epicurus physics is placed in the service of ethics: “The 
mere historical knowledge of natural events, without a knowledge of causes, is valueless; for it does not free 
us from fear nor lift us upon superstition. The more causes of change we have discovered, the more we shall 
attain the calmness of contemplation; and it cannot be supposed that this inquiry can be without result upon our 
happiness.”28�,I�HYHQWV�FDQ�EH�H[SODLQHG�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�XQLYHUVDO�ODZV��ZLWK�HIIHFWV�DWWULEXWDEOH�WR�QDWXUDO�
FDXVHV��DQ�LPSRUWDQW�JRDO�RI�SKLORVRSK\�FDQ�EH�DWWDLQHG�DQG�VHFXUHG��FKLHÁ\�OLEHUDWLRQ�IURP�IHDU�DQG�DQ[LHW\��
Moreover, if peace of soul and freedom from pain are the only enduring pleasures, then these constitute the true 
DLP�RI�H[LVWHQFH��LQFOXGLQJ�WKH�SKLORVRSKLFDO�HQGHDYRXU��

As one commentator puts it, Epicurus “distilled the major theses of his ethical teaching into a simple fourfold 
remedy” known as the tetrapharmakos: (a) God should not concern us; (b) death is not to be feared; (c) what 
is good is easy to obtain; (d) what is bad is easily avoided.29 We can secure the goal or telos of a human life 
by incorporating these four views and altering our view of the world accordingly. And, removing “the fear 
RI�GHDWK«LV�DQ�HVVHQWLDO�VWHS�WRZDUGV�WKH�JRDO�µ�)RU�(SLFXUHDQV�LW�LV�YLWDOO\�LPSRUWDQW�ZH�WKLQN�DERXW�GHDWK�
correctly or adequately, since it is an integral part of what it is to live a good life: “Our conceptions of the 
value of life and the nature of death are inseparable. In that case, we learn not to stop focusing on death, but 
to stop thinking about it in the wrong way.”30 Implicit in this conception is the idea that one can stop fearing 
death by thinking clearly and adequately. For Epicurus the fear of death emanates from false opinions and false 
value judgments, and the therapeutic task of improvement is an intellectualist one. According to Pierre Hadot, 
RYHUFRPLQJ�RXU�IHDU�RI�GHDWK�LV�DOVR�D�´VSLULWXDO�H[HUFLVH�µ31 

The key goal for Epicurus is to liberate the body from pain and remove disturbances from the soul. Central 
to his counsel is the thought that we need to accustom ourselves to believing that death is nothing to us; our 
ORQJLQJ�IRU�LPPRUWDOLW\�QHHGV�WR�EH�UHPRYHG��´«WKHUH�LV�QRWKLQJ�IHDUIXO�LQ�OLIH�IRU�RQH�ZKR�KDV�JUDVSHG�WKDW�
there is nothing fearful in the absence of life.”32 What appears to be the most frightening of bad things should 
EH�QRWKLQJ�WR�XV��´VLQFH�ZKHQ�ZH�H[LVW��GHDWK�LV�QRW�\HW�SUHVHQW��DQG�ZKHQ�GHDWK�LV�SUHVHQW��WKHQ�ZH�GR�QRW�
H[LVW�µ33 The wise human being “neither rejects life nor fears death. For living does not offend him, nor does he 
believe not living to be something bad.”34 If, as Epicurus supposes, everything good and bad consists in sense-
H[SHULHQFH��WKHQ�GHDWK�LV�VLPSO\�WKH�SULYDWLRQ�RI�VHQVH�H[SHULHQFH��7KH�JRDO�RI�SKLORVRSKLFDO�WUDLQLQJ��WKHQ��LV�
IUHHGRP�IURP�GLVWXUEDQFH�DQG�DQ[LHW\�LQ�ZKLFK�ZH�UHDFK�D�VWDWH�RI�ataraxia or psychic tranquillity.35 

If, as Hadot has suggested, philosophical therapeutics is centred on a concern with the healing of our own lives 
so as to return us to the joy RI�H[LVWLQJ�36�WKHQ��DW�OHDVW�LQ�WKH�WH[WV�RI�KLV�PLGGOH�SHULRG������������1LHW]VFKH�
can be seen to be an heir to this ancient tradition. Indeed, if there is one crucial component to Nietzsche’s 
SKLORVRSKLFDO�WKHUDSHXWLFV�LQ�WKH�WH[WV�RI�KLV�PLGGOH�SHULRG�WKDW�KH�NHHSV�UHWXUQLQJ�WR�DJDLQ�DQG�DJDLQ�LW�LV�WKH�
need for spiritual joyfulness and the task of cultivating in ourselves, after centuries of training by morality 
DQG�UHOLJLRQ��WKH�MR\�LQ�H[LVWLQJ��,Q�WKH�ÀQDO�DSKRULVP�RI�The Wanderer and his Shadow Nietzsche writes, for 
H[DPSOH�

Only the ennobled human being may be given freedom of spirit; to him alone does alleviation of life 
draw near and salve his wounds; only he may say that he lives for the sake of joy (Freudigkeit) and 
IRU�WKH�VDNH�RI�QR�IXUWKHU�JRDO«37 

1LHW]VFKH�UHFRJQL]HV�LQ�(SLFXUXV�ZKDW�KH�FDOOV�LQ�RQH�QRWH�D�´UHÀQHG�KHURLVP�µ�DQG�KHUH�WKH�WKRXJKW�VHHPV�WR�
centre on conquering the fear of death, of which Nietzsche says he has little.38 For Epicurus the study of nature 
VKRXOG�PDNH�KXPDQ�EHLQJV�PRGHVW�DQG�VHOI�VXIÀFLHQW��WDNLQJ�SULGH�LQ�WKH�JRRG�WKDW�OLHV�LQ�WKHPVHOYHV��QRW�LQ�
their estate, and as opposed to the display of learning coveted by the rabble.39  

,Q�KLV�PLGGOH�SHULRG��WKHQ��(SLFXUXV�LV�DQ�DWWUDFWLYH�ÀJXUH�IRU�1LHW]VFKH�EHFDXVH�RI�WKH�HPSKDVLV�RQ�D�PRGHVW�
lifestyle, the attention given to the care of self, and also because he conceives philosophy not as a theoretical 
GLVFRXUVH�EXW�RQH�WKDW��ÀUVW�DQG�IRUHPRVW��LV�D�NLQG�RI�SUDFWLFDO�DFWLYLW\�DLPHG�DW�WKH�DWWDLQPHQW�RI�HXGHPRQLD�



KEITH ANSELL-PEARSON

RU�WKH�ÁRXULVKLQJ�OLIH�40�1LHW]VFKH�ZDQWV�IUHH�VSLULWV�WR�WDNH�SOHDVXUH�LQ�H[LVWHQFH��LQYROYLQJ�WDNLQJ�SOHDVXUH�LQ�
themselves and in friendship, and in simple, modest living. 

1LHW]VFKH�LV�NHHQ��WKHQ��WR�HQFRXUDJH�KXPDQ�EHLQJV�WR�FXOWLYDWH�DQ�DWWLWXGH�WRZDUGV�H[LVWHQFH�LQ�ZKLFK�WKH\�
DFFHSW�WKHLU�PRUWDOLW\�DQG�DWWDLQ�D�QHZ�VHUHQLW\�DERXW�WKHLU�GZHOOLQJ�RQ�WKH�HDUWK��WR�FRQTXHU�XQMXVWLÀHG�IHDUV��
DQG�WR�UHLQVWLWXWH�WKH�UROH�SOD\HG�E\�FKDQFH�DQG�FKDQFH�HYHQWV�LQ�WKH�ZRUOG�DQG�LQ�KXPDQ�H[LVWHQFH�41 As Hadot 
notes, for the Epicurean sage the world is the product of chance, not divine intervention, and this brings with 
it pleasure and peace of mind, freeing him from an unreasonable fear of the gods and allowing him to consider 
HDFK�PRPHQW�DV�DQ�XQH[SHFWHG�PLUDFOH��(DFK�PRPHQW�RI�H[LVWHQFH�FDQ�EH�JUHHWHG�ZLWK�LPPHQVH�JUDWLWXGH�42 
,QGHHG��DV�*UDKDP�3DUNHV�KDV�QRWHG��1LHW]VFKH�H[SUHVVHV�LQ�KLV�ZULWLQJV��HVSHFLDOO\�Thus Spoke Zarathustra, 
a kind of gratitude with respect to life that is “reminiscent of Epicurus,” with meditation cultivating “a keen 
DSSUHFLDWLRQ�RI�WKH�¶RQFH�RQO\·�FKDUDFWHU�RI�H[LVWHQFH�LQ�D�UDGLFDOO\�FRQWLQJHQW�XQLYHUVH�µ43 Parkes cites from 
section 5 of “Old and New Law-Tablets” in Zarathustra: “Thus does the nature of noble souls wish it: they want 
to have nothing for free, and least of all life. Whoever is of the rabble wants to live for free: we others, however, 
to whom life has given itself—we are always wondering what we can best give in return!” 

:H�DUH�WR�DFFRUG�YDOXH�WR�WKH�VOLJKWHVW�PRPHQW�RI�H[LVWHQFH��$V�+DGRW�KDV�SRLQWHG�RXW��(SLFXUXV·V�WHDFKLQJ�
seeks to transform our relationship to time, in which we become focused on the present moment, and this 
WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ�SUHVXSSRVHV�D�TXLWH�VSHFLÀF�FRQFHSWLRQ�RI�SOHDVXUH��´DFFRUGLQJ�WR�ZKLFK�WKH�TXDOLW\�RI�SOHDVXUH�
GHSHQGV�QHLWKHU�RQ�WKH�TXDQWLW\�RI�GHVLUHV� LW�VDWLVÀHV��QRU�RQ�WKH�OHQJWK�RI� WLPH�LW� ODVWV�µ44 As Guyau notes, 
WUXH�SOHDVXUH�EHDUV�LWV�LQÀQLW\�ZLWKLQ�LWVHOI��DQG�DV�1LHW]VFKH�WHDFKHV�WKH�WLPH�RI�WKH�PRPHQW�LV�´HWHUQLW\µ��DQ�
eternity reclaimed “for the fair earth”, as Marcuse put it.45 As Hadot puts it, the “secret” of Epicurean joy and 
VHUHQLW\�´LV�WR�OLYH�HDFK�LQVWDQW�DV�LI�LW�ZHUH�WKH�ODVW��EXW�DOVR�DV�LI�LW�ZHUH�WKH�ÀUVWµ��,Q�WKLV�ZD\�ZH�´H[SHULHQFH�
WKH�VDPH�JUDWHIXO�DVWRQLVKPHQW�ZKHQ�ZH�DFFHSW�WKH�LQVWDQW�DV�WKRXJK�LW�ZHUH�XQH[SHFWHG��RU�E\�JUHHWLQJ�LW�DV�
entirely new...”46�0HWURGRUXV�PHPRUDEO\�H[SUHVVHG�WKH�ZLVGRP�RQH�PLJKW�DFTXLUH�E\�OLYLQJ�WKH�(SLFXUHDQ�OLIH��
´5HPHPEHU�WKDW��ERUQ�D�PRUWDO��ZLWK�D�OLPLWHG�OLIH�VSDQ��\RX�KDYH�ULVHQ�XS�LQ�VRXO�WR�HWHUQLW\�DQG�WKH�LQÀQLW\�RI�
things, and that you have seen all that has been and all that shall be.”47 

%XW�LV�(SLFXUHDQLVP�D�SKLORVRSK\�RI�OLIH�DIÀUPDWLRQ��RU�GRHV�LW�VLPSO\�GHSLFW�D�XQLYHUVH�RI�DWRPV�DQG�WKH�YRLG�
that is indifferent to life and in which freedom consists in little more than attaining a contemplative tranquillity 
with respect to this fact? As Lawrence observes in an Epicurean moment, the universe has no why or wherefore 
but at all times simply is. Indeed, we cannot even say what it is as it is “unto itself”.48 As James Porter notes, 
life has no intrinsic value for Epicurus, but does this mean that life is an indifferent for him?49 When viewed 
from a third-person point of view, that is, the cosmological one (of atoms and the void), then life has no claim 
on us; rather, it discloses to us that “we are nothing more than physical entities, mere fortuitous combinations 
of matter which reduce to their elements upon disbanding.”50 From the viewpoint of nature, then, life is an 
LQGLIIHUHQW��7KH�PDWWHU�FKDQJHV��3RUWHU�DUJXHV��ZKHQ�ZH�WDNH�D�ÀUVW�SHUVRQ�SHUVSHFWLYH�RQ�OLIH��WKDW�LV��WKH�ZRUOG�
RI�VHQVDWLRQV��GHVLUHV��DQG�QHHGV��RU�RI�QDWXUH�LQ�LWV�KXPDQ�DVSHFW��+HUH�ZH�ÀQG�WKDW�OLIH�E\�GHÀQLWLRQ�LV�QRW�
indifferent but a meaningful source of value. As Porter puts it, the issue facing the Epicurean philosopher “is to 
decide just what this value is and where it lies.”51 The argument is that life is a source of human pleasure and 
thus of moral happiness, involving a strong attachment. Porter argues that once we connect pleasure to life it is 
possible to show that Epicurus has a philosophy of life in addition to a philosophy of death and that, in fact, it 
is this emphasis on life and not death that dominates his writings. 

Porter goes on to note that the “apparent pessimism” of the doctrine “clashes with the joy and even fascination 
with life” that are found in the Epicurean perception of the world.52 The task is to account for this disparity and 
the urgent question to focus on is that of what makes creatures cling to life and remain attached to it. We can 
rule out, he thinks, the fear of death since such a fear produces phantasms of life (such as ideas of the afterlife) 
and does not prolong or propagate life itself. He thinks that love of life, in the form of an attachment to life, 
precedes the fear of death, operating at a primitive level of psychic attachment, “and may even precede” what 
he takes to be the most primitive root fear present in the fear of death, that of the fear of the blank void or horror 
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vacui. Furthermore, it cannot be supposed that what makes us cling to life is constant novelty since this seems 
WR�EH�D�FRQVHTXHQFH�RI�WKH�ORYH�RI�OLIH�DQG�QRW�LWV�FDXVH��7KH�(SLFXUHDQ�DIÀUPDWLRQ�RI�OLIH��WKH�SUDFWLVH�RI�LWV�
love, consists in attending to and enjoying the present feelings or sensations of life, that is, living in the here 
DQG�QRZ�ZLWKRXW�GHVLUH�DQG�H[SHFWDWLRQ�DQG�LQ�D�FRQGLWLRQ�RI�JUDWLWXGH��$V�3RUWHU�SXWV�LW��´7R�ORYH�OLIH�LV�WR�EH�
LQ�DQ�XQTXDOLÀHG�VWDWH�RI�DIÀUPDWLRQ�DERXW�ZKDW�OLHV�PRVW�LPPHGLDWHO\�WR�KDQG��LW�LV�WKH�SOHDVXUH��WKH�XQDOOR\HG�
passion, and even thrill, of living itself.”53 For Epicurus, then, a correct understanding of our mortality is one 
that should lead to the enjoyment of this mortal life. The Epicurean love of life “is a love of mortal life and not 
a love of life abstracted from death, much less of immortal life.”54 Moreover, this Epicurean love of life is not 
D�ORQJLQJ�IRU�OLIH��EXW�´UDWKHU�DQ�LPPHGLDWH�H[SUHVVLRQ�RI�ZKDW�LV�GHDU�DERXW�OLIH��ZKDW�LV�PRVW�OLIH�ZRUWK\�LQ�
life,” and which makes it something fragile and easily ruptured.55 

Nietzsche is capable of arresting psychological insight into Epicurus. In 1882, in The Gay Science, he writes, 
IRU�H[DPSOH��

I see his eyes gaze upon a wide, white sea, across rocks at the shore that are bathed in sunlight, while 
large and small animals are playing in this light, as secure and calm as the light and his eyes. Such 
happiness could be invented only by a man who was suffering continually. It is the happiness of eyes 
WKDW�KDYH�VHHQ�WKH�VHD�RI�H[LVWHQFH�EHFRPH�FDOP��DQG�QRZ�WKH\�FDQ�QHYHU�ZHDU\�RI�WKH�VXUIDFH�DQG�RI�
the many hues of this tender, shuddering skin of the sea. Never before has voluptuousness (Wollust) 
been so modest.56 

As Monika Langer has recently noted in her interpretation of this aphorism, although clearly a paean of sorts to 
Epicurus, Nietzsche does not elaborate on the origin or nature of his happiness and suffering, but rather tacitly 
encourages the reader to consider various possibilities. In the end she argues that Nietzsche is reading Epicurus 
DV�D�ÀJXUH�ZKR�ZKLOVW�VWDQGLQJ�VHFXUHO\�RQ�ÀUP�JURXQG��JD]HV�DW�WKH�VHD�DQG�LV�DEOH�WR�HQMR\�WKH�SRVVLELOLW\�RI�
XQFHUWDLQW\�LW�RIIHUV��6KH�ZULWHV��́ /LWHUDOO\�DQG�ÀJXUDWLYHO\�KH�FDQ�ÁRDW�RQ�WKH�VHD�µ57 Epicurus is depicted as the 
antithesis of modernity’s shipwrecked man since such is his liberation and serenity he can “chart his course or 
simply set sail and let the wind determine his way.”58 Although he might suffer shipwreck and drown or survive 
he does not live in fear of dangers and hazards: “In taking to the sea he might lose his bearings and even his 
mind.” In contrast to modern man who is keen to leave behind the insecurity of the sea for the safety of dry 
land, “Epicurus delights in the ever present possibility of leaving that secure land for the perils of the sea.”59 

This interpretation misses the essential insight Nietzsche is developing in the aphorism. Rather than suggesting 
WKDW� WKH� VHD� FDOOV� IRU� IXUWKHU� DQG� FRQWLQXHG� H[SORUDWLRQ�� KLGLQJ� VHGXFWLYH� GDQJHUV� WKDW� (SLFXUXV�ZRXOG� QRW�
be afraid of, Nietzsche seems to hold to the view that Epicurus is the seasoned traveller of the soul who 
has no desire to travel anymore and for whom the meaning of the sea has changed. Rather than serving as 
a means of transportation or something that beckons us towards other shores, the sea has become an object 
of contemplation in the here and now. It is something to be looked at for its own sake and in a way that 
GLVFORVHV�LWV�LQÀQLWH�QXDQFHV�DQG�FRORXUV��2QH�PLJKW�GHVFULEH�WKLV�LQ�+HLGHJJHU·V�WHUPV��ZLWK�LWV�PRGH�RI�EHLQJ�
changed from the ready-to-hand (either threatening or alluring, but in both cases on the background of a form 
RI�LQVWUXPHQWDOL]DWLRQ��VXFK�DV�H[SORUDWLRQ��WR�VRPHWKLQJ�PRUH�DNLQ�WR�WKH�SUHVHQW�DW�KDQG��H[FHSW�WKDW�KHUH�WKH�
disclosing attitude is not one of theoretical detachment but a sensitivity that entails a special receptivity that is 
hard to attain and maintain.60 One might even invoke Gelassenheit�WR�GHÀQH�WKH�H[SHULHQFH��

The scene Nietzsche depicts in the aphorism is one of Epicurean illumination or enlightenment: Epicurus is 
not estranged from nature and recognizes his kinship with animals and the elements of nature. Rather than 
deploying his contemplation of the sea to bolster his own ego (thinking of his own safety or taking pride 
in fearlessness), Epicurus abandons his sense of self altogether so that he can open himself up to the sea of 
H[LVWHQFH��DQG�SHUKDSV�KHUH�ZH�ÀQG�DQ�DOWHUQDWLYH� WR�'LRQ\VLDQ�HFVWDV\��HQWDLOLQJ�D�PRUH�SHDFHIXO�DQG� OHVV�
grandiose loss of the self into the Ur-Eine��8QOLNH�&KULVW��(SLFXUXV� GRHV� QRW�ZDON� RQ� WKH�ZDWHU� EXW� ÁRDWV�
VHUHQHO\�RQ�WKH�VHD��EXR\HG�XS�E\�LW�DQG�HYHQ�FUDGOHG�E\�LW��KDSS\�ZLWK�WKH�JLIWV�OLIH�KDV�WR�RIIHU��DQG�H[LVWLQJ�
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EH\RQG�IHDU�DQG�DQ[LHW\�HYHQ�WKRXJK�KH�LV�RSHQLQJ�KLPVHOI�XS�WR�WURXEOLQJ�UHDOLWLHV��VXFK�DV�WKH�DSSURDFK�RI�
GHDWK�DQG�KLV�SHUVRQDO�H[WLQFWLRQ��´:H�DUH�ERUQ�RQFH�DQG�FDQQRW�EH�ERUQ�WZLFH��EXW�ZH�PXVW�EH�QR�PRUH�IRU�
all time.”61 

1LHW]VFKH�ÀQGV�LQ�(SLFXUXV�D�YLFWRU\�RYHU�SHVVLPLVP�LQ�ZKLFK�´GHDWK�EHFRPHV�WKH�ODVW�FHOHEUDWLRQ�RI�D�OLIH�
which is constantly embellished.”62 This last of the Greek philosophers “teaches the joy of living in the midst 
of a world in decay and where all moral doctrines preach suffering.”63�$V�5LFKDUG�5RRV�SXWV�LW��´7KH�H[DPSOH�
RI�(SLFXUXV�WHDFKHV�WKDW�D�OLIH�ÀOOHG�ZLWK�SDLQ�DQG�UHQXQFLDWLRQ�SUHSDUHV�RQH�WR�VDYRXU�WKH�OLWWOH�MR\V�RI�WKH�
HYHU\GD\�EHWWHU��5HOLQTXLVKLQJ�'LRQ\VLDQ�LQWR[LFDWLRQ��1LHW]VFKH�EHFRPHV�D�VWXGHQW�RI�WKLV�PDVWHU�RI�PRGHUDWH�
pleasures and careful dosages.”64 Like Epicurus, then, Nietzsche seeks to live and philosophize away from 
WKH�PDVVHV��ZLWKRXW�PDVWHUV�RU�JRGV��LG\OOLFDOO\�DQG�KHURLFDOO\��+HUH�ZH�HQFRXQWHU�WKDW�´UHÀQHG�KHURLVPµ�WKDW�
accepts death without fear and chooses not to even speak about it. 

:H� KDYH� WR� DFNQRZOHGJH� WKDW� WKHUH� DUH� JDSV�� SRWHQWLDOO\� VLJQLÀFDQW� RQHV�� LQ� 1LHW]VFKH·V� DSSUHFLDWLRQ�
RI�(SLFXUHDQLVP� DV� D� SKLORVRSK\� RI� OLIH� DQG� GHDWK�� )RU� H[DPSOH�� KH� QHYHU� VXEMHFWV� WR� FULWLFDO� DQDO\VLV� WKH�
effectiveness of Epicurus’s arguments but simply assumes that the rediscovery of the certainty of death within 
PRGHUQ�VFLHQFH��DORQJ�ZLWK�WKH�GHPLVH�RI�WKH�&KULVWLDQ�DIWHUOLIH��LV�VXIÀFLHQW�WR�HOLPLQDWH�PRUWDOLW\�DV�D�VRXUFH�
of anguish. But the triumph of the Epicurean view that we are mortal and need not live in fear of an after-life 
is not necessarily a triumph for the Epicurean view that we should not fear death: one can eliminate fear of the 
DIWHU�OLIH�E\�H[SRVLQJ�LW�DV�D�P\WK��EXW�WKLV�GRHV�QRW�OLEHUDWH�XV�IURP�WKH�IHDU�RI�H[WLQFWLRQ��7R�KLV�JUHDW�FUHGLW�
WKLV�LV�VRPHWKLQJ�6FKRSHQKDXHU�FOHDUO\�DSSUHFLDWHG��RXU�IHDU�RI�GHDWK�LV�QRW�RYHU�WKH�SDLQ�EXW�ÀUPO\�FHQWUHG�
RQ� WKH� IDFW�RI�RXU�SHUVRQDO� H[WLQFWLRQ�65 Nietzsche does not make it clear whether he thinks the Epicurean 
DUJXPHQWV�VXIÀFH�WR�FRQVROH�XV�IRU�WKH�IDFW�RI�RXU�PRUWDOLW\��WKRXJK�WKHUH�DUH�SODFHV�LQ�KLV�FRUSXV��VXFK�DV�ERRN�
ÀYH�RI�Dawn, where he appears to be offering new post-religious consolations, such as the consolation we can 
JDLQ�IURP�WKH�UHFRJQLWLRQ�WKDW�DV�H[SHULPHQWDO�IUHH�VSLULWV�WKH�VDFULÀFHV�ZH�PDNH�RI�RXU�OLYHV�WR�NQRZOHGJH�
may lead to a more enlightened humanity in the future (others may prosper where we have not been able to). 

,�QRZ�ZDQW�WR�VKLIW�SHUVSHFWLYH�DQG�H[DPLQH�/DZUHQFH�RQ�GHDWK��HVSHFLDOO\�RQ�WKH�QHHG�WR�XQGHUVWDQG�GHDWK��
Here my question is a simple and modest one: what is the nature or character of this “understanding”? My view 
is that Lawrence makes a remarkable contribution to our thinking of death. 

LAWRENCE’S ATTEMPT TO UNDERSTAND DEATH

Let’s now ask a seemingly simple question: Is it possible to understand death? In Women in Love Lawrence puts 
the problem as follows: “To know is human, and in death we do not know, we are not human.”66 Death would 
appear to be something we cannot understand and the annihilation of all conditions of understanding. As one 
ZULWHU�KDV�SXW�LW��´'HDWK�H[SRVHV�WKH�OLPLW�RI�DOO�FRQFHSWV�DQG�VR�GHDWK�LWVHOI�LV�LQFRPSUHKHQVLEOH�µ67 But, then, 
as Lawrence also notes, in his attempt to “understand” death, “death, beautiful death searches us out, even in 
our armour of insulated will. Death is within us, while we tighten our will to keep him out. Death, beautiful 
clean death, washes slowly within us and carries us away.”68 As Nietzsche notes, it is for certain that we form a 
EURWKHUKRRG�RI�GHDWK�LI�QRW�D�EURWKHUKRRG�RI�DQ\WKLQJ�HOVH��´(YHU\RQH�ZDQWV�WR�EH�WKH�ÀUVW�LQ�WKLV�IXWXUH³DQG�
yet death and deathly silence alone are certain and common to all in this future.”69 

,W�LV�WKH�YHU\�´LPSHQHWUDELOLW\�RI�GHDWKµ�WKDW�ZH�ÀQG�VR�IULJKWHQLQJ�DQG�WKDW�D�SKLORVRSKHU�VXFK�DV�(SLFXUXV�
uses to defuse the fear.70 The way he does this is by seeking to show that death involves not simply no more 
SOHDVXUHV�DQG�SDLQV��EXW�QR�PRUH�H[SHULHQFH�RI�DQ\�NLQG��:KDW��WKHQ��LV�WKH�SUREOHP�LQ�EHLQJ�GHDG"�(SLFXUXV�
ÀQGV�FRQVRODWLRQ�LQ�WKH�IDFW�WKDW�ZH�GR�QRW�VXUYLYH�GHDWK��EXW�ZKDW�DERXW�XV"�,V�LW�UHDOO\�SRVVLEOH�WR�VWHS�RXWVLGH�
the perspective of our own lives to see things from the perspective of death? More pertinently perhaps, is death 
DV�WKH�HQG�RI�RXU�H[SHULHQFH�RI�WKH�ZRUOG�D�ZD\�WR�UHOLHYH�XV�RI�LWV�WKUHDWHQLQJ�FKDUDFWHU��RU�GRHV�LW�LQVWHDG�
heighten the threat to our engagements and involvements? As one writer puts it, it is the prospect of death that 
places the “nothing”, the end of my world, before my eyes. Death is the end, the disintegration, and annihilation 
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of everything I know and can imagine; death is even the annihilation of all conditions for understanding, “of all 
the conditions by which we think something, ourselves included.”71 Philosophers such as Gadamer considered 
our questions regarding death as necessarily a cover for the unthinkable, namely, non-being. And is it not the 
case that we are always thinking death from the perspective of life? This is something Lawrence recognizes I 
think but in a moment of genuine serenity: although this constitutes the limit of our thinking of death, it is a 
OLPLW�ZH�QHHG�WR�DIÀUP��

,Q�KLV�UHÁHFWLRQV�RQ�GHDWK�/DZUHQFH�PDNHV�FHQWUDO�WKH�WDVN�RI�understanding death. I shall focus on several of 
the essays found in the remarkable collection 5HÁHFWLRQV�RQ�WKH�'HDWK�RI�D�3RUFXSLQH, in particular an essay 
IURP�������D�QRW�LQVLJQLÀFDQW�GDWH��HQWLWOHG�´7KH�5HDOLW\�RI�3HDFHµ��/DZUHQFH�LV�QRW�REOLYLRXV�WR�ZKDW�+HUEHUW�
Marcuse has called “the ideology of death.”72 In this powerfully written essay Lawrence writes: 

We have wanted to deal death, ever more and more death. We have wanted to compel every man 
whatsoever to the activity of death. We have wanted to envelop the world in a vast unison of death, 
WR�OHW�QRWKLQJ�HVFDSH��:H�KDYH�EHHQ�ÀOOHG�ZLWK�D�IUHQ]\�RI�FRPSXOVLRQ��RXU�LQVLVWHQW�ZLOO�KDV�FR�
ordinated into a monstrous engine of compulsion and death.73 

Nevertheless, Lawrence holds that it is vitally important we make the effort to understand death and to make 
the reality of death central to any philosophy of life. 

How is it possible to “understand” death? For Lawrence it consists in recognizing that death, like life, is 
desire, or that there is a desire of death as much as there is a desire of life. Apart from these two desires we 
can only recognize pure being where we are absolved from desire and rendered perfect. In a quasi-Spinozist 
moment, Lawrence writes, “In true understanding I am always perfect and timeless.”74 We are, then, desire and 
understanding, in which desire is twofold, of life and of death. All the time we are active through these two 
powers that are both contrary and complementary. The desire of life is a desire of “putting together”, that of 
death is “putting asunder”. The view that there is only life, or pure life, is a mistaken and misleading point of 
view: 

We wish to say that we are single in our desire for life and creation and putting together. But it is a 
lie, since we must eat life to live. We must, like the leopard, drink up the lesser life to bring forth our 
greater. We wish to conquer death. But it is absurd, since only by death do we live, like the leopard. 
We wish not to die; we wish for life everlasting. But this is mistaken interpretation.75 

,I� OLIH� IHHGV�GHDWK�� VR�GHDWK� IHHGV� OLIH��'HDWK�� VD\V�/DZUHQFH�� LQFOXGLQJ�´WKH�GDUN�ÁX[�RI�XQGRLQJµ��DUH�DQ�
inevitable half. It is through “understanding” that we can pass beyond the scope of this duality into perfection, 
“in actual living equipoise of blood and bone and spirit”, but the understanding has to be dual, with both life 
and death understood.76

Lawrence acknowledges our understanding of death is always an understanding of death in life and an act of 
the living. Death, however, can cease being a mystery, an event that causes us embarrassment and shame. Our 
DFWXDO�GHDWK�FDQ�EH�D�IXOÀOPHQW�RI�RXU�RZQ�NQRZOHGJH��$OWKRXJK�LW�LV�LPSRVVLEOH�WR�GHVWUR\�GHDWK�LW�FDQ�EH�
transcended in understanding. Here, Lawrence says, we “envelop and contain it”, and by this means we set 
ourselves free.77 In a moment of great insight Lawrence writes: 

If we live in the mind, we must die in the mind, and in the mind we must understand death. 
Understanding is not necessarily mental. It is of the senses and the spirit. 

%XW�ZH�DOVR�OLYH�LQ�WKH�PLQG��$QG�WKH�ÀUVW�JUHDW�DFW�RI�OLYLQJ�LV�WR�HQFRPSDVV�GHDWK�LQ�WKH�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ��
7KHUHIRUH�WKH�ÀUVW�JUHDW�DFWLYLW\�RI�WKH�OLYLQJ�PLQG�LV�WR�XQGHUVWDQG�GHDWK�LQ�WKH�PLQG��:LWKRXW�WKLV�
there is no freedom of the mind, there is no life of the mind, since creative life is the attaining a 
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perfect consummation with death. When in my mind there arises the idea of life, then this idea must 
encompass the idea of death, and this encompassing is the germination of a new epoch of the mind.78 

'HDWK�LV�VR�GLIÀFXOW�IRU�XV�WR�FRPSUHKHQG�VLPSO\�EHFDXVH�ZH�GHVLUH�PRVW�RI�DOO�WR�EHORQJ�WR�OLIH��/DZUHQFH�FDOOV�
this a “primal desire”, which is like a desire to come into being or the desire to achieve a transcendent state of 
H[LVWHQFH��ZH�PLJKW�FDOO�LW�D�GHVLUH�IRU�DEVROXWH�OLIH��$OWKRXJK�WKH�GHVLUH�IRU�GHDWK�LV�HTXDOO\�VWURQJ�ZLWKLQ�XV��LW�
LV�D�GHVLUH�WKDW�ZH�ÀQG�LW�DOPRVW�LPSRVVLEOH�WR�DGPLW�WR��´:H�FDQQRW�DGPLW�WKH�GHVLUH�RI�GHDWK�LQ�RXUVHOYHV�HYHQ�
when it is single and dominant. We must still deceive ourselves with the name of life.”79 What is the desire for 
death in the human? It is a desire for anarchic revolution, for violent sensationalism, for the breaking down of 
things, for putting things asunder, and so on. Creation and dissolution are the “systole diastole of the physical 
universe.”80 Although creation is primal and original, and corruption is only a consequence, it is an “inevitable 
FRQVHTXHQFHµ�DQG�DV�LQHYLWDEOH�DV�WKH�ZDWHU�WKDW�ÁRZV�GRZQ�WKH�KLOO��)RU�/DZUHQFH�ZH�DUH�QRZ�SUHVHQWHG�ZLWK�
an ethical task, namely, that of reconciling ourselves to ourselves:

I must make my peace with the serpent of abhorrence that is within me. I must own my most secret 
shame and my most secret shameful desire. I must say, “Shame, thou art me, I am thee. Let us 
understand each other and be at peace”. Who am I that I should hold myself above my last or worst 
GHVLUH"�0\�GHVLUHV�DUH�PH��WKH\�DUH�WKH�EHJLQQLQJ�RI�PH��P\�VWHP�DQG�EUDQFK�DQG�URRW«�81 

At one point in the essay Lawrence writes of this ethical task in strikingly Nietzschean terms as one of 
“incorporation and unison.”82 It is a condition of freedom, he says, that in the understanding we fear nothing. 
Powerfully he writes: 

In the body I fear pain, in love I fear hate, in death I fear life. But in the understanding I fear neither 
love nor hate nor death nor pain nor abhorrence. I am brave even against abhorrence; even the 
DEKRUUHQW�,�ZLOO�XQGHUVWDQG�DQG�EH�DW�SHDFH�ZLWK��1RW�E\�H[FOXVLRQ��EXW�E\�LQFRUSRUDWLRQ�DQG�XQLVRQ��
7KHUH�LV�QR�KRSH�LQ�H[FOXVLRQ��)RU�ZKDWVRHYHU�OLPER�ZH�FDVW�RXU�GHYLOV�LQWR�ZLOO�UHFHLYH�XV�RXUVHOYHV�
at last. We shall fall into the cesspool of our own abhorrence.83 

Lawrence thus invites us to pull down the craven veils that we hang up to save our appearances: everything 
must be understood, included, and nothing on earth is to be ashamed of. 

Ultimately, Lawrence, thinks we must choose in favour of life; indeed, life is the very domain of the voluntary 
and the spontaneous, the domain of choice itself. As he puts it:

 Life does not break the self-insistent will. But death does. Death compels us and leaves us without 
choice. And all compulsion whatsoever is death, and nothing but death. 
7R�OLIH�ZH�PXVW�FHGH�RXU�ZLOO��DFTXLHVFH�DQG�DW�RQH�ZLWK�LW��RU�ZH�VWDQG�DORQH��ZH�DUH�H[FOXGHG��ZH�
DUH�H[HPSW�IURP�OLYLQJ��7KH�VHUYLFH�RI�OLIH�LV�YROXQWDU\�84 

For Lawrence, then, it is vitally important we understand death. If you ask him why, the only answer he can 
JLYH�LV�WKDW�ZH�DUH�GHDWK��$V�KH�VD\V��WKHUH�LV�QR�´KRSHµ�LQ�H[FOXVLRQ��+H�DSSUHFLDWHV�WKDW�ZKDW�KH�FDOOV�WKH�
“anguish of this knowledge”, the knowledge of what we are within the ÁX[ of death, is a death of sorts in itself. 
It is the death of our established belief in ourselves and the end of our current self-esteem. Thus, those “who 
love in the mind must also perish in the mind.”85�+HUH�ZH�SDVV�LQWR�D�QHZ�PRGH�RI�EHLQJ�DV�/DZUHQFH�ÀJXUHV�
another meaning of the overman: “That which is understood by man is surpassed by man. When we understand 
RXU�H[WUHPH�EHLQJ�LQ�GHDWK��ZH�KDYH�VXUSDVVHG�LQWR�D�QHZ�EHLQJ�µ86 For Lawrence, the ultimate incorporation 
we can make, and Nietzsche may have been hinting at this when he spoke of the incorporation of truth as our 
JUHDW�WDVN�DQG�H[SHULPHQW�87 is death and its desire. He writes:
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I shall accept all my desires and repudiate none. It will be a sign of bliss in me when I am reconciled 
with the serpent of my own horror, when I am free both from the fascination and the revulsion. For 
secret fascination is a fearful tyranny. And then my desire of life will encompass my desire of death, 
DQG�,�VKDOO�EH�TXLWH�ZKROH��KDYH�IXOÀOPHQW�LQ�ERWK��'HDWK�ZLOO�WDNH�LWV�SODFH�LQ�PH��VXERUGLQDWH�EXW�
QRW�VXEMHFWHG��,�VKDOO�EH�IXOÀOOHG�RI�FRUUXSWLRQ�ZLWKLQ�WKH�VWUHQJWK�RI�FUHDWLRQ��7KH�VHUSHQW�ZLOO�KDYH�
his own pure place in me, and I shall be free.88 

What is sublime in life is not an indomitable will, but the will to surrender and having the courage to yield to 
the fate of death, or, should I say the fate of a life? On this question Lawrence invites us to become serene: 
although the inevitable dark hand of death plucks us into darkness, it is something to be feared only with 
VWUDQJH�VDWLVIDFWLRQ�DQG�UHYHUHQFH��2XU�ÀQDO�VDWLVIDFWLRQ�LV�´WR�EH�JDWKHUHG�EORVVRP�E\�EORVVRPµ��DOO�RXU�OLYHV�
ORQJ��´LQWR�WKH�ÀQDOLW\�RI�WKH�XQNQRZQµ�ZKLFK�LV�RXU�HQG�89 

CONCLUSION

,Q�FRQFOXVLRQ��WKHQ��ZH�FDQ�VD\�WKDW�(SLFXUHDQ�SKLORVRSK\�VKRZV�KRZ�LW�LV�SRVVLEOH�WR�DIÀUP�OLIH�DQG�MXVW�ZKDW�
this consists in. Here death provides the horizon by which life appears to us as something to be prized and in 
the midst of our recognition of its precarious character. However, even the Epicurean dissolution of the fear of 
GHDWK�FDQQRW�SURYLGH�D�VDWLVIDFWRU\�UHVSRQVH�WR�RXU�DQ[LHW\�RYHU�RXU�SHUVRQDO�H[WLQFWLRQ��,W�LV�KHUH�WKDW�SHUKDSV�
the fear of death remains. Lawrence’s treatment of death shows the need to comprehend death and as a way 
of dissolving something of its enigmatic or mysterious character. However, there is an inevitable limit in our 
understanding of death since it necessarily remains a metaphor for understanding something about the nature 
RI�OLIH��1LHW]VFKH�KLPVHOI�ZUHVWOHG�ZLWK�WKLV�SUREOHP�DQG�OHW�PH�ÀQLVK�E\�FLWLQJ�D�PRVW�FXULRXV�DQG�WKRXJKW�
provoking note of Nietzsche’s from his notebooks of 1881: 

Fundamentally false evaluations of the dead world on the part of the sentient world. Because we are 
[the latter] and belong to it! ... It is a festival WR�JR�IURP�WKLV�ZRUOG�DFURVV�LQWR�WKH�´GHDG�ZRUOGµ�«�
Let us see through this comedy and thereby enjoy it! Let us not think of the return to the inanimate 
as a regression! ... Death has to be reinterpreted! We thereby reconcile ourselves with what is actual, 
with the dead world.90 

So, the question remains: just how do we “reinterpret” death? 

KEITH ANSELL-PEARSON is Professor of Philosophy at the University of Warwick.
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In 1486 Giovanni Pico della Mirandola compiled nine hundred theses which dealt, or so he claimed, De omni 
re scibili, “On Everything Knowable.”1 It is a claim that might cause even the most audacious thinker to 
blush just a little, and it would smack of presumption to more circumspect souls. In an attempt to speak about 
everything Pico’s theses intermingled philosophy and theology, and it is no secret that these two rival queens 
of the sciences, not to mention poetry and literature, mathematics and physics have, both before and since 
Pico’s theses, maintained a simmering disagreement about how “everything knowable” ought to be known and 
spoken.

This rivalry is fuelled when we insist on seeing each discipline as occupying a determinate space on some 
notional map of all human knowledge. We will call this the topographical model. In this model, each discourse 
is exhaustive in its own domain, able to say everything that is to be said, but impotent outside its own bounds. 
Mathematics says all there is to say about pure numbers, physics about forces, theology about God, and so on, 
and the rivalry comes when one discipline seeks to exert what it sees as its own sovereign right over all or part 
of a foreign disciplinary territory. One of the most valuable traits of Kevin Hart’s work viewed as a whole is 
that it undercuts any such parochial beating of the bounds between philosophy, theology and poetry, and offers 
us a much more adequate and interesting approach than that contained in the territorial response to the question 
of how to speak of everything knowable.

In an article from 2004 entitled “The right to say everything,”2 Hart Discusses Blanchot’s and Derrida’s 
responses to two related questions: 1) can we say everything? and 2) do we have the right to say everything? 
In his engagement with Blanchot and Derrida in the article, Hart deals in the main with the second of the two 
TXHVWLRQV��,W�LV�RXU�FRQWHQWLRQ�WKDW�DQ�H[SORUDWLRQ�RI�WKH�ÀUVW�TXHVWLRQ��´FDQ�ZH�VD\�HYHU\WKLQJ"µ��SURYLGHV�XV�
with a way of reading across Hart’s own poetic, philosophical and theological work and understanding how 
these different discourses relate to each other without either treating them as incommensurable or claiming to 
be able unproblematically to translate between them.

DE OMNI RE SCIBILI: KEVIN HART PHILOSOPHER, 
THEOLOGIAN, POET
Christopher Watkin
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Hart quite rightly points out that our response to the questions largely depends on what we mean by “everything”. 
Evoking Whitehead’s bon mot that the whole of Western philosophy can be considered as footnotes to Plato,3 
Hart asks: does this mean that Plato has said everything? “Cervantes and Shakespeare, for example, are most 
certainly not contained in Plato and cannot merely be added to the dialogues.”4 Returning later in the same 
article to the relation between literary and philosophical discourse, this time in the course of a discussion of 
Derrida’s treatment of the right to say everything, Hart quotes an interview with Derrick Attridge from 1992:

he [Derrida] further admits different ways of saying everything. “I know that everything is in 
Shakespeare,” he says, “everything and the rest, so everything or nearly.” And he goes on: “But after 
all, everything is also in Celan, and in the same way, although differently, and in Plato or in Joyce, in 
the Bible, in Vico or in Kafka, not to mention those still living, everywhere, well, almost everywhere 
… .”5

What is at stake here turns on the meaning of “everything.” If it is taken to mean “anything that comes into 
one’s head” in a loose sense, then the claim that we can say everything is as relatively uncontroversial as it 
is relatively uninteresting. If it is taken to mean “everything, however unacceptable to public taste,” as Hart 
explores in relation to Blanchot’s writing on Sade, then it is widely assumed but hard to prove.

There are two further senses of “everything” that might be understood here, however, and it is the difference 
between the two that can help us to understand Hart’s own corpus as a whole. First, there is the extensive sense 
of “everything”: there is no aspect of human life or existence which is off limits to a particular discourse. 
In addition to Derrida’s examples mentioned above, we could think of Roland Barthes’ evocation of Proust 
in an interview from 1974, in which he claims that the author of A la recherche provides a complete system 
for reading the world: there is nothing in our everyday life that does not refer to Proust: “Proust can be my 
memory, my culture, my language” says Barthes.6 And if this is true of great literature then it is also true of 
great philosophy. Paul Ricœur argues that

all great philosophies […] are de omni re scibili, about everything knowable, but each in accordance 
with the unique perspective of its thetic act and of the strategy it selects to continue the positing act.7

Plato can be my memory, my culture, my language. As can Marx, as can the bible, and as can Shakespeare. 
Each of these can be adequate to everything. Every great philosophy, as well as all great literature, is about 
everything knowable. 

The second sense of “everything” is the exhaustive sense: everything can be said in a way that exhausts all that 
can be said and leaves nothing left to say on a particular subject. Taken in this topographical sense, it is false 
to claim that we can say everything. No one discourse can exhaust everything that is to be said, otherwise we 
needn’t bother wasting our time with Romeo and Juliet once we have read the Republic, or vice versa. 

These two latter senses of “everything” are not synonymous, for “everything” can be extensive without being 
exhaustive. For example there is no human pursuit, no engagement with the world, no aspect of society which 
cannot be addressed in a Marxist register. There is nothing about which the Marxist is forced to admit “I have 
nothing to say on that subject,” from cookery to set theory to professional sport. It does not follow from this, 
however, that once the Marxist has engaged with the subject there is nothing left for the Freudian, or the 
Christian, or the Derridean, or the poet, to say. Marxist discourse can speak about everything without exception, 
but does not exhaust all there is to say about any one thing. Each discourse, in short, has a legitimate and non-
exclusive claim to speak de omni re scibili. Whereas in the topographical model each discourse is exhaustive 
in its own domain but does not extend beyond it, in this model—we could call it the aspectual model—each 
discourse extends to everything but does not exhaust all that can be said about any one thing.
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But if we remain at the level of discourses we have yet to grasp the subtlety of the relation between poetry, 
philosophy and theology as it bodies forth in Kevin Hart’s work. Each of these discourses, as Barthes and 
Ricœur already hint, is not merely a way of talking about everything, but a way of experiencing everything, a 
way of holding oneself in the world. In an interview published in 2010, Kevin Hart is asked this question: “You 
have written for many years. How important a part of your life is writing poetry?” Here is the response in full:

Writing poetry is a qualitative limit that runs throughout my life; it’s a “how” of my being. And that’s 
been true for so long that I cannot separate “writing poems” from “living.” I don’t have a life apart 
from writing poems. Of course, I have other things in my life that are extremely important to me—
my family and friends, my work as a theologian—but my life simply wouldn’t be my life without 
writing poems. Exactly the same would be true if you asked how important a part of my life is being 
a Christian. It’s not a part of my life at all; it’s a “how” of the whole thing.8

Two points from this answer are particularly relevant for our argument. First, in the way it is described here 
writing poetry is not a local, topographically restricted pursuit; it is not one piece of a grand jigsaw puzzle 
making a portrait of Kevin Hart. Rather, it is a mode of the whole. Secondly, what Hart calls a “‘how’ of the 
whole thing” is a composite. If writing poetry is the “how” of one’s being, it does not follow that one is honour 
bound to renounce philosophy, theology or whatever else might also shape one’s “how”. Elsewhere he makes 
a similar comment about prayer: it is not a part of life but a way of conducting the whole of life.9 Similarly, in 
a third interview he talks about the experience of God that is “not grasped in terms of a positive or a negative 
content; it is given by way of a new structure, a fresh way of being in relation with God and with others.”10

It is this coextensivity without exhaustivity that seems to be missed by the reviewer who puzzles aloud over 
Hart’s Blanchot monograph The Dark Gaze in the following terms: 

But beyond pedagogical lessons to be drawn, the question still remains why a poet and a Christian 
believer would undertake the intellectual, existential, and even spiritual labouring (I would even say 
kenosis) necessary for this pursuit of the dark gaze.11

Hart’s engagement as a theologian with Blanchot, or as a poet with theology, is not just about pedagogical 
lessons, about what philosophy might learn from poetry, or how philosophy can show theology a thing or two; 
it is rather each time about everything, about the “how” of everything. What we witness in Hart’s work is not a 
GLDORJXH�EHWZHHQ�SKLORVRSK\��SRHWU\�DQG�WKHRORJ\��EHFDXVH�WKH�PHWDSKRU�RI�GLDORJXH�ÀJXUHV�WKH�FRQYHUVDWLRQ�
partners both as too self-contained and as too internally homogeneous to capture the subtlety and the value of 
their complex relation.12 What we have in each case is a “‘how’ of the whole thing,” and we might add that in 
HDFK�FDVH�RQH�LV�OLNHO\�WR�ÀQG�+DUW·V�UHDGLQJV�FRPSHOOLQJ�RU�QRW�GHSHQGLQJ�RQ�RQH·V�RZQ�GLVSRVLWLRQ��RQH·V�RZQ�
“‘how’ of the whole thing.”
 
At some point in history, a wit who found himself piqued by Pico della Mirandola’s intellectual bravura (some 
say it was Voltaire) added an ironic addendum to the claim to speak “de omni re scibili,” namely “et quibusdam 
aliis”: “and of certain other things besides,” suggesting that “everything” might not have been quite enough 
WR�VDWLVI\�3LFR·V� LQWHOOHFWXDO�DSSHWLWH��%XW�ZLWK� WRQJXH�ÀUPO\�RXW�RI�FKHHN�ZH�FDQ�VD\� WKDW� WKLV� VXSSOHPHQW�
to Pico’s title captures well the extensive but not exhaustive nature of the “everything” that can be said in 
philosophy, theology and poetry. By this “et quibusdam aliis” I refer to Prof Hart’s interest in and engagement 
with that which cannot be captured in any discourse or discourses. In “The right to say everything” he evokes 
Blanchot’s Outside, Neutral, Imaginary and Impossible, insisting that “the writer who reduces the distance 
between his or her voice and its eternal murmur is the one who draws close to saying everything.”13 Similarly, 
in relation to the mystical tradition of Christian thought and experience he argues that “God is not an object 
that can be received and internalised by a subject,”14 that “no gaze can contain divinity,”15 and again that “Not 
all of our relations with God […] can be captured in propositions.”16
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Neither philosophy nor theology nor poetry can internalise, contain or capture its object exhaustively and each 
individually (or indeed all together) in speaking of “everything knowable” always leaves “more besides.” 
Even when one has spoken of everything, in the extensive sense, indeed especially when one has spoken of 
everything, there yet remains to the phenomena a “more besides.” Kevin Hart not only discusses this relation 
between the “everything” and the “more” in his phenomenological engagements with Blanchot and Derrida, 
but he also instantiates it in the admirable breath of his own philosophical, theological and poetic “how.”

CHRISTOPHER WATKIN is Senior Lecturer in French Studies at Monash University.
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I

If Kevin Hart dreams Blanchot,1 his native tongue is, by his own confession, phenomenology.2 It is not 
surprising then that the idea of experience should feature so predominantly in his writings on philosophy, 
theology and poetry. Not that Maurice Blanchot is unconcerned with experience: quite the contrary. As Hart has 
informed us, “Blanchot’s entire work… broods on experience.”3 But is Blanchot’s concept of experience at all 
comprehensible without the phenomenological notion of intentionality? The relationship between the former 
and the latter could indeed be described as one of counter-dependence.

II

“Everything begins with the reduction,”4 is the bold opening statement, not of a text on phenomenology, but 
of a public lecture entitled The Experience of Poetry presented by Kevin Hart in Melbourne 1995. As implied 
by this title, phenomenology and poetry both begin with the reduction to experience: something, Hart tells 
XV��WKDW�+XVVHUO�KLPVHOI�LGHQWLÀHG�ZKHQ��LQ�D������OHWWHU�WR�SRHW�+XJR�YRQ�+RIPDQQVWKDO��KH�QRWHV�WKDW�´LQ�
‘pure art’ the aesthetic gaze is kin to the phenomenological gaze.”5 Perhaps one of the reasons for Kevin 
Hart’s phenomenological nativity can be found in the fact that he is also an artist. Between the poet and 
phenomenologist there is a natural fraternity.

III

Another possible reason that Hart might be counted amidst the congregation of phenomenologists is his 
&KULVWLDQ�IDLWK��$JDLQ��QRW�WR�H[FRPPXQLFDWH�DQDO\WLFDO�RU�SRVW�VWUXFWXUDOLVW�&KULVWLDQV��EXW�+DUW�KDV�LGHQWLÀHG�
WKDW�EHWZHHQ�SKHQRPHQRORJ\�DQG�&KULVWLDQLW\��WKHUH�WRR�DUH�DIÀQLWLHV��'RHV�QRW�+XVVHUO��DV�+DUW�UHPLQGV�XV��
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close Cartesian Meditations by quoting St Augustine: “truth dwells in the inner man”?6 And isn’t it true that the 
key phenomenological notion of intentionality goes back from Husserl to the priest Franz Brentano, and through 
him all the way to the Church Fathers. Indeed, isn’t the basis of many of the critiques of phenomenology that it 
sets up a transcendental subject, like a little Sun King; the divinely ordained centre around, and in the light of 
whom, the phenomena of the world dance? 

The relationship between Phenomenality and Christianity, as Hart notes in his essay of that name,� is complex 
DQG�FRQÁLFWHG��EXW�LI�ZH�FDQQRW�GHPDQG�WKDW�*RG�KLPVHOI�DSSHDU�DV�D�SKHQRPHQRQ��WKHUH�LV�QR�UHDVRQ�ZK\�
various Christian modalities such as faith and prayer might not lend themselves to phenomenological study. 
And might we not even consider the possibility of the phenomenon of God’s absence?

IV

We thus have ample reason to believe Kevin Hart when he informs us that phenomenology is his native-tongue, 
DQG� LPDJLQH� WRR� WKDW� H[SHULHQFH�PLJKW� SOD\� IRU� KLP� WKH� UROH� RI� D� SURWR�ODQJXDJH�� D� W\SH� RI� SUH�UHÁHFWLYH�
attunement with being.

But isn’t this the very notion of experience that has been so strongly critiqued by post-structuralist thinkers? 
'RHVQ·W�'HUULGD�KLPVHOI�ODXQFK�KLV�FULWLTXH�RI�PHWDSK\VLFV�ZLWK�WKH�DVVHUWLRQ�WKDW�WKH�FRQFHSW�RI�H[SHULHQFH�
belongs to the regime of presence and that “we can only use it under erasure”?8 However this proves to be more 
RI�DQ�RSHQLQJ�JDPELW�RQ�'HUULGD·V�SDUW��DQG�LW�LVQ·W�ORQJ�EHIRUH�KH�KDV�UH�FKDUDFWHUL]HG�H[SHULHQFH�LQ�WHUPV�
of arche-writing, as involving temporalisation, mediation, rupture and above all the movement of différance. 

The phenomenological reduction does not rule out the necessity of experiencing phenomena in the context 
of a particular meaning horizon, especially if we concede Merleau-Ponty’s assertion that “the most important 
lesson of the reduction is the impossibility of a complete reduction.”9 Experience certainly does draw from a 
GLPHQVLRQ�RI�SUH�UHÁHFWLYH�DWWXQHPHQW�EXW�WKLV�LV�DOZD\V�XQGHUVWRRG�DQG�GHVFULEHG�LQ�WKH�FRQWH[W�RI�D�IUDPH�RI�
reference: “Presentation and representation,” Hart reminds us, “are always imbricated.”�� If we also consider 
Blanchot’s assertion that for there to be any experience at all, something radically other needs to be in play, 
WKHQ�ZH�FRXOG�DIÀUP�WKDW�all experience is, in a limited sense at least, ‘counter-experience’.

V

Rather than casting his lot with phenomenological thinkers who continue to tease out the complexities of the 
phenomenological notion of experience, Kevin Hart engages himself with those who challenge or even venture 
EH\RQG�WKH�YHU\�OLPLWV�RI�H[SHULHQFH��5DWKHU�WKDQ�ÀVKLQJ�LQ�WKH�ULFK�GHSWKV�RI�SKHQRPHQRORJ\��+DUW�EHOLHYHV�
there is more to be found in the turbulent side-waters. As he has so clearly articulated, both the ex and the 
peri of experience invoke connotations of out from, limit, periphery and peril, so perhaps the true inheritors 
of Husserl’s phenomenology are to be found amongst his wayward and rebellious offspring, rather than the 
dutiful stay-at-homes.

VI

With thinkers such as Emmanuel Levinas and Jean-Luc Marion, the concept of experience is radically 
UHFRQÀJXUHG��ERWK�SKLORVRSKHUV�FKDOOHQJH�WKH�SULYLOHJLQJ�RI�WKH�FRQVWLWXWLQJ�VXEMHFW�RI�LQWHQWLRQDOLW\�DQG�VKLIW�
attention to the nature of phenomenality itself. With Levinas, the face of the Other makes an appeal and questions 
the subject. I am summoned by the Other in what Levinas calls “a reversal of intentionality.”11 Marion, for his 
SDUW��GHÀQHV�counter-experience as that which “irreducibly contradicts the conditions for the experience of 
objects.”12 Rather than being given in a limited or inadequate manner, Marion theorizes phenomena that impose 
themselves absolutely. With the saturated phenomenon, intentionality, as with Levinas, is inverted: “I become 
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the objective of the object” he notes in Being Given.13 The saturated phenomenon overwhelms the subject, 
the ‘I’ is powerless to master the conditions under which a phenomenon may appear, and is itself called into 
question. This is not just a phenomenology of the invisible, but of the unforeseeable.

In terms of the work of these philosophers, Hart defuses the potential objection that, rather than critiquing the 
power-play between subject and object, Levinas and Marion have simply turned the tables. In contrast to the 
idea of reverse-intentionality, counter-experience, understood in terms of intentionality, might take on the sense 
of what we might call palintentionality, a movement of intentional relation that reaches in both directions at 
once. As Hart notes: “the transcendent and the transcendental are correctly positioned when arranged as an 
aporia, that is when one is pulled this way and that at the same time.”14 Hart draws attention to an image from 
+HJHO��´$�VWUHDP�ÁRZLQJ�LQ�RSSRVLWH�GLUHFWLRQV�µ15 but we might just as easily, if a little more colloquially, sing 
along with Aretha Franklin when she wonders, “Who’s Zoomin’ Who?”.

VII

Hart’s notion of counter-experience is enriched further still by his engagement with the thought of Maurice 
Blanchot. Here we are talking of a completely different order of experience, the experience of non-experience. 
Hart’s interest in Blanchot stems from his consideration of the possibility that “God reveals himself only at 
the very edge of the concepts we are obliged to use.”16 Blanchot attempts to think the sacred and faith outside 
dialectical constraints.

In my opening image I contrasted Hart’s phenomenological native tongue, with Blanchotian dreams; but this is 
not a dialectical pairing. The anithesis of the daylight world of the native tongue would be night or sleep, that 
which negates the waking I, only to return it to itself with renewed vigor, upon waking. The dream though is 
not restorative sleep; its disruptions take place not in the night, but in an other night, a night without stars, a 
night outside night.

What Hart names Blanchot’s counter-spirituality shatters the very security of the co-relation, and visits upon 
the subject a disequilibrium that calls its very being into question. Counter-experience, understood through 
Blanchot, runs tangentially, not oppositionally, to intentional experience, thus opening up the possibility of a 
shift into a completely different mode of experience, an oscillation, between our experience of an event in terms 
of the correlation, and of an event that without warning, casts us into the utter abandonment of non-relation. 

VIII

7KURXJK�+DUW·V�QXDQFHG�DQG�PXOWLIDFHWHG�HQFRXQWHUV�ZLWK�'HUULGD��/HYLQDV��0DULRQ��DQG�%ODQFKRW��H[SHULHQFH�
in its varied modes presents itself as mobile, contestatory and destabilizing. The three dimensions of counter-
experience as I have characterized them—experience as always counter, experience as palintentional, and 
experience as outside intentionality—can be understood to weave together in a peri-choretic interlacement. 
Experience is always exposure to otherness involving gestures and counter-gestures of give and take, advance 
DQG�UHWUHDW��D�ÁRZ�RI�FXUUHQW�DQG�FRXQWHU�FXUUHQW�FRQVHFUDWHG�WR�WKH�WDVN�RI�FRQWHQGLQJ�ZLWK�WKH�XQIRUHVHHDEOH��
,I�ZH�ZHUH�WR�DWWHPSW�WR�LGHQWLI\�WKH�XQJUDVSDEOH�QDWXUH�RI�H[SHULHQFH��WKDW�ZKLFK��LQ�IXOÀOOLQJ�LWVHOI�DIIHFWV�LWV�
own erasure, we would describe it as movement, or even as dance.

IX

One of the tropes which returns frequently in the writings of Kevin Hart is Paul’s image from Philippians 3:13 
RI�´WKH�VHOI�ÀJXUHG�DV�epectasis, an endless stretching out towards the Other.”�� The image is used frequently 
by Gregory of Nyssa, who occasionally reads the Pauline image back into Old Testament texts. It is the same 
UHVWOHVVQHVV�WKDW�ZH�ÀQG�DOPRVW�FRQWHPSRUDQHRXVO\�LQ�6W��$XJXVWLQH��´RXU�KHDUWV�DUH�LV�UHVWOHVV��WLOO�WKH\�UHVW�



CHOREOGRAPHING COUNTER-EXPERIENCE 

in thee.”18 This image of the movement of desire, is not just a description of human being, but seems to be a 
FKDUDFWHULVWLF�RI�WKH�FUHDWHG�RUGHU�LWVHOI��'R�ZH�QRW�KHDU�WKH�VDPH�UHVWOHVVQHVV�LQ�WKH�anxious longing of creation 
in Romans 8? Even certain man-made phenomena seem to transcend themselves: “Poems have a desire” Hart 
notes in an interview with John Kinsella, “they have a desire for us.”19

At the risk of drawing too deeply from the Heideggerian etymological well, I cannot resist drawing attention to 
the fact that the comparable term in a cluster of Indo-European languages, tendare, derives from the Sanskrit 
root Tan, meaning: to reach or to stretch. We have this root of course in our words tension, contend, and of 
course tent, a structure supported by stretching. The same root is also found not only in the verb to intend, and 
thus in the notion of intentionality, but also, in a form closer to its source, in the German Tanz, the French danse, 
and the English dance. 

X

Thus a key concept in Hart’s philosophical anthropology, the tensional relationality of experience and the 
PRYHPHQW�RI�RXU�QHYHU�HQGLQJ�GHVLUH³D�GHVLUH�WKDW�LV�RQO\�LQWHQVLÀHG�LQ�EHLQJ�IXOÀOOHG³LQYRNHV�WKH�HWHUQDO�
UHDFK�RI�WKH�GDQFH��'DQFH�LV�DOZD\V�D�UHDFKLQJ�WRZDUGV��WKHUHIRUH�LV�DOZD\V�HQJDJHG�ZLWK�DOWHULW\��� But dance 
LV�QHYHU�MXVW�D�PDWWHU�RI�PRYLQJ��EXW�RI�DOVR�EHLQJ�PRYHG��'DQFH�LV�D�UHVSRQVH�WR�WKH�FDOO�RI�WKH�ZRUOG�DQG�RI�
the Other and thus partakes of the palintentional exchange with otherness.21�'DQFH�LV�WKXV�WKH�LPDJH�RI�RXU�YHU\�
GHVLUH�WR�VHHN�IXOÀOOPHQW�LQ�WKH�EH\RQG�22

XI

If you think that my invocation of choreographic motif is a little forced, I take encouragement in the fact 
WKDW�+DUW�KLPVHOI�KDV�� WKURXJK�D� VSRNHVPDQ��PDGH� WKH� VDPH�DVVRFLDWLRQ��'XULQJ�D�GLVFXVVLRQ�ZLWK�'HUULGD�
concerning the frequency of the particular Pauline image of epectasis in the Church Fathers, Hart notes that 
'HUULGD�FRQIHVVHG�KLV�ODFN�RI�IDPLOLDULW\�ZLWK�WKH�WH[WV�LQ�SDUWLFXODU��EXW�WKDW�KH�VDZ�´QR�UHDVRQ�WR�REMHFW�WR�WKH�
language of perichoresis and epektasis.”23 No reason to object, indeed, since both terms invoke the dance of 
alterity.

XII

It seems to me that not only does Kevin Hart understand the movement of experience to entail a complex dance 
of move and counter-move that takes place within the peri-choretic�ZHDYH�RI�SUH�UHÁHFWLYH���SDOLQWHQWLRQDO��
and counter-spiritual experience, but that in order to investigate this phenomenon it is imperative that one 
use an appropriately contra-directional methodology. In engaging with the philosophers that he does, Hart 
refrains from making sweeping judgments either for or against their sometimes hyperbolic gestures. Rather, he 
sympathetically engages in conversation with his interlocutors, dancing with them, allowing them to contest 
the very assumptions, tonalities, structures that, as phenomenologist, Christian, artist, constitute his native 
tongue. In his rich and generous essays into the various dimensions of experience Hart employs what I would 
call a choreographic hermeneutic. 

In a review of one of the works of Jean-Louis Chrétien, Hart notes that “there are times, many of them, when 
one wishes that Chrétien would pause to entertain objections that run against the current of his ideas”—note the 
invocation of the Hegelian counter-current. Hart continues, “if anything, a little counterpoint would make his 
discourse more genuinely polyphonic, perhaps even more choric.”24 As Hart notes in another essay, there is 
more to be gained by pondering the choric nature of our response to the call to saintly life than in framing it in 
negative terms: “Our epektasis�µ�KH�DIÀUPV��´LV�QHLWKHU�VLQJXODU�QRU�VWUDLJKW�IRUZDUG�µ25
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,W�LV�SUHFLVHO\�WKLV�SRO\SKRQLF��WKLV�FKRULF��WKLV�FKRUHRJUDSKLF�PDQQHU�RI�LQYHVWLJDWLRQ�WKDW�,�ÀQG�VR�LPSUHVVHV�
in the work of Kevin Hart. His peri-choretic weave of poetry, theology and philosophy challenges and enriches 
our understanding—our experience—of experience.

MICHAEL PARMENTER is a doctoral candidate at the University of Auckland and L’Université de 
Paris-1 (Panthéon/Sorbonne)
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I

Kevin Hart’s poetic corpus is marked by two features that are at once formal and yet also separated conceptually 
by an aporetic tension: eros and poiesis. At the level of form eros characterizes a poetry of address that is 
frequently hymn-like, or even apostrophic: what is addressed elicits and retreats. By poiesis I want to refer 
to a radically asubjective quality of writing whereby language operates by its own self-making and quasi-
autonomous force. If praxis is a living body’s mode of acting in order to further its own being, then poiesis is 
that mode of acting and making that detaches itself from life, or we might say that poeisis brings praxis into 
being. 

Giorgio Agamben, critical of the increasing tendency to contain all action within a dominating will—even seeing 
the world of art objects as nothing more than the act of the artists—argues for poeisis as a mode of making and 
doing that cannot be reduced to the self-constituting will of man. For Agamben, rethinking the distinction and 
indistinction between poiesis and praxis would enable us to rethink the ways in which a constituted system of 
meaning emerges from human action, while also bearing a force that disturbs any notion of human self-mastery. 
For Agamben, “The Greeks […] made a clear distinction between poiesis and praxis (poiein, ‘to pro-duce’ in 
the sense of bringing into being) and praxis (prattein, ‘to do’ in the sense of acting). As we shall see, central to 
SUD[LV�ZDV�WKH�LGHD�RI�WKH�ZLOO�WKDW�ÀQGV�LWV�LPPHGLDWH�H[SUHVVLRQ�LQ�DQ�DFW��ZKLOH��E\�FRQWUDVW��FHQWUDO�WR�SRLHVLV�
was the experience of pro-duction into presence, the fact that something passed from nonbeing to being, from 
concealment into the full light of the work.”1 Hart, similarly indebted to Heidegger, takes a different path from 
Agamben, and I would argue that the reasons for the difference between Hart and Agamben are both theological 
and philosophical. Agamben’s conception of the divine, if we can call it that, is counter-deconstructive: critical 
of regarding language as the constituted system that would limit what might be thought, Agamben argues that 
what requires our attention is that immanent zone of the human that is most enigmatic and interior: “It is more 
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urgent to work on these divisions, to ask in what way—within man—has man been separated from non-man, 
and the animal from the human, than it is to take positions on the great issues, on so-called human rights and 
values. And perhaps even the most luminous sphere of our relations with the divine depends, in some way, on 
that darker one which separates us from the animal.”2 It would follow, then, that for Agamben poiesis would 
return human acting not to self-transparency but to man’s own opacity to himself. What is most other and 
transcendent—divine even—is that in ourselves which can be lived but never articulated. Poetry would not be 
expressive of what can be said, but would be marked by an event of saying in which nothing more is given than 
the mute inertia of human language. For all the theological framing of his work, Agamben is part of a wider 
counter-deconstructive tendency to criticize the positing of some divine non-presence. Just because this world 
is never fully given, this does not legitimate a stopping short at the limits of language and then arguing for 
some inhuman, transcendent beyond. Poetry would be constitutively immanent, and would be part of returning 
thought to its emergence from an action or praxis that is never fully transparent. 

For Hart, by contrast, it is because the immanent, human and sensual world always gives itself in fragments 
�IUDJPHQWV�WKDW�ZLOO�QHYHU�FRPSRVH�D�ÀQDO�SUHVHQFH��WKDW�SRHWU\�RU�WKH�YRLFH�¶ZH·�DGGUHVV�WR�WKH�ZRUOG�WDNHV�
both the self and the word to a mode of transcendence that is best approached by way of eros. Drawn by desire 
DQG�LQFRPSOHWLRQ�WR�DQ�RWKHUQHVV�WKDW�SURPLVHV�IXOÀOOPHQW��WKH�VHOI�ZKR�DGGUHVVHV�WKH�ZRUOG�LV�DW�RQH�DQG�WKH�
same time bound by the already given forms of speech. Even so, by virtue of the desire that requires but goes 
EH\RQG�VSHHFK�WKLV�GHVLUHG�VHQVXRXV�ZRUOG�DQQLKLODWHV�RU�VDFULÀFHV�WKH�LQGLYLGXDO�YRLFH�DQG�RSHQV�WR�D�GLYLQH�
presence. Eros and poiesis might then be seen as formal strategies for rethinking the very possibility of relation: 
not relations that emerge from or are reducible to life, but relations within life that can never be lived.

II

What is the relation between eros and poiesis, and how might such a relation be thought at all fruitfully today—
LQ� WKH� WZHQW\�ÀUVW�FHQWXU\³ZKHQ�LW�PLJKW�VHHP�WKDW�ZH�RXJKW� WR�EH� WKLQNLQJ�EH\RQG�RXU�RZQ�GHVLUHV��RXU�
RZQ� ERGLHV�� DQG� DOVR� WKH� WKLQJV� RI� RXU� RZQ�PDNLQJ"�'RHV� QRW� WKH� WZHQW\�ÀUVW� FHQWXU\³WKH� HSRFK� RI� WKH�
anthropocene and the post-human—demand questions that are cosmic rather than human, catastrophic rather 
than erotic, and certainly not theological? If I pose this series of questions to the poetic corpus of Kevin Hart 
,�GR�VR�SULPDULO\�EHFDXVH�RI�WKLV�EHDXWLIXOO\�UHÁHFWLYH�SRHWU\·V�SULPD�IDFLH�ODFN�RI�XUJHQF\�DQG�LWV�DSSDUHQW�
disjunction with Hart the philosopher’s insistence on the gap of negativity that would preclude this sensuous 
world from ever offering us solace or presence. There seems to be so much in this poetry that is languid, 
yearning, and yet resigned to the waiting of desire. It is almost as though the great deconstructive call to 
responsibility that follows from the radical lack of presence and good conscience is then ameliorated by the 
sensuous beauty of this world that promises (but never yields) redemption. If there is something irresponsible 
about the theological tone—about suggesting that the life of this world might have its spirit elsewhere and 
therefore need not be the proper domain of our concern—there seems something doubly irresponsible about 
Hart’s theological poetics, in which the spirit that is being anticipated, intimated, desired but never disclosed, 
is nevertheless insistently felt. It is as though we have the worst of all worlds: Hart’s poetry at once focuses on 
the smallest of things, the simply present and the immediately felt, and yet every desired sensation opens to an 
LQÀQLWH�WKDW�FDSWLYDWHV�GHVLUH�EXW�QHYHU�DUULYHV��7KLV�LV�DW�RQFH�D�SRHWU\�RI�eros, of radical incompletion, and 
yet also a poetry that takes seriously the condition of poeisis: the poem stands alone, allowing words, desires, 
sensations and affects to bear a persistence or survival that transcends the moment of their making. 

If we were to ask why one ought to read this poetry today we might have a task on our hands. Yes, Hart’s work 
SRVVHVVHV�D�IUDJLOH�VXEOLPLW\��ZLWK�HDFK�ZRUG�RI�SUD\HU�DQG�HDFK�WRXFK�RI�ÁHVK�RSHQLQJ�RQWR�D�GHVLUHG�LQÀQLWH�
that can never be presented; but, as recent eco-critics of Derrida have insisted, the fetishization of the futural 
and open dimension of deconstruction occurs precisely when this planet’s time and potentiality are contracting.3

Despite all this, I want to suggest that it is the coupling of eros and poeisis, especially as articulated via 
Hart’s poetry, that might awaken thought from its anthropocentric slumbers, and I want to do so by focusing 
RQ�+DUW·V� XVH� RI� D� SRHWLF� IRUP� LQ� ´*DFHOD�µ�&RQVLGHU�� ÀUVW�� WKH� YHU\� SRVVLELOLW\� RI� SRHWLF� IRUP�� WKHUH� LV� D�
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wanting or desiring to say, a will to speak, but this desire proceeds not by way of emergence from self, but as 
D�VXEPLVVLRQ�RU�VDFULÀFH�WR�DQ�DOUHDG\�JLYHQ�VWUXFWXUH�RI�DUWLFXODWLRQ��7KH�UHSHDWHG�´,�ZDQWµ�RI�WKH�*DFHOD�LV�LW�
once insistent and personal but also destructive of the self who speaks precisely because of it impersonality and 
formality. It is as though the most intimate of givens—the self, desire, speaking—were also the most distant 
and inhuman. I want to suggest that eros, considered poetically and therefore theologically (as that which is at 
RQFH�WKH�VHOI·V�RZQ�EXW�DOVR�WKH�VHOI·V�XQGRLQJ��KDV�D�ELQGLQJ�DQG�XQELQGLQJ�SRZHU��UDGLFDOO\�ÀQLWH�DQG�DOVR�
WKHUHIRUH�QHFHVVDULO\�LQÀQLWH��7KH�UHSHWLWLRQ�RI�WKH�´,�ZDQWµ�LV�DW�RQFH�DQ�H[SDQVLRQ�DQG�RSHQLQJ�RXW�RI�WKH�
self to a proliferating world that seems to elicit desire and voice, such that the eros of the poem is primarily 
connective and open, at the same time as the poetic distinction and formal repetition of the “I want” constrains 
and distances desire. The very desire that the world elicits, from the poem’s opening “There is…,” follows the 
VXQOLJKW�RQ�KDLU�WR�D�VHULHV�RI�ÁHHWLQJ�UHIUDFWLRQV��GUHDPV�DQG�UHÁHFWLRQV��´WKH�VWUHDP���7KDW�PDNHV�WKH�ELUG�D�
ÀVK�DQG�WKHQ�D�ELUG�µ��´6WUHDPµ�LV�DW�RQFH�WKH�VWUHDP�RI�PDQJR�MXLFH��SUHVHQW�DQG�VHQVXDO��DQG�WKH�WUDQVIRUPLQJ�
stream of water.) It is as though the opening presents two worlds: the ‘there is’ of tangled sunlight (that will 
proliferate and increase with movement and complexity) and the “there are” of sleep, guns, dust, statues, 
laziness, storms and war: 

There is the sunlight tangled in your hair
And there are soldiers sleeping with their guns.
“This viper, the world!” Teresa cried, and yet

I want the mango’s wealth of juice, the stream
7KDW�PDNHV�WKH�ELUG�D�ÀVK�DQG�WKHQ�D�ELUG�
I do not want the desert’s cayenne dust 

There is at once a desired and described transformation, that allows the poem’s opening “there is” to arrive at 
D�ÀQDO�´,�ZDQW�to feel.” 

,�ZDQW�WKH�VQDNH�WR�VKHG�LWV�VNLQ�DQG�Á\�
I want to feel the sunlight in your hair.4

But there is also a counter-movement that is undecidable. The seeming opposition between the embrace (“I 
ZDQWµ��RI�IHFXQG�DSSHDULQJ�VHW�DJDLQVW�WKH�UHIXVDO��´,�GR�QRW�ZDQWµ��RI�LQHUWLD�LV�FRPSOLFDWHG�E\�WKH�ÀJXUH�RI�
Teresa. Here, it is at once the passionate refusal of this “viper” world that is almost immediately counteracted 
E\�WKH��´DQG�\HW�«��µ�7KH�VWXGHQW�´GUHDPVµ�RI�&OHRSDWUD��DQG�ZLWKLQ�WKH�GUHDP�´VHHV�WKH�DVS�UHÁHFWHG�LQ�KHU�
H\HV�µ�'UHDPLQJ��H\HV��UHÁHFWLRQV�DQG�&OHRSDWUD��DOO�VHHP�WR�LQGLFDWH�D�SUROLIHUDWLQJ�GHVLUH�DQG�\HDUQLQJ�IRU�
the world, and yet the UHÁHFWLRQ of the asp intimates the very risk or danger of experience.5 It is this desire 
for the world that at once yields a self of wanting and not wanting, where the wanting exposes the self to the 
complications of appearing, and where the not wanting or refusal of stasis and inertia still hints at a world 
RI� VLPXODWLRQ� DQG� GRXEOLQJ�� WKH� VWDWXHV� DUH� ÀJKWLQJ�� DQG� WKH� VROGLHUV� DUH� WRVVLQJ� DQG� WXUQLQJ�� DQG� WKHUH� LV�
“imitation of war.” It is as though the desire that is elicited by the world is multiplied by the world’s own rich 
appearing and seeming. The repeated “I want” that is prompted by the poem’s opening—“There is”—gestures 
to various forms of transformation, complication and multiplication: bullets becoming giddy, roads tying in 
NQRWV��JXQ�FKDPEHUV�VSLQQLQJ��DQG�WKH�ÁLJKW�RI�ELUGV��:KDW�LV�UHIXVHG�LV�GXVW��ÀJKWLQJ��WXUQLQJ�WR�VWRQH��$QG�
\HW�HYHQ�WKDW�À[LW\�RI�EHLQJ�WXUQHG�WR�VWRQH�LV�D�PHWDPRUSKRVLV��7KH�RQJRLQJ�HPEUDFH�DQG�YLEUDQW�OLIH�RI�WKH�¶,�
want’ begins with sunlight in hair, and yet never arrives at its desired end. 

The unfolding voice of “Gacela” proceeds by being at once drawn to the fecundity of the world and the 
multiplying light while nevertheless battling against all the negations of life. The initial “There is…” yields a 
series of “I wants” but concludes by returning to hair and sunlight, only this time with a desire to feel. From 
“There is the sunlight…” to “I want to feel the sunlight,” Hart’s “Gacela” grants experience a structure of eros 
and poiesis: experience is always experience of, such that every yearning desire exposes the self to a path of 
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refusal, and every articulation of that same desire—“I want”—takes the form of a repetition that compromises 
desire’s singularity, rendering it impersonal.

One might think here of a theology that is not so much post-human as counter-human. It is the condition of 
desire to be drawn toward that which is given, but that which in being given also withdraws. It is this necessary 
wanting and not wanting that enables a theological poetics. The letter, the sensation, the touch, the affect—all 
are intimately felt and lived, but also open to what cannot be fully lived. All begin with an assaulting and 
XQGHQLDEOH�SUHVHQFH��DQG�\HW�DOO�UHIXVH�DQ\�IXOO�SUHVHQFH��$OO�DUH�ÀQLWH��EXW�SUHFLVHO\�E\�ZD\�RI�ÀQLWXGH�HQDEOH�
a poetics of separation—a confrontation with a world that is not one of our own making or meaning. Hart’s 
poetry is marked by an erotics that is both proximate and distant in equal measure.

I would suggest that this give us pause for thinking about poetics, deconstruction and theology today. One 
notion might be that deconstruction was fundamentally a refusal of proximity: any supposed presence, nearness 
or being would always be given through a series of traces that could never be brought to presence. It would 
follow that a responsible deconstruction would be a refusal of the present, the near, and certainly all forms of 
theism. 

&RQVLGHU�WKLV�RWKHU�SRVVLELOLW\��SHUKDSV�WKH�HDV\�OHDSV�WR�WKH�SRVW�KXPDQ��DQG�WKH�VLPSOH�DIÀUPDWLRQ�WKDW�ZH�FDQ�
simply think beyond our own conditions and be post-theological are delusional, hubristic and symptomatic of 
an epoch in which we have long ceased to perceive, witness or desire the world (where desire is not a wanting 
to possess, but rather a mode of self-loss). Perhaps then a theological poetics of eros might draw us near to what 
LV�FORVH�DW�KDQG�LQ�RUGHU�WR�GHVWUR\�DQ�DOO�WRR�HDV\�FRPSODFHQF\�RI�ÀQLWXGH��

III

Deconstruction and religion have fallen on tough times lately. If there’s a darling of Derrida studies today it 
is probably Mark Hagglund, who names Hart as one of the great domesticators of the thought of the trace.6 If, 
for Hart, the materiality of the trace—in its inscriptive distinction and ungrounding power—detaches us from 
DQ\�VLPSOH�ZRUOGO\�ÀQLWXGH��LW�DOVR�QHFHVVDULO\�RSHQV�DQ�XQFRQWDLQDEOH�LQÀQLWH�DQG�LUUHGXFLEOH�LPPDWHULDOLW\��
By contrast, Hagglund has tirelessly insisted that such theological gestures are unfaithful to the destructive 
SRZHU�RI�WKH�WUDFH��ZKDW�ZH�KDYH�LV�ÀQLWXGH��QRWKLQJ�PRUH��7R�SRVLW�VRPH�SUHVHQFH�EH\RQG�WKH�WUDFH��HYHQ�DQ�
LQWLPDWHG�SUHVHQFH��LV�WR�GR�DQ�LQMXVWLFH�WR�WKH�UDGLFDO�DWKHLVP�RI�GHFRQVWUXFWLRQ��7KH�WUDFH��LQ�LWV�ÀQLWXGH�DQG�
movement, gives us only the destruction of presence, and not the destruction of a present world that would 
thereby indicate some “beyond presence.” This gesture might seem worthy and salutary today: for all the 
arcane rigor and exegetical focus of Hagglund’s argument, it might still have some practical purchase. If we 
FRXOG�MXVW�UHVLJQ�RXUVHOYHV�WR�ÀQLWXGH�ZH�ZRXOG�QRW�EH�ODERULQJ�XQGHU�WKH�LOOXVLRQ�RI�UHGHPSWLRQ��ZH�PLJKW�
start asking the proper—materialist—questions. All we have is here and now, and our response can appeal to 
nothing more than what is of our own unwilled, but responsible, making. By the same token, we might say that 
Hart’s poetry just adds to the regressive opiate of religion. First, and ostensibly, Hart’s is a corpus dominated 
by eros, and an eros RI�WKH�VPDOOHVW��PRVW�LPPHGLDWH�DQG�ÁHHWLQJ�RI�WKLQJV��D�NLVV��VXQOLJKW�RQ�KDLU��WKH�WDVWH�RI�D�
PDQJR��ODWH�DIWHUQRRQ�UDLQ��7KH�GLFWLRQ�RI�WKHVH�HYHQWV�LV�QRW�WKDW�RI�VLJQLÀFDQFH�RU�VHQVH�EXW�RI�VHQVDWLRQ��LQ�D�
way that can be understood through Hart’s own thoughts about poetry and writing via Blanchot and Mallarmé. 
This is an erotic poetry of poeisis; the poem stands alone, and in turn allows sensations to stand alone: not in 
WKHLU�VLJQLÀFDQFH�RU�PHDQLQJ�IRU�WKH�SRHW��EXW�LQ�D�PRGH�RI�VDFULÀFH��$�NLVV�GRHV�QRW�SUHVHQW�eros in the form 
RI�D�XQLÀFDWLRQ�RI�WKH�VHOI��EXW�D�JLYLQJ�RYHU�RI�WKH�VHOI�WR�VRPHWKLQJ�WKDW�GUDZV�RXW��VWDQGV�DSDUW�DQG�DOPRVW�
annihilates: “And once I nearly die inside your kiss.” The poem DUWLFXODWHV—in the sense of cutting out and 
marking out—the desire of the sensation, sensations as desires, or as forces to create relations that are not those 
of the self. 

Hart’s poems appear to emanate from what is most personal and human—desire, and the qualities that generate 
desire—but his poetry grants once-human, once-personal events, a separation or ‘stand alone’ quality that is 
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destructive of FKURQRV��DQG�GHVWUXFWLYH�RI�WKH�ÀQLWH�WLPH�WKDW³IRU�+DJJOXQG³FDQ�RQO\�DSSHDU�LQ�WKH�ÀQLWXGH�
of things coming into being and passing away, in a time of non-presence in which the now is implicated in 
an absent past and absent future.7 But what if the desired sensations destroyed the processes that marked out 
events as sequential and bound up in a necessary passing away? What if the cutting power of desire destroyed 
WKH�SUHVHQW�RU�WKH�VDNH�RI�VRPH�TXDOLW\�WKDW�ZDV�UDGLFDOO\�HWHUQDO��QRW�FDSDEOH�RI�EHLQJ�UHGXFHG�WR�ÀQLWXGH"�,Q�
both “Gacela” and “Your Kiss” it is poetic form—something that despite use and reappearance has an ideal 
iterability—allows each instance of desire to intimate an imbrication with a desired that is radically excessive 
DQG�LQÀQLWH�LQ�EHLQJ�LUUHGXFLEOH�WR�DQ�LQVLVWHQW�ÀQLWXGH��2QH�FDQ�VHH�LQ�WKLV�PRGH�RI�SRHWLFV�MXVW�WKH�VRUW�RI�
spiritualism that Hagglund objects to in Hart’s philosophy: if the trace cannot be exhausted by any worldly 
UHIHUHQW�RU�VHQVH�WKHQ�IRU�+DJJOXQG�WKLV�PHDQV�ZH�DUH�OHIW�ZLWK�D�GHÀQLWH�DEVHQFH�RI�VHQVH��DQ�LPSHUDWLYH�WR�
UHIXVH�ZKDW�FDQQRW�EH�SUHVHQWHG��)RU�+DUW�WKLV�SUHVVLQJ�DQG�GHVLUHG�ÀQLWXGH�RSHQV�WR�D�VSLULWXDOLW\�WKDW�LV�QRW�
that of presence. Three words: poiesis, eros, and theology. Poeisis: those things that emerge from our making 
possess a power that is not ours. They stand alone or endure, indicating a time or survival beyond the self. Eros: 
WKH�GHVLUH�WKDW�GUDZV�WKH�VHOI�IURP�LWVHOI�QHFHVVDULO\�SRVVHVVHV�D�IRUFH�RI�DQQLKLODWLRQ�RU�VDFULÀFH�WKDW�LV�QRW�VR�
much one of self-loss (where I lose myself) as self-loss (where the self is lost, giving over to what can only be 
GHVLUHG��QHYHU�JLYHQ����7KHRORJ\��DOO�UHDGLQJ�LV�D�VXEPLVVLRQ�WR�ZKDW�LV�JLYHQ��ÀQLWH�DQG�EHIRUH�WKH�VHOI��7KH�
given demands to be read, to be given voice and spirit; and yet the same imperative to read is also a recognition 
of a spirit that can never exhaust or be exhausted by the letter. Hart’s poetry generates a separation of the 
sensation and the letter, and operates by an eros�RI�ÀQLWXGH�WKDW�RSHQV�RQWR�LQÀQLW\��%RWK�GLVWXUE�WKH�ZRUOG�WR�
the point of indicating a radically uncontainable power. 

   YOUR KISS

I feel your nakedness inside your kiss
(And once I nearly died inside your kiss)

All day the sky just lazes on the sea
And I am swimming in that tide, your kiss

How everything I see is soaked with time
(But in your arms I’ve always sighed “Your kiss!”)

It’s summer and the days peel off their skin
And naked half the day I ride your kiss

At night my walnut tree soaks up the dark
(Just as one night in bed you lied your kiss)

Death has its fundamentalists as well
But I shall take another guide: your kiss!

The heart is ringing in its spire of bone
(Then pushes time aside — just for your kiss)
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Since I started to think for myself I have been living in a triangle whose apexes are philosophy, theology, 
and literature. Sometimes it is an equilateral triangle, sometimes an isosceles triangle, and sometimes a 
scalene triangle. Always, though, at least since I knew the word, its center has been phenomenology, albeit 
a phenomenology that differs in one or more ways from its classical formulations. Chris speaks very kindly 
about my negotiation of academic disciplines. To my mind, I have simply been faithful in observing the many 
“regions of being,” as Husserl calls them, by which phenomena give themselves to us. Husserl was a great 
philosopher, and to some extent his posthumous publications are his greatest work, but he was not a poet. His 
metaphor “regions of being” has nothing to do with space but everything to do with the many ways in which 
phenomena give themselves to us. I shall return to this in a moment, but beforehand let me say something more 
general about how I see phenomenology.

A common narrative about phenomenology is that it begins with Husserl and then quickly frays into other 
versions of the philosophy that contest one or another of the master’s assumptions or procedures. So 
intentionality is questioned, transcendental consciousness is rejected, the reduction is dropped, and so on. 
You all know the joke: phenomenology is a church composed entirely of heretics. The same point can be put 
more positively. Perhaps no other philosophy has shown itself capable of getting by without so many concepts 
and protocols that its founder took to be essential. Or, again, perhaps there is no other philosophy that is as 
capable of re-inventing and re-launching itself from unlikely sites. I do not think of myself as a heretic in 
SKHQRPHQRORJ\��DQG�\HW�,�WKLQN�WKDW�LW�VWLOO�QHHGV�WR�GLVFKDUJH�WZR�PDLQ�DVVXPSWLRQV��7KH�ÀUVW�LV�WKDW�LW�EHJLQV�
with Husserl. And the second is that it occurs in philosophy, and only there. It is true that Husserl brought 
clarity and precision to phenomenology. He did so mostly in the context of Neo-Kantianism, and we can often 
feel that contexture in his writings. Yet, as Heidegger saw very clearly, phenomenology begins in the Greeks’ 
experience of nature manifesting itself. Heidegger also showed that it can be used to read the texts of Greek 
philosophy, and not only those texts: I am thinking of his lectures on Paul’s letters. Already an important point 
has been made: phenomenology is itself a hermeneutic; it offers us ways of reading, though, to be sure, only 
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Heidegger, and never Husserl, sought to read by way of phenomenology, and then only for a brief period. Paul 
Ricœur said that phenomenology needed hermeneutics in order to stop its slide into idealism. I think, rather, 
that it is its own hermeneutics: intentional analysis provides an extremely subtle series of ways of reading all 
sorts of texts, from philosophy to poetry.

Husserl saw, quite correctly, that phenomenology and art are very close relations: the phenomenological gaze 
and the aesthetic gaze are similar in important respects. It is easy to point to Francis Ponge, the poet of Le parti 
pris des choses, as a prime example of this, yet one could point just as readily to Maurice Blanchot whose 
narratives are preoccupied with prompts to reduction, from life in the “daytime world” of work and politics to 
the worklessness that occurs when undergoing the rigors of the approach of the neuter in the “nightime world” 
of literature, a space in which everything we know as “world” is brought relentlessly into question. Michael has 
drawn attention to my interest in Blanchot, who I take to be the strongest French narrative writer since Proust, 
the most consequent atheist of the last century, and one of the most subtle and creative readers of Heidegger. 
Like Wallace Stevens, I can say “I love Maurice Blanchot,” but I love him as a phased counterpart of what I try 
to do. He attends to what precedes phenomena and I look to what exceeds them; and once again I shall have 
something more to say about this a little later.

7R�P\�PLQG��SKHQRPHQRORJ\�KDV�QR�ERUGHUV��LW�SDUWLFLSDWHV�LQ�PDQ\�GLVFRXUVHV�ZLWKRXW�EHORQJLQJ�ÀQDOO\�WR�
any of them. It is the gentle art of nudging phenomena so that they show themselves. The kind of nudging that 
is required differs from phenomenon to phenomenon, and of course we must ready ourselves to perform the act. 
,W�KDV�WZR�SKDVHV��ї�ƮƵп�DQG�UHGXFWLRQ��IRU�SKHQRPHQRORJ\�WXUQV�RQ�D�GDWLYH��WKH�SHUVRQ�WR�ZKRP�VRPHWKLQJ�
LV�PDGH�PDQLIHVW��LQFOXGLQJ�KLV�RU�KHU�OLYHG�ERG\��DV�ZHOO�DV�RQ�D�JHQLWLYH��WKH�PDQLIHVWDWLRQ�RI�VRPHWKLQJ���
What I am calling a nudging is simply a shift of attitude, a passage from asking “What?” or “Why?” to asking 
“How?” The questions “What?” and “Why?” have their rightful places, even in Husserl’s philosophy, yet it 
is the question “How?” that uncovers the problem of constitution, how a phenomenon is rendered present or 
absent, and in what precise manner. 

How a phenomenon gives itself to someone depends on what Husserl called the “region of being” at issue: a 
number gives itself in a manner quite different from how an object gives itself, which, again, is quite different 
from how a non-Euclidean construction or a painting by Salvador Dali gives itself. A number’s phenomenality 
is exhausted in cognition, but not so for an object, while a Dali canvas deliberately frustrates cognition. We still 
have to chart all the regions of regions of being, and so in a sense phenomenology has only just commenced. 
�'HOHX]H�GUHDPHG�RI�D�ERRN�FRPSRVHG�HQWLUHO\�RI�FRQFHSWV��,�GUHDP�RI�D�ERRN�WKDW�GRFXPHQWV�DOO�WKH�UHJLRQV�
of being, the ways in which phenomena can give themselves.) Another sign of the proximity of its beginning 
is that only recently have we begun to think capaciously about phenomenality. Marion questions Heidegger’s 
restriction of phenomenality to being, and Heidegger in turn extended phenomenality from the realm of objects 
to the realm of being. If phenomenality is linked to Gegebenheit, then Meinongian objects, poems by John 
Ashbery, and divine revelations, all lay claim to phenomenality. Not always the same phenomenality, of course. 
For Husserl, phenomenality is granted by transcendental consciousness and the phenomenon, and Marion is the 
ÀUVW�SHUVRQ�WR�FKDOOHQJH�KLV�DXWKRULW\�DQG�WR�DUJXH�WKDW��E\�ULJKWV��SKHQRPHQDOLW\�EHORQJV�WR�WKH�SKHQRPHQRQ��,Q�
doing so, of course, he prizes intuition over intentionality, and replaces the subject with what he calls l’adonné. 
It is unclear, it seems to me, whether l’adonné�LV�DQ�H[WUHPH�ƩоƬƷƱƨư��D�FRQWUDFWLRQ�RI�WKH�&DUWHVLDQ�VXEMHFW�WR�
a point, or if it is part of a declension of the “I”: the ablative of the self, say, rather than the nominative. 

/HW�PH�EULHÁ\� FXW�P\�ÀJXUH� DJDLQVW� WKLV� JURXQG�� ,Q� WKH�ÀUVW� SODFH�� WKH� VWDQGDUG�KLVWRU\�RI�SKHQRPHQDOLW\��
IURP�+XVVHUO� WR�0DULRQ�� UHPDLQV�ZLWKLQ� WKH�ÀHOG�RI� VXEMHFWLYLW\�DQG� LQZDUGQHVV��(YHQ�0LFKHO�+HQU\� LV� LQ�
WKLV�ÀHOG��LQ�VRPH�ZD\V��KH�H[HPSOLÀHV�LW�LQ�DQ�H[WUHPH�PDQQHU��,W�FRPHV�DV�QR�VXUSULVH�WR�ORFDWH�$XJXVWLQH�
as a founding father here. Husserl quotes De vere religione at the end of the Cartesian Meditations: truth is 
to be found in the “inner man,” and true religion leads us back there. For Husserl, phenomenology is the true 
religion because it leads us to the true inner self, the transcendental dimension of consciousness. By contrast, 
P\�PDLQ�LQWHUHVW�KDV�EHHQ�ZKDW�,�FDOO�´WKH�EDVLODLF�UHGXFWLRQ�µ�ZKLFK�LV�H[HPSOLÀHG�LQ�WKH�SDUDEOHV�RI�-HVXV�
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DERXW�WKH�.LQJGRP��-HVXV·V�SDUDEOHV�VKRZ�XV�KRZ�WR�SDVV�IURP�´ZRUOGµ�LQ�DOO�LWV�VHQVHV³ƩҴƱƫƮư� imperium 
mundi, and all the rest—to what is radically prior to it, what he calls “kingdom.” It is not that we are led to a 
transcendental consciousness in which we can constitute phenomena, including God, and so make them present 
to us. Instead, we are led back to see that we are called to live coram deo—in accordance with the two great 
commandments—and that if we do so our lives shall differ markedly from how they have been lived before: we 
shall experience experience in a new way. It’s worth noting that, on this approach, we do not seek to make God 
SUHVHQW�WR�RXUVHOYHV��ZKHWKHU�E\�NQRZLQJ��QDWXUDO�WKHRORJ\��RU�E\�XQNQRZLQJ��DSRSKDWLF�WKHRORJ\��EXW�UDWKHU�
we seek to live so as to become present to God. 

The basilaic reduction is not simply kenotic, though, and so it differs from Marion’s and Lacoste’s 
SKHQRPHQRORJLHV��UDWKHU��LW�KDV�WZR�PRPHQWV��WKH�ÀUVW�LV�ƩоƬƷƱƨư�DQG�WKH�VHFRQG�LV�ї�оƩƲƠƱƨư��(XJHQ�)LQN�ZDV�
partly right about the reduction; it unhumanizes us, leads us to the margin of the world, and partly disengages 
us from its attraction. Yet he was mistaken, I think, to hold that there is a special consciousness to which we are 
OHG��DQG�WR�VXJJHVW�WKDW�ZH�UHPDLQ�RQ�WKH�PDUJLQ�RI�WKH�ZRUOG��7KH�PRYHPHQW�RI�ї�оƩƲƠƱƨư�LQYROYHV�WKH�ULVN�
of stretching into the Kingdom, which I take to be the primary state in which God reveals himself as Fatherly 
.LQJ��7KH�UHYHODWLRQ�LV�$EUDKDPLF��QRW�VSHFLÀFDOO\�&KULVWLDQ��DQG�DW�KHDUW�,�GR�QRW�WKLQN�WKDW�LW�LV�FRQÀQHG�WR�
WKH�:HVW��$�WKHRORJ\�RI�UHOLJLRQV�ÀQGV�DSSHDOV�WR�WKH�.LQJGRP�LQ�WKHLVWLF�DQG�QRQ�WKHLVWLF�UHOLJLRQV�DOLNH��6R�
LI�RQH�ZLVKHV�WR�VSHDN�RI�WKH�SKHQRPHQDOLW\�RI�*RG�ZLWKLQ�&KULVWLDQLW\��RQH�KDV�WZR�RSWLRQV��7KH�ÀUVW�LV�WR�
say that Christ is the phenomenality of God. He is the datum for the self-revelation of the Father, the one who 
transforms revelation into manifestation by way of parables, sayings, and acts. Revelation re-veils as much 
DV� LW� UHYHDOV³WKH�)DWKHU� UHPDLQV� KLGGHQ³\HW� WKH� VSHFLÀFLW\� RI� WKH�&KULVW� FRQVLVWV� LQ�PDNLQJ� D� UHYHODWLRQ�
manifest. The second way of speaking of the phenomenality of God is by way of the Kingdom. Origen was only 
partly right when he said that Christ is himself the Kingdom that he proclaims; in my judgment, the Kingdom 
approaches in and through love, caritas; its movement is caught in the Latin expression modus sine modo, a 
way without a way. We love God modus sine modo, at the extreme limit of how we love one another, and God 
ORYHV�XV�LQ�DQRWKHU�VFDQVLRQ�RI�WKH�/DWLQ�H[SUHVVLRQ��LQ�D�ZD\�ZLWKRXW�D�ZD\��*RG�FRPHV�WR�XV�QRW�LQ�D�ÁDVK�RI�
pure self-presence but as a trace.

&ODLUH� RIIHUV� D� YHU\� VXEWOH� FULWLFLVP� RI� D� UHFHQW� DIÀOLDWLRQ� RI� GHFRQVWUXFWLRQ� DQG� DWKHLVP�� 7R� P\� PLQG��
deconstruction is a moment in phenomenology; it is the moment of de-sedimentation in genetic phenomenology, 
ZKLFK�'HUULGD��XQGHU� WKH� LQÁXHQFH�RI�-HDQ�+\SSROLWH��H[WHQGHG� WR� WKH�QRWLRQ�RI�VWUXFWXUH��'HUULGD�RIIHUV�D�
powerful criticism of self-presence or full presence, though he often thought that this criticism extended to 
SUHVHQFH� LQ�DOO� LWV�PRGHV�� ,W�GRHV�QRW�� LW� LV� UHVWULFWHG��RU�VKRXOG�EH� UHVWULFWHG�� WR� IXOÀOOLQJ� LQWXLWLRQV�� UHDO�RU�
imaginary, and the real ones are few and far between, mostly to be found in logic and pure mathematics. In 
D�EULOOLDQW�DQDO\VLV��'HUULGD�VKRZV�WKDW�HYHQ�LQ�PDWKHPDWLFV�ZH�FDQQRW�UHO\�VLPSO\�RQ�D�IXOÀOOLQJ�LQWXLWLRQ��
empirical signs are needed. Where Derrida goes wrong, I think, is in proposing archi-writing as a master region 
of being. It is true that in writing all being is given without being. When I say “Whose woods these are I think 
I know” no physical woods appear before me: the being of the woods is given without sensual being. And it 
may well be true that all our intentional relations with the world involve language. Yet the being of the tree 
also gives itself to me by way of perception, anticipation, recollection, resemblance, fantasy, and so on. What 
interests Derrida is the trace that is left by being without being, by the withdrawal of the absolute character of 
any singular phenomenon: these woods, the idiom of Robert Frost, and so on. X without X: the syntax of the 
trace is something Derrida associates with Blanchot. Now does it follow that the trace is necessarily linked to 
WKH�ÀQLWH"�&HUWDLQO\�QRW�IRU�%ODQFKRW��IRU�KLP��WKH�2XWVLGH�LV�QHLWKHU�ÀQLWH�QRU�LQÀQLWH��$QG�RI�FRXUVH�WKH�V\QWD[�
of X without X is not unique to Blanchot.

,V� WKH� WUDFH� FRQÀQHG� WR� WKH� ÀQLWH"� ,� GR� QRW� WKLQN� VR�� %HIRUH� VD\LQJ� DQ\WKLQJ� DERXW� LW�� WKRXJK�� OHW�PH� SXW�
VRPHWKLQJ�WR�WKH�VLGH��VRPHWKLQJ�WKDW�&ODLUH�UDLVHV�LQ�KHU�SDSHU��LW�LV�WKH�LVVXH�RI�*RG�DQG�LQÀQLW\��,W�ZDV�RQO\�
LQ�WKH�IRXUWK�FHQWXU\�WKDW�&KULVWLDQ�WKHRORJ\�WUDQVIRUPHG�LWV�QRWLRQ�RI�*RG�E\�PDNLQJ�LQÀQLW\�DQ�HVVHQWLDO�WUDLW�
of the deity. Only when Gregory of Nyssa proposed in his Against Eunomius�WKDW�WKH�GHÀQLQJ�WUDLW�RI�GLYLQLW\�
LV�LQÀQLW\�UDWKHU�WKDQ�XQJHQHUDWHGQHVV�GLG�*RG�DQG�LQÀQLW\�EHFRPH�OLQNHG��+H�GLG�VR�LQ�RUGHU�WR�FRPEDW�WKH�
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philosophical wing of Arianism. Now Gregory had unlimitedness in mind, and the idea was very risky for the 
Greeks: to say that God is without limit seemed to deny the essential dignity of God. Nowadays, of course, 
XQOLPLWHGQHVV�LV�QRW�D�ULVN\�QRWLRQ��ZLWKRXW�PDWKHPDWLFDO�LQÀQLW\��DV�H[SORUHG�E\�/HLEQL]��ZH�FRXOG�QRW�KDYH�
EULGJHV�RU�VSDFH�VKLSV��&DOFXOXV�LV�WKH�GRPHVWLFDWLRQ�RI�LQÀQLW\��,Q�PHGLHYDO�DQG�PRGHUQ�WKHRORJ\��KRZHYHU��
LW�LV�QRW�WKH�PDWKHPDWLFDO�LQÀQLWH�WKDW�LV�LPSRUWDQW�EXW�UDWKHU�WKH�FODLP��FODULÀHG�E\�$TXLQDV��WKDW�VLPSOHQHVV�
LV�LQÀQLWH��7KDW�ZKLFK�LV�FRPSRXQG�LV�QHFHVVDULO\�ÀQLWH��,I�*RG�LV�VLPSOH��DQG�KLV�WULXQH�QDWXUH�LV�D�PDWWHU�RI�
UHDO�GLVWLQFWLRQV��QRW�GLYLVLRQV���WKHQ�*RG�LV�LQÀQLWH��1RZ�LI�WKLV�DEVROXWHO\�VLQJXODU�DQG�PHWDSK\VLFDOO\�VLPSOH�
deity were to become incarnate, the absolutely singular character of its simple nature would withdraw: one 
ZRXOG�EH�OHIW�ZLWK�D�WUDFH��7KH�DGYHQWXUH�RI�WKH�WUDFH�GRHV�QRW�WXUQ�RQ�ÀQLWXGH�RU�LQÀQLWXGH��RQ�FRPSRVLWLRQ�
or simpleness. Deconstruction is something that happens to texts by dint of a phenomenon giving itself in the 
UHJLRQ�RI�EHLQJ�FDOOHG�ZULWLQJ��$Q\�RQWRORJ\�RI�ÀQLWXGH�WKDW�'HUULGD�KHOG�ZDV�LQ�DGGLWLRQ�WR�KLV�IRUPXODWLRQ�RI�
deconstruction. 

The syntax of X without X begins with Augustine; it can be found in the fourth book of his The Literal 
Commentary on Genesis. Our predications of God take the form, he says, of X without X, and this is because 
of the transcendence of God. The deity exceeds phenomena. Now what Blanchot and Derrida discovered 
is that the same syntax can be used in that region of being that precedes phenomena, what Blanchot calls 
“the space of literature” and what Derrida calls “la différance.” To use Jean Wahl’s distinction, the syntax 
appropriate to transascendance turns out to be appropriate to transdescendance as well. One might say that 
that part of postmodernity associated with Blanchot and Derrida is preoccupied with the specular relations 
of transascendance and transdescendance, with what exceeds phenomena and what precedes them. Yet this 
preoccupation loses force as soon as one rejects spacing or différance or writing as a master region of being, 
and points instead to the plurality of such regions. 

The best early attempt to map the regions of being was made by Richard of St Victor in the twelfth century. 
His ark treatises have usually been read as labored allegories of medieval psychology, yet they can be read 
as offering as complete a map as he could make of the different ways in which phenomena can manifest 
themselves. If Richard provides a proto-phenomenology of all that is, Husserl allows us to bring precision to 
it. Richard’s concern is with the gaze, the various stages of contemplation, and Husserl’s concern is with the 
UHÀQHPHQW�RI�WKH�JD]H��RI�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�SKHQRPHQRORJ\�DV�D�́ VSLULWXDO�H[HUFLVHµ�WR�GR�ZLWK�FRQWHPSODWLRQ�
of phenomena. Phenomenology was always waiting in theology, and it was doing more than waiting to be 
discovered; it was working, concerning itself with the constitution of phenomena. 

Of course, phenomenology is always at work in poems as well. Poems are sites where “regions of being” are 
concatenated in intense and memorable ways, and perhaps this is what makes us think, with reason, that great 
poems say everything. For in a poem perception does not overwhelm anticipation, modes of absence jive with 
modes of presence, the region of being we call “resemblance” sits with the region of being we call “phantasy.” 
I think that Claire points to this in her reading of “Gacela” and in her general comments on my poems. 

KEVIN HART is the Edwin B Kyle Professor of Christian Studies at the University of Virginia and  
Professor in the School of Philosophy at the Australian Catholic University.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Recently Anglophone Continental philosophy has been marked by an emergent trend which goes under a 
variety of names, but which is perhaps best known as “speculative realism” (SR) (alongside such fellow-
travellers as “object oriented ontology”). Its proponents now include—and exclude—such personages as Ian 
Bogost, Ray Brassier, Levi Bryant, Iain Hamilton Grant, Graham Harman, Quentin Meillassoux, and Timothy 
Morton, among others.1 The rapid success of SR and object oriented ontology has been remarkable but also 
controversial: the trend has been accompanied and prosecuted by often-scathing polemics from all sides. 
1RWDEO\��PXFK� RI� WKH� GLVFXVVLRQ� KDV� WDNHQ� SODFH� RQOLQH³ZKLFK� SHUKDSV�PDNHV� 65� WKH� ÀUVW� SKLORVRSKLFDO�
movement of the post-convergent digital media environment.2

Despite the many differences separating its putative adherents, there are nonetheless certain shared convictions 
within this general approach. The approach—broad and diverse as it is—is explicitly and recurrently marked 
E\�WKUHH�NH\�IHDWXUHV��7KH�ÀUVW�LV�D�WKRURXJKJRLQJ�KRVWLOLW\�WR�WKH�.DQWLDQ�FULWLFDO�KHULWDJH��DW�HYHU\�OHYHO��DQG�
especially the latter’s alleged anthropomorphism, subject-centeredness, and representationalism. The second is 
a concomitant conviction that there must be a return to objects, to things-in-themselves, or what Meillassoux 
himself designates as “the Great Outdoors,” outside any subjective relation. The third concerns the necessity 
for the development of new means of thought itself, on the basis that an active priority must be given to 
renovating philosophy as such, independent of any existing practices.

In this article I turn to Meillassoux’s work in particular—not least because it seems to offer the strongest 
DUJXPHQWV�\HW�SUHVHQWHG�LQ�65³DQG�UH�H[DPLQH�LW�DFFRUGLQJ�WR�WKHVH�IHDWXUHV��,�ZLOO��ÀUVW��JLYH�D�EULHI�DFFRXQW�
of some of Meillassoux’s central claims and arguments, focussing on his treatment of these aspects; second, 
summarize some of the major criticisms that have been levelled at it, in order to; third, suggest how such 
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criticisms might themselves be supplemented by a further critique of Meillassoux’s presuppositions about 
logic; fourth, show how his recently-elaborated doctrine of the material sign at once attempts to answer these 
ORJLFDO�GLIÀFXOWLHV�\HW�HQGV�E\�UHSHDWLQJ�WKH�GLIÀFXOWLHV��EHIRUH��ÀIWK��FRQFOXGLQJ�ZLWK�VRPH�VXPPDU\�SROHPLFDO�
remarks about SR’s approach more generally. It is with this conclusion that I suggest that Jacques Derrida’s 
DQDO\VLV�RI�WKH�QRQ�YLFDULRXVQHVV�RI�YRPLW�LQ�.DQWLDQ�DHVWKHWLFV�UHWXUQV�DV�D�NLQG�RI�GLVDYRZHG�PDVWHU�WURSH�RI�
the “objects” of SR itself.
 
���620(�.(<�020(176�,1�AFTER FINITUDE

In his extraordinary text After Finitude��0HLOODVVRX[�PDNHV�WKH�VWURQJ�FODLP�WKDW�DOO�SRVW�.DQWLDQ�SKLORVRSK\�
has been dominated by what he calls “correlationism,” that is, the fundamental thesis that there is no possible 
access to things-in-themselves except by way of a correlation (however that correlation is conceived).3 
Correlationism maintains that objects cannot be thought of without subjects, and vice-versa. In Meillassoux’s 
words:

 
by “correlation” we mean the idea according to which we only ever have access to the correlation 
between thinking and being, and never to either term considered apart from the other. We will 
henceforth call correlationism any current which maintains the unsurpassable character of the 
FRUUHODWLRQ�VR�GHÀQHG�4

7KHUH� DUH� WZR�� DSSDUHQWO\� RSSRVHG� FRQVHTXHQFHV� WKDW� ÁRZ� IURP� WKH� FRUUHODWLRQLVW� LPSDVVH�� ÀUVW�� ZKDW�
Meillassoux calls “weak correlationism,” which deabsolutizes all thought of being by referring to the necessity 
of correlation (e.g., nothing can be said of Things-in-themselves, since anything that might be said has to pass 
through representations that always-already bind it); second, “strong correlationism,” which reabsolutizes the 
correlation itself (e.g., intentionality is irreducible in any philosophical account of reality to the extent that it 
must itself become a fundamental element of any ontology).

Against this allegedly deleterious capture by critical philosophy, Meillassoux proposes a return to a classical, 
SUH�FULWLFDO�SKLORVRSK\��RQH�RI�ZKRVH�PRGHOV�LV�'HVFDUWHV��7R�WKLV�HQG��0HLOODVVRX[�UHYLYLÀHV�DQG�UDGLFDOLVHV�
a series of old-school arguments: that mathematics is capable of thinking the thing-in-itself (qua the “primary 
qualities” that are absolutely independent of us); that all thought is governed by the principle of non-
contradiction (the sole discriminator of any possible consistency); that the only necessity is contingency itself 
(that there is no reason whatsoever for anything to take place). In the course of his demonstration, Meillassoux 
revises David Hume’s famous argument against causal necessity as challenging even the Leibnizian principle 
RI�VXIÀFLHQW�UHDVRQ��´UDWKHU�WKDQ�DIÀUPLQJ�OLNH�+XPH�WKDW�UHDVRQ�LV�LQFDSDEOH�RI�SURYLQJ�D�SULRUL�WKH�necessity 
of laws, I propose to show that, quite on the contrary, reason proves to us a priori the contingency of laws.”5 
This principle of unreason will be renamed in turn as the “principle of factiality,” that is, the presentation of the 
“non-factual essence of fact as such.”6

Having effected a kind of destruction of correlationism to his own satisfaction, Meillassoux proceeds to 
UHFRQVWUXFW�D�FODVVLFDO�RQWRORJ\��EXW�QRZ�RI�D�SRVW�.DQWLDQ�NLQG��)RU� LI�� DV�0HLOODVVRX[�VD\V��KH�ZLVKHV� WR�
return to the classics, he nonetheless recognises that it remains necessary and desirable that an overturning of 
correlationism must retain certain correlationist elements. The key distinction here is between “metaphysical 
UHDOLVP�µ�ZKLFK� VXVWDLQV�E\�PHDQV�RI� D�SULQFLSOH�RI� VXIÀFLHQW� UHDVRQ� WKH�QHFHVVLW\�RI� D� VXEVWDQFH�RI� VRPH�
kind (e.g., “God”); and “speculative realism,” the maintenance of absolutist thinking without recourse to 
any necessary substance whatsoever. Only the latter can simultaneously take into account the force of the 
correlationist arguments and turn these arguments against the necessity of correlation itself. Rather than a 
necessity of a certain being (metaphysical realism) or of any correlation (correlationism, weak or strong), the 
VSHFXODWLYH�UHDOLVW�ZLOO�DIÀUP�WKH�DEVROXWH�QHFHVVLW\�RI�FRQWLQJHQF\�DORQH�
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Such contingency is to be considered truly absolute. Meillassoux therefore argues against all probabilistic 
reasoning regarding the regularity or stability of all and any physical laws. The universe could utterly change 
at any moment; so that, in the words of W.B. Yeats, “a terrible beauty is born.” Yet the incontrovertibility of 
such annihilation does not simply mean that nothingness becomes the fons et origo of existence. Meillassoux’s 
SURMHFW�LV��TXLWH�WR�WKH�FRQWUDU\��WR�PDNH�LW�LPSRVVLEOH�WKDW�VRPH�WKLQJ�QRW�H[LVW��<HW�KRZ�FDQ�WKLV�EH"�)URP�ZKDW�
he calls the two “anhypothetical principles,” those of unreason (the absolute non-existence of any principle of 
VXIÀFLHQW�UHDVRQ���DQG�WKH�SULQFLSOH�RI�QRQ�FRQWUDGLFWLRQ��WKH�DEVROXWH�LPSRVVLELOLW\�RI�WKLQNLQJ�WKH�H[LVWHQFH�
of a contradictory being), he draws the conclusion that the only absolute necessity is the absolute impossibility 
of a necessary being. Why? Because the principle of unreason guarantees what Meillassoux here calls “a hyper-
Chaos,” irreducibly omnipotent and capable of producing anything at all at any time, from eternal stasis to the 
unutterably unthinkable. This hyper-Chaos comes with one cool, incontrovertible guarantee, however: that “a 
necessary entity” “is absolutely impossible.”7 

7ZR�UHPDUNV��)LUVW��RQ�0HLOODVVRX[·V�DFFRXQW��´a contradictory entity is absolutely impossible, because if an 
entity was contradictory, it would be necessary.”8 A contradictory entity would not be able to become other than 
it is, because it would precisely always already be other than it is; if that was the case, then it would destroy 
any possibility of determination of entities and change. Unable not to be other to itself, this being would be 
necessary. Yet a necessary being contravenes the principle of unreason. Despite this argument, however, it is 
not the principle of non-contradiction per se upon which Meillassoux relies—he sees non-contradiction as 
an anhypothetical principle, that is non-derivable but rationally demonstrable, but one bearing only on the 
possibility of the thinkable—but the principle of unreason upon which, Meillassoux claims, it is possible to 
verify the principle of non-contradiction itself. Second, Meillassoux wants to uphold a strong version of this 
principle of unreason: “it is necessary that there be something rather than nothing because it is necessarily 
contingent that there is something rather than something else.”9 It therefore becomes necessary that at any time, 
at least one contingent being exists, given that this reinscription of modal categories means that Meillassoux’s 
claims must hinge on actuality, not upon pure possibility in general. Yet the ontological status of this contingent 
existent remains uncertain, for reasons I will return to below.
 
The striking and rigorously counter-intuitive nature of Meillassoux’s program should not blind us, however, 
to his various sleights-of-thought. I am tempted to suggest that the success of his work is founded on a double 
appeal: on the one hand, and despite his adverting to Galileo and modern science, Meillassoux returns a 
sovereignty to philosophical reasoning as such, and to pure reason’s independent powers to think the real; on 
the other, the apparent rigour of this program is in fact nothing of the kind, but the effect of an assemblage 
of assertions that insist on their own consistency without being able to argue for it. Meillassoux’s work at 
once purports to free philosophers in general of their dependence on any other discourse, returning them to a 
classical position of sovereign thought-power, at the same time that its own weaknesses enable them not to feel 
compromised by any existing mode of philosophy in particular. Meillassoux’s position also thereby enables 
interventions into science, literature, theology, what-have-you, from a position of intimate exteriority.

It is surely for these and other reasons that After Finitude rapidly attracted a great deal of criticism from 
a variety of positions.10 Lorenzo Chiesa argues that Meillassoux’s insistence on “non-totalization” can only 
be ensured by covertly introducing “a supreme form of totalization.”11 Simon Critchley worries that the 
return to the distinction between primary and secondary qualities might induce an ethics that obliterates all 
cultural differences.12 Alexander Galloway believes that Meillassoux relies on mathematics as ahistorical, 
but today mathematics can only be understood in its historicity: “The mode of production today is math.”13 
Martin Hägglund confronts Meillassoux with the allegedly superior theory of time provided by Derrida.14 
Peter Hallward claims that “Meillassoux’s rationalist critique of causality and necessity seems to depend 
on an equivocation between metaphysical and physical or natural necessity.”15 Graham Harman thinks that 
“Meillassoux gives us a frankly dualistic ontology when it comes to contingency.”16 Adrian Johnston thinks 
WKDW�0HLOODVVRX[·V�UDWLRQDOLVW�FODLPV�DUH�XQDEOH�WR�EH�VFLHQWLÀFDOO\�VXSSRUWHG��DW�WKH�VDPH�WLPH�WKDW�KH�UHOLHV�RQ�
their epistemological superiority.17 Jon Roffe has argued that Meillassoux cannot coherently think ontological 
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change: “Meillassoux’s hyper-chaos cannot destroy time; it cannot even coherently be thought as the ground 
of time, since it is in fact time, taken in this minimal differential sense, that grounds the possibility of any 
otherwise, and any identity.”18 Christian Thorne targets Meillassoux’s “worse” than “almost illiterate” history 
of philosophy as essentially relying on disavowed paranomasia in fudging distinctions between epistemology 
and ontology.19 Alberto Toscano holds that “Meillassoux’s attack on the idealist parameters of correlationism is 
ultimately idealist in form.”20�)RU�&KULVWRSKHU�:DWNLQ��´LW�LV�UDWLRQDOO\�LOOHJLWLPDWH��DFFRUGLQJ�WR�WKH�FRQWLQJHQW�
norms of rationality that prevail at the moment, to disqualify a non-rational discourse on the absolute on pretext 
of its irrationality.”21 Alenka Zupancic maintains “the great Outside is the fantasy that covers up the Real that 
is already right here.”22 

:KDWHYHU�RQH�PLJKW�PDNH�RI� VXFK� FULWLTXHV��)ULHGULFK�1LHW]VFKH�KLPVHOI�ZRXOG�XQGRXEWHGO\� DGG� WKDW� SDUW�
RI�WKH�GLIÀFXOWLHV�ZLWK�PRVW³QRW�DOO�³RI�WKHVH�UHVSRQVHV�LV�WKDW��DW�WKH�YHU\�PRPHQW�WKDW�WKH\�RIIHU�VWURQJ�
propositions countering this or that aspect of Meillassoux’s work, they literally cannot allow themselves to go 
all the way with their destruction: for real demolition inevitably undermines its own rationale. What I would 
therefore like to propose here takes a slightly different angle, proceeding by a kind of “deconstruction” of 
the rhetorical assemblage of Meillassoux’s text, unpicking the seams in his style of argumentation. I do this 
by focussing on Meillassoux’s self-confessed general principles, as well as the status of the articulations he 
attempts to forge between them.

)LUVW��OHW·V�SLQSRLQW�0HLOODVVRX[·V�JHQHUDO�WHQGHQF\�WR�VHOHFW�IURP�particular logical and mathematical enterprises 
the principles or axioms that suit him, without his always acknowledging that: i) these do not necessarily have 
the same import outside their self-restricting frame of operations (this is especially the case with his use of 
set-theory axioms which are, precisely, a set), nor are they necessarily compatible with each other outside 
such frames (of course, they may well be, but this is assumed by Meillassoux, never demonstrated); ii) the 
OHJLWLPDF\�RI�VFLHQWLÀF�GLVFRXUVH�FDQ�RQO\�EH�SULRULWLVHG�E\�WKH�GRZQJUDGLQJ�RU�DEDQGRQPHQW�RI�DOO�RWKHU�IRUPV�
of thought, whose symptom in Meillassoux’s text is the constant shifting between the names of “science,” 
“logic” and “mathematics,” without their differences ever going beyond the invocation of various received 
syntagms (e.g., at points, Meillassoux suddenly starts to speak about “mathematized science”); iii) that these 
PHWDVWDWLF�VKLIWV�ÀQG�DQ�DWWHPSWHG�UHVROXWLRQ�LQ�0HLOODVVRX[�E\�DQ�DPELJXRXV�UHFRXUVH�WR�WKH�OLWHUDU\�23 Even 
in more recent work, in which Meillassoux has clearly recognized these problems and offers some arguments 
to deal with them, I believe his response fails on its own terms.24 The errors are constitutional, not cosmetic; 
they emerge whenever a philosophy takes itself as immediately being able to take other discourses outside their 
own terms.

Such sleights-of-thought have immediate consequences for the consistency of Meillassoux’s theses. Precisely 
to the extent that he has to consider mathematics as essentially a non-discourse of pure reference in order to 
evade the correlationist critique, Meillassoux ends up unable to sustain or abandon the distinction between 
existence and reference without implicitly reintroducing totality on the one hand, or the paradoxes of self-
reference on the other. One upshot of this is that Meillassoux’s deployment of the principle of non-contradiction 
is in fact arbitrary. It has no demonstrable privileged status, either “externally” or “internally,” according to 
his own arguments. To his credit, Meillassoux does everything he can not to accept this, even going so far as to 
give a little non-analysis of a rival logical innovation, paraconsistent theory, for which true contradictions are 
sometimes possible and conceptually acceptable. Here is Meillassoux: 

 
We claimed to have established the necessity of non-contradiction because a contradictory being 
ZRXOG� EH� D� QHFHVVDU\� EHLQJ�� %XW� LW� FRXOG� EH� REMHFWHG� WKDW� ZH� KDYH� FRQÁDWHG� contradiction and 
inconsistency.... for contemporary logicians, it is not non-contradiction that provides the criterion for 
what is thinkable, but rather inconsistency.25
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In his own defence, Meillassoux proceeds to propose something quite dissatisfactory: 
 
We would need to point out that paraconsistent logics were not developed in order to account for 
actual contradictory facts, but only in order to prevent computers, such as expert medical systems, 
from deducing anything whatsoever from contradictory data� �IRU� LQVWDQFH�� FRQÁLFWLQJ� GLDJQRVHV�
about a single case), because of the principle of ex falso quodlibet. Thus, it would be a matter of 
ascertaining whether contradiction, which can be conceived in terms of incoherent data about the 
world, can still be conceived in terms of non-linguistic occurrences. We would then have to try 
to demonstrate that dialectics and paraconsistent logics are only ever dealing with contradictions 
inherent in statements about the world, never with real contradictions in the world—in other words, 
they deal with contradictory theses about a single reality, rather than with a contradictory reality.26

 
This is unconvincing. The situation is worsened further by Meillassoux purporting to gesture towards possible 
FULWLFLVPV�RI� KLV� WKHVHV� VR� DV� WR� VWUHQJWKHQ� WKHLU� JURXQGV��<HW� KH�ÀQLVKHV� WKLV� VXEVHFWLRQ�ZLWK� D� VLJQLÀFDQW�
dismissal: “we will not pursue this investigation any further here...”27 But why not? This is palming off the 
impossible as if it were merely a tactical consideration.

)LUVW��ZKDW�SRVVLEOH�LPSRUW�FDQ�WKH�HPSLULFDO�FLUFXPVWDQFHV�RI�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�SDUDFRQVLVWHQW�ORJLFV�KDYH�RQ�
the sorts of abstract argumentation Meillassoux delights in? In short, none—otherwise one could immediately 
turn this around and assert that the veracity of Meillassoux’s own arguments might themselves also depend 
on a particular contingency. To even mention this as a possible argument, then, is highly suspicious. Note 
his use of the word “only”; note, too, the implicit treatment of “data” as if data were essentially equivalent 
to a “statement.” Yet this must be precisely not the case—otherwise there would presumably be no need to 
develop a radical new logic to handle it. Meillassoux, moreover, knows this; otherwise there would be no need 
to raise it at all (even if only to then, preposterously, claim that the problems he is identifying strengthen his 
argument although he doesn’t actually need to confront them really at all....). If Meillassoux wants to render 
data equivalent to, if not a subset of, other linguistic phenomena, then he has a great deal more work to do. 
Perhaps inevitably, then, without such work, the question concerning technology raises its Medusa Head in 
a symptomatic form. The claim that paraconsistency develops “only in order to prevent computers from…” 
means that Meillassoux can only recoil from the appalling image of Techné�KH�VHHV�UHÁHFWHG�LQ�WKH�VKLQLQJ�
Aegis of Philosophy, waving his unscabbarded principles in the air.

)RU�LW�LV�QRW�VLPSO\�WKH�FDVH�WKDW�SDUDFRQVLVWHQF\�GHDOV�RQO\�ZLWK�´VWDWHPHQWVµ�DQG�QRW�´UHDO�FRQWUDGLFWLRQV�µ�
Quite to the contrary, as I have already been suggesting, “data” must be irreducible to a linguistic phenomenon, 
as is not only evident from the remarks above, but because data is itself a term with more than a simple onto-
technological bearing. In a universe that can itself be considered essentially informatic, data is as real as it gets, 
indissociably material and mathematised at once. Such data is irreducible to contemporary computing issues, 
DV�LV�HYLGHQW�IURP�FRQWHPSRUDU\�FRPSXWDWLRQDO�RQWRORJLHV��VXFK�DV�WKRVH�RI�*UHJRU\�&KDLWLQ��(GZDUG�)UHGNLQ�
or Stephen Wolfram, which tend to render the “real” universe as essentially operating according to differences-
without-substance-or-subject.28�2QFH�DJDLQ��WKLV�LV�QRW�WR�DIÀUP�WKH�YLDELOLW\�RI�VXFK�WKHRULHV��RQO\�WR�VXJJHVW�
that Meillassoux’s claims regarding his own preference for non-contradiction are too weak to exclude the 
possibility of the separation of contradiction from inconsistency.29 

Against Meillassoux’s assertions, there is an immediate, stringent and powerful ontological interpretation of 
an extremely simple version of paraconsistency, which, in lieu of Meillassoux’s philosophical propositions 
UHJDUGLQJ�WKH�SULPDF\�RI�WKH�SULQFLSOH�RI�QRQ�FRQWUDGLFWLRQ��DIÀUPV�WKH�SULPDF\�RI�WKH�ODZ�RI�H[FOXGHG�PLGGOH��
If one takes even a basic comprehension of the “laws of logic” as in principle able to be understood and applied 
independently of each other, as Meillassoux de facto GRHV�� WKHQ�DIÀUPLQJ� WKH�SULPDF\�RI� H[FOXGHG�PLGGOH�
immediately gives us a bizarre but sustainable ontology: real differences prior to identity or contradiction.30 
0RUHRYHU�� DQG� LQ� OLQH�ZLWK� D�ZLGH� UDQJH�RI� SDUDFRQVLVWHQW� WKHVHV�� VXFK� DQ� ´RQWRORJ\µ� IDOVLÀHV� WKH� DQFLHQW�
proposition concerning contradictions ex falso quodlibet: under such paraconsistent conditions, not all real 
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contradictions are necessarily “explosive”; nor do they necessarily entail, as Meillassoux declares, any kind 
of necessary being (rather, they bear upon constrained local determinations and not on any totality).31 Then 
again, one might also suggest that such logics at least reintroduce the possibility of necessary beings that are 
anything but God. Whether or not one would wish to establish and defend such an ontology is a moot point. The 
upshot in the current context is simply that we can now also say this means that there is always a philosophical 
decision to be taken regarding means, and this decision cannot be grounded logically, as the choice of logic is 
itself integral to such a decision.
 
Even in the famous ur-example that Meillassoux denominates as the “arche-fossil,” an ancestral remnant that 
VFLHQFH�FRQÀUPV�DV�DQWHULRU�WR�DQ\�SRVVLEOH�JLYHQQHVV�ZKDWVRHYHU��KLV�RZQ�JUDQG�JHVWXUHV�GHFHLYH�KLP��/HW·V�
SXW�LW�OLNH�WKLV��WKH�H[DPSOH�LV�UHOLDQW�RQ�UHVXOWV�JHQHUDWHG�E\�UDGLRDFWLYH�GDWLQJ��WKDW�LV��D�VFLHQWLÀF�WKHRU\��DV�
rigorous as it gets, which depends upon measuring the decay of isotopes. One can hardly fault Meillassoux’s 
GHVLUH� WR�DIÀUP�WKDW�“There is contingent being independent of us, and this contingent being has no reason 
to be of a subjective nature,”32 but the example he proposes has the actuality of modern particle physics in 
the background: one can’t make the machines to generate these dates without such an actuality. But certain 
dominant interpretations of physics seem to contest the application of non-contradiction at the sub-atomic 
OHYHO��+RZHYHU�RQH�ZLVKHV�WR�LQWHUSUHW�WKLV�VLWXDWLRQ��LV�LW�FRQWUDGLFWLRQ�RQO\�DW�WKH�OHYHO�RI�WKH�SUH�VFLHQWLÀF�
everyday or real contradiction at the level of being or a mere façon de parler, etc.), it turns Meillassoux’s 
program into something a little weird: the existence of the arche-fossil can only be presented on the basis of 
technologies that function according to physical theories that certain strong interpretations suggest contradict 
the laws of non-contradiction. At the very moment that Meillassoux wishes to align himself with mathematized 
physics—or, more precisely, to draw essential lessons from its procedures and results that affront every possible 
correlationist response—he departs from it with the very concept that was supposed to exemplify it. 
 
But to say this is also to say that Meillassoux is assertoric where he should be argumentative, or that he 
draws on contingencies as proofs. In Meillassoux’s own terms, it is this: once it becomes clear that there is no 
particular philosophical priority that has to be given to the principle of non-contradiction, and that the question 
of means is non-derivable, then the condemnation of “correlationism” cannot be maintained. Or, rather, it 
UHYHDOV�WKDW�WKH�DFFXVDWLRQ�RI�´FRUUHODWLRQLVPµ�LWVHOI�FRQÁDWHV�WZR�TXLWH�GLIIHUHQW�LVVXHV��WKH�TXHVWLRQ�RI�WKH�
irreducibility of the thought-being distinction and the question of the means of philosophy itself. To put this 
DQRWKHU�ZD\��VSHFXODWLYH�UHDOLVP�LV�QRW�D�SRVW��RU�SUH�.DQWLDQLVP��EXW�D�hyper-Kantianism, one which effects a 
critical reduction of the subject-object distinction but which, in doing so, mistakes the status of philosophical 
means as�PHDQV��,Q�GRLQJ�VR��LW�VXFFXPEV�WR�UKHWRULF�ZLWKRXW��IRU�WKDW��EHLQJ�DEOH�WR�FRQFHDO�WKH�DIÀOLDWLRQV�LW�
denies; worse still, it conceals the contingency of its own presuppositions in purporting to announce them; last, 
it fails entirely to think the real of means.

Ray Brassier has analysed the consequences of this failing in the strongest critique of Meillassoux to date, 
which precisely targets the consequences of treating mathematics as giving a description of the primary 
qualities of real objects. If Meillassoux is clearly relying on Alain Badiou’s own prior arguments here, it is 
in a manner that is perhaps characteristic of speculative realism more generally: the thinkers they invoke to 
license their own projects provide arguments that entail conclusions antithetical to their own. In this particular 
case, Brassier shows that, whereas Badiou’s theses about the ontology of set theory function “subtractively,” 
that is, as essentially non-empirical claims about the place in which thought and being can meet in the void, 
0HLOODVVRX[�FRYHUWO\�UHLQWURGXFHV�D�IRUP�RI�3\WKDJRUHDQLVP�WKDW�KH�PXVW�GHQ\��)RU�´0HLOODVVRX[�LV�IRUFHG�
LQWR�WKH�GLIÀFXOW�SRVLWLRQ�RI�DWWHPSWLQJ�WR�UHFRQFLOH�WKH�FODLP�WKDW�EHLQJ�LV�QRW�LQKHUHQWO\�PDWKHPDWLFDO�ZLWK�WKH�
claim that being is intrinsically accessible to intellectual intuition…. The problem lies in trying to square the 
Galilean-Cartesian hypothesis that being is mathematizable with an insistence on the speculative disjunction 
whereby being is held to subsist independently of its mathematical intuitability.”33 This situation must pose 
serious problems for Meillassoux. On the one hand, being cannot be mathematical, which would be simple 
Pythagoreanism; on the other, mathematics is the only means by which being can be coherently be thought, 
which requires a fuller account of the privileges of means. The emergence of a thought that considers its own 
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emergence as contingent reintroduces a temporal schematism that contravenes its own thought of time.

Meillassoux has presumably taken Brassier’s critique seriously, because he has recently attempted to treat 
the problem with a supplementary theory, that of the “meaningless sign.”34 Unfortunately—and decisively—
precisely the same problems and misunderstandings recur in the putative solutions proffered here. Hence 
Meillassoux, in his attempt to give a speculative grounding to the claims of modern mathematized science, 
asserts: “Against all reduction of the meaningless sign to its material basis (sound or mark) we must maintain 
that there exists in the very sign itself a stratum of immateriality that not only has nothing to do with meaning 
but that precedes it, conditions it, and can exist independently of it.” The demonstration (which symptomatically 
KDV� UHFRXUVH� WR� D� OLWWOH� ´)DEOH� RI� WKH�&RQWHQWHG� 3DOHRJUDSKHUµ�� SXUSRUWV�� ´WR� H[KLELW� D�PLQLPDO� FRQGLWLRQ��
modest yet fundamental, of various contemporary formal languages—logical as well as mathematical. This 
minimal condition, as we shall see, has to do with our capacity to think a meaningless sign. I will then derive 
this capacity to think a meaningless sign from the principle of factuality, by showing that there is an essential 
link between this sort of sign and absolutized contingency.” I believe that Meillassoux does not show such “an 
essential link.”

+RZ� GRHV�0HLOODVVRX[� SURFHHG"� )LUVW�� KH�PDNHV� D� GLVWLQFWLRQ� EHWZHHQ� WKH� primo-absolutizing (properties 
necessary for every being) and the deutero-absolutizing (the absolute property of independence from the 
KXPDQ���6HFRQG��KH�SURIIHUV�D�FULWHULRQ�IRU�GLIIHUHQWLDWLQJ�QDWXUDO�IURP�IRUPDO�ODQJXDJHV��,Q�(XFOLG��GHÀQLWLRQ�
SUHFHGHV� SRVWXODWHV� DQG� D[LRPV�� ZKHUHDV� LQ� VHW� WKHRU\�� WKHUH� LV� QR� VXFK� LQLWLDO� GHÀQLWLRQ� RI� WHUPV� �KHUH��
Meillassoux is drawing again on Badiou); hence the set is understood by him as a sign without meaning or 
UHIHUHQFH��ZKHUHDV�LW�LV�RSHUDWRU�VLJQV�WKDW�JLYH�PHDQLQJ��WKDW�LV��SURSHUWLHV���0HLOODVVRX[�LGHQWLÀHV�WKH�FUXFLDO�
differentiator between primo- and deutero- as determined by the function that meaningless signs (henceforth: 
06��SOD\�ZLWKLQ�WKHLU�UHVSHFWLYH�OHYHOV��)RUPDO�ODQJXDJHV�JLYH�D�structural role at the level of syntax to the 
MS, which is therefore supposedly alone capable of giving us access to deutero-absolute truths. Against both 
formalism and Badiou, then, Meillassoux constructs “an ontology of the empty sign,” which derives from 
WKLQNLQJ�WKH�FRQVHTXHQFHV�RI�WKH�IRUP�RI�WKH�SXUH�06�LWVHOI��´)RUPDO�PHDQLQJ�µ�VD\V�0HLOODVVRX[��´LV�WKH�UXOH�
governed use of meaningless (or non-signifying) syntactical units.” A familiar position, it is true, but one that 
Meillassoux wishes to radicalise.

The level of immateriality of the MS which allegedly “precedes, conditions and is independent of it” draws 
on the type/token distinction, whereby the deposition of three ‘a’s constitutes an instance of the type ‘a’. 
(By the way, linear logic might here contest the “illimitable reproducibility” Meillassoux assigns to this 
situation.) Apparently this distinction is not conformable to the distinction material/concept. Unlike Saussurian 
´DUELWUDULQHVVµ� ZKLFK� LV� ´DUELWUDU\µ� YLV�j�YLV� WKH� UHODWLRQ� EHWZHHQ� WKH�PDWHULDO� �VLJQLÀHU�� DQG� LWV� PHDQLQJ�
�VLJQLÀHG���WKHUH�LV�KHUH�DQ�DUELWUDULQHVV�RI�ZKDW�0HLOODVVRX[�FDOOV�WKH�́ NHQRW\SHµ�LWVHOI��IURP�WKH�*UHHN��kenos, 
HPSW\���6XFK�D�NHQRW\SH�FRXOG�PDWHULDOO\�EH�DQ\WKLQJ��´LW�LV�LQÀQLWHO\�YDULDEOH�LQ�SULQFLSOH�ZLWK�UHJDUG�WR�LWV�
form, and this form has no necessity in itself”), which gives, within each sign a sameness of sensible similarity 
(so to speak) and a sameness of iterative identity. We should therefore attend to the constitution of the sign 
EHIRUH�DQ\�OLQN�WR�DQ\�VLJQLÀHG�ZKDWVRHYHU�

0HLOODVVRX[� SURFHHGV� WR� VRPH� IXUWKHU� GLVWLQFWLRQV�� ,Q� D� OLWWOH� LQWHUOXGH�� ´7KH� )DEOH� RI� WKH� &RQWHQWHG�
Paleographer,” he provides two superposed lines of marks, about which he remarks: every reproduction 
of the same mark is also a recurrence, which can be thought as: i) sensible non-dissimilar difference, that 
is, as repetition or monotony; ii) as iteration, i.e., as the non-differential, unlimited recurrence of marks, 
whereby the latter escapes the effect of the former, i.e., as intemporal and nonspatialized, which leads to: iii) 
reiteration as differential and unlimited, qua possibility opened by the thinking of differences outside any 
sensible repetition. According to Meillassoux, it is through this thought of reiteration that we can think the pure 
absence of necessity. But, strictly speaking, Meillassoux’s demonstration entails something quite different, 
that is, the absolute necessity of materiality. Even if we accepted the description of the meaningless sign and 
the kenotype, we still have to say if we wish to remain consistent (i.e., non-contradictory) that the kenotypic 
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potentiality is only potentiality insofar as it is and is not the material sign that indexes it.35 Note how this—
strangely enough — repeats one of Meillassoux’s own arguments from After Finitude (the demonstration of 
the necessary existence of a contingent being) against him, at the very moment that he himself has begun to 
RSHUDWH�DW�WKH�OHYHO�RI�WKH�YHU\�́ VWDWHPHQWVµ��KHUH�WKH�SULQFLSOH�RI�WKH�LQÀQLWH�UHSURGXFLELOLW\�RI�OHWWHUV��WR�ZKLFK�
he condemned paraconsistent logics.

Three further remarks: 1) the “reduction” of which Meillassoux speaks harbours a multiplicity of possible 
interpretations, all of which he essentially ignores, apart from the most negative; 2) the “stratum of immateriality” 
he designates simply cannot be said outside its material signs, because materiality is irreducible no matter what 
its actual material is or how this material presents itself; 3) his position now comes a cropper of Derrida’s 
critique of presupposition (of which more below). The key here is that the “stratum of immateriality” of which 
Meillassoux speaks is itself precisely void; and that the various kinds of repetition he invokes beg the question of 
the possibility of repetition itself. Indeed, this is precisely the point at which we can return to the problematic of 
K\SHU�.DQWLDQLVP�DV�SURYLGLQJ�WKH�GLVDYRZHG�NH\�WR�VSHFXODWLYH�UHDOLVP�DQG�REMHFW�RULHQWHG�SKLORVRSK\��ZLWK�
a little help from Derrida. As Hägglund has quite rightly suggested, “Although Meillassoux rarely mentions 
him by name, Derrida is clearly one of the intended targets for his attack on the idea of a ‘wholly other’ beyond 
the grasp of reason.”36 But we can go further: it is Derrida’s work, particularly his deconstruction of the sign, to 
which speculative realism is indebted in a fashion that is embarrassing and unacceptable for it.

,Q�DQ�H[WUDRUGLQDU\�EXW�ODPHQWDEO\�XQGHUTXRWHG�HVVD\��'HUULGD�GHFRQVWUXFWV�,PPDQXHO�.DQW·V�Third Critique 
in an unprecedented fashion.37 It is not an exaggeration to say that “Economimesis” is probably unique in the 
HQWLUH�WUDGLWLRQ�RI�FRPPHQWDU\�RQ�.DQW��IRU�DW�OHDVW�WKUHH�UHDVRQV�

1. the literality� RI� .DQW·V� WH[W� LV� IRUHJURXQGHG� WKURXJKRXW� �H�J��� ´Is it merely an accident of 
FRQVWUXFWLRQ��D�FKDQFH�RI�FRPSRVLWLRQ�WKDW�WKH�ZKROH�.DQWLDQ�WKHRU\�RI�PLPHVLV�LV�VHW�IRUWK�EHWZHHQ�
these two remarks on salary?”)

���WKH�´ORJLFµ�RI�VWULFW�FRQWUDGLFWLRQV�WKDW�EHJLQ�WR�VKRZ�XS�LQ�.DQW·V�WH[W�LV�QRW�DQ�RFFDVLRQ�IRU�LWV�
dismissal by Derrida, but a demonstration that it is impossible not to incarnate such contradictions, 
which are articulated on the basis of the aforementioned literality;

���D�QHZ�DQWL�.DQWLDQ�.DQWLDQ�ÀJXUH�LV�GUDZQ�IURP�WKLV�LQYHVWLJDWLRQ��ZKRVH�QDPH�LV�́ YRPLWµ�LQVRIDU�
as vomit names the impossibility of vicariousness, that is, the non-supplantability of utterly non-
subjective being.

Let’s listen to Derrida himself on the issue:

What is absolutely foreclosed is not vomit, but the possibility of a vicariousness of vomit, of its 
replacement by anything else—by some other unrepresentable, unnameable, unintelligible, 
insensible, unassimilable, obscene other which forces enjoyment and whose irrepressible violence 
ZRXOG�XQGR�WKH�KLHUDUFKL]LQJ�DXWKRULW\�RI�ORJRFHQWULF�DQDORJ\³LWV�SRZHU�RI�LGHQWLÀFDWLRQ«��7KH�
word vomit arrests the vicariousness of disgust; it puts the thing in the mouth; it substitutes, but only 
for example, oral for anal. It is determined by the system of the beautiful, “the symbol of morality,” 
as its other; it is then for philosophy, still, an elixir, even in the very quintessence of its bad taste.38 

My thesis is therefore as follows: it is this vomit that is the disavowed paradigm of the speculative realist 
utopia: precisely not subject nor subjectivisable, precisely not conformable to the phenomena-noumenon 
distinction; precisely the name for the factiality of matter without any possible representation and without any 
possible meaning. Vomit is the paradigm of SR’s Great Outside, of its allegedly-levelled objects. More cruelly, 
then, SR would be a fundamental name for a recoiling from and repetition of the factiality of Kant’s vomit as the 
paradigm of thought within thought itself. To put it differently: the spew is here a truly real contradictory thing.
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To summarize: SR would have, despite itself, the virtue of enabling a distinction to be drawn within the 
.DQWLDQ�SKHQRPHQRORJLFDO�KHULWDJH�EHWZHHQ�intentionality and means, so that the latter category can take on 
its full import as indispensable to the practices of contemporary philosophy, whereas the former takes on a 
properly regional or derivative aspect. Yet SR, to the extent that it is concerned with battling correlationism 
RU�� DW� D� OHVVHU� OHYHO��ZLWK� DIÀUPLQJ� WKH� ULJKWV� RI� WKH�*UHDW�2XWVLGH�� EHFRPHV� D� V\PSWRP� RI� DQ� XQWKRXJKW�
within “method” insofar as it simultaneously proclaims the total independence of being, yet cannot give any 
arguments for such an assertion without falling into contradictions that must be sutured by a self-corroding 
UKHWRULF�� ,Q� WKH�SHQXPEUD�RI�.DQW·V�YRPLW·V� VSODWWHU�� WKH�REMHFWV�RI� WKH�JUHDW�RXWVLGH��DQG�SHUKDSV�HYHQ� WKH�
Mallarméan “Perhaps,” start to look and smell again like the most delightful, sub-philosophical, idealist elixirs.
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6KRUWO\�EHIRUH�KH�GLHG�DW�WKH�DJH�RI�ÀIW\�VHYHQ��0LFKHO�)RXFDXOW�VSRNH�RI�KLV�HIIRUWV�WR�DOWHU�KLV�́ ZD\�RI�ORRNLQJ�
DW�WKLQJV�«�>DQG@�WR�FKDQJH�WKH�ERXQGDULHVµ�RI�ZKDW�KH�NQHZ�1�$IWHU�WKLUW\�ÀYH�\HDUV�RI�SKLORVRSKLFDO�ODERXU��
GXULQJ�ZKLFK�KH�DOZD\V�VRXJKW�WR�JR�DVWUD\�IURP�KLPVHOI��)RXFDXOW�ZRQGHUHG�LI�LQ�WKH�HQG�KH�KDG�IRXQG�KLV�
RULHQWDWLRQ�LQ�WKLQNLQJ��,QVWHDG��KH�UHPLQLVFHG��KH�KDG�PHUHO\�FRPH�WR�WKLQN�GLIIHUHQWO\��DOEHLW�´IURP�D�QHZ�
YDQWDJH�SRLQW�µ�GHVSLWH�WKH�LPSUHVVLRQ�RI�SURJUHVV��WKH�LURQ\�LV�RQH�HQGV�XS�´ORRNLQJ�GRZQ�RQ�RQHVHOI�IURP�
DERYH�µ2

,I�)RXFDXOW�LV�ULJKW�DQG�WKH�SKLORVRSKHU·V�YRFDWLRQ�UHPDLQV�DQ�DVNďVLV��RU�WKH�H[HUFLVH�RI�RQHVHOI�LQ�WKH�DFWLYLW\�
RI� WKRXJKW�� WKH� ORQJHU� RQH� SUDFWLFHV� WKLQNLQJ�� WKH� KLJKHU� DQG�ZLGHU� RQH·V� SHUVSHFWLYH� EHFRPHV��:LWK� IHZ�
H[FHSWLRQV�� WKH� UXOH� IRU� SKLORVRSKHUV� LV� WR� EHFRPH�SURIRXQG�� QRW�PRQDUFKV�� 6LPLODUO\� IRU� )RXFDXOW��ZKRVH�
YR\DJH�LQ�WKRXJKW�HQGHG�LQ�PLG�RFHDQ��WKRXJK�QRW�WRR�ODWH�IRU�KLP�WR�FODULI\�WKDW�ZKDW�KH�KDG�EHHQ�WU\LQJ�WR�
DUWLFXODWH³IURP�WKH�GD\�KH�OHIW� WKH�eFROH�1RUPDOH�6XSpULHXUH� LQ������XQWLO�KLV�GHDWK�LQ������DV�SURIHVVRU�
at the Collège de France³ZDV�D�FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\�RI�WKRXJKW��$V�)RXFDXOW�HQWHUHG�ZKDW�ZRXOG�DOVR�EH�WKH�ODVW�
PRQWKV�RI�KLV�OLIH��KH�OHIW�XV�LQ�QR�GRXEW�DERXW�KLV�VHUHQGLSLWRXV�SKLORVRSKLFDO�MRXUQH\��)URP�WKH�SHUVSHFWLYH�
DIIRUGHG�E\�KLQGVLJKW³DQG�HYHQ�WKRXJK�LW�PHWDPRUSKRVHG�LQ�D�´VRPHZKDW�FRQIXVHG�IDVKLRQµ3³KH�RXWOLQHG�D�
XQLTXH�SKLORVRSKLFDO�PHWKRG��,QVRIDU�DV�LW�LV�.DQWLDQ�GHULYHG�DQG�1LHW]VFKHDQ�LQVSLUHG��LW�LV�ERWK�FULWLFDO�DQG�
KLVWRULFDO�<HW�LW�LV�GHÀQLWLYHO\�)RXFDXOGLDQ�WRR��LQ�DV�PXFK�DV�FULWLTXH�WDUJHWV�WKRXJKW�LQ�LWV�KLVWRULFLW\���+HQFH�
)RXFDXOW·V�DQDO\WLFDO�IRFXV�RQ�WKH�JDPHV�RI�WUXWK�DQG�WKHLU�LQH[WULFDEOH�UHODWLRQ�WR�SRZHU��DV�ZHOO�DV�WKH�PRGHV�
RI�VHOI�IRUPDWLRQ�WKH\�FRQVWLWXWH��

$Q�DUWLFXODWLRQ�RI�)RXFDXOW·V�œuvre�RI�D�FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\�RI�WKRXJKW�GHÀQHV�WKH�SXUSRVH�KHUH��7R�EHJLQ�ZLWK��
WKH�ÀUVW�VHFWLRQ�JHVWXUHV�DW�D�FRQFHSW�RI�WKH�œuvre�ZKHUHLQ�LWV�IRUP�LV�GHÀQHG�E\�WKH�HVWDEOLVKPHQW�RI�D�ÀHOG�
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RI�LQTXLU\��ZKLOH�LWV�FRQWHQW�LV�FKDUDFWHULVHG�E\�GLVMXQFWLRQV�DQG�PXOWLSOLFLW\��,Q�VHFWLRQ�WZR�WKH�FULWLFLVPV�RI�
-�UJHQ�+DEHUPDV�DQG�&KDUOHV�7D\ORU�DUH�H[DPLQHG��7KHLU�LQVLVWHQFH�RQ�GHÀQLQJ�WKH�IRUP�RI�DQ�œuvre by the 
XQLW\�DQG�FRQWLQXLW\�RI�LWV�FRQWHQW�PHDQV�WKH\�UHMHFW�)RXFDXOW·V�HQGHDYRXU�RXWULJKW��$V�D�FRQVHTXHQFH��WKH\�
DUH�XQDEOH�WR�IDWKRP�KRZ�)RXFDXOW�FDQ�ERWK�FULWLTXH�DQG�GUDZ�XSRQ�HQOLJKWHQPHQW�WKRXJKW�DW�WKH�VDPH�WLPH��
6HFWLRQ�WKUHH�WKHQ�WUDFHV�WKH�RULJLQV�RI�)RXFDXOW·V�œuvre�RI�D�FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\�LQ�,PPDQXHO�.DQW·V�SURMHFW�IRU�D�
SKLORVRSKLFDO�KLVWRU\�RI�UHDVRQ��ZKLFK�)RXFDXOW�UHF\FOHV�WKURXJK�1LHW]VFKH·V�FULWLTXH�RI�:HVWHUQ�PHWDSK\VLFV�
DQG� VXEMHFWLYLW\��6XEVHTXHQWO\�� LQ� VHFWLRQ� IRXU�ZH� DQDO\VH�KRZ�)RXFDXOW� ERWK� UHMHFWV� DQG� LQFRUSRUDWHV� NH\�
HOHPHQWV�RI�HQOLJKWHQPHQW�LQWR�KLV�WKLQNLQJ��ZKLOH�VHFWLRQ�ÀYH�GHOLQHDWHV�WKH�HVVHQFH�RI�FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\�DQG�LWV�
IRFXV�RQ�VHOI�IRUPDWLRQ��)LQDOO\��LQ�WKH�FRQFOXVLRQ�ZH�FRQVLGHU�WKH�UHOHYDQFH�IRU�FULWLTXH�WRGD\�RI�D�)RXFDXOGLDQ�
œuvre�6
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7KH�TXHVWLRQ�WKDW�ÀUVW�FRPHV�WR�PLQG�IURP�WKHVH�LQWURGXFWRU\�UHPDUNV�LV�ZK\�DGYRFDWH�D�)RXFDXOGLDQ�œuvre"�)RU�
D�VWDUW��VHYHUDO�RWKHU�FRPPHQWDWRUV�GLVFHUQ�D�FRPPRQ�WKUHDG�LQ�)RXFDXOW·V�ZULWLQJV��ZKHWKHU�-RKQ�5DMFKPDQ·V�
´HWKLF�RI�IUHH�WKRXJKW�µ�+XEHUW�'UH\IXV·�DQG�3DXO�5DELQRZ·V�´LQWHUSUHWLYH�DQDO\WLFV�µ�6WXDUW�(OGHQ·V�´PDSSLQJ�
RI�WKH�SUHVHQW�µ�RU�$ODQ�6KHULGDQ·V�́ SROLWLFDO�DQDWRP\�µ7�2WKHU�ZULWHUV��KRZHYHU��DUH�PRUH�H[SOLFLW�LQ�GLVFHUQLQJ�
DQ�œuvre��,Q�LWV�KLJKO\�WRSLFDO�FKRLFH�RI�VH[XDOLW\�RU�WKH�WHFKQLTXHV�RI�QRUPDOLVDWLRQ��)RXFDXOW·V�ZRUN�FRKHUHV�
DURXQG�ZKDW�7RGG�0D\�FDOOV�´KLVWRULHV�RI�WKH�SUHVHQW�µ��$NLQ�WR�0LFKDHO�0DKRQ·V�LGHD�RI�WKH�´JHQHDORJLFDO�
SUREOHPDWLFµ� WKDW� LQIRUPV�)RXFDXOW·V�ZULWLQJV��� WKHVH�JHQHDORJLFDO�KLVWRULHV� DUH� IXHOOHG�E\�D� ´SKLORVRSKLFDO�
HWKRV�µ�ZKLFK�LWVHOI�LV�LQGLFDWLYH�RI�DQ�œuvre�DQG�PLJKW�EH�VLWXDWHG�ZLWKLQ�D�ODUJHU�FRUSXV�RI�HQOLJKWHQPHQW�
WKRXJKW�10� ,Q� WKLV� VHQVH� )RXFDXOW·V� HIIRUW� WR� GHSOR\� FULWLTXH� DV� D�PHDQV� WR� DUWLFXODWH� DQ� HWKLFV� UHOHYDQW� IRU�
WRGD\�GHÀQHV�D�FRQVLVWHQW�œuvre.11�)RU�-RKDQQD�2NVDOD��LW�DPRXQWV�WR�D�´QRPLQDOLVW�SROLWLFDO�RQWRORJ\µ�RI�WKH�
VRFLDO�SUDFWLFHV�WKDW�GHÀQH�RXU�SUHVHQW�UHDOLW\�12�1RQHWKHOHVV��WKHVH�WKLQNHUV�GR�QRW�GHYHORS�)RXFDXOW·V�œuvre�LQ�
WHUPV�RI�WKH�SKLORVRSKLFDO�PHWKRG�RI�D�FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\�RI�WKRXJKW��QRU�IRU�WKDW�PDWWHU�GR�WKH\�DGGUHVV�LWV�YHU\�
SRVVLELOLW\�

,Q�IDFW��EHIRUH�ZH�FDQ�HODERUDWH�DQ\�FRQWHQW��ZH�PXVW�ÀUVW�GHDO�ZLWK�WKH�REMHFWLRQ�WR�WKH�IRUP�RI�WKLV�HQGHDYRXU��
)RXFDXOW�KLPVHOI�FRXOG�EH�VDLG� WR�RSSRVH�DQ\�DWWHPSW� WR�DUWLFXODWH�DQ�œuvre��ZLWK�KLV� ULSRVWH� WR� WKRVH�ZKR�
GHWHFWHG�DQ�DIÀQLW\�EHWZHHQ�DUFKDHRORJ\�DQG�VWUXFWXUDOLVP�D�FDVH�LQ�SRLQW��$V�D�UHDFWLRQ�DJDLQVW�WKH�´$XWKRU�
*RGµ13��RU�´DXWKRU�JHQHUDWRUµ�����)RXFDXOW�OD\V�GRZQ�D�¶ODE\ULQWK·�DV�KLV�FRQGLWLRQ�RI�SRVVLELOLW\�IRU�ZULWLQJ��
+LV�PHWKRGRORJLFDO� UHDVRQ� LV�DXWKRULDO�HIIDFHPHQW�� VXFK� WKDW� WKH�H[SODQDWRU\�SRZHU�RI� WKH�HSLVWHPH�FRPHV�
WR�WKH�IRUH�DQG�ZH�FHDVH�GHPDQGLQJ�WKDW�)RXFDXOW�UHPDLQ�WKH�VDPH����:H�FDQ�WKHUHIRUH�DVN�LI�DQ�œuvre sans 
auteur³IURP�� WR�ERRW�� D� FKDPHOHRQLF� DXWKRU�ZKR� LV� D� FRQVXPPDWH� DFDGHPLF�ZKHHOHU� GHDOHU�16� DQG�ZLWK� D�
´VDUGRQLF�ODXJKWHUµ�WKDW�KDXQWV�HYHQ�*LOOHV�'HOHX]H17³LV�SRVVLEOH"

7R�EH�VXUH��WKH�SXUSRVH�KHUH�LV�QRW�D�UHWURDFWLYH�:KLJ�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�RI�)RXFDXOW·V�ZRUN��ZKLFK�DV�5RJHU�'HDFRQ�
DUJXHV�ZRXOG� VLPSO\� YLRODWH� KLV� WKRXJKW���� ,QVWHDG��ZH� FDQ� LQLWLDOO\� GLVWLQJXLVK� EHWZHHQ� DQ� DXWKRU� DQG� DQ�
LQGLYLGXDO��$V�WKH�IRUPHU��RQH·V�ZULWLQJV�DUH�SUHVHQWHG�IRU�SXEOLF�FRQVXPSWLRQ��,W�UHTXLUHV�RQH·V�ZRUN�WR�GLVSOD\�
FRQWLQXLW\�DQG�D�PLQLPXP�OHYHO�RI�FRKHUHQFH��ZKLFK�HYHQWXDOO\�WUDQVODWHV�LQWR�D�´QHR�LGHQWLW\�µ���+RZHYHU��DV�
DQ�LQGLYLGXDO�WKH�DXWKRU�HQMR\V�WKH�VDPH�ULJKW�WR�SULYDF\�DV�DQ\�RWKHU�FLWL]HQ��7KHUH�LV�QR�REOLJDWLRQ�WR�VWD\�
WKH�VDPH��RU�GXW\�WR�EH�SXEOLFO\�DFFRXQWDEOH�IRU�ZKR�RQH�LV��:LWK�HFKRHV�RI�WKH�DG�KRPLQHQ�IDOODF\��)RXFDXOW�
UHIXVHV�DQ�H[SODQDWLRQ�RI�DQ�œuvre³WKH�DXWKRU·V�SXEOLFO\�PHGLDWHG�QHR�LGHQWLW\³ZLWK�UHIHUHQFH�WR�D�SHUVRQ·V�
SULYDWH�OLIH�

6HFRQGO\��KH�UHMHFWV�WKH�YDORULVDWLRQ�RI�DQ�œuvre�GXH�WR�WKH�SROLWLFDO�SUHIHUHQFHV�RI�WKH�ZULWHU�DQG�KHU�LQWHOOHFWXDO�
OLQHDJH��,W�IXHOV�D�FXOW�RI�WKH�DXWKRU�DQG�LWV�DVVRFLDWHG�YLFLVVLWXGHV�RI�VW\OH��ZKLFK�LV�QR�PRUH�DFXWH�WKDQ�LQ�3DULV�
ZKHUH�LQWHOOHFWXDO�DIÀQLW\�LV�DV�ÀFNOH�DV�WKDW�RI�IDVKLRQ��6XFK�D�UHGXFWLRQ�RI�DXWKRU�WR�engagement�VSXUV�WKH�
KDJLRJUDSKHU�WR�LPSXWH�PDJLF�LQWR�WH[WV��DQG�WR�GHSOR\�WKHP�IRU�WKH�FDXVHV�WKH�DXWKRU�PLJKW�KDYH�FKDPSLRQHG��
,QVWHDG��WKH�YDOXH�RI�D�WH[W�UHVLGHV�LQ�WKH�H[WHQW�WR�ZKLFK�LW�VHUYHV�D�VWUDWHJLF�SXUSRVH�20�)RU�WKLV�WR�RFFXU��DQ�
DXWKRU·V�ZRUGV�PXVW�EH�UHOHDVHG�IURP�WKH�WH[WV�LQ�ZKLFK�WKH\�RULJLQDWH��DV�ZHOO�DV�IURP�WKH�DFDGHPLF�ULJRXUV�
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WKDW�DFFRPSDQ\�WKHLU�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ��)LQDOO\��)RXFDXOW�UHDGLO\�DFNQRZOHGJHV�WKH�OLQN�EHWZHHQ�WKH�LQGLYLGXDO��D�
QHR�LGHQWLW\�DQG�DQ�œuvre��,I�WR�FKDQJH�KRZ�RQH�WKLQNV�LV�D�JDPH�ZLWK�RQHVHOI��ZKLFK�LV�FRQVWLWXWLYH�RI�ZKR�RQH�
LV��WKHQ�LW�FDQQRW�EH�NHSW�IURP�RQH·V�SXEOLF�LQ�WKH�VKDSH�RI�ZKDW�RQH�SURGXFHV��RU�WKH�WH[WV�WKDW�RQH�SXEOLVKHV�
IRU�FRQVXPSWLRQ�LQ�UHWXUQ�IRU�VHOI�DIÀUPDWLRQ�21

,W�LV�WKLV�RVFLOODWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�D�ULJKW�WR�SULYDF\�YLV�j�YLV�RQH·V œuvre�DV�LW�HQWHUV�WKH�SXEOLF�GRPDLQ��WKH�GHPDQG�
WR�HYDOXDWH�D�WH[W�LQ�WHUPV�RI�LWV�FULWLFDO�SXUSRVH�UDWKHU�WKDQ�WKH�engagement�RI�LWV�SURGXFHU��DQG�WKH�FHQWUDOLW\�LQ�
KLV�OLIH�RI�WKH�WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ�RI�KLPVHOI�E\�WKRXJKW��VXFK�WKDW�KH�ZHDUV�KLV�PLQG�RQ�KLV�VOHHYH�22�ZKLFK�DFFRXQWV�
IRU�WKH�FRQIXVLRQ�LQ�KRZ�WR�LQWHUSUHW�)RXFDXOW�23�,W�DOVR�IXHOV�VFHSWLFLVP�DERXW�WKH�YHU\�SRVVLELOLW\�RI�DQ�œuvre 
DQG�KLV�DVVRFLDWLRQ�ZLWK� LW�� ,I�ZH�DUH� WR�KDYH�DQ\�KRSH�RI�ÀOOLQJ�RXW� LWV�FRQWHQW�ZLWK� �)RXFDXOGLDQ��FULWLFDO�
KLVWRU\��WKHUHIRUH��ZH�PXVW�DUWLFXODWH�WKH�IRUP�WKH�UHTXLVLWH�œuvre�PLJKW�WDNH�

$�SRLQW�RI�HQWU\�LV�)RXFDXOW·V�´IRXQGHU�RI�GLVFXUVLYLW\�µ�,W�GHYHORSV�RXW�RI�WKH�SROLWLFV�RI�GRLQJ�SKLORVRSK\�LQ�
����V�)UDQFH��ZKLFK�LQKHUHV�LQ�)RXFDXOW·V�FRPPHQWV�DERYH�LQ�WKH�SUHIDFH�WR�The Archaelogy of Knowledge 
DQG�KLV�PHWKRGRORJLFDO� LQMXQFWLRQ� WR�SULYLOHJH� WKH� WH[W�RYHU� WKH�DXWKRU��7KH�SROLWLFV� FRQFHUQV� UHOLHYLQJ� WKH�
DXWKRU�RI�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�E\�GLVVLSDWLQJ�WKH�RUGHULQJ�RI�VSRNHQ�WKLQJV�LQWR�GLVFRXUVH��ZKLFK�DOOD\V�WKH�DQ[LHW\�
LQKHUHQW�WR�DQ\�DFW�RI�ZULWLQJ�DQG�DOORZV�LW�WR�EHJLQ�DQHZ����+HUH��5D\PRQG�%DUWKHV·�´ERRN�RI�/RJRWKHWHVµ�LV�
XVHIXO��ZKHUHLQ�KH�ODXGV�6DGH��)RXULHU�DQG�/R\ROD�DV�LQYHQWRUV�RI�ODQJXDJH����%\�ÀUVW�UHMHFWLQJ�WKH�GRPLQDQW�
ODQJXDJH�DQG�LWV�GLVWRUWLRQV�RI�WKLQNLQJ��WKH�ORJRWKHWH�JRHV�RQ�WR�JURXQG�WKHLU�RZQ�OLQJXLVWLF�UHJLVWHU��ZKLFK�
WDNHV�VKDSH�LQ�D�VHOI�FRQWDLQHG�œuvre��+RZHYHU��WKH�ORJRWKHWH·V�WH[W�LV�FKDUDFWHULVHG�E\�DQ�LQÀQLWH�YDULHW\�RI�
VWUDWHJLHV��DSSURDFKHV��SUREOHPDWLVDWLRQV�DQG�SHUVSHFWLYHV��$V�D�´VHULHV�RI�ELWV�DQG�SLHFHV��D�EDURTXH�IDEULF�RI�
RGGV�DQG�HQGV�µ�WKH�œuvre qua�WH[W�FRQVWLWXWHV�D�FRQWLQXXP��\HW�ZLWKRXW�DQ\�ORJLFDO�RUGHU��WHOHRORJLFDO�UDWLRQDOH�
RU�RUJDQLF� FRKHUHQFH�26�:LWKLQ� D�EDURTXH�œuvre�� WKHUHIRUH�� WKH� DXWKRU� LV� D�KHXULVWLF�GHYLFH�� UDWKHU� WKDQ� WKH�
´RQWRORJLFDO�SULQFLSOHµ�RI�WKH�WH[W�27

)RXFDXOW�LQ�IDFW�LQWLPDWHV�DV�PXFK��'XULQJ�D�GHEDWH�DW�WKH�6RFLpWp IUDQoDLVH de SKLORVRSKLH�LQ�������SXEOLVKHG�
DV�Qu’est-ce qu’un auteur?���KH�VD\V�KLV�DLP�LQ�7KH�2UGHU�RI�7KLQJV�KDG�EHHQ�WR�H[FDYDWH�WKH�HSLVWHPH��RU�
WKRVH� GLVFXUVLYH� OD\HUV� WKDW� VWDQG� RXWVLGH� WKH� FDWHJRULHV� ´RI� WKH� ERRN�«� >RU@� DXWKRU�µ���7R� JHW� EH\RQG� WKH�
DQWKURSRFHQWULF� UHGXFWLRQLVP� LPSOLHG� E\� WKH� ODWWHU�� )RXFDXOW� VSHDNV� RI� WKH� ´WUDQVGLVFXUVLYHµ� DXWKRU�� ZKR�
FRQVWUXFWV�D�KRXVH�RI�ZULWLQJ�LQ�ZKLFK�RWKHU�DXWKRUV�ÀQG�WKHLU�KRPH��7KH�´IRXQGHUV�RI�GLVFXUVLYLW\�µ�ZKHWKHU�
)UHXG�DQG�0DU[��DQG�WKHLU�GLVFRXUVHV�RI�SV\FKRDQDO\VLV�DQG�0DU[LVP��UHVSHFWLYHO\��RU�1LHW]VFKH��0DU[�DQG�
)UHXG��DQG�WKHLU�FRQVWLWXWLRQ�RI�WKH�ÀHOG�RI�KHUPHQHXWLFV�����HVWDEOLVK�WKH�IUDPHZRUN�DQG�QRUPV�WKDW�JLYH�ELUWK�
WR�IXWXUH�WH[WV��7KHVH�DXWKRUV�KDYH�DQ�´LQDXJXUDWLYH�YDOXH�µ�7KH\�IRUFH��ZLWKLQ�WKH�.XKQHVTXH�SDUDGLJP�WKH\�
JLYH�ELUWK�WR��D�FRQVWDQW�UHWXUQ�WR�WKH�RULJLQ��+RZHYHU��WKLV�LV�QRW�RXW�RI�DQ\�REOLJDWLRQ�WR�EH�IDLWKIXO�WR�WKH�
IRXQGHU��EXW�DQ�DFW�RI�KRPDJH�DQG�D�SRLQW�RI�GHSDUWXUH�IRU�PRGLI\LQJ�WKH�ÀHOG�RI�GLVFXUVLYLW\�30

)RXFDXOW��,�ZDQW�WR�DUJXH�DORQJ�ZLWK�3DXO�5DELQRZ�DQG�(GZDUG�6DwG�31� LV�RQH�VXFK�IRXQGHU�RI�GLVFXUVLYLW\��
+LV�ÀHOG� LV�SKLORVRSKLFDO�PHWKRG��ZKLFK�PDQ\�RI�XV�ZRUN�ZLWK�RU�DJDLQVW��EXW� UDUHO\�ZLWKRXW� UHIHUHQFH� WR��
7\SLFDOO\��ZH� GHSOR\� LW� LQ� RXU� HYHU\GD\� SUDFWLFH� RI� WKRXJKW��ZKLFK� LV� DQ� DPDOJDP� RI�DVNďVLV�� RU� WUDLQLQJ��
DQG�PDWKďVLV��RU� WKHRUHWLFDO�NQRZOHGJH�32� ,Q� WKLV� UHVSHFW�� WKH� IRUP�RI�KLV�œuvre� LV�FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\��ZKLOH� LWV�
FRQWHQW�LV�NQRZOHGJH��SRZHU�DQG�HWKLFV��,W�VXJJHVWV�WKH�œuvre�LV�QHLWKHU�WKH�H[FOXVLYH�SURGXFW�RI�WKH�DXWKRU��
QRU�WKH�DUELWUDU\�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�RI�WKH�UHDGHU��,W�LV�WKH�FR�FRQVWUXFWHG�HIIHFW�RI�WKH�FRQVWLWXWLRQ�RI�WKH�DXWKRU·V�
LQWHUSUHWDWLYH�KRUL]RQV�E\�WKH�HSLVWHPH��DQG�WKH�SURGXFW�RI�WKH�G\QDPLF�LQKHUHQW�WR�WKH�ÀHOG�RI�GLVFXUVLYLW\�WKDW�
LV�JURXQGHG�E\�WKH�DXWKRU�33�$OWKRXJK�LQLWLDOO\�WKH�RXWFRPH�RI�WKH�DXWKRU·V�FRPSUHKHQVLRQ�RI�WKH�HSLVWHPH��WKH�
œuvre�XOWLPDWHO\�GHWDFKHV�LWVHOI�IURP�DQ\�DXWKRULDO�VXEMHFW��:KLOH�DQ�œuvre�HQGXUHV�DV�D�GLVFXUVLYH�ÀHOG��WKH�
DXWKRU�LV�PHUHO\�LWV�KRPH�JURXQG��$XWKRUVKLS�LV�D�KRVWDJH�RI�WKH�KLVWRULFDO�DQG�UHDFWLYH��DV�LW�PXVW�EH�ZKHQ�WKH�
JUDSKď�LQVLQXDWHV�LWVHOI�LQWR�WKH�ELRV���
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:LWK�WKLV�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�RI�WKH�IRUP�RI�D�)RXFDXOGLDQ�œuvre��ZK\�DGYRFDWH�D�FRQWHQW�RI�WKH�SUDFWLFH�RI�FULWLTXH�
LQ�UHVSHFW�RI�WKH�LPEURJOLR�RI�WUXWK��SRZHU�DQG�VXEMHFWLYLW\"�2QH�DSSURDFK�LV�WR�FRQVLGHU�WKH�TXHVWLRQ�LQ�WHUPV�
RI� LWV� RULJLQV��:K\�� WKDW� LV�� GR� )RXFDXOW·V� IRHV� JR� WR� VXFK� OHQJWKV� WR� HPSKDVLVH� WKH� IDFW� WKDW�� EHFDXVH� KLV�
WUDMHFWRU\�RI�FULWLTXH�ZDV�FKDUDFWHULVHG�E\�IUHTXHQW�RVFLOODWLRQV�EHWZHHQ�NQRZOHGJH��SRZHU�DQG�VHOI�IRUPDWLRQ��
LW�LV�LPSRVVLEOH�WR�DVVLJQ�YDOXH�WR�KLV�WKRXJKW��OHW�DORQH�WDON�DERXW�LW�LQ�WKHLU�YRFDEXODU\�RI�DQ�œuvre?

7KH� DQVZHU� OLHV� LQ�ZKDW� LV� XQVDLG�� \HW� LPSOLHG� DQG� WDNHQ� IRU� JUDQWHG�� )URP� WKH� SHUVSHFWLYH� RI� ´DXWHXULVW 
FULWLFLVP�µ��� WKLQNHUV�ZLWKRXW�DQ�XQGHUO\LQJ�XQLW\�DQG�FRQWLQXLW\�DUH�UDUHO\� WDNHQ�VHULRXVO\��7R�EH�IDLU��HYHQ�
)RXFDXOW·V� IULHQGV� GLIIHU� LQ� WKHLU� WD[RQRPLHV�� ,V� KH� D� SKLORVRSKHU�� VRFLDO� FULWLF� RU� SROLWLFDO� WKHRULVW�36� DQ�
KLVWRULDQ³LQ�ZKLFK� FDVH�� RI� NQRZOHGJH�� LQVWLWXWLRQV�� SRZHU�� VRFLDO� VWUXFWXUHV�� WKH� KXPDQ� VFLHQFHV�� HWKLFDO�
SUDFWLFHV��RU�SHUKDSV�DOO�RI�WKHVH�DW�WKH�VDPH�WLPH37³RU��DV�KH�KLPVHOI�LPSOLHG��D�FULWLFDO�KLVWRULDQ�RI�WKRXJKW�
ZKRVH�ZRUN�LV�SROLWLFDO�EHFDXVH�HPSLULFDO�DQG�RULHQWHG�WRZDUG�WKH�SUHVHQW"���7R�SDUDSKUDVH�)RXFDXOW��ZH�PLJKW�
VD\�WKDW�IRU�KLV�IRHV�WKH�DEVHQFH�RI�D�VWDEOH�DXWKRULDO�VXEMHFW�EHKLQG�KLV�œuvre�PDNHV�LW�WDQWDPRXQW�WR�PDGQHVV��
RU�´WKRXJKW�ZLWKRXW�UHDVRQ�µ��

/HW�PH�KRPH�LQ�RQ�WKH�DUJXPHQWV�DJDLQVW�)RXFDXOW·V�IROO\��ZKHUH�KLV�GHWUDFWRUV�IRFXV�RQ�WKH�VWDWXV�RI�WUXWK�DV�DQ�
HIIHFW�RI�WKH�DSSDUDWXVHV�RI�SRZHU�NQRZOHGJH�DQG�WKH�FRQWUDGLFWLRQ�LW�ODQGV�KLP�LQ�ZKHQ�LW�FRPHV�WR�DGYRFDWLQJ�
FULWLTXH�� )RU�+DEHUPDV�� )RXFDXOW·V� DYHUVLRQ� WR� WUXWK�PHDQV� WKDW� QHLWKHU� WKH� DUFKDHRORJLVW·V� VWRLF� JD]H� WKDW�
IUHH]HV�KLVWRU\�LQWR�DQ�LFHEHUJ��QRU�WKH�F\QLFDO�JD]H�RI�WKH�JHQHDORJLVW�ZKR�GHIURVWV�DQG�UHPRXOGV�LW��PRYH�XV�
EH\RQG�D�VXEMHFWOHVV�ZLOO�WR�SRZHU��*HQHDORJLFDO�KLVWRULRJUDSK\��ZKLFK�DVVXPHV�SRZHU�KDV�D�WUDQVFHQGHQWDO�
VWDWXV�WKDW�XVXUSV�UHDVRQ·V�FODLP�WR�REMHFWLYLW\��VXIIHUV�IURP�WKH�VDPH�LOOXVLRQV�)RXFDXOW�GHWHFWV�LQ�WKH�KXPDQ�
VFLHQFHV��$FFRUGLQJ�WR�+DEHUPDV��)RXFDXOW·V�1LHW]VFKHDQ�WUHDWPHQW�RI�SRZHU�DV�WKH�KLVWRULFDO�D�SULRUL³WKDW�
´ERUGHU�RI�WLPH�WKDW�VXUURXQGV�RXU�SUHVHQW�«�>DQG�@�RXWVLGH�RXUVHOYHV��GHOLPLWV�XVµ��³HOLPLQDWHV�DQ\�WUDFH�RI�
VXEMHFWLYLW\��ZKLFK�ODQGV�KLP�LQ�́ FRQWUDGLFWRU\�VHOI�WKHPDWL]DWLRQV�µ���8OWLPDWHO\��+DEHUPDV�GHVSDLUV��)RXFDXOW�
LV�XQDEOH�WR�DGMXGLFDWH�WKH�DOO�SHUYDVLYH�SRZHU�FLUFXODWLQJ�LQ�WKH�VRFLDO�ERG\��,I�KH�LV�WR�FRQYLQFH�+DEHUPDV�WKDW�
KH�LV�PRUH�WKDQ�D�\RXQJ�FRQVHUYDWLYH�ZKRVH�FULWLTXH�RI�PRGHUQLW\�GRHV�QRW�WXUQ�LQ�RQ�LWVHOI³LI�)RXFDXOW�LV�WR�
GR�PRUH�WKDQ�DHVWKHWLFLVH�SROLWLFV�LQWR�D�WUDQVÀJXULQJ�SOD\�RI�IUHHGRP�ZLWK�UHDOLW\³KH�PXVW�DVVXDJH�+DEHUPDV·�
VNHSWLFLVP����:K\��+DEHUPDV�H[DVSHUDWHV��RXJKW�ZH�WR�UHVLVW�DSSDUDWXVHV�RI�SRZHU�NQRZOHGJH"��

,Q�OLQH�ZLWK�+DEHUPDV��&KDUOHV�7D\ORU�GHQRXQFHV�WKH�PRQROLWKLF�UHODWLYLVP�RI�)RXFDXOW·V�DSSDUDWXVHV�RI�SRZHU�
NQRZOHGJH�DQG�WKH�LPSRWHQFH�RI�KLV�FULWLTXH��7KLV�LV�OLQNHG�WR�7D\ORU·V�FRQFHUQ�ZLWK�)RXFDXOW·V�DQDO\VLV�RI�
SRZHU��LQ�ZKLFK�WKHUH�LV�QR�SODFH�IRU�IUHHGRP�RU�WUXWK����5DWKHU�WKDQ�IROORZ�7D\ORU�E\�DUWLFXODWLQJ�D�FRPPXQLW\·V�
PRUDO�RQWRORJ\�DQG�LWV�LPSRUWDQFH�WR�WKH�FRQVWLWXWLRQ�RI�LGHQWLW\��HVSHFLDOO\�WKH�XQGHUO\LQJ�LPDJH�RI�WKH�VHOI�ZKR�
HQMR\V�WKH�SRZHU�WR�ZLOO��)RXFDXOW�RSWV�IRU�WKH�KHUPHWLF�´FULWLF�LQ�VPDOO�µ���+LV�QHR�1LHW]VFKHDQ�DUELWUDULQHVV�
RI�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ��DQG�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�DV�DQ�LPSRVLWLRQ�RI�GRPLQDWLRQ��PHDQV�WKDW�)RXFDXOW·V�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�RI�WKH�
VXEMHFW�DV�D�VHOI�FHQWUHG�ZRUN�RI�DUW�LV�GLIÀFXOW�WR�DFFHSW�LQ�WKH�IDFH�RI�KLV�UHMHFWLRQ�RI�PRGHUQ�WKRXJKW����,Q�
DQVZHU�WR�KLV�TXHVWLRQ�DERXW�D�FRQFHSWXDOLVDWLRQ�RI�SRZHU�ZLWKRXW�DVVRFLDWHG�QRWLRQV�RI�WUXWK�DQG�IUHHGRP��
7D\ORU�ODPHQWV�WKDW�)RXFDXOW�LV�GRXEO\�UHODWLYLVWLF��+H�FDQQRW�GLIIHUHQWLDWH�YDULRXV�IUDPHZRUNV�RI�́ OLIH�WKRXJKW�
YDOXDWLRQ�µ�QRU�MXGJH�EHWZHHQ�WKH�GLIIHUHQW�IRUPV�RI�SRZHU�WKH\�LPSO\���

IQ� WKLV� OLJKW��P\� LQWHQWLRQ� LV� WR�PHHW�)RXFDXOW·V� FULWLFV�RQ� WKHLU�RZQ� WHUPV�E\�DUJXLQJ� WKDW�KH� LQFRUSRUDWHV�
DQG�JRHV�EH\RQG�WKH�SKLORVRSKLFDO�OHJDF\�RI�HQOLJKWHQPHQW�WKRXJKW��)RU�KLV�FULWLFV��FHUWDLQ�FRQFHSWV��VXFK�DV�
SRZHU�DQG�NQRZOHGJH��DQG�PDQ\�FRUH�YDOXHV³WUXWK�DQG�IUHHGRP�SULPH�DPRQJ�WKHP³DUH�WKH�VROH�SUHVHUYH�
RI� DQ�HQOLJKWHQPHQW� LQVSLUHG�PRGH�RI� WKLQNLQJ��ZKLFK�DOVR� LQFOXGHV�DQ�H[FOXVLYH�SUDFWLFH�RI� FULWLTXH��7KLV�
LV�ZK\�+DEHUPDV��PRVW� WHOOLQJO\��ZDQWV� WR� LQWHUURJDWH� )RXFDXOW·V� GHVLUH� WR� EULQJ� ´RII� D� UDGLFDO� FULWLTXH� RI�
UHDVRQ�µ��� ,I� )RXFDXOW� IDLOV�� WKHQ� VR� WRR� GRHV� KLV�1LHW]VFKHDQ� ODXQGHULQJ� RI�.DQW� DQG� WKH� HIIRUW� WR� GLVFHUQ�
IURP�ZLWKLQ�HQOLJKWHQPHQW�DQ�DOWHUQDWLYH�PRGH�RI�FULWLTXH��6LPLODUO\��DV�7D\ORU�VD\V��)RXFDXOW·V�DFFRXQW�RI�
SRZHU�NQRZOHGJH�LV�HPSW\�LQ�UHVSHFW�RI�WUXWK�DQG�OLEHUDWLRQ�DQG�VLOHQW�DERXW�WKHLU�FDXVDO�UHODWLRQ��%HFDXVH��
LQ�7D\ORU·V� LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�RI�HQOLJKWHQPHQW��DQ\�WDON�RI�SRZHU�PXVW� LQFOXGH�LWV�QHPHVLV�� WUXWK�qua�PHDQV�WR�
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IUHHGRP��)RXFDXOW�VLPSO\�GRHV�QRW�´VSHDN�FRKHUHQWO\�µ���)RU�+DEHUPDV�DQG�7D\ORU��SKLORVRSKLFDO�LQFRKHUHQFH�
DQG�SROLWLFDO�GDQJHU�LQÀOWUDWH�)RXFDXOW·V�1LHW]VFKHDQ�DWWHPSW�WR�KDYH�KLV�.DQWLDQ�FDNH�DQG�HDW�LW��2QH�VLPSO\�
FDQQRW�UHMHFW�WKH�YDOXH�OHJDF\�RI�HQOLJKWHQPHQW��\HW�DW�WKH�VDPH�WLPH�ERWK�FODLP�D�VKDUH�RI�WKH�LQKHULWDQFH�RI�
LWV�FRQFHSWV��VXFK�DV�WUXWK�DQG�IUHHGRP��DQG�DUJXH�IRU�DQ�DOWHUQDWLYH�ODQJXDJH�RI�FULWLTXH³FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\³
WKURXJK�ZKLFK�WR�WKLQN�WKHP���

.$17��1,(7=6&+(��)28&$8/7

7KH�DERYH�FULWLFLVPV�SHUVRQLI\�WKH�QHJDWLYH�UHFHSWLRQ�RI�)RXFDXOW�EH\RQG�WKH�*DOOLF�FRQWH[W�WKDW�QXUWXUHG�KLP��
+LV�EDG�SUHVV�LV�ODUJHO\�GXH�WR�PXWXDOO\�H[FOXVLYH�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQV�LQ�SRVW�ZDU�)UDQFH�DQG�*HUPDQ\�RI�.DQW·V�
FDOO�WR�WDNH�XS�SHQV�DURXQG�D�KLVWRU\�RI�UHDVRQ����,Q�)UDQFH��LW�SURGXFHG�YDULRXV�SKLORVRSKLHV�RI�WKH�VXEMHFW��
ZKLFK�HYHQWXDOO\�GHÀQHG�WKH�SRVLWLYLVW�UHPLW�RI�WKH�KXPDQ�VFLHQFHV��$PRQJVW�RWKHUV��)RXFDXOW�VSHDUKHDGHG�WKH�
DWWDFN�DJDLQVW�KXPDQLVP�LQ�7KH�2UGHU�RI�7KLQJV��HVSHFLDOO\�DJDLQVW�WKH�GRPLQDQFH�RI�SRVLWLYLVP�WKDW�UHOLHG�RQ�
D�.DQWLDQ�WUDQVFHQGHQWDO�VXEMHFW��7R�EH�VXUH��WKHUH�ZHUH�RWKHU�FULWLFDO�DOWHUQDWLYHV�DYDLODEOH��ZKHWKHU�$OH[DQGUH�
.RMqYH·V� DQG� -HDQ�+\SSROLWH·V�0DU[LVW� UHQGLWLRQ� RI�+HJHO·V� GLDOHFWLF� RI� KLVWRU\��0DXULFH�0HUOHDX�3RQW\·V�
SKHQRPHQRORJ\�RU�-HDQ�3DXO�6DUWUH·V�H[LVWHQWLDOLVP��\HW�)RXFDXOW·V�FRQFHUQ�ZDV� WR�UHVXVFLWDWH³UDWKHU� WKDQ�
UHMHFW³.DQW����0HDQZKLOH��LQ�*HUPDQ\�WKH�KLVWRU\�RI�UHDVRQ�ZDV�WDNHQ�XS�E\�.DUO�0DU[�DQG�FDUULHG�IRUZDUG�
E\�0D[�:HEHU�DQG�WKH�)UDQNIXUW�6FKRRO�LQ�WKH�IRUP�RI�D�KLVWRU\�RI�VRFLDO�UDWLRQDOLW\��ZKLFK�GHIHUV�WR�D�FULWLFDO�
WKHRU\�WR�UHFRQFLOH�UHDVRQ�WR�LWV�PRPHQWV�RI�VRFLDO�GLUHPSWLRQ����+DEHUPDV�LV�RQH�RI�WKH�OHDGLQJ�KHLUV�RI�WKLV�
WUDGLWLRQ��DQG�KDV�VWHHUHG�WKH�SKLORVRSKLFDO�GLVFRXUVH�RI�PRGHUQLW\�DZD\�IURP�WKH�VXEMHFW�LQWR�FRPPXQLFDWLYH�
DFWLRQ�DQG�WKH�FDSDFLW\�RI�ODQJXDJH�IRU�ZRUOG�GLVFORVXUH����DOEHLW�DW�WKH�H[SHQVH�RI�IRUHFORVLQJ�DQ\�GLVFXVVLRQ�
DURXQG�ZKHWKHU�KLV�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�RI�RXU�LQKHULWDQFH³WKH�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�WR�SURYLGH�DQ�HQGRJHQRXV�QRUPDWLYH�
IRXQGDWLRQ�IRU�PRGHUQLW\��³LV�DFWXDOO\�D�YLDEOH�DYHQXH���

,Q�FRQWUDVW�WR�ERWK�WKH�)UHQFK�DQG�*HUPDQ�KHHGLQJ�RI�.DQW·V�FDOO��)RXFDXOW�ZRUNHG�LQ�WKH�)UHQFK�WUDGLWLRQ�RI�
WKH�SKLORVRSK\�RI�VFLHQFH�FDOOHG�HSLVWHPRORJLFDO�KLVWRU\��:LWK�HFKRHV�RI�WKH�VRFLRORJ\�RI�VFLHQWLÀF�NQRZOHGJH�
DQG�LWV�H[SODQDWLRQ�RI�WKH�FRQWHQW�RI�NQRZOHGJH�WKURXJK�LWV�FRQWH[W��FULWLTXH�LV�D�PDWWHU�RI�DQDO\VLQJ�WKH�VRFLDO�
DQG�SROLWLFDO�FRQGLWLRQV�RI�SRVVLELOLW\��VDYRLU��IRU�VFLHQWLÀF�NQRZOHGJH��FRQQDLVVDQFH�����$�FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\�RI�
WKRXJKW�IROORZV�LQ�WKH�IRRWVWHSV�RI�*DVWRQ�%DFKHODUG�DQG�*HRUJHV�&DQJXLOKHP��ZKR�ZHUH�VXFFHVVLYH�RFFXSDQWV�
RI� WKH�FKDLU� LQ� WKH�KLVWRU\�DQG�SKLORVRSK\�RI� VFLHQFH�DW� WKH�6RUERQQH��)RXFDXOW�QRW�RQO\�DFNQRZOHGJHV�KLV�
GHEW�WR�%DFKHODUG�IRU�pSLVWpPRFULWLTXH��ZKLFK�LQYHVWLJDWHV�WKH�WUXWK�DQG�IDOVLW\�RI�VWDWHPHQWV�WKDW�FRQVWLWXWH�
D� VFLHQWLÀF� GLVFRXUVH�� EXW� KH� H[WHQGV� KLV� JUDWLWXGH� WR�&DQJXLOKHP� IRU� pSLVWpPRORJLTXHV�� RU� WKH� DQDO\VLV� RI�
VFLHQWLÀF�NQRZOHGJH�LQ�WHUPV�RI�LWV�GLVFXUVLYH�SUDFWLFH�DQG�WKH�UXOHV�IRU�LWV�XVH��0RVW�LPSRUWDQWO\��)RXFDXOW�
OHDUQV�IURP�&DQJXLOKHP�WKDW�WKH�´KLVWRU\�RI�D�FRQFHSW�«�>GHSHQGV�RQ@�LWV�YDULRXV�ÀHOGV�RI�FRQVWLWXWLRQ�DQG�
YDOLGLW\«�>UDWKHU�WKDQ@�LWV�SURJUHVVLYH�UHÀQHPHQW�µ���2Q�WKLV�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ��)RXFDXOW·V�HQFRXQWHU�ZLWK�.DQW�
FRUUHVSRQGV�ZLWK�WKH�DWWHPSW�LQ�)UDQFH�WR�SURSHUO\�XQGHUVWDQG�KLP�DW�WKH�WXUQ�RI�WKH�WZHQWLHWK�FHQWXU\��ZKHQ�LW�
EHFRPHV�SRVVLEOH�WR�GLVWLQJXLVK�WKH�´GRFWULQHµ�RI�WKH�.DQWLDQ�V\VWHP�IURP�WKH�´LGHDµ�RI�FULWLFLVP����$OWKRXJK�
ERWK� LPSOLFDWH�RQH�LQ�DQ�´DWWLWXGHµ�RI� WKLQNLQJ��)RXFDXOW�DOLJQV�KLPVHOI�ZLWK� WKH�´LGHDµ��,W� UHTXLUHV� WKDW�ZH�
FXW�RXUVHOYHV�RII�IURP�.DQW·V�OLQNLQJ�RI�FULWLFLVP�WR�PHWDSK\VLFV�´LQ�RUGHU�WR�UHOHDVH�WKH�SXULW\�RI�WKH�LGHD�RI�
FULWLFLVP�µ60

,W�LV�ZLWKLQ�WKLV�QDWLRQDOO\�VSHFLÀF�LQWHOOHFWXDO�KHULWDJH�WKDW�)RXFDXOW�GHYHORSV�KLV�OLIH�ORQJ�TXHVW�WR�VDOYDJH�
.DQW·V�FRQFHSW�RI�FULWLTXH�IURP�DQ\�PHWDSK\VLFDO�GRFWULQH�WKURXJK�WKH�YRLFH�RI�1LHW]VFKH��,Q�KLV�SHWLWH�WKqVH 
RQ�.DQW·V�$QWKURSRORJLH�GX�SRLQW�GH�YXH�SUDJPDWLTXH�61�ZH�VHH�WKH�ÀUVW�PHQWLRQ�RI�DQ�´DUFKDHRORJ\�RI�WKH�
WH[Wµ� DV� D� YHKLFOH� WR� GHWKURQH� DQWKURSRFHQWULVP� DQG� IDFLOLWDWH� WKH� ELUWK� RI� ´KRPR� FULWLFXV�µ62� +RZHYHU�� RI�
PRVW�LPSRUWDQFH�IRU�WKH�SXUSRVHV�KHUH�LV�)RXFDXOW·V�VXGGHQ�FKDQJH�RI�WDFN�DW�WKH�HQG�RI�KLV�FRPSOHPHQWDU\�
WKHVLV��ZKHUH�KH�FDOOV�IRUWK�1LHW]VFKH�WR�UHVFXH�XV�IURP�.DQW·V�DQWKURSRFHQWULVP�63�7KH�TXHVWLRQ�RI�:DV�LVW�GHU�
Mensch"��)RXFDXOW�ZULWHV��KDV�ÀQDOO\�IRXQG�LWV�DQVZHU�LQ�der Übermensch���

)RXFDXOW·V�DWWHPSW�WR�UHOHDVH�WKH�SXULW\�RI�.DQW·V�FULWLFDO�SRWHQWLDO�LV�PDQLIHVW�LQ�KLV�LQWHUHVW�LQ�´SKLORVRSKLVFKH�
$UFKlRORJLH�µ�ZKLFK�LQ� WKH� WUDGLWLRQ�RI�%DFKHODUG�DQG�&DQJXLOKHP�PHQWLRQHG�HDUOLHU�SURIIHUV�D�PHWKRG�IRU�
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H[FDYDWLQJ�WKH�VRFLR�SROLWLFDO�DQG�GLVFXUVLYH�FRQGLWLRQV�WKDW�UHQGHU�VFLHQWLÀF�NQRZOHGJH�SRVVLEOH��:LWK�HFKRHV�
RI�ZKDW�)RXFDXOW�ZRXOG�XQGHUWDNH�LQ�The Archaeology of Knowledge��.DQW�\HDUQV�IRU�D�KLVWRU\�RI�UHDVRQ�QRW�LQ�
WHUPV�RI�LWV�WUDQVFHQGHQWDO�RU�SKHQRPHQRORJLFDO�FRQGLWLRQV��EXW�RI�LWV�FRQFUHWH�PDQLIHVWDWLRQ�LQ�WKH�KLVWRULFDO�a 
SULRUL��$V�.DQW�RXWOLQHV�LQ�)RUWVFKULWWH�GHU�0HWDSK\VLN��D�SKLORVRSKLVFKH�$UFKlRORJLH�H[FDYDWHV�´WKH�IDFWLFLW\�
RI�UHDVRQµ�IURP�WKH�´QDWXUH�>RU�UDWLRQDOLW\�RU�HSLVWHPH@�RI�UHDVRQµ�LWVHOI���

7R�EH�VXUH��.DQW·V�SKLORVRSKLVFKH�$UFKlRORJLH�DQG�)RXFDXOW·V�DUFKDHRORJ\�GLIIHU� LQ�PRUH� WKDQ�QDPH��0RVW�
REYLRXVO\�� IRU� WKH� IRUPHU� UHDVRQ� LV� DOZD\V�SRWHQWLDOO\� WUDQVFHQGHQWDO��+RZHYHU�� IRU�)RXFDXOW��ZKR� IROORZV�
1LHW]VFKH� WR� ´WKH� WKUHVKROG� EH\RQG� ZKLFK� FRQWHPSRUDU\� SKLORVRSK\µ� FDQ� VWDUW� WKLQNLQJ� DJDLQ�� UHDVRQ� LV�
UHVROXWHO\�KLVWRULFDO�GXH�WR�WKH�RQWRORJLFDO�SULRULW\�RI�SRZHU�66�7KH�IXQGDPHQWDO�LQÁXHQFH�RI�.DQW�RQ�)RXFDXOW��
DV�ZHOO�DV�)RXFDXOW·V�DWWHPSW�WR�UHVXVFLWDWH�FULWLFDO�SKLORVRSK\�E\�SXUJLQJ�LW�RI�WUDQVFHQGHQWDO�DVSLUDWLRQV��LV�
IXUWKHU�HYLGHQW�LQ�WHUPV�RI�FULWLTXH·V�SXUSRVH�67�$V�LV�ZHOO�NQRZQ��.DQW�DOLJQV�SKLORVRSK\�DQG�PRGHUQLW\�E\�
DVVLJQLQJ�WKH�IRUPHU�WKH�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�IRU�DQVZHULQJ�IRXU�TXHVWLRQV�WKDW�DUH�FUXFLDO�WR�WKH�DWWHPSW�WR�JURXQG�
WKH�ODWWHU��ZKDW�FDQ�,�NQRZ"��ZKDW�RXJKW�,�WR�GR"��ZKDW�PD\�,�KRSH�IRU"��DQG�ZKDW�LV�PDQ"���%XW�LQ�The Order 
RI�7KLQJV�)RXFDXOW�GHPRQVWUDWHV�WKDW�KXPDQLVP�VXERUGLQDWHV�WKH�HSLVWHPRORJLFDO�DQG�PRUDO�TXHVWLRQV�WR�WKH�
DQWKURSRORJLFDO��ZKHQFH�YDULRXV�IRXQGDWLRQDO�SKLORVRSKLHV�RI�WKH�VXEMHFW��.DQW�WKH�SKLORVRSKHU�RI�Aufklärung 
PXVW�EH� UHVFXHG� IURP�.DQW� WKH� LQDGYHUWHQW� IRXQGHU�RI� KXPDQLVP·V� WUDQVFHQGHQWDO� VXEMHFW�� IRU� DOWKRXJK�KH�
SDYHG�WKH�ZD\�IRU�WKH�DGYDQFH�RI�FULWLFDO�WKRXJKW��.DQW�´XOWLPDWHO\�UHOHJDWHG�DOO�FULWLFDO�LQYHVWLJDWLRQV�WR�DQ�
DQWKURSRORJLFDO�TXHVWLRQ�µ��

$OWKRXJK�)RXFDXOW� DFNQRZOHGJHV� WKDW�+HLGHJJHU�GHWHUPLQHG�KLV�SKLORVRSKLFDO�GHYHORSPHQW�� KH� UHFRJQL]HV�
DV�ZH�VDZ�HDUOLHU� WKDW�1LHW]VFKH·V� LQÁXHQFH�XOWLPDWHO\�SUHYDLOHG�70� ,Q�KLV�GHÀQLWLYH� WXUQ�IURP�+HLGHJJHU� WR�
1LHW]VFKH��ZKLFK�LV�NH\�IRU�WKH�SXUSRVHV�RI�UHVFXLQJ�.DQW�IURP�WKH�SKLORVRSK\�RI�WKH�HPSLULFR�WUDQVFHQGHQWDO�
doublet�� WKH�IRFXV�RI�)RXFDXOW·V�FULWLTXH�EURDGHQV�IURP�NQRZOHGJH�WR�DSSDUDWXVHV�RI�SRZHU�NQRZOHGJH�� WKH�
HSLVWHPH�WR�WKH�GLVSRVLWLI�G·HQVHPEOH�RU�DSSDUDWXV�71�1RQHWKHOHVV��'UH\IXV�DQG�5DLQERZ�DUH�FRUUHFW�WR�LQVLVW�WKDW�
WKHUH�LV�´QR�SUH��DQG�SRVW�DUFKDHRORJ\�RU�JHQHDORJ\�LQ�)RXFDXOW�µ72�,QVWHDG��DIWHU������WKH�DQDO\VLV�RI�V\VWHPV�
RI�WKRXJKW��ZKLFK�RUJDQLVH�DQG�UHJXODWH�KRZ�WKH�VXEMHFW�H[SHULHQFHV�KHUVHOI��LV�VXEVXPHG�E\�WKH�SUREOHPDWLF�
RI� KRZ� VXFK� V\VWHPV� FRPH� LQWR� H[LVWHQFH� WKURXJK� FRQWLQJHQW� KLVWRULFDO� SURFHVVHV� WKDW� DUH� PDQLIHVWHG� DV�
HYHQWV�73�)RXFDXOW·V�1LHW]VFKHDQ�WXUQ�LV��DV�-RKQ�5DMFKPDQ�DUJXHV��D�QDWXUDO�RXWFRPH�RI�KLV�GHVLUH�WR�PDNH�
+HLGHJJHU·V�SKLORVRSKLFDO�DQWL�KXPDQLVP�SROLWLFDO����7KH�UHVXOW�LV�FULWLTXH�ZLWK�D�́ GRXEOH�JD]H�µ���$UFKDHRORJ\�
GLVFHUQV�WKH�QRPLQDOLVW�RQWRORJLFDO�SUHPLVHV�ZLWKLQ�WKH�ÀHOG�RI�WKH�DSSDUDWXV�qua�JULG�RI�LQWHOOLJLELOLW\�76�ZKLOH�
WKH�´SROLWLFLVDWLRQ�HIIHFWHGµ�E\�JHQHDORJ\�FRQFHUQV�DQ�DQDO\VLV�RI� WKH�HYHQW�ZLWKLQ� LW�77 $UFKDHRORJ\� LV� WKH�
PHWKRGRORJLFDO�IUDPHZRUN�DQG�JHQHDORJ\�WKH�ZHDSRQ�WKDW�WDUJHWV�GLVFRXUVHV��)RXFDXOW�KHUHE\�ZDQWV�WR�VKRZ�
KRZ�GLVFXUVLYH�HYHQWV�FRQVWLWXWH�WKH�SUHVHQW�DQG�´RXUVHOYHV³HLWKHU�RXU�NQRZOHGJH��RXU�SUDFWLFHV��RXU�W\SH�RI�
UDWLRQDOLW\��RXU�UHODWLRQVKLS�WR�RXUVHOYHV�RU�WR�RWKHUV«�µ��

)28&$8/7·6�(7+26��.$17�$1'�1,(7=6&+(�$*$,1

7KH�LPSRUWDQFH�RI�1LHW]VFKH�LV�QRW�VROHO\� LQ� WHUPV�RI�JHQHDORJ\�DV�D�PHWKRG�WR�KXPEOH� WKH� WUDQVFHQGHQWDO�
DVSLUDWLRQV�RI�.DQWLDQ�PHWDSK\VLFV��)RXFDXOW�LV�DOVR�DEOH�WR�GHSOR\�1LHW]VFKH�WR�ÀQG�DQ�H[LW�IRU�.DQW·V�7KLUG�
$QWLQRP\��LQ�ZKLFK�WKH�RQO\�ZD\�homo phenomenon�FDQ�EH�IUHH�RI�QDWXUDO�FDXVHV�LV�WR�SRVLW�homo noumenon��
RU�´PDQ�µ�ZKR�VWDQGV�RXWVLGH�WLPH�DQG�VSDFH�DQG�ZKRVH�ZLOO�LV�GHWHUPLQHG�E\�SXUH�SUDFWLFDO�UHDVRQ����:KLOH�
.DQW·V�DQWLQRP\�RI��QRXPHQDO��IUHHGRP�DQG��SKHQRPHQDO��QHFHVVLW\�LV�FDXJKW�LQ�D�GXDOLVW�VSDWLDO�UHODWLRQVKLS��
IRU�1LHW]VFKH�WKH�VROXWLRQ�LQYROYHV�D�QRQ�GXDOLVW�WHPSRUDO�UHODWLRQVKLS��7KHUHLQ��QHFHVVLW\�EHORQJV�WR�WKH�UHDOP�
RI�WKH�SDVW�DQG�IUHHGRP�WR�WKDW�RI�WKH�IXWXUH��7KHLU�FRQÁXHQFH�LQ�WKH�SUHVHQW�JLYHV�ULVH�WR�D�VXEMHFWLYLW\�WKDW�LV�
VLPXOWDQHRXVO\�RQH�RI�EHLQJ��QHFHVVLW\��DQG�EHFRPLQJ��IUHHGRP�����.DQWLDQ�PDWXULW\�RI�VHOI�OHJLVODWHG�REHGLHQFH�
WR�WKH�PRUDO�ODZ��ZKHUH�der Mensch�LV�WKH�RXWFRPH�RI�VHOI�DFWXDOLVDWLRQ��LV�VXEVXPHG�LQWR�1LHW]VFKHDQ�PDWXULW\�
ZKHUH�der Übermensch�GLVVRFLDWHV�DXWRQRP\�IURP�DQ\�XQLYHUVDOLVDEOH�PRUDO� ODZ�LQ�D�SURFHVV�RI�SHUSHWXDO�
VHOI�RYHUFRPLQJ��$XWRQRP\�EHFRPHV�JRDO�GLUHFWHG�DJHQF\�WKDW�LV�PDQLIHVW�LQ�WKH�ZRUOG��UDWKHU�WKDQ�DJHQF\�
GLUHFWHG�DW�WUDQVFHQGHQWDO�JRDOV�



CRITICAL HISTORY 

,Q�WKLV�OLJKW��LW�LV�REYLRXV�ZK\�)RXFDXOW·V�FULWLTXH�LV�D�GRXEOH�ZDJHU��LQ�WKH�ÀUVW�SODFH��KH�VWDQGV�WR�JDLQ�WKH�
HUDVXUH��OLNH�WKH�QRZ�IDPRXV�IDFH�GUDZQ�DW�WKH�HGJH�RI�WKH�VHD��RI�KXPDQLVP·V�FRQGLWLRQ�RI�SRVVLELOLW\��´PDQµ��
VHFRQGO\��LI�VXFFHVVIXO��)RXFDXOW�FDQ�FODLP�D�SDUW�RI�WKH�LQKHULWDQFH�RI�.DQWLDQ�Aufklärung��DQG�WKH�ULJKW�WR�
UHGHÀQH�FULWLTXH�DQG�UHWKLQN�DXWRQRP\����%\�LQDXJXUDWLQJ�WKH�UHWXUQ�RI�FULWLFDO�SKLORVRSK\�´LQ�WKH�YRLG�OHIW�E\�
PDQ·V�GLVDSSHDUDQFH�µ�)RXFDXOW�ZULWHV�D�FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\�RI�WKRXJKW�IURP�WKUHH�YHU\�.DQWLDQ�SRLQWV�RI�GHSDUWXUH��
\HW�ZKLFK�SURFHHG�DORQJ�D�YHU\�1LHW]VFKHDQ�URDG��KRZ�KDYH�P\�TXHVWLRQV�EHHQ�SURGXFHG�DQG�WKH�SDWK�RI�P\�
NQRZLQJ�GHWHUPLQHG��YHUVXV�ZKDW�FDQ�,�NQRZ"�"��KRZ�KDYH�,�EHHQ�VLWXDWHG�WR�H[SHULHQFH�WKH�UHDO�DQG�KRZ�GRHV�
H[FOXVLRQ�RSHUDWH�LQ�GHOLQHDWLQJ�WKH�UHDOP�RI�REOLJDWLRQ�IRU�PH��YHUVXV�ZKDW�RXJKW�,�WR�GR"�"��DQG�ZKDW�DUH�WKH�
VWUXJJOHV�LQ�ZKLFK�,�DP�HQJDJHG�DQG�KRZ�KDYH�WKH�SDUDPHWHUV�IRU�P\�DVSLUDWLRQV�EHHQ�GHÀQHG��YHUVXV�ZKDW�PD\�
,�KRSH�IRU"�"���,Q�VKRUW��RQ�WKH�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�WKDW�UHDVRQ�LV�LQWHUQDO�WR�GLVFXUVLYH�SUDFWLFHV��)RXFDXOW·V�œuvre�LV�D�
FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\�WKDW�DQDO\VHV�KRZ�VXEMHFWV�DUH�DUWLFXODWHG�YLV�j�YLV�OLPLWV�WKDW�DUH�LQKHUHQWO\�FRQWLQJHQW�LQ�QDWXUH�
GXH�WR�SRZHU��EXW�ZKLFK�DUH�W\SLFDOO\�H[SHULHQFHG�DV�QHFHVVDU\�EHFDXVH�RI�D�WUXWK�HIIHFW�

,QGHHG��WKLV�EDURTXH�œuvre��ZKLFK�)RXFDXOW�VSHDNV�RI�LQ�WHUPV�RI�KLV�´SURMHFW�µ�LV�SLHFHG�WRJHWKHU�LQ�D�VKRUW�
VXPPDU\�RI�KLV�ZRUN�IRU�WKH�'LFWLRQQDLUH�GHV�SKLORVRSKHV�LQ�������$OWKRXJK�WKH�V\QRSVLV�LV�VLJQHG�0DXULFH�
)ORUHQFH��WKH�DXWKRU�LV�XQTXHVWLRQDEO\�)RXFDXOW��,Q�NHHSLQJ�ZLWK�WKH�)UHQFK�WUDGLWLRQ�RI�WKHVH�EULHI�LQWHOOHFWXDO�
ELRJUDSKLHV� ZULWWHQ� XQGHU� D� SVHXGRQ\P�� KH� VSHDNV� DERXW�0DXULFH� )ORUHQFH·V�œuvre� DV� D� ´FULWLFDO� KLVWRU\�
RI� WKRXJKW�µ��� ,W� VXJJHVWV� WKDW�)RXFDXOW·V�TXHVW� WR�EXLOG�D�EULGJH�EHWZHHQ�.DQWLDQ�FULWLTXH�DQG�1LHW]VFKHDQ�
JHQHDORJ\�ÀQDOO\�VWDUWHG�WR�PDNH�VHQVH�WKURXJK�KLV�DQDO\WLFDO�IRFXV�RQ�HWKLFDO�VHOI�IRUPDWLRQ�DQG�LWV�UHODWLRQ�WR�
FRQWHPSRUDU\�FRQFHSWLRQV�RI�IUHHGRP��7KLV�LQ�WXUQ�REOLJHG�)RXFDXOW�WR�WDNH�XS�.DQW�IURP�DQRWKHU�DQJOH��WKDW�RI�
Aufklärung��:KDW�LQWULJXHV�)RXFDXOW�KHUH�LV�KRZ�WKH�´LGHDµ�UDWKHU�WKDQ�WKH�´PHWDSK\VLFVµ�RI�FULWLTXH�LV�XSKHOG�
E\�.DQW��ZKLFK�LV�HYLGHQW�LQ�WKH�ZD\�KH�VSHDNV�RI�DQ�DJH�RI�HQOLJKWHQPHQW�LQ�WHUPV�RI�D�1LHW]VFKHDQ�́ Ausgangµ�
WKDW�ZH�DUH�FRQWLQXDOO\�KDYLQJ�WR�ORFDWH���

)RXFDXOW·V� IDVFLQDWLRQ� LV� ZLWK� .DQW·V� FRQFHSWLRQ� RI� HQOLJKWHQPHQW� DV� D� PRGH� RI� WKLQNLQJ� ´GLIIHUHQFHµ� LQ�
WKH�SUHVHQW��7R�GLVFHUQ� LW� UHTXLUHV�D�FHUWDLQ�HWKRV��DQG� LQ�KLV� UHÁHFWLRQV�RQ�HQOLJKWHQPHQW� �RU� UHDOO\�.DQW·V�
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�RI�LW��)RXFDXOW�WXUQV�WR�%DXGHODLUH��7KH�HWKRV�FRQWDLQV��ÀUVWO\��D�ZLOO�WR�DSSURSULDWH�WKH�SUHVHQW��
RU�DW�OHDVW�WR�WHDVH�RXW�WKH�HWHUQDO�ZLWKLQ�WKH�HSKHPHUDO��6HFRQGO\��WKH�HWKRV�DOORZV�XV�WR�WUHDW�WKH�SUHVHQW�ZLWK�
LURQ\��SUHFLVHO\� LQ�RUGHU�´WR� LPDJLQH� LW�RWKHUZLVH� WKDQ� LW� LV��DQG� WR� WUDQVIRUP� LW�QRW�E\�GHVWUR\LQJ� LW�EXW�E\�
JUDVSLQJ�LW�LQ�ZKDW�LW�LV�µ���7KH�PRGHUQ�HWKRV�DWWXQHG�WR�WKH�SUHVHQW�LQ�WKLV�ZD\�LV�FOHDUO\�WDNLQJ�LWV�FXH�RQFH�
DJDLQ�IURP�WKH�1LHW]VFKHDQ�LQMXQFWLRQ�WR�OLYH�LQ�WKH�´$XJHQEOLFN�µ�RU�WKDW�PRPHQW�ZKHQ�RQH�LV�OLEHUDWHG�IURP�
WKH�VHULDOLW\�RI�WLPH�DQG�DIÀUPDWLYH�RI�LW�WKURXJK�DQ�DHVWKHWLF�DUWLFXODWLRQ�RI�DXWRQRP\�E\�D�VHOI�RYHUFRPLQJ�
VXEMHFW����)RXFDXOW·V�HWKRV�LV�WKH�ZHDSRQ�WKDW�PDNHV�OLYLQJ�ZLWK�DPRU�IDWL�EHDUDEOH��ZKLOH�WKH�SKLORVRSK\�WKDW�
DWWHQGV�WR�WKLV�WDVN�KDV�´DWWLWXGH�µ�ZKLFK�LV�H[SUHVVHG�DV�´D�SHUPDQHQW�FULWLTXH�RI�RXU�KLVWRULFDO�HUD�µ��

,W�LV�LQ�4X·HVW�FH�TXH�OD�FULWLTXH"�>&ULWLTXH�HW�Aufklärung]�WKDW�)RXFDXOW�ÀUVW�RXWOLQHV�WKLV�´FULWLFDO�DWWLWXGH�µ�
ZKLFK�LV�FRWHUPLQRXV�ZLWK�DQ\�DFW�RI�JRYHUQPHQW��RU�PRUH�SUHFLVHO\�WKH�JRYHUQPHQWDOLW\�WKURXJK�ZKLFK�WKH�
VXEMHFW��SRZHU�DQG�WUXWK�ÀQG�WKHLU�KLVWRULFDO�DUWLFXODWLRQ��W\SLFDOO\��WKH�REHGLHQFH�RI�WKH�VXEMHFW�YLD�D�GLVFRXUVH�
RI� WUXWK���$V� VXFK�� WKH� RIIVSULQJ� RI� JRYHUQPHQWDOLW\� LV� UHVLVWDQFH�� ZKLFK� )RXFDXOW� GHVFULEHV� DV� D� ´FULWLFDO�
DWWLWXGH�µ� ,W� LV�PDQLIHVW� DV� D� VLPSOH� UHIXVDO� WR� VXEPLW� WR� YDULRXV�PRGHV� RI� JRYHUQLQJ� DW� VSHFLÀF� KLVWRULFDO�
MXQFWXUHV��ZKLFK� LV�GHÀQLWLYH�RI�Aufklärung� DV�DQ�Ausgang����)ROORZLQJ�)UpGpULF�*URV�� WKHUHIRUH�� WKHUH�DUH�
WKUHH�D[HV�LQ�)RXFDXOW·V�UHODWLRQ�WR�HQOLJKWHQPHQW��ÀUVWO\��WKH�LQVLVWHQFH�RQ�WKH�QRQ�QHFHVVLW\�RI�SKLORVRSK\��LQ�
WKH�VHQVH�RI�WKH�ODFN�RI�DQ\�LQWHUQDO�OHJLWLPDWLRQ�RI�LW��VXFK�WKDW�LWV�RQO\�MXVWLÀFDWLRQ�FDQ�EH�IRXQG�H[WHUQDOO\�
LQ�DQ�DWWLWXGH�RI�WKH�SHUPDQHQW�TXHVWLRQLQJ�RI�WKH�SUHVHQW��VHFRQGO\��WKH�VXEMHFW·V�UHODWLRQ�WR�WUXWK�LV�WKURXJK�
DQ�HWKLFDO�DFW�RI�FRXUDJH³DQ�HWKRV³UDWKHU�WKDQ�YLD�D�PRUDO�J\PQDVWLFV�LQ�WXQH�ZLWK�DQ�HSLVWHPRORJ\��DQG��
WKLUGO\�� WKH� UHIXVDO� WR�REH\��RU� UHVLVWDQFH�� LV� WKH�FRQGLWLRQ� IRU� WKH�RSHQLQJ�XS�RI�D� WKHRUHWLFDO�ÀHOG�� VXFK�DV�
PHQWDO�LOOQHVV�RU�VH[XDOLW\��DQG�DQ�KLVWRULFDO�LQTXLU\�LQWR�LWV�FRQWLQJHQW�PRPHQWV�RI�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�ZLWK�D�YLHZ�WR�
GHÁDWLQJ�WKH�SHUFHSWLRQ�RI�WKHLU�QHFHVVLW\���

&ULWLTXH��DV�'DYLG�2ZHQ�WHOOV�XV��SXUVXHV�´PDWXULW\�WKURXJK�UHÁHFWLRQ�RQ�PRGHUQLW\��ZKHUH�WKLV�UHÁHFWLRQ�LV�
DUWLFXODWHG�YLD�D�KLVWRULFDO�UHFRQVWUXFWLRQ�RI�RXU�EHLQJ�LQ�WKH�SUHVHQW�µ���)URP�WKLV�SHUVSHFWLYH��FULWLTXH�LV�DNLQ�
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WR�D�VHQWU\�RQ�GXW\�WKDW�NHHSV�ZDWFK�IRU�WKH�LPSHQGLQJ�GDUN��ZKLFK�DOZD\V�WKUHDWHQV�WR�HQYHORSH�DJRQLVWLFDOO\�
GHULYHG�VSDFHV�RI�IUHHGRP��,Q�WKH�HYHQW�WKDW�LW�GRHV��FULWLTXH�GLVFORVHV�WKH�FRQWLQJHQW�QDWXUH�RI�SRZHU�NQRZOHGJH�
DQG�KHUHE\�DFWV�DV�D�´VROYHQWµ�RI�GRPLQDWLRQ�WKDW�DOORZV�XV�WR�VHHN�DQ�Ausgang����,W�LV�DV�D�UDGLFDO�VNHSWLF�RI�WKH�
QHFHVVDU\³RU�D�FULWLFDO�KLVWRULDQ�RI�WKH�FRQWLQJHQW³WKDW��DIWHU�KLV�QXPHURXV�VRMRXUQV�LQ�$PHULFD�GXULQJ�WKH�
����V��)RXFDXOW�DWWHPSWHG�D�rapprochement�EHWZHHQ�WKH�GLYHUJHQW�WUDMHFWRULHV�RI�FULWLTXH�WKDW�HPDQDWH�IURP�
WKH�HQOLJKWHQPHQW����7R�VRPH�H[WHQW��7KRPDV�0F&DUWK\�GHPRQVWUDWHV�LW�LV�IHDVLEOH�LQ�WHUPV�RI�D�VKDUHG�KHULWDJH�
RI� VRFLR�KLVWRULFDO� DQDO\VLV� WKDW� VHHNV� WR�JDLQ�´FULWLFDO�GLVWDQFH� IURP�«�UDWLRQDO�EHOLHIV�µ���6LPLODUO\��$OOHQ�
UHMHFWV�WKH�VSXULRXV�RSSRVLWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�)RXFDXOW·V�FRQWH[WXDOLVP�DQG�+DEHUPDV·V�FRPPLWPHQW�WR�D�PRGH�RI�
UHDVRQ�WKDW�FDQ�WUDQVFHQG�SUDFWLFHV��,QVWHDG��VKH�FRQMRLQV�WKHP�LQ�D�´SULQFLSOHG�IRUP�RI�FRQWH[WXDOLVPµ�WKDW�
WXUQV�RQ�KRZ�FRQWH[W�WUDQVFHQGLQJ�LGHDOV�DUH�LQ�FRQVWDQW�QHHG�RI�DQ�XQPDVNLQJ�RI�WKHLU�VWDWXV�DV�VHPEODQFHV�
RI�SRZHU����

1RQHWKHOHVV�� WKH� SDUWLFXODULWLHV� RI� )RXFDXOW·V� DSSURDFK� VKRXOG� QRW� EH� XQGHUHVWLPDWHG�� ,Q� WKLV� UHVSHFW�� 3DXO�
9H\QH�ZULWHV�WKDW�)RXFDXOW·V�FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\�VKRZV�WKDW�JHVWXUHV��HYHQ�WKRVH�RI�LQFOXVLRQ�DQG�LQWHJUDWLRQ��DOZD\V�
IDLO�WR�´IXOÀO�WKH�XQLYHUVDOLVP�RI�D�UHDVRQµ�DQG�KHUHE\�OHDYH�HPSWLQHVV�RXWVLGH����$�WDVN�RI�SKLORVRSK\�LV�WKXV�
WR�PDNH�WKH�LQVDWLDEOH�KXPDQ�DSSHWLWH�IRU�NQRZOHGJH�DZDUH�RI�WKH�FRQFRPLWDQW�IRUPV�RI�GRPLQDWLRQ�WKDW� LW�
HQJHQGHUV��,W�LV�D�WUDGLWLRQ�WKDW�FDQ�EH�WUDFHG�EDFN�WR�1LHW]VFKH��ZKR�ZULWHV�LQ�WKH�Genealogy of Morals��´ZKDW�
VHQVH�ZRXOG�RXU�HQWLUH�H[LVWHQFH�KDYH��LI�QRW�WKLV�WKDW�LQ�RXUVHOYHV�WKLV�ZLOO�WR�WUXWK�KDV�EHFRPH�FRQVFLRXV�RI�
LWVHOI�DV�D�SUREOHP"µ���)RXFDXOW·V�LQVLJKW�LV�WR�PDUU\�WKH�ZLOO�WR�SRZHU�ZLWK�WKH�ZLOO�WR�WUXWK��ZKHQFH�WKH�QRWLRQ�
RI�DSSDUDWXVHV�RI�SRZHU�NQRZOHGJH�DQG�WKH�HWKLFR�SROLWLFDO�D[LV�RI�DQ\�FULWLFDO�SKLORVRSK\�WRGD\��´+RZ�LV�LW�
SRVVLEOH�WR�H[LVW�DV�UDWLRQDO�EHLQJV��ZKR�DUH�IRUWXQDWHO\�GHVWLQHG�WR�SUDFWLFH�D�UDWLRQDOLW\�WKDW�LV�XQIRUWXQDWHO\�
VKRW�WKURXJK�ZLWK�LQWULQVLF�GDQJHUV"µ��

$�&5,7,&$/�+,6725<�2)�7+28*+7

6R�KRZ�LV�FULWLTXH�WR�SURFHHG�LQ�LWV�DPELWLRQ�WR�LQIRUP�UHDVRQ�WKDW��EHFDXVH�LW�LV�QHLWKHU�XQHTXLYRFDOO\�XQLYHUVDO�
LQ� LWV� UHPLW�QRU� WUDQVFHQGHQWDO� LQ� LWV� UHSUHVHQWDWLRQV�� LWV�SUDFWLFHV�DUH�GHVWLQHG� WR�RVFLOODWH�EHWZHHQ� WKRVH� LQ�
ZKLFK�VXEMHFWLYLW\�LV�PLUHG�LQ�LPPDWXULW\��8QP�QGLJNHLW��DQG�SUDFWLFHV�WKDW�HQDEOH�WKH�FRQGLWLRQV�IRU�PDWXULW\�
(0�QGLJNHLW)? )RXFDXOW·V�FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\�SURFHHGV�RQ�WKH�EDVLV�RI�WZR�LQWHUUHODWHG�PRPHQWV�RI�LGHDO�FULWLFLVP�
DQG� UHDO� WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ��7KH� IRUPHU� LV� OHVV� D� TXHVWLRQ�RI� SURQRXQFLQJ�RQ�ZKDW� LV�ZURQJ� WKDQ�KLJKOLJKWLQJ�
WKH� IDPLOLDU�� \HW� XQFKDOOHQJHG��ZD\V� RI� WKRXJKW� RQ�ZKLFK� WKH� SUDFWLFHV�ZH� DFFHSW� UHVW����7R� EH� VXUH�� LGHDO�
FULWLFLVP�SUHVXSSRVHV�WKDW�ZH�UHVLVW�WKH�WHQGHQF\�WR�SULRULWLVH�WKH�VRFLDO�DV�WKH�VROH�UHDOLW\�DQG��UHODWHGO\��WKDW�
ZH�UHKDELOLWDWH�WKRXJKW�DV�DQ�LQGHSHQGHQW�HQWLW\�WKDW�PHULWV�D�KLVWRU\�RI�LWV�RZQ��,GHDO�FULWLTXH�DOORZV�XV�WR�UH�
DSSURSULDWH�WKH�ZRUOG�E\�GHFRQVWUXFWLQJ�WKH�SURFHVVHV�WKDW�KDYH�VKDSHG�LW��,W�LV�´WKH�PHDQV�WR�WKLQN�WKH�ZRUOG�DV�
LW�LV�DQG�DV�LW�FRXOG�EH�µ�ZKLFK�LQ�WKH�ÀUVW�LQVWDQFH�UHTXLUHV�D�GHPRQVWUDWLRQ�WKDW�WKLQJV�DUH�QRW�DV�VHOI�HYLGHQW�
DV�WKH\�PD\�VHHP����%HFDXVH�WKH�WDVN�RI�FULWLFLVP�LV�WR�PDNH�IDFLOH�JHVWXUHV�GLIÀFXOW��LGHDO�FULWLFLVP�VXFFHHGV�WR�
WKH�H[WHQW�WKDW�LW�XVKHUV�LQ³LI�QRW�LPSORUHV�IURP�WKRVH�FRQFHUQHG³WKH�VHFRQG�PRPHQW�RI�FULWLTXH��WKDW�RI�UHDO�
WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ��´>IRU@�DV�VRRQ�DV�RQH�FDQ�QR�ORQJHU�WKLQN�WKLQJV�DV�RQH�IRUPHUO\�WKRXJKW�WKHP��WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ�
EHFRPHV�����TXLWH�SRVVLEOH�µ100

&ULWLFDO� KLVWRU\·V� WZLQ� FRPSRQHQWV��ZKLFK� FDQ� QHYHU� EH� VHSDUDWHG� DQG� VR� HQJHQGHU� D� FRQWLQXRXV� FULWLFLVP��
SURFHHG�DJDLQVW�WKH�EDFNGURS�RI�D�PRGLÀFDWLRQ�RI�HQOLJKWHQPHQW�YDOXHV��,W�WDUJHWV�WKH�OLPLWV�RI�WKH�QHFHVVDU\�
RQ�EHKDOI�RI�WKH�´FRQVWLWXWLRQ�RI�RXUVHOYHV�DV�DXWRQRPRXV�VXEMHFWV�µ101�+HUH��FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\�FDQ�LQLWLDOO\�EH�
FRQWUDVWHG�ZLWK�SKLORVRSKLFDO�FULWLTXH��)RXFDXOW·V�LGHDO�FULWLFLVP�LV�LQGHEWHG�WR�.DQWLDQ�SKLORVRSKLFDO�FULWLFLVP��
+RZHYHU��RQ� WKH�SURYLVR� WKDW� WKH�SRVVLELOLW\�RI� D� OHJLVODWLYH� MXGJHPHQW�SUHPLVHG�RQ�DQ�DQDO\WLF�RI� WUXWK� LV�
MHWWLVRQHG�� FULWLFDO� KLVWRU\� GHOHJDWHV� WKH� FRQFUHWH� SROLWLFDO� PRPHQW� RI� WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ� WR� WKRVH� LPSOLFDWHG��
,QVWHDG�RI�EHLQJ�WUDQVFHQGHQWDO�DQG�FRQFHUQHG�ZLWK�WKH�YHU\�SRVVLELOLW\�RI�PHWDSK\VLFV�102�FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\�LV�
DUFKDHRORJLFDO�DQG�FRQFHUQHG�ZLWK�JLYLQJ�LPSHWXV�YLD�JHQHDORJ\�WR�WKH�XQGHÀQHG�ZRUN�RI�IUHHGRP�DV�LQFHVVDQW�
VHOI�RYHUFRPLQJ��5DWKHU� WKDQ� D� IRUPDO� FULWLTXH� XQGHUWDNHQ� WR� QHFHVVDULO\� OLPLW� WKH� UHPLW� RI� UHDVRQ�� FULWLFDO�
KLVWRU\�LV�D�SUDFWLFDO�FULWLTXH�SUHRFFXSLHG�ZLWK�WKH�SRVVLELOLW\�RI�WUDQVJUHVVLRQ��LQ�SDUWLFXODU�RI�WKRVH�OLPLWV�WKDW�
DUH�D�SURGXFW�RI�WKH�FRQWLQJHQW�DQG�WKH�DUELWUDU\�DQG�ZKLFK�GHÀQH�ZKDW�ZH�DUH��GR�DQG�WKLQN�103
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,QVRIDU�DV�WKH�LPPDQHQW�FULWLFDO�WKHRU\�RI�WKH�)UDQNIXUW�6FKRRO�LV�FRQFHUQHG³ZKLFK�WDNHV�LWV�FXH�IURP�0DU[·V�
FODULRQ�FDOO�WR�SKLORVRSKHUV�WR�VWRS�LQWHUSUHWLQJ�WKH�ZRUOG�DQG�WR�VWDUW�WUDQVIRUPLQJ�LW��ZKLOH�LWV�.DQWLDQ�SXUSRVH�
LV�WR�GHPRFUDWLVH�WKH�´FRQGLWLRQV�RI�VRFLDO�OLIH�WKDW�DUH�FRQWUROODEOH�E\�KXPDQ�EHLQJVµ���³WKH�NH\�SRLQWV�RI�
GLIIHUHQFH�ZLWK�)RXFDXOGLDQ�WUDQVIRUPDWLYH�FULWLTXH�DUH�HSLVWHPRORJLFDO�DQG�SROLWLFDO��$V�ZH�KDYH�DOUHDG\�VHHQ��
)RXFDXOW�GRHV�QRW�HQWHUWDLQ�D�SULYLOHJHG��WUDQVFHQGHQWDO�SHUVSHFWLYH�IRU�WUXWK��7KH�FULWLFDO�KLVWRULDQ�DVVXPHV�
WKH�UROH�RI�D�VSHFLÀF�LQWHOOHFWXDO��ZKR�LV�VLWXDWHG�LQVLGH�SUDFWLFH�DQG�WKXV�XQDEOH�WR�VSHDN�RQ�EHKDOI�RI�RWKHUV�
IURP�D�SHUVSHFWLYH�RXWVLGH�RI�LW��ZKLFK�LV�LQ�FRQWUDVW�WR�WKH�XQLYHUVDO�LQWHOOHFWXDO�ZKRVH�FULWLFDO�WKHRU\�VWULYHV�
WR� ´DOLJQ� WKHRU\� DQG� SUDFWLFHµ� E\� EHLQJ� WUDQVYHUVDO�� HIIHFWLYH� DQG� SUDJPDWLF����� )XUWKHU�� WKH� GRPDLQ� RI� WKH�
SROLWLFDO�LV�DV�PXFK�LQWUD��DV�H[WUD�VWDWH��QRW�OHDVW�EHFDXVH�)RXFDXOW�LV�DQDO\VLQJ��ÀUVWO\��WKH�VRYHUHLJQ�SRZHU�
WDUJHWHG�E\�WKH�FULWLFDO�WKHRULVW��DV�ZHOO�DV�LWV�LQH[WULFDEOH�UHODWLRQ�WR�NQRZOHGJH��DQG��VHFRQGO\��WKH�ELR�SRZHU�
WKDW�FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\�UHYHDOV�WR�EH�FRWHUPLQRXV�ZLWK�LWV�VRYHUHLJQ�VLEOLQJ��ZKHQFH�)RXFDXOW·V�SOHD�WR�FXW�RII�WKH�
.LQJ·V�KHDG�106

&ULWLFDO�KLVWRU\�LV�WKHUHIRUH�QRPLQDOLVW��ZKLFK�LV�QRW�WR�GHQ\�WKDW�D�WKLQJ�H[LVWV��5DWKHU��LQ�RUGHU�WR�NQRZ�ZKDW�
LW�LV��LW�LV�QHFHVVDU\�WR�XQGHUVWDQG�KRZ�LW�FDPH�LQWR�EHLQJ�107�)RU�WKH�SXUSRVHV�RI�DSSUHKHQGLQJ�WKH�KLVWRULFLW\�RI�
IRUPV�RI�H[SHULHQFH�YLD�WKHLU�UHGXFWLRQ�WR�WKH�GRPDLQ�RI�WKRXJKW��RQH�VWHSV�EDFN�IURP�RQH·V�FRQGXFW�DQG�SUHVHQWV�
LW�WR�RQHVHOI�DV�DQ�REMHFW�IRU�TXHVWLRQLQJ��$�QRPLQDOLVW�FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\�RI�WKRXJKW�GHSLFWV�KRZ�H[SHULHQFH�LV�
IRUPHG��UHIRUPHG�DQG�WUDQVIRUPHG��)RU�)RXFDXOW��LW�LV�QRW�WKH�FRQWUDFWXDO��WUDQVFHQGHQWDO��SKHQRPHQRORJLFDO�RU�
LQWHUSUHWLYH�FDSDFLWLHV�RI�VHOI�FRQVFLRXVQHVV�WKDW�DFW�DV�WKH�FRQGLWLRQV�RI�SRVVLELOLW\�IRU�H[SHULHQFH��QRU�DQ\WKLQJ�
HOVH�DNLQ�WR�DQ�DXWKHQWLF�EHLQJ�ZKR�VWDQGV�EHIRUH��RXWVLGH�RU�RYHU�DJDLQVW�WKH�DSSDUDWXVHV�RI�SRZHU�NQRZOHGJH��
,QVWHDG��H[SHULHQFH�LV�VLPSO\�WKH�SURFHVV�RI�UDWLRQDOLVDWLRQ�RI�H[LVWHQFH�WKDW�SURGXFHV�VXEMHFWV�RU�VXEMHFWLYLWLHV��
ZKLFK�LV�VLPSO\�RQH�RI�WKH�SRVVLEOH�ZD\V�WR�RUJDQLVH�VHOI�FRQVFLRXVQHVV�����%HFDXVH�LW�LV�KLVWRULFDO�LQ�FKDUDFWHU�
DQG�GHWHUPLQHG�E\�UHDVRQ�WKDW�LV�DW�EHVW�DPELYDOHQW��WKH�SURFHVV�RI�UDWLRQDOLVDWLRQ�GHPDQGV�D�FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\�
RI�WKRXJKW�WKDW�DQDO\VHV�LWV�REMHFWLYH��QRUPDWLYH�DQG�VXEMHFWLYH�D[HV�RI�WUXWK�WKDW�KDYH�IRUPHG��DQG�FRQWLQXH�WR�
FRQVWLWXWH��ZKR�ZH�DUH�LQ�WKH�actuel passé, RU�SUHVHQW�SDVW����

,Q�KLV�UROH�DV�D�FULWLFDO�KLVWRULDQ�ZKR�LV�HQJDJHG�LQ�D�SHUSHWXDO�WHVW�RI�WKH�OLPLWV�RI�H[SHULHQFH�ZLWKLQ�WKH�GRPDLQ�
RI�WKRXJKW��)RXFDXOW�DFFHSWV�.DQW·V�LQYLWDWLRQ�WR�SDUWLFLSDWH�SHUVRQDOO\�DQG�FROOHFWLYHO\�LQ�WKH�RQJRLQJ�DFWLYLW\�
RI�HQOLJKWHQPHQW�RQ�FRQGLWLRQ�WKDW�1LHW]VFKH�DFFRPSDQLHV�KLP��&ULWLFDO�KLVWRU\�DUWLFXODWHV�KRZ�DSSDUDWXVHV�
RI�SRZHU�NQRZOHGJH�VWUXFWXUH�DQG�PRGLI\�ZKR�ZH�DUH��ZLWK�WKH�IRFXV�RQ�WKH�UHODWLRQV�RI�VXEMHFWLYDWLRQ�DQG�
REMHFWLYDWLRQ��7KH�TXHVWLRQ��)RXFDXOW�VD\V�

LV�WR�GHWHUPLQH�WKDW�ZKLFK�KDV�WR�EH�WKH�VXEMHFW��RQ�ZKDW�FRQGLWLRQV�LW�LV�VXEMHFWHG��WKH�VWDWXV�LW�PXVW�
KDYH��DQG�WKH�SRVLWLRQ�LW�PXVW�RFFXS\�LQ�UHDOLW\�RU�WKH�PLQG�LQ�RUGHU�WR�EH�D�OHJLWLPDWH�VXEMHFW�RI�WKLV�
RU� WKDW�GLVFRXUVH³LQ�EULHI�� LW� LV� D�TXHVWLRQ�RI�GHWHUPLQLQJ� LWV�PRGH�RI� VXEMHFWLYDWLRQ�«��%XW� WKH�
TXHVWLRQ�LV�DOVR��DQG�DW�WKH�VDPH�WLPH��WR�HVWDEOLVK�XQGHU�ZKDW�FRQGLWLRQV�D�WKLQJ�EHFRPHV�DQ�REMHFW�
RI�GLVFRXUVH��KRZ�LW�LV�SUREOHPDWLVHG�DV�DQ�REMHFW�WR�EH�NQRZQ��E\�ZKDW�SURFHGXUHV�RI�GLYLVLRQ�LW�LV�
VXEMHFWHG��DQG�WKH�SUHFLVH�DVSHFW�RI�LW�ZKLFK�LV�FRQVLGHUHG�UHOHYDQW��7KLV�LV�D�PDWWHU�RI�DVFHUWDLQLQJ�
LWV�PRGH�RI�REMHFWLYDWLRQ�110

%\�HQXQFLDWLQJ�WKH�UHODWLRQV�RI�VXEMHFWLYDWLRQ�DQG�REMHFWLYDWLRQ�WKDW�FRQVWLWXWH�GLVFXUVLYH�VXEMHFWV�DQG�REMHFWV��
)RXFDXOW�DFWXDOLVHV�LQ�WKRXJKW�WKH�JDPHV�RI�WUXWK�LQ�UHVSHFW�RI�ZKLFK�ZH�H[SHULHQFH�RXUVHOYHV��,QWULJXHG�E\�WKH�
IDFW�WKDW�WKH�FRXUVH�RI�KLVWRU\�RQO\�RIIHUV�YDORULVDWLRQV�WKDW�DUH�QHLWKHU�WUXH�QRU�IDOVH��WKH\�VLPSO\�DUH��FULWLFDO�
KLVWRU\�DQDO\VHV�WKH�HPHUJHQFH�RI�JDPHV�RI�WUXWK�LQ�WKHLU�PDQLIHVWDWLRQ�DV�DSSDUDWXVHV�RI�SRZHU�NQRZOHGJH�111 
)RXFDXOW�OLPLWV�KLV�IRFXV�WR�VFLHQWLÀF��SROLWLFDO�DQG�HWKLFR�PRUDO�JDPHV�RI�WUXWK��ZKHUH�WKURXJK�WKH�UHODWLRQV�
RI�VXEMHFWLYDWLRQ�DQG�REMHFWLYDWLRQ�KXPDQ�EHLQJV�DUH�SRVLWHG�DV�VXEMHFWV�DQG�REMHFWV�RI�ERGLHV�RI�GLVFRXUVH³
PRVW�REYLRXVO\��RI�NQRZOHGJH��SRZHU�DQG�IUHHGRP³ZKLFK�SURGXFH�RXU�REMHFWLYH��QRUPDWLYH�DQG�VXEMHFWLYH�
H[SHULHQFH�

$QWLFLSDWLQJ�KLV�FULWLFV��)RXFDXOW�ZRQGHUV�LI�LW�LV�SRVVLEOH�WR�SRVH�D�PRUH�FODVVLFDO�SKLORVRSKLFDO�TXHVWLRQ�WKDQ�
WKDW�ZKLFK�H[DPLQHV�WKH�UHODWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�RXU�H[SHULHQFH�RI�NQRZOHGJH��SRZHU�DQG�HWKLFR�PRUDOLW\�DV�HDFK�
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PDQLIHVWV�LWVHOI�LQ�RXU�PRGHUQ�FRUSXV�RI�WKRXJKW��0RUHRYHU��KH�DVNV�LI�WKHUH�LV�D�PRUH�V\VWHPDWLF�ZD\�WR�DQVZHU�
LW�WKDQ�WR�UHVHDUFK�HDFK�LQGHSHQGHQWO\�RI�WKH�RWKHU³DV�ZHOO�DV�LQ�WKHLU�FRUUHODWLRQ�LQ�WKH�KLVWRULFDO�GLVFRXUVHV�
RI�VH[�WKURXJK�ZKLFK�EHLQJ�LV�FRQVWLWXWHG³IRU�WKH�SXUSRVHV�RI�D�FULWLTXH�WKDW�UHWKLQNV�WKH�VXEMHFW·V�UHODWLRQ�WR�
H[SHULHQFH�LQ�ZKLFK�RQH�LV�VLPXOWDQHRXVO\�DQ�REMHFW�DQG�D�VXEMHFW"112

CONCLUSION

,Q�RUGHU�WR�GHPRQVWUDWH�WKH�H[LVWHQFH�RI�D�)RXFDXOGLDQ�œuvre��WKH�FRQFHSW�LWVHOI�ZDV�ÀUVW�UHDUWLFXODWHG��,QVRIDU�
DV�LWV�IRUP�LV�FRQFHUQHG��WKH�œuvre�LV�D�FR�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�WKH�DXWKRU�DQG�WKH�HSLVWHPH��ZKLFK�LV�PDQLIHVW�
DV�D�ÀHOG�RI�GLVFXUVLYLW\��)XUWKHU��WKLV�VWUXFWXUDO�DVSHFW�RI�WKH�œuvre��ZKLFK�LV�RQO\�WDQJHQWLDOO\�OLQNHG�WR�WKH�
DXWKRU��HQDEOHV�XV� WR� WKLQN�RI� LWV�FRQWHQW�DV�D�´EDURTXHµ�KHWHURJHQHRXV�HQVHPEOH� WKDW� LV� WKH�SURGXFW�RI� WKH�
OLIHWLPH�UHÁHFWLRQV�RI�DQ�LQGLYLGXDO��6SHFLÀFDOO\��WKH�FRQWHQW�RI�WKH�)RXFDXOGLDQ�œuvre�LV�NQRZOHGJH��SRZHU�
DQG�HWKLFV��ZKLOH�LWV�IRUP�LV�WKH�SKLORVRSKLFDO�PHWKRG�RI�FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\��

7R�HVWDEOLVK�WKH�ODWWHU��WKH�IRFXV�LQ�WKH�UHPDLQGHU�RI�WKH�DUWLFOH�KDV�EHHQ�RQ�WZR�NH\�ÀJXUHV��:KHQ��WKURXJK�
WKH�ÀJXUH�RI�)RXFDXOW��.DQW��WKH�SKLORVRSKHU�RI�NQRZOHGJH��PHHWV�1LHW]VFKH��WKH�SKLORVRSKHU�RI�SRZHU�113�ZH�
GLVFRYHU�D�PHWKRG�FDOOHG�FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\�WKDW� WDUJHWV�WKH�V\VWHPV�RI�WKRXJKW�LQ�ZKLFK�WKH�KLVWRULFLW\�RI�KRZ�
ZH�H[SHULHQFH�RXUVHOYHV� UHVLGHV��2Q� WKH�EDVLV�RI�D�VKLIW�EH\RQG�.DQW�DQG�1LHW]VFKH��)RXFDXOW·V�FULWLTXH�RI�
KRZ�DSSDUDWXVHV�RI�SRZHU�NQRZOHGJH�FRQVWLWXWH�WKH�HWKLFR�PRUDO�DQG�SROLWLFDO�JDPHV�RI�WUXWK�WKURXJK�ZKLFK�
VXEMHFWLYLW\�LV�H[SHULHQFHG��,W�LV�WDQWDPRXQW�WR�ZKDW�+HLGHJJHU�WHUPHG�.DQW·V�´FULWLFDO�RQWRORJ\�µ����DOEHLW�ZLWK�
WKH�NH\�GLIIHUHQFH�RI�WKH�VXEVWLWXWLRQ�RI�WKH�WUDQVFHQGHQWDO�E\�WKH�KLVWRULFDO�LQ�IXUWKHUDQFH�RI�D�WUDQVJUHVVLYH�
OLPLW�DWWLWXGH��*LYHQ�WKLV�FRQVLVWHQW�FRQFHUQ�IRU�WKH�VXEMHFW�WKDW�LV�GHYHORSHG�WKURXJK�D�FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\�RI�ZKR�
ZH�DUH��ZH�PLJKW�UHFRQVLGHU�WKH�TXHVWLRQ�RI�ZK\�)RXFDXOW·V�IRHV�GHQ\�VXFK�DQ�œuvre�

3HUKDSV�WKH�UHDVRQV�IRU�ZKLFK�KH�KDV�EHHQ�YLOLÀHG�LQ�$QJOR�6D[RQ�SROLWLFDO�SKLORVRSK\�DUH�WZRIROG��)LUVWO\��
EHFDXVH�)RXFDXOW·V�FULWLTXH�LV�LQLWLDOO\�QHJDWLYH��LQ�WKH�VHQVH�RI�D�FOHDULQJ�DZD\�RI�WKH�GRJPDWLVP�DVVRFLDWHG�
ZLWK�D�SKLORVRSK\�RI�WKH�VXEMHFW��DQG�RQO\�VXEVHTXHQWO\�SRVLWLYH�LQ�WHUPV�RI�D�UHFRQFHSWXDOLVDWLRQ�RI�VXEMHFWLYLW\�
WKURXJK�LWV�DUWLFXODWLRQ�E\�DSSDUDWXVHV�RI�SRZHU�NQRZOHGJH��KLV�FULWLFV�UHDG�WKH�IRUPHU�DV�D�ZD\ZDUG�GHYLDWLRQ�
IURP� WKHLU� LGHD�RI�ZKDW� LW� LV� WR�GR�SKLORVRSK\��ZKLOH� WKH� ODWWHU� LV� WDNHQ�DV�D� VLJQ� WKDW�KH� VXGGHQO\� VHHV� WKH�
OLJKW�WRZDUGV�WKH�HQG�RI�KLV�OLIH�DQG��MHWWLVRQLQJ�D�´JUHDW�GHDO�RI��PRVWO\�)UHQFK��>&RQWLQHQWDO@�KXPEXJ�µ��� 
DGRSWV�D�PRUH�DQDO\WLF�WKHRUHWLFDO�SRVWXUH��6HFRQGO\��)RXFDXOW·V�WHQGHQF\�WR�JUDWH�LV�QR�GRXEW�GXH�WR�FULWLFDO�
KLVWRU\·V�WRS�GRZQ�DSSURDFK�WR�WKH�VXEMHFW��ZKLFK�LV�DQDWKHPD�WR�WKH�ERWWRP�XS�IRXQGDWLRQDO�DSSURDFK�RI�KLV�
FULWLFV��+HUH��WKH�LVVXH�LV�SULPDULO\�RQH�RI�PHWKRGRORJLFDO�SULRULW\�EHWZHHQ�VWUXFWXUH�DQG�DJHQF\��EXW�LW�LV�DOVR�
D�IXQGDPHQWDOO\�SROLWLFDO�TXHVWLRQ�RI�KRZ�WR�FRQFHSWXDOLVH�ZKR�ZH�DUH�DV�PRGHUQ�VXEMHFWV��RU�ZKDW�$OOHQ�FDOOV�
D�´SROLWLFV�RI�RXU�VHOYHVµ�LQ�ZKLFK�SURFHVVHV�RI�VHOI�IRUPDWLRQ�WKDW�JHVWXUH�DW�DXWRQRP\�DUH�DUWLFXODWHG�WKURXJK�
SRZHU��ZKLFK�KDUERXUV�WKH�SRWHQWLDO�WR�XQGHUPLQH�LW�116

,Q�RWKHU�ZRUGV��LV�LW�WKH�FDVH��DV�-HDQ�-DFTXHV�5RXVVHDX�IDPRXVO\�SURFODLPHG��WKDW�´>P@DQ�LV�ERUQ�IUHH��DQG�
HYHU\ZKHUH�KH�LV�LQ�FKDLQV�µ117�VXFK�WKDW�IUHHGRP�LV�DOZD\V�EHLQJ�WDNHQ�DZD\�IURP�XV�E\�SRZHU��ZLWK�FULWLTXH�
VDQGZLFKHG�LQ�EHWZHHQ�WR�DUELWUDWH�D�'DYLG�YHUVXV�*ROLDWK�]HUR�VXP�JDPH"�2U�LV�LW�UDWKHU�WKH�FDVH��DV�)RXFDXOW�
VHHV�LW��WKDW�´PDQ�GRHV�QRW�EHJLQ�ZLWK�OLEHUW\��EXW�ZLWK�OLPLWV�DQG�LQVXSHUDEOH�KRUL]RQV�µ����VXFK�WKDW�IUHHGRP�
RQO\�FRPHV�LQWR�H[LVWHQFH�WKURXJK�SRZHU"�,Q�WKLV�FDVH��FULWLTXH�LV�D�́ SDWLHQW�ODERXU�JLYLQJ�IRUP�WR�RXU�LPSDWLHQFH�
IRU�OLEHUW\�µ�ZKLFK�EHFDXVH�LWV�SHUVSHFWLYH�LV�DOVR�LQWHUQDO�WR�DSSDUDWXVHV�RI�SRZHU�NQRZOHGJH��LV�QRWKLQJ�OHVV��
DQG�FDQ�FHUWDLQO\�EH�QRWKLQJ�PRUH��WKDQ�D�WRRONLW�IRU�WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ����

,I�WKH�ODWWHU��WKHQ�LQ�UHSO\�WR�+DEHUPDV�DQG�7D\ORU�D�FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\�RI�WKRXJKW�LV�D�GHOLEHUDWHO\�IRXQGDWLRQOHVV�
SURMHFW� WKDW� GLVFORVHV� DSSDUDWXVHV� RI� SRZHU�NQRZOHGJH� LQ� WKHLU� FDSDFLW\� DV� WKH�PLGZLIH� WKDW� JLYHV� ELUWK� WR�
IUHHGRP��5HVLVWDQFH�LV�QRW�DERXW�UHFODLPLQJ�IUHHGRP�WKDW�LV�VWROHQ�E\�SRZHU��EXW�RI�UHYHDOLQJ�WKH�VWUDWHJLHV�
RI�SRZHU�WKDW�DUWLFXODWH�IUHHGRP��7KH�ODFXQD�RI�)RXFDXOW·V�FULWLFV�LV�WKHLU�LQDELOLW\�WR�HQWHUWDLQ�DQ\�QRWLRQ�RI�
SRZHU� RWKHU� WKDQ� LQ� LWV� VRYHUHLJQ� IRUP��ZKLFK� LV� FRQVWUXHG� DV� D�/HYLDWKDQ� WKDW� XSKROGV� WKH� FRQGLWLRQV� IRU�
DXWRQRP\�DW�WKH�VDPH�WLPH�DV�LW�WKUHDWHQV�WR�GLVSRVVHVV�LQGLYLGXDOV�RI�WKHLU�IUHHGRP��6LPLODUO\��WKHLU�EOLQG�VSRW�
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LV�WKH�XQGHUVLGH�RI�MXULGLFDO�SRZHU��RU�WKH�PLFURSK\VLFV�RI�GLVFLSOLQDU\�ELR�SRZHU�WKDW�HQYHORSHV�VXEMHFWV�DQG�
WUDQVIRUPV�WKHP�LQWR�GRFLOH�ERGLHV��,W�LV�IRU�WKLV�UHDVRQ�WKDW�SRZHU�PXVW�EH�FRQFHLYHG�DV�´D�FRPSOH[�VWUDWHJLFDO�
VLWXDWLRQ�LQ�D�SDUWLFXODU�VRFLHW\�µ120�2I�FRXUVH��WKLV�LV�QHYHU�WR�GHQ\�WKH�H[LVWHQFH�RI�EXUHDXFUDWLF�LQVWLWXWLRQV��
VWUXFWXUHV�RI�LQHTXDOLW\�RU�VWDWH�YLROHQFH��ZKLFK�LV�WKH�H[HUFLVH�RI�SRZHU�ZLWKRXW�DQ\�UHFRXUVH�WR�UHVLVWDQFH��
,QVWHDG�� LW� LV� WR� DUJXH� WKDW� SRZHU� RU��PRUH� DFFXUDWHO\�� UHODWLRQV� RI� ELR�SRZHU� DUH�� OLNH� WKH� DLU� ZH� EUHDWKH��
HYHU\ZKHUH��:LWKRXW�LW��OLIH�LV�LPSRVVLEOH��6LPLODUO\��OLIH�ZRUWK�OLYLQJ�LV�RQO\�SRVVLEOH�LQ�SRZHU�UHODWLRQV��ZKLFK�
DUH�FR�H[LVWHQW�ZLWK��DV�ZHOO�DV�SURGXFWLYH�RI�� IUHHGRP��,Q� IDFW�� IUHHGRP�LV�QRWKLQJ�RWKHU� WKDQ� WKH�HIIHFW�RI�
SRZHU��IRU�DW�´WKH�YHU\�KHDUW�RI�WKH�SRZHU�UHODWLRQVKLS��DQG�FRQVWDQWO\�SURYRNLQJ�LW��DUH�WKH�UHFDOFLWUDQFH�RI�WKH�
ZLOO�DQG�WKH�LQWUDQVLJHQFH�RI�IUHHGRP�µ121

)LQDOO\��WKHUHIRUH��LW�LV�LPSRUWDQW�WR�UHVLVW�WKH�HIIRUWV�RI�)RXFDXOW·V�GHWUDFWRUV�´WR�LPSRVH�FORVXUHµ�RQ�WKH�IRUP�
RI�FULWLTXH�DQG� WR�RQFH�DJDLQ�´UH�RSHQ� WKH�TXHVWLRQ�µ122�)URP� LWV� ORFDWLRQ� LQ� WKH�VSDFH�EHWZHHQ�KLVWRU\�DQG�
SKLORVRSK\��ZKLFK�PDNHV� )RXFDXOW� DW� RQH� DQG� WKH� VDPH� WLPH� D� KLVWRULFDO� SKLORVRSKHU� DQG� D� SKLORVRSKLFDO�
KLVWRULDQ��FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\�FDQ�EH�VHHQ�DV�D�YLWDO�UHVRXUFH�IRU�FULWLTXH�WRGD\�123�HVSHFLDOO\�DJDLQVW�WKH�EDFNGURS�RI�
JOREDOLVDWLRQ�DQG�LWV�H[WUD�WHUULWRULDO�UHDUWLFXODWLRQ�RI�ORFDOO\�VLWXDWHG�VWUDWHJLHV�RI�SRZHU��ZKLFK�WKRXJK�WKH\�
KDYH�DOZD\V�EHHQ�HYHU\ZKHUH��UHDOO\�QRZ�FRPH�IURP�HYHU\ZKHUH��WRR�

%5(*+$0�'$/*/,(6+� LV� DVVRFLDWH� SURIHVVRU� DW� WKH� 8QLYHUVLW\� RI� 7RN\R�� -DSDQ�� DQG� UHVHDUFK�
DVVRFLDWH�RI�WKH�/DERUDWRLUH�VHQV�HW�FRPSUpKHQVLRQ�GX�PRQGH�FRQWHPSRUDLQ��/$6&2��DW�WKH�,QVWLWXW�
0LQHV�7pOpFRP�8QLYHUVLWp� 3DULV� 'HVFDUWHV�� )UDQFH�� +LV� ZRUN� IRFXVHV� RQ� WKH� WDVN� RI� SKLORVRSKLFDO�
FULWLTXH�LQ�UHVSHFW�RI�JOREDOLVDWLRQ��WHFKQRVFLHQFH�DQG�SRZHU��ZKLFK�SDUDGR[LFDOO\�ERWK�FRQVWUXFW�DQG�
OLPLW�WKH�KXPDQ�FRQGLWLRQ�
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���0LFKHO�)RXFDXOW��7KH�+LVWRU\�RI�6H[XDOLW\��9ROXPH�7ZR��7KH�8VH�RI�3OHDVXUH��7UDQV��5��+XUOH\��+DUPRQGVZRUWK��3HQJXLQ�
%RRNV�����������
���)RXFDXOW��7KH�+LVWRU\�RI�6H[XDOLW\��9ROXPH�7ZR������$OVR�VHH�0LFKHO�)RXFDXOW��'LWV�HW�eFULWV������������7RPH�,9�������
������'LU��'��'HIHUW�HW�)��(ZDOG��&ROODERUDWLRQ�-��/DJUDQJH��3DULV��eGLWLRQV�*DOOLPDUG�������������KHUHDIWHU�'(,9���8QOHVV�
RWKHUZLVH�VWDWHG��DOO�)UHQFK�DQG�*HUPDQ�WUDQVODWLRQV�DUH�P\�RZQ�
���0LFKHO�)RXFDXOW��´2Q�WKH�JHQHDORJ\�RI�HWKLFV��$Q�RYHUYLHZ�RI�ZRUN�LQ�SURJUHVV�µ�0LFKHO�)RXFDXOW��%H\RQG�6WUXFWXUDOLVP�
DQG�+HUPHQHXWLFV��:LWK� DQ�$IWHUZRUG� E\�0LFKHO� )RXFDXOW�� (GV�+XEHUW�'UH\IXV� DQG� 3DXO� 5DELQRZ� /RQGRQ��+DUYHVWHU�
:KHDWVKHDI������������
���%HFDXVH�,�DUJXH�WKDW�)RXFDXOW�SURGXFHV�D�.DQWLDQ�GHULYHG�DQG�1LHW]VFKHDQ�LQVSLUHG�œuvre�RI�FULWLFDO�KLVWRU\��VRPH�FKURQRORJ\�
WR�OHQG�VXSSRUW�WR�WKLV�FODLP�LV�QHFHVVDU\��)RXFDXOW��'(,9��������IRU�LQVWDQFH��VD\V�KH�ZDV�DOUHDG\�XVLQJ�)ULHGULFK�1LHW]VFKH�
DV�HDUO\�DV������WR�WKLQN�EH\RQG�SKHQRPHQRORJ\�DQG�0DU[LVP��2I�FRXUVH���)RXFDXOW�>'(,9������DQG����@�DOVR�DGPLWV�WKDW�
´LI�,�KDG�QRW�UHDG�+HLGHJJHU�>LQ������RU�����@��,�ZRXOG�QRW�KDYH�UHDG�1LHW]VFKH�µ�QHYHUWKHOHVV��HYHQ�LI�+HLGHJJHU�´IRU�PH�
>ZDV@�WKH�HVVHQWLDO�SKLORVRSKHU�«�1LHW]VFKH�RXWZHLJKHG�KLPµ�DQG�´WUDQVIRUPHG�P\�OLIH�µ��$OWKRXJK�VRPH�FRPPHQWDWRUV�
SULRULWLVH�WKH�LQÁXHQFH�RI�+HLGHJJHU�RQ�)RXFDXOW��QRWDEO\�6WXDUW�(OGHQ��0DSSLQJ�WKH�SUHVHQW��+HLGHJJHU��)RXFDXOW��DQG�WKH�
PDSSLQJ�RI�VSDWLDO�KLVWRU\��/RQGRQ��&RQWLQXXP��������DQG�+XEHUW�/��'UH\IXV��́ 2Q�WKH�2UGHULQJ�RI�7KLQJV��%HLQJ�DQG�3RZHU�
LQ�+HLGHJJHU�DQG�)RXFDXOW�µ�0LFKHO�)RXFDXOW�3KLORVRSKHU��(G��7��.��$UPVWURQJ��+HPHO�+DPSVWHDG��+DUYHVWHU�:KHDWVKHDI��
������LQ�WKLV�DUWLFOH�,�DVVXPH��DORQJ�ZLWK�*LOOHV�'HOHX]H��WKDW�)RXFDXOW�FRXOG�RQO\�DSSUHFLDWH�+HLGHJJHU�́ E\�ZD\�RI�1LHW]VFKH�
DQG�DORQJVLGH�1LHW]VFKH� >DQG�QRW� WKH�RWKHU�ZD\� URXQG@�µ�*LOOHV�'HOHX]H��Foucault��7UDQV��6HiQ�+DQG��/RQGRQ��$WKORQH�
3UHVV�������������2WKHUV�ZKR�VKDUH�'HOHX]H·V�RSLQLRQ�LQFOXGH�7KRPDV�'XPP��0LFKHO�)RXFDXOW�DQG�WKH�3ROLWLFV�RI�)UHHGRP��
7KRXVDQG�2DNV��6DJH��������DQG�&KDUOHV�(��6FRWW��7KH�4XHVWLRQ�RI�(WKLFV��1LHW]VFKH��)RXFDXOW��+HLGHJJHU��%ORRPLQJWRQ��
,QGLDQD�8QLYHUVLW\�3UHVV���������6LPLODUO\��)RXFDXOW·V�HDUO\�HQJDJHPHQW�ZLWK�,PPDQXHO�.DQW�ZDV�DFWXDOO\�DV�D�OHFWXUHU�LQ�
���������ZKHQ�KH�WDXJKW�D�FRXUVH�RQ�WKH�WUDQVFHQGHQWDO�VXEMHFW�DQG�.DQW·V�Anthropology at the eFROH�1RUPDOH�6XSpULHXUH 
(0LFKHO�)RXFDXOW��'LWV�HW�eFULWV������������7RPH�,�������������'LU��'��'HIHUW�HW�)��(ZDOG��&ROODERUDWLRQ�-��/DJUDQJH��3DULV��
eGLWLRQV�*DOOLPDUG��������������>KHUHDIWHU�'(,@���)LQDOO\��RQH�RI�WKH�ÀUVW�SODFHV�)RXFDXOW�UXQV�.DQW�DQG�1LHW]VFKH�WRJHWKHU�
LV�WKH�SUHIDFH�WR�1DLVVDQFH�GH�OD�&OLQLTXH��ZKHUH�KH�SDUDSKUDVHV�WKH�IRUPHU�DQG�FODLPV�ZH�´EHORQJ�WR�DQ�DJH�RI�FULWLFLVPµ��
)RXFDXOW� WKHQ�PHQWLRQV�.DQW·V�DWWHPSW� WR� OLQN�FULWLFLVP�WR�PHWDSK\VLFV��EHIRUH�EULQJLQJ� LQ�1LHW]VFKH�DQG�KLV�DFFRXQW�RI�
ODQJXDJH��ZKLFK�UHYHDOV�KRZ�EHOLHYLQJ�ZH�FDQ�WLH�FULWLFLVP�WR��D�VXEMHFW�RI��NQRZOHGJH�LV�PHUHO\�D�UXVH�RI�ODQJXDJH��0LFKHO�
)RXFDXOW��1DLVVDQFH�GH�OD�&OLQLTXH��3DULV��38)��������[L�
���7KURXJKRXW�WKH�����V�DQG�����V��)RXFDXOW�SXUVXHG�́ D�KLVWRU\�RI�WKH�GLIIHUHQW�PRGHV�>RI�REMHFWLÀFDWLRQ��QDPHO\��NQRZOHGJH��
SRZHU�DQG�HWKLFV@�E\�ZKLFK��LQ�RXU�FXOWXUH��KXPDQ�EHLQJV�DUH�PDGH�VXEMHFWV�µ�´7KH�6XEMHFW�DQG�3RZHU�µ 0LFKHO�)RXFDXOW��
(GV�'UH\IXV�DQG�5DELQRZ�������$OVR�VHH�)RXFDXOW��'(,9����������DQG���������
���0DNLQJ� D� FDVH� IRU� D� )RXFDXOGLDQ�œuvre VHUYHV� DV� D� FRQGXLW� IRU� UHVLVWDQFH� EH\RQG� WKH� DFDGHP\�� WRR�� 6HH� -HDQ�0DUF�
/HYHUDWWR��´/·±XYUH�GH�0LFKHO�)RXFDXOW�HW�OD�VRFLRORJLH�GH�OD�UpFHSWLRQ�µ�/H�3RUWLTXH��������������
��� -RKQ�5DMFKPDQ��0LFKHO�)RXFDXOW��7KH�)UHHGRP�RI�3KLORVRSK\��1HZ�<RUN��&ROXPELD�8QLYHUVLW\�3UHVV�� ������+XEHUW�
'UH\IXV�DQG�3DXO�5DELQRZ��(GV���0LFKHO�)RXFDXOW��%H\RQG�6WUXFWXUDOLVP�DQG�+HUPHQHXWLFV��:LWK�DQ�$IWHUZRUG�E\�0LFKHO�
Foucault. /RQGRQ��+DUYHVWHU�:KHDWVKHDI��������(OGHQ��0DSSLQJ�WKH�SUHVHQW��$ODQ�6KHULGDQ��0LFKHO�)RXFDXOW��7KH�:LOO�WR�
Truth.�/RQGRQ�DQG�1HZ�<RUN��7DYLVWRFN�3XEOLFDWLRQV�������
���7RGG�0D\��´)RXFDXOW�1RZ"µ�)RXFDXOW�6WXGLHV��������������
���0LFKDHO�0DKRQ��)RXFDXOW·V�1LHW]VFKHDQ�JHQHDORJ\��WUXWK��SRZHU�DQG�WKH�VXEMHFW��$OEDQ\��1<��681<�������
����0DWWKHZ�6KDUSH��´¶&ULWLTXH·�DV�7HFKQRORJ\�RI�WKH�6HOI�µ�)RXFDXOW�6WXGLHV������������������
����6WXDUW�'DOWRQ��´%H\RQG�,QWHOOHFWXDO�%ODFNPDLO��)RXFDXOW�DQG�+DEHUPDV�RQ�5HDVRQ��7UXWK��DQG�(QOLJKWHQPHQW�µ�E-Logos, 
(OHFWURQLF�-RXUQDO�IRU�3KLORVRSK\��������������
����-RKDQQD�2NVDOD��´)RXFDXOW·V�SROLWLFL]DWLRQ�RI�RQWRORJ\�µ�&RQWLQHQWDO�3KLORVRSK\�5HYLHZ����������������
����$FFRUGLQJ�WR�6HiQ�%XUNH��)RXFDXOW�LV�SDUW�RI�WKH�)UHQFK�´DQWL�DXWKRULDOLVPµ�RI�WKH�����V��8SRQ�WKH�GHDWK�RI�PDQ��WKH�
WKHPH�RI�WKH�GHDWK�RI�WKH�DXWKRU�HPHUJHG�LQ�UHDFWLRQ�DJDLQVW�WKH�´$XWKRU�*RG�µ�RU�´WKH�XQLWDU\�FDXVH��VRXUFH�DQG�PDVWHU�WR�
ZKRP�WKH�FKDLQ�RI�WH[WXDO�HIIHFWV�PXVW�EH�WUDFHG��DQG�LQ�ZKRP�WKH\�ÀQG�WKHLU�JHQHVLV��PHDQLQJ��JRDO�DQG�MXVWLÀFDWLRQ�µ�6HiQ�
%XUNH��7KH�'HDWK�DQG�5HWXUQ�RI� WKH�$XWKRU��&ULWLFLVP�DQG�6XEMHFWLYLW\� LQ�%DUWKHV��)RXFDXOW�DQG�'HUULGD� ��QG�(GLWLRQ���
(GLQEXUJK��(GLQEXUJK�8QLYHUVLW\�3UHVV�����������DQG����
����-HDQ�0DULH�%HQRLVW��7KH�6WUXFWXUDO�5HYROXWLRQ��/RQGRQ��:HLGHQIHOG�DQG�1LFROVRQ�����������
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����,QGHHG��RQO\�WKH�PRUDO�PDMRULW\·V�UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV��WKH�´EXUHDXFUDWV�DQG�SROLFH�µ�ZRXOG�GLVPLVV�WKH�HSLVWHPH�DQG�LPSRVH�
XQLW\�DQG�FRKHUHQFH�RQ�)RXFDXOW·V�ZULWLQJV��0LFKHO�)RXFDXOW��The Archaeology of Knowledge��7UDQV��$��0��6KHULGDQ�6PLWK��
/RQGRQ��5RXWOHGJH�����������
����'LGLHU�(ULERQ��0LFKHO�)RXFDXOW��������������3DULV��)ODPPDULRQ����������������
����(OHDQRU�.DXIPDQQ��7KH�'HOLULXP�RI�3UDLVH��%DWDLOOH��%ODQFKRW��'HOHX]H��)RXFDXOW��.ORVVRZVNL��%DOWLPRUH�DQG�/RQGRQ��
-RKQ�+RSNLQV�8QLYHUVLW\�3UHVV�����������
����5RJHU�'HDFRQ��´$Q�DQDO\WLFV�RI�SRZHU�UHODWLRQV��)RXFDXOW�RQ�WKH�KLVWRU\�RI�GLVFLSOLQH�µ�+LVWRU\�RI�WKH�+XPDQ�6FLHQFHV 
�������������������
����0LFKHO�)RXFDXOW��´/HV�FRQIHVVLRQV�GH�0LFKHO�)RXFDXOW��8Q�HQWUHWLHQ�LQpGLW�DYHF�O·XQ�GHV�JUDQGV�SHQVHXUV�GX�;;qPH 
VLqFOH��SURSRV�UHFXHLOOLV�SDU�5RJHU�3RO�'URLW�HQ�MXLQ�������µ�/H�3RLQW��������������������
����,Q�)RXFDXOW·V�ZHOO�NQRZQ�PHWDSKRU��D�WH[W�LV�D�´WRROER[µ�WR�UXPPDJH�WKURXJK��ZLWK�WKH�VFUHZGULYHU�RU�KDPPHU�VHUYLQJ�
WR�´VKRUW�FLUFXLW�>DQG@�GLVFUHGLW�V\VWHPV�RI�SRZHU�µ�0LFKHO�)RXFDXOW���'LWV�HW�eFULWV������������7RPH�,,�������������'LU��
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This paper focuses on the ways in which perceptions and experiences of guilt and shame are shaped by political 
conceptions of who belongs to the more guilty and shameful parties. Guilt is ambiguous between guilt as the 
fact of having done something wrong, and guilt as a felt experience. Likewise shame can be felt even when 
there is nothing to be ashamed of. I will examine guilt and shame and the apparent expectation and need to take 
these emotions on when one is not directly implicated. This phenomenon is the converse of the refusal to accept 
guilt when one is actually culpable, a danger with the concept of collective guilt that Hannah Arendt points out.2 I 
use the debate between Karl Jaspers and Arendt over guilt and responsibility, as well as Jean-Paul Sartre’s and 
Giorgio Agamben’s work on shame, to develop an account of the political aspects of perceived and felt guilt 
and shame in people who are oppressed.

First, I articulate the nature of guilt and shame, then discuss how philosophers have, in some cases, argued that 
the oppressed should accept the burdens of guilt and shame expected of them because of the social nature of 
our ethical experience; and then show how that view can be questioned. For instance, Cheshire Calhoun argues 
that it makes ethical sense for members of racially oppressed groups, for example, to accept the shaming of the 
oppressor since we share a moral world with them.3 One instance Calhoun discusses is Adrian Piper’s professor 
insinuating that Piper has presented herself as black when, in his view, she is not. She writes “I think that 
vulnerability to feeling ashamed before those with whom one shares a moral practice, even when one disagrees 
with their moral criticisms, is often a mark of moral maturity.”4 While experiences of both guilt and shame 
have a social element, as Calhoun maintains, and social relationships are essential to ethics, I argue that the 
view that members of oppressed groups should experience the guilt and shame expected of them by dominant 
groups ought to be challenged. 

In discussing shame, I am focusing on moral shame, rather than the kind of shame associated with modesty 
and desire for privacy, although there are connections between the two.5 For much of the twentieth century 
shame was not considered to be a particularly useful affect morally but in recent decades shame has come to 
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be thought of as more morally important than guilt.6 Furthermore, either guilt or shame has been thought of as 
the basic mood or emotion of the human being, for instance, in the work of Martin Heidegger and Agamben.7 
Even more recently, the focus on shame to the exclusion of emotions that are not those of self-assessment, 
such as humiliation, has itself begun to be criticised, for example by Lisa Guenther.8 In this paper, I would like 
to take that development further by showing how the debate concerning shame and guilt in philosophy and 
everyday life has obscured emotions that are responses to the actions of others, such as humiliating treatment, 
thus leading to an inappropriate focus in philosophical discourses on the victims of wrongdoing rather than the 
perpetrators. This focus implicitly supports the dynamics of humiliation, as I will show. The paper examines 
three examples of this phenomenon: Calhoun’s analysis of Adrian Piper’s shame at being accused of “passing” 
as black that I mentioned, Agamben’s reading of a young man’s shame on a death march at the end of World 
War II, and contemporary shaming practices in punishment. First, allow me to explore two accounts of guilt 
that focus on guilt as response to wrongs.

GUILT AND SHAME IN JASPERS AND ARENDT

Two of the most important articulations of the nature of guilt are found in the work of Jaspers and Arendt. 
Both are strongly centred on perpetrators of offences, rather than much of the later philosophical work, which 
IRFXVHV�RQ�VXUYLYRU�JXLOW�DQG�VKDPH��,�GLVFXVV�WKHLU�LGHDV�ÀUVW�WR�KLJKOLJKW�KRZ�SHUFHSWLRQV�RI�JXLOW�DQG�VKDPH�
have shifted from perpetrators to victims.  In The Question of German Guilt (1947/2001), Jaspers considers 
whether, in the wake of the Second World War and the Shoah, there is a special kind of German guilt.9 He 
GHÀQHV�JXLOW�DV�D�IHHOLQJ�RI�FXOSDELOLW\��LQ�RWKHU�ZRUGV��DV�D�IHOW�UHFRJQLWLRQ�DQG�FRQFHUQ�WKDW�ZH�KDYH�GRQH�
something wrong. For him, guilt involves accepting the consequences of our choices to act or not act in relation 
WR�DQ�HWKLFDOO\�VLJQLÀFDQW�HYHQW�10 Jaspers believes it is important that we feel guilt: “The question is in what 
sense each of us must feel co-responsible.”11 In addition to acknowledging the affective aspect of guilt, Jaspers 
DUJXHV�WKDW�IHHOLQJV�KDYH�WR�EH�VXEMHFWHG�WR�UHÁHFWLRQ�EHIRUH�ZH�FDQ�VSHDN�RI�RXU�true feelings. He states: 

Though immediacy is the true reality, the presence of our soul and feelings are not simply there 
like given facts of life.  Rather they are communicated by our inner activities, our thoughts, our 
knowledge. … Feeling as such is unreliable. To plead feelings means to evade naively the objectivity 
of what we can know and think. It is only after we have thought a thing through and visualised it from 
all sides, constantly surrounded, led and disturbed by feelings, that we arrive at a true feeling that in 
its time can be trusted to support our life.12 

)HHOLQJV�PXVW�EH�VXEMHFWHG�WR�LQGLYLGXDO�SKHQRPHQRORJLFDO�UHÁHFWLRQ��7KH\�KDYH�WR�EH�DVVHVVHG�WKURXJK�WKDW�
UHÁHFWLRQ�VR�WKDW�WKH\�DUH�VLQFHUH��DXWKHQWLF��QRW�´UDZµ�IHHOLQJV��DQG�-DVSHUV�DLPV�DW�SURYLGLQJ�WKH�WRROV�IRU�WKDW�
UHÁHFWLRQ�WKURXJK�KLV�RZQ�GLVFXVVLRQ�RI�WKH�LVVXH�13 

7R�HQDEOH�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�RI�WKH�QDWXUH�RI�JXLOW�-DVSHUV�IDPRXVO\�GHYLVHV�D�VFKHPH�RI�GLVWLQFWLRQV��%ULHÁ\��WKHUH�
are four kinds or concepts of guilt: criminal guilt, where crimes can be proven and judged in a court of law; 
political guilt, where leaders and citizens have to be held guilty for the actions of a state, because they are co-
responsible for those actions;14 moral guilt, in that every person has responsibility for all their actions and can 
be judged morally, including following military commands, even though there may extenuating factors, such as 
risk of life, extortion, and intimidation; and metaphysical guilt: human beings live in a relation of solidarity that 
makes everyone co-responsible for all the wrongs and injustices that occur, especially for crimes witnessed and 
known about that we do not try to thwart. This last feeling of guilt cannot be conceived legally, politically, or 
PRUDOO\��7KH�JXLOW�FRPHV�IURP�QRW�H[WHQGLQJ�WKH�FDSDFLW\�WR�RQO\�OLYH�LI�WKH�RWKHU�LV�QRW�KDUPHG�WR�D�VXIÀFLHQWO\�
wide circle; we do not love others enough. Only God can judge this guilt, he claims.15 Furthermore, there are 
consequences of each of the kinds of guilt, according to Jaspers: “The consequences of guilt affect real life, 
whether or not the person affected realises it, and they affect my self-esteem if I perceive my guilt.”16 Each form 
of guilt has to be dealt with in a different way; for example, crime is punished. These consequences have to be 
addressed through a range of thought and actions. I will focus primarily on moral and metaphysical guilt here, 
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as they are the most relevant to the issue of the expectation of guilt feelings in victims.

Moral guilt can only be discussed between friends and metaphysical guilt is probably not discussed at all, 
Jaspers argues. Moral failings create the conditions for crime and political guilt, by ignoring events, such 
as the wrongs of others, by justifying their behaviour, and promoting wrong in one’s own case and that of 
others. Interestingly, Jaspers refers to metaphysical guilt as a kind of shame, writing, “There remains shame for 
something that is always present, that may be discussed in general terms, if at all, but can never be concretely 
revealed.”17 Perhaps what he means is that because this guilt must remain hidden it becomes a kind of shame, 
VRPHWKLQJ�WKDW�ZH�OLYH�ZLWK�DQG�WKDW�LV�QRW�DWWDFKHG�WR�D�VSHFLÀF�DFWLRQ��-DVSHUV�VD\V�WKDW�´,I�KXPDQ�EHLQJV�
were able to free themselves from metaphysical guilt, they would be angels, and all the other three concepts of 
guilt would become immaterial.”18 In other words, if we really extended our concern for others to everyone, we 
ZRXOG�QRW�QHHG�WR�EH�JXLOW\�RI�DQ\WKLQJ��<HW�ZH�DUH�QRW�DQJHOV��DQG�VR�DOO�WKH�NLQGV�RI�JXLOW�DUH�VLJQLÀFDQW�IRU�XV�

For Jaspers, moral guilt exists for everyone who allows conscience and repentance to function. Guilt may occur 
due to conforming with an immoral system out of self-interest, showing indifference to the suffering of others, 
failing to resist, accepting the Nazi regime’s values, giving tacit support (for example, by saluting or signing 
an oath), trying to see something “good” in the regime, or deceiving oneself that one could change the system 
from within.19 He says that “Although this always burdens only the individual who must get along with himself, 
there is still a sort of collective morality contained in the ways of life and feeling, from which no individual can 
DOWRJHWKHU�HVFDSH�DQG�ZKLFK�KDYH�SROLWLFDO�VLJQLÀFDQFH�DV�ZHOO��+HUH�LV�WKH�NH\�WR�VHOI�LPSURYHPHQW��LWV�XVH�LV�
up to us.”20�7KURXJK�V\PSDWKHWLF�LGHQWLÀFDWLRQ�ZLWK�RWKHUV��,�FDQ�FRPH�WR�IHHO�FR�UHVSRQVLEOH�IRU�ZURQJV�,�GLG�
QRW�FRPPLW�RU�VXSSRUW��7KLV�LGHQWLÀFDWLRQ�LV�SUHFLVHO\�ZKDW�FRQFHUQV�$UHQGW��DV�ZH�VKDOO�VHH��ZKR�DUJXHV�WKDW�
we should judge others rather than feel such sympathy. Nevertheless, to be fair, Jaspers also notes that there 
are risks in acknowledging guilt: we may make false confessions of guilt feelings that are really a desire to feel 
superior to others: “His confession of guilt wants to force others to confess. There is a touch of aggressiveness 
in such confessions. Moralism as a phenomenon of the will to power fosters both sensitivity to blame and 
confessions of guilt, both reproach and self-reproach, and psychologically it causes each of these to rebound 
into each other.”21 This problem implies another sense in which we have to try to ensure that our feelings are 
pure; we have to be sure that we do not inauthentically profess guilt. 

Jaspers argues that a feeling of guilt throughout the community helps to purify everyone. People have to realise 
their guilt in order to transform themselves and to develop morally. He says that “By our feeling of collective 
guilt we feel the entire task of renewing human existence from its origin—the task which is given to all men 
on earth but which appears more urgently, more perceptibly, as decisively as all existence, when its own guilt 
brings a people face to face with nothingness.”22 Furthermore, the moral change comes through individuals 
who inspire each other, by “restitution, atonement, by inner renewal and metamorphosis.”23 Jaspers’ view 
UHÁHFWV� WKH�LGHD�WKDW�PRUDO�JXLOW�SURGXFHV�LQVLJKW�DQG�OHDGV�WR�FRQIHVVLRQV�DQG�DWWHPSWV�WR�PDNH�XS�IRU� WKH�
harm caused, or in other words, moral improvement. He argues that penitence and moral renewal can only 
arise within ourselves, unlike in relation to criminal and political guilt, so cannot be demanded by others.24 
Also in a quite positive vein, Jaspers suggests that metaphysical guilt can end in a transformation of human 
self-consciousness before God, and there pride is given up.25 

According to Jaspers, the accused may be charged by the world in the case of crimes and political guilt or by 
their own soul when they are charged with moral failure and metaphysical weakness. He claims that “Morally, 
man can condemn only himself, not another—or, if another, then only in the solidarity of charitable struggle. 
No one can morally judge another”26 except perhaps where we are very close, in friendship where we can freely 
communicate.27 But shouldn’t we judge and discuss the nature of moral wrongs? Aren’t such wrongs connected 
to the other kinds of guilt? Jaspers’ assertion about moral guilt is one that can be challenged. 

Thus Arendt is concerned about this aspect of Jaspers’ views, arguing that we must be able to make moral 
judgments at the same time as searching for understanding of crimes and perpetrators. She criticises his idea of 
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collective political guilt on a number of different bases and contends that responsibility is a more appropriate 
term in the political context. Jaspers was concerned that innocent people would be swept up in guilt, whereas 
Arendt is apprehensive that guilty people will be overlooked. In her essay “Personal Responsibility under 
Dictatorship” (1964/2005) Arendt insists that we can and should judge others morally and opposes Jaspers’ 
view that there can be collective political guilt on the grounds that it is a way of evading genuine guilt, which 
is always individual.28 I agree with Arendt that responsibility is the more appropriate concept for collective 
liability.29 It makes sense to hold a collective responsible for past actions in a way it does not to hold that a 
collective is guilty of past actions. Arendt explains how political responsibility can be collective, in that it 
is appropriate for governments to assume responsibility for what previous governments have done, and for 
nations to take responsibility for their past.30 Communities can take on responsibility for what an individual 
has done or be held responsible for what has been done in its name.31 When we are held responsible or assume 
responsibility for past wrongs, we may not feel personal guilt, but nevertheless we are connected to those 
wrongs because we are part of the group that committed them. 

Guilt is strictly personal or individual, on Arendt’s account, since “Guilt, unlike responsibility, always singles 
out; it is strictly personal. It refers to an act, not intentions or potentialities. It is only in a metaphorical sense 
that we can say we feel guilty for the sins of our fathers or our people or mankind, in short, for deeds we have 
not done, although the course of events may well make us pay for them.”32 Guilt refers personally both to the 
wrong-doer and the person who is harmed and has to refer to something objective, a particular act that has been 
committed. Professed guilt for the acts of others is self-indulgent or it can be a kind of sentimentality, Arendt 
argues: “Those young German men and women who every once in a while ... treat us to hysterical outbreaks 
of guilt feelings are not staggering under the burden of the past, their father’s guilt; rather they are trying to 
escape from the pressure of very present and actual problems into a cheap sentimentality.”33 The sincerity and 
authenticity of the professions of guilt are questioned and in addition, sincerity should not have a place in 
politics, as what matters is action. Political life concerns speech and actions that convey a meaning to those 
who experience them, rather than the internal mental states of politicians, for example.34 Arendt argues that 
professing guilt feelings for the acts of others, in contrast to recognising individual criminal guilt, becomes 
a vice in politics, because felt guilt is only appropriate in the private sphere and is essentially self-regarding. 
She does not believe that felt passions such as guilt should play a role in political life because they are private 
experiences that distort the public space of the political sphere.35 It brings people in the public sphere too close 
together, whereas we should maintain a distance or in between space. It also leads to moral confusion, she 
claims, as the innocent declare their guilt, whereas “very few of the criminals were prepared to admit even the 
slightest guilt.”36 For Arendt, assertions of collective guilt unwittingly “whitewash” true guilt.  

More importantly for my discussion here, a related phenomenon that is the converse of Arendt’s critique of 
professed guilt for others’ deeds is that individuals, especially if they are oppressed, are prone to assume guilt 
when they have not done anything wrong.37 Survivor guilt or shame after atrocities is one of the most striking 
examples. So the articulation of guilt—especially as it relates to responsibility—has to take into account that guilt 
is distributed, so to speak, in differential and unjust ways. In cases of collective responsibility, we may be more 
likely to feel shame, rather than guilt or remorse, Arendt argues. She writes that “For the idea of humanity, 
when purged of all sentimentality, has the very serious consequence that in one form or another men must 
assume responsibility for all crimes committed by men and that all nations share the onus of evil committed 
by all others. Shame at being a human being is the purely individual and still non-political expression of this 
insight.”38 Shame, then, for Arendt, is an acknowledgement of shared responsibility for misconduct, a different 
concept from Jaspers’ notion of metaphysical guilt or shame due to limiting our love for others. If we take 
$UHQGW·V�LGHD�VHULRXVO\��VXUYLYRU�VKDPH�GRHV�QRW�FRQFHUQ�VSHFLÀF�DFWV�EXW�D�VWURQJ�DFNQRZOHGJHPHQW�RI�VKDUHG�
responsibility, a feeling that is relevant to all human beings, not just survivors. Her suggestion is that shame is 
collective in a way that guilt is not. Thus it is useful to consider how shame is different from guilt and how it 
PD\�UHODWH�WR�RXU�PHPEHUVKLS�LQ�D�VSHFLÀF�JURXS�EHIRUH�FRQVLGHULQJ�KRZ�WKH�RSSUHVVHG�DUH�H[SHFWHG�WR�EHDU�
the burdens of guilt and shame, according to much contemporary philosophical literature. 
.
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THE PHENOMENOLOGY OF SHAME

There are two senses of shame that are relevant here. One is a pervasive sense of shame that feminists and 
antiracist thinkers have argued that women and others in an oppressive culture are more likely to experience 
than the non-oppressed. The other sense of shame, alluded to by Arendt, is the particular moral shame that 
someone may feel in relation to a wrong they or others have done. Perpetrators of crimes and abuse may feel 
VKDPH�DQG�ÀQG�WKDW� WKH\�FDQ�QR� ORQJHU�UHVSHFW� WKHPVHOYHV��:ULWLQJ�RQ� WKH�UHODWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�VKDPH�DQG�WKH�
VHOI��'DQ�=DKDYL�FDOOV� WKLV�VRUW�RI�VKDPH�´UHSHQWLQJ��VHOI�UHÁHFWLYH�VKDPH�µ�IHOW��IRU�H[DPSOH��E\�D�PDQ�IRU�
committing atrocities in the Rwandan genocide.39 Such shame correlates to personal guilt for such crimes, as 
well as a sense of how one must be seen by others, at least those whose judgments one takes to be important. 
Zahavi stresses the felt need to hide oneself in both types of shame. To some extent these two sorts of moral 
VKDPH�DUH�FRQÁDWHG��+RZHYHU��,�ZLVK�WR�IRFXV�RQ�WKH�ÀUVW�W\SH�RI�VKDPH��ZKLFK�ZH�IHHO�LQ�UHODWLRQ�WR�RWKHUV·�
SHUFHSWLRQ�RI�XV��%RWK�WKHVH�NLQGV�RI�VKDPH�XQGHUPLQH�RXU�VHQVH�RI�VHOI��FRQÀGHQFH�DQG�RSHQQHVV��6KDPH�LV�
generally distinguished from guilt in a number of ways, including through its close connection to the perception 
of others40 and sometimes by it concerning the self as a whole, or character overall, rather than a particular 
action.41 What is of interest to me here is how both guilt and shame are differentially attributed and experienced. 
Perhaps the most famous discussion of shame occurs in Jean-Paul Sartre’s Being and Nothingness, where he 
discusses shame as a phenomenon that reveals the mode of Being-for-Others, in contrast to Being-in-itself and 
Being-for-itself. He provides a lively description of a person who staring through the keyhole of a door and 
suddenly feels observed by another: “But all of a sudden I hear footsteps in the hall. Someone is looking at me! 
:KDW�GRHV�WKLV�PHDQ"�,W�PHDQV�WKDW�,�DP�VXGGHQO\�DIIHFWHG�LQ�P\�EHLQJ�DQG�WKDW�HVVHQWLDO�PRGLÀFDWLRQV�DS-
pear in my structure.”42 They experience shame through this look or gaze of the other seeing them as a voyeur 
or jealous spy. Sartre’s argument is that we feel shame and other emotions only in the face of others. While 
VKDPH�LV�UHÁH[LYH�LQ�WKDW�LW�LV�´DQ�LQWLPDWH�UHODWLRQ�RI�P\VHOI�WR�P\VHOI�«�LW�LV�LQ�LWV�SULPDU\�VWUXFWXUH�VKDPH�
before somebody.”43 His elucidation of shame as in its essence relational is widely accepted.44 Shame is where 
ZH�H[SHULHQFH�RXUVHOYHV�DV�RWKHUV�VHH�XV��SULGH�DQG�RWKHU�HPRWLRQV�KDYH�D�VLPLODUO\�UHÁHFWLYH�TXDOLW\��$V�6DUWUH�
writes “Shame—like pride—is the apprehension of myself as a nature although that very nature escapes me 
and is unknowable as such.”45 Shame and pride give us a kind of being, a sense that we really are as we are 
perceived.46 That makes it different from guilt felt as a response to our responsibility for a particular wrong. 
Sartre does not posit either guilt or shame as primordial; they are both experiences of the presence of the Other 
in our lives. The Other does not actually have to be there; perhaps the footsteps were not human steps. It is 
enough that they are experienced as being there. Sartre’s example shows that it is our internalised sense of the 
look of other people that matters. 

Other authors have connected the experience of shame to that of oppression, and I would like to take the 
ideas in this work further and show that oppression alters and broadens the experience of shame. Oppression 
means that the Other’s look is even more important. Feminist phenomenologist Sandra Bartky, for example, 
DFFHSWV� WKDW� VKDPH� ´UHTXLUHV� LI� QRW� DQ� DFWXDO� DXGLHQFH� EHIRUH�ZKRP�P\� GHÀFLHQFLHV� DUH� SDUDGHG�� WKHQ� DQ�
internalized audience with the capacity to judge me, hence internalized standards of judgment.”47 She argues 
that we become or experience ourselves as we are seen by others, even if that judgment is unjust. Perhaps we 
ZHUH�QRW�UHDOO\�SHHSLQJ�WKURXJK�WKH�NH\KROH��ZH�ZHUH�WU\LQJ�WR�À[�WKH�ORFN��DOWKRXJK�LQ�6DUWUH·V�YHUVLRQ�RI�
the example he says we are “moved by jealousy, curiosity, or vice”).48 Shame may involve the recognition that 
we have failed in some way but it may also be a result of how we are viewed and treated by others, and that is 
my focus here. Bartky understands a pervasive sense of shame as a mode of attunement for women and even 
more so for women of colour, but not for human beings as such.49 In the case of the oppressed person who is 
subject to domestic violence, for example, their feelings of self-worth would always be experienced in this 
context. Bartky’s point is that shame in this sense is not an opportunity for assessing oneself and becoming a 
better person, as moral shame may sometimes be, but is more likely to lead to self-obsession, self-destructive 
rage and in general disempowerment. It is shame, but not a positive, potentially improving shame.50 Being and 
feeling oneself a victim of unjust treatment may be a cause of shame, a shame that one has been so badly dealt 
with, and that shame can be before the world and before oneself.  
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However, my argument is that the other point that can be drawn from the experiences Bartky refers to is that 
abusive treatment is shaming and humiliating, yet because the victim of this kind of treatment is unable to 
feel that they are not at fault, although they may know that quite well, such treatment is transformed into an 
experience of shame. We may even feel ashamed of feeling ashamed, knowing that there is not a good reason 
for feeling ashamed. Being subject to abuse makes one feel low and small, it debases and demeans us, but not 
because of our self, our actions, or our character, but because of the actions of others. This is the fundamental 
distinction between humiliation and shame. While shame involves an internalised audience that is seen to judge 
XV�DV�GHVHUYLQJ�WR�IHHO�DVKDPHG��KXPLOLDWLRQ�LQYROYHV�DQ�DFWXDO�RWKHU�DFWLQJ�WR�PDNH�XV�IHHO�PRUWLÀFDWLRQ�51 
A complication in our moral lives I wish to explore here is that oppression creates a structural context where 
humiliation is assumed, taken in, and focused on the self and so experienced as shame. 

One of the characteristics of oppression is that the other’s negative or judgemental view is internalised in 
a heightened way. Almost everyone is capable of feeling shame, perhaps even undeserved shame, yet the 
situation of oppression makes that a persistent occurrence. One is always at fault. Beauvoir argues of women in 
The Second Sex, “the Other has to submit to this foreign point of view” and in so doing absorbs that view and 
trains it on the self.52 For women are the Other not only for men but for themselves. For oppressed people, the 
injustice of domination is almost always accompanied by an internalised audience judging one as the Other. 
Humiliation then is experienced in that context. Consistent or regular humiliating treatment often makes us 
feel that we are somehow deserving of that treatment or responsible for it, as we are denied the respect and 
esteem that we need to repel that demeaning view of us. Such feelings can coexist with a degree of self-respect 
DQG�FRQÀGHQFH��,W�LV�WKLV�DVSHFW�RI�VKDPH�WKDW�LV�RIWHQ�RYHUORRNHG�LQ�SKLORVRSKLFDO�GLVFXVVLRQV�RI�VKDPH��7KH�
JXLOW�RI�WKH�DEXVHU�LGHQWLÀHG�E\�-DVSHUV�DQG�$UHQGW�EHFRPHV�WKH�VKDPH�RI�WKH�YLFWLPV�RI�DEXVH�DQG�WKH�VRFLDOO\�
marginal. In the next section I consider how shame is inappropriately expected of victims of oppression in 
much philosophical discussion by considering three examples of shame. 

FEELING MORAL SHAME

7KH�ÀUVW�H[DPSOH�,�FRQVLGHU�LV�RQH�GLVFXVVHG�E\�&KHVKLUH�&DOKRXQ�LQ�KHU�SDSHU�́ $Q�$SRORJ\�IRU�0RUDO�6KDPH�µ�
Her paper is a response to earlier work that took shame to be a primitive emotion of limited moral import, and 
addresses the idea that shame is more centred on how we are perceived by others than on our judgement of 
wrongdoing. Calhoun argues that feeling ashamed before other’s shaming contempt can be a sign of moral 
maturity.53 It is precisely the distinction between properly attributed shame and improperly attributed shame 
that Calhoun refuses in stressing the social nature of shame and arguing that it at least makes sense for us to feel 
shame even when we have not done anything wrong. Part of her motivation is that dismissals of the shame of 
VXERUGLQDWHG�SHRSOHV�´HQFRXUDJH�XV�WR�ÀQG�IDXOW�ZLWK�DVKDPHG�SHRSOHµ�DQG�WKDW�LV�LQFRUUHFW�DQG�XQFKDULWDEOH�54 
Rather than suggesting that shame is a result of low self-esteem, Calhoun argues that shame at insults can 
FR�H[LVW�ZLWK�FRQÀGHQFH�DQG�RXWUDJH�DW� WKH�GHPHDQLQJ�EHKDYLRXU��6KH�FLWHV� WKH�SKLORVRSKHU�$GULDQ�3LSHU·V�
example of ticking the box for “black” when applying for graduate school. At the welcome for postgraduate 
students, Piper is greeted by the most well-known and respected professor’s remark “Miss Piper, you’re about 
as black as I am” — that is, not black at all.55 He is deciding what category she belongs to, in some sense 
WDNLQJ�DZD\�KHU�RZQ�SRZHU�RI�VHOI�GHÀQLWLRQ��3LSHU�ZURWH�DERXW�KHU�JURXQGOHVV�VKDPH��VWDWLQJ�´7KHLU�ULGLFXOH�
and accusations then function to both disown and degrade you from their status, to mark you as not having 
done wrong but as being wrong.”56 Calhoun explains the feeling of shame here as a sign of taking the other 
VHULRXVO\��DOWKRXJK�LQ�RWKHU�ZD\V�3LSHU�ZDV�YHU\�VHOI�FRQÀGHQW�57 In sum, Calhoun argues that the professor’s 
view and others like it, even though wrong, have a practical weight for us because we share some moral social 
practices with them.58 For her, moral practices are fundamentally social and so must involve these anomalous 
experiences. 

The grain of truth in Calhoun’s view may be that in feeling shame that is unmerited we respect the other; 
we take them seriously as moral beings even though they are mistaken and unfair. However, this way of 
understanding shame implies that shame in an inverted or perverted world like that of the concentration camp, 



MARGUERITE LA CAZE

which I will soon discuss, is unintelligible. How can we feel shame when we have no respect for the other 
and share no social moral practices with them? Furthermore, even in this case, the responsibility and the 
emphasis are shifted from the unpleasant sarcastic professor, who presumably forgot the remark by his next 
conversation, to Adrian Piper and what she should or should not feel. Calhoun concludes that we have to take 
these “deformed identities” seriously and at the same time try to reform and challenge the defective moral 
practices of contempt.59 So in that sense we should not dismiss the feelings of shame of the oppressed, as they 
SRLQW�WR�SUREOHPDWLF�PRUDO�SHUFHSWLRQV�DQG�MXGJHPHQWV��&DOKRXQ�PDNHV�D�VLJQLÀFDQW�SRLQW�LQ�WKH�VHQVH�WKDW�
WKHVH�H[SHULHQFHV�DOHUW�XV�WR�VXEWOH�VWUXFWXUDO�IHDWXUHV�RI�RSSUHVVLRQ�WKDW�DUH�UHÁHFWHG�LQ�WKHRULHV�RI�VKDPH��,W�
is on this point that I think attention should focus—on the practical and philosophical conceptions that put the 
onus on the oppressed to feel shame or guilt and not on the behaviour of the dominant group. The philosophical 
concern centring on the feelings of guilt and shame in the oppressed reinforces the dynamics of oppression that 
expect those feelings in the oppressed and ignore the lack of those feelings in the oppressors. 

An important distinction here is between shame as felt response to others’ perception of one as lacking in 
moral worth or as having done something unacceptable, and practices of shaming and humiliation. In contrast 
to Calhoun’s view, David Velleman argues that “The shame induced by racism is a case of utterly inchoate 
shame, whose subject is successfully shamed without being ashamed of anything in particular. Inchoate shame 
typically results, as in this case, from deliberate acts of shaming.”60�+H�DIÀUPV�WKH�SRLQW�WKDW�RQH�FDQ�EH�VKDPHG�
even if one is not ashamed and do not feel self-hatred. Velleman sees this shame as brought about by feeling 
YXOQHUDEOH�EHFDXVH�H[SRVHG�DV�QRW�LQ�FRQWURO�RI�RQH·V�RZQ�VHOI�GHÀQLWLRQ��D�JRRG�ZD\�RI�GHVFULELQJ�DQ�DVSHFW�RI�
shame in Piper’s experience. And this is part of the complication of shame—that others can force shame on us 
in a range of ways, even when we repudiate the view they have of us.61 Deliberate acts of shaming come closer 
to humiliation because it is the actions of others that induce the shame rather than the subject’s own actions. 
Furthermore, humiliation itself becomes experienced as shame in cases of oppression. 

In a recent article, Lisa Guenther stresses the ambivalent nature of shame in both being used against members 
of oppressed groups to exclude and control them and having an important ethical function in evoking a moral 
response to the Other. She articulates shame as not only concerned with particular acts but with our “very 
existence”—a kind of ontological shame.62 Yet this concept of ontological shame also obscures shame’s link 
with humiliation, as I will show here. The concept of ontological shame is associated with the work of Agamben, 
ZKR�GUDZV�RQ�3ULPR�/HYL·V�GHVFULSWLRQ�RI�WKH�UHDFWLRQ�RI�WKH�ÀUVW�5XVVLDQ�VROGLHUV�WR�OLEHUDWH�$XVFKZLW]�

It was that shame that we knew so well, the shame that drowned us after the selections, and every 
time we had to watch, or submit to, some outrage: the shame the Germans did not know, that the just 
man experiences at another man’s crime, at the fact that such a crime should exist, that it should have 
been introduced irrevocably into the world of things that exist, and that his will for good should prove 
too weak or null, and should not have availed in defence.63 

Many of the complexities of shame are introduced in this quotation: that shame can be felt not only for oneself 
but on behalf of others, that some do not, perhaps cannot feel shame, and that we can feel shame at the existence 
of wrongs and of not being able to prevent them. The just person feels shame at the actions of others, whereas 
the ones who have committed the crimes are shameless; they are not concerned with justice or how they appear 
LQ�WKH�H\HV�RI�WKH�ZRUOG���7KH�JDS�OHIW�E\�WKHLU�VKDPHOHVVQHVV�LV�ÀOOHG�E\�WKH�VKDPH�RI�WKH�YLFWLPV�DQG�ZLWQHVVHV�

In his discussion of the work of survivors of the Shoah, Agamben generally addresses shame rather than guilt 
as he sees shame as the more fundamental affect. Levi articulates the feeling or at least the suspicion as one 
of being a traitor, of having taken someone else’s place, the fundamentals of survivor guilt, in a poem “The 
Survivor” (1984) and in The Drowned and the Saved (1989). Agamben’s account of survivor guilt turns toward 
dissatisfaction with Levi’s later discussion of shame in these texts. This lack of satisfaction is because  Levi 
links guilt and shame and because Agamben believes Levi cannot “master” his shame since Levi links it to 
small “excusable” incidents in the camp he deeply regrets.64�7KH�À[DWLRQ�RQ�VSHFLÀF�HYHQWV� LV�D�ZD\�WKDW�D�
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VXUYLYRU·V� GLVWUHVV� LV� H[SHULHQFHG� DV� JXLOW� IRU� VSHFLÀF� DFWLRQV��ZKLFK�$JDPEHQ�GRHV� QRW� DFNQRZOHGJH� LV� D�
common phenomenon in everyday life. Moreover, Agamben himself seems to be linking or fusing guilt and 
shame when he describes mastering shame as separating innocence and guilt.65 Other thinkers who survived the 
camps, such as Bruno Bettelheim, Elie Wiesel, and Ella Lingens, express feelings of guilt for not having helped 
others, for surviving, and for being glad to be alive.66 Bettelheim states in an essay in the New Yorker that “Only 
the ability to feel guilty makes us human, particularly if, objectively seen, one is not guilty.”67 

According to Agamben, Bettelheim’s expectation of the feeling of guilt from the innocent survivor is suspicious. 
He links his suspicion to Arendt’s criticisms of collective guilt discussed earlier, and claims that such guilt is 
a sign of an inability to handle an ethical problem. Agamben accepts that the assumption of collective guilt is 
RIWHQ�XVHG�DV�D�ZD\�WR�DYRLG�VSHFLÀF�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�DQG�SXQLVKPHQW��/HYL�FRQFXUV��VD\LQJ��DV�$UHQGW�GRHV��WKDW�
guilt could only be inherited in a metaphorical sense, and that the only collective guilt of Germans at the time of 
the holocaust is connected with not testifying to what they “could not have seen” (Agamben’s words) but must 
have known. He also is not sure that the survivor feels guilt for having taken the place of another, for it makes 
WKHLU� VKDPH�D�NLQG�RI�+HJHOLDQ� WUDJLF� FRQÁLFW��7KH�+HJHOLDQ� WUDJLF�PRGHO� FRQFHUQV� WKH� FRQÁLFW� EHWZHHQ�D�
seemingly innocent subject such as Oedipus and the objective guilt of their deeds.68 However, Agamben argues 
that this model is far from being true of Auschwitz, for example, as the survivors feel the reverse: innocent of 
any objective guilt, and guilty of subjective guilt.69 His suggestion is that Primo Levi suffers “a shame that is 
not only without guilt but even without time.”70 There is no deed to attach shame to and there is no time when 
the shame began or when it can end; that is what makes it ontological shame. 

$JDPEHQ�DOVR�TXRWHV�5REHUW�$QWHOPH·V�ÀUVW�KDQG�DFFRXQW�LQ�The Human Race �������RI�WKH�ÁXVK�RI�D�\RXQJ�
Italian man when he is picked out to be killed, at random, during a death march between Buchenwald and 
Dachau. In this case, the shame is not for surviving, but for having to die, Agamben argues.71 This is clearly a 
very different kind of shame, and he wishes to link such shame with human existence in general, describing 
VKDPH�DV�´ERWK�VXEMHFWLÀFDWLRQ�DQG�GHVXEMHFWLÀFDWLRQ�µ72�7KH�GHVXEMHFWLÀFDWLRQ�LV�WKH�FROODSVH��WKH�GLVRUGHU��
WKH�REOLYLRQ��RI�ÁHHLQJ��EXW�WKH�VXEMHFWLÀFDWLRQ�LV�WKH�UHDOLVDWLRQ�RI�RXU�SUHVHQFH�WR�RXUVHOYHV��$JDPEHQ�OLNHQV�
shame to the abjection of disgust, and concludes that shame “is nothing less than the fundamental sentiment 
of being a subject, in the two apparently opposed senses of this phrase: to be subjected and to be sovereign.”73 
He claims that shame is the hidden structure of consciousness and means “being consigned to a passivity that 
cannot be assumed.”74 That is, we cannot assume our identity or express that identity.75 In saying ‘I’, the subject 
does not coincide with their experiences. 

,Q�FRQFOXGLQJ�KLV�GLVFXVVLRQ��$JDPEHQ�ÀQGV�WKDW�VXEMHFWLÀFDWLRQ�DQG�GHVXEMHFWLÀFDWLRQ�DUH�EDVLF�WR�VXEMHFWLYLW\��
PHDQLQJ� WKDW� VXEMHFWLYLW\� LV� UHDOO\� VKDPH�� ´)OXVK� LV� WKH� UHPDLQGHU� WKDW�� LQ� HYHU\� VXEMHFWLÀFDWLRQ��EHWUD\V� D�
GHVXEMHFWLÀFDWLRQ� DQG� WKDW� LQ� HYHU\� GHVXEMHFWLÀFDWLRQ�� EHDUV� ZLWQHVV� WR� D� VXEMHFW�µ76 The blush shows the 
paradoxical nature of subjectivity and language, according to Agamben: that when I try to speak I reveal there 
is no solid subject, but at the same time attempts to prevent speech or to dehumanise a human being reveal the 
VXEMHFW��$JDPEHQ�DUJXHV�WKDW�WKH�VXEMHFW�FDQQRW�VSHDN��DV�WKH\�DUH�LGHQWLÀHG�ZLWK�WKH�HYHQW�RI�GLVFRXUVH�UDWKHU�
than their subjectivity. Thus shame is articulated by Agamben as the human being’s basic mode of attunement 
because it reveals our condition in relation to subjectivity and speech. 

There have been a number of criticisms of Agamben’s interpretation of Antelme’s account, which note his 
selective quotation and interested reading of the text. In her characterisation of shame, Claudia Welz criticises 
Agamben’s description of the Italian student’s blush, quoting more of Antelme’s account, and arguing that what 
the student most likely expresses is surprise.77 She cites Antelme as stating: “Ready to die — that, I think, we 
DUH��UHDG\�WR�EH�FKRVHQ�DW�UDQGRP�IRU�GHDWK³QR��,I�WKH�ÀQJHU�GHVLJQDWHV�PH��LW�VKDOO�FRPH�DV�D�VXUSULVH��DQG�
my face will become pink, like the Italian’s.”78�,Q�DGGLWLRQ��:HO]�QRWHV�WKDW�$QWHOPH�OLQNV�WKH�SLQN�ÁXVK�RI�
WKH�VWXGHQW�ZLWK�WKH�SLQN�IDFH�RI�D�VPDOO�FKLOG��FRQFOXGLQJ�WKDW�ZH�FDQQRW�GHGXFH�RQH�VSHFLÀF�HPRWLRQ�IURP�D�
ÁXVKHG�IDFH��8OWLPDWHO\�KHU�DFFRXQW�LV�FULWLFDO�RI�$JDPEHQ·V�EURDGHQLQJ�RI�WKH�FRQFHSW�RI�VKDPH��2I�FRXUVH��
we cannot know what the student felt. Yet I would argue that what most accounts so far have left out is the 
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phenomenon of humiliation, both in this example and more generally. It is the behaviour of the Nazi guard that 
makes the student blush, not his feeling about himself as such. He has been singled out in front of his comrades 
for a senseless, arbitrary killing. The humiliation is experienced as shame, as if he were at fault or as if someone 
must feel shame in such a situation.

2Q�D�PRUH�JHQHUDO� QRWH�� WKH� OLWHUDWXUH� LQ� WKLV�ÀHOG� IRFXVHV�RQ� HLWKHU� JXLOW� RU� VKDPH�DQG�GRHV�QRW� FRQVLGHU�
humiliation as a possibility, with the exception of Lisa Guenther’s paper “Resisting Agamben”, where she 
DUJXHV� WKDW�KH� FRQÁDWHV�KXPLOLDWLRQ�DQG� VKDPH� LQ�KLV� LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�RI� WKH�\RXQJ� VWXGHQW·V�EOXVK�� LJQRULQJ�
WKH�VSHFLÀF�FRQWH[W�SURYLGHG�E\�$QWHOPH·V�WHVWLPRQ\��6KH�ULJKWO\�QRWHV�WKDW�$JDPEHQ�LGHQWLÀHV�´VXEMHFWLYLW\�
with the empty individuation of humiliation rather than the ambiguous relationality of shame, as if political 
oppression were the fundamental human condition.”79 Guenther’s contextualization of Antelme’s work is a 
useful corrective to Agamben’s discussion, as is her observation that Agamben’s reduction of shame leaves it 
as an empty concept. Her view is that shame represents the structure of intersubjectivity, not subjectivity. 

However, I argue that Agamben has, perhaps unwittingly, revealed an important point about the nature of 
shame and its experience by members of subordinated groups. While the situation is one of humiliation—it is 
the behaviour of one person demeaning, degrading and menacing another—when the person is a member of 
an oppressed group, they are likely to transform that experience into one of guilt or shame, to direct the pain 
that might otherwise be felt as indignation or anger against themselves.80 The reasons for this are multiple. It 
can be a result of the internalisation of the Other’s view. In contrast, suppressing or redirecting anger could be 
QHFHVVDU\�IRU�VXUYLYDO�RU�D�OHYHO�RI�ÁRXULVKLQJ��$QRWKHU�UHDVRQ�FRXOG�EH�D�PRUH�RU�OHVV�GHOLEHUDWH�GHFLVLRQ�QRW�WR�
risk the corrosive effects of unexpressed anger.81 The survivor guilt or shame felt by Levi and others is neither a 
proper felt response to wrongs done nor a mark of our shared human situation; it is an expression of a profound 
experience of oppression, violence, abuse, and humiliation. 

I will end with a slightly different set of examples, concerning punishment, to highlight what I mean. Some 
of the recent literature on punishment, such as the work of John Deigh, has shown how shaming practices are 
used in conservative forms of punishment that aim to make the punished person an object of public contempt 
and disdain.82 Like the Scarlet Letter ‘A’ of Nathaniel Hawthorne’s story that betokens Hester Prynne’s act of 
“adultery” (1981), the crime is advertised through the newspaper, on TV, or by making the person hold a sign 
or wear something like a T-shirt signifying the crime. These are sometimes known as shaming penalties83 and 
may be (although they may not be) designed to evoke shame, and sometimes guilt, in the offender. Deigh, 
commenting on these phenomena, notes that one of the main motivations of these punishments is saving the 
cost of imprisonment. 

Yet these practices also involve shaming more than shame, the practice of humiliation and demeaning behaviour 
on others, and so can shed light on the differences between experiences of humiliation and shame. In her book, 
Hiding from Humanity: Disgust, Shame, and the Law, Martha Nussbaum argues that shaming practices are 
used against those who disturb conventional sensibilities or disrupt conventional norms, such as members of 
minority groups and the homeless.84 She sees this as a kind of social pathology that tries to put others down; 
LW�PHDQV� ´D� IUDJLOH� HJR� WKDW� ÀQGV� DIÀUPDWLRQ� RI� LWV� RZQ� SUHFDULRXV� VHQVH� RI�ZRUWK� LQ� WKH� KXPLOLDWLRQ� DQG�
dehumanization of others.”85 Legal sanctions used to publicly humiliate or shame others manifest a similar 
impulse, Nussbaum claims.86

These forms of punishment can be criticised for their attempt to humiliate, shame and degrade their objects, 
even if they may not be successful in getting them to feel shame. Nussbaum distinguishes humiliation from 
shame on the grounds that humiliation involves something being done to the person who feels it.87 We can talk 
about acts of humiliation and shaming as well as experiences of humiliation and shame. Deigh argues further 
that humiliation involves being treated with disrespect but that may not mean one feels unworthy of respect. 
Shame, in contrast, involves a recognition that one is unworthy in some way.88 Nussbaum and others note that 
KXPLOLDWLRQ�OHDGV�WR�DQJHU�DQG�ELWWHUQHVV�UDWKHU�WKDQ�DQ�DWWHPSW�WR�UHMRLQ�WKH�JURXS�DQG�DIÀUP�LWV�VWDQGDUGV��DV�
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shame may occasionally lead to, although as I noted shaming of the oppressed may not have that effect. 

Likewise, legal philosopher Raffaele Rodogno contends that humiliation is a more likely consequence of 
humiliating and shaming practices of punishment than a productive shame that made an offender keen to 
improve themselves in order to become a respected member of society.89 He cites psychological studies that 
suggest shame and humiliation differ in a number of ways, including these: humiliation is more painful, 
humiliation is more closely linked to public exposure, and humiliation is more likely to lead to anger and 
vengeful feelings directed against others.90 Shame, in contrast, focuses on the self and directs negative emotions 
DJDLQVW�WKH�VHOI��+H�DUJXHV�WKDW�VKDPLQJ�SHQDOWLHV�FORVHO\�ÀW�WKH�VWUXFWXUH�RI�KXPLOLDWLRQ�91 If the psychological 
research on the likely effects of humiliation is correct, that is at least one reason to be deeply concerned about 
their use. In addition, the so-called shaming penalties have a different structure from what I argue is the case for 
many examples of oppressed groups subjected to humiliating treatment. They are likely to lead to an infuriated 
response. In these cases, humiliation can be rejected; humiliation can make us angry and fail of its end. Of 
course, some offenders may similarly internalise shaming treatment into guilt or shame, since they will be 
members of oppressed and marginalised groups.92 In either case, these punishments are unlikely to be either 
ethical or productive. 

My point is that an act of humiliation may anger or it may shame. Humiliation is a kind of assault that touches 
the person but it may touch them in such a way that while it is painful, there is still a kind of rejection of the 
view that the humiliation is presenting and potentially retaliation against it. However, in shame, that view 
is somehow experienced as deserved or warranted, due to a feeling of fault in the victim and in that sense 
internalised. Shame exhibits that feature and transforms humiliation and other acts of domination into self-
condemnation. An important aspect of responding to oppression on a personal level is overcoming self-blame 
for the behaviour of others. Moreover, there can be cases where direct action to stop humiliation may be taken. 
How we should respond to humiliation is a large subject that I cannot deal with here. Yet as I noted earlier, 
there can be many good reasons for not becoming enraged by humiliating treatment or not expressing that rage 
directly. In extreme situations, containing or subduing anger may be necessary. In less extreme situations, other 
forms of response to oppression may be more productive. What writing on these issues can contribute is calling 
humiliation for what it is, rather than presenting it as the victim’s shame or the shame of all humanity. 

CONCLUSION

The three examples show how oppression and subordination make us less resistant to humiliation, and liable 
to experience humiliation as shame. To return to Calhoun, perhaps Adrian Piper’s response to her lecturer’s 
unpleasant comment is also better described as humiliation, rather than shame or guilt. The lecturer has 
disrespected her and tried to shame her and she feels bad but she may not and I would argue should not, feel 
unworthy. Calhoun and others connect the experience of shame with the contempt of others93 but contempt does 
not properly delineate the attitude of the murderous Nazi Agamben discusses and may not help us to understand 
cases of humiliation. Perhaps in general we are too quick to call something an emotion of self-assessment like 
shame, rather than a response to the actions of others. What we can say is that while it may not be wrong to 
IHHO�VKDPH��ZKHQ�VKDPHG�RU�KXPLOLDWHG��WKDW�LW�GHÀQLWHO\�DSSHDUV�FKXUOLVK�DQG�XQNLQG�WR�FULWLFLVH�VXUYLYRUV�RI�
WUDXPD�DQG�JHQRFLGH�IRU�WKHLU�IHHOLQJV�RI�JXLOW�DQG�VKDPH�RU�QRW�WR�DFNQRZOHGJH�WKH\�FDQ�KDYH�FRQÀGHQFH�LQ�
other ways, what’s more important is that it is wrong for members of dominant groups to shame and humiliate 
others.94 That issue seems to be treated as tangential in many discussions of guilt and shame. 

Furthermore, one feature of the structure of oppression, in addition to systematic injustice and domination, 
where the oppressed internalise the negative views of others, implies that members of oppressed groups are 
likely to experience shaming and humiliation as shame, for they turn the negative view and censure of others 
onto themselves. This seems true in Adrian Piper’s experience and in the case of the Italian student, although 
we cannot be sure what they felt. In that sense, Agamben could be right that the student felt shame even 
though what was going on was a humiliating and murderous act. The examples of punishment could be slightly 
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different, as offenders subject to humiliating and shaming punishments may be able to reject the design of the 
SXQLVKPHQWV�DQG�ÀQG�WKDW�WKH\�EHFRPH�DQJU\��,Q�PDQ\�FDVHV��LQ�OLIH�DV�LQ�SKLORVRSK\��ERWK�YLFWRU�DQG�YLFWLP�
blame the victim. Our focus in philosophical discussions needs to shift from the victims to the perpetrators 
and members of dominant groups, or at least to realise that we should be suspicious of attributions of guilt and 
shame and sensitive to the structure of humiliation.95 The oppressor might not feel that what they are doing is 
humiliation, and so that needs to be exposed and articulated. We need to remember both that we may claim 
guilt and shame unrealistically and self-indulgently, as Jaspers and Arendt were concerned about, and that guilt 
and shame may be inappropriately expected of, attributed to, actively brought about through humiliation, and 
experienced by those in the most vulnerable groups. 

MARGUERITE LA CAZE is Associate Professor of Philosophy at the University of Queensland.
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Change involves carrying out an activity against the habit of life.
F.M. Alexander1

INTRODUCTION

According to Aristotle, habits are a kind of second nature—nature because, once formed, habits retain their 
shape, but secondary because habits are an acquired modus operandi. Habits are not inevitable nor do they 
remain so as a matter of inevitability. That said, the dispositional tendencies of habit serve us well, allowing us 
to multi-task without a second thought. Habits are a form of corporeal scriptwriting, a shorthand for the body. 
They are dependable, not because they are instinctual or mechanistic, but because they function “as if” they 
were.2 The formation of habit inaugurates a mode of organization in the subject which frees subjectivity at the 
same time as establishing for it a routine.3 Habit’s ability to function smoothly according to routine allows the 
individual to focus more fully on other matters.

Once acquired, habits are a tendency in the individual towards continuity or repetition. It is this ‘towards’ and 
the question of its reorientation which is the subject of this paper. Habits are good insofar as they are of value 
to the one who has them. A habit which loses value however is a force to be reckoned with. Its manner of 
persistence (a quality which goes with the territory) is now an obstacle with its own stake in the future. If, as 
Ravaisson claims, habits lie deep within the individual, beneath conscious will, how are they to be changed? 
Ravaisson ventures that a habit “born from custom” may wither once custom’s circumstance no longer holds.4 
The problem is that habit can itself be constitutive of custom. Getting rid of habit is no mean feat then, requiring 
a battle of wits between two kinds of force: the voluntary and involuntary. The difference between these forces 
may be one reason why habits are so hard to shift. If Ravaisson is right to discern habit-formation as the 
imperceptible contraction of change into a deep-seated disposition, where is the common ground between a 
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will which wishes to resist and a habit that prefers to remain? On what turf is this battle to be staged?

This paper is an attempt to think through the relation between habit and its overcoming. It begins with 
Ravaisson’s account of habit formation, which examines the progressive changes at work in the one who 
forms a habit. According to Ravaisson, habit arises because change to an individual becomes a change for the 
individual. The character of the change implicit in the process of habit formation alters as habit takes shape; 
that which began as something outside and apart from the individual becomes an element of its internal make-
up. While the development of habit is empowering (capacity-building), its tendency to remain is not always 
a good thing.5 One of Ravaisson’s earliest examples of habit is illness, portrayed as a kind of habit taken up 
and resident in the body.6 Addiction can also be seen as a form of habit gone wrong. The following discussion 
WDNHV�DV�LWV�SRLQW�RI�GHSDUWXUH�WKH�SUREOHPDWLFDO�SRWHQWLDO�RI�KDELW��,W�DULVHV�IURP�D�ÀHOG�RI�PRYHPHQW�WHFKQLTXHV�
which adopt a critical perspective towards habit. Taken together, they espouse the pursuit of corporeal change 
through attempting to undo habit. Their pragmatic goal, expressed through the formulation and execution of 
dedicated movement strategies, is to promote difference in the body, against the force of habit. Such a goal 
could be formulated in relation to Spinozan thought, as the pursuit of greater corporeal capacity. Spinozan 
SKLORVRSK\�JLYHV�DQ�HWKLFDO�LQÁH[LRQ�WR�WKH�TXHVWLRQ�RI�FKDQJLQJ�FRUSRUHDO�FDSDFLW\��6SLQR]DQ�HWKLFV�FRQFHUQV�
itself with the changing qualities of agency and power manifest within corporeal activity. According to Spinoza, 
a body which becomes more capable—in action—becomes better in an ethical sense.7 A movement technique 
which aims to enhance corporeal capacity through fostering corporeal difference in the body (beyond habit) 
thus constitutes an ethical project within this conceptual frame.

Alexander technique represents one such ethical undertaking. Posed in its own distinctive terms, Alexander 
technique aims to create “the space for something different to occur.”8 Predicated upon a particular diagnosis 
of what is bad about habit (its tendency to promote postural contraction), Alexander technique offers a strategic 
response so as to make way for something else: the possibility of moving otherwise. While it acknowledges that 
we are all wedded to the habits of subjectivity, that we are inevitably creatures of habit, Alexander technique 
aims to take on habit, to loosen its iron grip so as to enable the body to become better in the Spinozan sense. 
To become better in movement is to become more capable, more powerful and thereby available to a greater 
range of potential movement. Alexander technique adds something to the Spinozan mix however by outlining 
a practice which aims to inhibit what he sees as our habitual subjectivity. Why? To pave the way for another 
kind of corporeal agency, unfettered by the habits of a lifetime. Alexander spoke of ‘non-doing’ in relation to 
his technique. Although this may suggest a lack of subjective agency, the technique actually requires a very 
particular kind of engagement on the part of its subject. There are two moments in Alexander work: one, a 
certain way of dealing with subjectivity (qua habit), and two, the generation of movement beyond the habitual 
HYHU\GD\��7KH� ÀUVW�PRPHQW� �VXEMHFWLYH� HQJDJHPHQW�� LV� D� FRQGLWLRQ� RI� SRVVLELOLW\� IRU� WKH� VHFRQG� �FUHDWLQJ�
difference beyond the habitual body). I am interested in the creation of this space of difference. What does it 
mean to make space for something new to occur in the body, beyond habit? What does the notion of non-doing 
say about that which is cultivated through habit? What follows is a discussion of Ravaisson’s conception of habit 
formation, an outline of three movement techniques which problematize the role of habit, and some concluding 
remarks regarding the relation between habit, subjectivity and the provocation of corporeal difference.

HABIT FORMATION

According to Felix Ravaisson, habit is not exclusively human but characterizes all of life: “Habit, in the widest 
sense, is a general and permanent way of being.”9 Ravaisson is careful to point out that habit belongs to a life, 
that is, habit can only take root in a being, able to adopt, and adapt itself to, change. Habit is an acquired state 
of affairs, the contraction of a change, a manner of creation. Habit is not mere change in the organism, rather a 
mode of change which is oriented towards the future: “habit remains for a possible change”.10 In other words, 
habits are something more than a form of repetition instituted from the outside. A stone thrown up thousands of 
times will not develop the habit of throwing itself up.11 Habit is the way in which a being takes up change and, 
in so doing, creates something of itself, a pathway, capacity or facility which owes its existence to the past, yet 
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SHUVLVWV�EH\RQG�LW��7KH�GXUDELOLW\�RI�KDELW��LWV�DELOLW\�WR�UHSHDW�RU�VXVWDLQ�LWVHOI��VLJQLÀHV�D�PRGLÀFDWLRQ�RI�WKH�
being in whom habit emerges. Ravaisson calls this “a change in the disposition, in the potential, in the internal 
virtue” of the one who acquires the habit.12 Thus, while the habitual domain may arise in response to external 
stimuli, the development of habit represents the formation of a certain kind of agency within.13

The fact that habit “remains for a possible change” signals that something has been taken up by (or in) the 
individual to create a newly formed nature.14 To that extent, habit represents the ‘naturing’ of nature, the 
cultivation of a difference which persists as the potential for a particular activity.15 So, habit is the product of 
difference but also the way in which a being produces something of its identity in the form of skill or capacity. 
As Catherine Malabou writes:

Certainly, change generates habit, but in return habit is actualized as a habit of changing. Being is 
thus habituated to its future. It has a future.16 

To have a future is to have adopted something of the outside to create an “internal virtue”.

Habituation produces a kind of power, the power to recreate or reproduce through repetition. The establishment 
of habitual behaviours allows for the inauguration of corporeal style on the part of its subject. The ballet 
dancer who practises pirouettes on a daily basis is able to perform these intricate turns with grace if not strictly 
ease. Prolonged training instils a kind of shorthand in the ballet dancer’s body, the ability to perform ballet’s 
lexicon of moves upon the right kind of signal. This is made quite explicit within the pirouette which has 
a set preparation, a ‘wind-up’ movement that triggers its turning motion. A corollary of the power to pull 
together complex movements is the location of habit beyond conscious will. This is not cause for concern. The 
existence of potential actions whose minutiae do not require conscious selection and execution are a boon for 
the individual, who is freed up to focus on other matters. Although the nuances of the pirouette are established 
and maintained by the ballet dancer’s daily barre, there are many other performance variables with which the 
dancer needs to deal, such as the rake (tilt) of the stage, its surface texture, music, lighting, temperature, the 
particular arrangement of steps, and the presence of other dancers. The habits formed through such dedicated 
practice enter into this complex mixture of deliberative choice and given movement.

The power of habit, together with its ready to hand givenness, can be construed as a mixture of active and passive 
components. Ravaisson’s analysis of human habit shows how habits occupy a shifting middle ground between 
activity and passivity, polar opposites which are inversely variable. Ravaisson writes of habit’s “double law”, 
which observes that passive sensations felt over time will recede, whereas action initiated on the part of its 
subject will strengthen through practice.17 The double law of habit formation states that passivity dwindles as 
activity grows. This can be seen in the transition between conscious effort and spontaneous ease. As movement 
becomes habitual, the passive quality of conscious effort (felt in the form of resistance) diminishes while the 
activity of movement strengthens. This in turn produces spontaneity, a ready to hand ease of activity that no 
longer requires conscious effort:

…as effort fades away in movement and as action becomes freer and swifter, the action itself becomes 
more of a tendency, an inclination that no longer awaits the commandments of the will but rather 
anticipates them, and which even escapes entirely and irremediably both will and consciousness.18

Habit thereby establishes itself beneath consciousness, “further down into the organism” so to speak.19 This 
is an effect of habit, that habitual disposition no longer requires conscious effort in order to initiate activity. 
Ravaisson writes that the actions established by habit are the result of a “fusion” between the idea and its 
performance, so that ultimately “nothing separates the subject and object of thought”.20

Ravaisson is careful to point out that habit does not leave the sphere of intelligence, that it is not a “foreign 
force” directing movement.21 It is just that habit works beneath consciousness. Bergson explains:
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When we mechanically perform an habitual action, when the somnambulist automatically acts his 
dream, unconsciousness may be absolute; but this is merely due to the fact that the representation of 
the act is held in check by the performance of the act itself, which resembles the idea so perfectly, and 
ÀWV�LW�VR�H[DFWO\��WKDW�FRQVFLRXVQHVV�LV�XQDEOH�WR�ÀQG�URRP�EHWZHHQ�WKHP�22

The unconscious performance of habitual action is a skill, a form of bodily intelligence integrated within the 
self, ‘ready to go’. It is the body’s achievement to have developed the ability to gracefully glide through the 
templates of habit. As Bergson and Ravaisson both indicate, habitual action does not lack thought but rather 
represents a certain kind of thinking in action. Grosz calls it a non-Cartesian consciousness, according to which 
the individual is “prone to act”.23

According to Ravaisson, the progressive development of habit through the erosion of effort does not occur 
consciously but arises in practice, through persistence. The conversion of effort into spontaneity is both 
incremental and imperceptible. By the same token, the dissolution of habit is equally subtle. Ravaisson writes 
that habits “often decline” if the conditions which originally produced the habit disappear.24 Ravaisson does not 
detail the withering of habit in the absence of its customary milieu. How does a habit become otherwise? Does 
habit’s double law move into reverse, from ease towards effort? What lures the degradation of habit? If habit 
has become part of the very being of the one to whom it belongs, surely a change in external environment will 
QRW�VXIÀFH�WR�EULQJ�DERXW�D�FRUUHVSRQGLQJ�FKDQJH�LQ�KDELW"

I. ON NOT-DOING IT

Alexander technique is based upon a broad critique of the habitual everyday. According to Alexander, we 
WHQG� WR� VKULQN� �RU�FRQWUDFW�� LQ� WKH�FRXUVH�RI�GDLO\� OLIH��&RQWUDFWLRQ�DULVHV� IURP� WKH� WHQGHQF\� WR�À[DWH�XSRQ�
our (movement) goals. The tendency to contract into action is well ensconced and clearly embedded within 
action per se. It forms the subject’s habitual modus operandi, and functions as a feature of our habitual, motor 
intentionality. According to Alexander, contraction is the result of human “end gaining”, that is, the tendency 
to focus on the goal or ends of an action.25 The claim that we typically and chronically focus on our goals and 
projects rather than their manner of achievement resonates with Merleau-Ponty’s depiction of the body within 
perception. For Merleau-Ponty, our practical orientation (towards the perceptual object) typically eclipses any 
awareness of the part the body plays at an everyday level.26 The subject has no need to focus on how movement 
LV� DFKLHYHG�EHFDXVH��PRVWO\�� WKH�ZRUOG� LV�ZLWKLQ�RXU�JUDVS��+XEHUW�'UH\IXV�GHÀQHV�PRWRU� LQWHQWLRQDOLW\� DV�
“the way the body tends towards an optimal grip on its object”, an exhibition of what he terms “absorbed 
coping”.27 The general point is that our everyday movement habits serve our purposes well, so well that they 
merge with our very projects. Many phenomenologists give expression to the seamless immersion of the lived 
body in its situation, and indeed, Alexander would probably agree with all that they would say. The difference 
lies in Alexander’s critical diagnosis of immersion (absorbed coping) and the pragmatic implications of his 
response. The Alexander technique aims to resist immersion. Alexander is more interested in loosening than 
maintaining grip. The technique aims to convert the subject’s immersion in the perceptual scene into another 
modus operandi altogether, namely “the means whereby”.28

Although contraction is endemic, it is not unavoidable. Alexander developed a strategic means by which to 
defuse the habitual everyday—through inhibition. Alexander technique proposes a two-fold progression:

1. Inhibition of the intention to act, and
2. Invocation of the Alexander directions.

The idea behind inhibition is to acknowledge that all intentional action (motor intentionality) is liable to the 
forces of habit. Alexander technique thus asks the subject to stop before moving (1), so as to enable the directions 
to take hold of the body (2). It cultivates a distinction between ‘end gaining’ (habitual motor intentionality) 
and ‘the means whereby’ (activation of the Alexander directions in action). The Alexander directions are a 
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mode of thought in the body. They lie outside the subject’s habitual domain of movement. The directions are 
a set of interdependent, movement-vectors formulated to counteract the foreshortening inherent in everyday 
movement. Put into words the directions are: free the neck, so that the head can move forwards and up, so that 
the back can lengthen and widen.

Freeing the neck is a matter of undoing muscular tension. It involves softening and releasing muscular control 
so that the head is able to take up the direction of ‘forwards and up’. The Alexander directions are not actions 
WR�EH�XQGHUWDNHQ��PHUHO\�LPDJHV�WR�EH�WKRXJKW��,Q�IDFW�� WKH�$OH[DQGHU�WHFKQLTXH�VSHFLÀFDOO\�FDOOV�IRU�¶QRQ�
GRLQJ·�RQ�WKH�SDUW�RI�LWV�VWXGHQW��,Q�SUDFWLFH��WKLV�PHDQV�D�ÀQHO\�WXQHG�OHWWLQJ�JR�RI�PXVFXODU�FRQWURO��DORQJVLGH�
a process of thinking without explicitly doing. In a sense, the directions ‘act’ the body.

The work has its own challenges, and students may spend years grappling with its demands: How to think the 
directions without doing them? How to allow the body to move without being the one who initiates movement? 
Since students of the technique may not have a sensory appreciation of the directions, Alexander technique 
requires the assistance of a teacher who works through touch to give a sense of their feeling in action. The 
quality and character of the Alexander teacher’s touch is complex and dynamic. It depends upon the porosity 
RI�FRUSRUHDO�ERXQGDULHV��DQG�DVSLUHV�WRZDUGV�D�ÁRZ�RI�LQVLJKW�IURP�RQH�ERG\�WR�DQRWKHU�29 And yet, teachers 
are not supposed to ‘will’ their students towards a particular end. The point is rather to ‘share’ the insights of 
an informed Alexander body with a less informed one. Teachers activate the technique in themselves, as they 
connect with the body of the student. In Nietzschean terms, we might say that the performance of touch within 
$OH[DQGHU�WHFKQLTXH�LV�QRW�D�RQH�ZD\�ÁRZ�RI�LQIRUPDWLRQ�IURP�WKH�ERG\�RI�WKH�PDVWHU�WR�WKH�VWXGHQW�EXW�DQ�
availability of corporeal forces, a proximal staging of the teacher’s own practice spilling over into the body of 
DQRWKHU��7KH�HIÀFDF\�RI�WKH�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ��LWV�WUDQVLWLYLW\��LV�QRW�JXDUDQWHHG�EXW�HQWHUV�WKH�FRPSOH[�G\QDPLF�
of learning itself. 

Perhaps thinking the directions interferes with our habitual subjectivity. If stopping creates a gap, between 
intention and action, the subsequent thought of the directions insinuates itself into that gap, keeping habit at 
bay through their expansive remit. Students are asked to renew the directions time and again, to repeatedly 
think them in the body. It is as if the directions keep the body in a state of dynamic readiness, towards a wide 
spectrum of possibility at each and every moment of renewal. If habit contracts into goal-directed action, 
then the Alexander directions keep the body alive to the wider possibilities that encompass the moment. It 
FRXOG�EH�VXJJHVWHG�WKDW�WKH�SUDFWLFH�RI�H[SDQVLRQ�LV�D�PHDQV�WR�NHHS�DOLYH�WKH�YLUWXDO��DQG�VKLIWLQJ��ÀHOG�RI�
SRVVLELOLW\�XQGHUO\LQJ�WKH�G\QDPLF�ERG\��2QFH�DQ�DFWLRQ�WDNHV�RQ�D�JRDO�GLUHFWHG�FKDUDFWHU��WKH�YLUWXDO�ÀHOG�
of possibility is liable to shrink towards the subject’s habitual means of movement and the teleological ends 
of motor intentionality. The Alexander body is not committed to the performance of any particular act but is 
a body available to movement.30 The Alexander subject refuses to enter the absorbed coping characterised by 
Dreyfus, aiming instead to defuse the habits of a lifetime towards a different kind of becoming.

In Nietzsche and Philosophy, Deleuze makes a distinction between two types of becoming; becoming-reactive 
and becoming-active. Becoming-reactive characterizes the variety of modes of human becoming, including 
consciousness, experience and habit.31  Deleuze raises the possibility of becoming-active, which requires a 
change in the reactive forces that constitutes the human type. The problem with this scenario is that reactive 
IRUFHV�ODFN�´WKH�SRZHU�RI�DIÀUPLQJ�ZKLFK�FRQVWLWXWHV�WKHLU�EHFRPLQJ�DFWLYHµ�32 In short, reactive forces “lack a 
will which goes beyond them”.33 It is not that such a will cannot be(come) effective, just that it must leave the 
domain of the human in order to do so. A “superhuman element” is needed to shift the quality of negation into 
DIÀUPDWLRQ��DQ�HOHPHQW�ZKLFK�KDV�WKH�SRWHQWLDO�WR�WUDQVIRUP�WKH�UHDFWLYH�DSSDUDWXV�34 This is key to the defeat 
RI�UHDFWLYH�IRUFH�DQG�WKH�DIÀUPDWLYH�PRYHPHQW�RI�EHFRPLQJ�DFWLYH��'HOHX]H�FKDUDFWHUL]HV�WKH�VKLIW�IURP�WKH�
reactive apparatus to the Overman as requiring a process of active destruction. Active destruction represents the 
explicit demise of subjectivity towards another mode of becoming.35 Deleuze writes:
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Zarathustra praises the man of active destruction: he wants to be overcome, he goes beyond the 
human already on the path of the overman…And thus he wills his own downfall.36

If Alexander technique were to be viewed as a strategy of Deleuzian ‘active destruction’, its potency would 
lie in its conjunction of non-doing with directional thought in the body. Although the student must commit to 
thinking the Alexander directions, she/he must equally commit to not ‘doing’ them. In this context, non-doing 
could be thought of as the will to be overcome, and the directions a potency that lies beyond subjectivity 
�WKH�UHDFWLYH�DSSDUDWXV���7KRXJKW�ZLWKLQ�WKH�WHUPV�RI�WKLV�GLVFXVVLRQ��RQH�PLJKW�VXJJHVW�WKDW�WKH�HIÀFDF\�RI�
inhibition extends to the limits of subjective agency but no further, while the directions take up where inhibition 
leaves off. Inhibition is an antidote oriented towards a subjectivity which hopefully never succeeds, thus 
allowing the directions to take hold of the body. The shift from one domain to another is a kind of baton passing 
between ‘types’. The work of the Alexander teacher is to facilitate the potency of the Alexander directions. In 
this setting, it could be thought of as a lure from one domain towards another, formulated to “inspire a new 
inclination for destroying himself…actively”.37

Deleuze describes thought in Nietzsche as a journey made by an arrow. The arrow is not a property of the 
thinker but a projectile:

He [Nietzsche] compares the thinker to an arrow shot by Nature that another thinker picks up where 
it has fallen so that he can shoot it somewhere else.38 

The movement from inhibition to the Alexander directions could be thought in projectile terms, as a shift from 
one mode of thought (the reactive apparatus) to another (corporeal becoming). The concept and practice of 
non-doing could likewise be seen as an effort to displace traditional notions of the thinker (as knowing subject), 
towards a transitional, dynamic image of thought in the body. It is one which plays the relation between the 
YLUWXDO�DQG�WKH�DFWXDO��DLPLQJ�WR�HQKDQFH�WKH�YLUWXDO�ÀHOG�RI�SRVVLELOLW\�WKURXJK�DWWHQXDWLQJ�WKH�¶GHVFHQW·�LQWR�
activity.39 Expansion is an impetus destined to go beyond the thinker as knower towards a body unhinged from 
the end-gains inherent in motor intentionality. Practising the technique is clearly complex, and whether the 
student can ever get it right is beside the point. Eva Karçzag refers to her Alexander teacher, Bill Williams, who 
“would repeat, over and over again, ‘Nothing to get right…If it feels wrong, let it be wrong, if it feels strange, 
let it be strange’.”40 Strangeness as a generator of corporeal difference.

II. POTENCY OF THE IMAGE

Although different in an important number of respects—most notably through its use of the image— ideokinesis 
is similarly oriented towards change, beyond the level of the habitual everyday.41 Elizabeth Dempster discusses 
the characteristic posture of ideokinetic learning, which she calls “the horizontal plane of instruction”, also 
termed the constructive rest or semi-supine position.42 Students of ideokinesis lie down in the constructive rest 
position in order to facilitate the work of the image. Dempster argues that the semi-supine posture “suspends 
the operation of the everyday habitus”, thereby allowing the body to take up other movement possibilities.43 
The shift onto a horizontal domain away from the vertical everyday can be likened to the notion of inhibition in 
Alexander technique inasmuch as it is a strategic means of disruption which undermines the subject’s recourse 
to his/her habitual modus operandi.

The horizontal plane of instruction replaces the subject’s usual motor intentionality with the image. Like 
Alexander, ideokinesis depends upon the subject’s not ‘doing’ the image. Anne Thompson writes:

If an individual actively works to achieve physical change, through willing it, habitual patterns of 
body use will be activated and the process of ideokinesis will be obstructed.44
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Dempster draws out the dual aspects of ideokinesis which decentres subjectivity through horizontal displacement 
on the one hand, and provokes change (‘nervous repatterning’) on the other.45 If the mark of success is a change 
in the body’s abilities, then ideokinesis calls for a shift in the body’s modus operandi. This form of change is 
subtle and may well require an ongoing commitment over time.46

Ideokinesis is a performative strategy that takes the subject beyond those habitual dispositions embedded in the 
QHXURPXVFXODU�HYHU\GD\��,WV�HIÀFDF\�UHVWV�XSRQ�WKH�SRWHQF\�RI�WKH�LPDJH��$QGUp�%HUQDUG�VSHDNV�RI�WKH�LPDJH�DV�
“the facilitator of movement”.47 Images, for Bernard, have a life of their own. From a strategic point of view, the 
image is the means of change in the body. According to Barnard, the image is active, “it is happening”, whereas 
the subject is in the position of observer.48�$OWKRXJK�LGHRNLQHVLV�GRHV�QRW�FDOO�IRU�LQKLELWLRQ�DV�VXFK��LW�ÁLSV�WKH�
domain of the everyday (vertical plane) onto the horizontal plane of instruction. This shift is neither conceptual, 
nor a 90-degree transposition of Cartesian coordinates, but institutes a different set of gravitational forces 
beyond the realm of the everyday.49 Along with the image, the shift aims to promote the release (disruption) of 
habitual holding patterns, in order to make room for neuromuscular repatterning. Lying down amid an altered 
ÀHOG�RI�JUDYLWDWLRQDO�IRUFHV�RSHQV�WKH�ERG\�WR�FKDQJH��ÀUVW�WKURXJK�UHOHDVH�WKHQ�WKURXJK�DFWLYDWLRQ�

The notion of release could be framed as a mode of active destruction, giving up the body’s neuromuscular 
habits so as to repattern. The image thus works in conjunction with horizontal disorientation to enable a new set 
of corporeal forces to emerge. Following the logic of overcoming, we might construe lying down in constructive 
rest as a mode of habitual inhibition or overcoming (active destruction), and the image as Nietzsche’s arrow. 
The image is a transformative device. It originates in the subject, over time moving into the domain of dynamic, 
corporeal change. Bernard exhorts the student to become the image.50 In Deleuzian terms, we might explore this 
sense of becoming as a transition, between habitual subjectivity (thought in terms of the reactive apparatus) and 
the body’s movement towards the new. Becoming-image (as corporeal activation) is facilitated by the potency 
of the image itself, manifest in “the transition from imaging to moving”.51 The shift occurs at two levels then, 
one, the displacement of the vertical everyday (habitual subjectivity) and two, the passage of the image from 
the domain of subjectivity to that of new modes of corporeal organization.

III. POSTMODERN ‘TECHNIQUES’ OF DECOMPOSITION AND RECOMPOSITION

There are many ways to make new choreographic material. Choreographers often select material through im-
provising. The problem with this approach is that the body tends to move in familiar ways so that, ironically, 
improvisation can lead to more of the same. Of course, improvisers are well aware of this problem and have 
many ways of dealing with it. But the tendency to reproduce what the body already knows is nonetheless pal-
SDEOH��7KHUH�DUH�JRRG�UHDVRQV�IRU�WKLV��,I�WUDLQLQJ�LV�D�PRGH�RI�KDELW�IRUPDWLRQ��WKHQ�LWV�YHU\�HIÀFDF\�GHSHQGV�
upon the cultivation of given kinaesthetic pathways which incline towards reiteration. This may be expressed 
through the dancer’s dispositions, movement tendencies, kinaesthetic sensibility, preferences and pleasures.52 
To what extent does the dancer’s skill rely upon established habits? Is there any tension between the dancer’s 
habitual repertoire and preferences and the adoption of new movement practices? In a sense, this is a problem 
ZKLFK� IDFHV�DQ\�ERG\� WKDW�ZDQWV� WR�GHYHORS��%XW� WKH�FKDOOHQJH� LV� LQWHQVLÀHG� LQ� VLWXDWLRQV� WKDW�YDORULVH� WKH�
production of new choreographic material and therefore require the selection of new corporeal forces. The 
dancer’s challenge in this milieu is to remain open to the new despite the pull of old habits (expertise).

7KLV�WHQVLRQ�LV�QRW�IHOW�LQ�WKH�VDPH�ZD\�LQ�WKH�ÀHOG�RI�FODVVLFDO�EDOOHW��EHFDXVH�EDOOHW�FRQVLVWV�RI�D�À[HG�PRYH-
PHQW�YRFDEXODU\��:KLOH�EDOOHW�WUDLQLQJ�LV�FRPSOH[�DQG�GLIÀFXOW��LWV�IRFXV�LV�WR�PDLQWDLQ�DQG�RU�GHYHORS�VNLOO�
rather than move between styles of movement.53 Modern dance broke with ballet’s lexicon, replacing it with 
the generative body of the choreographer. For example, Martha Graham’s modern dance emerged from a cho-
UHRJUDSKLF�UHSHUWRLUH��ZKLFK��PXFK��ODWHU�FDPH�WR�EH�FRGLÀHG�DV�*UDKDP�WHFKQLTXH��$OWKRXJK�*UDKDP·V�RHX-
YUH�GHYHORSHG�RYHU�WKH�\HDUV��*UDKDP·V�GDQFHUV�QRQHWKHOHVV�ZRUNHG�DFFRUGLQJ�WR�D�FHUWDLQ�LGHQWLÀDEOH�VW\OH��
famously comprising the Graham contraction and release.54 Postmodern dance differs in a number of important 
respects, particularly in regards to its attitudes towards habit and training. According to Elizabeth Dempster:
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7KH�SRVWPRGHUQ�LV�QRW�D�QHZO\�GHÀQHG�GDQFH�ODQJXDJH�EXW�D�VWUDWHJ\�DQG�D�PHWKRG�RI�HQTXLU\�ZKLFK�
challenge and interrogate the process of representation itself…Analysis, questioning and manipula-
tion of the codes and conventions which inscribe the body in dance are distinguishing features of the 
postmodern mode.55

7KLV�ODVW�H[DPSOH�LV�OHVV�KRPRJHQHRXV�WKDQ�WKH�ÀUVW�WZR��,W�GRHV�QRW�UHSUHVHQW�D�VLQJOH�VWUDWHJ\�EXW�UDWKHU�HQVXHV�
from a shared heritage that broke with the kinaesthetic values of modern dance, while instituting its own modes 
of choreographic invention. One of the features of postmodern dance is its challenge to the dancer’s embodied 
heritage or provenance. Postmodern dance does not espouse the knowing subject, which is always already 
trained and ready to exhibit that knowledge. Yvonne Rainer’s “‘No’ to Spectacle” is often cited in relation to 
the shift in postmodern dance away from spectacular (knowing) display towards another kind of dancing.56 
Her Trio A, for example, does not present the dancer displaying what he/she already knows but rather shows 
a performer at work in relation to the choreographic demands of the piece. According to Sarah Rudner, who 
famously performed Trio A: “When it came right down to it, and you were there to do the dance, the best thing 
that happened was the body took over and the dance happened”.57 Trisha Brown’s Accumulation with Talking 
plus Watermotor (1978) similarly calls for something other than knowing subjectivity on the part of the dancer. 
Brown claims that, once she started talking in performance, she couldn’t keep track of her dancing while talk-
ing and vice-versa.

The same could be said of the retrograde and cut and paste compositional strategies often associated with 
Twyla Tharp. Rendering movement in reverse has little to do with what feels right or with what felt right in 
the original development of movement material. The retrograde problematic fosters a break with the habitual 
tendencies of normalised movement, requiring a body to embark upon a project of serial reinvention. If Spinoza 
is right that we don’t know what a body can do, retrograde pragmatics assist in the enhancement of corporeal 
capacity, beyond the body’s corporeal present and outside the dancer’s habitual sensibility. Cut and paste strat-
egies likewise operate independently of what feels right or familiar. Indeed, strategies of reconstitution offer 
QHZ�PRYHPHQW�SDWKZD\V��VXWXUHG�PRYHPHQWV��ZKRVH�XOWLPDWH�ÁRZ�FDOOV�IRU�IRUHLJQ�FDSDELOLWLHV��$OWKRXJK�WKH�
temptation is (inevitably) to form new habits/familiar pathways, the originating dislocation inherent in these 
strategies represents a notion of kinaesthetic value beyond the business as usual of the already trained body.58 
The choreographic concerns embedded in these strategies are time-consuming and challenging just because 
they go against the grain of habit, beyond the sensibility and dispositions of the dancer. Their manipulation of 
movement material, through modes of decomposition and recomposition, take the practice beyond the familiar, 
calling instead for a kind of corporeal adaptation on the part of the dancer.

This example is selected for discussion because it challenges the dancer’s embedded movement subjectivity. It 
requires a kinaesthetic openness to change, towards what the postmodern choreographer, Russell Dumas, calls 
a ‘body available to movement’. The imposition of external demands embodied in retrograde and cut and paste 
modes of recomposition represents an appeal to a non-subjective sensibility as a matter of aesthetic prefer-
ence. The dancer or choreographer places him/herself within a problematic that lures the dancer beyond his/
her given understanding towards the enhancement of corporeal capacity. This is not to say that all postmodern 
choreographers work in this way, but to indicate certain tendencies that lie outside the embodiment of habitual 
subjectivity according to embedded technique.

7KH�WHQVLRQ�LQKHUHQW�LQ�WKLV�VHWWLQJ�LV�WKDW�WKH�GDQFHU�KDV�WR�ÀQG�D�ZD\�WR�RSHQ�WKH�ERG\�WR�WKH�XQNQRZQ��1DQF\�
Stark Smith refers to something she calls ‘the Gap’, a space that opens up once the dancer gives up his/her ha-
bitual modes of orientation.59�7KLV�LV�GLIÀFXOW�IRU�WKH�WUDLQHG�GDQFHU��5XVVHOO�'XPDV�ZULWHV�RI�D�SURFHVV�KH�FDOOV�
‘slow rendering’.60 Like ‘the Gap’ in Stark Smith’s work, slow rendering does not depend upon the dancer’s 
knowing what to do. Indeed, it requires a similar suspension of knowing for the body to take on new movement 
skills. Slow rendering aims to resist habit formation. Once a habit is formed, then the dancer has a ‘solution’ 
which tends to foreclose the body’s adaptation to further (future) movement possibilities. Dumas’ strategy of 
slow rendering is an explicit attempt to block or at least slow down the formation of spontaneous ease. As a 
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result, rehearsing his material is demanding. The dancer, for his/her part cannot rely upon what she/he already 
knows, while Dumas’ challenge as a choreographer is to keep the choreography provisional.  According to Du-
mas, subjectivity stands in the way of corporeal development, and must be strategically redeployed (employed) 
while the body learns:

This practice of ‘slow rendering’ involves distracting the conscious mind with detailed complex 
physical activities. In the best scenario, the mind abdicates control over how these tasks are achieved 
within the body…61

Occupying the dancer’s subjectivity with a changing set of choreographic demands is about the process of 
learning but also about performance. There is a sense in which the dancing itself takes priority. This has almost 
become an aesthetic value within postmodern dance, away from spectacular display towards the notion of 
choreography as a problematic to be actively engaged in performance. It differs from the quality of virtuosic 
display associated with classical ballet.62 If Alexander technique poses inhibition, and ideokinesis posits the 
LPDJH��WKLV�IDPLO\�RI�H[DPSOHV�DVNV�WKH�GDQFHU�WR�ÀQG�D�ZD\�WR�JLYH�RYHU�KLV�KHU�NQRZLQJ�VXEMHFWLYLW\��LQ�IDYRXU�
of allowing the work itself to becomes visible, for audience and dancer alike. There is no single methodology of 
overcoming habit here, but a sense in which the complexity of the work calls forth a certain kind of abdication 
on the part of the knowing subject. In some cases, the actual choreography is so complex that the dancer cannot 
NHHS�XS��6RPHWKLQJ�HOVH�KDV�WR�KDSSHQ�IRU�WKH�ZRUN�WR�ÁRZ�

CONCLUSION

Ravaisson offers a penetrating analysis of the way in which habit comes into being. His account of habit 
formation follows the emergence and incorporation of an inclination which comes to form part of the subject’s 
“very being”.63 Ravaisson shows how, in the realm of human movement, wilful effort translates into spontaneous 
HDVH��,Q�VXFK�FDVHV��SHUVLVWHQW�HIIRUW�SD\V�RII��SURGXFLQJ�D�ERGLO\�LQWHOOLJHQFH�UHDG\�DQG�DEOH�WR�DFW��7KH�EHQHÀW�
of such training and selection is to enjoy greater ease of execution, plus a certain reliability whereby thought 
and action become one. What if another thought comes along, however, one which aims to prise open habit’s 
fusion of thought and action? How is that thought to exert itself? However valued, the core feature of habit—to 
FROODSVH�WKH�LQWHUYDO�EHWZHHQ�DQ�LGHD�DQG�LWV�SHUIRUPDQFH³WHQGV�WR�À[�PRYHPHQW��UHQGHULQJ�LW�UHPRWH�IURP�
conscious choice. If habit, once acquired, becomes an internal virtue, then the task of its overcoming requires a 
change to a part of the self. It is not so easy to ‘give up’ one’s habits, just because they represent our day to day, 
practical competence. Hence the ingenuity of the various movement techniques under discussion.

$OH[DQGHU� WHFKQLTXH� DQG� LGHRNLQHVLV�� HDFK� LQ� WKHLU� RZQ�ZD\�� DWWHPSW� WR� RXWÁDQN� WKH� VSRQWDQHLW\� RI� KDELW��
through inhibition, non-doing and displacement. Postmodern choreography tends to overwhelm the dancer 
with complex tasks, while embracing a process of changing demands. Postmodern dance is less organised 
around a singular method but its destabilised choreographic vocabulary nonetheless requires ongoing habit 
PRGLÀFDWLRQ��,I�$OH[DQGHU�DQG�LGHRNLQHVLV�DWWHPSW�WR�EUHDN�ZLWK�KDELW��'XPDV·�VORZ�UHQGHULQJ�DWWHQXDWHV�LWV�
formation. Inasmuch as our habits become us, forming a disposition which belongs to the self, these techniques 
could be viewed in terms of Nietzschean overcoming or Deleuzian active destruction. Inhibition and non-doing 
are potential candidates for a ‘will to be overcome’. The milieu of postmodern dance similarly calls forth a 
movement beyond the givenness of training and technique. The postmodern dancer has to get out of the way so 
that the body can take up new movement possibilities.

It is worth noting the role of the other in each of these movement practices. Touch is a powerful device, 
able to stage and transmit a variety of corporeal forces and/or suggestions. The very difference of the other 
functions as a lure beyond habit.64 It is moot, however, whether subjectivity can be actually overcome, in 
practice, or whether these strategies merely aim towards overcoming. Although each of these techniques aims 
to deconstruct habit, were it not for habit, none of their good work could stick. Even Alexander technique, 
which resists habit (re)formation, relies upon the habit of practice. Perhaps Bergson is correct to suggest that 
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what we can do is oppose one habit with another, in which case, it is more a question of one habit superseding 
another. Bergson writes of the human ability to stage such a transition:

But man not only maintains his machine, he succeeds in using it as he pleases. Doubtless he owes this 
to the superiority of his brain, which enables him to build an unlimited number of motor mechanisms, 
to oppose new habits to the old ones unceasingly, and, by dividing automatism against itself, to rule 
it.65

The ideokinetic notion of muscular repatterning represents the movement from one set of habits to another. 
Although Alexander technique does not advocate the formation of new habits, Edward Owen refers to Alexander 
as the one who “mastered habit”.66 If Alexander, Ideokinesis and postmodern dance are any indication, such 
mastery does not come easily, calling for a nuanced approach by which to move beyond habit’s familiar terrain. 
These strategies are not so much the exertion of will against habit but the attempt to defuse the spontaneity of 
habitual patterns so that the body can embrace and once again adapt itself to the new.

PHILIPA ROTHFIELD is a Melbourne-based philosopher and dancer
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Deleuze’s book on Francis Bacon remains his largest and most profound study of pictorial art. However, Francis 
Bacon: The Logic of Sensation (1981) is more than that: it elaborates on a series of philosophical concepts, such 
as the “body without organs” or the “diagram”, and invents a metaphysics of forces. In this article, we want to 
focus on Deleuze’s notion of meat (viande���ZKLFK�ÀJXUHV�LQ�KLV�GLVFXVVLRQ�RI�)UDQFLV�%DFRQ·V�SDLQWLQJV��DQG�
show that it is also a notion of crucial philosophical importance. As its phenomenological counterpart, we will 
WKHQ�WDNH�XS�0HUOHDX�3RQW\·V�QRWLRQ�RI�ÁHVK��chair), which is central to his late ontology of the visible and the 
LQYLVLEOH��7KH�QRWLRQ�RI�ÁHVK�HPHUJHV�DV�WKH�UHVXOW�RI�D�ORQJ�DQG�LQWHQVLYH�HQJDJHPHQW�ZLWK�PRGHUQ�DUW��:H�ZLOO�
refer to two essays in particular: “Cézanne’s Doubt” (1945) and “Eye and Mind” (1964). 

$OWKRXJK�´PHDWµ�DQG�´ÁHVKµ�DUH�ERWK�PHWDSK\VLFDO�FRQFHSWV�DQG�FUHDWHG�XQGHU�WKH�LQÁXHQFH�RI�SLFWRULDO�DUW��
they are signs of two very different modes of thinking. Deleuze’s metaphysics of becoming calls for resistance 
toward the intolerable in the present. It assigns to philosophy the task to create concepts or ideas that enable 
us to think differently and engage in political action. Virtual ideas are supposed to liberate us from the rule 
of actual facts, opinions or clichés, and to effectuate a movement of becoming beyond the actual toward the 
virtual. This movement of becoming—or process of “counter-actualisation”, as Deleuze also calls it in the 
Logic of Sense—has a clear utopian aim, namely that of calling forth a new earth, a new people. In this 
context, Deleuze’s notion of meat, that is the virtual Idea of “universal meat”, puts a great challenge to the 
SKHQRPHQRORJLFDO�QRWLRQ�RI�ÁHVK��

7KH� UDGLFDO� QDWXUH�RI�0HUOHDX�3RQW\·V� RQWRORJ\�RI� WKH�ÁHVK� OLHV� DERYH� DOO� LQ� LWV� HPSKDVLV� RQ� UHODWLRQDOLW\��
ambiguity and multifacetedness. He opens up a new view of the world and its different layers of sense; he 
makes us feel our embeddedness within it. However, while it can also be said that Merleau-Ponty questions the 
rule of simple facts, opinions or clichés, it seems that his way of thinking is much less radical than Deleuze’s. 
0HUOHDX�3RQW\·V�RQWRORJ\�RI�WKH�ÁHVK�SUHVHQWV�D�FRPSUHKHQVLYH�DQG�FRQFLOLDWRU\�´:HOWDQVFKDXXQJµ��D�WKHDWUH�
of the visible and the invisible, which puts us at peace with the world and our fellow beings. This is, perhaps, 
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why reading Merleau-Ponty is such a joy, while Deleuze does not cease to puzzle and disturb us. 

,Q� WDNLQJ�XS�DQG�FRPSDULQJ�WKHVH�WZR�SKLORVRSKLFDO�QRWLRQV�RI�´PHDWµ�DQG�´ÁHVKµ��ZH�GR�QRW�VLPSO\�ZDQW�
WR�VWDWH� WKH�DIÀQLWLHV�RU�GLYHUJHQFHV�ZH�ÀQG�EHWZHHQ�WKH�WZR�FRQFHSWV��5DWKHU��E\�IROORZLQJ�WKH�JHQHVLV�RI�
'HOHX]H·V�DQG�0HUOHDX�3RQW\·V�WKRXJKW��ZH�ZRXOG�OLNH�WR�JLYH�D�VHQVH�RI�WKH�SDUWLFXODU�́ OLQH�RI�ÁLJKWµ�WKDW�WKHLU�
thinking takes respectively. If the thought of a philosopher is like an arrow shot through our minds, the question 
LV��:KHUH�GRHV�LW�WDNH�XV"�$OWKRXJK�WKLV�DUWLFOH�LQ�QR�ZD\�LQWHQGV�WR�DQVZHU�WKLV�TXHVWLRQ��LW�DW�OHDVW�DLPV�WR�RSHQ�
XS�D�ÀHOG�IRU�TXHVWLRQLQJ�WKH�HIIHFWLYLW\�DQG�UDGLFDOLW\�RI�WKHLU�GLIIHUHQW�VW\OHV�RI�WKRXJKW�

1. PITY THE MEAT!—DELEUZE AND FRANCIS BACON

In their co-authored book, What is Philosophy?, Deleuze and Guattari declare that both philosophy and works 
of art have the important task to strengthen the power of resistance, that is, “resistance to death, to servitude, to 
the intolerable, to shame, and to the present”.1 In the case of philosophy, they regard the creation of concepts as 
the enabling conditions of resistance against the intolerable; in the arts, it is the construction of blocks of affects 
and percepts that can induce intensive processes of becoming. Resistance is not to be conceived as a negative 
or destructive attitude toward the present, but as a positive act of creation and transformation. 

In Francis Bacon: The Logic of Sensation (1981), Deleuze presents us with an example of how art can have 
an impact on the way we see, feel and act. Deleuze detects in Bacon’s paintings “a kind of declaration of faith 
in life”,2�D�FODLP�WKDW�PLJKW�VXUSULVH�DW�ÀUVW��EHFDXVH�LQ�WKHVH�SDLQWLQJV�ZH�ÀQG�VFHQHV�RI�WHUURU��FUXFLÀ[LRQV��
mutilated and deformed bodies. But according to Deleuze, the violence that is involved is of a very special 
kind: it is not the representation of something horrible happening. Bacon’s paintings are not narrative; he paints 
seated or crouching “Figures” isolated from any context of a story. Bacon wants to paint another violence, a 
“violence of sensation” that consists of the effects of colour and line more than anything else. This violence of 
sensation dissolves clichés of representation and instead releases intensive forces that immediately attack our 
nervous system. As Deleuze says: “The violence of sensation is opposed to the violence of the represented (the 
sensational, the cliché)” (FB 39). Sensation, according to Deleuze, has an intensive reality of its own: what 
Bacon aims to capture in his paintings are the invisible and intensive forces, those that act upon the body and 
FOLPE�WKURXJK� LWV�ÁHVK��7KH�ZD\� WKDW�'HOHX]H�GHVFULEHV� WKH�UHODWLRQ�EHWZHHQ� WKH� LQYLVLEOH�� LQWHQVLYH�IRUFHV�
and sensation is that of a transcendental conditional: The forces act as transcendental conditions to the effect 
that sensation would be impossible, if not for these forces. Invisible and intensive forces are the necessary and 
genetic conditions for the “givenness” of sensation. The problem that needs to be solved by the artist is the 
question how he can make these invisible forces visible. As Deleuze says in his book on Francis Bacon: 

if force is the condition of sensation, it is nonetheless not the force that is sensed, since the sensation 
“gives” something completely different from the forces that condition it. How will sensation be able to 
VXIÀFLHQWO\�WXUQ�LQ�RQ�LWVHOI��UHOD[�RU�FRQWUDFW�LWVHOI��VR�DV�WR�FDSWXUH�WKH�QRQJLYHQ�IRUFHV�LQ�ZKDW�LW�JLYHV�
XV��WR�PDNH�XV�VHQVH�WKHVH�LQVHQVLEOH�IRUFHV��DQG�UDLVH�LWVHOI�WR�LWV�RZQ�FRQGLWLRQV"��)%������

7KH�DUWLVW�QHHGV�WR�ÀQG�D�ZD\�IRU�VHQVDWLRQ��H�J��WKH�VHQVDWLRQ�RI�FRORXU��WR�H[WULFDWH�WKH�SXUH�DQG�H[FHVVLYH�
presence of forces beyond representation. He needs to make visible what lies beneath the organism with its 
À[HG�RUJDQL]DWLRQ�RI�RUJDQV��KH�QHHGV�WR�UHOHDVH�WKH�body without organs, that is, the reality of an “intense and 
intensive body” (FB 44). “Bacon has not ceased to paint bodies without organs, the intensive fact of the body” 
(FB 45-6). 

Deleuze borrows the concept of the body without organs from the French poet and writer Antonin Artaud, 
ZKR�ÀUVW�XVHG�LW�LQ�KLV�WH[W��´7R�KDYH�GRQH�ZLWK�WKH�MXGJPHQW�RI�*RGµ��ZKLFK�ZDV�ZULWWHQ�DV�D�UDGLR�SOD\�LQ�
1948. Artaud created this concept as a means of resistance against politics and culture of oppression, against 
American imperialism and the judgement of God. The body without organs is the idea of a body that rejects 
any kind of pre-determined organization imposed upon the body by organic functions, political inscriptions 
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DQG�VRFLHWDO�FRGHV��,Q�'HOHX]H·V�UHDGLQJ��WKH�ERG\�ZLWKRXW�RUJDQV�LV�D�SODQH�RI�LPPDQHQFH��D�ÀHOG�RI�LQWHQVLYH�
forces that express “a more profound and almost unlivable Power [Puissance]” (FB 44). This unlivable Power 
is to be conceived as the excessive, intensive and indeterminate life�WKDW�VXEVLVWV�SULRU�WR�LWV�LQFDUQDWLRQ�LQ�À[HG�
and organized forms. In Difference and Repetition, Deleuze spoke of it in terms of the virtual Idea of vitality, 
the transcendent object of which would also include monstrosity.3�:LWK� WKH� H[DPSOH� RI�%DFRQ·V� FRQWRUWHG�
ÀJXUHV��WKLV�PRQVWURXV�YLWDOLW\��WKDW�LV�WKH�SRZHUIXO�QRQRUJDQLF�OLIH�EH\RQG�WKH�RUJDQLVP��LV�UHQGHUHG�YLVLEOH��
2QH�FKDUDFWHULVWLF�RI�%DFRQ·V�ÀJXUHV�LV�WKH�DQLPDO�WUDLWV�WKDW�WKH\�LQYRNH��)UHTXHQWO\��ZH�ÀQG�WKDW�WKH�KXPDQ�
KHDG�LV�UHSODFHG�E\�WKDW�RI�DQ�DQLPDO��%DFRQ·V�ÀJXUHV�DUH�GUDZQ�LQWR�D�PRYHPHQW�RI�EHFRPLQJ��RI�EHFRPLQJ�
animal. The technique that Bacon applies to make these metamorphoses visible does not simply consist of a 
combination of forms. Instead, Bacon’s techniques involve a wiping or scrubbing of parts of the canvas, so 
that a “zone of indiscernibility” emerges, that is a disorganized zone, which is common to several forms and 
irreducible to any of them. As Deleuze states: “In place of formal correspondences, what Bacon’s painting 
constitutes is a zone of indiscernibility or undecidability between man and animal” (FB 21). The human face 
as a signifying and spatial structure gives way to the head which incarnates an animal spirit: “It is the animal 
spirit of man: a pig-spirit, a buffalo-spirit, a dog-spirit, a bat-spirit …” (FB 20). 

In his crouching and deformed bodies, Bacon depicts the combat between the invisible forces of becoming. It 
needs to be stressed that this combat takes place entirely within the visible; it is revealed in the meat (viande), 
which appears in splendid colours (pinks, reds and blues, and broken tones). 
Deleuze emphasizes that meat (viande��LV�QRW�ÁHVK��chair). As he says in What is Philosophy?��ÁHVK�LV�¶WRR�
tender’ to support the invisible forces of becoming;4 there needs to be a second element, the bones:  “the bones 
DUH� OLNH�D� WUDSH]H�DSSDUDWXV� �WKH�FDUFDVV���XSRQ�ZKLFK� WKH�ÁHVK� LV� WKH�DFUREDWµ� �)%������$OWKRXJK�%DFRQ·V�
depiction of meat and bones might make us feel a bit uncomfortable, Deleuze assures us that it has nothing to 
do with sadism or a taste for horror. On the contrary, if there is a feeling in Bacon, it is an intense pity for the 
meat, including the meat of dead animals:

Pity the meat [viande]! Meat is undoubtedly the chief object of Bacon’s pity […]. Meat is not dead 
ÁHVK�>chair@��LW�UHWDLQV�DOO�WKH�VXIIHULQJV�DQG�DVVXPHV�DOO�WKH�FRORUV�RI�OLYLQJ�ÁHVK��,W�PDQLIHVWV�VXFK�
convulsive pain and vulnerability, but also such delightful invention, color, and acrobatics. Bacon does 
QRW�VD\��¶3LW\�WKH�EHDVWV�·�EXW�UDWKHU�WKDW�HYHU\�PDQ�ZKR�VXIIHUV�LV�D�SLHFH�RI�PHDW��0HDW�LV�D�FRPPRQ�
zone of man and the beast, their zone of indiscernibility. (FB 23)

Perhaps we might say that Bacon is a painter of the “universal meat”. Here we have to invent a new universality, 
D�FRQFUHWH�XQLYHUVDOLW\��ZKLFK�KDV�WR�EH�GLVWLQJXLVKHG�IURP�JHQHUDOLW\��DV�'HOHX]H�VXJJHVWV��:H�GR�QRW�DFKLHYH�
this universality by observing and contemplating specimens of animal and man, and then forming a general 
concept that determines a common structure “meat”. Such a concept would necessarily remain a mere abstract, 
QRPLQDO� GHÀQLWLRQ� DQG� LPSRVH� D� IRUPDO� LGHQWLW\��:H�DOVR�GR�QRW�ZDQW� WR�GHÀQH� WKH�XQLYHUVDO� DV� D� NLQG�RI�
general element or substance that exists before objects are individuated. Rather, in the Deleuzian usage, the 
universal is something to come, something to be created, a utopian aim. In Critique and Clinique, Deleuze 
considers literature under this utopian aspect: The task of writers is not to express their personal memories 
or lived experience, or to speak in behalf of an already existing people, but rather “to write for this people 
who are missing”.5�:ULWHUV³DQG�KHUH�'HOHX]H�UHIHUV�SDUWLFXODUO\�WR�$PHULFDQ�ZULWHUV�VXFK�DV�7KRPDV�:ROIH�
and Herman Melville—call forth a “universal people composed of immigrants from all countries”,6 “a minor 
people, eternally minor, taken up in a becoming-revolutionary”,� a people that does not yet exist because it is 
“always in becoming, always incomplete”.8 This “universal people” is the object of an Idea, a virtual Idea as 
Deleuze would say. The virtual Idea does not designate an imaginary projection of the mind, the image of an 
ideal abstract unity. It also stands opposed to a concept of the understanding that extrapolates a conceptual 
identity for distinct empirical objects. According to Deleuze, the virtual Idea is “real without being actual, ideal 
ZLWKRXW�EHLQJ�DEVWUDFWµ��'5��������,W�LV�D�́ FRQFUHWH�XQLYHUVDOµ��'5��������LGHDO�QR�OHVV�WKDQ�UHDO��ZKLFK�FDQ�RQO\�
become determined in empirical circumstances. It poses a permanent task: The Idea of a universal people calls 
for a new subjectivity, a new people to be created or invented under conditions of combat and struggle. It is an 
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experiment, a challenge to political practice, but nothing that can be translated into general propositions of a 
party directive or explicated in particular propositions of a political programme. The virtual Idea of a universal 
people is a u-topos, a reality which has no place hic et nunc and which cannot be but only become.9 

7R�EHFRPH�LV�QRW�WR�DWWDLQ�D�IRUP��LGHQWLÀFDWLRQ��LPLWDWLRQ��0LPHVLV��EXW�WR�ÀQG�WKH�]RQH�RI�SUR[LPLW\��
indiscernibility, or indifferentiation where one can no longer be distinguished from a woman, an 
animal, or a molecule—neither imprecise nor general, but unforeseen and nonpreexistent, singularized 
out of a population rather than determined in a form.10

7KH� LQGHÀQLWH�DUWLFOH�GHVLJQDWHV�´WKH�SRZHU�RI�DQ� LPSHUVRQDOµ��´OLWHUDWXUH�EHJLQV�RQO\�ZKHQ�D� WKLUG�SHUVRQ�
LV�ERUQ� LQ�XV� WKDW� VWULSV�XV�RI� WKH�SRZHU� WR� VD\� ¶,·µ�11 Thus, according to Deleuze, the “noble” criterion of 
literature is, whether it carries author and reader to this state of an impersonal power, the power of intensive 
and indeterminate life.

/HW�XV�EULHÁ\� UHFDOO�ZKDW�1LHW]VFKH�PHDQV�E\�´QREOHµ��1REOH�GHVLJQDWHV� ´WKH� VXSHULRU� IRUP�RI� HYHU\WKLQJ�
WKDW�¶LV·µ³LQ�WKH�ODQJXDJH�RI�HQHUJ\�SK\VLFV�´WKDW�HQHUJ\�ZKLFK�LV�FDSDEOH�RI�WUDQVIRUPLQJ�LWVHOIµ��'5�������
Transformations, metamorphoses, eternal formlessness and becoming are the highest form of being and the 
highest thought. According to Deleuze, “the thinker of eternal return … can rightly say that he is burdened with 
WKH�VXSHULRU�IRUP�RI�HYHU\WKLQJ�WKDW�LV��OLNH�WKH�SRHW�¶EXUGHQHG�ZLWK�KXPDQLW\��HYHQ�WKDW�RI�WKH�DQLPDOV·µ��'5��
�����´7KH�WKLQNHU��XQGRXEWHGO\�WKH�WKLQNHU�RI�WKH�HWHUQDO�UHWXUQ��LV�«�WKH�XQLYHUVDO�LQGLYLGXDOµ��'5��������:KDW�
Deleuze means by “universal individual” becomes explicit in his reference to Pierre Klossowski. The thought 
of eternal return, its selective and creative power, “allows only the plebeian to return, the man without a name” 
(DR: 91), or as Deleuze explicates: “The man without a name, without family, without qualities, without self 
RU�,��WKH�¶SOHEHLDQ·�JXDUGLDQ�RI�D�VHFUHW��WKH�DOUHDG\�2YHUPDQµ��'5�������'HOHX]H�OLQNV�1LHW]VFKH·V�XWRSLDQ�
vision of the “noble” or the “superhuman” with the “universal individual” that strips off particular properties, 
escapes general categories and instead invokes all possibilities of becoming, becoming man, becoming animal.
The “universal individual” or the “universal people” indicate a concrete universality (not a generality), a 
PXOWLSOH�EHFRPLQJ��ZKLFK�LV�DOZD\V�LQFRPSOHWH��7KLV�LQFRPSOHWHQHVV�RU�LQGHÀQLWHQHVV�LV�LWV�VWUHQJWK��EHFDXVH�
it cannot be blocked by formal (conceptual) identity or real identity (the Same, hic et nunc���:H�ÀQG�WKDW�WKLV�
utopian dimension of Deleuze’s thinking also appears in his book on Francis Bacon: it is the “universal meat” 
(instead of the universal people) that Bacon summons forth. He is not simply offering an empirical observation 
and depiction of the contortions and convulsive pain common to both man and animal. Instead, he creates a 
virtual Idea of universal meat, based on affects and percepts that exercise a violent effect on our cherished 
identities and destroy our power to say “I”. But virtual Ideas not only have a destructive impact, they also 
elicit creative processes of becoming, a movement of counter-actualization or counter-effectuation. In Bacon’s 
paintings, we can see this movement of counter-actualization to all the suffering, gaping wounds and spasms, 
LQ�WKH�LQYHQWLYH�SOD\�RI�FRORXUV�DQG�´DFUREDWLFVµ��WKH�DFUREDWLFV�RI�WKH�ÁHVK�RQ�WKH�WUDSH]H�DSSDUDWXV�RI�ERQHV��
The destructive play of forces is counter-actualized by the creation of new forces that emerge within the visual 
EXW�UHDFK�EH\RQG�LW��LQ�WKH�LQWHQVLYH�VSKHUH�RI�QRQRUJDQLF�OLIH���$V�'HOHX]H�VD\V��´:KHQ�WKH�YLVXDO�FRQIURQWV�
the invisible force that conditions it, it releases a force that is capable of vanquishing the invisible force, or even 
befriending it” (FB 62). 

Bacon’s paintings visualize an ontology of forces that we know from Deleuze’s books on Nietzsche and 
Spinoza. Bacon reveals the hidden forces that act upon the meat: forces of isolation, of deformation and of 
dissipation, forces of expansion and of contraction, forces of coupling and of disjunction. The combat of these 
intensive forces affect the meat, but the meat is not simply to be pitied as a passive bearer of contortions and 
VSDVPV��,QVWHDG��ZH�KDYH�WR�VHH�LWV�FDSDFLW\�RI�EHLQJ�DIIHFWHG�DV�DFWLYH�WR�WKH�H[WHQW�WKDW�LW�DIÀUPV�OLIH�ZLWK�DOO�LWV�
colours, it releases the vital power of rhythm and engages in new possibilities of becoming. In other words, the 
meat has the capacity to render the invisible and intensive forces fruitful, to experiment with new compounds 
or alliances between forces, to open up new ways of becoming and forms of existence. 
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:KDW�PDNHV�%DFRQ�D�SROLWLFDO�DUWLVW�LQ�WKH�VHQVH�WKDW�ZH�LQGLFDWHG�DERYH�LV�KLV�UHMHFWLRQ�RI�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�DQG�
the creation of intensive compounds of colours and lines eliciting a shock of sensation. His paintings do not 
address a subject, the viewer or art critic, but—in Deleuze’s words—they affect “a primary sensibility that 
we areµ� �'5�� �����7KH\� HVWDEOLVK� D� FRPPRQ�SODQH� RI� VHQVLELOLW\� RU� DIIHFWLYLW\��ZKLFK� DOORZV� IRU� ´DQRWKHU�
sensibility, another way of feeling” that can be shared by both man and animal.12 They establish “a zone of 
LQGLVFHUQLELOLW\�PRUH�SURIRXQG�WKDQ�DQ\�VHQWLPHQWDO�LGHQWLÀFDWLRQ��WKH�PDQ�ZKR�VXIIHUV�LV�D�EHDVW��WKH�EHDVW�
WKDW�VXIIHUV� LV�D�PDQ��7KLV� LV� WKH� UHDOLW\�RI�EHFRPLQJµ��)%������7KLV�SODQH�RU�]RQH�RI� LQGLVFHUQLELOLW\�ÀQGV�
LWV�H[SUHVVLRQ�LQ�WKH�´XQLYHUVDO�PHDWµ��ZKLFK�LV�QRW�VRPHWKLQJ�DFWXDO� WKDW�FDQ�EH�ORFDWHG�DQG�À[HG�LQ�WLPH��
but a virtual Idea or event yet to come. Bacon’s paintings reach for this utopian aim by inducing processes 
of becoming that violently change the way we are, think, act and feel. Only by subjecting ourselves to this 
violent effect of the virtual Idea or event, can we open up to the possibilities and metamorphoses of life, can we 
establish this zone of indiscernibility, “a common zone of man and the beast” (FB 23).

2. MERLEAU-PONTY’S ONTOLOGY OF THE FLESH

It is striking that Deleuze prefers the notion of meat (viande��WR�WKDW�RI�ÁHVK��chair���:KDW�LPPHGLDWHO\�FRPHV�
WR�PLQG�LV�0HUOHDX�3RQW\·V�PHWDSK\VLFDO�QRWLRQ�RI�ÁHVK��chair) that he develops in his late ontology of the 
YLVLEOH�DQG�WKH�LQYLVLEOH��'HOHX]H·V�UHMHFWLRQ�RI�0HUOHDX�3RQW\·V�RQWRORJ\�RI�WKH�ÁHVK�RI� WKH�ZRUOG�LV�ZHOO�
known: “A curious Fleshism [Carnisme@�LQVSLUHV�WKLV�ÀQDO�DYDWDU�RI�SKHQRPHQRORJ\�DQG�SOXQJHV�LW�LQWR�WKH�
mystery of the incarnation. It is both a pious and a sensual notion, a mixture of sensuality and religion, without 
ZKLFK��SHUKDSV��ÁHVK�FRXOG�QRW�VWDQG�XS�E\�LWVHOI�µ13 'HOHX]H�FKDUJHV�WKDW�WKH�QRWLRQ�RI�ÁHVK�LV�WRR�PXFK�ERXQG�
to subjectivity, that is the incarnated subject of phenomenology, and borrows too much from Christianity. It is 
also obvious that Deleuze would reject the whole set of terms that Merleau-Ponty uses in order to characterize 
KLV�RQWRORJ\�RI�WKH�ÁHVK�

Despite Deleuze’s reservations against Merleau-Ponty, an encounter between the two notions of “meat” and 
´ÁHVKµ� LV� DWWUDFWLYH�� DOO� WKH�PRUH� DV�0HUOHDX�3RQW\� GHYHORSV� KLV� RQWRORJ\� RI� WKH�ÁHVK� XQGHU� WKH� LQÁXHQFH�
of his engagement with modern painting, in particular that of Cézanne, Matisse and Klee. The painter, says 
Merleau-Ponty, teaches us to see. He discovers the latency and depth of things, their polymorphous being or 
KLGGHQ�ÁHVK��6HHLQJ�LQ�WKLV�VHQVH�LV�QRW�WR�EH�XQGHUVWRRG�DV�DQ�LQWHQWLRQDO�DFW�RU�DFW�RI�FRJQLWLRQ�EXW�UDWKHU�DV�
“a delirium which is vision itself”.14 

According to Merleau-Ponty, science and philosophy have both been unable to discover this delirium of vision. 
Science is not interested in seeing but in explaining the world. It creates models that represent states of affairs 
in general, disregarding the particularity of things and the differences of the situational context. Science is 
“a thinking which looks on from above (pensée du survol), and thinks of the object-in-general” (EM 122). 
Science is essentially “a construction”, inasmuch as by means of its experiments it yields primarily only “the 
PRVW�¶ZRUNHG�XS·�SKHQRPHQD��PRUH�OLNHO\�SURGXFHG�E\�WKH�DSSDUDWXV�WKDQ�UHFRUGHG�E\�LWµ��LELG����´7KLQNLQJ��
¶RSHUDWLRQDOO\·µ�WKH�ZD\�WKDW�VFLHQFH�GRHV��LV�SUHGRPLQDQWO\�DQ�DFWLYLW\�RI�WKH�PLQG��QRW�RI�WKH�H\H��LELG���

Philosophy as well treats seeing as “a mode or a variant of thinking” (EM 132), a fact which is particularly 
notorious in Descartes. For Descartes, only the faculty of thought can grasp the essence of things behind their 
various sensuous appearances. It grasps the extensive and mathematically describable form of things. The eye 
is an inferior, though necessary function of cognition. In his essay Dioptric��SXEOLVKHG�LQ������DV�RQH�RI�WKUHH�
lengthy essays prefaced by a brief Discourse on Method (which has become his most famous and widely read 
ZRUN���'HVFDUWHV�HODERUDWHG�KLV�WKHRU\�RI�YLVLRQ�E\�YLUWXH�RI�D�G\QDPLF�PRGHO�RI�OLJKW�UD\V��+H�GHÀQHV�VHHLQJ�
DV�DQ�HIIHFW�RI�OLJKW�UD\V�WKDW�DUH�UHÁHFWHG�E\�WKH�WKLQJV�LQ�WKH�ZRUOG�DQG�LPSUHVV�WKHLU�LPDJHV�RQ�WKH�EDFN�SDUW�
of the human eye. Seeing in this sense operates according to the model of touch, and in fact Descartes compares 
seeing to the mode of perception of blind persons “who see with their hands”: The blind man’s cane serves 
him as a “sixth sense”.15 The resistance of things that meets with the top of the cane is transferred to the blind 
person’s hand and via the nerves to his brain.16 In a similar way, light rays hit the human eye and cause our 
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vision. Seeing is explained here as a merely external and causal relation.

Already Descartes notices that such an objective model of seeing forces us to assume a “little man inside the 
man”:�� a man which looks at the representation yielded by the eye and interprets it, identifying the objects and 
analysing their relations. Accordingly, Descartes’ numerous drawings of the refraction of light rays culminating 
in the eye frequently also portray the head of a little man looking at the eye. Descartes’ objective model of 
seeing induces us to “seek still further inside that seeing man we thought we had under our eyes” (VI 210). The 
physical activity of seeing needs to be accompanied by a “thought of seeing”: Seeing is dependent on thought, 
which deciphers the given impressions.

In Dioptric�� 'HVFDUWHV� DGGUHVVHV�� DOEHLW� EULHÁ\�� WKH� DUW� RI� HQJUDYLQJV�� +H� UHPDUNV� WKDW� WKRVH� ODQGVFDSHV�
represented by a copper engraving are not “similar” to nature as we see it.18 “And thus it comes about that often, 
precisely in order to be more perfect in their quality as images, i.e., the better to represent an object, they ought 
not to resemble it [nature].”19 The representation given by the engraving follows the rules of perspective, which 
for Descartes (and for Renaissance painters, more broadly) were those of geometry. The linear perspective 
was a technique which dealt with the problem of depth by subjecting geometrical forms to a perspectival 
deformation: “the square becomes a lozenge, the circle an oval” (EM 131) in perspectival projection. The 
engraving does not resemble the things it represents. Instead, it excites thought, which performs the act of 
cognition: it reads the engraving just like a text; the assemblage of lines are means or signs to be deciphered by 
thought, “as for instance, signs and words, which have no manner of resemblance to the things they signify”.20 

For Descartes, there is no “power of images”, that is, seeing does not have the power to overwhelm us and 
take from us the faculty of judgement (or of “objective thought” as Merleau-Ponty also calls it). At all times, 
thought has to inspect the image (the depicted as well as the retinal image) and to “read” the signs. Between 
the depicted and the real object, there is no hidden analogy, no internal relation—solely an external relation of 
representation, which is to be interpreted by thought. A Cartesian, says Merleau-Ponty, does not see himself 
LQ�WKH�PLUURU��(0�������+H�VHHV�WKH�LPDJH�RI�D�ERG\�FDXVHG�E\�UHÁHFWLRQ�WKDW�FDQ�EH�LGHQWLÀHG�E\�D�WKLQNLQJ�
VXEMHFW��D�FRJLWR��)RU�'HVFDUWHV��UHÁH[LYLW\�LV�D�IXQFWLRQ�RI�WKRXJKW��ZKLOH�IRU�0HUOHDX�3RQW\�LW�LV�D�PHWDSK\VLFDO�
VWUXFWXUH�RI�WKH�ÁHVK��´7KH�PLUURU�HPHUJHV�>DV�D�FXOWXUDO�GHYLFH@�EHFDXVH�,�DP�D�YLVLEOH�VHH�HU��EHFDXVH�WKHUH�LV�
D�UHÁH[LYLW\�RI�WKH�VHQVLEOH��WKH�PLUURU�WUDQVODWHV�DQG�UHSURGXFHV�WKDW�UHÁH[LYLW\µ��(0�������$QG�LQ�The Visible 
and the Invisible��0HUOHDX�3RQW\�VWDWHV��´7KH�ÁHVK�is a mirror phenomenon and the mirror is an extension of 
my relation with my body” (VI 255).

:KHQ�,�WRXFK�RU�ORRN�DW�P\VHOI��0HUOHDX�3RQW\�H[SODLQV��,�UHFHLYH�D�´VSHFXODU�H[WUDFWµ��9,������RI�P\VHOI��
7KH� ´ÀVVLRQ� RI� DSSHDUDQFH� DQG�%HLQJµ� LV� DQ� LQKHUHQW� VWUXFWXUH� RI�P\�ERG\�� MXVW� DV� WKHUH� LV� DQ� LUUHGXFLEOH�
“duality of the touching and the touched”, of which the mirror is only an extension (ibid.). Merleau-Ponty 
borrows his famous example of one hand touching the other from Husserl, in order to explain this “dehiscence 
(déhiscence�µ�DV�WKH�RQWRORJLFDO�FRQGLWLRQ�RI�D�NLQG�RI�´FRUSRUHDO�UHÁH[LYLW\µ�RU�´UHYHUVLELOLW\µ��

My left hand is always on the verge of touching my right hand touching the things, but I never reach 
coincidence; the coincidence eclipses at the moment of realization, and one of the two things always 
occurs: either my right hand really passes over to the rank of touched, but then its hold on the world is 
interrupted; or it retains its hold on the world, but then I do not really touch it—my right hand touching, 
,�SDOSDWH�ZLWK�P\�OHIW�KDQG�RQO\�LWV�RXWHU�FRYHULQJ���9,�������

Thus, according to Merleau-Ponty, there is a reversibility between the touching hand and the hand being 
WRXFKHG�WKDW�LV�´DOZD\V�LPPLQHQW�DQG�QHYHU�UHDOL]HG�LQ�IDFWµ��9,�������7KHUH�LV�QR�FRLQFLGHQFH�EXW�DOZD\V�D�
minimal delay or “hiatus” (VI 148). 

If I see myself in the mirror, I am also confronted with this hiatus, which however does not separate me 
completely from my mirror image but rather grounds a necessary “deferred reversibility”. The touching hand 
LV�RQO\�DEOH�WR�WRXFK��EHFDXVH�LW�FDQ�EH�WRXFKHG�LWVHOI��LW�LV�SDUW�RI�WKH�VDPH�ÁHVK��6LPLODUO\��0HUOHDX�3RQW\�
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wants to say that I am only able to see because I am part of the visible and can be seen: “my body sees only 
because it is a part of the visible in which it opens forth” (VI 153-4). My activity of seeing is at the same 
time a passivity of being seen. This intertwining of activity and passivity reveals the secret of “narcissism”. 
Seeing is essentially narcissistic: “since the seer is caught up in what he sees, it is still himself he sees: there is 
a fundamental narcissism of all vision” (VI 139). Immersed in the visible, the see-er is also seen: by himself 
LQ�WKH�PLUURU��E\�WKH�JD]H�RI�WKH�RWKHU��DQG�E\�WKH�WKLQJV�VXUURXQGLQJ�KLP��+RZHYHU��LW�LV�QRW�VXIÀFLHQW�WR�EH�
visible, one must become visible for oneself. This is the essential function of the gaze of the other but also of 
WKH�VXUIDFH�RI�WKLQJV�DURXQG�PH��WKH\�DFW�OLNH�D�PLUURU��ZKLFK�UHÁHFWV�P\�LPDJH�DQG�WKHUHE\�PDNHV�PH�FRPSOHWH�
and visible to myself. The quasi-vision that arises within things adds to my picture that what things could see 
of myself, thereby creating a theatre of visibility, a “total or absolute vision” (EM 130). According to Merleau-
Ponty, there is

a Visibility, a Tangible in itself, which belongs properly neither to the body qua fact nor to the world qua 
IDFW³DV�XSRQ�WZR�PLUURUV�IDFLQJ�RQH�DQRWKHU�ZKHUH�WZR�LQGHÀQLWH�VHULHV�RI�LPDJHV�VHW�LQ�RQH�DQRWKHU�
arise which belong really to neither of the two surfaces, since each is only the rejoinder of the other, and 
which therefore form a couple, a couple more real than either of them. (VI 139)

The dehiscence between my touching hand and the hand being touched, between myself and the mirror image, 
between myself and the other, between myself and things is an essential ontological feature. However, it does 
not divide what exists into separate worlds (those of the subjective and the objective, of being and appearance), 
but rather creates a common world of simulacra, a visibility in itself or “specular being”. This is what Merleau-
3RQW\�FDOOV�́ ÁHVKµ��+H�HPSKDVL]HV�WKDW�LW�LV�QRW�DQ�DQWKURSRORJLFDO�WHUP��EXW�UDWKHU�D�PHWDSK\VLFDO�RU�RQWRORJLFDO�
category of an “element” or “general thing” (VI 139) prior to the differentiation into subjects and objects.

:KHQ�ZH�VSHDN�RI�WKH�ÁHVK�RI�WKH�YLVLEOH��ZH�GR�QRW�PHDQ�WR�GR�DQWKURSRORJ\�«�5DWKHU��ZH�PHDQ�
that carnal being, as a being of depths, of several leaves and several faces, a being in latency, and a 
presentation of a certain absence, is a prototype of Being, of which our body, the sensible sentient, is a 
very remarkable variant, but whose constitutive paradox already lies in every visible. (VI 136)

His interest in art, especially in painting, is what carries Merleau-Ponty all the way from a Husserlian 
SKHQRPHQRORJ\�RI�WKH�ERG\�WR�DQ�RQWRORJ\�RI�WKH�ÁHVK�RI�WKH�YLVLEOH��7KURXJK�DUW�KH�DWWHPSWV�WR�XQGHUVWDQG�
the magic of seeing, which connects seeing and being seen in a carnal relation of reversibility. The essential 
VWUXFWXUH�RI�WKH�ÁHVK�LV�UHYHUVLELOLW\��D�´FKLDVPµ�RI�VHHLQJ�DQG�EHLQJ�VHHQ��D�´SURPLVFXLW\�EHWZHHQ�WKH�VHHLQJ�
and the seen” (EM 132). 

3. MERLEAU-PONTY AND ART

“Every theory of painting is a metaphysics” (EM 132), says Merleau-Ponty in Eye and Mind. Referring to 
modern painting, to Cézanne, Klee and others, he sketches his own philosophy of vision, of the visible and the 
LQYLVLEOH��WKDW�LV��KLV�RQWRORJ\�RI�WKH�ÁHVK��´(VVHQFH�DQG�H[LVWHQFH��LPDJLQDU\�DQG�UHDO��YLVLEOH�DQG�LQYLVLEOH³
painting scrambles all our categories, spreading before us its oneiric universe of carnal essences, actualized 
resemblances, mute meanings” (EM 130).

According to Merleau-Ponty, the painter surrenders his body to the world, and by doing this he transforms the 
ZRUOG�LQWR�D�SDLQWLQJ��LQWR�´D�¶YLVLEOH·�WR�WKH�VHFRQG�SRZHU��D�FDUQDO�HVVHQFH�RU�LFRQ�RI�WKH�ÀUVWµ��(0�������:H�
need to understand the way in which these metamorphoses or “transubstantiations” (124) occur. 

The central fact is our openness onto the world, of which our body is a part. The metamorphosis happens in 
our body, insofar as the visibility of the world is duplicated by “a secret visibility” (EM 125). Things evoke an 
“echo” (125) in our bodies, “a carnal formula of their presence” (126), which is an “internal equivalent” to their 
public appearance. For instance, the vibration and rhythm of colours awaken a resonance in our bodies. There is 
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DQ�LQWHUQDO�DIÀQLW\��D�UHODWLRQ�RI�´V\PSDWK\µ��2XU�ERGLHV�DGPLW�WKDW�WKH�YLEUDWLRQV�RI�WKH�VHQVLEOH�SDVV�LQWR�KLP�
and prolong themselves into a rhythm of existence. The painter, says Paul Valéry, “takes his body with him” 
(123). Madame Cézanne describes how her husband could completely immerse himself into the spectacle of 
D�ODQGVFDSH��´+H�ZRXOG�KDOW�DQG�ORRN�DW�HYHU\WKLQJ�ZLWK�ZLGHQHG�H\HV��¶JHUPLQDWLQJ·�ZLWK�WKH�FRXQWU\VLGH�µ21 
´¶7KH�ODQGVFDSH�WKLQNV�LWVHOI�ZLWKLQ�PH·��KH�ZRXOG�VD\��¶DQG�,�DP�LWV�FRQVFLRXVQHVV·�µ22 Cézanne’s words recall 
Arthur Rimbaud’s famous formula “I is an Other”, in which he expresses the experience of being formed by 
WKRXJKW�UDWKHU�WKDQ�EHLQJ�WKH�RULJLQDWRU��&DSLWDOL]LQJ�RQ�WKLV�DIÀQLW\��0D[�(UQVW�UHPDUNV��´-XVW�DV�WKH�UROH�RI�
the poet since [Rimbaud’s] famous Lettre du voyant consists in writing under the dictation of what is being 
thought, of what articulates itself in him, the painter’s role is to circumscribe and project what is making itself 
seen within himself.”23

7KH�YLVLEOH�ZRUOG��ZKLFK�PDNHV�LWVHOI�VHHQ��WDNHV�RYHU�WKH�SDLQWHU·V�H\HV�DQG�KLV�ERG\��,W�LV�DV�LI�D�ÀUH�ZHUH�
lit on the ground of the sensible world, as if the spark of the sensible had seized the body of the painter. The 
gesture of his arm and his hand, the movements of the brush respond to this ignition and leave some tracing on 
the canvas, which blend with the spectacle of the visible again. In this way, Paul Klee described the crossover 
RI�WKH�VHHLQJ�DQG�WKH�VHHQ��´$�FHUWDLQ�ÀUH�ZLOOV�WR�OLYH��LW�ZDNHV��:RUNLQJ�LWV�ZD\�DORQJ�WKH�KDQG·V�FRQGXFWRU��
it reaches the canvas and invades it; then, a leaping spark, it arcs the gap in the circle it was to trace: the return 
to the eye, and beyond.”24

The world of the sensible, the body of the painter and the work of art merge into a “circuit”, which has no break 
and of which it is “impossible to say that here nature ends and the human being or expression begins. It is, 
WKHQ��VLOHQW�%HLQJ�WKDW�LWVHOI�FRPHV�WR�VKRZ�IRUWK�LWV�RZQ�PHDQLQJµ��(0�������0HUOHDX�3RQW\�DOVR�VSHDNV�RI�D�
“coming-to-itself of the visible” (141).

However, this “coming-to-itself of the visible” should not be understood as a blind process that unfolds with its 
own internal dynamics throughout all phases of history and nature. The painter is not simply a tool, a passive 
medium, he actively takes part in this metamorphosis of being into vision. He renders visible what profane 
YLVLRQ�EHOLHYHV�WR�EH�LQYLVLEOH��$V�0HUOHDX�3RQW\�GHFODUHV��´7KLV�YRUDFLRXV�YLVLRQ��UHDFKLQJ�EH\RQG�WKH�¶YLVXDO�
givens’, opens upon a texture of Being of which the discrete sensorial messages are only the punctuations or 
WKH�FDHVXUDµ��(0�������'LIIHUHQW�IURP�RUGLQDU\�YLVLRQ��WKH�YLVLRQ�RI�WKH�SDLQWHU��ZKLFK�LV�OHDUQHG�E\�H[HUFLVH��
JLYHV�YLVLEOH�H[LVWHQFH�WR�ÁHHWLQJ�SKHQRPHQD�VXFK�DV�OLJKW�UHÁH[HV��YDU\LQJ�VKDGHV��WKH�UDGLDWLRQ�RI�FRORXUV��
the veil of morning mist and the fuzziness of the horizon. He is able to give clouds a heavy and sculptural or 
light and airy appearance, he conveys the soft gleaming of silk, he bestows eyes with a glance. The painter 
FDSWXUHV�WKH�EHFRPLQJ�RI�WKLQJV��WKHLU�EHFRPLQJ�YLVLEOH��$FFRUGLQJ�WR�0HUOHDX�3RQW\��KH�EUHDNV�´WKH�¶VNLQ�RI�
things’ to show how the things become things, how the world becomes world” (141).25 In his famous still life 
paintings, Cézanne shows how things become visible to our spontaneous and wandering gaze: The surface of 
the table stretches into a two-dimensional plane and is pulled down to the lower part of the painting. It presents 
itself to a searching gaze, which changes its visual angle constantly and causes a large table surface to warp.  
The distortion also becomes manifest in the white and bluish plates that are elongated to ellipses, while the two 
ends of the ellipses are swollen and expanded. The ellipses are never ellipses but forms that oscillate around the 
mathematical ellipse. Cézanne knew that “that shell of space must be shattered—the fruit bowl must be broken” 
(140), in order to capture the things in their genesis, “as if they had come from a pre-spatial world behind 
the scenes” (143). The external form of things, their “envelope” or “shell”, is only “secondary and derived” 
(140). The contour of the apple is not outlined by a continuous line—an exact and closed line would make the 
contour a positive “thing”, yet it “is rather the ideal limit toward which the sides of the apple recede in depth”.26 
Cézanne’s problem was: not to lose the depth and solidity of things, while remaining faithful to the sensuous 
surface of reality. “Not to indicate any shape would be to deprive the objects of their identity. To trace just a 
VLQJOH�RXWOLQH�VDFULÀFHV�GHSWK³WKDW�LV��WKH�GLPHQVLRQ�LQ�ZKLFK�WKH�WKLQJ�LV�SUHVHQWHG�QRW�DV�VSUHDG�RXW�EHIRUH�
us but as an inexhaustible reality full of reserves.”��
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Cézanne’s solution was to modulate the colours towards the edges and to generate the contour out of multiple 
blue lines. He showed a contour in statu nascendi, that is he sought to convey the “impression of an emerging 
order, an object in the act of appearing, organizing itself before our eyes”.28 He tried to capture things by means 
of a multiplicity of lines and colours. As the impressionists already knew, in order to represent the colour 
RI�REMHFWV��LW� LV�QRW�VXIÀFLHQW�WR�SXW�´RQ�WKH�FDQYDV�WKHLU�ORFDO�WRQH��WKDW�LV��WKH�FRORXU�WKH\�WDNH�RQ�LVRODWHG�
from their surroundings”.29 The painter has to consider the atmospheric conditions (the lighting, shadows and 
UHÁHFWLRQV���WKH�SKHQRPHQD�RI�FRQWUDVW�DQG�WKH�UHFLSURFDOO\�KHLJKWHQLQJ�HIIHFW�RI�FRPSOHPHQWDU\�FRORXUV³DOO�
of these effects modify local colours in nature. However, Cézanne did not stop here. For him, colour not only 
describes the instantaneous and sensuous surface of things but also crystallizes their Being, that is the solidity 
and material substance of things. In other words, colour implies the form and depth of things, their materiality, 
their texture, their odour, the sound they make if you tap on their surface. As Merleau-Ponty says, colour 
is more than a property of the thing, a  “certain being” (VI 218); it is “a dimension, the expression of every 
possible being” (218). “Thus we must seek space and its content together. The problem [of depth] becomes 
generalized; it is no longer solely that of distance, line, and form; it is also, and equally, the problem of colour” 
(140f.). 

:LWK�WKH�H[DPSOH�RI�&p]DQQH��0HUOHDX�3RQW\�VKRZV�WKDW��PRUH�WKDQ�DQ\WKLQJ�HOVH��PRGHUQ�SDLQWLQJ�VHHNV�WR�
severe its “adherence to the envelope of things” (EM 142). It undertook a new approach to the use of line and 
FRORXU��&RORXU�LV�QR�ORQJHU�D�SRVLWLYH�DWWULEXWH�RI�WKLQJV��MXVW�DV�WKH�OLQH�LV�QR�YLVLEOH�OLQH�RI�WKH�ÀJXUH��7KLV�GRHV�
not mean that the line would be dispelled from painting altogether; rather, it was liberated from the conception 
of the line as an exact contour encircling the object.

It is simply a matter of freeing the line, of revivifying its constituting power; and we are not faced 
with a contradiction when we see it reappear and triumph in painters like Klee or Matisse, who more 
than anyone believed in colour. For henceforth, as Klee said, the line no longer imitates the visible; it 
“renders visible”; it is the blueprint of a genesis of things. Perhaps no one before Klee had “let a line 
muse”. (EM 143)

The use of lines in modern painting has a constituting effect: lines let things arise. Thus a painter gives a vivid 
expression to a person moving in space, for instance a dancer, by capturing several incompossible moments of 
PRYHPHQW�DW�RQFH��+LV�SDLQWLQJ�ZRUNV�GLIIHUHQWO\�IURP�SKRWRJUDSK\��ZKLFK�VLPSO\�LVRODWHV�DQG�À[HV�D�VLQJOH�
LQVWDQW��$�VLQJOH�LQVWDQW�LV�D�SKRWRJUDSKLF�DEVXUGLW\��D�PDWKHPDWLFDO�DUWLÀFH��WKLQJV�GR�QRW�PRYH�LQ�DQ�LQVWDQW��
In order to give visible expression to a dancer, to let him arise on the canvas, the painter needs to capture the 
incompossibles, that is, to render the invisible visible. Lines are no determinable, physical-optical things, but 
D[HV�RI�PRYHPHQW��OLQHV�RI�IRUFH��VWUXFWXUDO�ÀODPHQWV��des nervures), folds or vectors. 

For Merleau-Ponty, modern painting visualizes the depth of things and their becoming. It is therefore equivalent 
WR�D�SKLORVRSK\�RI�WKH�YLVLEOH�DQG�WKH�LQYLVLEOH��ZKLFK�DEDQGRQV�WKH�LGHRORJ\�RI�LGHQWLÀDEOH�WKLQJV��WKDW�LV��´WKH�
skin of things, but giving their ÁHVK” (VI 218).

4. CONCLUSION: DELEUZE AND MERLEAU-PONTY

,W�LV�WHPSWLQJ�WR�HTXDWH�0HUOHDX�3RQW\·V�QRWLRQ�RI�ÁHVK�́ DV�D�EHLQJ�RI�GHSWKV��RI�VHYHUDO�OHDYHV�DQG�VHYHUDO�IDFHVµ�
(VI 136) with Deleuze’s plane of immanence, which he describes as “interleaved”30: it has multiple dimensions, 
different layers and folds. Both thinkers characterize this milieu of being as endowed with a genetic potential, 
DV�D�ÀHOG�RI�SUH�TXDQWLWDWLYH�DQG�SUH�TXDOLWDWLYH�SURFHVVHV��D�ÀHOG�RI�LQGLYLGXDWLRQ��DQG�DV�WKH�JHQHWLF�FRQGLWLRQ�
of experience and thought. However, we want to point to some decisive differences in their thought and way of 
WKLQNLQJ��0HUOHDX�3RQW\·V�RQWRORJ\�RI�WKH�ÁHVK�UHPDLQV�RQ�WKH�VXUIDFH�RI�VHQVH�H[SHULHQFH��LQ�SDUWLFXODU�WKDW�
of vision. Deleuze would utterly reject Merleau-Ponty’s terminology of reversibility, of doubling, of mirror-
image and of narcissism. It is a theatre of images, of visibility and tangibility, of simulacra, while Deleuze 
favours an ontology of forces, of intensity, of affectivity and of becoming. Deleuze’s ontology seeks to capture 
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real processes, intensive movements “in-place”, the connecting, coupling and disjunction of forces, which are 
essentially a-subjective. In fact, Deleuze describes those forces and intensities as too “strong” for any individual 
to bear. Those terrible movements are almost unlivable and “can only be sustained under the condition of a 
larval subject”.31 Comparing Deleuze’s philosophy of genesis or becoming with Merleau-Ponty’s, it is obvious 
WKDW�WKH�QRWLRQ�RI�ÁHVK�RI�WKH�ODWWHU�LV�LQGHHG�WRR�´WHQGHUµ��7KH�ÁHVK�LV�D�YHU\�UHFRQFLOLDWRU\�QRWLRQ�DFFRUGLQJ�WR�
which the sentient being is embedded within an indivisible whole, an insurpassable specular being, a visibility 
and tangible in itself. Merleau-Ponty challenges the traditional dichotomies such as that of the soul and the 
ERG\�� WKH� VXEMHFW� DQG� WKH�REMHFW�� RU� WKH�ZRUOG� DQG� LWV� EH\RQG��7KH�QRWLRQ�RI�ÁHVK� HQWDLOV� QR�SURPLVH�RI� D�
WUDQVFHQGHQW�ZRUOG��OLNH�WKH�SURPLVH�RI�WKH�&KULVWLDQ�QRWLRQ�RI�ÁHVK��WKDW�LV�-HVXV·�VDFULÀFH�WKURXJK�ZKLFK�ZH�
JDLQ�DFFHVV�WR�D�WUDQVFHQGHQW�ZRUOG���0HUOHDX�3RQW\·V�QRWLRQ�RI�ÁHVK�FRQVWLWXWHV�D�SODQH�RI�LPPDQHQFH��ZKLFK�
is already there (il y a) and of which we are all part. By contrast, Deleuze’s plane of immanence has a utopian 
character: it has to be created, be it in art, in philosophy or in politics. Equally, the “universal meat” cannot be 
taken for granted. Deleuze’s notion of meat is supposed to act as a weapon of resistance against the multiple 
sufferings and the intolerable of the present. It is supposed to draw individuals and groups into a movement 
of becoming (becoming-animal), to establish new alliances (man and animal) and induce new processes of 
VXEMHFWLÀFDWLRQ��WKH�UHVXOW�RI�ZKLFK�FDQQRW�EH�IRUHVHHQ���7KH�´XQLYHUVDO�PHDWµ�LV��OLNH�'HOHX]H·V�FRQMXUDWLRQ�
of a new earth and a new people, a utopian aim, a micro-political agenda, and therefore differs radically from 
0HUOHDX�3RQW\·V�P\VWLFDO�DQG�FRQWHPSODWLYH�QRWLRQ�RI�ÁHVK��0HUOHDX�3RQW\·V�SKLORVRSK\�LQYROYHV�WKH�GDQJHU�
of a good will that reconciles Being, experience and thought on a surface of the visible and the invisible, with 
WKH�RQWRORJ\�RI�WKH�ÁHVK��'HOHX]H��RQ�WKH�FRQWUDU\��IROORZV�1LHW]VFKH�LQ�FDOOLQJ�IRU�D�SKLORVRSKHU�RI�´EDG�ZLOOµ��
who is suspicious against bourgeois life and values, and for a philosophy the use of which is “to sadden”: 
“A philosophy that saddens no one, that annoys no one, is not a philosophy.”32 Deleuze’s thinking favours 
difference, the disparate, “disjunctive syntheses”, the coexistence of “incompossibilities”. The dimension of 
utopia in his thought certainly is a u-topos, a place that cannot be, at most, it can become. It is a critique of the 
world as it is, a critique of the present. Philosophy has to be “untimely”, to say it with a Nietzschean term,33 and 
act against the reactive forces of the present world, which are a hindrance to life and its excessive, intensive 
and indeterminate power of becoming. As Deleuze says, “it is with utopia that philosophy becomes political 
and takes the criticism of its own time to its highest point.”34 There is no comfort or consolation in his words, 
EXW�RQO\�D�FDOO�WR�WKLQN��´WR�IROORZ�WKH�ZLWFK·V�ÁLJKWµ�35 to transgress the boundaries of the subjective and to act 
under the violent constraint of virtual Ideas.

DANIELA VOSS works in Berlin as a freelance copy-editor, specialising in the social sciences and 
humanities.
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Investigation of the question: whether in the judgment of taste the feeling of pleasure precedes the 
judging of the object or the latter precedes the former. 
The solution of this problem is the key to critique of taste, and hence worthy of full attention.2

 Immanuel Kant, Critique of the Power of Judgment

In this paper I aim to defend a consistent interpretation of §9 of Kant’s Critique of the Power of Judgment. In 
this section, Kant describes the relation between pleasure in the beautiful and the judgment of taste. I present 
P\�FDVH�LQ�WKUHH�SDUWV��,Q�WKH�ÀUVW�VHFWLRQ��,�SURYLGH�VRPH�EDFNJURXQG�WR�.DQW·V�DHVWKHWLF�WKHRU\�DQG�LQWURGXFH�
WKH� LQWHUSUHWDWLYH� LVVXH� WKDW� LV�FHQWUDO� WR� WKLV�SDSHU�� ,Q�SDUW� WZR�� ,�GHIHQG� WKH�´VHQVDWLRQ�SUHFHGHV�SOHDVXUHµ�
interpretation of §9 that explicates Kant’s claim that the judging of the object precedes the pleasure proper in a 
judgment of taste. In the third part, I show how the interpretation I proffer can be employed in justifying Kant’s 
IXUWKHU�FODLP�WKDW�SOHDVXUH�LQ�WKH�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH�LV�H[SHULHQFHG�DV�DQ�HQQREOHG�DQG�HOHYDWHG�SOHDVXUH�

THE PROBLEM OF PLEASURE IN THE JUDGMENT OF TASTE

$�UHÁHFWLYH�MXGJPHQW��DFFRUGLQJ�WR�.DQW��LV�WKH�SURFHVV�RI�WU\LQJ�WR�ORFDWH�D�JLYHQ�SDUWLFXODU�REMHFW�XQGHU�VRPH�
XQLYHUVDO�WKDW�LV�QRW�JLYHQ�3�$FFRUGLQJ�WR�.DQW��DHVWKHWLF�UHÁHFWLYH�MXGJPHQWV��LQ�FRQWUDVW�WR�UHÁHFWLYH�MXGJ�
PHQWV�JURXQGHG�RQ�FRQFHSWV��DUH�GHWHUPLQHG�E\�UHIHUHQFH�RQO\�WR�VXEMHFWLYH�JURXQGV��IRU�H[DPSOH��E\�UHIHUHQFH�
WR�IHHOLQJV�LQ�WKH�VXEMHFW��$V�DHVWKHWLF�MXGJPHQWV�LQ�JHQHUDO�DUH�EDVHG�RQ�VXEMHFWLYH�IHHOLQJ��WKH\�GR�QRW�W\SL�
FDOO\�LQYROYH�WKH�IXUWKHU�UHTXLUHPHQW�WKDW�RWKHUV�VKRXOG�DVVHQW�WR�WKDW�MXGJPHQW�4 Judgments of the pleasure of 
sense sensation (i.e., taste, touch, sight, smell, hearing), which Kant calls pleasure in the agreeable, are aesthetic 
judgments that do not demand the assent of other judges. But Kant argues in the Critique of the Power of Judg-
ment�WKDW�RQH�VSHFLHV�RI�DHVWKHWLF�MXGJPHQWV��QDPHG�MXGJPHQWV�RI�SXUH�EHDXW\�RU�MXGJPHQWV�RI�WDVWH��TXDOLI\�DV�
DHVWKHWLF�E\�KDYLQJ�D�VXEMHFWLYH�GHWHUPLQLQJ�JURXQG��EXW�DOVR�KDYH�D�XQLYHUVDO�YDOLGLW\�WKDW�UHTXLUHV�WKH�DVVHQW�

´7+(�.(<�72�7+(�&5,7,48(�2)�7$67(µ��,17(535(7,1*����
OF KANT’S CRITIQUE OF JUDGMENT1

Daniel Wilson



‘THE KEY TO THE CRITIQUE OF TASTE’ 

RI�HYHU\RQH�5�:KHQ�ZH�DVVHUW�WKDW�VRPHWKLQJ�LV�EHDXWLIXO��ZH�FODLP�WKDW�HYHU\RQH�HOVH��LI�MXGJLQJ�FRUUHFWO\��
ought to judge that object to be beautiful. 

7KH�VXEMHFWLYH�EDVLV�IRU�MXGJPHQWV�RI�WDVWH�LV�WKH�FRQVFLRXV�UHFRJQLWLRQ�RI�IHHOLQJ�D�FHUWDLQ�PHQWDO�VWDWH�FDXVHG�
DV�DQ�HIIHFW�RI�WKH�EHDXWLIXO�REMHFW�RQ�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV��.DQW�GHVFULEHV�WKH�UHOHYDQW�PHQWDO�VWDWH�DV�WKH�
IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�LPDJLQDWLRQ�DQG�WKH�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ��$V�HYHU\RQH·V�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV�DUH�FRQVWLWXWHG�DFFRUGLQJ�
WR�WKH�VDPH�SULQFLSOHV��.DQW�DUJXHV�WKDW�KH�LV�MXVWLÀHG�LQ�FODLPLQJ�WKH�XQLYHUVDO�YDOLGLW\�RI�MXGJPHQWV�EDVHG�RQ�
VHQVDWLRQ�RI�WKLV�HIIHFW��MXVW�VR�ORQJ�DV�ZH�KDYH�H[FOXGHG�DOO�VRXUFHV�RI�SUHIHUHQFH�SDUWLFXODU�WR�WKH�LQGLYLGXDO�
MXGJH��+H�GHVFULEHV�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV�DV�IROORZV�

The powers of cognition that are set into play by this representation [of a beautiful object] are hereby 
in a free play, since no determinate concept restricts them to a particular cognition. Thus the state of 
mind in this representation [that is, the mental representation of the beautiful object] must be that of 
D�IHHOLQJ�RI�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�SRZHUV�RI�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�LQ�D�JLYHQ�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�IRU�D�FRJQLWLRQ�LQ�
JHQHUDO��1RZ�WKHUH�EHORQJV�WR�D�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�E\�ZKLFK�DQ�REMHFW�LV�JLYHQ��LQ�RUGHU�IRU�WKHUH�WR�EH�
a cognition of it in general, imagination for the composition of the manifold of intuition and under�
VWDQGLQJ�IRU�WKH�XQLW\�RI�WKH�FRQFHSW�WKDW�XQLÀHV�WKH�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQV�6

.DQW�GHVFULEHV�WKH�UHODWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�MXGJPHQWV�RI�EHDXW\�DQG�WKH�SOHDVXUH�LQYROYHG�ZLWK�WKHP�LQ�§9 of the third 
Critique��7KLV�VHFWLRQ�LV�LPSRUWDQW�HQRXJK�IRU�.DQW�WR�ODEHO�LW�DV�´WKH�NH\�WR�WKH�FULWLTXH�RI�WDVWH�µ7 Unfortunate�
O\��WKHUH�LV�D�FXUUHQW�ODFN�RI�FRQVHQVXV�UHJDUGLQJ�WKH�FRUUHFW�ZD\�WR�LQWHUSUHW�.DQW·V�IROORZLQJ�VWDWHPHQW�IURP�
��������´7KXV�LW�LV�WKH�XQLYHUVDO�FDSDFLW\�IRU�WKH�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�RI�WKH�VWDWH�RI�PLQG�LQ�WKH�JLYHQ�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�
ZKLFK��DV�WKH�VXEMHFWLYH�FRQGLWLRQ�RI�WKH�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH��PXVW�VHUYH�DV�LWV�JURXQG�DQG�KDYH�WKH�SOHDVXUH�LQ�
WKH�REMHFW�DV�D�FRQVHTXHQFH�µ8 

.DQW·V�FODLP�JHQHUDWHV�WKH�IROORZLQJ�LQWHUSUHWDWLYH�LVVXH�WKDW�PXVW�EH�UHVROYHG��,I�WKH�GHWHUPLQLQJ�JURXQG�RI�
a judgment of pure beauty is a feeling of pleasure then there is apparent circularity in the claim that the same 
SOHDVXUH�LV�D�FRQVHTXHQFH�RI�VXFK�D�JURXQG�9 

%HIRUH�SUHVHQWLQJ�P\�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ��,�ZLOO�EULHÁ\�UHYLHZ�D�QXPEHU�RI�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQV�RI����LQ�RUGHU�WR�KLJKOLJKW�
concerns regarding these accounts. 

Paul Guyer claims that in Kant’s theory the pleasure in a judgment of taste is caused by the harmonious free 
SOD\�RI� WKH� IDFXOWLHV�RI� WKH� LPDJLQDWLRQ�DQG� WKH�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ��+H� VD\V�´VLPSOH� UHÁHFWLRQ�RU�HVWLPDWLRQ�RI�
DQ�REMHFW�SURGXFHV�WKH�KDUPRQ\�RI�LPDJLQDWLRQ�DQG�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ��WKHUHE\�SURGXFLQJ�SOHDVXUH�µ10 Guyer ac�
NQRZOHGJHV�.DQW·V�H[SOLFLW�FODLP�WKDW�LW�LV�WKH�XQLYHUVDO�FRPPXQLFDELOLW\�RI�WKH�PHQWDO�VWDWH�WKDW�LV�IXQGDPHQWDO�
DQG�WKDW�WKH�SOHDVXUH�RI�WKH�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH�LV�D�FRQVHTXHQFH11 but he insists that references to the theory of 
SOHDVXUH�GXH�WR�WKH�XQLYHUVDO�FRPPXQLFDELOLW\�RI�D�PHQWDO�VWDWH�´PXVW�EH�UHMHFWHG��IRU�WKH\�LPSO\�D�WKHRU\�RI�
DHVWKHWLF�UHVSRQVH�ZKLFK�LV�GLIIHUHQW�IURP�WKDW�WR�ZKLFK�HYHU\WKLQJ�HOVH�LQ�WKH�WKLUG�Critique�SRLQWV�µ12 

*X\HU� RIIHUV� WZR� K\SRWKHVHV� WR� H[SODLQ�ZKDW� KH� WDNHV� WR� EH� D� FRQIXVHG� SDVVDJH�� )LUVW�� WKDW�.DQW�ZDV� QRW�
clear about his own theory.13�7KLV�ÀUVW�K\SRWKHVLV��ZKLFK�*X\HU�FDOOV� WKH�KLVWRULFDO�H[SODQDWLRQ�� LV� WKDW� WKH�
WKHRU\�RI�SOHDVXUH�GHULYHG�IURP�WKH�XQLYHUVDO�FRPPXQLFDELOLW\�RI�WKH�PHQWDO�VWDWH�PD\�EH�D�KDQJRYHU�IURP�
RQH�RI�.DQW·V�HDUOLHU�DQWKURSRORJLFDO�YLHZV�RQ�WKH�EHDXWLIXO��,Q�HDUOLHU�ZULWLQJV��.DQW�GHYHORSHG�D�WKHRU\�RI�
WKH�EHDXWLIXO�WKDW�´WRRN�WKH�IDFW�RI�WKH�FRPPXQLFDELOLW\�RI�D�¶SHUIHFWLRQ·�WR�EH�WKH�FDXVH�RI�SOHDVXUH�µ14 Guyer 
DUJXHV�WKDW��VLQFH�.DQW�KHOG�WKLV�WKHRU\�IRU�VR�ORQJ��LW�PD\�KDYH�VWLOO�LQÁXHQFHG�KLV�WKRXJKWV�RQ�WKH�EHDXWLIXO�
and so became manifest in the problematic passage §�������*X\HU�QRWHV�WKDW�WKLV�YLHZ�LV�VXSSRUWHG�E\�.DQW·V�
continued insistence in the third Critique that judgments of beauty are not compatible with social isolation. But 
*X\HU·V�ÀUVW�K\SRWKHVLV�VHHPV�TXLWH�XQOLNHO\��7KH�VXJJHVWLRQ�WKDW�VXFK�RYHUVLJKWV�E\�.DQW�VXUYLYHG�PXOWLSOH�
HGLWLRQV�RI�WKH�WH[W�LQ�D�VHFWLRQ�WKDW�KH�FRQVLGHUV�LPSRUWDQW�HQRXJK�WR�GHVFULEH�DV�´WKH�NH\�WR�WKH�FULWLTXH�RI�
WDVWH��DQG�KHQFH�ZRUWK\�RI�IXOO�DWWHQWLRQµ�VHHPV�LPSODXVLEOH�15
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*X\HU·V�VHFRQG�K\SRWKHVLV�LV�WKDW�.DQW�FRQÁDWHV�WZR�GLIIHUHQW�DFWV�RI�UHÁHFWLRQ��RQH�XVDJH�RI�UHÁHFWLRQ�EHLQJ�
´WKH�VRXUFH�RI�SOHDVXUHµ�DQG�WKH�VHFRQG�XVDJH�RI�UHÁHFWLRQ�EHLQJ�´WKH�FRQGLWLRQ�RI�WKH�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH�µ16 
Guyer conjectures that in order to interpret §9 a distinction VKRXOG�EH�PDGH�EHWZHHQ�́ VLPSOH�UHÁHFWLRQµ��ZKLFK��
KH�VD\V�� UHODWHV� WR� WKH�´HVWLPDWLRQ�RI�DQ�REMHFWµ� LQ�����DQG�´UHÁHFWLYH� MXGJPHQWµ� �ZKLFK� LV� UHVSRQVLEOH� IRU�
WKH�´MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWHµ���+H�VXJJHVWV�WKDW�WKLV�GLVWLQFWLRQ�LV�LQGLFDWHG�E\�.DQW�LQ�WKH�ÀUVW�,QWURGXFWLRQ�WR�WKH�
third Critique��*X\HU�DUJXHV�WKDW�ZKHQ�.DQW�DVNV�ZKHWKHU�WKH�SOHDVXUH�LQ�D�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH�FRPHV�EHIRUH�RU�
DIWHU�WKH�MXGJLQJ�KH�LV�UHIHUULQJ�WR�VLPSOH�UHÁHFWLRQ��$V�WKH�DFW�RI�VLPSOH�UHÁHFWLRQ�FDXVHV�WKH�SOHDVXUH��WKLV�
SOHDVXUH�PXVW�FRPH�DIWHUZDUGV��7KHUH�LV�WKHQ�WKH�DFW�RI�UHÁHFWLYH�MXGJPHQW�RQ�WKDW�SOHDVXUH�ZKLFK�UHVXOWV�LQ�
WKH�MXGJPHQW�RI�LWV�EHLQJ�XQLYHUVDOO\�FRPPXQLFDEOH��.DQW·V�WKHRU\�RI�MXGJPHQWV�RI�WDVWH�WKHUHIRUH�RQO\�ORRNV�
FRQWUDGLFWRU\�EHFDXVH�KH�VKLIWV�EHWZHHQ�WZR�GLIIHUHQW�NLQGV�RI�UHÁHFWLRQ�LQ�WKH�VDPH�VHFWLRQ�

.DQW�GRHV�QRW�XVH�WKHVH�GLVWLQFWLRQV�FRQVLVWHQWO\��3HUKDSV�WKLV�IDFW�UHÁHFWV�DQ�LQDGHTXDWH�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�
RI�WKH�GLIIHUHQFH�EHWZHHQ�WKH�WZR�DVSHFWV�RI�UHÁHFWLRQ�ZKLFK�KLV�WKHRU\�HQWDLOV��,I�WKLV�LV�VR��WKHQ�WKH�
FRQIXVLRQV�RI����PLJKW�EH�H[SODLQHG�DV�GXH�WR�.DQW·V�IDLOXUH�WR�GLIIHUHQWLDWH�FOHDUO\�EHWZHHQ�UHÁHFWLRQ�
DV�OHDGLQJ�WR�SOHDVXUH��WR�ZKLFK�WKH�IDFW�RI�FRPPXQLFDELOLW\�LV�LUUHOHYDQW��DQG�UHÁHFWLRQ�RQ�SOHDVXUH�
DV�OHDGLQJ�WR�WKH�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH��WR�ZKLFK�WKH�FRPPXQLFDELOLW\�RI�WKH�ÀUVW�IRUP�RI�UHÁHFWLRQ�LV�
UHOHYDQW�LQGHHG�17

7KH�SODXVLELOLW\� RI� WKLV� VHFRQG�K\SRWKHVLV� GHSHQGV�RQ� WKH� OLNHOLKRRG� WKDW�.DQW�ZDV� QRW� DZDUH� WKDW� KH�ZDV�
FRQIXVLQJ� WZR� GLVWLQFW� NLQGV� RI� UHÁHFWLRQ�� 7KH� FODLP� WKDW� .DQW� KDG� DQ� LQDGHTXDWH� XQGHUVWDQGLQJ� RI� WKH�
GLIIHUHQFH�EHWZHHQ�WZR�GLIIHUHQW�VRUWV�RI�UHÁHFWLRQ�VHHPV�WR�PH�WR�EH�XQOLNHO\�� LQ�SDUW� IRU� WKH�VDPH�UHDVRQ�
IRU�GRXEWLQJ�*X\HU·V�ÀUVW�K\SRWKHVLV��)XUWKHU��*X\HU�LQWURGXFHV�GLVWLQFWLRQV�WKDW�DUH�QRW�H[SOLFLWO\�UHFRJQLVHG�
ZLWKLQ�.DQW·V�WKHRUHWLFDO�IUDPHZRUN��$QG��JLYHQ�WKDW�.DQW�YLHZHG�KLV�WKUHH�FULWLTXHV�DV�IRUPLQJ�D�FRKHUHQW�
SKLORVRSKLFDO�V\VWHP��D�FRQVLVWHQW�UHDGLQJ�RI� WKH� WH[W� WKDW�HPSOR\V�GLVWLQFWLRQV� WKDW�DUH� MXVWLÀHG�E\�H[SOLFLW�
references in the text should be preferred. Hannah Ginsborg also objects that Guyer’s theory of pleasure relies 
RQ�.DQW·V�VWDWHPHQWV�WKDW�SOHDVXUH�DFFRPSDQLHV�WKH�DFKLHYHPHQW�RI�HYHU\�DLP�EXW�WKDW�.DQW�VWDWHV�UHSHDWHGO\�
WKDW� WKH�KDUPRQLRXV�SOD\�RI� WKH� FRJQLWLYH� IDFXOWLHV�KDV�QR� DLP��*LQVERUJ� DOVR�QRWHV� WKDW� WKH� VHFRQG�DFW�RI�
UHÁHFWLRQ��RQ�*X\HU·V�DFFRXQW��UHTXLUHV�UHÁHFWLRQ�RQ�WKH�FDXVDO�RULJLQ�RI�WKH�ÀUVW�DFW�18�,I�WKLV�FDXVDO�UHÁHFWLRQ�
UHTXLUHV�FRQFHSWV�WKHQ�WKLV�JRHV�DJDLQVW�.DQW·V�H[SOLFLW�FODLPV�WKDW�MXGJPHQWV�RI�WDVWH�DUH�LQ�QR�ZD\�JURXQGHG�
on concepts.19

Henry Allison RIIHUV�DQ�DOWHUQDWLYH�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�RI���������+H�FODLPV�WKDW�WKH�SDVVDJH�LV�XQFOHDU�EHFDXVH�.DQW�
KDV�DWWHPSWHG�WR�H[SUHVV�WKH�IROORZLQJ�WZR�GLVWLQFW�FODLPV�LQ�RQH�VHQWHQFH��

���WKDW�WKH��VXEMHFWLYH��XQLYHUVDOLW\�RI�WKH�OLNLQJ�DIÀUPHG�LQ�D�MXGJPHQW�RI�EHDXW\�PXVW�EH�EDVHG�RQ�
WKH�XQLYHUVDO�FRPPXQLFDELOLW\�RI�WKH�PHQWDO�VWDWH��DQG�
��� WKDW� WKH� ODWWHU� GHULYHV� LWV� XQLYHUVDO� FRPPXQLFDELOLW\� IURP� LWV� FRQQHFWLRQ� ZLWK� D� XQLYHUVDOO\�
FRPPXQLFDEOH�DFW�RI�MXGJLQJ�RU�UHÁHFWLRQ��ZKLFK��LQ�WXUQ��H[SODLQV�ZK\�WKLV�MXGJLQJ�PXVW��ORJLFDOO\��
precede the pleasure.20

,Q�RUGHU�WR�UHVROYH�WKH�SUREOHP��$OOLVRQ�SURSRVHV�WR�UHVROYH�WKH�LQWHUSUHWDWLYH�LVVXH�E\�UHZRUGLQJ�WKH�SUREOHP�
VHQWHQFH�IURP�´LW�PXVW�EH�WKH�XQLYHUVDO�FRPPXQLFDELOLW\�RI�WKH�PHQWDO�VWDWH��LQ�WKH�JLYHQ�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ��ZKLFK�
XQGHUOLHV�WKH�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH�DV�LWV�VXEMHFWLYH�FRQGLWLRQ��DQG�WKH�SOHDVXUH�LQ�WKH�REMHFW�PXVW�EH�LWV�FRQVHTXHQFHµ�
WR� ´LW� PXVW� EH a universally communicable� PHQWDO� VWDWH�� LQ� WKH� JLYHQ� UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�� ZKLFK� XQGHUOLHV� WKH�
MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH�DV�LWV�VXEMHFWLYH�FRQGLWLRQ��DQG�WKH�SOHDVXUH�LQ�WKH�REMHFW�PXVW�EH�LWV�FRQVHTXHQFH�µ21 This 
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ��VD\V�$OOLVRQ��ERWK�DOORZV�IRU�WKH�SRVVLELOLW\�RI�QHJDWLYH�MXGJPHQWV�RI�WDVWH�DQG�SURYLGHV�D�VPRRWK�
ÀW�ZLWK�WKH�UHVW�RI�WKH�VHFWLRQ�

,�DJUHH�WKDW�$OOLVRQ·V�UHYLVHG�VHQWHQFH�GRHV�QRW�FRQÁLFW�ZLWK�ZKDW�.DQW�VD\V�LQ�WKH�UHPDLQGHU�RI�WKH�SDUDJUDSK�
EHFDXVH� WKHUH� LV�FHUWDLQO\�D�XQLYHUVDOO\�FRPPXQLFDEOH�PHQWDO� VWDWH� WKDW� LV�D�FRQVWLWXHQW�SDUW�RI�D� MXGJPHQW�
RI�WDVWH��%XW�LW�GRHV�UDLVH�D�TXHVWLRQ�UHJDUGLQJ�WKH�XQLW\�RI�����$OOLVRQ·V�WH[WXDO�UHYLVLRQ�OHDYHV�XQH[SODLQHG�



‘THE KEY TO THE CRITIQUE OF TASTE’ 

.DQW·V�PRWLYDWLRQ�IRU�FRQVLGHULQJ�LQ������WKH�DGHTXDF\�RI�HPSLULFDO�GHPRQVWUDWLRQ�RI�SOHDVXUH�LQ�WKH�DELOLW\�WR�
FRPPXQLFDWH�RQH·V�VWDWH�RI�PLQG��.DQW�FOHDUO\�WDNHV�WKLV�VRUW�RI�SOHDVXUH�WR�EH�HPSLULFDOO\�DQG�SV\FKRORJLFDOO\�
demonstrable, but argues that this is not enough to justify the pleasure as a necessary satisfaction. In order 
WR�DFKLHYH�WKLV��VXFK�D�SOHDVXUH�QHHGV�WR�EH�GHPRQVWUDWHG�DV�EHLQJ�SRVVLEOH�a priori. It is not the pleasure of 
XQLYHUVDO�FRPPXQLFDELOLW\�WKDW�LV�EHLQJ�GHQLHG�E\�.DQW�LQ�������EXW�WKH�XVH�RI�HPSLULFDO�DQG�SV\FKRORJLFDO�
GHPRQVWUDWLRQV�LQ�MXVWLI\LQJ�D�QHFHVVDU\�VDWLVIDFWLRQ��$QG�DJDLQ��$OOLVRQ·V�UHZRUNLQJ�RI�WKH�WH[W�FRPPLWV�.DQW�
WR�KDYLQJ�PDGH�D�FDUHOHVV�FRPPXQLFDWLYH�HUURU�LQ�WKLV�LPSRUWDQW�VHFWLRQ��,I�LW�LV�SRVVLEOH�WR�LQWHUSUHW�WKH�WKLUG�
SDUDJUDSK�ZLWKRXW�KDYLQJ�WR�UHYLVH�.DQW·V�WH[W�WKHQ�WKLV�VKRXOG�VXUHO\�EH�WKH�SUHIHUUHG�RSWLRQ�

Hannah Ginsborg argues that a single act of judgment is responsible for both the pleasure and the claim that 
WKH�SOHDVXUH�LV�XQLYHUVDOO\�YDOLG��6KH�GHIHQGV�.DQW·V�FODLP�LQ��������WKDW�SOHDVXUH�LQ�WKH�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH�LV�WKH�
UHVXOW�RI�WKH�XQLYHUVDO�FRPPXQLFDELOLW\�RI�WKH�PHQWDO�VWDWH��*LQVERUJ�DOVR�FODLPV�WR�LQWHUSUHW�.DQW�LQ�D�ZD\�WKDW�
LV�QRW�YLFLRXVO\�FLUFXODU��6KH�DUJXHV�WKDW�D�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH�LV�VHOI�UHIHUHQWLDO�DQG�´claims nothing but its own 
XQLYHUVDO�YDOLGLW\�µ22�7KLV�LV�GHVFULEHG�DV�IROORZV�

,� WDNH�P\�PHQWDO�VWDWH� LQ�SHUFHLYLQJ�DQ�REMHFW� WR�EH�XQLYHUVDOO\�FRPPXQLFDEOH��ZKHUH�P\�PHQWDO�
VWDWH�LV�QRWKLQJ�RWKHU�WKDQ�WKH�PHQWDO�VWDWH�RI�SHUIRUPLQJ�WKDW�YHU\�DFW�RI�MXGJPHQW��WKDW�LV��RI�WDNLQJ�
P\�PHQWDO�VWDWH�LQ�WKH�REMHFW�WR�EH�XQLYHUVDOO\�FRPPXQLFDEOH��$QG�LQ�DGGLWLRQ��OHW�XV�VXSSRVH�WKDW��
LQ�SHUIRUPLQJ�WKLV�DFW�RI�MXGJPHQW��,�DP�QRW�H[SOLFLWO\�DZDUH�RI�LWV�VHOI�UHIHUHQWLDO�VWUXFWXUH��EXW�WKDW�
my act of judgment is instead manifest to consciousness through a certain experience of pleasure. 
,Q�RWKHU�ZRUGV��WKH�DFW�RI�VHOI�UHIHUHQWLDOO\�WDNLQJ�P\�PHQWDO�VWDWH�WR�EH�XQLYHUVDOO\�FRPPXQLFDEOH�
ZLWK�UHVSHFW�WR�D�JLYHQ�REMHFW�FRQVLVWV��SKHQRPHQRORJLFDOO\��LQ�D�IHHOLQJ�RI�SOHDVXUH�LQ�WKDW�REMHFW�23

0RUHRYHU��,�VXJJHVW��WKLV�VHOI�UHIHUHQWLDO�DFW�RI�MXGJLQJ�LV�WKH�VDPH�DFWLYLW\�ZKLFK�.DQW�GHVFULEHV�DV�
the free and harmonious play of imagination and understanding.24

*LQVERUJ�QRWHV�WKDW�RQH�FRQVHTXHQFH�RI�KHU�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�LV�WKDW�´DQ\�REMHFW�LV�HTXDOO\�VXLWDEOH�DV�D�FDQGLGDWH�
for such a judgment [of taste], since the judgment does not say anything about the object which might turn out 
WR�EH�IDOVH�µ25�%XW�LI�ZH�FDQ�SURYLGH�DQ�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�FRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�.DQW·V�WH[W�WKDW�H[SODLQV�ZKDW�LV�GLVWLQFWLYH�
DERXW�DQ�REMHFW�MXGJHG�DV�EHDXWLIXO�WKHQ�WKLV�ZRXOG�SURYLGH�DQ�H[SODQDWRU\�DGYDQWDJH�RYHU�*LQVERUJ·V�DFFRXQW��
,Q�WKH�QH[W�VHFWLRQ�,�ZLOO�RIIHU�DQ�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�WKDW�KDV�WKLV�DGYDQWDJH��,W�GLIIHUV�IURP�*LQVERUJ�E\�PDLQWDLQLQJ�
.DQW·V� GLVWLQFWLRQ� EHWZHHQ� WKH� IHHOLQJ� RI� WKH� IUHH� SOD\� RI� WKH� FRJQLWLYH� IDFXOWLHV� DQG� WKH� MXGJPHQW� RI� WKH�
XQLYHUVDO�YDOLGLW\�RI�D�PHQWDO�VWDWH�LQ�D�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH��,�DUJXH�WKDW�D�sensation brings the mental state in 
WKH�JLYHQ�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�WR�RXU�FRQVFLRXV�DZDUHQHVV�DQG�WKDW�.DQW�LGHQWLÀHV�WKLV�VHQVDWLRQ�DV�GLVWLQFW�IURP�WKH�
feeling of pleasure in a judgment of taste.

7+(�´6(16$7,21�35(&('(6�3/($685(µ�,17(535(7$7,21

,Q�WKLV�VHFWLRQ�,�VXJJHVW�WKDW�ZH�FDQ�PDNH�VHQVH�RI��������LI�ZH�VHH����LQ�LWV�WRWDOLW\�DV�D�GHVFULSWLRQ�RI�KRZ�ZH�
FDQ�SURFHHG�WR�MXGJH�WKDW�DQ�REMHFW�LV�EHDXWLIXO�LQ�WKH�FRXUVH�RI�VXFFHVVLYH�VWDJHV�RI�VXEMHFWLYH�H[SHULHQFH��,Q�
this section of the paper I describe a single act of judging through a series of stages each of which indicate con�
sciousness of different relations and states of affairs, up to the instant where we are conscious that an object is 
EHDXWLIXO��$W�WKDW�LQVWDQW�ZH�KDYH�DOO�RI�WKH�FRPSRQHQWV�QHFHVVDU\�IRU�FRQVFLRXVQHVV�RI�SOHDVXUH�LQ�WKH�EHDXWLIXO��
RQ�.DQW·V�GHÀQLWLRQ�RI�SOHDVXUH��DQG�WKLV�GLVWLQFWLYH�SOHDVXUH�WHPSRUDOO\�IROORZV�WKDW�LQVWDQW�

,�GLYLGH�H[SRVLWLRQ�RI�WKH�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH�LQWR�IRXU�WHPSRUDO�VWDJHV��7KH�ÀUVW�VWDJH�LV�WKDW�RI�WKH�disinterested 
UHÁHFWLYH�SHUFHSWLRQ of an object. Kant distinguishes a judgment of taste from other aesthetic judgments as 
being disinterested, by which he means that such judgments are not in any way connected with desire for the 
H[LVWHQFH�RI�WKH�REMHFW��,Q�MXGJPHQWV�RI�WDVWH��´RQH�RQO\�ZDQWV�WR�NQRZ�ZKHWKHU�WKH�PHUH�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�RI�WKH�
REMHFW�LV�DFFRPSDQLHG�ZLWK�VDWLVIDFWLRQ�LQ�PH�µ26 Desiring the object for the pleasure it brings to the senses 
needs to be excluded from consideration in a judgment of taste because such desire causes a satisfaction that is 
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Diagram 1

QRW�JXDUDQWHHG�WR�DSSO\�WR�DOO�MXGJHV��'LVLQWHUHVWHGQHVV�EUDFNHWV�RXW�DOO�GHVLUHV�UHODWHG�WR�RXU�SHUVRQDO�FLUFXP�
stances that could affect the way we feel toward the object we are judging. 

In apprehending the beautiful object, desire for its goodness should be excluded from consideration as judg�
ments of the good are based on concepts, with reference to some determinate end or purpose, and so are not 
aesthetic.27�([WHUQDO�VHQVH�SHUFHSWLRQV��VXFK�DV�WKH�VHQVLQJ�RI�FRORXU��PD\�YDU\�IURP�SHUVRQ�WR�SHUVRQ�DQG�VR�
WKH\�WRR�DUH�QRW�VXLWDEOH�GDWD�IRU�D�XQLYHUVDOO\�YDOLG�MXGJPHQW��

7KH�SRLQWV�WR�QRWH�DW�WKLV�VWDJH�DUH��ÀUVW��WKDW�ZH�IRUP�D�PHQWDO�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�RI�WKH�REMHFW�LQ�D�GLVLQWHUHVWHG�
PDQQHU�LQ�RUGHU�WR�UHPRYH�DQ\�FRQGLWLRQV�WKDW�DUH�VSHFLÀF�WR�DQ�LQGLYLGXDO��$GGLWLRQDOO\��ZH�DOVR�EUDFNHW�RXW�
DQ\�FRQFHSW�RI�WKH�SXUSRVH�RI�WKH�REMHFW�WR�UHWDLQ�WKH�VXEMHFWLYH�EDVLV�UHTXLUHG�IRU�DQ�DHVWKHWLF�MXGJPHQW�

7KH�VHFRQG�VWDJH�LQ�D�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH�LV�WKDW�RI�´D�PXWXDO�VXEMHFWLYH�FRUUHVSRQGHQFH�RI�WKH�SRZHUV�RI�FRJ�
QLWLRQ�ZLWK�HDFK�RWKHU�µ28�.DQW�DOVR�UHIHUV�WR�WKLV�LQ��������DV�WKH�´VWDWH�RI�PLQG�LQ�WKH�JLYHQ�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�µ�
,I�WKH�JLYHQ�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�LV�RI�D�EHDXWLIXO�REMHFW�WKHQ�LW�ZLOO�H[FLWH�WKH�IDFXOWLHV�RI�WKH�LPDJLQDWLRQ�DQG�WKH�
XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�LQ�WKH�DFW�RI�D�GLVLQWHUHVWHG�UHÁHFWLYH�MXGJPHQW�WR�D�PXWXDO�FRUUHVSRQGHQFH�ZLWK�HDFK�RWKHU��7KLV�
DFWLYLW\��ZKLFK�ZDV�GHVFULEHG�LQ�WKH�LQWURGXFWRU\�VHFWLRQ�RI�WKLV�SDSHU��.DQW�FDOOV�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�IDFXOWLHV�
of cognition.29�.DQW�H[SODLQV�WKDW�ZH�EHFRPH�FRQVFLRXV�RI�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�WKURXJK�VHQVDWLRQ�RI�WKDW�DFWLYLW\��,Q�
�����KH�H[SODLQV�WKDW�´QR�RWKHU�FRQVFLRXVQHVV�RI�LW�>WKDW�LV��RI�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV@�LV�SRVVLEOH�
except through sensation of the effect that consists in the facilitated play of both powers of the mind (imagina�
WLRQ�DQG�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ���HQOLYHQHG�WKURXJK�PXWXDO�DJUHHPHQW�µ30 This sensation is constituted by awareness of 
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the animation of the imagination and the understanding,31 a feeling of inner sense,32 which Kant also describes 
DV�WKH�VXEMHFW·V�´IHHOLQJ�RI�OLIH�µ33

7KH�WKLUG�VWDJH�RI�WKH�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH�LV�DZDUHQHVV�RI�WKH�´VXEMHFWLYH�XQLYHUVDO�FRPPXQLFDELOLW\�RI�WKH�NLQG�
RI�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�LQ�D�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWHµ�ZKLFK�.DQW�FDOOV�WKH�´VWDWH�RI�PLQG�LQ�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�LPDJLQDWLRQ�
DQG�WKH�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�µ34 This stage is important because it is the point at which the judge becomes consciously 
DZDUH�WKDW�WKH\�DUH�LQ�D�VWDWH�RI�PLQG�WKDW�FDQ�EH�WKRXJKW�DV�WKH�EDVLV�IRU�D�XQLYHUVDOO\�YDOLG�MXGJPHQW��

/HW�XV�WDNH�VWRFN�RI�ZKDW�ZH�DUH�FXUUHQWO\�FRQVFLRXV�RI��)LUVW��ZH�DUH�DZDUH�WKDW�ZH�KDYH�WKH�JLYHQ�UHSUHVHQWD�
WLRQ�RI�DQ�REMHFW�LQ�RXU�LPDJLQDWLRQ��6HFRQG��ZH�KDYH�LQWHQWLRQDOO\�H[FOXGHG�DOO�VRXUFHV�RI�LQGLYLGXDO�YDULDWLRQ�
IURP�RXU�MXGJPHQW�WKURXJK�DQ�DFW�RI�GLVLQWHUHVWHGQHVV��$QG�WKLUG��ZH�DUH�DZDUH�WKDW�ZKHQ�ZH�UHÁHFW�RQ�WKH�
REMHFW�XQGHU�WKHVH�FRQGLWLRQV�ZH�FDQ�VHQVH�DQ�DVVRFLDWHG�HIIHFW�RQ�RXU�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV��%XW�FRQVFLRXVQHVV�
RI�WKLV�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�SRZHUV��JLYHQ�WKH�EDFNJURXQG�SUHVXSSRVLWLRQ�WKDW�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV�RI�
KXPDQNLQG�LQ�JHQHUDO�DUH�HDFK�FRQVWLWXWHG�DFFRUGLQJ�WR�WKH�VDPH�SULQFLSOHV��PHDQV�WKDW�ZH�DUH�IXUWKHU�MXVWLÀHG�
LQ�FODLPLQJ�WKDW�WKHVH�FRQGLWLRQV�RI�MXGJLQJ�WKH�REMHFW�RXJKW�WR�UHVXOW�LQ�WKH�VDPH�UHVSRQVH�LQ�HYHU\RQH�35 So, 
LQ�VHQVLQJ�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV��ZH�DUH�FRQVHTXHQWO\�FRQVFLRXV�RI�´WKH�XQLYHUVDO�FDSDFLW\�IRU�
WKH�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�RI�WKH�VWDWH�RI�PLQG�LQ�WKH�JLYHQ�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�µ36�:H�DUH�FRQVFLRXV�RI�WKH�XQLYHUVDO�FRP�
PXQLFDELOLW\�RI�WKH�VHQVDWLRQ�RI�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV�DV�FDXVHG�E\�D�PHQWDO�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�RI�
WKH�IRUP�RI�D�EHDXWLIXO�REMHFW�EHFDXVH��.DQW�VD\V��́ ZH�DUH�FRQVFLRXV�WKDW�WKLV�VXEMHFWLYH�UHODWLRQ�VXLWHG�WR�FRJQL�
WLRQ�LQ�JHQHUDO�PXVW�EH�YDOLG�IRU�HYHU\RQH�DQG�FRQVHTXHQWO\�XQLYHUVDOO\�FRPPXQLFDEOH��MXVW�DV�DQ\�GHWHUPLQDWH�
FRJQLWLRQ�LV��ZKLFK�VWLOO�DOZD\V�UHVWV�RQ�WKDW�UHODWLRQ�DV�LWV�VXEMHFWLYH�FRQGLWLRQ�µ37�,I�WKLV�LV�WUXH�WKHQ�ZH�KDYH�
IRXQG�D�JURXQG�IRU�FODLPLQJ�XQLYHUVDO�YDOLGLW\�LQ�MXGJPHQWV�RI�WDVWH�38

7KH�XQLYHUVDO�YDOLGLW\�RI�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV�H[SODLQV�.DQW·V�XVDJH�RI�FHUWDLQ�WHUPV�WKURXJK�
out §9. We should note that Kant refers to the feeling�RI�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV��DV�ZHOO�DV�WKH�
sensation�RI�LW��7KH�VLJQLÀFDQFH�RI�.DQW·V�XVH�RI�WKH�WHUP�´VHQVDWLRQµ��(PSÀQGXQJ) of the free play indicates 
that it is a state that is an objective representation of the senses.39 This is contrasted with his use of the term 
´IHHOLQJµ��Gefühl) which, he says, at least for representations of external sense sensation, must always remain 
PHUHO\�VXEMHFWLYH��6HQVDWLRQ�RI�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�LV�QRW�D�VHQVDWLRQ�RI�WKH�RXWHU�VHQVHV��KRZHYHU��EXW�LV�LQVWHDG�D�
sensation of inner sense. 40 (Another example of inner sense sensation is the experience of time passing.) Sen�
VDWLRQ�RI�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�FDQ�EH�UHJDUGHG�DV�REMHFWLYH�EHFDXVH�LW�LV�D�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�WKDW�EHORQJV�WR�FRJQLWLRQ�41 
5HJDUGLQJ�WKH�VHQVDWLRQ�RI�WKH�IUHH�SOD\��.DQW�VD\V�´2I�FRXUVH��DQ�REMHFWLYH�UHODWLRQ�FDQ�RQO\�EH�WKRXJKW��EXW�
LQVRIDU�DV�LW�LV�VXEMHFWLYH�DV�IDU�DV�LWV�FRQGLWLRQV�DUH�FRQFHUQHG�LW�FDQ�VWLOO�EH�VHQVHG�LQ�LWV�HIIHFW�RQ�WKH�PLQG�µ42 
6R��WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV�LV�EURXJKW�WR�RXU�DZDUHQHVV�E\�D�VXEMHFWLYH�IHHOLQJ�RI�WKH�NLQG�WKDW�
KDV�JURXQGV�IRU�XQLYHUVDO�FRPPXQLFDELOLW\��

The fourth stage is the pleasure proper in a judgment of taste, or subjective purposiveness.43 In §9.7, Kant states 
that we need to explain how aesthetic judgments a priori are possible, before we can explain the demand made 
E\�D�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH�WKDW�HYHU\RQH�RXJKW�WR�IHHO�SOHDVXUH�LQ�D�EHDXWLIXO�REMHFW��7KLV�LV�H[SODLQHG�LQ�SDVVDJHV�
DIWHU�����EXW�,�ZLOO�SURYLGH�DQ�RYHUYLHZ�KHUH�IRU�FRPSOHWHQHVV�DQG�LQ�RUGHU�WR�GLVWLQJXLVK�GLIIHUHQFHV�EHWZHHQ�
WKH�´VHQVDWLRQ�SUHFHGHV�SOHDVXUHµ�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�DQG�RWKHU�SXWDWLYH�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQV��

6RPH�LQWHUSUHWDWLYH�VWUDWHJLHV� WKDW�DGYRFDWH�IRU�D�FRQVLVWHQW�UHDGLQJ�RI����LGHQWLI\�SOHDVXUH�LQ� WKH�EHDXWLIXO�
HLWKHU�ZLWK�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV�RU�ZLWK�FRQVFLRXVQHVV�WKHUHRI�44�5REHUW�:LFNV��IRU�H[DPSOH��
FODLPV�WKDW�WKH�VHQVDWLRQ�RI�D�KLJK�GHJUHH�RI�KDUPRQ\�LQ�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�SRZHUV�LV�WKH�VDPH�DV�
SOHDVXUH��RU�VDWLVIDFWLRQ��LQ�WKH�EHDXWLIXO��+H�VD\V�´RQH�FRXOG�VD\�WKDW�WKH�VDWLVIDFWLRQ�UHODWHG�WR�SXUH�EHDXW\�LV�
WKH�PDQLIHVWDWLRQ�RI�WKH�KDUPRQ\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV�DW�D�FHUWDLQ�OHYHO�RI�LQWHQVLW\��UDWKHU�WKDQ�WKH�HIIHFW�
RI�LW�µ45�,Q�D�VLPLODU�YHLQ��'RQDOG�&UDZIRUG�FRQVWUXHV�WKH�IHHOLQJ�RI�SOHDVXUH�LQ�WKH�EHDXWLIXO�DV�FRQVFLRXVQHVV�
RI�WKH�KDUPRQ\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV�46�,�ZLOO�DUJXH�DJDLQVW�WKHVH�SRVLWLRQV�E\�VKRZLQJ�WKDW��JLYHQ�.DQW·V�
GHÀQLWLRQ�RI�SOHDVXUH��.DQW�LGHQWLÀHV�WKH�IHHOLQJ�RI�SOHDVXUH�LQ�WKH�EHDXWLIXO�DV�GLVWLQFW�ERWK�IURP�WKH�VHQVDWLRQ�
RI�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�SRZHUV�DQG�IURP�PHUH�FRQVFLRXVQHVV�RI�WKLV�VHQVDWLRQ�
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,Q� WKH� VHFWLRQV� WKDW�GLUHFWO\� IROORZ�����.DQW� LQWURGXFHV� WKH�SULQFLSOH�RI�SXUSRVLYHQHVV��$FFRUGLQJ� WR�.DQW��
FRQFHSWV�RI�WKLQJV�DOVR�KDYH�HQGV�RU�SXUSRVHV�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�WKHP��.DQW�FODLPV�WKDW�WKH�YHU\�SRVVLELOLW\�RI�
DQ�REMHFW�FDQ�RQO\�EH�H[SODLQHG�DQG�FRQFHLYHG�RI�E\�UHIHUHQFH�WR�VRPH�HQG��HYHQ�ZKHQ�QR�VXFK�HQG�H[LVWV�47 
)XUWKHU��.DQW�GHÀQHV�D�SULQFLSOH�RI�SXUSRVLYHQHVV�DV�´WKH�FDXVDOLW\�RI�D�FRQFHSW�ZLWK�UHJDUG�WR�LWV�REMHFW�µ48 We 
YLHZ�REMHFWV�DV�SXUSRVLYH��DV�EHLQJ�GHVLJQHG�IRU�VRPH�HQG��DQG�WKH�SXUSRVLYHQHVV�RI�DQ�REMHFW��WKH�GHVLJQHG�
QHVV�RI�DQ�REMHFW��LV�SRVLWHG�HYHQ�LQ�WKH�DEVHQFH�RI�D�GHWHUPLQDWH�HQG��7KH�SULQFLSOH�RI�SXUSRVLYHQHVV�LV�WKH�
VSHFLDO�SULQFLSOH�RI�UHÁHFWLYH�MXGJPHQW�WKDW�JXLGHV�XV�WR�H[SHFW�D�SXUSRVH�IRU�DQ�REMHFW�LQ�RUGHU�IRU�XV�WR�IRUP�
D�VRXQG�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�RI�ZKDWHYHU�REMHFW�ZH�DUH�MXGJLQJ�49

.DQW�XVHV�WKH�WHUP�´SOHDVXUHµ�LQ�DQ�LGLRV\QFUDWLF�DQG�WHFKQLFDO�VHQVH��+H�GHÀQHV�SOHDVXUH�DV�IROORZV��´7KH�
consciousness of the causality of a representation with respect to the state of the subject, for maintaining the 
VXEMHFW�LQ�WKH�VDPH�VWDWH��PD\�KHUH�JHQHUDOO\�GHQRWH�ZKDW�ZH�FDOO�SOHDVXUH�µ50�:H�VKRXOG�QRWH�WKDW�WKLV�LV�TXLWH�
VLPLODU�LQ�IRUP�WR�.DQW·V�GHÀQLWLRQ�RI�SXUSRVLYHQHVV�ZLWK�WKH�PRGLÀFDWLRQ�WKDW�SOHDVXUH�LQ�WKH�EHDXWLIXO�LQ�
YROYHV�SXUSRVLYHQHVV�ZLWKRXW�D�GHÀQLWH�SXUSRVH��L�H���QR�FRQFHSW�RI�DQ�HQG�LV�HPSOR\HG�LQ�D�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH���
,Q�WKH�FRQWH[W�RI�EHDXW\��WKH�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�UHIHUUHG�WR�LQ�.DQW·V�GHÀQLWLRQ�RI�SOHDVXUH�LV�WKDW�RI�WKH�EHDXWLIXO�
REMHFW��7KH�VWDWH�RI�WKH�VXEMHFW�LV�WKDW�RI�WKH�VWDWH�RI�PLQG�LQ�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV��%\�VXEVWLWX�
WLRQ�LQWR�.DQW·V�GHÀQLWLRQ�RI�SOHDVXUH��SOHDVXUH�LQ�WKH�EHDXWLIXO�LV�FRQVFLRXVQHVV�WKDW�WKH�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�RI�WKH�
EHDXWLIXO�REMHFW�LV�UHVSRQVLEOH�IRU�PDLQWDLQLQJ�WKH�VXEMHFW�LQ�WKH�VWDWH�RI�PLQG�LQ�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�
faculties. (This latter state of mind needs only to be consciously sensed and not explicitly conceptualised.) The 
REMHFW�WKDW�ZH�FDOO�EHDXWLIXO�LV�VXLWHG�WR�HQJDJLQJ�RXU�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV�LQ�D�VWDWH�RI�IUHH�SOD\��D�VWDWH�WKDW�FDXVHV�
D�FRQVFLRXV�VHQVDWLRQ�LQ�XV��HYHQ�WKRXJK�ZH�NQRZ�WKDW�WKLV�LV�QRW�WKH�SXUSRVH�RI�VXFK�DQ�REMHFW��,Q�WKH�FDVH�RI�D�
MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH��.DQW�DOVR�FDOOV�WKH�FRQVFLRXVQHVV�RI�WKLV�FDXVDOLW\�´VXEMHFWLYH�SXUSRVLYHQHVVµ�DQG�GHVFULEHV�
this as synonymous with pleasure in the object.51�6XEMHFWLYH�SXUSRVLYHQHVV�LV�FRQVFLRXVQHVV�RI�ZKDW�.DQW�FDOOV�
WKH�IRUP�RI�SXUSRVLYHQHVV�LQ�WKH�JLYHQ�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�52 Further, Kant says that we linger on the beautiful object 
EHFDXVH�´WKLV�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�VWUHQJWKHQV�DQG�UHSURGXFHV�LWVHOI�µ53 

1RZ��LI�ZH�FRQVLGHU�.DQW·V�GHÀQLWLRQ�RI�SOHDVXUH�DJDLQ��LW�FDQ�EH�VHHQ�WKDW�FRQVFLRXV�H[SHULHQFH�RI�D�XQLYHU�
VDOO\�YDOLG�SOHDVXUH�UHTXLUHV�UHFRJQLWLRQ�RI�WKH�XQLYHUVDO�FRPPXQLFDELOLW\�RI�WKH�VHQVHG�VWDWH�RI�PLQG��L�H���WKH�
state of mind in the free play of the imagination and the understanding). This is because the subject needs to 
EH�FRQVFLRXV�RI�VHQVLQJ�WKH�UHOHYDQW�VWDWH�RI�PLQG�before�VKH�FDQ�EH�FRQVFLRXV�WKDW�D�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�RI�D�JLYHQ�
object is the cause of maintaining her in that state. This is consistent with and explains why Kant says in §9.3.1 
WKDW�H[SHULHQFH�RI�WKH�SOHDVXUH�LQ�D�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH�LV�D�FRQVHTXHQFH�RI�VXEMHFWLYH�XQLYHUVDO�FRPPXQLFDELOLW\�
RI�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV�54 

7KH�SULQFLSOH�RI�SXUSRVLYHQHVV�PDNHV�XV�DZDUH�WKDW�WKH�IRUP�RI�WKH�EHDXWLIXO�REMHFW�LV�VXLWHG�WR�PDLQWDLQLQJ�
WKH�VHQVHG�VWDWH�RI�PLQG�WKDW�.DQW�H[SODLQV�E\�UHIHUHQFH�WR�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�RXU�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV��$QG�WKLV�
FRJQLWLYH�DFWLYLW\�FRQVWLWXWHV�WKH�IHHOLQJ�RI�FXULRVLW\�DQG�H[SORUDWLRQ�RI�WKH�REMHFW��RI�OLQJHULQJ�IRU�LWV�RZQ�VDNH��

7KH�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�RI�SOHDVXUH�WKDW�,�DP�DGYRFDWLQJ�GLIIHUV�IURP�WKDW�RI�%HDWULFH�/RQJXHQHVVH��ZKR�LGHQWLÀHV�
two sources of pleasure. She says 

The agreement of imagination and understanding, unbound by a determinate concept, is a free play 
ZKHUH�HDFK�HQKDQFHV�WKH�DFWLYLW\�RI�WKH�RWKHU��7KH�FRQVFLRXVQHVV�RI�WKDW�DJUHHPHQW�LV�D�VRXUFH�RI�
SOHDVXUH��DQG�WKH�FRQVFLRXVQHVV�RI�WKH�XQLYHUVDO�FRPPXQLFDELOLW\�RI�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�DQG�RI�WKH�SOHDVXUH�
GHULYHG�IURP�LW�LV�itself a source of pleasure.55 

/RQJXHQHVVH�MXVWLÀHV�KHU�FODLP�WKDW�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV�LV�D�SOHDVXUH�E\�LGHQWLI\LQJ�WKH�VHQ�
VDWLRQ�RI�VDWLVIDFWLRQ�LQ�D�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH�ZLWK�D�´IHHOLQJ�RI�OLIHµ�LQ�WKH�VXEMHFW�56 She presents the following 
TXRWH�E\�.DQW�LQ�VXSSRUW�RI�KHU�FODLP�
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7R�JUDVS�D�UHJXODU��SXUSRVLYH�VWUXFWXUH�ZLWK�RQH·V�IDFXOW\�RI�FRJQLWLRQ��ZKHWKHU�WKH�PDQQHU�RI�UHSUH�
sentation be distinct or confused) is something entirely different from being conscious of this repre�
sentation with the sensation of satisfaction. Here the representation is related entirely to the subject, 
indeed to its feeling of life, under the name of the feeling of pleasure or displeasure, which grounds 
an entirely special faculty for discriminating and judging that contributes nothing to cognition but 
RQO\�KROGV�WKH�JLYHQ�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�LQ�WKH�VXEMHFW�XS�WR�WKH�HQWLUH�IDFXOW\�RI�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ��RI�ZKLFK�
the mind becomes conscious in the feeling of its state.57

Contra�/RQJXHQHVVH·V�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�RI�WKLV�SDVVDJH��LI�ZH�FRQVLGHU�.DQW·V�GHÀQLWLRQ�RI�SOHDVXUH�DV�́ FRQVFLRXV�
ness of the causality of a representation with respect to the state of the subject, for maintaining the subject in 
WKH�VDPH�VWDWHµ�WKHQ�LW�VHHPV�TXLWH�FOHDU�WKDW�WKH�´QDPH�RI�WKH�IHHOLQJ�RI�SOHDVXUH�RU�GLVSOHDVXUHµ�LQ�WKH�TXRWD�
WLRQ�DERYH�DSSOLHV�WR�FRQVFLRXVQHVV�RI�WKH�relation�EHWZHHQ�WKH�JLYHQ�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�RI�D�EHDXWLIXO�REMHFW�DQG�
LWV�HIIHFW�RQ�WKH�VXEMHFW��WKHLU�´IHHOLQJ�RI�OLIHµ���7KLV�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�LV�VWLOO�FRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�.DQW·V�GHVFULSWLRQ�RI�
DHVWKHWLF�MXGJPHQWV�DV�´EHLQJ�FRQVFLRXV�RI�WKLV�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�ZLWK�WKH�VHQVDWLRQ�RI�VDWLVIDFWLRQ�µ�0RUHRYHU��
.DQW�GRHV�QRW�PHQWLRQ�D�SOXUDOLW\�RI�SOHDVXUHV�LQYROYHG�LQ�D�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH�DQG�VR�WKLV�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�LV�DOVR�
consistent with a natural reading of Kant’s text. Finally, in discussing the difference between the pleasure in 
WKH�EHDXWLIXO�DQG�WKDW�RI�WKH�VXEOLPH��.DQW�VD\V�WKDW�SOHDVXUH�LQ�WKH�EHDXWLIXO�´GLUHFWO\�EULQJV�ZLWK�LW�D�IHHOLQJ�
RI�WKH�SURPRWLRQ�RI�OLIH�µ58�7KLV�TXRWH�VXSSRUWV�WKH�LGHD�WKDW�WKH�´IHHOLQJ�RI�OLIHµ�LV�D�FRQVWLWXHQW�SDUW�RI�IHHOLQJ�
pleasure in the beautiful instead of being identical with it.

7KH�´VHQVDWLRQ�SUHFHGHV�SOHDVXUHµ�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�LV�DOVR�GLVWLQFW�IURP�IXWXUH�GLUHFWHG�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQV�RI�SOHD�
VXUH�DV�SURSRVHG�DQG�HQGRUVHG�E\�5DFKHO�=XFNHUW�DQG�,DQ�3��'��0RUULVVRQ��=XFNHUW�DUJXHV�WKDW�D�FRQVHTXHQFH�
RI�.DQW·V�GHÀQLWLRQ�RI�SOHDVXUH�LV�WKDW�´DOO�SOHDVXUHV«�KDYH�¶PRWLYDWLRQDO·�SRZHUµ�DQG�VR�´DUH��LQ�VRPH�VHQVH��
IXWXUH�GLUHFWHG�µ59�&RQVHTXHQWO\��KHU�JORVV�RQ�.DQW·V�GHÀQLWLRQ�LV�WKDW�SOHDVXUH�LV�´WKH�GHVLUH�WR�PDLQWDLQ�WKH�
VDPH�VWDWH�µ60�6LPLODUO\��0RUULVVRQ�FRQVLGHUV�GHVLUH�WR�EH�D�FRQVWLWXWLYH�SDUW�RI�SOHDVXUH�ZKHQ�KH�VWDWHV�WKDW�
´GHVLUHV�DUH�WKH�YHKLFOH�IRU�D�FDXVDOLW\�WKDW�WHQGV�WR�PDLQWDLQ�D�SDUWLFXODU�VWDWH�RI�PLQG�µ61 The faculty of desire, 
DFFRUGLQJ�WR�.DQW��LV�´WKH�IDFXOW\�IRU�EHLQJ�WKURXJK�RQH·V�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQV�WKH�FDXVH�RI�WKH�UHDOLW\�RI�WKH�REMHFWV�
RI�WKHVH�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQV�µ62 But Kant distinguishes pleasure in judgments of taste from satisfactions that are 
FRPELQHG�ZLWK�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQV�RI�WKH�H[LVWHQFH�RI�DQ�REMHFW��ZKLFK�.DQW�FDOOV�LQWHUHVW���7KH�WLWOH�RI����LV�´WKH�
VDWLVIDFWLRQ�WKDW�GHWHUPLQHV�WKH�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH�LV�ZLWKRXW�DQ\�LQWHUHVWµ63�DQG�WKH�GHÀQLWLRQ�GHULYHG�IURP�WKH�
ÀUVW�PRPHQW�LV�TXLWH�H[SOLFLW�ZKHQ�LW�VWDWHV�WKDW�´7DVWH�LV�WKH�IDFXOW\�IRU�MXGJLQJ�DQ�REMHFW�RU�D�NLQG�RI�UHS�
UHVHQWDWLRQ�WKURXJK�D�VDWLVIDFWLRQ�RU�GLVVDWLVIDFWLRQ�ZLWKRXW�DQ\�LQWHUHVW�µ64 It may be responded that Kant is 
RQO\�FRQVLGHULQJ�DQ�LQWHUHVW�LQ�WKH�H[LVWHQFH�RU�QRQ�H[LVWHQFH�RI�WKH�EHDXWLIXO�REMHFW�LQ�WKHVH�TXRWHV��ZKLOH�WKH�
interpretations under consideration are instead concerned with a necessarily connected desire in the continued 
H[LVWHQFH�RI�D�PHQWDO�VWDWH��6XFK�DQ�REMHFWLRQ�ZRXOG�KDYH�GLIÀFXOW\�EHLQJ�VTXDUHG�ZLWK�.DQW·V�FRPPHQWV�RQ�
EHDXW\�DV�WKH�V\PERO�RI�WKH�PRUDOO\�JRRG��KRZHYHU��+HUH�.DQW�VD\V�WKDW�WKH�EHDXWLIXO�´SOHDVHV�ZLWKRXW�DQ\�
interest (the morally good is of course necessarily connected with an interest, but not one that precedes the 
MXGJPHQW�RQ�WKH�VDWLVIDFWLRQ��EXW�UDWKHU�ZLWK�RQH�WKDW�LV�WKHUHE\�ÀUVW�SURGXFHG��µ65�:KLOH�.DQW�SURYLGHV�WKH�
FODULÀFDWLRQ�WKDW�PRUDO� MXGJPHQWV�DUH�QHFHVVDULO\�FRQQHFWHG�ZLWK�DQ�LQWHUHVW��KH�RIIHUV�QR�VLPLODU�VWDWHPHQW�
UHJDUGLQJ�SOHDVXUH�LQ�WKH�EHDXWLIXO��0\�DFFRXQW��E\�FRPSDULVRQ��LQYROYHV�FRQVFLRXV�DZDUHQHVV�RI�WKH�VXLWDELOLW\�
RI�D�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�IRU�PDLQWDLQLQJ�D�PHQWDO�VWDWH�WKDW�GRHV�QRW�LQYROYH�WKH�IDFXOW\�RI�GHVLUH��7KXV�SOHDVXUH�LQ�
WKH�EHDXWLIXO��RQ�P\�DFFRXQW��LV�SUHVHQW�RULHQWHG�DQG�QRW�IXWXUH�GLUHFWHG�

,�KDYH�EURNHQ�WKLV�H[SRVLWLRQ�LQWR�IRXU�WHPSRUDO�VWDJHV��VHH�'LDJUDP���DERYH�������GLVLQWHUHVWHG�UHÁHFWLYH�SHU�
FHSWLRQ������D�IHHOLQJ�RI�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV������VXEMHFWLYH�XQLYHUVDO�FRPPXQLFDELOLW\�DQG�
����SOHDVXUH�SURSHU��RU�VXEMHFWLYH�SXUSRVLYHQHVV���%XW�LW�VKRXOG�EH�UHFRJQLVHG�WKDW�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�IURP�VWDJH�
RQH�WR�VWDJH�IRXU�ZRXOG�EH�TXLWH�VZLIW�LQ�SUDFWLFH��&RQVLGHU�D�VLPLODU�H[DPSOH�RI�GULYLQJ�DORQJ�D�URDG�DQG�WKHQ�
H[SHULHQFLQJ�WKH�URDG�GLS�VKDUSO\��:H�VWDUW�WR�IHHO�VRPHWKLQJ�OLNH�WKH�SLW�RI�RXU�VWRPDFKV�ULVLQJ�XS�LQVLGH�RI�
XV��&RQVFLRXVQHVV�RI�WKH�FDXVH�RI�WKLV�IHHOLQJ�LV�PRUH�RU�OHVV�LQVWDQWDQHRXV��$QG��,�FODLP��WKH�VDPH�LV�WUXH�RI�
UHFRJQLVLQJ�WKH�FRQQHFWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�WKH�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�RI�D�EHDXWLIXO�REMHFW�DQG�WKH�XQLYHUVDOO\�FRPPXQLFDEOH�
IHHOLQJ�RI�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV��RQFH�ZH�KDYH�FRQVFLRXVO\�H[FOXGHG�DOO�RWKHU�VRXUFHV�RI�SOHD�
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surable feeling.

,�ZLOO�ÀQLVK�WKLV�VHFWLRQ�ZLWK�WZR�SRLQWV�RI�FODULÀFDWLRQ�UHJDUGLQJ�WKH�DSSDUHQW�SDUDGR[�WKDW�ZH�VWDUWHG�ZLWK�LQ�
§9.3.1. First, I should note here that it is entirely possible that the judge was already experiencing some sensa�
WLRQ�RI�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV�SULRU�WR�KHU�DWWHPSW�DW�GLVLQWHUHVWHGQHVV��,Q�VXFK�D�FDVH��WKH�IHHOLQJ�
RI�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�ZRXOG�KDYH�EHHQ�FRQÁDWHG�ZLWK�DQ\�DSSOLFDEOH�SOHDVXUHV�GXH�WR�VHQVH�VHQVDWLRQV�DQG�GHVLUH�
IRU�WKH�REMHFW·V�H[LVWHQFH�WKDW�ZRXOG�PDNH�VXFK�D�IXVHG�SOHDVXUH�XVHOHVV�DV�WKH�EDVLV�RI�D�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH��
7KURXJK�WKH�DFW�RI�GLVLQWHUHVWHG�UHÁHFWLRQ��WKH�IHHOLQJ�RI�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV�LV�LVRODWHG�IURP�
RWKHU�PHUHO\�VXEMHFWLYH�IDFWRUV�

6HFRQG��UHFRJQLWLRQ�RI�D�SXUH�IHHOLQJ�RI�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV�LV�UHTXLUHG�IRU�D�XQLYHUVDOO\�
YDOLG�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH��7KH�MXGJHPHQW�RI�WDVWH�LV�WKH�GHWHUPLQDWLRQ�WKDW�´WKH�PHUH�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�RI�WKH�REMHFW�
LV�DFFRPSDQLHG�ZLWK�VDWLVIDFWLRQ�LQ�PH�µ66�7KH�H[SHULHQFH�RI�SOHDVXUH�LQ�SXUH�EHDXW\�WKXV�UHTXLUHV�WKH�FRQ�
VFLRXV�ÀOWHULQJ�RI�WKH�IHOW�VXEMHFWLYH�H[SHULHQFH�WR�HOLPLQDWH�DQ\�UHIHUHQFH�WR�DQ\�SOHDVXUDEOH�LQÁXHQFHV�WKDW�
DUH�SDUWLFXODU�RQO\�WR�WKH�LQGLYLGXDO��&RQVHTXHQWO\��ZKHQ�ZH�H[SHULHQFH�WKH�SOHDVXUH�RI�SXUH�EHDXW\�ZH�ZLOO�EH�
FRQVFLRXVO\�DZDUH�WKDW�DWWHQGLQJ�WR�WKH�PHUH�IRUP�RI�WKH�REMHFW�LV�WKH�FDXVH�RI�PDLQWDLQLQJ�XV�LQ�D�XQLYHUVDOO\�
communicable mental state. Pleasure in the beautiful arises in the course of a judgment of taste, and is a con�
VHTXHQFH�RI�WKDW�MXGJLQJ�SURFHVV�

7KH�´VHQVDWLRQ�SUHFHGHV�SOHDVXUHµ�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�LV�FRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�.DQW·V�GHVFULSWLRQ�RI�WDVWH�DV�´WKH�IDFXOW\�
IRU�MXGJLQJ�D�SULRUL�WKH�FRPPXQLFDELOLW\�RI�WKH�IHHOLQJV�WKDW�DUH�FRPELQHG�ZLWK�D�JLYHQ�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ��ZLWKRXW�
WKH�PHGLDWLRQ�RI�D�FRQFHSW��µ67

%($87<��$1�(112%/('�$1'�(/(9$7('�(;3(5,(1&(

,Q�WKLV�ÀQDO�VHFWLRQ�,�FRQVLGHU�DQRWKHU�LPSRUWDQW�IHDWXUH�RI�WKH�SOHDVXUH�LQ�D�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH��DQ�DFFRPSDQ\�
LQJ�DZDUHQHVV�RI�´D�FHUWDLQ�HQQREOHPHQW�DQG�HOHYDWLRQ�µ68�,I�WKH�SUHYLRXV�VHFWLRQ�LV�FRUUHFW��WKHQ�SOHDVXUH�LQ�
WKH�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH�LV�FRUUHFWO\�UHJDUGHG�DV�D�XQLYHUVDOO\�YDOLG�SOHDVXUH��,�ZLOO�H[SODLQ�KRZ�.DQW�WKHQ�XVHV�
consciousness of this to explain the experience of a connection between pleasure in the beautiful and morality. 
7KHVH�ÀQDO�DGGHQGD�WR�WKH�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�ZLOO�VKRZ�WKDW�WKLV�DFFRXQW�LV�FRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�.DQW·V�FKDUDFWHULVDWLRQ�
of the pleasure in a judgment of taste as that of both a universally valid and ennobled pleasure in the apprehen�
sion of a beautiful object.

.DQW�FODLPV�WKDW�LQ�H[SHULHQFLQJ�WKH�EHDXWLIXO�LQ�D�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH�ZH�DWWHPSW�WR�PDNH�RXU�FXUUHQW�VWDWH�RI�
mind intelligible. This process is accompanied by awareness of a connection of beauty to the supersensible. 
.DQW�H[SODLQV�LW�WKXV�

,Q�WKLV�IDFXOW\�WKH�SRZHU�RI�MXGJPHQW�«�VHHV�LWVHOI��ERWK�RQ�DFFRXQW�RI�WKLV�LQQHU�SRVVLELOLW\�LQ�WKH�
subject as well as on account of the outer possibility of a nature that corresponds to it, as related to 
something in the subject itself and outside of it, which is neither nature nor freedom, but which is 
connected with the ground of the latter, namely the supersensible, in which the theoretical faculty is 
FRPELQHG�ZLWK�WKH�SUDFWLFDO��LQ�D�PXWXDO�DQG�XQNQRZQ�ZD\��WR�IRUP�D�XQLW\�69

An experience of a connection to the supersensible coupled with awareness of certain similarities between 
MXGJPHQWV�RI�WDVWH�DQG�PRUDO�MXGJPHQWV�PDNHV�WKH�H[SHULHQFH�RI�D�EHDXWLIXO�REMHFW�DPHQDEOH�WR�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�
DV��ZKDW�.DQW�FDOOV��D�V\PERO�RI�PRUDOLW\��$�V\PERO�LV�D�NLQG�RI�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�WKDW�LQGLUHFWO\�SUHVHQWV�D�FRQ�
FHSW�E\�PHDQV�RI�DQDORJ\��.DQW� OLVWV�IRXU�UHOHYDQW�DQDORJRXV�DVSHFWV�RI� MXGJPHQWV�RI�SXUH�EHDXW\�WR�PRUDO�
MXGJPHQWV��7KHVH�DUH��ÀUVW��WKDW�LW�SOHDVHV�immediately��VHFRQG��WKDW�LW�SOHDVHV�WKH�VXEMHFW�ZLWKRXW�DQ\�SHUVRQDO�
interest�LQ�WKH�H[LVWHQFH�RI�WKH�REMHFW��WKLUG��WKDW�WKH�MXGJPHQW�LQYROYHV�WKH�freedom of the imagination in its 
GHWHUPLQDWLRQ��DQG�IRXUWK��WKDW�WKH�VXEMHFWLYH�SULQFLSOH�IRU�MXGJLQJ�RI�WKH�EHDXWLIXO�LV�universal.70 Of the analogy 
of the beautiful as a symbol of morality, Kant says that 
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RQO\�LQ�WKLV�UHVSHFW��WKDW�RI�D�UHODWLRQ�WKDW�LV�QDWXUDO�WR�HYHU\RQH��DQG�WKDW�LV�DOVR�H[SHFWHG�RI�HYHU\RQH�
HOVH�DV�D�GXW\��GRHV�LW�SOHDVH�ZLWK�D�FODLP�WR�WKH�DVVHQW�RI�HYHU\RQH�HOVH��LQ�ZKLFK�WKH�PLQG�LV�DW�WKH�
VDPH�WLPH�DZDUH�RI�D�FHUWDLQ�HQQREOHPHQW�DQG�HOHYDWLRQ�DERYH�WKH�PHUH�UHFHSWLYLW\�IRU�D�SOHDVXUH�
IURP�VHQVLEOH�LPSUHVVLRQV��DQG�DOVR�HVWHHPV�WKH�YDOXH�RI�RWKHUV�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�D�VLPLODU�PD[LP�
of their power of judgment.71

.DQW�LV�QRW�VD\LQJ�WKDW�WKH�DQDORJ\�LV�D�UHTXLUHPHQW�IRU�H[SHULHQFLQJ�SOHDVXUH�LQ�WKH�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH��EXW�LQ�
VWHDG�WKDW�VXFK�DQ�DQDORJ\�SURYLGHV�DQ�H[SODQDWLRQ�IRU�WKH�H[SHULHQFH�RI�WKH�SOHDVXUH�LQ�REMHFWV�RI�SXUH�EHDXW\�
DV�HQQREOHG�DQG�HOHYDWHG��,Q�����.DQW�PDNHV�WKH�FODLP�WKDW�VRPHRQH�ZKR�KDV�D�KDELWXDO�LQWHUHVW�LQ�WKH�EHDXWLIXO�
IRUP�RI�QDWXUDO�REMHFWV�ZRXOG�H[KLELW�´D�GLVSRVLWLRQ�RI�WKH�PLQG�WKDW�LV�IDYRXUDEOH�WR�WKH�PRUDO�IHHOLQJ�µ72 This, 
SUHVXPDEO\��LV�EHFDXVH�WKH�FKDUDFWHULVWLFV�WKDW�PDNH�SOHDVXUH�LQ�WKH�EHDXWLIXO�VLJQLÀFDQW�WR�WKLV�VRUW�RI�SHUVRQ�
DERYH�RWKHU�SOHDVXUHV�DUH�WKRVH�IHDWXUHV�WKDW�PDNH�LW�VXFK�D�VXLWDEOH�V\PERO�RI�PRUDOLW\��.DQW�DOVR�VXJJHVWV�
that this analogy is supported by the common use of certain predicates of beautiful objects, examples of which 
LQFOXGH�PDMHVWLF��PDJQLÀFHQW��VPLOLQJ��MR\IXO��LQQRFHQW��PRGHVW��DQG�WHQGHU�73 Kant’s explanation by analogy 
MXVWLÀHV�WKH�YDOXH�RI�SOHDVXUH�LQ�WKH�EHDXWLIXO�DV�KLJKHU�WKDQ�SOHDVXUHV�RI�VHQVH�VHQVDWLRQ�

,Q�WKH�SUHYLRXV�VHFWLRQ�,�DUJXHG�WKDW�FRQVFLRXVQHVV�RI�WKH�VHQVDWLRQ�RI�WKH�VWDWH�RI�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDF�
XOWLHV�ZKHQ�UHÁHFWLQJ�RQ�WKH�IRUP�RI�D�EHDXWLIXO�REMHFW�LV�QHFHVVDU\�LQ�RUGHU�WR�IHHO�WKH�SOHDVXUH�LQ�D�MXGJPHQW�
of taste. The explanation by analogy of the ennobled experience of pleasure in the beautiful also counts against 
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQV�RI�.DQW�WKDW�FODLP�WKH�IHHOLQJ�RI�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV�FRQVWLWXWHV�WKH�SOHDVXUH�
LWVHOI��7KH�PHUH�IHHOLQJ�RI�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV�FRXOG�QRW�FRQVWLWXWH�WKH�ennobled pleasure felt 
LQ�D�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH��,W�LV�RQO\�ZKHQ�ZH�UHFRJQLVH�ZKDW�ZH�WDNH�WR�EH�D�XQLYHUVDOO\�FRPPXQLFDEOH�VHQVDWLRQ�
WKDW�ZH�FDQ�PDNH�WKH�DQDORJ\�ZLWK�PRUDOLW\�WKDW�MXVWLÀHV�WKH�QREOHQHVV�RI�WKDW�SOHDVXUH��:LWKRXW�WKLV��WKH�VXE�
MHFWLYH�IHHOLQJ�RI�WKDW�DFWLYLW\�FRXOG�RQO\�KDYH�D�YDOXH�RQ�D�SDU�ZLWK�SOHDVXUH�LQ�WKH�DJUHHDEOH�

,�ZLOO�ÀQLVK�E\�FRQVLGHULQJ�RQH�ÀQDO�LVVXH��-XGJPHQWV�RI�WDVWH�LQYROYH�SOHDVXUH��EXW�VHHNLQJ�SOHDVXUH�LV�QRW�
VRPHWKLQJ�WKDW�.DQW�VHHV�DV�PRUDOO\�YDOXDEOH��,QGHHG��LQ�.DQW·V�GHVFULSWLRQ�RI�D�YDOXDEOH�OLIH��KH�VD\V�´RQO\�
through that which he does without regard to enjoyment, in full freedom and independently of that which na�
WXUH�FRXOG�SDVVLYHO\�SURYLGH�IRU�KLP��GRHV�KH�JLYH�KLV�EHLQJ�DV�WKH�H[LVWHQFH�RI�D�SHUVRQ�DQ�DEVROXWH�YDOXH�µ74 
The free play of the imagination and understanding can account for the condition of the subject acting freely. 
7KH�DFW�RI�GLVLQWHUHVWHG�SHUFHSWLRQ�DQG�WKH�DFWLYLW\�RI�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�SRZHUV�DUH�DOVR�IDU�IURP�
SDVVLYH��%XW�.DQW�FODLPV�WKDW�WKH�DHVWKHWLF�MXGJLQJ�RI�DQ�REMHFW�LV�IRU�´WKH�VDNH�RI�SHUFHLYLQJ�WKH�VXLWDELOLW\�RI�
WKH�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�IRU�WKH�KDUPRQLRXV��VXEMHFWLYHO\�SXUSRVLYH��RFFXSDWLRQ�RI�ERWK�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV�LQ�WKHLU�
IUHHGRP��L�H���WR�VHQVH�WKH�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQDO�VWDWH�ZLWK�SOHDVXUH�µ75 How can we reconcile pleasure in the beauti�
IXO�ZLWK�D�YDOXDEOH�H[LVWHQFH"�

:H�PD\�REVHUYH�WKDW�WKH�SOHDVXUH�WDNHQ�LQ�FRQVFLRXVQHVV�RI�WKH�SXUSRVLYHQHVV�RI�WKH�EHDXWLIXO�REMHFW�ZLOO�GH�
SHQG�RQ�WKH�H[WHQW�WR�ZKLFK�RQH�KDV�FXOWLYDWHG�RQH·V�MXGJPHQW�WR�WDNH�SOHDVXUH�LQ�WKDW�ZKLFK�LV�FRPPXQLFDEOH�
WR�DOO�UDWLRQDO�EHLQJV��-XGJPHQWV�RI�WDVWH�UHTXLUH�WKH�EUDFNHWLQJ�RXW�RI�DOO�SHUVRQDO�LQWHUHVW�ZKLOH�FRQWHPSODWLQJ�
WKH�IRUP�RI�WKH�REMHFW�DQG�LQ�GRLQJ�VR�WKH�MXGJH�VDFULÀFHV�SOHDVXUH�LQ�DQ\�DJUHHDEOH�RU�GHVLUDEOH�DVSHFWV�RI�WKH�
REMHFW��7KH�DJUHHDEOH�FKDUDFWHULVWLFV�RI�DQ�REMHFW�PLJKW�KDYH�EHHQ�SRWHQWLDO�VRXUFHV�RI�LQWHQVH�SOHDVXUH��.DQW�
DVVHUWV�WKDW�SOHDVXUH�LQ�WKH�EHDXWLIXO�LV�D�SOHDVXUH�RI�PHUH�UHÁHFWLRQ�WKDW�LV�GLVWLQFW�IURP�D�SOHDVXUH�RI�HQMR\�
ment.76�$Q�HQQREOHG�SOHDVXUH� LQ� WKH�EHDXWLIXO� LV� WKH�SD\RII� IRU�KDYLQJ�FXOWLYDWHG�VRPHWKLQJ�DQDORJRXV� WR�D�
PRUDO�IHHOLQJ��ZKLFK�LV�QRW�PRWLYDWHG�E\�SOHDVXUH��,QGHHG��.DQW�KLPVHOI�VD\V�WKDW�WKH�WUXH�SURSDGHXWLF�IRU�WDVWH�
LV�WKH�FXOWLYDWLRQ�RI�PRUDO�IHHOLQJ�WKURXJK�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�PRUDO�LGHDV�77

,Q�FRQFOXVLRQ��,�KDYH�DUJXHG�WKDW�D�FRQVLVWHQW�DQG�SODXVLEOH�UHDGLQJ�RI�VHFWLRQ�QLQH�RI�.DQW·V�WKLUG�Critique is 
SRVVLEOH�LI�ZH�QRWH�WKH�GLVWLQFWLRQ��RQ�WKH�RQH�KDQG��EHWZHHQ�WKH�VXEMHFWLYH�XQLYHUVDO�FRPPXQLFDELOLW\�RI�WKH�
VHQVDWLRQ�RI�WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�LPDJLQDWLRQ�DQG�WKH�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ��DQG��RQ�WKH�RWKHU�KDQG��WKH�VXEMHFWLYH�SXU�
SRVLYHQHVV�WKDW�LV�FRQVFLRXVQHVV�RI�WKH�VXLWDELOLW\�RI�DQ�REMHFW�IRU�PDLQWDLQLQJ�D�VXEMHFW�LQ�WKH�VWDWH�RI�PLQG�RI�
WKH�IUHH�SOD\�RI�WKH�FRJQLWLYH�IDFXOWLHV��7KH�IRUPHU��ZKLFK�LV�GHVFULEHG�LQ�VWDJH�WKUHH�RI�P\�H[SRVLWLRQ��LQYROYHV�
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WKH�FRQVFLRXV�UHFRJQLWLRQ�RI�WKH�XQLYHUVDO�FRPPXQLFDELOLW\�RI�D�PHQWDO�VWDWH��WKH�ODWWHU��GHVFULEHG�LQ�VWDJH�IRXU��
LV�WKH�SOHDVXUH�LQ�WKH�EHDXWLIXO�REMHFW�LWVHOI��&RQVFLRXVQHVV�RI�WKH�XQLYHUVDO�FRPPXQLFDELOLW\�RI�D�VHQVDWLRQ��RI�
WKH�IUHH�SOD\��ZKHQ�UHÁHFWLQJ�RQ�WKH�IRUP�RI�D�EHDXWLIXO�REMHFW�LV�QHFHVVDU\�IRU�WZR�UHDVRQV��ÀUVW��LW�SURYLGHV�XV�
ZLWK�XQLYHUVDOO\�YDOLG�JURXQGV�IRU�D�MXGJPHQW�RI�WDVWH��DQG�VHFRQG��LW�SXWV�XV�LQ�D�SRVLWLRQ�WR�IHHO�DQ�HOHYDWHG�
and ennobled pleasure in the judgment of taste through recognising it as a symbol of morality.

'$1,(/�:,/621�LV�D�3K'�FDQGLGDWH�DW�WKH�8QLYHUVLW\�RI�$XFNODQG��+LV�GLVVHUWDWLRQ�LV�RQ�WKH�QDWXUH�
RI�DUWLVWLF�DSSUHFLDWLRQ�DQG�WKH�GHÀQLWLRQ�RI�DUW�
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Aisthesis: Scenes from the Aesthetic Regime of Art1 is one of Rancière’s most substantive works, to be ranked 
alongside Nights of Labour, Disagreement and Mute Speech LQ� WHUPV�RI� WKH�EUHDGWK�DQG�VLJQLÀFDQFH�RI� LWV�
analyses. The book consists of a series of fourteen chapters, analysing as many “scenes from the aesthetic 
regime of the arts”, all structured according to methodological principles Rancière describes and explains in 
the following terms:

Each one of these scenes presents a singular event, and explores the interpretive network that gives it 
its  meaning around an emblematic text. The event can be a performance, a lecture, an exhibition, a 
YLVLW�WR�D�PXVHXP�RU�WR�D�VWXGLR��D�ERRN��RU�D�ÀOP�UHOHDVH��7KH�QHWZRUNV�EXLOW�DURXQG�LW�VKRZV�KRZ�D�
performance or an object is felt and thought not only as art, but also as a singular artistic proposition 
DQG�D�VRXUFH�RI�DUWLVWLF�HPRWLRQ��DV�QRYHOW\�DQG�UHYROXWLRQ�LQ�DUW���HYHQ�DV�D�PHDQV�IRU�DUW�WR�ÀQG�D�
way out of itself. Thus it inscribes them into a moving constellation in which modes of perception 
DQG�DIIHFW��DQG�IRUPV�RI�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�GHÀQLQJ�D�SDUDGLJP�RI�DUW��WDNH�VKDSH���[L�

The inaugural scene is located in Dresden, 1764, and stages a passage from Winkelmann’s newly published 
History of Art in Antiquity, which thus marks one of the possible beginnings of the “aesthetic regime”. It is 
followed by an extract from Hegel’s 1828 lectures on aesthetics focusing on a detail in a Murillo painting 
the philosopher would have noticed whilst visiting the art galleries in Berlin and Munich. Following it are 
chapters on the critical reception in 1830 of Stendhal’s Scarlet and Black, pointing to the novel’s end as its 
true “scandal”; the text of an 1844 conference by Emerson; a representation in Paris in 1879 by the English 
clowns, the Hanlon Lee Brothers, as described by the French poet Théodore de Banville; the review published 
by Mallarmé in the National Observer in 1893 of a performance by Loie Fuller; an article by Maeterlink 
published in 1894, reviewing a new production of Ibsen’s Solness by Lugné-Poe; an 1910 conference by Roger 
Marx dedicated to the designing work of Emile Gallé, pronounced in front of a collective of workers; a 1902 
text by Rainer Maria Rilke on the work of Rodin; a 1908 article by Edward Gordon Craig on the principles 
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of modern theatre; a 1916 review of Chaplin by Viktor Chklovski; a 1921 article by Paul Rosenfeld on the 
photography of Alfred Stieglitz; a 1926 review of Dziga Vertov’s The Sixth Part of the World following its 
LQLWLDO�UHOHDVH��DQG�ÀQDOO\��DQ�H[WUDFW�IURP�-DPHV�$JHH·V�Let Us Now Praise Famous Men, published in 1936. 
Simply listing the chapter contents already gives a sense of how rich and detailed the book is, and of the general 
impression it might make on the reader.  Even though Rancière explicitly rejects any claim to systematicity, the 
chronological progression and the level of historical detail make it clear that he has conceived this book as a 
fresh, major substantiation of his attempt, waged for more than two decades now, to establish a counter-history 
and a counter-theory of aesthetic modernity. 

The book’s method and its overall theoretical effect are reminiscent of the early political studies. It shares 
a comparable mode of archival-philosophical exegesis, the method that was devised to conduct the Logical 
Revolts project,2 which led to the publication of the Nights of Labour. In Aisthesis as in the early studies in 
the “proletarian dream”, the “emblematic text” around which the reconstruction is developed is systematically 
situated within the discourses to which it responded at the time and which responded to it in turn. The historical 
and conceptual hermeneutic is conducted through Rancière’s typical mode of free indirect style. The purpose 
of this strategy, then and now, is to reduce the distance between conceptual elaboration and the object analysed, 
to transform the object of analysis into the subject of its own conceptuality, to let the subjects of practice 
unveil the conceptual knots at the heart of their practices. The counter-historical dimension of such a method 
stems from the fact that it brings back to life forgotten moments, crucial episodes whose memories have 
EHHQ�UHSUHVVHG�E\�WKH�RIÀFLDO�KLVWRULHV��,Q�Aisthesis��WKLV�LV�IRU�LQVWDQFH�WKH�JHQHDORJ\�RI�LQÁXHQWLDO�JURWHVTXH�
FKDUDFWHUV�OLQNLQJ�WKH�ÀJXUHV�RI�3LHUURW��$UOHTXLQ��WKH�+DQORQ�/HH�%URWKHUV�3 all the way to Chaplin and the 
other greats of early slapstick comedy.4�7KHVH�ÀJXUHV�RI�WKH�PHFKDQLFDO�ERG\��5DQFLqUH�VKRZV��exert a powerful 
DHVWKHWLF�LQÁXHQFH�RQ�PDQ\�RI�WKH���th avant-gardes even though they do not register as worthy reference points 
in scholarly narratives. Historical corrections such as these also have direct counter-theoretical import. The 
practices are no longer observed from an external position that would thereby constitute a position of authority. 
The historical scene studied is not just an example or an episode in a larger narrative. Rather, it appears as 
D�VSHFLÀF�� ORFDO�FRQÀJXUDWLRQ�LQ�ZKLFK�DFWV�DQG�GLVFRXUVHV�FUHDWH�D�VSHFLÀF�FRQWH[W�RI�VHQVH�LQ�ZKLFK�WKH\�
DJHQWLFDOO\�LQWHUYHQH��,Q�WKH�SROLWLFDO�ÀHOG��WKH�SRLQW�RI�WKLV�LV�WR�UHWXUQ�SROLWLFDO�DJHQF\�WR�WKH�DFWRUV�DQG�WKHLU�
PRYHPHQWV��,Q�WKH�DHVWKHWLF�ÀHOG��LW�LV�WR�GR�MXVWLFH�QRW�MXVW�WR�LQGLYLGXDO�FUHDWLYLW\��EXW�DOVR�WR�WKH�FRQFHSWXDO�
depth of practices that mobilise the opportunities and face the contradictions of the aesthetic regime. The 
agency thereby unveiled operates not just at the level of content, but also performs an inversion of the usual 
relationship between learned discourse and the objects of study. However erudite and detailed the analyses in 
Aisthesis might be, they continue to operate on the logic of the ignorant schoolmaster whereby the master’s 
PDVWHU\�FRQVLVWV�LQ�WKH�FDSDFLW\�WR�DVN�TXHVWLRQV�WR�ZKLFK�WKH�VXEMHFWV�WKHPVHOYHV�SURYLGH�WKH�DQVZHUV��7KH�
inversion of the relation of authority goes together with the dissolution of the boundaries between high art and 
popular art, between the noble, well-established and the new, minor art forms, like Loie Fuller’s serpentine 
dance,5 the art of scenography,6 the pantomime, or slapstick comedy.

The emphasis on the hermeneutic and the agentic seems at odds with Rancière’s explicit rejection of 
phenomenological themes and methods, and his undeniable indebtedness to a structuralist sensitivity. It is 
however one of the main features of the notion of “regime of the arts” to marry those seemingly antagonistic 
GLPHQVLRQV��7KH� LUUXSWLRQ� RI� WKH� SULQFLSOH� RI� HTXDOLW\� LQ�PRGHUQ� VRFLHWLHV� GRHV� QRW� VLPSO\� RSHUDWH� RQ� WKH�
institutional level. More deeply it alters the very conditions of experience and thought and thereby exerts a 
GLUHFW�DHVWKHWLF�HIIHFW��(TXDOLW\��E\�FROODSVLQJ�WKH�KLHUDUFKLHV�RI�JHQUHV��SURSULHW\�DQG�VW\OHV��UHVKDSHV�WKH�YHU\�
PRGHV�RI�SHUFHSWLRQ�DQG�WKRXJKW��,W�RSHQV�WKH�HQWLUH�ÀHOG�RI�aisthesis, the world itself as something to be sensed, 
perceived and thought, for modes of expression to be reinvented. Such a view of aesthetic modernity remains 
structuralist in some respect, because it describes the world as overall sensorium by specifying the functional 
UHODWLRQV� OLQNLQJ� LWV� FRQVWLWXWLYH� HOHPHQWV� �DIIHFW�� SHUFHSWLRQ�� WKRXJKW�� ZRUG�� VHQVH� DQG� WKH� FRPPXQLW\� RI�
VHQVH���DQG�GHÀQHV�WKH�PHDQLQJ�RI�HDFK�HOHPHQW�LQ�WHUPV�RI�WKH�SODFH�LW�WDNHV�LQ�WKH�ÀHOG�LQ�UHODWLRQ�WR�WKH�RWKHUV��
7KH�RSSRUWXQLWLHV�DQG�GLIÀFXOWLHV�LQKHUHQW�LQ�WKLV�QHZ�UHJLPH�VWHP�IURP�WKH�IDFW�WKDW�LW�LV�QRZ�XS�IRU�JUDEV�
to show how, using what expressive tools, with which material, in which genre and through which medium, 
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there  is “logos and pathos”, that is, how sense and sense-making articulations and practices mobilise and take 
hold of “mute things”.7�2Q�WKH�RWKHU�KDQG��DV�LQ�HYHU\�VWUXFWXUDO�ÀHOG��WKLV�QHZ�UHJLPH�KDV�LWV�RZQ�VSHFLÀF�
FRQWUDGLFWLRQV��LWV�GHÀQLQJ�EOLQG�VSRW��OLQNHG�WR�WKH�IDFW�WKDW�WKHUH�LV�DOVR�́ SDWKRV�LQ�ORJRVµ��WKDW�VHQVH�LWVHOI�UXQV�
the risk of collapsing into “muteness”, the absurd, the dead. 

The explicit aim of Aisthesis is to pursue the defence and illustration of the aesthetic regime hypothesis. As a 
counter-narrative to other theories of aesthetic modernity the book might appear puzzling in terms of its overall 
effect. The narrative is highly fragmented. Even though some loose thematic threads appear after a while, the 
links between “scenes” remain implicit, each scene is relatively self-enclosed. However, readers tempted to 
jump to conclusions about a possible exhaustion of Ranciere’s analytical powers should remind themselves that 
this effect was already the one produced by the succession of scenes in Nights of Labour in relation to another 
problem, that of the contradictory relations between labour and emancipation. In fact, just as the fragmented, 
aporetic narrative presented in The Nights of Labour prepared the way for the full presentation of Ranciere’s 
political apparatus in Disagreement, similarly, if less visibly, Aisthesis� DOVR�SURSRVHV� VLJQLÀFDQW�FRQFHSWXDO�
LQQRYDWLRQV� LQ� UHODWLRQ� WR�DHVWKHWLFV��7KH�ERRN�VLJQLÀFDQWO\�H[WHQGV�DQG�UHQHZV�5DQFLqUH·V�FKDUDFWHULVDWLRQ�
of the conceptual knots structuring the aesthetic regime. This renewed understanding appears notably in the 
constellation of interlinked formal concepts and thematic threads being woven throughout the fourteen chapters.  

One of those conceptual threads is Ranciere’s paradoxical, symbolic materialism. Materiality, the “prose of the 
ZRUOGµ��WKH�VKLQH��WH[WXUH��DQG�WKH�VKHHU�ZHLJKW�RI�REMHFWV��WKH�VSHFLÀF�TXDOLWLHV�RI�WKH�QDWXUDO�HOHPHQWV��WKH�
evolutions of light, or simply the profusion of things in the world, in other words, what the French term “le 
sensible” properly refers to in what one is tempted to call its intrinsic Merleau-Pontian sense, this materiality 
WDNHV�FHQWUDO� LPSRUWDQFH� LQ� WKH�DHVWKHWLF�UHJLPH�VLQFH� WKH� ODWWHU� LV�GHÀQHG�DV� WKH�RSHQLQJ�RI� WKH�ZRUOG�DV�D�
general sensorium. Materiality is the only possible place of sense in a regime that emerges from the dissolution 
of ontological boundaries. It is one of the most striking paradoxes of Rancière’s thought, that it is able to 
accommodate a never reneged upon structuralist impetus with such strong emphasis on the sensuousness of 
world experience. In Aisthesis�5DQFLqUH·V�SDUDGR[LFDO�PDWHULDOLVP�H[SUHVVHV�LWVHOI�ÀUVWO\�LQ�VRPH�DVWRQLVKLQJ�
pages, notably in chapters on Emerson and Whitman and the later chapter on James Agee, in which the 
SKLORVRSKHU�UHOLVKHV�LQ�WKH�VKHHU�SRHWLF�SOHDVXUH�RI�SDUDWD[LV��WKH�LQÀQLWH�ULFKQHVV�RI�WKH�´SURVH�RI�WKH�ZRUOGµ�8 
However, the knot at the heart of aisthesis is that there is logos in pathos, sense and expressivity are nowhere 
to be found but in the “sensible” itself. In this new book, the exploration of the potentialities and paradoxes 
entailed in this univocal nature of the prose of the world leads to a reappropriation of the early-Romantic notion 
RI�V\PERO��LQWHUSUHWHG�LQ�D�OLWHUDO��PDWHULDOLVW�ZD\��WKDW�LV��´QRW��DV��WKH�ÀJXUDO�H[SUHVVLRQ�RI�DEVWUDFW�WKRXJKWµ��
EXW�DV�´WKH� IUDJPHQW�GHWDFKHG� IURP� WKH�ZKROH� WKDW�FDUULHV� WKH�SRZHU� �SXLVVDQFH��RI� WKH�ZKROHµ� �����9 This 
GHÀQLWLRQ�RI�WKH�V\PERO�ÀWV�ZHOO�ZLWK�WKH�LQWLPDWH�ORJLF�RI�5DQFLqUH·V�WKRXJKW��DV�WKH�V\PERO�EHFRPHV�D�ÀJXUH�
of thought that is indistinctly semantic and material, semantic in its very materiality. This logic of material 
symbolism runs through the book. It receives a most striking expression in the following passage dedicated to 
James Agee’s attempt to capture the “cruelty of what there is”, in this particular case, the enigmatic messages 
hidden in the everyday objects found in an old chest of drawers: 

the ‘frivolous’ inventory of the drawers only fully renders a minute portion of the elements that 
DUH� JDWKHUHG� LQ� WKH� LQÀQLWH� DQG� XQUHSHDWDEOH� LQWHUWZLQLQJ� UHODWLRQV� EHWZHHQ� KXPDQ� EHLQJV�� DQ�
environment, events, and things, that produced the actuality of these few lives. It is possible to 
account for these lives and their place in the world, however slightly, only by going beyond the 
VLJQLÀFDQW�UHODWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�WKH�SDUWLFXODU�DQG�WKH�JHQHUDO�DQG�E\�UHDFKLQJ�IRU�WKH�V\PEROLF�UHODWLRQ�
RI�WKH�SDUW�WR�WKH�XQSUHVHQWDEOH�ZKROH�WKDW�H[SUHVVHV�LWVHOI�LQ�WKH��SDUW·V�DFWXDOLW\�������

Aisthesis�DOVR�IRFXVHV�VSHFLÀFDOO\�RQ�WKH�G\QDPLVP�RI�WKH�PDWHULDO�DQG�H[SUHVVLYH�IRUFHV�WKDW�PHHW�DQG�SURGXFH�
WKHLU�HIIHFWV�DW�WKHVH�´VHQVLEOHµ�ORFL�5DQFLHUH�FDOOV�´VFHQHVµ��$V�ZH�VDZ��D�´VFHQHµ�QDPHV�D�ORFDO�FRQÀJXUDWLRQ�
RI�PDWWHU��REMHFWV��SHUFHSWLRQ��SRLHWLF�DFWLRQ�DQG�WKRXJKW��$�NH\�DVVRFLDWHG�QRWLRQ�LV�WKDW�RI�WKH�´ÀJXUHµ��ZKLFK�
GHQRWHV�ÀUVW�WKH�VSHFLÀF�H[SUHVVLYH�IRUPDWLRQ�HPHUJLQJ�DW�WKH�SRLQW�RI�WKH�VFHQH��EXW�DOVR�HQFRPSDVVHV�WKH�
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FRQWUDGLFWRU\�QDWXUH�RI�WKHVH�FRQÀJXUDWLRQV�LQ�ZKLFK�WKRXJKW�LV�PDWHULDOL]HG�DQG�PDWWHU�PDGH�H[SUHVVLYH��7KH�
LPSDVVHV��SDUDGR[HV�DQG�FRQWUDGLFWLRQV�RI�DHVWKHWLF�H[SUHVVLRQ�PHDQ�WKDW�QHLWKHU�SROH�HYHU�ÀQGV�LWV�DSSURSULDWH�
FRXQWHUSDUW�LQ�WKH�RWKHU�SROH��WKHUH�LV�QR�H[SUHVVLYH�WUDQVSDUHQF\�RU�PDWHULDO�DGHTXDF\�LQ�WKH�DHVWKHWLF�UHJLPH��
7KH�ÀJXUH�LV�WKXV�´VHQVLEOH�SUHVHQFH�WKDW�HPERGLHV�WKH�SRZHU�WKDW�IRUJHG�LW��EXW�DOVR�D�GLIIHUDO�RI�WKLV�SUHVHQFHµ�
������´WKH�OLWHUDO��PDWHULDO�SUHVHQFH�RI�D�ERG\�DV�ZHOO�DV�WKH�SRHWLF�RSHUDWLRQ�RI�PHWDSKRULFDO�FRQGHQVDWLRQ�DQG�
PHWRQ\PLF�GLVSODFHPHQWµ�������5DQFLqUH�DOVR�HPSKDVL]HV�WKH�FORVHQHVV�EHWZHHQ�WKH�ÀJXUH�DQG�WKH�VFHQH��VLQFH�
WKH�ÀJXUH�LV�LWVHOI�´DQ�DFW�LQVWLWXWLQJ�D�SODFH��D�VLQJXODU�WKHDWUH�RI�RSHUDWLRQVµ��LELG���7KLV�H[SORUDWLRQ�RI�WKH�
dynamic powers at the core of expressive formations explains the importance taken by the arts of the stage and 
performance in Aisthesis��:KLOVW�5DQFLqUH�GHÀQHG�WKH�EDVLF�FRRUGLQDWHV�RI�WKH�DHVWKHWLF�UHJLPH�WKURXJK�WKH�
study of modern literature in Mute Speech, it is now the many forms of expressive performance that become 
paradigmatic for his aesthetic theory. The Scene was already a key concept of his political theory; it now 
receives its full conceptual treatment as the central category of Rancière’s ontology of modern sensibility. 

The Figure and the Scene specify the topological and dynamic conditions under which a Symbol can emerge. 
These formal categories are aptly complemented by another theme that also takes spectacular prominence in 
Aisthesis, namely the Body and the Life that traverses it. At the heart of the representative regime features a 
normative conception of action and expression that implies a conception of the body, of the way in which it 
is mobilized by the subject in modes of affection, expression and action. Without providing any systematic 
WUHDWPHQW�RI� WKH�TXHVWLRQ��Aisthesis distils a thorough analysis of the rules underpinning the representation 
and place of bodies within the classical, representative regime. Five norms come to the fore: the positive norm 
of activity which makes passivity a sign of low status or pathological state; second, the body as means and 
medium of action, a functional body caught up internally and externally in the logic of means and ends, cause 
and effect; third, the body as organism, obeying the laws of good proportions between the parts, a principle 
GHÀQLQJ�EHDXW\�DV�KDUPRQ\�� IRXUWK� WKH�ERG\�DV�RQH�� IXOO\�DUWLFXODWHG�DQG� LQWHJUDWHG�HQWLW\��DQG�ÀQDOO\�� WKH�
body as unitary, expressive  centre of affect, perception and thought. The dismantling of the rules and norms of 
the representative regime impacts directly upon the underlying image of the body. In place of the ideal of the 
KDUPRQLRXV�ERG\�DV�H[SUHVVLRQ�RI�WKH�ZLOO�DQG�PHGLXP�RI�DFWLRQ��QHZ�ÀJXUHV�DULVH��WKH�ERG\�DV�IUDJPHQWHG��
mechanical, indifferent, passive, suffering, acrobatic, dynamic, energetic, and so on. However, these new 
bodily modes of the aesthetic regime are only possibilities; the rules of the representative regime continue 
to operate in the reign of the Spectacle. The aesthetic “fable” is only a virtuality repressed by the continued 
dominance of old poetics caught up in the old rules of heroic status, cause-effect and means-ends connections, 
the hierarchy of values, and so on. 

%H\RQG�WKHLU�KHWHURJHQHLW\��WKHVH�ÀJXUHV�RI�WKH�ERG\�RI�DHVWKHWLF�PRGHUQLW\�DOO�VKDUH�LQ�5DQFLqUH·V�RZQ�YHUVLRQ�
of the dissolution of the sensory-motor schema. The unity, harmony and sense-directedness of the classical 
body is challenged by deep, amorphous life forces that provide the new bodies of the aesthetic regime with 
their energy at the same time as they also undermine their organicism. A distinctive Schopenhauerian and 
Nietzschean strand has consistently gained momentum in Rancière’s recent writings. It comes to the fore 
TXLWH�VSHFWDFXODUO\�LQ�KLV�ODWHVW�PDJQXP�RSXV��LQ�SDVVDJHV�IHDWXULQJ�H[SOLFLW�YLWDOLVWLF�DUJXPHQWV��8QGHUQHDWK�
the meaningful actions and movements of representative bodies the powers of life operate with no regard for 
the categories of perception or the understanding. This occurs emblematically with the Belvedere Torso, the 
Figure that opens the book. The consideration of the life forces that get hold of the body of art make it, now 
more eminently than the canvas or the page, the ultimate “surface of conversion”. The body that is indifferent, 
impassible, inexpressive or immobile becomes the eminent receptacle for movements and forces that shatter 
the illusions of controlled, willful individual and social action: “the free movement, the movement that is the 
same as rest, only liberates its powers when the bonds are loosened that forced the positions of the body to 
VLJQLI\�VSHFLÀF�HPRWLRQVµ�������7KLV�PRGHUQ�WURSH�RI�WKH�IUDJPHQWHG�ERG\�ÀQGV�D�PRVW�HPLQHQW�HFKR�LQ�5RGLQ�
�FKDSWHU�����LQ�ZKRVH�VFXOSWXUH��DV�5LONH�VKRZV��´ERGLHV�GR�QRW�DFW��IURP�QRZ�RQ��DFWLRQV�FRQVWLWXWH�ERGLHVµ�
�������:LWK�5RGLQ��ZH�GLVFRYHU�WKH�QHHG�´WR�UHQRXQFH�XVLQJ�WKH�RUJDQLF�ERG\�DV�D�PRWRU�IRU�DFWLRQ��EHWWHU�\HW��
WR�XQGR�WKLV�ERG\��WR�GLVPDQWOH�LW�LQWR�PXOWLSOH�XQLWLHV�LGHQWLFDO�WR�PXOWLSOH�JHVWXUHV�RU�VFHQHVµ�������
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In the mechanical body in turn can be witnessed the paradox of a body that is causalistically delivered over to 
unrelenting stimuli but keeps producing contingent effects, thereby undermining mechanistic causality and the 
integration of percept and output. In the energetic bodies of the Hanlon Lee Brothers for instance, as Théophile 
Gautier writes, “everything comes together and falls apart with an admirable insouciance: effects have no cause 
DW�DOO�DQG�FDXVHV�KDYH�QR�HIIHFWV�ZKDWVRHYHU«�7KLV�DSSDUHQW�KHOWHU�VNHOWHU�DQG�GLVRUGHU��ÀQDOO\��GHSLFWV�UHDO�
OLIH�LQ�LWV�FDSULFLRXV�DVSHFW�PRUH�DFFXUDWHO\�WKDQ�WKH�PRVW�LQWULFDWH�PRUDO�GUDPDµ�������7KLV��5DQFLqUH�DUJXHV��
directly anticipates Meyerhold’s biomechanics and constructivist scenography. The slapstick body caught up in 
the gags of early cinema thereby becomes a most illustrious representative of the deeper truth of the aesthetic 
UHJLPH��$V�5DQFLqUH�VXJJHVWV�SURYRFDWLYHO\��´WKURXJK�&KDSOLQHVTXH�SDQWRPLPH��FLQHPD�H[SUHVVHV�WKH�VHFUHW�
nihilism that accompanies the great mechanical faith, likening the demiurgical potential of machines to the 
shadow play on the walls of the cave, at the cost perhaps that these shadows turn out to be more exact and 
FOHDUHU�WKDQ�WKH�SODQV�RI�WKH�HQJLQHHUV�RI�WKH�IXWXUHµ��������

To act without plan, to act whilst not wanting anything, to refrain from acting altogether, to express by not 
PHDQLQJ�RU�LQWHQGLQJ�DQ\WKLQJ��WKHVH�SDUDGR[LFDO�ÀJXUHV�RI�EHLQJ��D�ERG\��LQ�WKH�ZRUOG�FRQVWLWXWH�IRU�5DQFLqUH�
the deepest layer of modern experience. This is the null point where sense and non-sense fuse and become the 
ÁLSVLGH�RI�HDFK�RWKHU��WKH�FHQWUDO�NQRW�DW�WKH�KHDUW�RI�WKH�DHVWKHWLF�UHJLPH�WR�ZKLFK�VR�PDQ\�PRGHUQ�SKLORVRSKHUV�
DQG�ZULWHUV�KDYH�EHHQ�VHQVLWLYH��7KLV�WURSH�DSSHDUHG�IRU�WKH�ÀUVW�WLPH�LQ�The Aesthetic Unconscious. It explains 
Rancière’s paradoxical emphasis on inaction, passivity, inertia and apathy, and the hedonistic giving over to 
the movement of the world underneath the agitation of the human world, as the ultimate gestures of resistance. 
7KHVH�ÀJXUHV�RI�UHQRXQFHPHQW�DQG�DEDQGRQPHQW�DSSHDU�LQ�WKH�ÀUVW�WKUHH�FKDSWHUV�DQG�SXQFWXDWH�WKH�ERRN�DW�
regular intervals. They connect directly with the heightened attention to the materiality of everyday objects 
DQG� WKH� VHQVXRXV�TXDOLWLHV�RI� WKH�ZRUOG��:KDW�GRHV�5DQFLqUH�PHDQ�ZKHQ�KH� WUDQVODWHV�KLV� FHQWUDO� SROLWLFDO�
FRQFHSW��HTXDOLW\��LQ�WKH�DHVWKHWLFV�RI�PDWHULDO�V\PEROLVP��VSHDNLQJ�RI�WKH�´SXUH�HTXDOLW\�RI�DQ�HPRWLRQµ��WKH�
´HTXDOLW\�RI�SXUH�VHQVDWLRQµ�DQG�WKH�´VKDULQJ�ZLWKRXW�FDOFXODWLRQ�RI�WKH�VHQVLEOH�PRPHQWµ"10 Is there any other 
way of reading passages like this but as the sign of a late defeatism or pessimistic abdication by a once radical 
SKLORVRSKHU"11 In fact, it should be obvious that the philosopher’s apparent embrace of apathy and abandonment 
can only be misconstrued as anti-political gestures if one makes the mistake of seeking an explicit political 
theory in a book of aesthetics. At the very least, one ought to grant Rancière the right to rely upon all of his 
SDVW��VXEVWDQWLYH�ZRUN�LQ�WKH�IRUPV�DQG�SRWHQWLDOV�RI�UDGLFDO�HTXDOLW\��DQG�QRW�KDYH�WR�NHHS�UHSHDWLQJ�LW�WRGD\��,Q�
KLJKOLJKWLQJ�WKH�SUHYDOHQFH�RI�WKH�ÀJXUHV�RI�QRQ�VHQVH�DQG�DQWL�DFWLRQ�LQ�PRGHUQ�DHVWKHWLFV��5DQFLHUH�LV�PDNLQJ�
D�GRXEOH�RQWRORJLFDO�SRLQW��ZKLFK�GRHV�DSSO\�WR�SROLWLFV��EXW�RQO\�DV�DQ�H[WHUQDO�FDYHDW��´/LWHUDU\�ÀFWLRQ��GRHV�
QRW��HQMR\�FRQWUDGLFWLQJ�WKH�VRFLDOLVW�VFLHQFH��5DWKHU��LW�PLJKW�ZHOO�XQYHLO�LWV�ÁLSVLGH��WKH�VFLHQFH�RI�VRFLHW\��
bearing a future freedom in its womb and the philosophy of the will-to-live that wants nothing were born on 
WKH�VDPH�JURXQG��WKH�VLWH�ZKHUH�ROG�KLHUDUFKLHV�RI�VRFLDO�DQG�QDUUDWLYH�RUGHU�EUHDN�GRZQµ��������:LWK�KLV�ODWHVW�
major book Aisthesis, Rancière reminds us critically that politics, like art, is only episodic. And he wants to 
make the point that works of art can be the accurate witnesses to the conditions in which any and all human 
action take place.  

� -($1�3+,/,33(�'(5$17<�LV�$VVRFLDWH�3URIHVVRU�RI�3KLORVRSK\�DW�0DFTXDULH�8QLYHUVLW\�
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NOTES

1. -DFTXHV�5DQFLqUH��Aisthesis: Scenes from the Aesthetic Regime of Art. Trans. Zakir Paul. London: Verso, 2013; Aisthesis: 
Scènes du régime esthétique de l’art. Paris: Editions Galilée, 2011. Page numbers in parentheses refer to the English edition.
2. The articles Rancière wrote for this project are now available in English in Staging the People, London: Verso, 2011, and 
The Intellectual and His People, London: Verso, 2012. For a summary of the aims and outputs of the collective project, see 
Kristin Ross, May ’68 and Its Afterlives. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2002, 126-130, and J.-P. Deranty, “Logical 
Revolts”, in Jacques Rancière. Key Concepts. Ed. J.-P. Deranty. Acumen, 2010, 17-24.
3. &KDSWHU����´7KH�*\PQDVWV�RI�WKH�,PSRVVLEOH��3DULV��������µ�������
4. &KDSWHU�����´7KH�0DFKLQH�DQG�,WV�6KDGRZ��+ROO\ZRRG��������µ���������
5. &KDSWHU����´7KH�'DQFH�RI�/LJKW��3DULV��)ROLHV�%HUJqUHV��������µ��������
6. &KDSWHU� ��� ´7KH� ,PPRELOH�7KHDWUH� �3DULV�� �����������µ� ��������� DQG� FKDSWHU� ���� ´7KH�7HPSOH� 6WDLUFDVH� �0RVFRZ�
'UHVGHQ��������µ���������
7. The short text of The Aesthetic Unconscious, Cambridge: Polity Press, 2010, which articulates this dual relationship most 
FOHDUO\��ORJRV�LQ�SDWKRV�SDWKRV�LQ�ORJRV��LQ�RWKHU�ZRUGV��WKH�SRVVLELOLW\�RI�VHQVH�LQ�PXWH�WKLQJV�DQG�WKH�H[LVWHQFH�RI�VSRWV�RI�
VHQVHOHVVQHVV�DW�WKH�KHDUW�RI�VHQVH���LV�DQ�LPSRUWDQW�VWDJH�LQ�5DQFLqUH·V�WKLQNLQJ�LQ�WKLV�UHVSHFW��
8. &KDSWHU�����´7KH�&UXHO�5DGLDQFH�RI�:KDW�,V��+DOH�&RXQW\�������1HZ�<RUN��������µ���������
9. See also p. 101. I have used the available English translation but altered it in some passages.
10. 6HH�&KDSWHU����´3OHEHLDQ�+HDYHQ��3DULV��������µ�������
11. As does Nicolas Vieillescazes in his review of the book in Radical Philosophy�������������������
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