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ABSTRACT 

'fhis theslS conslder5 the notIon that it lS tilt' flltun' wllld\ 

judgcs the present anù that Judqem~nt is alw,1YB ~Jll1lly. III 

effect ln understand modenllty on ItS own tPtlllS OI1P wOllld hdV!\ 

to IIlqtllre If vIe hi1vC ally llI()n·~ llght to (lfflllll (1 qlV01\ fnlull' 

than to c1eny 0IlC''? 

The 'luesllon arises as [ollows. Tf d Sl1l>lpct ('XlstS plltH lu 

the process which 15 ItS beIng, an uncomfo[ télblf> <lPllI-i<1 (,IlStH'~~. 

Firstly, If bPIIlg human is unclerst:ood ilS "l>PCOllllllq", 1 .f'. 

llumans can and do appear through the pndC lmptl t 0 r {'hdIH!I!, t lIPII 

"being " itself lS temporal. How then does tllls sol r !;(,<"lIIP Il', 

appearance other than lhrough lhl~ VE'l y pl 0('(><;<, i t d',',Urtll"; 

Itself Lo oe prlOl t07 Sncll a spcurlnq would Illlply .lll dimolllt!' 

unifonTllly and homt)~lerleJty not prp(]lcatpd (Hl hUIlldll-Plld('lpd 

change. If securlns is jr, fact li Hô' 1I11ll of ilppPdl <11)('(', <Incl 

therefore the operù.tive tenu ln JuùqelTl(~rli:. wlldl ttl<'11 dlf' IIH' 

consequences of action III t:r~rIIIs of ~:re()ll'd l l'sul t s? 

In other worùs. whiJ. tare lhe COllS(~quenc('s of lhe t PlllpOI d lIt Y 

of "being'? lt contlTlUPS to produce <l worltl. Thp SPcolHl 

question then lS: how does one )udge, make ('IntI <lel, t()wdtd .\ 

future which properly speaking, cannot be 0\11 Ilqhtfn] COll((>LlI'.' 

The question IS approached initi.alJy through <l dir,(,IIB~lIOII (If 

the integral terms. In the fInal chapters, an aUpmpt is IlId<h· 

to understand the preml se of Marco 1 Duchilmp' S É; Lan t f)olln{~':; 

Duchamp's work is taken as paradigmutic of IIl rlking Cl 1 f;UIllVf!nt. 1 llq 

the aporla of self-revelatlon through beCOmln(J . 
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ARTIFICE ET TEMOIN 

1If.l'flt'3FIlTA'IJON, JUGFfIENI' fT RC~;r()NC;ALJILITr: SrI,ON UN r:NCA::JPEMENT IMJ1r:DIAT 

Cette> lhèse considére l'idée que c'est lE' futur qui juge 

le pIOSC'llt, (~t qm! CG Jugement est nécessaIrement coupable. En 

fi1i t, pout comprelldre la moderni té dans ses propres termes il 

fi1ut ~;p delllan(]PI si nous avons plus le droits d'affirmer un 

futur p,lIllCulI0[ qtl(~ dG le nier. 

Si \ln Sll je-> t ex 1 s le ùVdnt le processus qUI le révèle, on about i 

à un .:lporJa. 

Pn~/IIiàrement 81 "l'êtle" est compris comme quelqLle chose qui 

est toujours PI1 cours de creation, comment peut-Il donc se 

cOllcr{"t i ser snns ce processus de créatl on. Cette 

concréUsatloIl, qui implique une unifornuté et une homogénéité 

ùbso l \WS, ne doi t pùs être basée sur la reconnai ssance humaine 

du clliln~.Wlllent. SI la concrétisation de "l'être" est en effet, 

l' jntentioIl, elle est donc par conséquent la base du jugement. 

Ouell es SOIl t donc à terme les conséquences du resul tat des 

Ctl~atlolls. 

En cl' au t 1 (~s mots quell es sont les conséquences de cette 

tempor.:llitè de l'être: Elle construit un monde. La deuxième 

qucst-10Il est comment Juger, créer et agir à travers un futur 

a proprement parlé celui-ci est le fait d'une projection du 

passé. 

La question est abordée initialement à travers une d1scussion 

concC'rnaIlt les termes intégrants. Dans les chapitres suivant, 

l'effolt est de comprendre les prémisses du 2tant Donnés de 

Marcel Duchamp. Le travail de Duchamp est prjs comme modèle de 

contournement de l' aporia dans la révélation à travers la 

crèallon . 
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The word I1history", eould ft be ÎlmoC'pnt, would Il .. 

nothing but a (clls)alùPt" of \lIhich one 11<18 takpn I\ol{', nul tll,lt 

..:iifferenees [rom one mOlll0nt ta the IH~xt sholllù ('VPIl ':lPPPdI ,l''; 

"difference" , 

I1istory, in Laklng note> of di ffel PI\C'P'-, , is ch,t1dl'lp("1',',('d hy 

change, The fact lllat history movps I1IP<111H th0 (utllTP will COll\P 

to pass. For one submerged III tlll s proco!::;~;, cl f1dllll' 1 S t PQl1l J pd 

for the valltage from willch one> qdzPs tuwdrd lhf' IlTlkllOWll 

future: A future which will sure]y pi1SS tilts ItJcly, .Ille! wllich 

wi Il become a pas t wh l ch has nol <lI Wi'lys b(>(~n ~JO. IIdV l nq 

created this p081tion (Jut of nothing mOl!.:' thall <Îll OJ'lPllliltjoll, 

the potential of chi:mge bocomes boIt! i'lppaLf~nt t.llel vdllltlblp . 

The futur8 wInch ùppears Oll the hOt"17.0n dfHI tht' bPIOq Whl( Il 

enacts that future are lIIutually credible 111 thpir rQS()[ldflC'(>. 

A vêlntage tram which chang~ 18 endctecl lf., not hlllq ~;I}()l t 

of godly. In a finile wOlld of prescriopd bl11 Illtllll,.lf'ly 

unknowable limits, such il potCIl t van ltlCJn (".lll only ilp 

understoocl by tha t winch pT cscr 1 br~s t- he VHn télq(~ 1 Tl t èw f 1 r '-, t 

place. A human encleavourlIlq lü occupy suell a pnsi t lOri, nlll~;L rio 

sa in the name of whatever lws creaLeù hlrn. Hl 8tory rlppPêlTS df? 

Hi story, wi th a monumenta l j l Y f l t lHIc.] snch cons(-~c r il Led ChiIlHlf'. 

Thl s makes bath the necess i ty of chanye and () b(~ 1 nq "'Ill 1 dl 

changes, not 

tautological 

only 

truth 

workable assumptlons, 

ln thelr circular 

but hCjTfi tu cl 

Thr~ 

reverberation 18 from the most baSIC level of experienc(~. Tllp 

6 
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prpscnblI1q }IUlltS dr~ as real as that experience. One does 

llot dppndI' wlthoul the other. 

['lOI r'ovP r, thnH? l fi a coeval tensi on ln these l imi ts. If 

thinç/s élfJfJ('ar now by vlrtuE' of "change", a new exper1ence 

the ap!K'iU iJIH'P of dn orlgin and an end -- must be named and 

rpCOllC Il c(] . 

'l'lllS tensIon cau play itself out through a number of 

parachq/llB. However, the most s1mplified (though perhaps the 

most prn~umpluuus) would apparently be thlS: How things appear 

ëlnd sllhseql1en t 1 Y i.'lre va l ued i s a funC"t ion of the process of 

crpat!on itsel1. In otl1er words, the ends remain entirely 

wllhin the llIeùns and no external agent lS called upon ta 

consecrill(~ or Just i fy lhe "being" of sueh a subject. The 

presumpti vpneBS Iles in the attempt to disregard the external, 

or t rùllhC('Ilden t por t Ion of a temporal engagement of the world. 

Du t etH! th 1 seve L be done away wi th? Take for example an 

on]iI1<HY stlck. What, if not transcendent, i', the simplest gap 

creal(~d clllcl employed jn rendering undlfferentlated matte:>r into 

that Vf'ry TecO~lnlZE'able stick? Further, how can then, a stick 

appeAr ~s ~ spear? If the ends were entirely wlthin the means, 

whé\t mllglC would be called upon ta provlde that crucIal gap: 

ta ùllow somelhiny to be other than what it already is; to 

give ù future lhùt does not yet exist, a face sa that we may 

even aet towar~ ll~ 

What must be present for the openning of possibility? To 

whom, [irat of aIl, may this possibllity appear? 

• Wh,ü happens when, eventually, the ends of change appear 

wltlllT1 lhe very institut10ns humans recognize as their own 

7 



• creations and not those of some dist.:mt dei ty? l'tH' prl dp t IwV 

fe.el may justiflably lead thE:' truth of IPRonc1IH'p, so lonq 

enacted, ta appedl ClS CI llUt-ll of cOlleSpond0J1CP 

Accompanyl ng the f reedom f rom d dPlOçllld J Ilq dt' 1 t y, l s t ~H' 

humbling reallzation that action 15 not only oVl'T('OndlHI bul 

the necesslty of paSSJng III turn\. If lhe ~1tt{'l\Ipt Il; tll {'l.'lm 

the vantage from where one qreets thp !utUfP, {\~:; ;1 htUll'111'h 

own, one is respcnslble for bath l s ma}tinq <1l\llthf' PIlIPnjPIH'p 

of i ts meaning. One l S l ndeed l ef t Wl th on l y t J1P pl oct'S~;. OTlP 

can then refer la no more than lh(~ van td~l," s t C'lllpOl <II IId t III P: 

it is simply "modern". 

Is 'modern' then il resjgnalion to chan~w {Ol' chanq(~'s 

sake'? While these changes may 1>e enacted in lhü IlèJlnc ol cl 

• greater agenda, what lS the neceSSI ty of such <lll élqflIHL\'! 

Initially we sté1ted that appearance and the beJnq to whom t"hé\\ 

appearance can OCClIr dre coevLll. w(~ hi1ve not l nvps t 1 qd t nt! t li l~-> 

yet, but we can alreaüy surnllse thc1t III the ()PPPdlclIWf' of 

meaning, judgement must al n-}ady be ù t 1fJOI k. 'l'Ill S i C:i on 1 y 

because appearance ilself lS elther ex Ill/uio Of th!' prOClllct 

of sorne process. If it is ex nihIlo, onp must clCCOllllt [or Itlf' 

possiblllty of further change (llself ù crf>i1tivp Pl()«(~ES). 11 

i t i s a Hlere natura l pr ocess 01 thf! rt~s\.1l t 0 f dIl PX 1 (> J lied 

agent, one is stIll ci111ed upon to account for th(' f)()S·;j III 111 Y 

of properly human in)tlated change. Thr~ point u1 UliS ir; Ihr> 

absolute non-neutrallty of appearance. Judgf~nH~nt i!::i dpPiHf'ntly 

not a dis-lnterested function. 

• 
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Tu rpturn ta a 'moùern' stance, or one predi cated on pure 

chanqe, orw must again ask jf it lS indeed the least 

enc\lmbcf(~d of parùdigms, free of obligations to cruel and 

eXélctl ng ùei tles? 

Two hundred years of hard labour within a process' knawn 

ends 1 eads ta a certain malaise. The 'modern' cornes ta be 

classified as a hlstorically-dated posltion characterized by 

il naive ùttltude toward human actlon and 'truth'. The period 

ta which thlS attitude belongs is called modernity. Tc speak 

this way is to intimate that one lS outside it and no longer 

naïve. 

If Uns characterization i8 uttered from the standpoint 

of one beyond moderntty, one would have ta ask the relation of 

the one looking back ta the abject of description. If one does 

not belong ta modernity, to what exactly does one belong? It 

would seem modornl ty is hardly something unto i tself. It 

belon9s squarely to a temporal engagement predicated upon 

change. 

While this thesis is not speclfically about the limits 

of modernl ty per se, i t must establish a basic relationship 

belween appearance and temporal i ty in arder to attempt a 

discussIon of fabrication and meaning. We should begin with 

whethet- llIodernity merely makes explicit a specifie paradigm 

Impllcll III a 11lstorlcal orientation. If then. by definltion, 

it 18 crltlcal in ltS attitude ta what lt is and what it will 

become, what are the assumptIons of a critical stance? 18 a 

crillcal stance necessary? 

9 
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This thesis draws primarily on the arguements and lssues 

brought to l ight in W. T. Darby 1 s :l'tl~LJ~·_~a!?t: t1ü!-li ll1l1~)JlS (1) 

Tirne and Polit:Lçs. Darby considers Alexandre KojÉ've's "Hegel", 

and as such, is obliquely via Heidegger. The objE.'ct of the 

meditation is specifically an account of polltlC'al dctioll as 

a form of <making>, in light of Kajève. What is palticulal' to 

this thesis, is the attempt ta make sense of the tremcndous 

importance attached ta Marcel Duchamp in 20tllC. whl 1 e 

understanding the impl i cations of a "wark" as sucll. In thi s 

respect, l have merely explored the terrain laid out. by 

Octavio Paz. 

Rima McGown and Alexandre Vuillot 

preparation of the final text . 

10 
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t10AILINE: ANO'l'IIER PREFACE TO THE INTRODUCTION OF DESIRING DESIRE 

l'Ar .. Illl1j' ()If">CJlrJf)ulJJ~' NOUR n'IlUrOnfi point tout démoli al nous ne d~molisons mA.me les 

r,,11I4·1I. Or 1ft lI'y vol'! rl'autre ,lIoYP.1l <JUI'! d'pn équlilbrar de beaux ~d1fice8 bien oIdonn~9! 
-Altred Jarry 

r1odernity, if it can be said to exist at aIl, takes as 

its ground pure change. Modernity then in its appearance, ls 

always as it already exists and is therefare, pasto And as 

such, the movement il engenders is a1ways reactive. One must 

ovelcome lhat which exists already ln arder for one to appear 

ln the future. Modernity is such by virtue of the absolute 

constancy of its movement: things which not only change but 

appear beeause they a1'e gi ven by change. The appearance 1 s by 

vi rlue of the [aet that not anly can they be succeeded but 

illdeed lIlust bü succeeded in order to legi timize the very 

ground of that appearance. Thus modernity 1s characterized in 

countless terms varying from outright nihiU sm to the more 

circu11lspect but cynical, "spirlt of crltique,,2. 

A critical movement ls distinct from movement as such, 

mueh as a vector 1s distinct from a force. The added dimension 

does not refer to the force alone but ta the appearance of 

that force. 'fhe force 15 understood as an abject in i ts 

relation te a perceiving subject. How an abject Is revealed 

for an "other" is te make explicit the object's usefulness. It 

is already a 'l'UING, recognizable in its significance, bath 

past (dctual) and future (potential). Explicit in the 

usefulneS5 of this appearance ls the concept of an atemporal 

relation. The vectar does not merely reveal the thing and the 

70 C'til\'10 Paz Çhll.ùlPn of_t:hfiLMlr~. (Cambridge, Ma8!!.: Harvard University Press, 1914) 

Il 
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observer, but simi1arly the obseIver secured ln thal lelùt ion . 

Given in any relation is the posslbi lit Y of thE' slgniflt'<lIlCP 

of that relation enc1urlng. This means, in the iuunplÎlc\tp ~(>\ISP. 

that aIl relatIons and their signlficanC'e form lhe mattf'r, tllP 

very substance of the humal1 condItIon. Il ls thlS maller which 

is the natural given being of a being be..::omlng hUlllan: tllP 

ground from which one continually re-starts, juclglng éHld 

acting toward a future. Furthermore, impl iCI t in edch and 

every relation is an Archimedean point not disturbed by the 

vagaries of si tuation, a vantage WIll ch renders the appearal1C'8 

always useful: fully recognizable at aIl times, in a11 places, 

for aIl individuals. 

'1'0 return to modernity and the question of a "pure" 

becoming vs. a necessarily critlcal b~cominq, our OWIl 

questioning must consider the nature of ascribi ng VilJ ue to 

this Archimedean point. In essence, can one engage il future 

opened up by possibility free of its necessity? 

1s it only chance that "time" should find its way Inlo 

the natural sciences at the same point Science (epi sl.em(') 

first endeavours to treat human h~story as il worthwhl lp 

category of accountability. The natural sciences, hprr~lo[orQ, 

had been predicated on a geometric (but. st!] l unknowable 

scheme of nature. Slmllarly for philosophy, history and 

accountability were mutually exclusive only becRuse jf ft was 

History, it was in God's har~ds, ùnd ~f il was hlslory. iL Wi-tS 

subject to the whims of men, and thereforc chan~.Jeilbl e. CharH.j(! 

and the limits of knowledge, as change and geometry, w(~re 

irreconcilable. But here, Newton's vectors dppear qUltA 

12 
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naturally ûlongside notions of human being as becoming 3 • We 

would in faet be led to pOSlt a social requisite at work te 

account for inùivlclual hum an initiated change as a universal. 

But are these Just isolated examples of human experience. If 

anytlllng, the embracing of time would appear ln aIl spheres of 

everyday life and oe explicit in precisely how those spheres 

were ward fest. Thus one would expect ta find a certain 

consj slency ln aIl aspects of life from bodily preservation to 

fabrication of a world to political action within that world. 

In detail, this would include attitudes ta the body, medicine, 

sexuality, the production of culture, politieal reform, 

education and the general institutionalization of normative 

processes. 

Since we are connecting the scientific revolution and the 

overa1l blossoming of moderni ty wi th the attempt to treat 

human tlme as a quantitative facet of the physical world, we 

would expect to find parallels between developments in the 

applled sciences, and the explosive specialization of the 

social world. The fracture of everyday life seen as synonymous 

with rnodeIIlity can aiso be viewed as a parcelling up into 

workable portions ot what amounts to a very cohesive pro]ect: 

construc~ion of the fully recognized social individual. 

Looking back, do es a separation actually ever cccur 

between making, ethics, and our biological existence as 

natural bei ngs? l s i t possible to separate ethics f rom our 

30llE\ mlly arqUE> over who thls dl!velopment in ontology belongs to: Vico or Kant. Whlle 
Vico lmpllcllly ralsRq the question of man's hlstorlcal becomlng, Kant speclflcally phrases 
it ln t@lms of th~ lndlvidual. 

13 
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making, nay, from our shQer E'xistencü in thE' worlc.l.? (h- IhlVl' \0,/(' 

never separated them but rather enact€'d precisely t1hlt wlllch 

we holà to be <leùI and by which we appE'ar in tilt' flIS! placl''? 

Does our attItude to all threE' pL'E'C i se l y affirm <Ill 

understanding of the future whieh seocllles thp tuturu 

beforehand and therefore al ready acts \Ipon 1 ts judgempul ot 

that future'? What are the consequences of t his .:let Ion, q i VPII 

a capability to achieve d desired end? 

Etlucs lInplies é.1 responslbllity tu ù pLul'<lllLy of 

indi vl(.1uals on the part of an actlng il1<l i v i tilla l . 'l'IH' 

responslbllity, however, 1.S not il question of dut y un lhp peut 

of the ind1.vidué.11 but is born of what êllloW8 Uwl lndlvldUdl 

to appeé.1r Ex Nilulo to hlms8lf and to the Oth8l-8, bofOTl' dll 

of whom stands that action. If action 1I1 Ils wüllspr in9 Is 

pol i t 1 cal to the degree that i t secures lhe <leto r i Il hl ri 

recognizabilltyas a human belng, then ev(~rytlllllq tlwt hUlllanly 

appears is polltical in its essence, elther dirocLly or III jts 

absence. The sphere of action in which one makes, ]udqes alld 

appears humanly is the polis. 

To return to the tripartite <.hstincl1.on of lTIélkinq, (Ylhi('s 

and the biological, lB not the modern po1.15 pn"!cl sr> l y thi s 

ident:flcation of the body poli tic Wl th a pluJdl i ty 01 

of indivldual, dlsLlnct persans, each fleshly lHlJt be>jnq 

equally recognized, secured anù protected by Ulf~ who) e, IJy 

virtue of its biological eXl.stence4 ? It follows thi1t ;tll <let lml 

4 lf abuses or fallures exlst. thp.y rio RO Ill' 911 C. Il , IIl,.tflc;lellr:lfl'i f!ltt"H 'lIl n,,, p..,t 
of the indlvldual or flpeclfic appllcatlon9 of th.~ flyJllpm. /lot lIR prlvll"qft'J ,,(J'UIPIII"·J.j fil., 
princip!>' llsp.lf remalns not only li'\ tenatJlf! but Il",Cf!'3f1lHY 1'1"" "/J'lulu!,, 

14 
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appears Vl S-ll-Vl S thi s securing of an atemporal freedom, a 

conditIon of actualized recognition wherein protection (force, 

will) Is not irnposed trom outslde but is entirely consistent 

with an Individual '5 own aspirations. Thl sis of course 

tu removing the human dimension of change or 

dJfference". 'l'hus the operative condition by which aIl action 

appears (wtJat allows the crucial space of difference wherein 

a human future may appear) is itself the actualization of a 

non-dlffE'rentiated condition of being. Biologlcal = fabricated 

::: appearance 6 • 

It also follows that the splitting up into facets 

(naming, Ob]ectIfication), i.e. human life, i8 none other than 

a permanenl process of deferral allowlng a constant 

dialecllcal movement of appearance and action to occur. This 

18 negatlJlq action. Sll1ce the appearance of an absolute would 

mean no negalion could iake place, the unaccountability of the 

dlalectlc from wilhLn (a standpoint wlthln time) is requisite 

to its very exislence by its own terms. Slmilarly, the end 0f 

the procpss ls given internally and not by sorne externally 

-- - - - - - -- - --- - -- ------- ------------
'5 

allA III/!.y of COUI!1e d"llt tlere the neceBslty of 6ctualizing a concelved condition. The 
... n .. wn, mUBt be Impl ici l III th!" operativl!' terms IlIId not extarnally lmp08ed. 

t t ont> 1 pmovf'S Bll ex lpr nul ct 1 ract 1 vas as to how on8 should act or Why one should act. one 
13 lplt I"lth only t!lat Oll" Cllfl act, 'l'et thls already haB IIssumed the p0891bllity of being 
olher ltllln whnt 1 .. (,'lIfll)'1") J!i1vlng 1)nderBtood or conceived of a posstbl11ty, one ia requized 
to f'1I1H't Il ln orù{'\T to l'Ioale Il new pos81bil1ty. One's own appearance as a human lB 8S 
l1(lI',amlPllt 011 thn pa'lsinq of Wh,lt one enacts liS it la 011 the enactlng ltself. 

'\tmllllrly. havlnq unclpllltood tho JU'cesslty of acting, one 19 also faced with beinq able ta 
ae! ln m.,,!' Uhlll Oll" W,1-Y, y .. t beln,! abla ta enllct only olle "o:lslbl1ity at Il tlme, One real12es 
... <prt.~ln pquiliity of ,1tlllJllS in effpct 1 must lecoqnlze other poselb1l1t1ea by vlrtue of 
thn f.~l t t IltIl 1 /lct, Hpmlilml>f>rinu what mllke'3 the modern di ffarent from all other humllns 18 that 
he; 'ih~l e 1 ~ 11lI~ ta /l,.ve rflmovod il Il pretence of pxterna 1 lIaeters. He/sho 18 J-J;~ own master, 
'!'t1t-lI'fort! wl,ll", tllllr(> nu." plural1ty of posslblllt1eB. their paradiqmatlc orientation 19 
IPlIllfH'-cl thp Rnnl.a ror ,-X (\IIIP le , ln li modern stale such as Canada, li Musllm, a Hlndu, Bnd a 
Jpw ,Ill .H1l1ct lh"lr OWIl mf'i\lItnq under preclsely tlteae conditions (wl11inqly (Jf course) thus 
f"I'Mll7inq th"lr U'l1qlOlIll ,~ttllllùe!l and nmdering thern hlstorlcally mute_ 
l'f COUI'''' thl .. 1"1 ollly Il c-ri~ICJ in the flrst place for Il beinq predlcated on ctllll1~e, 

fll'hl'l (oll'Ilt jOli I~. of COUf!Hl bath the phl108opher's stone and whnt we commonly calI 
t 1\.lt li 1.'11 "ut h~nt il"'t t y 
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• imposed conditlon, by definition. Thus the ~nd is J(:>~lchnd i1t 

the IPomen t the process appears as sueh - - whcn abuses (',ln 

appear only as abusos. And action aIl actIon, no mallpl 

its degree of sense, non-sense, or wllful anti-sC'l1S(' 

appears as worlt, the labouring alignment of thPOLY and 

practiee. 

But how can we speaJ{ of processes wi th known end!'>, and 

action as only labour, in regdrds ta a hell\1J who takps . .. 
negating actlon as its very condition of 1>Pl.llQ, <Hul thPTf'iOIP 

requtres the possibility of the entlrely free act~ jB thprp 

an irony in the modern polis which malntains its lügllimacy ll1 

light of the Greek formulation of the cOIlcept, clnd flot in 

spite of it? 

• The Greek polis, as a privileged sphere iree of IIl~c(~ssity 

existed by defini tion in stark contrast to t hat whi ch qavp i t 

its form: namely, neeessity. 'l'he modern polis Ig ..-Î soclaJ 

sphere, as opposed to a pol i t Lea 1 one, b('caus(~ pT 1 vil 1'4<' 

becomes rlght by vlrtue of eXlslence. 'l'111S lIlVPJts tllf' 

rel at ionship of necessi ty and f reedom hy es tùb 1 J sil 1 nq t IH' 

ethics of neceSSl ty as il temporary but nHCeSSi1J y cv 1 l ln br> 

overcome wi thin the framework of an atempor ,lI f L PPc!OIll. 

'l'he notlon of the polis, the! public space II'lhp(l! Ihf-' trllly 

human emerges, 1s coeval with an understandlnq of why and how 

one makes. Ta begin wlth, the palitical slluiltPR lUH~lf (lr; 

dlstlnct but relative ta the human as il nalurdl hf'irHl (d 

fabrlcating belng contlnually rewritinq the rneanlrJq 01 if!-; 

• condi ti on) vs. a purel y act Ing bel ng (one tha t cali () 1 wilyr; do 

otherWlse) . Inherenl in the latter lS a being ttlilt (lc)(~s Ilot 
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slmply r:odtllllle the nlltllral rnovement of ~ts condition but can 

mOfllElltllTlly bn~c1k it, and if only fOT an instant, enter the 

lPë.llm (If UH~ ÇJorts by ùchieving thal which lS not natural. 

ConV!::oI Rr~ l y, wha t 1 S p.nacted must have an appearance: i t cannat 

Of"! HJlIlply (llfreJ.(~nt or "other". Its recognizability \A]ould 

impJ y sorne sort of rei teratlon. What characterizes the 

pollUcal then, 18 Ilot only acting other than in the natural 

foreseellble passage of past ta future, but by humanly taklng 

th(~ future ln hand by way of the past. The action is 

reeogIllz<lbJ c not ë.lS (\ n_-'!-enactrnent of a specifie past but of 

dll alplllpOf Cl l \U\lvcrsc11 (the godly). What 1S specific ~n the 

Iter<ltlon i5 what bjnds the action ta the givenness of the 

wc> r 1 d wh i c1l <jave bi rlh to i t. The scaffold, so ta speak, of 

hUlllùn actH.Hl in i ts epic or unlversal sense, is II maklng", pure 

and RlIllple. 'l'he political, or that which COIlcerns the polis, 

lIas alwùys been vls-à-vls tecl1ne. When the framework of action 

is necosslly, the human is framecl by the privllege of excess: 

l C<1n -- i1 lillat condItion. "1 can" does not specifically 

('ngendcl thE' I}l'Cess.! ty of further change. 

WhCIl tlH' framework of actIon becomes freedoTTI by necessity, as 

nppospc1 Lo tHoloçJlcé11 nocessity, aIl action becomes 

production: the production of freedom, or the necessity of 

Instory. The necessity of lustory amounts to the future 

17 
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realization of an atemporal or nan-changing condition, J.f' . 

the actualizatlon of that freedom 7 • 

Ta repeat, if .-111 action t5 product.ion, then dll maltilllJ is 

according to a very human and divinable onlpr (1090S). 'rpr/l11 l' 

can only be lechnology. Moreover, since the polis ls ilctlon's 

meaus of appea rance, whi ch i s ta say techno 1 ogy, thpn the 

pol i S i8 technologyB. 

The issue fol. this thesis is not to prove \-lH' <lpplopn -

ateness of architecture as a mode of ttl1nklnq or lh!' worth of 

actualizing thought. Nor ls it ta C':=,'_.l<',lle ev{:~nt:s ln ()JdPl lo 

arri.ve at il description oi Lne presenl, the qlw~t l011 hf'lIlq 

neither one of fault-flnding nor pon<lerlfl~J how thlll<}S cOIILd 

have been otherwlso. 1he usefulness for the [utllIP of sllch 

observat1.0n is much tao apparent. Resentmellt Lowanl \ hp pc1sl 

does not lie ln the fact that a wrong st ep Wi.lS taküll sOl\l0whpI (~ 

along a historical unfoldlng, but eXlsls becéluse the:, PIHlp(\VOlil 

of reflection itself is historically-spven. SlTlCP Ilpltlu--r 

reflection nor action are lntrjnsicë1Jly rCilctIVC>, thp 

reactivity lies in how the hermeneutlc ()pp(-~ars. IJI oLhf'l 

words, the very terms by wh~ch the enac.tlnq RllbJPct 1!, 

revealed humanl y. The pol i tical aspect or human êlspe'cl oi 1 he 

7 Eml'}rq~nc .. of lhe proper 1 y hllnlllfl tlu~n becomes df'(>P.ll,jowl Imt <Jn t t,,, rfl HI,n' lm .. nt of " 

traqlc qlven but. on th.- re- "flactment of the aIl Inclusive. ln IIhr)[ t tll .. qorl) V "'1 "pP'!flr"! ," 

the traqlc. the '1P'r,metrlc ,,'1 opposerl lo th .. tl'!mporol. 
An account (r10W a !J!v~nomelloloqy). ta lm ad.,quat" nll)'1l III raGI !)p ",,1 ,~ll 'Hl "'1lln 1 ft .1 .. ." rlpt ,,," 

of becomlnq nndelqtood tram the l'Itan.' point of on" fltl J 1 b;>';()mlnq (lrnpr)f\HltJl'~J tJtJt l'li)""'" rI''''' 
and for lhp Olles who have olready beGom ... 

°TeChnOlOqy 1"1 d cf1lch .... ord whJr;h encomp"'HH'" blo'J (pUle " .. tuI") .. xlnt.,n,-"' ... thlrH, 

and technl. To separale I.\l1y of the three tprm'l and ,,.IAUlTIA lhey ',<lll tJA ulltl,tr"t'J,,(j !iH"<l fi. 1 .. 1 '/ 
lB to defer ad lnfln1tum ever arrlvlllq at th .. eS'If'll<e of "ny ()IlA!')f lh" l'Hm,., o,x'f"pl 'It t"'lIn" 
of some always fulure appparance. 
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reveilled self appcars diametrically oppased ta the action 

which reveclls It -- the absolute nsefulness of the hermeneutic 

p(!rlor/llE~d. This Inherenlly demands a further overcoming and a 

deferr~l ot the tension. The satisfactlon of a humanly free 

dclion, one ot excess, 1s preempted by the tenns of its 

appearance and lhe aporia is expllclt. 

The very nature of the apor i a allows one ta see that a so

called decisi ve lnstorical sI ip-up, as a negation of one 

existlnq condi tian, now appears ta be an affirmation of i ts 

operc1Uve world-view. The present, ln that it appears as such, 

1s tl}(~ vnly means of acting towards i ts own future. The future 

appears as cl "thing" beyond the abyss WhlCh separates It from 

the prpsent, and a thlIlg 18 always intentionally loaded by 

what has alre'::H1y appeared. An observer w1shing to approach the 

past would acknowledge that he must understand hlS own 

present, the pn~senl of the pôst, and the pa th between them, 

in order lo unfold the circle. He 15 thell confronted with the 

f rustrallon of belng bound by lus relationship to a past 

action bound by 1115 very understandIng of that 

relatioIlshlp. It forms a precondition to hlS existence and he 

i 8 dl ready constralned in a way that the original actior. 

appears Ilot to be. 

One can raise a question as to the nature of The 

"origInal" action in aIl its implications, or dismiss its 

posslblll ty arl"l name the reactl ve process as the very form of 

the human condi tion. One could then take solace in an 
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open-ended process by which frustration lS sublnt€.'d d~ l'lotion 

by the neces51ty of exploring possibilityq. 

Whether one i5 elatecl or depresseù, ln Pllh?l CilS€' OIlP'S 

relation to the future is one of avoidancp: OIl(~ wishes tlw 

continuity of the present 1nlo that fUtuIP in ordC'1' tn 

guarantee it. No matter what the stanc(', the fut nu) by 

defini tion must judge the present gU11 ty ln order th.ll Il, 1 h<" 

future itself, can come ta exist. It must be "olher". 

Thus the aim of this theslS 15 to tal{(~ set iOllsly t:t1l' 

notion that i t lS the future winch judges the prüsPllt, .md 

that juùgement is always guilty. In effect, to Undf.'lstand 

moderni ty on i ts own terms we mus t aslt whethel WC) hnve illly 

more right ta affirm a given future than we do lo deny Ola .... 

'l'he problem is twofold. Flrsl there is lIu:! ilpOJ ld wlllch 

demands that a human given by [)(,)COJlllIl<{ appedr in (1 W,lY othPJ 

than through enacting change. In other words, oLher lhan 

through that WIll ch i s tu s be 1. ng. J\nd second 1 y q i ven t ha t l hill 

still requires the productlon of "stuff", of a worlel, i111d 

"worlding", how does one judge, make and act towald any futUIP 

which may or may not possibly be our concern? 

----~-----_._---------~--_. -... --_.- - . 

9 1t should tH) evldent that. the attltuda of frustraU')fi 'lr "lo'1t Ion lq com",lnt,,)y Il,,"I,',· 
the pOint qiven that the fundam!tntal rslatlon to a temporal condltion IR ) '1 l'In 1 Ir·,,1 II ) .. /J"I 
li ca SI! of wh!,lthor one adopte a peB!llmlJ11tlc or an optlml:.tlc d"lmfliUH)Ur fr)f ln tmt.h (·flIH"R. 

judqment towanl the fulure 19 basad on Il p!treun!!! willlnq lawl!cr1 th/lot f'ltUT"- h"lh HPllll,!I"'1 
from the same exlqency to quarantee a direct contlnulty ot an und~rqt"od pr~q"nl and ,'. tl~~ 
the pertloue demand ot actlnq lnla error 
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A SHORT DIGRESSION 

*ln lieu of 4 lex1con or term~lO 

First lS the question of theory. It refers ta the 

discourse of what ls true where truth ls both the means of 

defining what can and ought to be known, and the standard for 

juùqirHI tlH:~se rightful ends. This is also an attribute of 

phllosaptly, sa to be c_ear as ta the specif1city of theory, we 

would have to establlsh its adequate defin1tlon. As to the 

el:yrnolo(jY of the ward, it i8 generally taken ta be derlved 

elther irom Tlleos, of or pertaining to Gods directly, or from 

the tllr10[OS, the silent observer who graced the political 

activlt les of the Greek City State, with only his presence. Now 

these two SOUIC(~S are in essence equivalent. 'rhis ln itself is 

i mpor tant ,-Incl we wi Il examine why in the course of the paper. 

For now I t mat.ters 

Derivalive accounts 

assessment. 

only in 

in no 

that 

way 

we can proceed safely. 

fundamentally change our 

Theory, while sharing its end (what i8 "Tnle") and means 

("discourse" or "dlalectic") with philosophy, functions at the 

Ipv(~l of tlll::' UIllversal. Phllosophy, however, ls contemplation 

of the soul ln its singularity vis-à-vis its own death. 

Conversely, Just- as a city, through its polltical actions, 

coulel not be sal d to share ln the realm of episteme, were those 

actions IlOt- l-ecognized by an equally free and worthy 

represcmliltlve of ùl10ther state (the theoros), the philosopher 

C<lll harclly abstaln from aIl human contact. In fact despite his 

interaction at aIl levels of human society (from the 

mélrketplace to the pclltical forum to the private feast) , the 

forulll where he IS ultimately called upon to account for 

hllllself, literally at the rlsk of death, is education. That is 

lClTh1S chdpter 19 ,~ Idp1d hlstoriesl sucvey, brèlzenly comrnltted as li meaus of 
AKpIIC"lItlnq wh,' caltnln hlslotiC'al evants and understandings remaln central to our own 
HcC"ount~hlllty ln ptl~ct It 19 fi rather forceful arqument agalnst current misuses of the 
nt<ll'llll~ of hlstoty. Ot "mlllll( litf'rcltures" vs. the mainstreams of Western thouqht. For the 
OIomAnt, the ,,,qum"lIt hera 19 hlqtor1ci'\1. It perti\lns only tu the West as "hlstory" 19 ltself. 
d IO~qt"lll 11Ilt'Pt'I\.\lltlinq of <bplllq'. 
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to say, what IS the meanlng of h1S speech tn lis Ulli"Plf~i11 
sense. Dow does it stand paradigmatically. 

Philosophy, then, i8 an account of the pdrLlcllla' ,1S .1 

universal. 

Ultlmately then, what 15 lhe diff0lenCl" bftWPPII 

philo8ophy (ùctualized thought as speech Cl! thp ]PVf'1 (J' tlll' 

particular) and theory (understood as speech III 11~]ht· ot thp 

Good as a uni versa land actuall zed l Cl pract te0 t hl onqll l11f' 

speclflcity of an action? WhaL ls wholly J1f'Cess.Hy in \tIf' 

phIlosopher i5 111s refusaI to go on at iUly pOlllt wit Il II (' 

dialectlc until he can give an ùdüquale ùc:count of his splf dt 

that moment. Thus both pllllosophy dnd lhenI y ,\ rp ci 1 St'lI 1 si VP, 

and tha t dl scursl veness moves t hrough and by .1e('Olml ,il> 1 l 11 y. 

Now It lS not by ùccldent that t-l)f~ good of pI1l1o!;oplly ,lIlll 

dppall'Ilt 1 Y /lut 

hu t pit 1 1 ose lplly 

the gods of theory shou Id be c'qu l va 1 en t h\l t , 

identicill. Or rather, that they are id(~nUCrll 

s h 0 II Id, l nit i ûl 1 y op t for a d i f fer en t t (' r 1I1 • r\!; wC' r~<11 ri, II!PL)1 Y 

ls by vlrtue of tbp c11VJIIP (the lI1eüns ot dpf 111111</ wll.lI ('.111 dnd 

ought to be known), thelefon~ IL 18 Lheory 1)('(<111">(' Il tH III 

relation to that wluch is and cloeR nol bpcoll\(': th cl 1 wlllC"1l l " .. 
Identical to Itself (Irl Lhe LullesL SP!11:;P oi thr: wOTIl, 1 ~I). 

Now for the man of actIon, who ~cts 

glory, hlS actIons must be ~1Uld~~d 

Lor (J] 01 Y (H}( 1 1 \l S (" 1 t Y 1 c; 

hy wtwt lS 1l111VPf<",,111y 

recognizable as glor1ous or else he cannut dCt:. 'l'his if> Ilot l() 

say he crea tes a god by brute (orce in the.' irnullE' ot whrll Il!> 

would llke to be; It is only ta say lhal UIP fl.-lturp of hl', 

actions allows only an account of an l[leJiv}(]ual dS -1 1lI1IVf'T'-)dl. 

Thi S is because the rI sk ot 11 fe for hOflour 1 s sdl~p 1 s 1 IIp 

action pa':"adigrnatlc for aIl action \'llllch IS llllly 1111/11<111. 'l'Il,. 

risk of I1fo Itself accords nOUl1n~l 1.0 t'hr> f-'PI?("I! Je' pPI'.O/l 

beyond (\ unlveTsal aLtribule: t.he OVe!CUIllIIll] of IJloloqJ(,dl 

necesslty. RISk of lI[e lS essent.li:.Illy ttJ(~ !-;dlllf: ln .-111 ('d~',I'h 

and does Ilot reveal aIlyUllng p,lrlH.ular ln lIlP ~Jily (JI 

"worlding". In no way 18 anyone trans[ormed 111 dfly t.errns ol.hr'! 

than llfe and death . 

Now politlcal speech and actIon, i.e. lhe Dclivit18Y 01 

the POlIS, properly speaJnng, do not Invo]ve rlsk of llfp. Theu 
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how can l (~co4n l t ion be accorded the deeds as uni versa 11 y 

hOlloul,11J1e <.lrld lherefore good? The theoros then, as an equally 

f n~e éHld WOI thy Cl II zen of another state accords the 

[r~coyfl~t IOIl of an equal in oattle where neither of the 

cUrnDiFil1lts SUblllll. Hence the recognItIon accorded, lS that of 

r~q\lêl]s lH1IVprsi11ly worthy of honour. Thus ln the case of the 

I.lleolot:.; LhpI(~ If; no risk of life. One mlght aiso note that a 

C'lVlll7.rlllCHl slrucltlled entlrely on the uruversal, with no 

recoqllllloIl of the particular, has no Interest in any 

tranSfOI/lhlllon properly speaking of either man's world or the 

nall/IdJ worlù. Truly an age of Heroes. 

TtllS is to say that neither wisdoffi, nor 

sC"Jl-consclollsness, lS revealed, properly speaking, merely by 

polillcal ,1ctlOll. For self-consciousness to emerge, the 

phIlosopher must ImagIne (construct) death (the overcoming of 

wlllch led to the recognlzable glory of the poli tlcian/warrior) 

ln tlH? pc1rtlcular of hlS own person, and UpOIl failing to 

achieve Il (actuallze It), must understand it, I.e. give an 

accounl of Il. 

Thus t.he divIne lS understood as that wtl1ch lS olher than 

me, hul not completely other, for while l cannot know it, l can 

speRk of Il. This "of WhlCh 1 can speak" is relational, and 

speci flcally Hot identical to Itself. What ~s more, if reduced, 

1l IllUSt rcduce to the relation It!::;elf. This is a theology and 

il lllonotllpJstlc ~rle at that. What ls crucial to the philosopher 

1S th0' ilpDealance of lhe particular ln the face of the 

univelsal. Tlus lS an Issue which, as we will see, appears 

r~galdless of lts articulatIon in phllosophy. What ls crucial 

to us, lS thal lt should appear at aIl and the necessity of 

lhat appcarance III the flrst place. 

To recélpllulate, if death is the well-spring for the 

IPv€'lc1t IOn of mearnI1ÇJ, bolh for the person of action and the 

OJ\~ who nmtemplales it, Il is so because of the speciflcally 

IlllllléHl feature It raises which lS time. Further, \'le have 

establ i shp(1 ll1e pnmary di fference between the di vini ty 

represented bl' the tlleoros, and that of the philosopher. The 

former allows only an i~nedlate sentiment of man-vs.-dlvinity, 
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which ln turn allows only the un1versdl 

DISCOURSE (an oxymoron winch mus l be 

III llIan to '\PPPdt IN 

accoun t l'd fOl). Th!' 

second Introduces into dlscourse the nollon or d hum<lll who 

becomes, a hUl110Jl who t rans fOrIUS a wo r l L1 t Ilrouqll Il 1 S spppcht's 

and actlons. 

Th 1 S di scourse of se 1 f -consc lOllsncss, 0 [ dCCOl1l\ t,lb i lit y, 

obviously belougs to a belng who becomes and not 0110 who IlIPI pJ Y 

is. Now the pol i t i co-wurr lor of whom we spoke becolllPs 1 lU III,H 1 III 

the sense that he rlsks his life, and in faet choosl's pPISO\lc\l 

recognitIon, dnd that of h1s City, over Ills OWIl lJIO!Oqlcdl 

life. TIns then lS the mosl human enactment of flP0do!l1 III th.)t 

the warrlor llfts hllnself out of cl clearly fOH'!seC'ahle IpI,,1 iOll 

of past to future and oels lIt tenns 0 l cl ("olllpipt f' 1 Y 

unforeseeable one. This 1s ta say a lruly hUlII<111 iH"liO\l 18 

"thrown" and by necessity precedes ils rneanirltJ or cOllCf'pl. This 

we see as the pOlJtlco-warrlor who OVeICOIllf>S l)}oloql<.",)! t imp 

( pure natural eXIstence, a stral~lhtforw(lTd flowlIt<] of p,lsl t() 

future) through words and deeds not barn of npcpsslty bul of 

posslblllly. Now lf thlS lS <becomjn~p the IP('oqTli II()I) hl' 

recelves IS IllSufflClent for he lS r(~coqlllzed only dS 1"~Vll)(J 

overcome his biologl<~al nature. His aClJOIl, PPI SP, d()f~8 Ilot 

necessarlly transform the glven world ln (tny subsLHlI i.1l jOIlII. 

In fact, lhere 113 no necesGity of ()ny "Ullnq" tlavlllq he('oIllP. 

No change has been effectec1 in wh<1t conslilutps ttlP IIdlllldl 

being of that human Pure action as suell, dOPb Ilot TPsnlt in 

a world, properly speaking. Thus, Slnce UIP u~sul ts of hi s 

actIons are not beyond theIr own medns, III ord(~r to 1IIr1lnt.lln 

lus free status he must contInue to rlsk hl s Il f(~, 1 III 1 Il (jpr\th. 

Thus the <becoffilng> of which plulosophy speaks bplorlCJF; ln 1tH' 

one who faces death and faiis. I.e. the one who, fclClllq dp.)th, 

sees llis own non-being A.nd chooses Ilfe. ChOOSlflq llfn, he (fo('s 

sa wlth the UIJderstandlng of why, but It JS a knm.dprjcj(' to 

which only he lS privy anù lo winch tlw warrJ(H C.HI1l()t hl'. 'l'hl', 

understanding does not allevlLlte lhe responslblllLy of Ulf.! fJf~n 

actlon but rather reveals to him the concept rfrepdoJll; I)y 

vIrtue of l11s having opted against 1 t . It is the c()nc(~pl whJch 

allows hlm to understand both what hQ 18 and whdt hls 
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IlIlIit.ït1ons are. Thus the concept <freedom> for thp. philosopher 

18 tlH:'! possiblll ty of acting outside of the very relation which 

allows lIis self-conselousness to emerge. Freedom exists for 

i.Hlqels or non-discursive mystIcs, hut the wise-man is at best 

a lovf~r of Wl sdom 11 • 

1'0 relurll to out concept of go<1, or "God: The Concept by 

virtue ot WhlCh J am", it should be clear that 1 exist in time 

by virlu~ of Illy own death (which lS mIne), but exist also, by 

vjrtue of a relatIon: Gad (the eternal concept). Now If 1 am 

f'-ee, i.e. ean enaet ln tlme that whieh has never eXlsted, and 

then~fon~ <loes not eXlst in concept, how can an <J> as sueh 

eXlsl by vjrtu~ of something outside of time? Moreover, if we 

sdy t h(-! concept ex i sts l Il t Ime as eterni ty the < 1> 1 S even 1 ess 

flll{~, for t hl;;> blOJ oqical lS raised to the level of the 

olltolo~lical, and 1 cannot even speak of Gad the Creator for 

ever y th i ng i s God in the 8eing of i ts species: an eternal 

J(>turn of the jndIvlùual. 

Noweven If l modify my philosophicai dlscourse ln terms 

of th~"} ChrlstldIl God, lhe same categories remaln: namely, a 

transcendent concept which lS Itself eternal by virtue of 

elernity. Except wheze freedom was relegated to an angellc soul 

that chose Its future before its incarnation as a human, now 

the hUmeHl chooses oIlly whether not to comply wlth a "divine 

WJll" -- at stake not merely his human life at the hands of a 

brutish master but his eternal life at the hands of God the 

Masler-. 

The crucial point is that once the world as "Christian" 

IS il world on the road of history, history plays the aIl 

importRnt role of reconciliation for the Christian indivi r ' laI 

with its proffered future reward. Hl..story itself, however, 

offers no motaphysical path in terms of its accountability. 

Thu~. while one places every importance on the eschatological 

11 111 ., \~or Id whtch Mlteems the unlversal. the phllosopher ls more to be dlstrusted than 
ox.lltp,1 amI po II IHI 91mtliU ploblems for the pol1tlco/warrlot as those posed by the mother, the 
f"ml1y. <111(1 thA sliwE' (aq opposed to another warrlor). Christlanl ty ralses the stèlttlS of 
th", "1'Iutlc-ular" pHl!'lOIl os Il lllliversai problem. thereby forcing the issue whlch la èllready 
Impllt'lt I\rCTuably phllos0phy Iwuld have to contend wlth lt anyway: Splnozll.'s recuperatlon 
or thE' rnrll'PllldE'all medel: Th" Concept - Eternlty. 
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significance of the future, a future meaninÇJful by Villup of 

the conceJ?t of particular freedom, one cannat eVl'll IPcoglll7.(' 

that freerlom by the vely terms lhat one unùel st,ulds lll1PSl'l r. 
Thus 111 contradIctIon of ItS very fOllndi'lllOIl, philosophy must 

recognize for lhe [lrst tlIne lhe ontolo~J1cal (~iunlflCanl'l' ()f 

history. 

Furthermore, ~f Hlstory (OL metaphyslcally SPL'dkiucJ: lhn 

eternal concept rel ated tu T iIne) 1 s to St,llHl va 1 itl as s\lch, l t 

must be accountable, within aIl experlence lHllvC>Lsally to di\tp: 

The progression of the concept, ilself, is lIlC'antngful drill SPIIS(l 

can be made not only of aIl terms but of lhp movPIlIPnl f}oll\ (ln(l 

term to the next 11. 

But l have been talking about philosophy: thert->foIe Wp 

sti Il have not accounted for phi losophy (or my death ) dS cl 

universal, and therefore ~in theory". 

Be[ore proceeding to a condition winch would allow philo-

sophy to reconcile its differences with thE'ory, 

implications of metaphysical accounts should fIrst he dssesspd 

in various generi'll categories which are pert tuent to th€' 

"theories" of varlOUS dlSciplJnes. 

As discussed above, the prlI1Clple philosoplllcal llIod(.·) if; 

one in which the concept lS related to Eternity c1l1d hc>nc:p Is 

itself Eternal. As lt is not identlcal but equivaleIlt, Mail who 

speaks, in sorne way has access ta somethi ng b('yoIHl bolh 1 hp 

thing he refers to and the referent la':! uses, L. e. lw Cilll sha r p 

in this Concept -- if only to the degree thal a 81n~JI]lar blq 

"C" concept i8 implicit in the most banal litU(> "c" COllcnpt 

of any symbol (speech). Now lf he wlshes to address the roncppt 

directly: l.e. think it, in establishing an f:>quivi11(>nn~ of 

term8, ta say thi8 )..~§ that, the relation l8 purely spat inl i'lnd 

excludes time, hence it 18 geometrlc. Note that in UH~ fllsL 

12Tllis understanding speclflcally reCO'lnlzl38 th~ rJpflnWI'!lfl ol the futur, by lIer,p.<,al 1 Y. 
and further expllcitly ralseq tlla question the hlstorie"l Plubj<1ct who bf:llrHl ",wnre of Ihl'1, 
must pose hiS hlsloJ:"lc61 self as a worthy qU0!!9llon of knowl.,r.lqe. It 'lhrJ\llt1 Il'" Il'11.,,, th"l 1'1", 

thE' question 19 posed '1tl1l ilS Il relation, the Sf:llt' ln qUl!stloll In81111 Il,)t l'lm ,. .. If '''Il 
Il-self-ûs- ... ln oUler w'JrdS the "nothlnq" whlch flrsl phl1090phy l(]pIlt1tlOit1I)1J1 1<1"11111'.," 
as belnq "outsld,,", and therefore np'lel possible Rg "Il ',bl"r::t ln Itselt, lorn"ll1'i III t .. or t l'V"''' 
hPl~. Th1JS whl1p one now requlrp~ lh..,t thFl ~f)lr hl1 unt1f1r"tr)f')fj not po "t~drlJ.o'lfj" f but '"lM ,Hl 

1 IwllD think'l). tho (Jhraslnq of th .. qU'it'ltlon p/rJIII/.J1t <] U.,.,t "' "JlillI 
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r-tltp.rnative conception offered above, where the concept i8 in 

ff~feI(~nce ta (ln eternlty present in the world of change (cosmic 

limn (lS revealed by nalure here on earth), bath temporal and 

spatial terms nin limiled to the degree that lhe biologieal 

partlclliar caTI allgn wllh the universal of its species, i.e. 

ils l('los. The ward biologic(ll ls indeed very important here, 

foI. the phraslny of the questIon demands that there are no 

purely spatlnl terms and therefore everything in reference to 

nteIlIily lS in tnrms of time (change) and therefore <becoming>. 

This IS a pllyS1S (llive, an elernal return of becoming 13 • 

'J'tHS could be a sort of panthelsm, but ln essence it 

still rpduces lü an embracing single Concept by vlrtue of aIl 

Uw WOJ Id-specifIc concepts, henee lt ls in no way 

conlrélclIctory with philosophy or a monothelstie theology. 

Theory (1 [ j t can be saifl ta exi st here at aIl) 1 s merel y tha t 

whu.:h arconls wllh doqma 14 • 

ThIS conception, however, also harbours an unreconciled 

tens ion. If al 1 thoughts and actions exist by vi rtue of a 

concept WhlCh ls eternal in nature, how can l think of things 

which do nol speclflcally eXlst or have no temporallty in their 

conception at aIl? In other words, if the concept exists as 

such, how can lhere be il creative God, never mind creative 

humans 15 ? 

l.:lone dOl'6 indead recoqnlze the Arlstotel1an world view. 

14ThiM 13 borrla out by the fact ln architecture, that tltere le no theory of 
~rrhlterturo, proparly sppoklnq durlnq the middle ages (Aristotelian world view). 

l "Tllu'! lhe 90 C,\ Ilt'd "Gallletln revolution" la lnevl table and therefore necessary, not 
liS n ph Il u''''l'h Ica 1 renctloll tu tht' Arlstotel1an world view but in accordance wlth what allowed 
th<1t wor Id vl.,w ln th .. fi rat place Hele the qUl!!stion !l'merges : what 18 the connection 
IJetw"f'n pht IO!lophleal ÔIB,oulse and the lived world of !l'veryuay experience ? It would Bearn, 
on" l'Rllnnt YI't ilnswer fully but it haB been ùdumbratE'd already through the connectlon between 
thp phI 1 o'3opll .. r , th!'! artisan, the mother, and the slave, l.e, aIl thoBe involved in the 
prueRAS of wOIIl.lln</. They 1'111 {wt toward an end outside the1r own bioloqical naeda but as an 
11I11'~ri\llv", ThUR Il t<\ lhl'Y who become lhrouqh transformation of a world and hence live 
m~)ItI"nt 10 Il'''1I1~1I1 wlth thl' tf!nqlble coneppt of "frt>edom" throuqh its very dl!!ferral. 
ft '1hnuld 1"" ,'IH,H tlMl l'hllo90phy i'lnd snecifically the Socratlc formulation ot it 15 as mueh 
IIll1lth"ltIù tn tllf" duqm" of the ctlUrch liS It ls its essence, 1 specify the Socratic one for it 
1"1 h",rf" lh,\' th., l'ltrUC'ularlty of the creative lndlvidual le open-ended and in fact demanded, 
IIql\ln III tl'lmM of alchitl"cturp It should be notell that the single architectural theory 
lE'cnnlpd l"'tw .... n Plato and the Hena1ns/lnce ia Vitxuvius: Il cltlzen of the Roman Empire. Rome 
/lnt tclpatf''1 tllf" ('hll!Jl1dn indlvidual witll !ts concept of the Leqal Person -- An Indlvldual 
le( oqn17,ll,le before th(. l/lw (a univers'!l) and hance ralaea a theoretlcal problem beyond the 
Cd"",'t ty ur AIlstot~ll"n tlmology li ,e, Homan Catholiclsm thIOUgh Medieval Bcolast1c1sm), 
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One is 1!1 effecl [orced ta abandon sueh a COI\<:t'pt Ion Ut 

reformulate il. Having raised the c:reativp élSPf'l't of tlH' 

concepl (lIl both God .:md mûn), wC! have shi f led thp f'lIIplhlS i t~ (.) f 

the questIon. fl'heory ll"turns then, in tpnns 01 ~l(>OIlll'tly O[ .1 

universal regarding lhe aclions of thl~ now aCCOlllltablp .1I t lS(1n. 

Wht:>Ieas III our earllE?r d1scussioll, lh~OIy pertatnpLl to lIh' ollly 

domain élccountable III lerms of universals, Ilaml~ly tIll' pullt les 

of the warrlorjcitizen, now ttle problelll hdS OPPI1 lC'ph[,lSP(} Lo 

account for the particular, and hencp a capl<lly c!l,ulqinq ,md 

emerging world. 'rlns is ta say that lhe univPI'Sdl !s <"dllpL! 

UpOIl to recognize lhat WhlCh properly <.bpcom(>~'> clnd 1 r,lllsf or Ill''; 

a world ln 50 doing. Inherent in tpcoqnLlloIl 1 .~ . ., t IIP 

accountabllity of those responslble for tlansfonninq tllf' WOT Id. 

They are accountable to that which i8 recoc,lnizably 1 l~lht (qoo<l 

or true) as a universal. 1 am 1'efe11'1ng sp(\clrl('~l1ly tu dll 

forms of fabricatIon 

po 1 1 tic S 16 • 

phi losophy, art, crat t s, and lhe nf'W 

We can now fonnlliate a more modern uncl~rstandlll(J of 

theory: one Whl ch accounts for the urll ver sa 1 i Il Lhl'~ par t j C\llclI , 

not oIlly in its universal i ty but ln ils pc1rticulari ty dR w(~ll. 

Theory and pl111(Jsophy are made eqU]Val~IlL. HOWEVEH, in 

renderlng them equlvalent, Olle must by definilioll TPl'o<jlll:t.e thE' 

universal ln the particular but al sa Lhe pélrt1<'::lllar III thp 

universal. Tlns 15 to say one must fabricatp Lhe UrllV(!ISal. 

Our account al this point requires Lhal our ScÎprl('(', 

Knowledge, or Ep18teme, beglll with whal wc n1ak0. Il" IJPcolIIPS d~l 

such an eplstemology rather lhan <.Hl ontology. Now our orlqi.lléll 

metaphyslcaljtheological paradiqm is oack in pldcP, 1.r:>. ilh ,Hl 

eternal concept relaUng to Elerni ty. We must osk Wlli'lI Uu s 

requires of our new conception of oursplves. 

First of all, ln order lo [abricote lhp urllversill, l lIIu~,l 

be able to recogrllze It Hl the flrst place. If thc~ univen,,111y 

J6PhilOSaphy 1" eeen ta bp puro r.ontpmpll'ltlntl anù ttuHp.fn, .. <-allll')1 l"I'\1)I! Il • .., "rH 1'1 
Th1s ls true '-lhould the parrl(Ugm of Indklnq a worl(l alw6ya be p-xeluùp,j frol!l III .. 1I111v .. rfilll "",.I.rI 
of wnat 15 worthy. However self'con~r;1r)u'3n"lIs 1"1 its"I' th .. lnlflllf')llnlJtlon f)f ... mlflt/dll,! (II 

becomlnq) and UIPrefore ln c.:oflJunc.:tlon with U\J.lklnq can Ilflv"r be pur" C/JJlt .. tnpld' ")ll Il')!'' 1 t 
also fol10w'3 thilt archltectulE' qhould oe elavale'} trJ il IIlJltI6! "ft 
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val tel le.; that ~'llllCh lS true at aIl tlmes for aIl humans but is 

sucll by vlrtue of lts relation ta that WhlCh lS outside of 

t 1 nif', IlUW cau l l ~COqlll ze l t? '1'0 be su ['e, l can propose an 

clcCOUTll of nature, bul lo he SC1entlflC (of or wlthin SCl.ence) 

l coul cJ Ilot use élny lemporal terms (aIl symbols by defini tian 

clIP temporal). Hence once agaul, the account lS geometrlc or 

puroJy bpatlaJ. But havlng understood as much, l can only go 

to lIlP Il Hll tR of my tempOI al experience, and f rom there, Gad 

lhe Concppl must do lhe rest. '1'0 be more expliclt, while the 

quesllon 18 posed ln terms of the "knowlng 1", the "1" cannat 

yet pose 1 t8e1 f as lhe ol)]ect of I ts knowledge Wl thout the help 

() t Goù, the E le I:na l Con cep t . 

Let us, agalll, 1II0dify our metaphysical categories. 

Insleacl of reléltillg lhe EteInal Concept to Eternity, either 

tempo 1 a Il y or il lemporall y (the lwo parad i gms we have dl scussed 

thus far), we can relate it ta T1me itself, i.e. the becoming 

of llIaIl as d whol El. 'l'hi sis not. the same as the earl ier 

concpption of Eterrllty III the world, which merely recognlzed 

Dplng ilS U18 unchanglng state of the natural world. 1'0 relate 

the Elt~Inal 1..0 'l'llne is ta recognlze Man's <becoming> as a 

plocess t7 . 

fIl! SIn lurn makes certal n terms expl ici t and impl ies 

others. FOI one, man's being is somehow re'lealed through 

lIistory. Tf UllS lB the case, and If history 1-; a process, and 

thal process WiJS ln turn made by man, then implied is an 

iiCCOllill of llIéln as a <creatlve-process-becoming>. But this is 

Jusl a lél(Ucal exçlicatlon of what '/Jas implicjt before. 

MOreOVE'I, Slnce man is a creative being, that creativlty 

explicllly demands from metaphysics, an account of what freedom 

!IIllSt 1.>(>. 

Agd 111, If the metaphys Ical paradlgm lS understcùd as 

rclat lonal, lhat freedolll, as weIl as man, proper, i s still 

rplatiollêll. 'l'herefore man 11lmself, ln additIon ta the meaning 

-.- - -.. -- --- .. --------- -~-------------------

l 'Vlcu 18 "pp!\IOnl Iy the 011f' lu fj rst concelve of history this way. Dut as he does Ilot 
PU(BlI~ tht' ("()IlAt'qut'nc .. " ln telm~ of fi melaphyslcs, it j8 really Kant who fcames it in viable 
lE'tlns Thno; K,mt dl Hcmt"rtl the Il(lCf\!lgtty of Christian cateqories for metaphysics, heretoforE' 
lqlllll .. d 11 (',III "lAt) hl' ob"",vf\d that whill." Vico <,void" sorne of the t,upllcaliotls of his 
dl'-",c"'t>!)' Il,,, ln lIolletllp}o',". a very qood Christian. 
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of his freedom, is stIll unknowablE'. ThIS i8 to !'>..ly lhal lnùI\'g 

rightful end is fr2eGOm (the crÛ<,tlvP ael becolluIly) but tbl:' pnd 

lS necessarily future, and lhal futurE' 18 open. 

The lInpliCutlollS dre dS follows: Fln::tly, wc' Cdn 1l0W ~Jlvp 

an account of Natule 1I1 terms of bolll absolutf' 8pdCO illld 'l'ill\(', 

where fOlTP, a vectol wllh both dilectIon (F;p.1CP) and llIov(,II\('nt 

(time) has complele olltolo~J1l'ùl V,liUL~IB. 

Seconc11y, the very sYlllbols which t0111\ lhls IP1.tt 1011, 1.1'. 

the words of the élccount, ale ull(18[stood ln tl101r 11lstOll(',11 

sense. Everylhlng III discourse and action eXIsls ln terms of 

its human historical ontolog.1cùl value. And thi\t VRIlle> Ls 

freedom. 

* 
'1'0 speak thus lS merely to say what was irnplind bul ('uuId 

not be artlcu]ated in eariler conceptions. Poetlc lllakinq ,Incl 

poetic speech are themseives lhe Concept revpaled, dnd thlR 

concept, as does any process, bolds its own overcOllllllq c1S Ils 

essence: every process l s ct 1 recled lowar d an (~lId Olll 5 i df' 

itself. To rephras0 the cenLral questIon of this thL'!:>i!:;, Wh0f} 

reconclliation through a llllmetlc acl appears ilS ,1 clld!('(:1 !c,ll 

syntheslS 111 the space of a n~verie, nalllely ilS il \ hPOIC'1 jCcll 

project, or a fIction, must il by ltS OWll lCTllm PllléHl Ils OWII 

actualization? Furtherl1lore, l10w does lhis OCClll Wl t llln t tH~ 

fInitude of man's f::~xistence'? If, as wc have UlH)prstool!, il 

discurSIve é'lccount and actual /I1il}{ing, colJapsü thl~ SPdC(' 

between themselves so that lh(~or y IS prclt't 1 CP, 1II1H'; t 

seif-consclous poelic making undelslanc] i tsc~J f Hl t PIIIIS of " 

future'? Can It he sometlllng elsf! WlllCh relates purr!ly to lhp 

present and has no future term impllcil ut aIl? Thp filf';\ 

unders tandulg in at tempt 1 ng ta take the f u t.urc III hand, dSSIl/IlP', 

it in prl!1ciple lo be already pres(~nt, Lhus al JOWllllJ \ Itp 

synthesls of rneaning l .e.belween theory und pract Ice, te> t.lkp 

place. That p] ace is no more than a 8ubstantl,lU:·(] futUfP 

occupled by the transcendent "Concept". This siroply i~xpllcatp<, 

lOAqain. ;,8 witt. Gdll1po. the Newtonian revolulio!l 1'1 b,)th In~"ltllt)l .. "11<:1 ,,,,,,.,,,,,,'/ 

both in terms of the o:tiqinal qll~"Itlon'l (Jf flrst ,'hllu'jCiphy. l'lutl th .. r"'j'JllIjOl',"'d" 'Jr" JI'/."l 
world b€>cominq, The two <:1ellk,nd th .... aa'e IHlOult 
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Um tN1Sl on bf~tween what i8 and what must be in that future . 

The second alternative points to something wholly other than 

a theoretlcal project. The question then, ls can whatever we 

are ùftor exisL only by being removed from discourse or 

accountabi 1 i ty completely 1 i. e. existing in pure space not 

mudifipd by human Tlme . 
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MALIC MOULDS 

RECOGN 1 T ION AND API'F.AHANCE 

In a relatively inconsequentlal moment of the plot, thp 

protagonist of ~~\g'_9~m_ç§H-:9, alrcady "j<'lckpd-itl" and 

"flipped", surveys a c.hstant Hallery LllloU~lh thr> l'yP8 ,\nd 

perceptIons of another hUl1\ùn, thL' woman lnlu who~;l' body Ill' i '-' .1 

"flipped" and lS "ridlog,,70. While he 11llllspl f, IR dpspl'rc\tply 

trying to read the names on the book spInes clnd dIt ltdcts, to 

his dismay, her disinleresled eyes hail pdSt thp llllp8 WllllOut 

pause. 'l'he only tltle he manages to gllIllPS(~, Ln lIlP sllqhtest 

hesitatlon of heI gaze, lS on a smaii brc\ss plaquo bPflC!c1lh " 

large sheet of glass. [t reads: La MarIél' llil,sf' ,} llll pdl ses 

céllbatalres, méme. 

Now lhis is perhaps only an ùuthot's self-)IHlulqPllCC' 

wi thin a fast-paced sei-fi novel. Most of the book) s concenlPd 

with the ageless theme of mortals eaught ir} a web ot yloalrr 

forces, actIng thelr wa:r bllr.dly in a tlaqlc hUl1lùn faslIlofi. AH 

usual, they suffer lhe whjms and capriclous destirllos of Ihosp 

forces. The only aspect ['articulaI la sc1enc0 fictIon 18 ltlf' 

nature of these powers -- they are none olher t heHl dd('df'IOflS 

of art~ficial intelligence wIllch ùc:tlleve, lhIOllqh the ('Ol1rsp 

of the book, full self-consclousnpss. The rcalm 111 WlllC'h tlu'Y 

exist and operate ls geometI.lc. Il lS pure spac(\. Thel!' I!-. IlO 

conception of time. 

HUmdTlS, actinyas Instruments alony wlLh lhplI cyhprllCll( 

counterparts, serve to bring auout Uns conrJitJoTl. M()(p 

unportantly, they continue tn exisl aftt-~r Ils actu,l! 17.itt lOB. 

The assumption of Gibson' s story 18 that hllmans CcUI ,Illd do 

operate Hl thlS realm, and that the concretiz,1l1on of thl'-; 

notion as part of OUI human candi t Lon precedes tho U~clllli qllP~., 

which expl1eate the specifIcs of that condition. In fcleL 11 If-: 

19G1bSon, Neuromçlt!cer. (New York' Ac~ Science Flc.t1rm, 1')114) 

A dlug-store paperbac-k qel-fi novel. Many of Glll,!Qn'S wonlH h'J'/e HlllC" h~Hn .Jc)'Jpl"" III popul." 
US/lqe when referrlnq ta such mOdE"ln pll<Hlornen" il'! "'11Tt""l rt~'JJlty". "r:yIJ"I'Ip.Jf"·" , ~t( rdIJ'J')I., 

as Buet!. tln8 bP.PII hp.ralù~d MI cl prQphet (Jf "CytJerpllllk" 

20ThFl tF!rms "jrJCk iu" dO,j I1fllpPJ.f(Jn ftlF-Jrfdy [f ... f""'r tl) d (jf~vt(~ 111 (,JtJ(~()fll'i 'i1rJlY Ttl ..... 

11loc,trUI11ent 1I.11,.,.Jw", QIJP hum,111 lr) ytrtllJltrtfl .... (}ll ,11 l'if_fil/po th,... p-..,rrf-lpt JOO"i f)t rUlf)th'1f tl1JP1.II, 
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r>r(!ClSf~ly the livetl reailly of the condition which gives these 

le~hniquüs aIl appearance and a comprehensibility. As we said, 

th(~ on 1 y ttllng partlcular ta science fiction about these 

assumptions are the mechanlcs of the situation. The fact that 

we C~Hl j<-If:/ltlfy wilh them humanly (imagine them) means that 

whilt JS "polltically" esscntial to these future humans in the 

llghl ot cyberspace technologies ';'s identical ta what ls 

essen t I iJ 1 Lo us in lhe present. 

This would lead us ta make several observations about 

sciencp fIctIon, and lndeed flcUon in general. First of aIl, 

fictIon Is an exploration of eXlstential possibilities 21 • A 

possJt)illly has a certain credibility H\ that it has already 

appoarpd. It alIses when one pro]ects an already existIng, and 

thcretore viable, pl·e.sept 111to a non-exIstent future. One can 

already envisage a Cl1.'cumstance in which it is possible, 

whether deslI'able or not. Exploration of these posslbilitles 

cannol b(~ undertaken wi thout the 1.'ecogni tian of change 

(pussibi lily) ~s a necessity. The exploration of existentiai 

[Josslbi 11l1e8 Hl fIction and the exploratlon of creatlve 

possll>1 l1l1 es for thp.i r own sake are tantamount te> the same 

thing: the Jle~Jaling action of a being already recognized l.n 

concept tml st l 11 i Ilcumbent on l ts own sel f-prcduct i on ta 

appeaL A belng which recogxllzes posslbility as valuable 

büfor(\ It (~xlsls ùoes 50 because lt has al1.'eady made co

incldpnl, thE' twu J,lOlarlties of experience !)y which that being 

recoglll zes i tspl f and says "1" in the fi rs t pl ace. The two 

POli.lrllleS are a) Lhai which l make, experience and enact in 

Illy own (~lIIboc11 ed real i ty, and b) that which cornes ta me mediated 

through the slmulaclum of language -- what we might broadly 

terffi OUt cultural oxperl.ence. 

TIllS "1" would indeed value the pùradigmatic role of the 

novel. Le pet.l t narrative would stand p:::-oud (and equal in 

:nspt" Milan KundI'lIO'q, "'l'he Dl'Ipreelated I.egney of Celvllntes" in :r.!l~LP.r.~QLtl}.~Lti9Yf'_l, 
(L()(\don. F"l>aI and faber, 1(06), His think.lnq ts perhnps even mOle clear in the later novel, 
ImlOOn.,1 t ty. wht>ra ttu· p,u'ddoxe-s ()f an individuol sUbject, eharacter, and novellst, are 
o>xpll cl t 
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stature) beside the grand narrative of History. TllC'y l'an only 

be commensurate if the Grand Narrative is alrendy n"('oqnlz(~d 

completely. The concept "Paradigm Il i s coeva 1 wi th "a PiU-ild l qm" . 

Put thlS way we see thal the two are not qlllle the POldIitips 

they InitJ.ally appear to be. My own eXlstentldl P1\llct1ll0nt, wLth 

al] its Inherent implIcations of personal d(~stilly, edIl 1 ts~"l f 

stand paradlgmatically as a urllversal only if 1 am J\LREJ\IW 

recognized unIversally: not as a beulg <becollllng>, but <.l boinq 

<become>. 'l'his IS to say, substè.ntiatedn . 

We have yet to show the connection between <.llId)uuq> dUt! 

the appearance of the self. However wc may iIllUIL why Gll)son, 

a sCl-fi writer describing llie ln vlrlual Ical1ly, SIlOllld pay 

homage to 'l'HE paradigm of self-consclous artl f Lee. Dul wi Il 

La Mariée nl1.se a /lU hold up as a work of self-cOIlSCl()tlS Vl rt-lldl 

reality? ls it a malrlX of pure geoffiE'tric m(~[llliJlq in WhlCIl 

meaning is present al unce by vlrtue of ItseLl, ln i1f;olf, lOI 

itself? If so, then error, as that winch remalllS hiddf..\11 dmJ 

"other",disappears. And tlme, as the IntenllOIlëll, hdf-; no {orlll 

and no deferral ta a future. 

Neuromë:!nce!;: i s a story spun out of él concepl! on () f 

virtual reality. As such, it does have ils own llhosyncrHt IC 

set of mechanics, but the point is this: Tlw 

already-encountered-and-faced actualized human reaIily of 

"virtual" reality ls a part of our history. 

Vi rtual reall ty means the lutent lonal aspec l or 

meaningful aspect (humanly speaking) 18 guaranteed hefore hand. 

The physical world lS then equated lo the hUlIlrHl WOI J (1 

beforehand, and the concept I1 rea lity ", t.he symbol "rnallly", 

and physical reallty are given equal slatus. To b(~ sppclf j(', 

they are emptIed of thelr intent.ional dlffenmces. IrllplItiolli11 

refers to the degree to WhlCh humaTl <bplng>, free t)(~COllllllq ln 

error, 18 given face. Thus the moans of dri1win~l distinct JOliS 

is Golely by physlcal or actual dJfferences. Judqülllont IS 

consequent l aIl y based on phys 1("'a l al tri bu tes. Olle f'! i l hf~ r 

---------~--~----- ~ -~---- ----- - -- - -- ---- -- - ---- -

72ct. the herulr:: deedR of the pollt1CfJ!wi1rrlor 
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lilhouui to render lhemall the same or ascribes equivalent 

value lü each, thus allowing them aIl tostandequally.This 

18 to say, the1[" differences are forrnalized. Either case 

exc 1 udps IIIE'an i 11g fuI cl1rtnge, properly speaki ng. Again "le peti t 

narrallve" 18 coinCldent with Hlstory, and there is no tension 

eng811df~I1f}(j fut t I)E:'!T change. 

Thus vIILual real1ty is already part of our shared past, 

.-111<1 Ilol mC'cply the propcrLy of science-fiction. rts 

UllpllCdllOtIS (lIte] possll111itles fOIln the fare of everyone from 

ptll ] OSOpIH'1 S ilnc1 poltlical scientisls ta hack novel ists and 

prograIllmers, but much /lIore importantly, its raison d'être is 

everyofl(~'s -- assumed and defended as such. It is what we claim 

as natural and glven: the right ta say "1 exist" as a free and 

111l1l1<.ln iJl(Il v 1 dual. 

An dwareness of this ra_lson d'êt.re in itself, guarantees 

nüthing. Nel ther does an awareness of the ci rcul ari ty of a work 

such as Duchamp's Large Glass. At best it reveals only a 

sentiment of UllS "vlrtual self". One might dlscern from the 

stùrt lhal our abll i ly to asl{ Lhe right questions is not 

guaI anteed by l he work llse 1 f, any work for that matter. We can 

<lscer-tc111l cllT{~ady that the issues at slake precede particular 

i1cluall7.atlons, at least actuallzatlons as conscious works, and 

this Hl llself lS crltlcal. An examlnatlon of nelther The Large 

GldSS nor cyberspacL" at tlllS pOInt, however, can illuminate or 

descnbe lhe essence of the issue. We hope at sorne pOInt to be 

able 1.0 COniE' back Lü the work in an enU rely different light, 

speci flcally Duchamp's, but first we must understand the terms 

WlllCh underlle the works of which we speak, and of course how 

WE' undC'rstùnd who lS speaking. 

We WIll attempt.. lo dlstinguish through the course of this 

paper, tllP dl f ference between a sel f r"evealed through <making> 

as üpposed ta mere]y producing on the one hand, or acting 

w l t hou t ('llac II ng change, on the other. But fi rs t, we st i Il have 

lu understand more fully terms which are prior. We will begin, 

howeve 1", W Lth the term "appearance". We have al ready 8een how 

",lpped T ClnnO''' i s anything but neutral for ital ready assumes 
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recognition ta have taken place on the part of the obs~rvpr. 

The first questIon concerns whethel' sometlllng's eXlstelH'f' 

depends upon ltS belng witnpssed. 

Physlcal or pure natuI:al existence, and Uldt Whll'l\ (.',\1\ 

appear, are two different tlllngs. PeI.haps thp hclcknC'yed t'X.ll11pll' 

of the t ree in the fores t may beal sOl1\e l i~ll1 t. As WP h .. lvP Sd i <l 

appearance demands recognition. A monkey L'tlr\ IPcnql11zP ,1 

ban ana , yet 1 t does not use symbo 1 S \", l t 11 t hl' Si1IlH~ ,\P t l t udp dt~ 

a human. Therefore aI.-e we referrlIl~l lo Lill:' t f'COqlll t ion t Il,ll 

belongs tü self-consClollsness or UH~ ceco~Jnlllllll that IIIdy 

belong ta mere sentiment-of-self? TIns alllnulIls 1 u \ lu> '-;dIlH' 

difference between natural eXIstence cmd appPdlance. APPPdldIH'f' 

(and therefore recognitIon, which properly spedklIlg hcdollqS tu 

self-consciousness) refers already lo the eXlstplIce of the

thing as a symbo1 23 • 

Speclflc to a human actIon, which Inc)uùes thl-' deI ot 

cognition, is that it is free. <Free'> 15 thl-! ('1-rOI of bt'IIH] 

possibly other than what i8 foreseeable acCOrdUHj to ail ,li Il'ddy 

given present. Howûver the recognlzabllity of Lhat fI0P!lOlll Is 

possible preci sel y because 1 t5 pas t 1 S known. KIlOWTl me,H1S tilt' 

grounc.l fram which that actIon sprIngs has alrf'(Hly been lH.'qdtpcl: 

it aln?ady makes sense, is meanlng-loaded, ,lnd (,,1Il!J1' JIHHJPd 

and stand paradl gmatl cilll y ln the futur? loI. ,d] WIIO IldV(' 

access to i t ln the form of a concept. To n' tu r ri t () OIlI 

hackneyed tree, ItS value is in how poor an f~xall1ple i t IS - how 

much must already be assumed in order for Ulf-'! t re(-'! t () dppÜdr 

in the fi rst place - for prior tü the quest lon ()f leCO~Jn 1 t i on 

i s the question of symbol. Recogni t ion al reacly rlSSUIIIPS t ltp 

presence of symbol as the means of recünstltutlng the pds1 III 

the present. Recognition thus can only belong lo a beLTlIj (JlVf~1l 

by the possibllity of self-consciousness24 • 

23 ThU9 in the example of the monkey /lnd. the banilna, w(' are dllP'I!(Jy qutlty ot 1\ ,- .. rlo1l" 

anthropomorphism. 

2<1 0f cour'le. 111 flO way clOPR the ilS,.. of aYlT/lmi .,)mlOt !jU/lrIHl!'!l' ftl," n,.lf 'Ollflrl'"JH'iI··." 

shoulrl ilppear. 
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OhYJotl~ly, the question of 

L n~e, or the concl'pl "exi st.ence" 

thouc,Jht, outSl de of '"3ymbol, 

the tree' s 

could not 

existence, the 

be narned, i , e . 

A~) W~ sa 1 cl ilbove, appearance through symbol llTlplies a 

paradox J ca 1 tensIon betw(~en freedolli as error and recogni tion 

t Il r ()tJ(Jh t hil!, WIll ch has al ready beell negated 1 n to a past. The 

paRt helO IG equlvêllent to natural or S]lven being. Agalrl, the 

te rJ\l l PCOCJfl 1 t 1 on ti'lk(~s as l ts condl t 1 0 per qUé3In a pl urai i ty of 

self-collSC10US 1)(-,)ngs. The paradox of freeclom refers to 

H.'cogn l t tOI\ of the f ree aspect of an act l on, and therefore 

takes as j ts abject somethlng which cannot eXlst naturally 

spedlu tJ<j. Assumed ln our exempl a ry t ree i s 110t onl y the 

presence of a potentially self-consclous belng, and lherefore 

a be lllq l mllters(-~d ) n symbol and ln tune, but. il mul t l plI cl ty of 

such IndlYirluals. PJurality is the first cond1tion of being 

hUlllùn. 

The spcond cond l t Ion, lherefore, i s the necess l ty of the 

recagnjznbJy free act, which in fact secures the appearance of 

humdlUlPSS, ;'1 qua 11 ty onl y recoglll zable by (and therefore on 1 y 

of Intf:'lpsL to) other hU1\Ians, and of no consequence la the 

pu 1 {' 1 Y niü U ra l (0 r t 0 gods). 

1'0 ful l y answer our fi rst question whether something 

f~xisls )f it 18 not recoçJIllzed, we should note thal recognit10n 

IS allf'ddy more ct maller concerned with the perceiving being 

and he 1 III j s st <111<.1 l ng as a human among humans than wi lh the 

nalUlfl1 01' glV(~Il obJect of the referent. ThIS lS becau5e the 

percel Vlllg belng 15 on1y reveal ed to the degree to Wh1Ch i t 

t ranscends the 9 l ven being of i ts speech, One could venture 

then t ha t wlla t 18 spec if l c to these speakl ng and act l ng beings, 

what IS coeval along wlth the conùlt10ns of thelr existence, 

18 t hit t the Ir essence (these condi t ions) emerge onl y to the 

degree to whicll thelr words and deeds give appearance to this 

essenCE>, Thprefore ct distlnction eXlsts from the start between 

thal wlllch 18 ÇJlven human appearance and that WhlCh 1S merely 

actual j 7.pt! as part of human existence, The latter may be named, 

,:md symllols employpd regarding 1t -- ta be sure, humans must 

contulll0 to t?xpend energy on malnta1ning and organlzing their 
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bi 01 ogi cal be ing. But the pOlnt i s that ev en t h8se ~C't ions ill P 

given in light of the possibility of a purely humüll 01' flf't' 

act. Furlhermare, both sides must be pl esenl for mw dops Ilot 

appear withaut the othe!.'. Since both ale relativC' tpllIIS, 

relative ta each other, one does nut appeaI alol1p, IlPv(> [ IlIlml 

endure as a meaIl1ngful symbo1. 

Bath given belng and intent lona1 belIH] must he ëwl\ldll'1.cLl 

at aIl tllnes in arder fOI eilher one to appeiH for bot h pxisl 

because of the oUler. Both are glven through Lnlentioni11ity. 

We can now answer the questlon regardlng lhe llee: No. Ndt\l1,ll 

9i ven Il belng" has no appearance and thel p forp dOf>S ilOt. PX 1 st, 

properly speak.lng, oulside of recoÇJnltlon. App(,ilr(:\Ill"{~ Is 

intentlonality and assumes a plurallty of potf'lltltllly 

self-consClons bpings. 

Agaln, since bath human being and gtven belIHJ rHP <:J1VPf} 

through intenllonalily, Lhey contlnlH? tü stùIHI for li\(' fulure' 

as meaIllIlgful. The dlslinction belween them lB pn:>sC'rlt al C'vpry 

moment that a human acts, and ÇJauÇJes the n\t>anJlIg of his/hPT 

actions. Sinee actions are revealed through preclsely tlu:> saille 

mechani sm of symbol (ga in dn appear (Ince), on(~ couJ (1 Rely l Ild t 

everytlung is already reveal~d or <exisls> humanly !:;ppaklI1<J. 

Everythlng is already "inlentionally 10aded" and tllls IS wlJdt 

we mean when we say the human world always makes Hf~nS(l and IIIUSt 

make sense in order ta aet humanly Jnlo a fuLure. 

As we have sald, the means of cllstingulshlT\9 i8 cOf'.'vi11 

with the posslbillty of a symbol itself. Il 1S lhcTeforp 

equally impossible for the aet of distingu18hing to OP rH~lllral. 

The appearance i8 lhe judgement of meanlng jrop} j Cl l in thp (jel 

of nanllng itself. Thereiore any s01f which names, OIIJlQ'3 to 

bear in the aet, the ) udgemen l of tila L w}u ch 1 S ill rCi'ldy 

established for it and by it. We can call U1lS the "Jnlpllliolld) 

ground" or 

appearance 

the 

and 

"ground of meani ngl1 since il 

lS therefore, by defillltlon, 

al r eady fldS 

Shil red by 

.Ill 

d 

multiplicltyof individuals. The Indivldual's rlct.Ui'lli7.dtlfJ1l of 

that gr ound then, the act of j udging and aet 1 ng, Cdnnot tJ(> 

neutral for the existence of possiblilty i8 itsel ( thp 

possibility of Intention and that Intention ImpJ )(~S the 
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cornmuni ly by vi rlue of which the indi vidual exists. What i s at 

stake is the self, ltself. 

If the basis of meaning is the intentional basis of the 

self, and thal ground is secured through the intentional 

actions of lbe sel f, then to that self everything appears 

IOùdf'd ln lernls of the other selves. Only ln its 

recogni7.ablllly lIes ItS own securing, and the securing of 

whieh we spaak is ObVlously not mere biologieal existence, but 

as an inlentiona] beIng. If the self lS a self by vlrtue of 

otller sel ves, and reveal s i tsel f to i tse If and to others as 

such, tilen tl1ùL Wlllch 18 given appearance lS politlcal by 

definlllon. 

Does a Lenslon exist then, de facto. between the 

illdividual and the community? ls the ground a matter of 

consensus ar r l ved at: Lhrough the actuall zatlon of intents, or 

does lL exist a prlocl? 

'ro repeat, the scope of possibilities raised by a "tllillg" 

appears in lts inlentlonal aspect, which is ta say according 

to lhe intentlonal belng of the one pereeiving it, and as such 

is 1 inti Leù by lhal wlnch underlIes the IntenU.onal i ty of that 

being. On the llIost mundane level, therefore, a belng ]udges 

based on thùt which seeures It in ltS very belng. 

Judgement dlstingulshes that which serves only to sustain 

my biologieal existence, that which changes the context of that 

eXlstoIlce, and flnally that WhlCh serves neither but secures 

Illy nalllE' ln appearance. 

F.v~n wilhout having yet Investigated the nature of this 

"1 Il Ieveal ed Lhrough Intentional i ty, one can see that the 

revelaLlon of a self through action necessarily creates a 

tens!on in ti.me, always requiring further action. Those actions 

which change fundalllentally the context in which an individual 

acts, 1.P. lhose actions WhlCh result in something lasting, 

winch endure ueyond an immediate biological negatlon to 

support llllmechate needs create a context both human and 

natulaJ in ItS glv8n belIlg: create a world. This is <making>, 

an<l <..maloIlg> results ln a world becoming. The process of 

<.WOr-lÙlIlg" lS the resulting content of becoming being. This 1S 
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the world of things and beings as they appear inU~t1t \onal1 y_ 

loaded. 

What is specIfie to a being whose actIons ale si tuatpll 

in a world where every action is u~co~Jntzed Ilot élg llll 

actualization of possiblilty desplto necessity. but precigply 

as the necessi ty of ae LuaI i Z 1I1g pOSS 1 hi l j t Y bp(',lusn l hl' t 

posslbllity ex~sts257 As we emphasil:ctl ùt lhe> begllmiug 01 Lhis 

chapter. Uns is Sllllply the situatIon winch procecds fIlllll 

recognlzlng an Ind1vidual priar t-o Lhe process of i1PPPêlILlIH:P. 

If the inchvidual 1S recognl zed befolp.haml, II 1 El i nClllnbpllt 

upon that Indivldual to pLoduce .lls own medrun~l. IIl~tl<:p It mllst 

enact change. <makc>. in order fOl that meanlll<} tu PlIl0rql', Ac:, 

we a 1 sa empilas 1 zcd, pl'oper 1 y hUllldn chdIl~Je 1 S 011lp t t ('d Dt 

difference for Lhe same reason the self IS CjU;'lrillllppd pl ior tn 

action. Thus <makIng> bears a priar deslgnallon of IleCüSSlty. 

Technological <making> is the paraduJIIl of dcLué.\l i?ill~1 

possi bl lit ies so tha t what i s made caB s Land J or rtnyorH' 

universally. Use lS pure use and does Ilot (hlfcl(~nt idlp dIllOfl<J 

i ts use~-s. There is only the queslIon of how j!. 1 S u<3pd. Wha t 

we must discover .lS whi\t l S lhe <11 l' fer ('>llce 

< technol og i cal mak Ing> and <mak ~ ng> pe L se. Wc JlIay COf)(' ludp 

already that <makIng> as actIon, provides the qr.ound r)(~cpssary 

for an emergin~J intentlonaUty. We can concpiv(' oJ thls lolf_' 

in a number of ways. a} 'rhe action ilself chanqes Ilolhlllq III 

the ortler of g i ven bel.ng, and i s 9 i ven apped réH1CP on 1 y Lo 1 hl' 

degree tha t the form l t takes j s unJ ve rsa 1. 1 n suell " case. 110 

work is done, nothing made. and no fundamenl-al Ly dl ffc'fpnl 

future would resull. This of course would Uf:> Lhe IllllflilJl ilCllUII 

par excellence. We can also note that UllS POSS1Ullity (]fWS not 

25Technlcal pO'lslbillties as phenolIIenul relfieatlrJll9 of C;')/II.0ptR, ",dY 1/\Cl<~.·,1 Il,. 

inflnite, tlmlr mf!anlnq. ln terms of whal thf'y c;an funrJ.l1oenlftlly ep'J".ll IIh')lJt '1111 IIIinl,'" 

condition, l!owever, 1s in the last llqhl [athee llml lpd. Mathe,""t lçdJ 'Jr "",1 Il,,,,1,"1 Il li"'" , " 
may chllnqe conlinuausly i]nd 1[i]·3tlcally. but lan<luaq" <!lB ,t <.unqlom.IC;" lrm 01 fllqflH "1.,,, .. III 
inadaqudte lu Il'! abl11ty ta re~v6dJ a IlUmanly actlwl Mil' ':Ip'HJII!/I,! lwjlvlr1IJ,,1 lIuITI"" H!", .. ,1t 

ls speech only lo the deqree that Il [Pv~als th,Il Indivtdual dH ,J rHle "m'JII'/ (JI/"'lI\ WI',II l'. 
flnite Is the polilLcal a'3pect of tl,at 'lpeech if unly tCH u,,· r""Hon tildt hlJm,1lI '''''''J!lldll'II, 

19 never concerned wlth "thln'1ness" aJoue. !}nd I.HI 9ueh HP"':!Lh UJfnprls .. rl 'lf ,,"""." /)1 thlfl'l" 
may be infinltely apen-euded but alrme wlthout il'l human r_ompr)[l'~Jlt, ft WQuirl Htlll 1,,11 
dlsmally él'i speech. Wlli'It lNe wlah to 'lhow i9 that Il 1'1 ",ntirely t>p.alde tho> P'llII' wlt"tht>r loi" 

bul1d cyuf'lrspace or not, whetheI we clo'lp. the leLhllolo41Lal '1'IP of ",lrm!I'lt Ir.;l, '.r /lrJl. lit'· 
issue 19 what am r ",!ten my temporal conditIon 19 lecorlcll'ld lhrou'.I11 m"lIJn'l ,'" "1'1""'"'' f., 
actlnq The paradlgrn la constant wheU"H 1 11ln tin artl~l, " ~)()llj Ir.l<-111, oe <111 '111' l'lpltYHl' 1'11 
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pxlsL for the being understood as prior to the process of 

appearance. In fact it results in exacerbating the crisis of 

the alienated self26. 

1 [, on Lhe oLher hand, the action resul ts in any kind of 

plocess of worlding - an evolvement of symbol as much as an 

evolvernent of things - then the product of that action creates 

a tension ln the being of the aetors. Obviously as we have 

alrf'!ddy S(>IJTl ovel' and over again, nelther the physlcal sign nor 

the thinq can appear without its intenti.onal (symbollc) aspect. 

Thus if tha L WIll ch i s changed in the na. Lural arder of tlllngs 

1 s no t ~l ive n a n y particular ontological ment, thon neither 

i8 lhe future opened up by that work. In this case the value 

of JIl<1I{ i Ilg Iles ] n tbe deg ree ta wh! ch what i s made transcends 

lhe 9 i ven fut Ul-e of necessi ty and supports the unI versaI: Lhat 

paIticularly human notIon which Iles alongside honour, narnely 

the beaullful. 

The key conditlon here, of course, is whether any changes 

brought about ln <given being> are given ontological merit or 

no l. 'ro the sel f whose very appeaI'ance i s based on ~ ts own a 

prlori being, then the beautifui is a funct~on of alignrnent. 

a se] f 1 ~Jlven a pl'iori ls radicalized vls-à-vis the other 

selves, and al] aspects of appearance are loaded as Bueh. Thus 

the bCRutlful as a universal becornes a dialectical function of 

the SOCIal "lruth". Again forrnalized differences gain a 

pejorative connotation. 

The th! rd case resu 1 ts when that future appears as a 

problematic. In this case aIl making is undertaken with the 

2fi The "llo;onatet\ self hall been the fundo.mental condition of the Western self for the 
1"81 two hunctffHl odd ypars. It can be lraced expl1citly ln its modern form from Rousseau 
thlouqh Hnlndllt1c:lam lo thE" present. The princlple orientation of the alienated self ls to 
He~UI~ ita lndlvlduality <'19 a univeIsal. The allenated self oees its self separated from the 
Hocl"l body (whl~h glves It its belnq) by an lrreconcl1able gulf. Satisfaction can only lie 
tn substl\lIttally nanowlnq li\{' gulf Agaln note in thls racl1calized condition. lie are deal1ng 
wllh Il socl~1 b~lnq as opposed la a politleal belng • 
SHe P/lZ, Chll~'\ell Qf th~ Mire, (Cambridqe. Mass •• Harvard. University Press, 1974.) 
FOI rl tholouqh L"onqldtltfitlun or ;Jnqsl a.nd a11enatlon, see Jonas. Gnosticism. Politics dm! 

f','(tst~lltJ.l1j!lm Cf Eric Voeql1n, ScJ,enc;;.e_~QJJ.Jl.çe_g. __ -Y.nç>-ij.!;!Q~. (Chicaqo: Henry Reqnery 
C-om p l'Ill Y , l 'l6H 

A fUllht>r Ilotl', ,1 'IOfllu.l'Ür .... Uoll of the problematlc ra1aed by formal1sm. or empty change, 
fOl thtl dnbrlu1l1l1Q> Hele I~ lhe pe10ratlve connotation of the word "style", 
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future in mind. This lS to say, lhe fon?seeablp fut un'" \5 

combined wi th the process of \\Iorldlng. The foresC'Pilbl e rll t ure 

(in a tradltional paradigm) \S the H'spon8ibillty of lhe 

servant. It is the realm of sill-~nce, void of possibil ity OV!;.~l 

and above necessily but dictùted solely by tlll1t IlC'CPSSlty: 

produc tian 'l'he process of <wor l(hng'>, 01 the llll'UllIbpIH'Y 0 t 

transcending the glven, lS the tradltlondl IPc11m Dt lhp 

artist 27
• Thus when the future 18 IlPcessdry, wOlltllnq lH'l'OIllPS 

a fUIlct.lOI1 of production. Nol oIlly 111 ol(k~r tu 1ll<11~(> tll':ll futU1P 

appear, whatever future 11. js decided should COIll(' lo C'X1St, hut 

already with a Vlew to the "new" fuLure's OV(:"lTollllllq. Wilhin 

this paradlgm, aIl maklng not only carrles Wl th Il llw lobe'! pnl 

actualizatlon of il foreseeable end but also Lhat t hLlt end 

itself must give way. 

Now what can be necessary itbout enactinq pure posslb1l1ty 

as that possibi l i ty arl ses? l t would seem ta be an arhi t.l'élf y 

act of will WhlCh cOllld just uS easily he controlled or curh(~d 

by another act of wIll. Note Ulélt the fiIst Iwo insUlIwf-'s 

recognize (ascribe véllue to) only the unlversal dSpPCt of 1Iidt 

which could appertr, hence only the UI11vcTsal app(~cHS. TIIP 11111<1 

is promulgated upon the assumptlon of Lhe pc1rt l(:\I].U li II' 

particular MUST appear. Bence ully WlJflll act I~ F'qlltllly " 

denlal of a particular as 11: lS the cel(~brallOlI of 0111', (\11(1 

thus malnlains a tension ViS-~l-vls the unI vprsal. Hc>'wl' t Ile· 

value of the Arcillmedean - the partlculaI reCO~)Ill:t.dhlp d~ d 

universal. 

This is Indeed technologlcal making, and whlle i t: IS t IIp 

paradigm of actualizlng posslbllit:l{~S 50 Ihal WhiÜ I!., nlrlC1p ,',HI 

stand for anyone universally, lt ls aisa thp IIlCêUIS of f-ipcur IIICI 

who ever uses It, both substantially and ln élppPi1JrlIlCP. '['h\J<'; 

the social truth, prevlously thwarted, 15 now ilCtUdll7.pd. Tu 

repeat: aclualization is Ilot the removal of a cllalpct.Jc thl()Uqh 

substantiatlon. Actuallzatlon lS merely lhe rendc~rlnq (Jb~..;olptp 

of "maklng" per se, as a viable means of reveallTl~J Ulf! ploppr Iy 

27 Tom Datby, "lnlroàuetlon". SQ.tol)rns ln ~tll} tI"w WO(~". (Olt"""" t ... rl .. t')11 11111'''·'1<11'/ 

Press, 1'J86. See also Ul" e3say, "tl1tlll1qtn PolUlcq ond TeUllInlrJqy" 
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hUllIdfl. Actualizing i9 specifically the Bubstantiation of the 

R(~lf, itself il historically produced artifact and therefore a 

universù1 7EJ • 

Bu t haw CilIl arw remave the very essence of being human if aIl 

app(~arclnCe i s i tsel f the process of worlding and hence, luaking. 

Mak i ng 18 becoming. If one removes becoming as a means of 

revealing the human, the potentially self-conscious individual 

a]so disappears. Either self-consciousness ls actuallzed or it 

18 denied outright. El.Lher way aIl terms by which we appear, 

live and act ale vOlded, and aIl sense disappears. 

ApPdrenlly we are left with an eltherjor situation in 

which one 18 el ther Gad or animal. Thele seems to be no middle 

ground, and 1 i ved experience would certainly deny ei ther 

posslbillty. Since we have not yet any reason ta jump ta 

conclusions, lel us dwell a little longer on the necessity of 

the self as an enduring entity, a self given a priori . 

1SAs wo mentioned in the introduction. it 19 not a question of actualizing the "Ideal" . 
The eud of th~ procElas 18 qlven, when the proc9ss appears as a process. The tiret appearanee 
wOllld be the quaranle{>s secured in the French Revolution. and subsequently the underpinnings 
of every mOclel11 stBte. Ali Pres. M.itterand sald in his historieal visU to Viet Nam, "The 
1l''lPfH"t {or hurnnn r lqhts hl\a become li uni versai demand. Wi th 1 ta Inseparable compllnion, 
,,("onoml, (j""elopm.mt .. " ()n~ 1", lart sppechless when it cames to the "social truth". 
ÙIlCltP,j ln tho Japi1n Tims'J, Ttlt1rsday, Feb. Il, 1993. p.l 
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THE OCULAR W.f 'l'NESS 

AL 110~ AND Hl- PlU ,,1 NI AT [~)N 

Cowboysdldn't 'let l/lto SlIh",tlfn, he tlt0uqllt, b"'(IU"'''' lt \'dt< bd"lc,llly" Ill"',"! luy Il .. klll'W 

bdslcally the ,;;ù.rne. dnd thdt lh~l. f'ybel~p~t(,-~~ mdtrlx Wd.:> <.llludlly li Itrd'i\tl ldlllpllltl.dttOIi 

of the hurnal1 Sen':lOrlUm, at l~d~t )11 t~[lh~ ot pIP...,~nlcltl~)ll. lHlt 911nHtllll It"!.·I! utllllk hll1l 

as a qldtuttOllS multlplle,,( 1('1! ,,1 t lp'ill tl'plll "1 

note: "f 11pped l nto 1/ 

feel, l perCé'lVe wfJùt yOll perCi.'lve, and r knoh! yOUI tlwll1li1ts, 

yet l am not you: r exe rc l St:' no wIll over yOll, yu tJ l '111 1 1 1 
, . . , 

your own, l am mcrely d SeJltlPllt 1111rreJl, yOllT" must ·('(lJllpl(ltt 1 

other, your fullt.->st Iecoylll t~on. 

The technology of a Slmstlnt presents lls(>]f <lS one of 

those llmlt condltion technologH?S, l1ke the ~jrùil of .Ill 

instant dream grcltlficatlon maCllln(~. Al()s. Il t<.; nowhert.' d', 

eluSlve. 

The note ctbove desc11bes the simstlm's ImpllC,)tloll tuc 

the one who lS belIlg "rl(]den"; ln dctlvply sU})lIIll tlIlfj l'ont loi 

over my perceptIons to yOUL wlll but dJL thp 'IIIhllp O1dl11ldlfllllCl 

my own ]udgement on the Jl\edn 1 nq of 

malntaln ct fundamentaJ dlffcrencH 1 1 OIT! ynll :, lI( Il 1 hdt lfIy 

]udgement 15 of v..:-due to yo LI • 1 t T dlc1 TH J\ lfOllldltl • III 

IndlVldual as sncll, l cOllld But hp '5dl d t () 1)(· cl 1 ;" t 1 rIC . t , dcul ct') 

such could of [el VOU no morE' r pcoqn 11- 1 un 1 hdll '-, (JIll" t il 1 IIIj y< ni 

validate by your own Imd(]lrldl Ion. A~> tUI !TIP, tlH> ~,1<J1l1f lC <lIH(' 

IS equally lUddpd. î-1y uwn P<lltlcuIdIlty 1<, f>I111rpJy ",\lhlll('f(JPd, 

ln that the. connectJon 1S one' "'hly: CrllHlot t,II k 1)(1( k t (J yell}, 

l cannot l.nfll:ence your will or yuur dctlOfl~>. 

properly speakIng, VIS. cl VIS. VOU, ttw uttlPI 

( (', l '" f' t ( ) .1< l , 

A', '-:.U('fl, Illy 

status as an lT1dlVldlJal IS temporar] Iy f~ff(j(:(~d ln UI(~ f dCf-! of 

29"Jeur0rndnç,:r l'tH: "~lr\'l3tlrlt" le-, (llu'ir,.'n'~ J"'J~rt (JI ttH:' \Jlt l'H.lt'~ 1J t,~J.-j'~lljlfl It J ~ ,,'} 

more than an entertalnJn~llt rifiVlrp~ )11 whlc.n th~ u~l--!r "..n d~y'i tr ..... r)~(r~epll(JJ ~ ·)f ,-1',,... l'l'il' 1. Il 
:-le tS llstpnlll'l to, l'=' 11 ~.~ weTe t~IP 'jtj! ·'-,l"l.Jtll"l' 1- IJ (IJntJ~1ft1(~r r)4 tl l " "f,,[f l , 

!I!;'lr~î...J ,"iterj" ar.rj 'C't 11'!) .... l )"l f )f 
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the hurnan world wtllch stands wi tness ta your words and 

actions. l become the fIat universal: your other. 

[The "other" 16 a]wé1Ys fIat. A universal is fIat. Nature is 

fIat. Fliltness js. It does not "become". Depth lS the 

nüccss,j[·y liluslon of my 1ntentional belng.] 

'1'0 retuIll to its value to me, l remain conscious of this 

effacement at aIl tunes for it lS my will Wll1Ch contraIs the 

switcll: l 111P lll, and l fllP out. This ability to submerge 

llIyselt whtlp rnôlIltainlIlV myself, applles equally te me (as the 

\Inivclsat) 

indivldu,ll 

olt./n RE:' l j 

lOüluIl~J bùck on my self as a distinct and separate 

nf clisinlen~steù attachment; I.e. to positing my 

,tS an OD]ect. l can vicariously become the 

reprpsenLf'd obJect -- é1n object for myself. Hence l can come 

lo aft i tlll mysel r as an ot)]ect for myself thraugh a simple act 

of ImagInatIon. However this affirmatIon 16 in no way 

equivalcnt \0 Ul(~ n~CO~lTlItion 1 9ive to another. ~vhat ls of 

value III Llw lalt<?r 16 precIsely the offendlng Ilmit ln the 

[olmer. Any w.:;e to be made of an endurlllg self lS truly 

Si1tlSlYUlg, properly or humanly speaklng, only if it remains 

flllly cO~lnl Zoll! of lhe clIfference. 

('l'll1lJklIlU aIJuut wl1at has Just been said: l'm asking sOlllething 

tllat l J/lst Sdld dicfn't fully eXlst to remember, th1nk and 

clet: 1.('. to t?Xlst and to eXlst cognitively. If the self 

ÔO(:>Sl1't AXlst dt all t-1llleS wllat lS there wllen "it 15 not 

eXlstlIlq". If 1 cali lt tÏle prlvate self have l not already 

l pcoqn l Zi?d negated lt 1t by giving lt a name (i.e. a 

publIC face). ] 

First questlon: Must one already possess this limit condition 

tf'chno l ogy in oIder to achieve this posi tion of mutual 

rf~coqtlltilln, i.e. the sophisticated technology of a SIMulated 

STIMulalion devlce10 ? Would real-tlme representation -- our own 

so-cilllctl technologies of simulatlon suffice? After aIl 

JO . or ~t IpaRt live in a wnrld free of discrimination and the abuse of power. witl! 
\1ltl"[l.,. U'lt ctlQltlbul1o!l of wealth. l'ree trom diaease and natural disaster, and contentment 
(",lqnlltq tllt~'lIqhül1t th!' land ... 
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this is clearly the mecllanism of film, video, and tplf'Vlfiion 11 • 

But then again, lS it a fnnction of lhe mode of LPfH0sentnllOll 

at aIl? Or could l.t apply equally ta l.:mgudge and thF'Lf'foIP by 

extension to the very means of tlll.nklng my self in Lhl" Lirst 

place? 

To say "1", or to already conceivE' at aIl ,-,bout dnylhing, 

in a properly human or lntentlonally-loaded W,ly, dops il 

already assume my very own negation ln lhe t<lep or 90me 

eternal unlversal? 

[1'llus we return aqain to tlle qUl?stlOll of appE'dlL1l1Cf', c1nd 

wllat is implicit in the ground from l11llicll our l)ein~l -- uur 

actlllg and our ]UdglIJg -- spring.] 

In a sense we have alreaùy begun to offer an <1l'counl of 

the mechanlsrn of speech. In our (Jjscussion of symbol, w(' 

grouped the whole circulaI' construct rt'cogn 1 t loll () 1 t 1)(' 

posslbl(~ ftee act engenderlng intentlOI\i11Ity and tllplPl!y 

creat IIlg the necessi ty of the f l'ee ac t fo L 1 L fi [(~CO(jll il J 011 --

under that which is impllcit in symbol cHIc) the pollti('al bpilllj 

wiuch lives in syrnbol. We saw t}1i1t bath the symboJ ,md tltp 

intent i anal be i ng who l i v(~s through symbo 1 d n} cOf>v"I. Ollt' 

does Ilot create the other. Syrnbol, to repeat, ducs flot rf'fpl 

meIely to language, but to intentlonùlity, or an 1I1tPrlt IOfli1L 

being's entire existence. Language 1s mCIely t hp /IIO~; L 

efficient currency of tha t cmbod j (~Ù 111 tr>n t: iond] 1 1 y, t 111' 

constant transformation of qiven being and Il!..; cOflst,wl 

engendering of further actlon. 

Let us reca Il further that for thn concept, t 11(' lldIllP ,llld 

the recogni L l on of 'l'HI NGS as such, tu dPP(~ill, t lJp r (> j h dll 

irnplicit standpc)l.nt outslde the ~liv(:nnpss o[ th .. Itl/flrp, 

referred ta. If the mechanisrn were a pure process of rlP~Flt jOtl, 

the substi tution of on(~ THING for another, the "1", W()U 1 d nol 

appear in the first place (one neec) only think of the rnonkpY'f, 

31almllarIY •. ·OI will ttl~ pl1ncl(,l1~B ~clOJilll.l~<1 ICI ttl" m,,""!CI "t"t" "f fI"" 

indlvltluals \~ith ft'luùl rlqhls bl>!on~ the law, suffler, t'J ullderHtiHl~ thft nlf·'.lIlllll,j/n<l <II Wlllkl 
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"rwqillion" of the banana). Therefore, to appear, a humanly 

acting and speaking Individual has ta take as its abject -

aet toward or negRte --something beyond the given. It wauld 

have la aet lowarù tha"l whieh ean.-lot be negated. That which 

(Joes heyond the ~Jlven 1S the aet of negatlng itself. Negation 

wInch takes Il0qdL10ll, proper, as its obJect is pure lJecoming32 • 

Wlth respect to symbol, we called it the possibility of 

error or the free aet, which ls no more than the proper 

defirlltion of action, humanly speaklng. The being of this 

lnlcnLional body would ln fact be negatlng action, or negatlng 

negatlvlty. In other words, a being which is <becoming> in 

(~SSeIlCO and lakes as i ts form, 

idenLLLy of "spaee". 

"time" as opposed to the 

Now any action, any negation, results in a 

transformation, both on the part of the acting subject and the 

thing (person) acted upon. And fallowing what we have said 

regardlny ultentionall ty and i ts ground, any transformation 

enacL(~cI III tho prosent poses a future far that actIng subjeet. 

'l'haL futule, ln turn, becollles a present requiring a further 

JH~gat Ion. 'l'hl?' DI ientat lon to that future lS the reconstl tuting 

of tilt' ,-lcllng subJect as a being for and by virtue of other 

dctinq sulJ]ects. This 

presenL. Given wi t 11 

orientation becomes 

that transformatlon, 

the 

then, 

perpetuaI 

is the 

dLslincLtOIl between that wtnch reveals me ln the form of given 

lJeLny -- lIIatter for further negation, and that WhlCh reveals 

IIlP humanly -- Llwt winch cannot be negated. 

Wc> can naw beglIl to understand why any tradi tional 

societ y takes as 1 ts foundation human hanvur as opposed to 

ruere preservatlon, and would hold that the risk of life for 

honour's sake lS the paradigmatic action for aIl human action: 

tha t Will ch i s t rul y Imman. 

320n .. IlIIISt be caraCul Ilot l,) fall tilla cliche attempts at digestion of abused taIlliS • 
EOI t'xlImpll'. "IlO'lqatlon" as uspd !lere, is Ilot the opposite of "affirmation", The argumel1t 
CétllllOt be dlHmisspù thtouqh Home sort of seLf-righteous yea-sayinq as opposed to nay-saying 
(.,'1, Iht' dt"CO\1["P 1" m,~l"" hlprdrchlcal. nihil1stic, etc.). Negation slmply means 11\ arder 
fUI som .. thtnq to '''l'l'n,II (ni)' llelf Included) sorne interaction must take pLace with the world 
'1101<1 tlltt\l<'l~ t 1011 (" not Ilt'ut raI, everylhlnq la transfOlmed by vireue ot it. 
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Let: us recall our initlal discussions tt:>gaTlllnq 

appearance. If only that which is truly hUITIùll, or lathPt 

celebrates the hUlllùn, l S g 1. ven f acE.~ ( a Tlùm~, ,-\ Il 1 i\Cl:' i l\ 

language, a me~ms ta think i t and a medllS ta repl?ùl l t:), lhpn 

a number of unpllC'c.ltlons fo11ow. FIl"st o[ all, l11d1Vhhl<l\ t illlP 

(an individual's 11fe with its own per.sanal dpstlny) \. " ~, 
cantrary to T 11l1e pel' se. The 11ne hel slle cuts 1 s a ('ho [(] 

strelched aCIOSS the perfecl cir'cl(-~ af thf~ nahuc1.\ orclE>T of 

things. Becoming betongs to the line a.nd 18 of no accounl tu 

the circ1e. Thus the words spoken, and l'hase InundIl clet ions 

performed, in that they neces8arlly point bpyolld tilt' 

immediate, must be gifts B from the circle. ny der ln1 t iOIl of 

what It lS to be human, caught between th(:~ perpelu.:d 11101 Ion of 

natuI e and the i mmor ta 1 ~ ty a f Uni versaI s (gods who pl (,Iy and do 

not die), there cùn be no questlon of origins. For If t1II'TP lS 

an origin there i8 movement, and If there i8 l1luvempnt tllPI\ lhp 

straight llne of human llfe cOInci<.1(:>s WJlh tllp ('lrc\p. 

Practically speaking then, therp is an nbsolutf} f'qlllv,dpllCI' 

between the nalural and the hllman. In tpTms of dCcOlmt ,1b111 t y, 

the very defJllitlon of what one i sand how (HIC' dC t s 

disappears. The OIJgln of the "gifts" is the> (1\1('sl 1011 (lf !lIHlldll 

Origins: the originul words and actions of tl\lll\éUI~. clff' lly 

definition of the hllman la whom they are of ('OIlCern, God\y. 

Our words and actions must be potentl.ally equlvalf'1I1 to t IIP 

Gods' BUT cannat be identlcal. Int:enlionallt.y ln 11<.; fll'~1 

appearance then, lS sacred: The first speech 18 popl 1(' ,lIlcl Ihr> 

first human movement is dance. Everythlng lhat. foll ()W;';, III 1 l '-. 

specificity 

repeatedly 

and Ils 

enùcted 

moment, must 

ad Infini tum, 

bear 

thf.~ 

thp. <;<1111(> I1cllllP 10 

hum.:m ni 

perpetual acting in the- shadow of Ully.nowluq. 'l'lIf> t(~rIlfyjllq 

alternatIve is ta face that most uwüsome ot" 1IU/lliUI 

responsibilities ralsec1 by the qUQSllOn ui UfHJ1IlS: crPdtlfHI 

ex nihilo and the questlon of ff(~edam. 

----_. - -_. __ ._----- -, - -.. _. "'- ----- ._- - .. _. , 

33Notlce one r'an ,>utJ<ltltutH thon'! wl.o <l'J b"fure ()IItA ['H th ... l;o'Jly; 'JI m(H" "rt IlI"t"ly 
the hlerarchy extFllds frum the quds (the finIt "bOT/l") thIfJUqh thl)fl~ "ll'l'J<ly »'HII. ,lUWIl 
tow.,rda you. 'rhu~ the hiJ;,r.llchy of r"~}.Ier.t 16 toV/,urIB tri" p ...... !1 1Il'!t",,<:1 ,JI tllI~ tilt Ill'" (', t 
th", obsolescence of th9 aqed ln a prurJrA>I'llv~ (]flclet.y) 1101'j IlOt! 0/1 will I) .. ,()m" ,."" ... I1I"qJ/ 

lmporL"lnt ln our dlscusslo/l of judqprnellt. 
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We must repeat the question here: Why should this 

alternative have appeared in the first place, and given that 

it dld, did it have ta be so? We began to account for the 

mechanlsm of speech, but we cannot as yet account for the 

speaklng, acting individual to whom speaking and acting 

appear: III olher words, who lS this "l" and why should It 

appear? Obviously self-consciousness lS not guaranteed by the 

Im:-re presence of el ther the mechanisms of speech or even a 

speaJnnq, actIng indlvldual. Is It even Inltlally required in 

order to appear at aIl? 

We know sel f -consciousness appears coevally wi th the 

symbol "1" ooly because the "1" then arises as a questIon unto 

ilself. But self-collsc1ousness by deflnltion is atemporal, 

whi le converse] y 1 t taJ{es tlme to thlnk i t. Therefore the 

n~lationsillp of self-consciousness to the <1> lS ultlmately 

llllknowélble, but must exist ipso facto for the <1> ta exist. 

A<J<l i Cl Olll~ does not create the other. They are coeval. One may 

just (:!xlrapalate, as ln chapter 4, and substltute BIg "Cil 

concept for Ilttle "e" concept. "Implicit in any and ail 

syrnbol s, i s the tlllng, the name of the thing, and the idea of 

the tlllng. Nothing eXlsts humanly speaking, I.e. can be 

Lhou~Jht, outslùe of aIl three appearlng together. Il Again the 

ArclllmedüélIl pOInt lS both ernbodied and rernoved. 

SlIuilarly, the "1" lS no more existent than a relation. 

How it appears as il question for itself is always limited to 

the "1" as an "1 as ... ", what that <t> would be in itself, is 

necessùrlly beyond the givf:'ü. 'J'he "1 as ... " is always vis-à

VIS a unlversal, or in the terms we have already discussed, 

negated belng. Thus the <1> ernerges as a thing ta the extent 

the ter/lis that reveai 1 tare insufficient. Difference. 

As ln orlg1l1S, it beco.nes a very sllnple question: given 

"lhe flIst (:~ncounter" (we rnight venture, a fIrst encounter 

repeated l nnumerable t imes), of two potent Ially sel f-conscious 

11ldlVlduals, does anything necessarily gaIn an appearance'? 

Rccalling lhe discussion thus far, it becames a question of 

degrees in tenns of the impi iCl t appearance of sel f-
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consciousness as the appearance of properl y hUlndn ~lest \11 f~~ 

and, subsequently, the point when self-consciousness OPCOllll'S 

explicitly named (gains an appearance). Nonethelf'ss, tll(> pOlllt 

holds. Again one must take note of ùegrees in liser i ln nq slIdl 

landmark status to the "origlIlal" encounter. 'l'he poInt 1S th,lt 

even my dog "plays" slmilar games, enticln~J me tu VIl"' with 1\\111 

for a Il val u e d Il pie c e 0 f c lot h (... a fla 9 '? ), d r lH) d () 1 l 0 r ,1 

twig). So must intentionality appeùr'? Given tlm PX\stPIlCl- uf 

a potentially sel f-consclous inJ i vidual, the an8 1111er wO\llù SPPIII 

sel f -eviden t 34. 

In describing the mechanism at work in Gibson's limlt

condition Simstlm device, we discov0rpd we \>,ere describilllJ 

equally that of teievisloll. For that matter, however, we could 

have been talklng about the role of the TheOLOS in l1lP Grpclt 

pOliS. Obviously there is a crucial dlffen?llce bpt wcpn t hl' 

first two l.I1stances and the latter. What !l!PIl SPIVPS to 

differentiate thern? 

Let us proceed with television as an example. 

The crisis of a self existing ln the ether of d Rllsppndp<! 

particularity, of livIng wholly vicélriously through thp 

processed (human) reality of representation, lS uf COIlTSP 

explicit in television "processed reallty" <11)(1 

"representation" belng as much the simulacrum of lar}(Jlld<J(~ il~; 

the simulacrum of te1.evlsion. The crucIal shift lS from illl 

explicltly syrnboll.c rnediation ta real-tune medlatlo11. TIl(! 

syrnbol aspect does not disappear; It is merely concC'i1If!cJ lJy 

the authentlc banûlity of the llIeans of represenlat ion. B'.Hldl. 

because its "truth" becornes one of cOlrespondf~lICe: lt i'., 

34 1t should be noted thut while ml' rloq la 1101 potenU"lly U,pll!Jj., rJf "'fil 1 
consclousness, he ls IlfJvet"thelass capable uf Il v/llulnq and !Jlay of Il'Hl ... Aft", "vttry ",,·,,1 
he masturbates happ1ly with his favourlte r/lll doll. dUrl then JOfillttll me Ir) 1 ry I1ll1J t..kl. J' 

away frorn hlm. He apparently pos'lessea ail the attllbutflR of li •• , ""MI 1<.<1<1 .. rll If" 'l',"H "'J' 
bucom .. (lh"lfJfor~ he r'!0(>9 nol w"'1e wi1r) alld h19 unrJerlltan,l1rlq nf ·",)An.,,,,,lo,,"t,, l'lIp·ly "JI 
sport. Moreuvflr he has no need or an {lIlalYllt 
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"ilpparen1.1y authentir." because nothing is 1eft out (the camera 

r1f"!ver hl inks). 

1 f 1.h8 r.lppearance of my own part l cul ar i ty to me, the master of 

Illy InU~nllons (and the slave of my own intentionallty) is 

lmseù on th!.? very SOlIdifIcation of my self as a recognlzablc 

Unng, d. IS f30metlllng wInch must be done energetically and 

consLdrttly. 

(I.e. ln Ils 

dlstonce of 

ternporarlly, 

Further, ta make sense of that particularlty, 

unIversal sense as rneaning and as If from the 

iHlother) , l would have ta submerge mysel f, 

in that worldliness. If one were to lose the 

aOIlily to separate olle's own partlcularlty from aIl that was 

autslde It, a self ln cr~sis would result. Thus one must first 

embraco the world (become lt, in a sense) 111 arder to 

m,lteriallze and recognize a self which is other than that 

world. Heln~l submergeù in the thlngness of the world, one soon 

IpaIIIf., Iluw tu qet back ta the self. Th(~ criSlS is belng unable 

lu dtffeleIlt-lilte lhe relatIve states. '1'0 be somewhat cru(le, 

the tlélumatic conùItion of sclnzophrenia 16 no more than the 

10ss of control OV8r the sWltch whereby one "flips in" and 

"fliPS Ollt". One can no longer actively different1ate oneself 

flOIll the world. 

lt should ùlso be noted that this condition is radicalized 

(made acutply exp]lcit), wh en the self in its cultural 

recognl7.11h1l1ty, is already a purely productive self. 

"Productlon" as a form of action, contains its ends within its 

own meùllS 1 and therefore acts according ta necessi ty. Ta 

repeat, Uw self lS thus limited in its appearance and 

there[ore its eXIstence, ta its productive capabilities. The 

very appeù lance of intent ional i ty i s in crisi 8 35 . 

One can nm." di f ferent i ate the meaning of the Theoros f rom 

that of the television publIC. The difference i8 in the 

l'J 
P~)l hOIlI1/l1y,de Is li'! mu ch a hlatorlcal condition, aB are the neurOBes whlch serve 

Il'' II .. obl"C'l '''IÙ qrouncl of app~ar6nCfl 
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fundamelltal value ascribed to the self and the abi 1 i ty of il 

sel f to make or produce that sel f. ln the former, the mar-k li\(' 

individual leaves on the ternplate of the universal lB 

secondary. In the latter it is precisely the issue at stake. 

Thus we return to the question of <making> as propelly 

human action, and the nature of judgement at work. 
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'rl~ANSC:::J~NDENCE AND AC:::COUN'rAB IL I TY 

Let us begln with the most fluid form of fabrIcation, and 

the most prevalent: the concept glven form through language. 

Any concept 01 name, as we weIl know, is essentially a metaphor 

in actlon. Tn its Initial conception (before it is completely 

taken for uranted as a condition of beIng), It lapes the beast 

and ties It Lo a recognizable flag, creating a monst-er. 1 say 

"mollsler" only because our under standIng of the concept, prIor 

ta it beinq flagged, is inarticulate. Its orIgins are vague at 

best. Such 1 s the nature of aIl Illonster s. 1'hey are monsters 

hecaus(' thelr origlIls are unltTlO\.vn 36 • t10reover, they are 

lIIonst(~rs only until the poetlca] ly VIolent but Ob]ectlfy:ing 

actlon of the metaphor js Itself domestlcated and accepled as 

na tura 1. 

As has been reit(~rated throughout tl1is t11esis, origins 

may be black boxes, but Ilames (or norms), accepted ln their 

own 1i9h1: are immensely useful ln the possibilities they open 

up; aIl the more 50 as they become distanced from the site of 

their initial disclosure and slip into the fluid horizon of a 

glven cond1tlon. 

There are two issues here: use and accountablilty. 

First of aIl, l am referring to the inevltabillty of the 

passing of the "new". The novel becomes the everyday. The new 

i5 grown accustomed to, reconciled and digested ta become part 

and parcel of what one IS. However, because one reconciles it 

in sorne manner, one cannat presume accountability as to its 

b~ing. For example, one learns and uses language from the 

earliest stages of onels life, but one may never be required 

tu account for the being of language. This, however does not 

pIevent Olle from uSlng and creating through it 37 . Moreover, the 

very fact that onels creations may be useful, even 

stylistlcal1y 50, regarding the securing of a self, renders 

36 M'llCC) FIP!>C'dtl. "Som". Hostri Sdcrl of Itill1an Arch1tecture" ln M_LiJ._~_JH.1. (Spr1nq 
1 <l8 7 1. pp 4.' 1 7 

lITt'l'! ",,,uld app("lIr pllramount to the aclual revelatlon of the ploce9s: that self 
L('"~lCIOIl',II1'''JS 1t1\E'lf <loPRn't ilnt1 11It1~ed ln1ttally cannot emerge as an object unto 1tself. 
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plauSlble an apparent truth of correspondencp. Th(\ wPlds OIlP 

uses are mas t often unders tood. Technl ques appPdI' 1 (\~lSOIlc.1l> 1 p 

and comfortlng. Technologles retfy specIfIe splvps ln th{~ll 

universality. 

Accountablilty IS, however, requlsltely Illlplicil III dtl 

cases. RecognitIon of a melaphol", Indeed of dny dppPdldllCf', has 

alleady lIT1plicated the user as an accomp11ce III il\(' IlOIl-IlPlllr,\! 

creatloIl of the mUIlster. The meaIllnglulIlL'SS of d l'OIlt'Ppt 

denotes one 1 s deJJt la 1 t. Moreover, the ('onn:~pt dOf'SIl' t PX 1 st 

apart from ItS semantic f1ag. Thus it IS mcL.lpllor ItSPl[, 01 

a concept 1.n action, winch rev(-~dls the SL'11 ilS d spLf 

distinct. This as much as lt reveals the monstI.UllS othl'l lB • '1'0 

slmplify ev en further, aIl langua~)e, and therefore illl bP11l<), 

binds one to an original metaphor (appearnllce) by whi('h ,\11 

appearance follows. l\gd1.n one may deem the or 19l1l<ll llnkIl()w(ü)I(~, 

deem the elucidation worth waitlng for ln dIl 

revelatlon of truth, or just deem 1. t 1 ndpterml ndl>l y ,lbsent. No 

matter what, one must draw brac:kets dround "l'{'" III oIdpI to 

create and cont lIlUe the cha1.n of appear arlce. 

Now 1.f the condltlon ln WhlCh Innql1d~Je IS lIS(!(} i!~ 

understood ta be separate from the lranscC'lldent, ,HTOIllltdbl 1 i t Y 

is seemlngly denied. SlIuply put, UllS is lhp cundLtlCHl whplI tllt' 

creat~on of meanlng is taken ta bG l IlcumbpllL \lpOI\ 

individual. Or rather, the lndl v u1ua 1 C'xisLs IdC'/o, 

therefore prjor ta the plocess of appearélIlCf:'. SIIII}>l y PXJ t;t . 

Does accountabillty then, for speél.klng and élrt )11(1 llUIII,lllS, 

disappear in the face of a godless condltion? 011(> 18 LIC"Pc] 

wi th the uncomfortable inconslstency that onp st 11 1 speill~s .Incl 

acts, ostensibly, anyway. SlrlCe by doflnlLlOJl 1 \rI () 

conditions are mutually excluslve, do WP <:1<.11111 

impossibility of a non-transcendent framQwork for l}(~Jn(J, or do 

we seek elsewhere? ls it in fact a S18yphean stal(~rnatp ln Whlr:1t 

we return to the paradigrn of Wa1.tlng for al! uJtlIlldtp 

JB 1t would do WBII ta I"Pc..,ll1. ,1'i 111 Clllll'lBI 'J. t1,,,,t whll .. J"'HjU')',")9 III .. "Ull"II'Y 'Ir 
human 1ntenllonal1ty. th1'! 1'1 ollly bpcau'1e It 1'1 ft,,, /TI'J'll flul" "-ifl,,,tl,>!, ,,/ !t,.d 
Intentlonallty, Thu8 metnpllOl sti'J/ldA oflly 10 point t'J Illt .. "tII)Tl,lllly III ",tll)/), '" 1" .. 
rRlational Tldture of ;J.PPOùlt3Ju"'e Th#!! '3F:!lf (:"u flO mor.! b'" il thlf1q, ttJHJ (IHI fftf.,t.,phfH JJ'. tilt. 

anlmatlnq fr.)rce of hUlflan 1lltentlo11illlty 
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i'lCCmmtiIHJ? It would appear we have two choices. Either, A) a 

"qodless" situatIon ls unequlvocally irreeoncilable with the 

huma Il condition: Human by c.1efInltion assumes the transcendent. 

Or H): OIH~ reconclles dealing with absolutes, and eoncurrently, 

i1bs()lur(~ éJccotlIltabillty. Absolute accountabllity amounts to 

r,c 1 f -conSClousness ln winch the individual 

accomplI sh(~s l he supra-human: the t r in1 ty of UnI versaI, sel f 

illld ollwr. Seellll nu1y overcoming the human condi tion, tilis 

dJllourd. s t () "God 1 i ness Il (or godl essness) and indeed eontradicts 

daily Ilved experlence. 

'l'hus il Un rd opt Ion must be en tertained, in which the two 

co-exjst and ale not mutually exclusive. 

* 
1 f the se 1 fis prior to the proeess of appearance, 

appeùrance i s dependent l.lpOn the sel f fuI fi Il lng aIl the 

necessary condl. tIons by i tself, in itself. Recalling our 

earl icI' diSCUSSIon, the neeessary and sufficient conditions 

for Uw üme!gence of Intentionality (appearance) are a 

plurcllily of potentially self-conscious individuals. 

Since a plurallty means indivldual recognItion and 

indlvidual destlIlies are always vis-à-vis the "other", the 

universal by whlch recognitlon and destiny appear is unplieitly 

the potpntlal 01 self-consclousness. Thus If the three are 

coinCldcJll, it lS no longer potential self-conscious, but must 

be acLuallzed as SUCII. If the self exists prior to the proeess 

of appf.~ùrance, lhen self-consciousness is inexorably illcurnbent 

UpOll ttl<' incl1v1(]ual for the properly human to ernerge. 

We must recall at this point that mueh of thi s paper has 

been spenl demonstrating the irnpOSSlbl.llty of the self prior 

to lhe procpss of becoffilng. The self cannot exist as a thing. 

So why not end this discussion quickly and simply clairn the 

imposslbIlllyof being in a non-transcendent framework 39 ? 

3'J ln thl'l ,'MW onl' could vtew Lhe last five thousand odd years of western hlstory as 
,\ llluudy ,H r,lY o{ Ilcc1d .. nlH (ulTuni t ted in the name of sorne gross misunderstanding. One could 
also pl ",:",pll to le ,tllllllqe tll .. plt"c6<;1 ln a more comfortlng order, resiqned to the fact t~at 
Wt> 113Vt' !>UltlHIlPd nt Il Belvl'R wlth a pIOpoltlondllv large array of powers and capabilities. Aqain 
whll .. OUT (llllt>,'l1ve b",lnq m,IY 1>e cuncenled in il black box, what it has been understood liS 

ln th!;' jn ... t,HlLt' hJ9 bp\'11 "'"lIer<l .. ly polent in creatinq possibll1ties, Note aleo, that sueh a 
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Here we would do best to recall the aporia of ,b('comitl~J". 

This merely pOInts out that a self given tluough UH~ potL'nlldl 

of self-consciousness and actuali zed through pLoper ly 1n1ln.11\ 

action must both create and secure recognitIon ~1t thl"' sallll' 

time. Thus ln a condltion of il subSlll1\ec1 iIH.llvidudllly, therp 

1s no erisis, for it easily makes its mark upon the' smfùC{.' of 

the uni versaI. However when tlw proeess i s rad1 Cd li zpd, the 

sel fis thrown back upon 1 tse If and fi Ilds i ts own hp 1 nq lllC' 

specifie objeet of its actions: Its own appei:UilnCf' (Wllldl il 

is already in the midst of reactlng ta Lor time does nol slop) 

is entirely dependent on its abillty to synlhesu-;e .. m<1 t:~ndct 

both the lIother" and the universal. AlI thls in l hp spal'p 01 

its own being. 

First of aIl, let us agaln considül wllilt goclless JnPdnH. 

As we sought ta demonstrate in the introductIon, .-:m lIHl1Vicllli11 

welded ta the social ls in fact seektn(] to SeC\llP his/hel 

indivlduality, naturally. The natulal, ln thdt lt f'Xlsl~. dl' 

facto, does sa quantiflably. It ls medstuable. Il holds 

actuality as Its truth. Thus the transmutc1tIon ut <l lüV(~(ll('d 

deity into a social end actually changes llttle. '1'hp stdllclêlld 

of judgE.~ment rema1.ns substantiated salvation. SdlVilt lOIl lPlII,uns 

either witnesslng actual truth in the D8Xl llre, or IPdlIzal Ion 

of truth III tIns one. l\. social truth can only hp, by 

definition, a quantifiable or substantIalürl cOllcll t 100 of 

universalized recognItion. 

While Olle can easlly (hSmlSS the posslblll.1y of such a 

situatlon as "ltieal" and therefore> of no COIlspqllPnL'(~, OIlP 

nonetheless remalIlS bound ta the soclal. 'l'hu..; j S onl y beCilU'-jf' 

the individuai sel f remains invlolate as Cl subslantJ dt (:(] pol. JI Y 

accordlngly endowed wilh nalural riqhls. Th{~ P,-tldc1ox of ri 

"thing", engaging in sucil un-"lhlng"-llke dctlvlt IP!, d', 

<becoming>, remalJlS larqely unconf ront.ed ln lhp pro jP( t IOIt of 

the imaglned present on to a non-eXIstent j uturl'. 'l'hl S J h 

defer raI, and proper l y allows one ta contI nllP tu (jet i Il 1 tlp 

re-ordeI1nq of hlstolY 1<J enlll.~ly wllhln the 'Vlln9 p,H<!'l1q!fl III wldcll onl'! dlllr.rJVP.I'i ",,<1 , 10""'''1 
those power'i 1n the fiIst place 
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fldlnP of ttltll fulure. Transcendence, thE' gap by which difference 

and lJellC(~ 11ltenlloTlëlllly IlIay emerge, here amounts to a temporal 

blip in tin ottH".'rwu,e urllnterrupted passage of past to future. 

TIHS ln Itself we have encountered before. Human 

Illtcwlioflallty 10quirps (Il the vory least a temporal delay in 

vIcIer lo gain dppearanco. But i5 this sufficient. Wh11e 

seclIlIIlqly aIl pdfiHl1qms allow at least a space in the flow of 

pasl Lü fuL\1r{~ for the human to appear, what js the nature of 

lhi1t spaCt~ ln specIfle cases? 

Wc Impl lod jt w~s a ratheL inconsequential movement from 

d ttanscelHh::n l 1 ded oi uni versa] Truth to I ts insertIon in the 

world as a hUJTI<:Hl lllstitution40 • But ls this entirely correct? 

'1'0 Sl.lll wl1 h, eilher C<1se assumes a historical beCOITIlng, or 

"progress". A tdsloIlcal becorning, in relat.lng the lndividual 

lo lIlt~ hisloly of 1t8 species, must account for the ultimate 

lecoTlclll<~t JUil of the lndividual in terms of the revealed end. 

Thus tlte concept of grace 1S cOE'val with the revelation of the 

symuol of that em] (ChrisL). Where that reconclliation takes 

pl ace llPYOlld tltt~ wur1el of humans, grace may be assured lhrough 

ùll objpct IVP body (1.8. the Catholic Church). An objective body 

15 lllp lllllvelséll, or the politlcal foundation for the 

é\ppearancp of t-l\p Indlvldual. Thus worldly moments as a serles 

of du.,:;t Illet IHC'sents are 1eft very much in tact. They may be 

dccount p{l fOI r1flplward and forgiven. But upon removal of that 

obj~cllve budy, Glace 15 called into question. However, what 

1S pr-lfuarily at slake lS Ilot Grace itself as a fundamental 

cOllcept, bul the Inherent tension between the Individua1 and 

th~ ll1storic<11 p;:Haùi~]I11 per se, the same ttllng that 

IIPCL~ssiL.ll(>s GI<,CP ln che flrst place. The crisis occurs when 

lIw IndIVI<]u<l], llself ladicalJzed by the creatlve ùspect of 

"hlstOly", IPCOSlfl\ZeS Ils respollslbllity for its own ete-r:nal 

<lppea! .Hle(' . 1'h\.15 i t l S enough to see even the church as 

mlllabl~~, lo call iLs p01it1cal ability into questlon. Grace 

Ls no 1\101(' Llwn lhe pLernal accounting of present judgements . 

When ~rtlC'P lS no longer sufficient or can no longer be 

- ------ - - --- - --- --- --------- - -----------------_. 
10 rll., lllod .. ll1 sl.'ü", ['[edlç,\tt;'d Q[: Frepùom, FqU/l11ly /lnd 9J:otherllood. 
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guarante'3d, every "present" becomes cr i t i cal, and CJ<ll ilS thp 

unbearab le weight of bei ny hi st or i call y consequen l i il 1. As such 

it is no longpr a Iwman present, ploperly speaklnq. Wll1!p 

individual moments are the moments of an Indivuhlcd 's li {f' .1I\d 

are specifie to that Inthvldual's destiny, hlslory hl'longs ln 

no one and everyolle. ThE' moment uecornes a hlSlollCdl hui IdilH) 

black. While one may becorne boum1 la htstoty, hlstory's 

pronouncements on oIle's actions are Ilot 1 IIUIIP111 il l f> 1 Y 

forthconnng. Hence the delineations of ]udgement which 1l0rmll] ly 

guide action Into the opaque, but humanly-cIP<ltl'd Jul\l1e, 

disappear. The lmperatlve to act ùoes not . HPlll '(> the 

resurrection of a remembered past - lanlé:ll1lO\.lI1l tu ,In ldp,lllZpd 

future - eme rges as Lhe soci n l end uy will. ch tllP SP 1 f dPPP<lI s. 

Our speciflc pxample was th(~ rlSSllI.l~lhl(>S<:; (lI "ql,\CP", 

something specifIe lo a Chrlsti<l!l pd.rdùl~J1n. lIuwf'vl'l <~lllr'C' 111(' 

issue l S ) llUnedi a t e JudgE~rnen t, what l!=; CIl t l cill i ~~ t 1\(' pl t"Sl'IH'(' 

of an jmmediate standard dS opposeù Ln f1 delPI (pd OIlP. Thi~; 

simply amounts ta the pol itlcal nalure of tllp hlllnl1tl WOT Id. 'l'titiS 

the Christian para<.llum leaves most tlumall ôi Idlr<; inld('1 SD lOIl(j 

as the Chrlstlùll soul i8 sare. It 18 only WIJ(~Il Uldl sr'CUllty 

is removed that thE' polit.ical 18 substitutp(l Wltt\ ttJp sO('lf}l, 

and "politics" lS r'endered mute. PollLles l>0l"OIHP!, tllf> Pli'" 

efflclency of "houselteeplng"41. 

WhaL 18 foremost and essentla] ln illl pôracllqlll'-> lS Ul!' 

possibility of the polit.lcal emerging. The "pol iti("dl" lS 110 

more than the "self" act.uallZE!d vls-à'-VI S t IIp "othpr". '['hp 

critical dlfference between parachqms llPS ill thp lldt\lIP (lf 

judgement. and lhe nature of Ul(~ Indlvldud!. 

The i.mplication thus fdr Is 

appe "ranc n "'re l'OeY-il ttl8 fJ">r;-.digII1."'", ('l(P llot lIlut,ll)Jp. (JII!-c. c C" c. _ (. r 10 u U 

cannat simply deClde to switch. That 15 Ulll(~"lf:; thpy ,!I(! ruly 

stepped out of: revealed from ci lru1 y Archilllf'(](.>dIl pUlllt. And 

th i s ca 11 0 n l y b e a f U Tl C t ion () f il b sol u tes (~J f -- cor! selO \ l ~j 110 S'; , 

41pOlll1CS bpc.omea prlmarlly \'connm!c'} Cf "eçum"nlc.il!". d,1( fJJklJn h')Il'i.·I1,,)r! 

Necesaity pceempts spe"lch. One 18 left lo det)llte only the meaI1!1, III whl'~l "lfir' th" PP,')!' )1"'1 

in the future'~ pUddlnq. 
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ThllS tD progress further, we must first understand this 

worldly magic af coexistent human <becoming> and realized self

c.onsciollHUCSS. It i8 only now that we cau turn ta Duchamp. 

UltlIniÜely wc will be able ta approach "Glven", a worlt wh.ich 

lIIay he understood to be Clrcular. Ta be clrcular is to be 

t'omp!ctp, dud thus porté:uns to the absolute. What 15 pûraffiount 

ln exprc181ny J\l(]gemenl upon such a work is an "dDsolute" 

llndelStrllHllnq of bolh the paradigm from which it sprIngs, and 

élll "absotut.e" understélnùing of the Archimedean point where it 

drrlves 42
• Il dernanùs that we be already self-conscious when we 

Hn~et. lhe \<lOrk and the élItist. In a sense, nothiug will take 

placp, no reveléltion, no salvation. No work will be done, for 

if we are already self-conscious, no meaningful change will 

DCCU r. 

NQW work by ùefini tlon changes things in that i t offers a 

1ll0lllfmtary respite in keeping the future at baYe Thus on 'che one 

hand, no artifIce, no earthly work by the terms of being human 

wc hdve llnc1erstootl 50 far, could accornplish the revelation on 

ItS UWIl. COllver5ely, <.belng> requîres a constant substantiation 

of lhaL l>~:>lIl~1 lo recognlze its own forme ThIS would apply 

cqually to fully self-conscious <being>. Belng does not exist 

apar t f 10111 whdt l t t akes as l ts nat ure. T};~refore can we assume 

that Ilot just ,my work could satisfy the candl tlons whereby 

s(~l f -con5C l ousness conlinues to appear? 1'here are t.wo issues 

wo must pursne concurrently: The nature of the self-conscious 

self èlnd that 01 the circular work . 

·I.'One must not confuse this and an understanding of the 
"hermeneutic clrcle". There is no accamplishment here of a new 
circle. There i5 no creation of a new future and there is 
dbsolulely no deferr.:al of a pretext of absolute accountability. 
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The Nude (pig skin) 

THE PARADOXES Of' IR0NY AND SYMIJOJ., SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS AND OESIIU, 

Let us begin our discussion of Duchamp wilh the m~ilnil\qH 

of sorne of the more COIlUllon tenus assoclùted with hls work. 

'l'here are a numbel of platitudes gener'ally dSSOclélt{:od \'oIlth 

Duchamp. One lS thal he IS a "conceptuéll arllst". 'l'hlS 1.11 IIpr 

amblguous categol.ization, if contestelÏ, 15 uSUdlly qUillILl~~c1 

by the adjective "lronie". Olher COllunon undeIstcHldiIlqs tpnd 10 

focus on specifie aspects constru(~d as l11chemic,1l, .ltlllqidll, 

Freudian, deconstructive, Anti-art (DdDd), pte .. 'l'tH' IIIO:-.t 

interesting of these monsters cOlllbln~ 

the aforementloneù elements. Imaglne 

ln Vil l yi nq pl OpOI t IOIlS 

for 

alchemical stance, or an irOllle 

C'x,lmplp ,111 ilOllll' 

S II l' l e ù 1 i s L / d (1 t1 (11 S t 

understanding. 

A phenomenology has much to of fer on lhe ilppCd r (.\flC(,~ 0 f 

enlgma (Erllgma: monstrous work, Bot easily trùnslaled lulu 

apparen t concepts), especi ally where the eIl iuma ' s de 1 1 v(' r yIn t () 

symbol lS Intentlonally precipitated thrOUfjh the-> simple 

additlon of a lltle: Enigma, pre-packa~wd wllh IPfl'rPllt<.; 

included. As we have understood the U~trll up UIlI Il 1l0W, d 

phenomenology is a descriptIon. It pays cdTPful .dlplItl()11 ln 

both intentionallty anù appearanC8 (the two bPlllq ('OPVdt .lT\d 

rnutuùlly dependent). 'l'hus It springs from .In dtlpllIpt I() 

understand how sornelhing appears, tü wholll l t ê1pp(~drS, <11111 t 11(' 

appearance Itse1f. l specl[Y attempt, for Ji 11 u, lu IIH'(IHII' 

the means of dppearance, anù by ex Lens ion Uw pp r f;P 1 v 1 Bq 

subject, it must qualify ùll observatlüns dS havlIlq fdl (l'ri by 

thelr own premlses. No malter what, contemplatlfHl of (III ob Jf'('t , 

even If it is prllnarlly concernec1 wlth ttw subjC'cl JPvPdlr, 

the obJect élS sucb Le. as ùn object. Thus llip '.;ulJ)pcl .dWdYi, 

remains bllnù to ltself (its phenomenuloqlcill 1>1 incl bpot). '['hi'! 

qualification IS glven as understandlng ltsf..~l f: 1lI1f!prr.,tdlldJnq 

is a temporùl engagement. l cannot see thp biiCk !;l(jp 01 ri UJÏH': 

l "know" it ls there by experience. For aIl kl)O\lJ 01 (dr p
, 

there rnay De some IIWglC Involved trH:kinÇJ me lntu t)f~Il{~VlIJ(J 1 t 

ts there, when ln actuallty the "far slùe" dlwayc;:> C(>d:,(~S ln 
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c>xisl. NüneUH?less, my understanding, correct or otherwise, 

presents a world entlrely whole to me upon which l base my 

lntenlions and cn~ale cl very whole future in which to act. 

TheIP are never holes or mlssing parts ln a human world. 

Now sinee ri human world is then given temporally, the 

IrlOi1IlS of uJldeJstandin~.J It, even in the past, ta the degree that 

il lB l-lw same world, is the degree to which it iIlcludes a 

tu tUI P wtl1 ch l S bolh il 1 dden and makes sense. l rony can onl y 

,ippe,)I wt)(~n somet IllIlg lhat lS past lS severed completely from 

on evolvlny hUlIIan world: ln other words, when the future that 

sOlllPthLllq ol1ce openec1 up has entlrely come to be or played 

ilselt out. If one only thinks of the common usage of the term, 

lt lpfPIS lo a situùtl0n once hidden as having appeared in a 

wily sUqH 1 r;iflyIy rclated to a chance series of events. It lS 

dlwi:lys usetl ln reference to the pasto An ironic stance and a 

phenolllPJlol og 1 Cd 1 stance al e then cornpletely and unadul teratedly 

I1\\lLUdlly eXC]USlve. I10w then, lf one is in the midst of 

emp 10y l Il<J symbo l s (and how can one Ilot?), and symbol sare, by 

de[lnll-loIl, inlentlonally loaded, can one clairn an ironic 

slance low,nds anythlng open'? ls not irony, phenomenologlcally 

Sp(-~t1lnIly, Ilmlred ta highly flliite situations, whose meanings 

have a] l e.1ùy appeL! n~cl III thei r ent i rety? 

50 wlté1 t l S menu t when the "1 roni c st ance" becomes a 

platilucJp,! Shoultl wC' take it as an observation so self-evident 

Ils Lo be nlmosl superfluous in its verbalization. Ironic would 

b(~ SlIllilL!I thPll ln meaning to sarcastlc: Barbed humour deftly 

\lsed to pxpose a latellt conditIon. In this case, the work would 

stand (1<:; d crillcùl Olle carefully balanced between an already 

qtVE>ll hislollcal condltion and ltS necessary (but perhaps yet 

tu bl' ... ) overcominq. Necessary by def inl tian oni y of a 

ClltlC.11 st"U1CC', and nothlng eise. 

CdI1 we dlsrnlss thlS interpretation, and any other 

Illterpr etat ion whlch can be suuilarly reduced to a dlalectlcal 

l"Pprf'Scntallol1'? Aflel aIl, is tlns not exactly what Duchamp 

ref01lf'd to as "relinal art" and subsequently threw out as a 
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waste of time in 19134 ]7 [For the duration of thts f'S!:hly, wC' 

will aiso refer lo tIns as "meaning art", thal 15, th", lISl'" of 

recognlzable symbols in a slightly (hsloC'dled fashion so c\s ln 

"re-invent meanlng" .] Recalljng our observatIons iÜ)O\l t 

phenomenology élnd lrony, a critlcal work winch slll\ply IPplacf:\5 

one mechanism of meanlIlg wlth ùnothE't' would 1'ail ln oot h 

respects and certalnly on its own offers no inslght tllta any 

questions raised sa far. 

Sa perhaps after aIl, irony will have ta be combilled wlth 

some other understandi.ng, though we have yel to show th("I(> is 

anything remotely resembling irony occurrlng al ,111. ASS\1I1\lllq 

irony it would seem to 1 ndicale çj 1 V j lllJ Up OH 

accountability, sinee we already salCl irony and sYlllbol (Ht' 

mutually exclusive. Furthermore, symbol, Olpc:uli.ng dwl l'()IlCt'pt 

presume accountabj Il ty. Even the perpp tua l de (e l't ill 0 f Li 

handl cc1pped phenomenal ogy i ncl udes se If -('onsc 1 OUSI1PSS dS Il 

relative tenn i. .e. recognizlng the SUbj0Ct dB <lB 1 nt ('nt ion,\! 

being, ItS appearance lied to the IllPilIlinq II crp<ltps. Th .. 

subject and its world of meanlngs evolve conco/llJtant Iy ITl tlllle>. 

Sa if Duchamp dismissed art aimed élt pillE' IIIPillllnq 

creation, what protects his actions [rom the very <lpOI lel whi!"ll 

confronts the rest of us? 

The preceding chapters rough 1 y plu ùsed t hE~ qUPH 1 ion l hl', 

way: If Illy appearance i s human to the de9 rec~ t Il .. t i t 1 S 

accoun1:able, given that a pure sentlment o[ sülf ('OIllPS 10 

understand itself through symbol and the dl(ff~reTlcP hf'twPPIl t11f> 

two, then my appearance i s human to tbe dcgree tlld t 1 1 r dnBc('llr! 

the glven conditIons from which 1 emerge. Whal happens WllPfl ,Ill 

transcendence ls denled by vIrtue ot Its condition })P1IHJ d 

matter of course? 

43 Ftom the beglnnlnq there ls no confusion dB to the ql .... ulIl .. au ,;1 1111 "rd l'wo'Ill ty /l"nl" 
meanlng ls understooù ilS alleady present ln the t 1 [st ln'3tdllc ~ of El fUI "lU 0'1 1 o'I!'prt", ""'" /)1J('llIlIlJl' 
19 absolutely clear tlom that stalt that Ollq. ttlf~le can n!'!vel hWlwnly lm "'Jmflltllll'l '''JI Il .", 
ab901ute relatlvl'3m or "emptY'!(Jlmallsm" (th~y dm()Unt LI) the allnlft ttllrHO .• Hl·j \w' .... U,,,·, .. "". 
in lhe enll. th<J antlth",s1a. and therefore part ()f !II" "o'IWIl ,'I,llflr;tl'_0'1\ mflv'·ITII,nl. ".; "AIt ."1 
reprflAentdLlcn" dnù strillqht- fQlwarrl ttJooly Ir,lu l'Illet tU! (ll-ilolctlr:al lhlrdllllfj 
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After "Nude Descending Stair" 

Wi th Duchamp, 'w~ could probably phrase il l1ke Lhi s: Thp 

more art attempts ta distance i tself from tas te on the one hand 

and the abstract unl versaI on the other, the more i t ne'l ( lP5 

a subject WhlCh is both. In other words, artistlc pToduclioll 

is a slow and laborlous process towards aclll<llisiTl~1 

permutations of an already under'stood meaning. But tn whùl 

extent must meanlng creation serve such an end'? SUIPly il is 

a matter of ceasing ta produce meanlng. Or more sp('cifLcally, 

one can engage Anti-meanlng, and the more subt.le form, Non

speciflc meaning. 

On the!r own, both forlllS of productlon tUlU out lü tH! 

identical ta meaning production, already n:>Jectpd bC'foreh<lnd. 

Not oIlly are they dialectically understood, but lllL'y tnaJH~ 

obvious the fact that nei ther tash? or nOIl-senSE> ë\ppeal 

neutrally, but rather through what makes them 50 . 

The Green Box 

Given the position Duchamp has already artlculated dt 

this time, it is difficult for hirn ta contlIlUe the pracl1ce of 

difference and not engage in sorne sort of syntheslH. Endlt.~[lf. 

difference is tremendously efflcient at dnvinq home .ln 

ullderstanding of lnertia -- anathema to il temp/)ral bpinq. 011 

the other hand, stralghtfolward synthesjs (H dJ.ll;?cllCdl 

enhancement, bears the standard "retinal art" dllÙ dInOunts lu 

the same inertla, The third form, non-dlrecl meanlnq, J~; sllllply 

obl i que, and ln areas of accoun tain l i ty , ct l SCIJ <;'-;, J 011 \l~>I1.-1 1 ) Y 

ends with a blanket- "jt 18 ambiguous". 'l'lllS 15 bL'(,'\J~,(> (j1[p("1 

understandlng or cOllceptual negùtlon of Ill(' wurk If. 

inde lermi nabl y de ferre·d. Till S l S lJoth aÙVc311 taqenur.; t () nUC!Jdlllp, 

and once ôgain anathema. Deferral IneailS relficdtl()1} rd tlll' 

subject is postponed. Hm'lever the worlel makes nu l f~SS f)(>n~>C' 1 ri 

the interirn. Work and human proùuc t lon car r y on i)pdC(~, tllf' onl y 

difference IlOW being there is no responsi tHll ty dSSUffiPr) by tlH' 

actor 1 for there i s no concept, no name by wh 1 ch 1.0 u]en tif Y 
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lt. The l/T1pllC<:ltlons are manifolù. First of aIl meaning 

prOrhH2lJon cont llHIeS. The result is the same as was already 

seen with t.he cubisls: an altempt to dlsti'lnCe the work from the 

subject cOllversely magnifies tl1e subject's role as the central 

f J ~JU le. A~lalrl, wi thou t accountabll i ty l t amoun t s to a 

lolalJt,lrldnism of liberty. ThIS is not a crIticism of the work 

bul tu., <1[>pearù.nce. In other words, its cultural grounding. 

S lnce the warl\. can' t be separated, any more than can the 

ar U st, fI om llléJt appearance, the phenomenologlcal tautology 

becolll(~S lhe Issue. As we saIj, 1..h1S succeeds ln opernng a space 

ITl WhlCh tu operùt.e fOL Duchamp, but should jt be taken no 

furtlwr, 1 t deqeneri1tes ta self-aggrandn':ement of the artlst, 

and Duch.lIl1p becomes no more than il producer of retinal 

en le Tl ill lllll(>J1 t. . 

rt ynes wlthout saylng that wlll.le meaning-art, lhe direct 

production of "retlnal-vlOrk" was vocally slngled out on ItS own 

as lctlllndi:lnl, Duchamp nevertheless dld nol stop worklng. Wl~en 

l l carne lo distanc1ng 111mself from the Dadaists and 

Surreitllsts, he was more d1screet in leilving th08e avenues open 

as working methoc1s. Thus at tlmes one stIll mlght be tempted 

ta q70Up lhem togetl1er. 

III tellns of the three possible approaches ta worklng, 

Non-lIlet.Hll nq or "IlIearlÎ ng- temporar i ly-def erred work" i s perhaps 

the must f'mployed hy Duchamp. This obviously lends it to 

coplous lnterpretatlon by any technique specializing in the 

Plllqmdtlt'. This 1S tu say responsibility for closing the circle 

of i1CCOUIl talJi Il t Y (] Tl ef fect, wi sdonl, the only standpoin t f rom 

WlllCh lllt> phenomenoloqical blind spot dlsappears ..lnd irony is 

poss Lb 1 e) is assumed in the name of sorne exterior force or 

i(leal. 'l'hesC' must by definition be atemporal or universal in 

lll011 conception and !",lOuld include any Platonic, Christian 

(ll(~O-plc.ltOlllC), or GnostlC' interpretation. This responsibllity 

CiU1 el thel be in lhe farm of devotion to a future revelation 

(mule clefertal) 01 perhaps through an ecstatic or non

l i Il~JlIl S II (' l eap: tlle on] y oiller way by which meani ng can appear 

Wl thOll t t he use of symbol. However thlS 18 not a viable mode 
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of being for those engaged in fabrication and interpretation . 

Art does not lend itself to speaking in tongues. 

The point is that while Duchamp speclfically IC'coglllzes 

the necessity of opeJllng up a respite in the dialectical 

movement in order to tlwork" rather than to "producE''', th i s in 

itself cannat becorne an end to the work. Once aga1n, é\ny such 

interpretatian is categorically undercllt by Duchamp hi.mself. 

Ultimately he will have ta give face ta tllis r-espito ln orelol

for i t to satlsfy botn the condi tions of a "work" and the 

recognizabilityof a properly human action. It WOll} (1 sopm that 

the issues revolve entirely arollnd lhe subjecl of 

accountability, or the realization of an atemporal, fully self

conscious work. The work then 1 s secondary and the onus on 

those ta whom recognition belongs. 

Can any work reveal self-consciousness? 

66 



• 
. ' 

• .1 1 \ \"~!'\'1\\1"~1 ,f. \ ....... ' (A.((~ ,A .,I4'f.,(,. ~ .. lf/1'1{1 'fI f7((~ ft I.r~ 

t • ,1 ' ..-I.j (,1 t f,. , ,/ 11 ,( t.. d( l" .. \ \'. (. 1{ 1 1.1 l, "'-'!' ) 1) " • ~ r '-. ' ,-\ ',... 1 ("1' , , "l l 1 \ \ \" (f < " 

1,1 .. " LI .... (., f l' 1 é , .... { A li 

, J ( (; '" -=- ,El '{- { A_1t. l ,,' '\ (,' ••• 

• Gl'Vt:'lI: /Ilust complete genelal Vlew 1966 
ÈtaIlt J)OIllH': Vue générale plus complète 

67 



• 

• 

• 

The Large Glass 

If one's thinklng mayes progressivcly along ~ iIlf~S sllch 

as those attempted 11ere, one would assume that dt il cPltaln 

point this body of thought and its partial condensations, 

Dadaist barbs (Intelleetual terr:orlsm), enigmali e op(>nln~JS 011 

des~res and explicit rppresentallons of COllcerns would 

crystallize inta a single eohesive work. And lf !'lOlllPOllP t'lhe 

were to v.aIk along exactly those IUles, t.hey nnght undprstand 

such a work, alld recognlze the perfect model of thcü lhJnldnq 

in that specIfie crystaiiisation. 

Gi ven aIl we have sald about Duchamp, il sueh WP 1"0 l hp 

case, The Large Gl ass wou 1 d, in the ) as t li ght. bE' no ml) Il' l heHl 

a concise labour, and Ils aftertaste, f rustrat 1011. Of ('()\trf'>l' 

that realization occurs anyway once the thinklng 18 ulI(]('TslooIl: 

so why have bothered with the represenlation'? 1'11(> [1(1191_' G/dSS 

then, must remain "finéllly unfinished". Duchamp tPlirp8 from 

the public service to play chess . 

Given 

It may seem criminal to sorne ta tùke d concppt-u,'11 

overview of an artlst such as Duchamp, whose dev(~loprn(~lIt 

produced some of the most enllghtening and humorous visIon!:! III 

its specifie negations, and seemingly force-fIt Il intn fi 

theoretical slraight-jacket. But for the last UI\lP, }pt ll!~ 

recall the premise of Uns paper: On!:!, an inteIlt lonal WU! id J~, 

closed by cJefini tion: as a proJectlon, i t IS flet l'cl 11110. I\ml 

two, by definitlon, if closl:ù, UU'!Il one Jf> dccuuntdblf' If) lt. 

This ]s to say, every negallon, to varylllC] dPfJlPP';, CdJ IIp', 

forward un-negated impIicùtlons Will ch stdnd lu1111(> 

possilnlit.y. 'J'his does not mean that tho pol ttlcal ur "hUHl.Hl" 

meaning of an actlon is lIPlllediately apparent. OfJP'f, 

articulatlon of hoVi one understands one 1 s wor Id Itlcly IlP dl n·(·t 1 y 

contrary ta the specifie natllIe of tllf~ very vmJld wlllch dIICl\fJ', 

one to act. One carrles on as such, contlrlu1nq t-() pxpll( rltf> Illl' 

nature of that world, until one is elth(~I for('(~d 10 qi'J(> up 

one's conception or that conceptlon is built (dcLu<lllZp(j) tl) 

become one's belng. Either wFly lnvolves radlcaJ tri)nSforlfliJtlCJlI. 
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However the degree ta which one's actIon is negated into 

one's own 9 i Vf2n being, i.e.the degree ta which one's 

art](:U};jlion of that negatian is identical ta its palitical 

rrdflcatl0n, 15 the degree that intentlanallty is secured both 

ilH]jVlClurI]Jy ilTl<.l universally44. Furlhermore, l f successive 

neqc.1UUIlf> conlinue lü !lold seemingly endless reserves of un

negalc:d b0iJl9 fOL fuLure actIons, that in itself lS wanderful, 

bu l IL n\ùJc0S lloth lng expl} Cl t regardlng that accountablll ty. 

Aq<1lTl, lf possibllily eXlsts one elther labours in its name 

lOW<1HIs il s ae lua] } ZÙ LIon, hence surrenderlng one' s awn abl l i ty 

1:0 dCl, properly-speaking; or one seeks ta secure hUllIanly one's 

OWIl b(~ln9 wIUlln those saIlle actions, by making explicit, hence 

recognU';al>le, the fully self-conscious nature of those actIons. 

GIVGIl the I1nntln9 condltions of a temporal understandlng, let 

us cOllslCJer lhiG in two ways. Flrstly, from the standpoint of 

cl tlllnkiIl~I/élctlng lK'lng towarùs other slmllar beings. And 

8PCOlldl y, fJOIII the standpolnt of a thinking/act1l19 belng 

tOWi:U(]S llls/l}(~r own llnmortallty: 'l'he secured position of human 

app(~aré111Ce, and the olher standpoint from which irony is 

posslble. 

[t IS obvioU81y assumed that after finally "unfinlshing" 

The [,<lIge Glass, Duchamp has grasped its actual, reified 

impact; somelhlI1g he dües from a distance rather than from the 

Imm0dlc1('y of Ids inItia] intentions. This in itself 18 no 

dlffp.lE'llt [rom what he has done aIl the way along. One only 

Ilpe<1 cunsid01 the tremenùous rate at wInch he engaged and 

llpgatcd rtDsolulely post-lmpressianlsm, cublsm, futurIsm, 

dcHla i S1I1, and ('ven SUI real ism"t). The major difference between 

11 11 tll,.,. 't',IlItH would IPl110nstrale IoIllh <ln Implled "1'rulhfully objective" leading belnq 

In<Jt>llpd IlIlu clll olllelw!se ph'!l)()flIPllC)lQgl(al r)fqulIlElnt, il stlould be Iepealell thal objectivE' 
Htmply 1\1'-,111" th .. '\Pqrt'1! to whl,h lntpntlon and 'flL'oynltton aliyn, theleby Lev",alinq the extf'nt 
c,( th.> '1<IP l,,!twp..-n th" syml101 ,Pi "!l,ch and dt> Il sign. Duchamp takes ilS hie prlnclple focus tllis 
slll'p"IY ""'\111<\ l> ... t""(>'·1\ th ... objec t, lts !lame and ils meilllinq and speclftcally the expllC'atlon 
uf thA "m"Llphy!-ltc,ü" m+'ctl.uti"'tno; at wnrk, lIence Il 19 about self-collsciousness and 
<'I(,(,()lllltc'lhtilly, :1",1 U'f> ,Ilf!f'rence b~'tWf>ell lh09f' condition!} whlclt ùenude the mec:han19m, a Il cl 

Ihu'.'> \.111<1, 'llrnply ,li,. 'llllljPLl to 11 
1'C) 1'.'\l"I'IIl(l'H' ['.ll dftl" 111'011111<\118, Vucnaml' la pntlr'31y cuncerned Nlth tlte r,ude, and thea' 

lEI ,Ih'iolllt ... ly \lut r.tllq Il.'rrnnllc Illlllul tilts InVf'sliqation, 

Hd 1 l t lHl ) 

1'\"Ilt t"t o l'dl', Il 1 tif-' (t.\'}tl.~ of Purlly" in [·l.~rç~~ Dllc;t\~mI1, AJ'peçu~Jlç~ Strlpp~q_BGre. (New 
JI·"ld .. l'ulllt-.htnq, 1~'1(1) S"l' Iliso "* Water Writes Always ln " Plural" (B,un ... 
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this Instance and the previous ones, ls that 1'11(-> [,,119p (;ldS~:; 

is a circular and cohesJve work, one which levl'als sC'lf

consciousness as 1tS object. Ta do this assumes the- \lIoIk 18 

entirely self-sufflcient with reqards to Jl\ednll)~l: dl} (.'}PIll(,IItS, 

simultaneously present. It awaits no ext€~rnal H'vpLltlon or 

recogn1tion. 

But on ils own, it does so as a "thing". SimlLnly, thp 

"thing" it reveals is a mechanism. Mechanisms IIl\qht 

equivalent to an actuallzatlon of Illy "1", but as wp hdV(' S('('Il, 

(ad navseam), the "J" tdken as <'in obj ec l, revt:~111 s on l y t h.1l 

abject, as a "thlll91Sh t " and ] S incapclblp of SP 1 f --

consciousness. It in not me. 

From the beginning of this thes1s, we have worked with 

the following genpral equation regarchng lhe substantlell 

aspects of appearance: 

SPACC } WQHK ::;: GIVI:N Bb.IN(, 

where GIVEN BEING ::;: TIME + ( Sl'lI.L UN - Nl.(,ATfoIl ) nl'An: 

GIvet! DEING} l'IQRI<; ::;: NEW CIVEN DEING 

or SI'ACE }_WQRt< ::: WOHl,DINf; 

Space (maIe accurately, sp*ce 46 ) under the acllon of work, 

results ln the process of worldlng. WorldlJ\y itsplf is tbus 

continuausly creating potenlIill through the inl1f~T0nl pTOC(><;;~, 

of negat ion. The resul tant <JI ven be 1119 j s t hPIl lllilClp up () f 

"naturaL" space PLUS "humanly negateù" spacp. ('1'1111('). 

Sa, as we have already seen, not only ]~> natl}[,11 qivpn 

bein~~ unpllclt (necessary) for belIlg, buL HO LS UlTl(~. 1.(', Il 

is the [oundatjoll for the appearance 01 il futur!": that 'foJlllC'lI 

is "nol" , 

50 what confounds and upends Duchamp' 8 sJmplp observdt ion 111d! 

<human be1ng> 1S a lauto]ogy ln which aIl tPTrtlf; <1n~ prpspnt 

fI'om the beginning and there 18 no (~Xlelior, 80 tn hP('ak'! hH 

one thing, there i8 the most glaring, liveù cont ladl!:! jl)f1 Jn 

that Human Being lS temporal: by deflnltloIl, a fuluTP PXU,lfl, 

46 The non-human1zed form at "apilce". Thl'I 1'1 perhdpH " f1uVP.rfluvul~ qr'Rlul<!', l''ll 1 wllll! 
to dlstlngul'3h that whlc.o call1lot appear and that whlc:1l ha'{ dlr~"rly .. pp""rll'J ("""1'''1'' Il,'' 
lIeblp.w problem of naming "I;.D" w1th Parmen1rJea' "Irlenllty" (Sf!f'! "l,"J(lffJlI (If 'l'. (/0 ri , il!'()"" 1 
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and il future, lhrough i ts "otherness", ls exterior. And second, 

8inCf~ accordiIHj to the above equatioll, Human Being is only what 

you havü beCOll\f~ aIr pddy, wha t i s to say what you can or cannot 

beco/llf' 'j 

Cur 1 ously, ttwre ls a- log) cal contradIctIon between these 

tvJO arqulll~lltS. They both appear to exploit different aspects 

of expPIIPIlCP resvectively. For example, the first case, in 

stressill~J tllùL the future ts "other" but not entirely so (it 

15 of sl<jnific,uH_'e to me, it 18 my futule), gives up inunediate 

accoullt ùblllLy through the opaclty of thal which makes me 

hlUlldll. Jlf.~nce WP must ha-ve a- speclfic nature, but It lS hidden. 

Hlll1l<:Hl dppCi1ri-lIlCe 1 s related to something which is beyond the 

glven. I.e it lS dependent on the transcendent for lts 

élppp,ll.lIlce and the t ransC0ndent l S S impl y a del ay in t i me. Thus 

thE..' posslblilty of appearance, and heI'ce its being. It dIvorces 

"human" from "naturùl" belng on the basis of a future 

revell1l10n of ltS own truth and simply llmlt.s the extent of ltS 

dCcollIllabi 1 i ly ln the present. The world as :l t appears 15 by 

vlrtue uf ~ specIfIe future (a relatIve truth) and therefore 

mele fodder fOL It8 ùctualization. 

'J'Ile posItIon tllat l have no nature, and that by 

(h~f ifn li 011 am pure possibility, is by far the more 

1 Il t 0 rr~s l 1 nÇJ . if.Je CùD, however, disregard at the start any 

1 Il ter pl e t: <1 LIon aimcd at pure relativlsm. That would fall 

blatantly to take llllo account what allows appearance 111 the 

flrst placp. 

Wc ênc nm.... brick at the very beginning: "Ok, Hegel, 

everylh i n9 l s Ull s \'Jay 1 but must 1 t have been 50?' l s the 

i ni li ù l appearétnce of human intent ional!. ty based on overcoming? 

1'111 s sCllds us lJack ta chapter 3. 'l'he future ex l sts no 

mOI e t h<11l lile past. Il lS simply glven through the 

inlenLlOIlèil ily of d lJeillg. Dut 1t is no more neutral than that 

beill~J. 'l'haL uelllg eXlsts through work: it creates its 

i\Pp(>(1 r ,H1ef' t 0 l l sel f th rough l ts own sel fness and othernes6 . 

In othQI' wOlds, through that future. 
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It i.ê. a tautology. But what of its representation dlHl whllt, if 

any, of its imporl 17 ? 

If l am such a tautological monstel, .:\ suceess f ul 

representation as such amounts 

negation. i.e.one 111 which no un-negal<>d ~JIVf"n bPlll~l i~,; CcHI'lPd 

forward. There <:lre obviously lwo dlternallvPS: OnC' C':lI\ ,H"l'Olllll 

for (recognlze) every possible permutiltlnn dnd Cnmbll\dUOll ot 

physical malter 1[1 the unjvcrse dS in Bnrgps' "I,lb 1d1y "\ll, 

Or one can unùerstand (same as "rf'plf'senl") pUIP t Il\\P, This 

oxymoron, as an endLlling fait accompli lS as (J,ll'Îlloxlc,ll d~ the· 

human cOIldItIon, sincE:~ bolh representatlon dtHl 11l1dprsl~lIHilJl<J 

require symbols wllich incJuc1e given bCllHJ. nul dS SOm(~ltllllq 

that C<:ln be telllporarlly lmgaged and L1lPn n:~tlJ(~d frolll, it lS 

a dlfferent story. 

The flrst ICCOÇJIlltlon 18 the Illnsoly 01 lelllpor',tl Ildllllf' 

of the "1", This must be reconclle'ù W1UI tht' f'qu,llly 11l1ll\dllPIlt 

imperatlve tllal 1I1(~ "1" bc n:~vf.',11('d ltulIl<'Hlly. 'l'IIi .... dllluunl L ; II) 

a temporal chilllc~ril lJC'in~J ûllowerJ lo ~30)Ollrll IllOIIIPlll ... lt'lly dIllollq 

the gods. Gods, belng IInlllortaJ, ale cOllC'('pls Ilut '-";UUJf'('t to 

negations, Ilot pn'!y to t.he ravaups of Lc'Jl\pOrdllly. 

The first pIoJcc.l, SC!ClIrlllg rec()(JllIL10ll hy polentl,'.IJy 

equally seJf-con8clous belIl~Js, rr:'quITc's "HHh d hl/hp'cl. 'l'lu', 

is not la say one must be .:ü)1(' to ë'HllCll1.ILp 11If> pj(IC(H;<'; III 

order to appreclate it. If thE' m(~ChdlllSIll IS y()lt, y(lll Will 

partially recognize il despil:e ûn ,HLintl<:ltpt} IlndPI<,t.mdllllj 

which differs (ls Incomplele). As, WP s.)lcl tH!JOTP, 

articulation of an understanding may b(~ dlrf~cl)y ('()fltIiJIy tu 

the speci fic na ture of the very wor l cl WIll l'li ri 1 IOlrJs Of)f' t 0 <I( l , 

One carries on ê.\S sueh, contlIiuing to E'xpLlcrllf' thl~ lldllll!' of 

that world, ulltll one 1s clther fUJCf:>d tc, IjlVP 1111 CI/I("', 

conceptlon or lhal concl::!ptlon j8 bUllt. (Clctu;llll:pd) ln lJp{'OIl1I' 

one's belIlg. If a lransfonnatlon 18 op(>Jl(!d up aL d [('<,IlJ! of 

47 0 ll(! Ldll of courBe dl) Fsctmr clr~wln'l'~ <'lIlà m.,(Ht'lt .. ';r. tha m'llll,,« nlrll' ('II"'lr 
signlflc,J,ncp. verqlnq on th"! ceveldlory OllU~ <JI!!' hd>! Idanl!f 1",1 'JJl"l\l II<'I/.'! ..... HII' Il , 1 
Elsenman ' s shf)rt-11vec:1affa1c wlth t()poloq1ciil qer)rpAtly.) Uut fF) "H)t)rl('''r tilfJIl'Jht. fJlI~ flhfJlIl,j 

be board BUff lIavlllq emptlerl my lmlnq of Ume, 1 dm nu l'IlHe t'1.H1 ., "tllf 

19(4) , 
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the wor)~, d~fE'rrëll is still in place, and the recognition 

sf~cllrp-t1 is onl y parlla1 49 • 

To begln wilh, it serves to recall the aporlù faced by 

the wa J r J llg mas t p r r~ncountered i Il chapter 2. Fi rst of aIl, the 

ollly r(~coqIllli()I1 110 could secure was through fear, thereby 

surn_'THlprlIlCj his hUlllaIllty inlo the hands of a slave. Further, 

IIIS POf'>lt lUll as lIIaslcr 18 snch oIlly sa long as a slave remains 

f;(). III ~> Illdf-ôler y U, coveled because 01 the condition it both 

[PVPd]S dllc1 dl?I11eS fOL the slave. '1'l1e master cannat rest. That 

whjch IC'Vf>c1Ls hlll\ is dependent on constùnt action, Just as the 

s l ilve l s dcpüIHlcn l Oll the cons tant producti on of a future. The 

only dlffelPIlCC 1 S thal the masb~r 1s able ta secure 

illlfllortaitty llnou9h lh0 epic nature of his deeds, while the 

Sl..lVf~S dU' dOUHlPc! ln pass. 

The Greek clly-st~l0 wilh the replacement of a tyrant by an 

elllC' OPllIOClrlCY, dnd t.he insertlon of a Theoros, circurnvents 

this probLcIII. 

WJlhlll t hil t 

Il IIldlntains the framework of privilege 

cllcle of freedom, the enactment of it 

but 

is 

llllllC'lSLoüd as qranLed. Glùnted means given and implies consent. 

COllSPllL refer·s to olhers. 

In OUlf}! words, in any sltuation, human recognition, 

plOpPIIy sppakinq, J:pquires the presence of given being in 

ordPL" t () t~lIlergf:>. Given being is simply that which has reified 

ill il lU/ill. 'l'Ill' OpllOIl of free <becoming> no longer eXlsls for 

i t, tOI 1 t has dl rpê.lùy become. This means that the very act of 

puttillq lorw<1.ld ,Hl "1", of acting, demauds pol i teness: a 

CC'ltr11Il ll\()ll(~'3ty vls-d-V1S those others who are rendered <given 

b(,lll~p, 01) )f:'cti f18l1, ln the very thrawing of that action. After 

,111, OI1P mus l rel fy ù world 0 f sorne sort in arder ta create a 

(UlUI (' lut 0 wh i ch Lü act So • 

4\;lv"n "'la!" to hrlve [1 largely mell10cre Impact if Ilpproached otherwlse - ranglng 
horn IU'lt pJulll btltlnq, to kitsch, ta a qlorl(l~d alter of sexllallty 

')(lOt COUI'i~, polltfmesu falls by the \.;ay slde lf everyon~ ls recoqnized beforehand • 
fOl Uu' ,wlloll Itualf 1"1 \lIHhlIstood liS ln"lqntflcant It 18 not even a case of a conspicuaus 
.}t's~nU3 of 111è1IllW!H As Kunctll!<I Ilotes, "culture thal ceases ta cover its collective mouth when 
il Y<lWIl'l bptldi"-. " !'L'ile fil! heyund 1'001 JnilunelS. This in itself ls perhap'3 of little 
,'mIL t'Ill, hl\ It 19 !lymptom~l1ç c)f a L"!Hl1tl011 where action 19 voided of human contE"nt Actions 
IltAldll) 'l'nUnIl! \0 nll Il unythlnt] le~s than laboulinq towald IIctualizinu Il non 
,\llf"H'lltL~t"d l',n'llllle11l Olll(' .1q,~1n Um p,nôdox of Vlrtui'\l Reality.) 
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Any ploperly human action requ i tes d W l t I\Pf>S \vlHl 

temporarily stands lü De objectlfied. 'l'he wltncs5 IS simply lllt' 

disintelested party, lhE' repl esen l a II VH of <ln l) 1 dp 1." Whl('h 

imbues meaning III the being of thE' in lu l"f'S t l'li pd1 l 1 p~~ • 1 t 

everything lS chang 1 n~J and therc 18 IlO cons ldl\ l , how (' <111 OIlP 

make sense of where one has bpen and how onp qat lu W1H'lP lHH' 

is? The witnes5 then 15 the represenlc:lt lVl' 01 the- l\ldlllllt'dl"'iHl 

point, the uIllversal illlpll.ed III f~very symbol, <11Hl III t'VPly 

aspect of intentJollality. 

l can, of COUIse, be tha t w i LIl(:~SS 101 JIIy:~n l t 

especially slllce T need flot apo lü~ll ze fOL Illy 11ll1lldt\Pllt 

abjectlficatlon. The tlifflcully 15 b!::'llnq <lll lhl(~p ,Il OIICP: 

wi lness, mastel' anù sl<lve; actol-, opnel.-H'lol, dtld i 1I1'0l (Je.;; 

subject, abJect, dnù uni ver 8<11. Ill-:- l P.l Il 1 jps t hl' 

phenomenülaglcal blltlÙ spot. Ilowevp 1 , ta stdlHl III t tH' 

archimedean post lIon and be revüdled ilS al J t hn~p I~, ln bp <1 

hum an assuming the Iole of Ocul<ll Witnl's!~. 

The most siglllflcdnL c1lfff~(enCt~ betwepll G1Vl)1I dlHl Tlle 

large Glass, lS the lIteraI subslitulion uf Uw ObSl'LVPL fOI 

what was a representing devicp ln lhe earl1(~1 wOlk'd. (;'Vl'll I~ 

a mirrol' of The Large Glass. We know l hl:"; bP('dIlSP W(' 

immedlately recogni ze a numbt>J" 01 the eLernen1 sand lllt'IIlPc.; I\dIllPc! 

in 'l'he §.!:~eILB9~, half of which W8I(> consplC'llously 1II1SSIIlq 1 rOIll 

Tlle large Glass. Mi SSltls) even more CUIlSpI.C:uo\lsly IIOW, lIowPVPI, 

are the Malic Moulds and the Ocular WltrlPS! .... ps. 

The obse (ve r lS frozon, hi s/lw r peI.~ppcL 1 Vd! Vll'W 

solidl.fled l.n Durer-llke fashlün, let!. Lü ennfront rHl IlltPflHP!Y 

" ar tificlal scene" lhraugh <.ln al re.::lùy def lIW(] V()CitlHllrlt y (lJ 

symboJ S52. BuL why the extreme kit.sch as L h(~ lIlodp o! 

51". Water Wrlles Always ln • Plulal", p,l17 . 

52 ib1d p 110, 
1 will conlinue ta Uge the lerm "9ymool" ln the spnse t'o1t Il h,,'5 m!ldnt thrOu'IluJlJI II .. "" 1 ;J[," 1 • 
narnely 69 an 1ntentlolldlly un,j~r9tf)or1 c.oncept tl .. d to t)'lth <i "Ilqll ..,.TIf] ,j Ullllr~ PIlZ ';l)! '1 t", 
the ward "s1qu" ta ilV')ld confusion of the wlder ll~e of the tp.rm BylOhol li"! ,r~pl"""'I",,1 l'II' 
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IPpY("f,Plltrlt10n? J\r(~ we tu unclerstand it as Richard Kearney 

(]pf 1 ner.; t llr~ modf~1 Tl t rf_'Hel tuward artistic self-consciousness51 ? 

Il 18 preC1Sf.~Jy lhe clrcularily of the referents which ailows 

DuChe-lllli> t{) plcly: J1I1J/IeS1S in ils musl vulgar forlll. Duchamp 

(·ollf IOlllr; UIP V) l~weI wilh lhe 1Il0st literaI sJllllulation 

l/lIdqLlldlJlp (IS IbIS LI SllllUlilCrUI!\ in the commonly (nns)used 

1,('IlHf> dS 1 IlhoH'Ilt ly lUli.lullH::-nll.c). r,ùt what exactly is Il? With 

UUL <jclZ(' 11I1IllOblll:t.pd, wp stare heae-on between the legs of a 

younq <]IL1. BlIl the vaglna over wlllch we must traverse vJi.th our 

pyes lu'''' dpcl:"lvely off-centre. We are so acutely aware of 

h0t IIILH\~-.1 fOllS dl t 111C(~ (Tilt=> Lwo adjectives do not necessarlly 

helVl' 1(1)(, PdllPcl, ouL tlll::~y do serve ta heighten a\oJareness of 

Whcl t f'XrH l l Y 1 S UIP opera L l V0 mechani sm). Desi re arouseù by the 

lIloll'.;LI()W,'? I)y ùttlflce? The erotlclsm of the monster lS perhùps 

bl'~.,t t'xp' p<,<;(!d lI! the' chi11} ellge of the unknown. The I{nown us 

pdlt lctlly neqc\led 18 obviously more suseeptlble ta dissolution 

111 ttlP dHlnion of our COudlLlon, <1nc.11ess able to serve as the 

" S l clll dJIlCJ 1(!~3,~rVe" of hUlllüll becoming. As for ar'tlfice, it is 

llC'vpr lll(~ iSSUE' thal Lhe T epresentûtion lS a. subStl tute for the 

IPal tlllll~l. Onp IlPver confuses the one fOL the other. Olle is 

1II0ie <lllld:?('d dl lhe facL lhaL the mecharllsm works al al1, .Ill 

Spl tt' of t 111" knuwled9c oi ûIl operative simulacrum, thus leading 

011(' t () po~" i L Ule rtphrodl s 1 Re as belng even the sI ightes t 

dWcllPIlPSS of Lhe existence of a mecharllsm at aIl. J\uthentlclty 

1". OhVIOtisly 11 [Clevdut. One also repeats Soc rates , discovery 

of lhe lllvP of wu-,dom and the dpslrous affectIon lt arouses for 

.lll ll~}ly old mdll. We <He oùck at Lhe begInnlng with the 

IntItHludJOIl of JtlLentlollallty: BUlllan desire, if it is Lo 

levE'al d propeJ Ly human being capable of consciousness of self, 

rathel llk\l1 ci mOI(::- süntunent of self, must take as its abject 

':Ill(lt l"ut! Kf'.lrrH'Y. 1.", tUlf' notes: "j\ddress to McG111 Architecture 1I1story and Th4?ory". 
(Mollt r .. ,,\ r,>ln""ty. 1')<)\) 

la 1 htR h<lw ''''> lIIt> 10 Bvaludte fOL 1"](/11111'1 ... d David Lynch-lik ... self awareneas 

A l'I1fI ... "! l'h,ll.:lctpl:lzcltioll of trends ln .lIt aver the last decade 15 ta ward so-called "gelf 
""l'H:l')ll" ktt'wh" Wh! Il' bplllq llubbed "Post-modern" 1t la still employing eKaqerated 
'm"ùf'Itll',I" tOH hnlqu"H l'h~ SQ-cdll!:'d self-collBCious (tleconstructlnq) camera wark of the post
mo,tH!1l dll"l tn! 1"1 tHq\llrh!nqly slmllar to mltny 1 .. 55 pIf'tentious "self-referential" techniques 
"r (lIt'W ll.~t",n "!IIC'c1f>tll ,'lIt" Coml'a[~ the constant Shdky video camera of MTV ta l>Jarncc Bras, 
"1'IHl, !l.llllI,-k" 1>!If>Jf-' 11/lfty <Jf't8 1nta dn dlquemenl \dth hlS cartoonlsl. 
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something which is beyond the 9iven. It cannot bo él lump of 

flesh, the worù f1esh or the concept flesh, thOllqh cl1l thlPP 

imp1icltly to that proper object. Simlldlly, t hl' 

mechani sm i tsel f can no more be tlll ng 1 sh thdn Lall bp t IlP pl upp t 

object of desire. 1'11(' obJect t:h~Il must be th0 procl'ss 1\ sC'\ f·". 

Thus the only OpC'L,ll1ve mechculism III G1Ill']] If> thp dct Ion (lf Illy 

desire. What lS 1II0le is lhat dB It IS llItl(}p PXp\il'lt l>y Illy 

supplantll1g of the bélchelors, 1 undeIsL,Hld II dt .1 dlslcll\(,p, 

as 1 understooc1 thelt ('ole in Tlle Hlldp. Il 'S dh~~()l\ltl'ly 

crucial that 1 am presented wi th myse 1 f lait lnq (l~ <Ill ol'jl\c \ 

sorne thing wlnch lies beyond tnyself. The "M,llll' 1"1011lds" dIt' 

empty and in ef fecl doomed, fOL t hl' 1 r eSS(\IlC(~ l U:"'~; hpyolld Ilu'lIl. 

l\s it l.S beyond th0111, they <.110 at lIlost <l u~plC's('nLdt 1011 01 Ih,,1 

essence. They are as Ruch "thi lHJ Ish l' s" 

on the bride (cn 1..heir anImation. l t 18 by 1!lIs 

representation of me (ln winch l am uttL"Y ly <- <l1l9hl t 11(' 11I0ll\PIII 

1 recogn1.ze that Ilude), thüt l un<!PIst,md tbiS [ldld<10X. 11 J'; 

the actIon ot ùeSl18 Whlch C[Pdt<.>S I1IP. A ,:~orl nt ()[\dlll!";lII d'; 

Duchamp would hnve 1t. Not a deslre ft>t d Ihl1l9 dl dl 1, Im\ 

that l can create a self out of a paienL SI11I1I1c\ctlllll. I)psi Illlll 

desire. 

ThcIe is of course, much more. We alf~ totd ln 1110 flol(\<.; 

from ::n!~ __ G_~~.?D ___ ~_Q?i tl1ai the essence of Uw hrl(h:~, <If; opp()<;pd 

to the bachelors, lies wi thin her, but requl rc~s t hp /llPClldtllhlll 

of the Ocul ar Wj trlesses. Na i led as l am io Illy woodr:'11 duol, 

am somewhat relleved that l can bc of S(~[vJ{'e tu thp bllclp. At 

least l can provide her WItl! the IIllage oi lrr~r stripppd wld( Il 

g1ves her so mu ch pledsure. 

But who is the bride? Thal dyed f~xpans(' of plq-S){lll 

leather stretched ovcr cl sleel frame'? And I~> Lhis whoJp 

!J4'rhlt~ dl SClJtlt.ljf)tl {()ulrJ Ç()!lVArqely 0P""I up tt\P 9uJj1~·(t (Jf )fjVf:a. IIJJ lflVI,-., If·tlllfli Il't 

ta th"! condillon of my bp!/lq alld tll'~ circl .. , ! '" tl .. , (Hlqlnnl </lf\ L'l"" l'i III """ .. "". ,1 

debt. For th"! im"'18 nf anp';eif thi'll 0"'' rflCI)(!1I17.er; ,'" (.umpl",t.! le , '11ft ,,1 Ih.· ",,',, , III' 
person who pnatJlerj thdt rpcf)fjnlt1IHl. Sp~(lfj(. itl lh.,... t)P~JiltJvr. w~Jrr~ 11)' i~ 1~~ wtll' "llfJW''lIJ'P

ta appear humanly, to come hornlc! 11l1rj r'!~l (lernemher tht'.! Wd' r lllfj rn.I"I .. r ) '11"',1 r' J .. ,,,,,,,1 tH' 

closed, This wQuld r"lurn u" to the polltlC<ll re<lien on Iw') (()'Jlll>i 1)"", II l', (J,,,,,,(J '11111 

1n'3ofdr a,> the IndlvJ<JuJll, ,wu thereforp rTlU"It mov" (lJ'"r;r.,,, , r:ltIlI"JI crI-il 1 Il,,,,,1111 .Hl !h" 

1nd1viuuul 1'5 prohipmatlcillly disllnct fr",n trIe IJnl1'H'J'll '}"("'ll'lly (1)" wllil 'l'I'Hf'l 1I1.·t/'I'I'~, 

Kund"!ra, an<1 other"!, ')/1" PI,lll.lPH wl".t.,,, utl",ly rJellllmoJnl?l11'l (011, .. ,,1, 't'll'llldn 1"",· ,,1 

a-ùlC)tanr~ iq lor thp l11t,",rtm CP'9ult l"j ttlP cprjUf t l'Jn r)f tH~Jllq tf) d ~l",tl...., r'lr/f!~, flf 

rFlgelllmf~lIl 
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discussion no more than glorified anthropomorphism? 

Intelltiollallty lS rmlhropomorphism. The bride used to be an 

amorpholls expallsÛ brushed upon a sheet of glass. Was sIle more 

tenilhle (less Lhreé3lening) in an a.nbiguously relfied state'? 

P(~1 hc1pS l t w;u; lhe fact tha t the whole erotlc transference was 

carrip<! on tJy repT(~s('lntaLive figures. 

Bul th(~re lS no misté.lklng now that the bride is me. What 

l s more 1 s Uw t the pl easure i s real. For once, the 

phenollwnologlcal bllnd spot is removed, and my reified fleshly 

forlll, as Il é.lpp(:~alS hutné1nly, is presented to me. For as above, 

i t lS ùppeal ing cal1~.1ht in the midst of aIl three roles at once 

whu:h IS both lL{)oic, and salisfying. Notice my Llppearance as 

lhE~ bl1dl" 18 Ilot VlCé.lrlOUS ("del ay " belTlg the temporal formof 

human 'lpp<?aranCL', of how l appear as an obJect to myself), for 

in this CélSP, and Hl a tautologlcal construct only, 15 my being 

as ~~sjrIIlq deslre aimed at myself, and revealed as such. What 

18 reveale~ JII the bride as myself, is only a meaning creation 

in IIIId-dei: . 

Tho Wl Lnesses (plural) are nothing more than the symbols 

f~mpl oyecJ, ,weI ever -pl esent. They are me in my cont inui ty (al so 

plural). They are lhat which is recognizable and hence already 

pdrLIC'uldr ,lud ulliversai. 

* 
Stop. ObJectlons. First of aIl, it takes time ta think 

aIL t l11s. One lS Ilot aIl three at once (as in life). 

Furthf:.'IIllOl(~, grasplng the meaning as such, even if it makes 

senst' dS II lS presented above, leaves Olle only wlth a mental 

construct of a mechanism. A definltively thingish abject, a 

v l cal ious l y presented subJect, and a phenomenological bl ind 

Hpol securely in place . 
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This leads us to the last aspect of G1VE'I1. Our VlHy 

understanding of the human condltion, developed 10 thp fLlst 

parts of this thesls, assumed the plesencü of <-.glvf'n beuH]" in 

arder for the properly hUllliln ta emelge. fIl olhpl woxds, 1 t Just 

wouldn't do, if [ollowlIlg th,,", Sd(Hi of lllldelslculthIlq, OIH' Wcln 

simply ta be seveled [rom one's moùp ol bein(J. Il l~ l\pitlll.'l 

vlable Ilor necessarily d condition one dC'SlIPS. 'l'illls sllch dll 

understanding is reduced to usefulness, lilp vpry condltlO!l Il 

escaped in its lI1ception. Il- may be dishectrLt'lllllq tll"t W(l do 

not acllleve the sté\tus of gotls, but thp fclel tllet\. dll J!'tUIIIS 

ta <given belnq>, <loes hdve some benellts. Fust ut dll, WP 

must rec.:111 tlhlt [f~coqrllll0n req\llJü5 thp PIPSI'Il('P (lI 'qlVPrt 

being> • on l y bpcause 1 t must be 1 eCOlJlll z.ab l p by d 1 1\ 1 IIld Il 

(temporal) be1ng. Rmnembür <:llso lhtll [Pt't)(Jt11l1011 only Ill,lttpIS 

ta a temporal belng and has no v,11up fur PIUIOJ tht:' J\,\llll,d, 

or 9oc1s5~. As to ,given be1ng>, It LB slmply th<1l wlllch hd~; 

reified ln a form. To repeat, thE' option of 1 n~p "bPC·OIllIIHJ'· 110 

longer eXlsts for lt. The Duchamp rev(,éllp(} I>y "CIV('Il" l~, 

similarly alreaùy IE'lfled. Duchamp hUIISpII, tht>uqh lhp ('(PdIOI 

of the arena, is no more exc\.Isec] From th0 1 1II[Jl'1 ,d IVPS 01 

living. Thus the recognitlon securec1 15 no dll fplpnl 1101\1 IIt,,1 

implic1l in any geslure belonging to a tldtllt 1 Of Ir li Iy or !l'nlpd 

culture, [1.'()m eplC wor-ds and deeds to UH.? III0st l>dlldl qp!~t\1II"~ 

of politeness. As we sù1d at the beglllllll1q, Illf"-.,p 1II{'nldl 

gymnastics ln maklnq self-consClOllSnE'SS QxpllCll ()1l1y lJI'(,()II\I' 

an .lssue when the ordinary means 01 ~;PCIII'lllq th!' 1111111<111 l' • 

deprived and lhe properly human Plllf~l<JPS ;\S ,1 pJfJ/JI"1IIt11 J( • BIll 

while Duchamp romalns Cl thoroughly hlslor lt'dJ Iy fjJVPIl lJPlllq, 

his labours are nonelheless Inforl1lr~d oy ri vc'ty "Ill '-.1 01 Jr'dlly 

become" SItuation. The conditIon \J'Jhf>J(~ t hr> In\PJl: !(Hltll (JI 

"free" aspect 01 the very anlllld of bClllU C,1Jl br> IPJII()vl'd hpJonq', 

to a ci rcul ar cul tu re, even l fit contI I1Ij('~; 1 () (k' f J 1\(' J 1 ~~f' 1 1 

as still becamiIl~ (still working). In Ul(~ Idt I.er tlT1(lprl--lt,l/ldlli!j, 

it lS not a questlon of "can" b{\ removecl, but. dpppc)r~ dn "l', 

55Gods-to the eKteIlt lhat UI"Y <lr~ (,'Jd'i ,,1()I>~rly YI,,·.,klll'l /)11'1 ,,11\1,"/11 ',Illy III pl", Itou 

Judf!o-Chrlstl"H\ God 15 u9 51H,1l 0111 eIltlrely '1uel3t l'lIl-iIJJ., (()Jl'd ru' 1 'lI"" 1 th.,1 "" )., ., "l"/ll','" 
GQl1" and en'jdges 111 "'lythlnq aH humdJlly lalnt .. d Il'1 hl'~t')/y 
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r(!III()V/~r1 III pr lnCIpl(~tr, leaving only the process of elaboration . 

l Tl olhe! wo[{]s, lhe seJ f that can appear i s extremel y l irni ted 

by VlltuP of Ils Ovin self-understandlng. It tends to encounter 

changp w J Ul su J pr l se, whi le the former assumes dl f f erence ta 

br> th!' only fjlv8n. In olller words, it is an inverse 

rf~lall0I1sllJp. l\ sOcIety predicated on becorning (change) moves 

in il ~;ll)q\lli1rly 11near dIrectIon, wl1l1e a society predicated 

on stlllllPSS mOVPf~ wiLl) IncredIhlc ferocity in aIl dIrections 

SlfllultcU1PollSly. 'l'he process of valuation WhlCh creates the 

(ut-up> inlo Will ch one can flow lS ObVlously a function of one's 

past, êlnd 18 wholly predlcated upon it. An alrea(~1 closed 

parddiqrn, l\ND AHTTCULl\TED AS SUCH, reveals itself as pure 

posslbllJty. Conversely, a paradigm understood as open-ended 

spes aIl pOBS 1 b i Illy l Tl tenns of cl osure, whether 1 n fear of 

ClOSllIf~, or III pursuit of it. In an apparently open 

ulldersl,Hldlng, the appeùlance of closllre i8 Itself tied to the 

fUllctlOll o[ hUIneUl judgemellL impllcit in how posslbility 

appeilIS. [n othor words, when closure appears as an issue, il 

l S llIe'l ply oecéluso one has reached the pOInt ' .... hen one 1 s 

éJrticuL.llod self-undc~rstaIlc1ing and one's being conflIct, and 

proprn ly hurnan Jucl~p[[)ent cannet appear Wl thout a fundamental 

Chdn~l(! 1 Il t ha t ver y se If -understand Ing. 'l'hi 8 change occurs 

reg()Td10SS 01 the artlcn]dtion of the crisis. 

Culture thC'I1 18 always cilcular. This circularlty remalns 

Illtact [p9c1td]ess of specIfIe phenomenal reificatlons. However 

thuse ] f' l f l ca LIons d re formaI i zed the moment that ci rcul ar i ty 

clppe,lIS. V1Jtual reality lS ItS appearance. 'l'hat one's cultural 

belrl~1 rncW Of' Pllllrely threatened by this appearance has 

absoluLEdy 110 bf'LlllTl~~ on the limits of possibliities. In that 

JPspect nue need :kot worly If perturbed by the concept "End 

of III S t lH y". l'h(~ cr i s 1 S 1 s the subJect' sand merel y determines 

llow posslblllLH:'S appear and how their meaIllngs can be 

t111det'slüod . 
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This thesis has itself come full circle. If OI\P i5 l(>fl 

wi th an empty fee 11 ng, wonderi n~J jus t how opt 1111 i st i calI y t () 

bel i eve prOllouncernell ts abou t new pOSS 1 bl lit 1 (,S, t h0n OIlP ShtHll li 

remembûl lhd.t lt 18 Ilot a mat t01 for prO!lOUIlC'('lUpnt. Opt tll\h~1l\ 

and pessimism belüllg to the Sdme ~Jll)UIH1. 'l'hp ollprl!,!t IPll of OUt' 

mah:es sense only in lerm8 of tla:- olhL'I' and thp IWll, tHlJy ln 

tenns of a Illnlted horizon. 'l'a t-he (-___ xt0nl t1ltlt lt lS p{J',slhll', 

one must realize the absolutf"~ opaclty of th0 IUtI11P. Not III 

sorne nalve "objecllvP" seJlSE> o[ Ilol }tIlOWllHJ wllclt Wl II hdPP('II. 

But tha t i ts appedrance i s a 1 ways by W(1Y 0 f l hc~ Pd~; t • 

Insofar as lt 18 absurd tü <.ugUf' CI IhltUI<11 Ilqht 01 ,1 

natllra l l aw rega rd i rH-1 the human wor 1 d, Il woul tl hl' pqu,.1 1 y 

absurd that the human world pleSUll\{~d tu crPcdp llh OWIl nilluIP 

ex nibi la for ltS appeilri1nce. In a sensl', i t h,-l!, cll !l'ddy pdld 

a price III 

towùrd 1 ts 

its appearaI1ce ln 

future. What 15 

tha t i t Cc1llflOI _ I(I~w Ilpul [ cl 1 1 Y 

t Il,1 t 

nature, 15 lhat 1 t changes. ThE' 1Il0sL CT Il iCrlJ qup~,,1 i011 W" (",Ill 

consider at Uds point is how 11 chaflt:jp<;. 

Hence th(~ hesltatioll. One is 10ft wlth nnly wll.ll OIlP 

know5. This 18 lhp post (ilS Vi('o Ob~H'Jv(>d) hlll (Jill' ('.\11 IHI 

longer be Ilùlve about Ils fuLll]'('. Olle ln IE'ft wI111 1 li,· 

followlIlg dllem: 1. On the one hiHH} OIlP hdf; no 111JliI to dlllllll 

any gJven future OVl'r iUly other, by ilny [cilIOlld)P. 'l'iii:; l', tCl 

say one cannat dPllY chaIlge or "PI()lJTP~';f3". fly 1 hf! ',,1111(' 1 (JI{('JI, 

on e 11 a 5 an ab sol u U~ de b t t 0 th fi l wh j cil pp mil t !-; or J( , t (\ ,1(' 1 d t 

aIl, thp ground l>y which tlllngs tnke on <-III dppedrïJIIC(>. I\rl' 

these polarltips of hUlIlan expürH~ncp, IntH~n'IlL)y HIlJllldlly 

exclusive? 

We have illready seen that clltica] for lHI llnd .. r~~tdJl(ljl1q 

of intentlonality, was an account of I:h(_· paTadoxic:,tl (pJill J(HI 

of appearance and freedom: j .f~. propel ttnnklnq dml pJOpf'I 

willing affirTll the COnc1Jtlons WhlCh CTPdlp ttH~1!l III tilp 1J/':1 

place, but simlliH ly ex) st onJ y Hl C'I rur . 

From the starL we are faced wlth the phC>llOIllPW)!O(jl('dJ tJllllr1 

spot but 'VJ!: are accountaulp to UH! condition;; of tJOtli it', 
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llliti~l appearance and its removal. Regarding its appearance, 

1111lially. we ~an avoid the issue by dlsrnissing its occurrence 

as a nACPsslty. Regnrdlng its rernoval, we can chaose to view 

il sa] pl y through the hlstorlcal ci rcumstance WhlCh render 

~-;plf-C011S('lOUSlless a problematlc in the first place. ln this 

CélSf: wc> would b(~ ](~éld ta confront the fundarnental polltlcal 

11I()vr~IllP1l1 of lIl" w{~sl. J f we contlIlued ta maintaln that thlngs 

Il(>üd tlul llclve been lhis way, implied ls the conclusion that 

hllllliH1S ('él/1 clnnge lhings. If humans can change things, theyare 

Bot al lhc! mercy of E'xterlor forces. Thus change ls human ta 

the (](.}ÇJH'(~ 1l1at Il reveals the propelly human, rather than 

ch;ulcP fou'ps bt>YOll<1 one 1 s control One lS hamstrung on the 

horns of c\I1 apOIla: one deflnes oneself fundamentally as 

Illstolici11 (change 18 the basis of one's belng) yet the 

j Ildbi l j 1 Y Lü decoun t for that change depri ves one of the free 

aspect Illtrlnsic lo it. Rightfully or wrangfully, ]udgement 

must I>e l'nélch'd lInrnedlate ly, not according ta some deferred 

st all(},H cl . 

Anotllel dlternallve lS ta affirm the necessity of 

app(~alclIlC(l throuSJh a complete account of the appearance af 

IlltQnUoIli.illty ln the [1Ist place. This jmplies that one is no 

Lonqf~r dtTountclble unly to the specific conditions WhlCh gave 

Ilf;P to thp (~){pllCéltlll!J prablpIndtlc, but ta worlù hlstory in 

1 t s enll H~t y. Olle 18 dC'countabl p ta the appearance of the " l " 

Idther tllclTl éHl "T dS ••• ". 'J'hu!:> one is accountable to the 

I1IPdI11n~J (IntI ,\ppearC1nCQ of absolute self-cansciousness. 

ln the first case one was 1eft with only the appearance 

of il splf III CI1Sis, a self scrambllng ta secure its own 

,1ppear é1JlCP. 

Tha t C J l~; l S l S "how does one j udge". From what we have seen 

thus far, If the future lS properly spea}ung, opaque, then 

jud~-lf>lI\(lIll is 1()ward the' past, and lS in effect identica1 ta 

SOl'lI r lllq one' S clppparance humanl y. Thi s amounts, ln the context 

01 ,1 1l1storÎcally-t)ecome 1>eil1g, to the appearance of self

(,oIl~ciousneRs. Bul regardless, ]udging remains securing. 
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This is to say, judging ls always dirpcted tuwards the 

pasto Hence action lS always backwards. The paradox lies then 

in the understanding of the di fference between aet ion ilnd 

appearance. Again let us consider the situation where this i8 

radicalized and thus expllcit. 

If one can only speak "backwards", speech ls fOlmdllz~d 

in the cantext of the historically-become individual. If 

everyone is culturally glven by this situation, il ls spnply 

taken for granted and nef>d not arIse as a question. H('9,11dllHJ 

a politl.cal ûgenda, the elabordtioll of an alrpiH!Y l1\1pllpcl 

condition does not qualify as edher "pol.Llicdl spp(>cll 01 

action". It lS simply labour that has to be done. 'l'Ill S dnp~ not 

denigrate the value of Ruch labour, lt must 0(' dont> by 

deflnitl.on of the world which gave lt an dppe(lTdlw(' in thp 

tirst place. 'rhe labour: amounts to the actuill izat lon ot whc\l 

can be cancel ved and thus g1 ves [orm ta llw bei nq tn wl\om t h,-\t 

appearance belong8. 'rlle wider the range of posSlbLllt IPS wllJcll 

can appear, the faster one can maye . 

'rhus the pnradox. An individuùl already flt~c:ur(-~d in 1 t!:l llC!lIH], 

undeI"stands both the 1 i 1111 ts of appearance (thp <'tûLl olt OT Il\d 1 

speech) and the prlvilege of acting in it!3 IlcllllfL The' wOlld, 

tha t pr 1. vil ege opens up cannat be j udged f r: 0111 hure. W(~ w 1 1 l 

have already been judged . 
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