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ABSTRACT

This thesis cons:iders the notion that it 1s the future which
judges the present and that Judgement is always guilty. 1In
effect Lo understand modernity on 1ts own terms one would havo
to 1ngquire 1f we have any more i1ight to affiim a grven future

than to deny one?

The ruestion arises as tollows. If a subject eoxists prior to

the process which 1s 1ts being, an uncomfortable aporia ensues.

Firstly, 1f being human is understood as "becowming”, 1.o.
liumans can and do appear through the enactment of change, then
"being"” itself 1s temporal. How then does this self secure 114
appearance other than through the very process it assumes
itself to be prior to? Such a securing would tmply an absolute
uniformity and homogeneirty not predicated on human-enacted
change. If securing is in fact the awm of appearance, and
therefore the operative term 1n judgement, what then are the

consequences of action in terms of Created 10sults?

In other words, what are the consequences of Lhe temporality
of "being'? 1t continues to produce a world. The soecond
question then 1s: how does one judge, make and act, toward a

future which properly speaking, cannot be our rightful concern?

The question 1s approached initially through a disncugsion of
the integral terms. In the final chapters, an attenpt is made
to understand the premise of Marcel Duchamp's £tant Donnés
Duchamp's work is taken as paradigmatic of making circumvent ing

the aporia of self-revelation through becoming.




ARTIFICE ET TEMOIN

REPRESFNTATION, JUGFHENI FT RESPONSABILITE SPLON UN ENCADPEMENT IMMEDIAT

Cetle these considére 1'idée que c'est le futur qui juge

le présent, et que ce jugement est nécessairement coupable. En
fait, pour comprendre la modernité dans ses propres termes il
faut se demander si nous avons plus le droits d'affirmer un
futur particulier que de le nier.

Si un sujelt existe avant le processus qui le révéle, on abouti
a un aporia.

Premiérement s1 "l'étie" est compris comme quelque chose qui
est toujours en cours de creation, comment peut-il donc se
concréeétiser sans ce processus de création. Cette
concrétisation, qui implique une uniformité et une homogénéite
absolues, ne doit pas étre basée sur la reconnaissance humaine
du changement. S1 la concrétisation de "l'étre" est en effet,
l'intention, elle est donc par conséquent la base du jugement.
Quelles sont donc a terme les conséquences du resultat des
créations.

En d'auties mots quelles sont les conséquences de cette
temporalité de 1'étre: Elle construit un monde. La deuxiéme
question est comment juger, créer et agir a travers un futur
a proprement parlé celui-ci est le fait d'une projection du
passé.

La question est abordée initialement & travers une discussion
concernant les termes intégrants. Dans les chapitres suivant,
l'effort est de comprendre les prémisses du Etant Donnés de

Marcel Duchamp. Le travail de Duchamp est pris comme modéle de
contournement de l'aporia dans la révélation a travers la

création.
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PRICFEFEMANCIS

The word "history", could it be innocent, would bhe
nothing but a (dis)order of which one has taken note. But that
differences from one moment to the next should even appear as
"difference", 1s already an orientation towards  1ts use.
History, 1in taking note of differences, is characlecizned by
change. The fact that history moves means the {uture witl come
to pass. For one submerged in this process, a name 1s o reqguried
for the vantage from which one gazes toward the unknown
future: A future which will surely pass this way, and which
will become a past which has not always been so. Having
Ccreated this position ovut of nothing more than an orientat ion,
the potential of change becomes both apparent and valuable,
The future which appears on the horizon and {ho berng which
enacts that future are mutually credible i1n their resonance.

A vantage from which change 1s enacted 1i1s nothing shor t
of godly. In a finite world of prescribed but uwitimately
unknowable limits, such a potent vantage can only bhe
understood by that which prescribes the vantaqge in the first
place. A human endeavouring to occupy such a posilion, must do
so in the name of whatever has crealed him. History appears as
History, with a monumentality fi1tting such consecrated change

This makes both the necessity of change and a being which
changes, not only workable assumptions, but heirs to a
tautological truth in their circular appearance. The

reverberation 1s from the most basic level of experience. The




prescribing limits are as real as that experience. One does
not apprar wilthout the other.

Moreover, there 18 a coeval tension 1n these limits.

things appear now by virtue of "change", a new experience --

the appearance of on origin and an end -- must be named and
reconcirled.

This tension can play itself out through a number of
paradigms. However, the most simplified (though perhaps the
most preosuamptuous) would apparently be this: How things appear
and subsequently are valued is a function of the process of
creation itselt. In other words, the ends remain entirely
within the means and no external agent 1s called upon to
consecrate or justify the "being" of such a subject. The
presumptiveness lies in the attempt to disregard the external,
or transcendent portion of a temporal engagement of the world.
Dut can this ever be done away with? Take for example an
ordinary stick. What, 1if not transcendent, i’, the simplest gap
created and employed in rendering undifferentiated matter into
that very rvecognizeable stick? Further, how can then, a stick
appear as a spear? If the ends were entirely within the means,
what magic would be called upon to provide that crucial gap:
to allow something to be other than what it already is; to
give a future that does not yet exist, a face so that we may
even act toward it?

What must be present for the openning of possibility? To
whom, first of all, may this possibility appear?

What happens when, eventually, the ends of change appear

within the very institutions humans recognize as their own




creations and not those of some distant deity? The pride they
feel may Justifiably lead the truth of 1esonance, so long
enacted, Lo appear as a tiulth of corirespondence

Accompanying the freedom from a demand:ng deity, {s the
humbling realization that action 1s not only overcoming but
the necessity of passing 1 turn'. If the attomupt 18 to clamm
the vantage from where one greelts the future, as a human's
own, one is respcusible for both 1 s making and the eweryencs
of its meaning. One 1s indeed left with only the process. One
can then refer to no more than the vantag.'s temporal natare:
it is simply "modein’.

Is '‘modern' then a resignation to change for change's
sake? While these changes may be enacted in the name ol a
greater agenda, what 1s the necessity of such an agenda?
Initially we stated that appearance and the being to whom that
appeararnce can occur are coeval. We have not 1nvestigated this
yet, but we can already surmise that in the appearance of
meaning, Jjudgement must already be at work. This is only
because appearance itself 1s either ex nihilo or the proauct
of some process. [f 1t is ex nihilo, one must account tor the
possibility of further change (1tself a creative process). It
it is a were natural process or the result of an external
agent, one is still called upon to account for the possibility
of properly human iniytiated change. The point oif this is the
absolute non-neutrality of appearance. Judgement is apparently

not a dis-interested function.

lS«E:e Hans Jonas, "Gnosticisgm Existantialt«m ond Hihtlinn®, Tha Guogbic Religion p 127
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To return to a 'modern' stance, or one predicated on pure
change, one must again ask if it 1s 1indeed the least
encumbared of paradigms, free of obligations to cruel and

exacting deities?

Two hundred years of hard labour within a process' known
ends leads to a certain malaise. The 'modern' comes to be
classified as a historically-dated position characterized by
a naive attitude toward human action and 'truth'. The period
to which this attitude belongs is called modernity. To speak
this way is to intimate that one 1s outside it and no longer
naive.

If this characterization is uttered from the standpoint
of one beyond modernity, one would have to ask the relation of
the one looking back to the object of description. If one does
not belong to modernity, to what exactly does one belong? It
would seem modernity is hardly something unto itself. It
belongs squarely to a temporal engagement predicated upon
change.

While this thesis is not specifically about the limits
of modernity per se, it must establish a basic relationship
between appearance and temporality in order to attempt a
discussion of fabrication and meaning. We should begin with
whether modernity merely makes explicit a specific paradigm
implicat 1n a historical orientation. If then. by definition,
it 1s critical in 1ts attitude to what 1t is and what it will
become, what are the assumptions of a critical stance? Is a

critical stance necessary?



This thesis draws primarily on the arguenents and issues
brought to light in W.T. Darby's The Feast: Meditations on

Time and Politics. Darby considers Alexandre Kojéve's "Hegyel",

and as such, is obliquely via Heidegger. The object of the
meditation is specifically an account of political action as
a form of <making>, in light of Kojeéve. What is particular to
this thesis, is the attempt to make sense of the tiemendous
importance attached to Marcel Duchamp in 20thC. while

understanding the implications of a "work" as such. In this

respect, I have merely explored the terrain 1laid out by

Octavio Paz. )

Rima McGown and Alexandre Vuillot aided in the

preparation of the final text.
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MOBTLINE: ANOTHER PREFACE TO THE INTRODUCTION OF DESIRING DESIRE

PAre Uhus Corneqidouille' Nous n'aurons point tout démoli si nous ne démolisons méme les

ritnea. Or ja n'y vola d'autre moyen que d'en 4quilibrar de beaux édificee blen ordonnéasg!
~Alfred Jarry

Modernity, if it can be said to exist at all, takes as
its ground pure change. Modernity then in its appearance, 1is
always as it already exists and is therefore, past. And as
such, the movement it engenders is always reactive. One must
overcome that which exists already in order for one to appear
in the future. Modernity is such by virtue of the absolute
constancy of its movement: things which not only change but
appear because they are given by change. The appearance 1s by
virtue of the fact that not only can they be succeeded but
indeed must be succeeded in order to legitimize the very
ground of that appearance. Thus modernity is characterized in
countless terms varying from outright nihilism to the more
circumspect but cynical, "spirit of critique"?,

A critical movement is distinct from movement as such,
much as a vector is distinct from a force. The added dimension
does not refer to the force alone but to the appearance of
that force. The force 1s understood as an object in its
relation to a perceiving subject. How an object is revealed
for an "other" is to make explicit the object's usefulness. It
is already a THING, recognizable in its significance, both
past (actual) and future (potential). Explicit in the
usefulness of this appearance is the concept of an atemporal

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

?Octavlo Paz Children of the Mire. (Cambridge, Maas.: Harvard University Press, 1974)
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observer, but similarly the obseiver secured i1n that relation.
Given in any relation is the possibility of the si1gnificance
of that relation enduring. This means, in the immediate seuse,
that all relations and their significance form the matter, the
very substance of the human condition. 1t is this matteor which
is the natural given being of a being becoming human: the
ground from which one continually re-starts, judging and
acting toward a future. Furthermore, implicit In each and
every relation is an Archimedean point not disturbed by the
vagaries of situation, a vantage which renders the appearance
always useful: fully recognizable at all times, in all places,
for all individuals.

To return to modernity and the question of a "pure"
becoming vs. a necessarily critical becoming, our own
questioning must consider the nature of ascribing value to
this Archimedean point. In essence, can one engage a future
opened up by possibility {ree of its necessity?

Is it only chance that "time" should find its way 1nto
the natural sciences at the same point Science (episteme)
first endeavours to treat human history as a worthwhile
category of accountability. The natural sciences, herctofore,
had been predicated on a geometric (but still unknowable )
scheme of nature. Similarly for philosophy, history and
accountability were mutually exclusive only because if it was
History, it was in God's hards, and 1f it was history, it was
subject to the whims of men, and therefore changeable. Change
and the limits of knowledge, as change and geometry, were

irreconcilable. But here, Newton's vectors appear quite

12



naturally alongside notions of human being as becoming?. We
would in fact be led to posit a social requisite at work to
account for individual human initiated change as a universal.
But are these just isolated examples of human experience. If
anything, the embracing of time would appear in all spheres of
everyday life and be explicit in precisely how those spheres
were manifest. Thus one would expect to find a certain
consistency in all aspects of life from bodily preservation to
fabrication of a world to political action within that world.
In detail, this would include attitudes to the body, medicine,
sexuality, the production of culture, political reform,
education and the general institutionalization of normative
processes.
Since we are connecting the scientific revolution and the
overall blossoming of modernity with the attempt to treat
human time as a quantitative facet of the physical world, we
would expect to find parallels between developments in the
applied sciences, and the explosive specialization of the
social world. The fracture of everyday life seen as synonymous
with modernity can also be viewed as a parcelling up into
workable portions ot what amounts to a very cohesive project:
construction of the fully recognized social individual.
Looking back, does a separation actually ever occur
between making, ethics, and our biological existence as

natural beings? Is it possible to separate ethics from our

3Ona may arque over who this development in ontology belongs to: Vico or Kant. While
Vico implicitly raisas the question of man's historical becoming, Kant specifically phrases
it in terms of the individual.
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making, nay, from our sheer existence in the world? Or have woe
never separated them but rather enacted precisely that which
we hold to be dear and by which we appear in the fi1stl place?
Does our attitude to all three precisely affirm an
understanding of the future which secures the tftuture
beforehand and therefore already acts upon 1its judgement ol
that future? What are the consequences of this action, given
@ capability to achieve a desired end?

Ethics 1mplies a responsibility to a plurality of
individuals on the part of an acting individual. The
responsibility, however, 1s not a question of duty on the part
of the individual but is born of what allows that 1ndividual
to appear Ex Nihilo to himself and to the others, before all
of whom stands that action. If action 1n 1ts wellspring is
political to the degree that it secures the actor in his
recognizability as a human being, then everything that humanly
appears is political in its essence, either dirtecclly or 1n its
absence. The sphere of action in which one makes, judges and
appears humanly is the polis.

To return to the tripartite distinction of making, ethics
and the biological, 18 not the modern polis precisely this
ident:fication of the body politic with a plurality of flesh:
of individual, daistinct persons, each fleshly wumit being
equally recognized, secured and protected by the whole, by

virtue of its biological existence®? It follows that all action

4If abuses or failures exiast, they do 80 ag such, jnefficienctiey etfther nn tha part
of the individual or specific applicationg of the aystem, not as privilaeqgaed nrcourtane sy [ he
principle itself remains not nonly as tenable but necessary and abseolute
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Appears vis-d-vis this securing of an atemporal freedom, a
condition of actualized recognition wherein protection (force,
will) is not imposed from outside but is entirely consistent
with an i1ndividual's own aspirations. This is of course
equivalent to removing the human dimension of change or
difference®. Thus the operative condition by which all action
appears (what allows the crucial space of difference wherein
a human future may appear) is itself the actualization of a
non-differentiated condition of being. Biological = fabricated
= appearance®’.

It also (f{ollows that the splitting up into facets
(naming, objectification), i.e. human life, is none other than
a permanent process of deferral allowing a constant
dialectical movement of appearance and action to occur. This
is negating action. Since the appearance of an absolute would
mean no negation could take place, the unaccountability of the
dialectic from within (a standpoint within time) is requisite
to its very existence by its own terms. Similarly, the end n»f

the process is given internally and not by some externally

[
“one way of course ask here the necessity of actualizing a conceived condition. The
angwat mmust be fmplicit in the operative terms and not extarnally imposed,

It one temoves all external directives as to how ona should act or why one should act, one
te lett with only that ons can act. Yet this already has assumed the possibility of being
other than what is (change) Having understood or conceived of a possibility, one is required
to enact {t tn order to create a new pussibility. One's own appearance as a human 18 asa
dependent on the passing of what one enacts as {t i{s on the enacting itself.

Stmilarly, having undeistood the necessity of acting, one is also faced with being able to
act in more than one way, yet being able to enact only one possibility at a time. One realizes
a certain equality of actions in effect I must 1ecognize other possibilities by virtue of
the fact that | act. Remambering what makes the modern different from all other humans is that
he/she claims to have rsmovad all pretence of external 1asters. He/sha is its own master.
Therefore while there are a plurality of possibilities, their paradiqmatic orientation is
rendered the same  For exanple, in a modern state such as Canada, a Muslim, & Hindu, and a
Jew a1l wnact their own meaning under precisely these conditions {(willingly of course) thus
fortmalizing their 1eligious attitudaa ana rendering them historically mute.

Of coursge thin 19 only a crisis in the first place for a being predicated on change.

hl‘hlq condttion {w of courge hoth the philosopher's stone and what we commonly call
tiuth or authenticity



imposed condition, by definition. Thus the end 1s 1eached at
the mwoment the process appears as such -- when abuses can
appear only as abuses. And action -~- all action, no matter
its degree of sense, non-sense, or wilful anti-sense  ---
appears as work, the 1labouring alignment of theory and
practice.

But how can we speak of processes with known ends, and
action as only labour, in regards to a being whq’ takes
negating action as its very condition of being, and therecfore
requires the possibility of the entirely free act? 1Is there
an irony in the modern polis which maintaing its legitimacy 1n
light of the Greek formulation of the concept, and not in
spite of it?

The Greek polis, as a privileged sphere free of necessity
existed by definition in stark contrast to that which gave it
its form: namely, neccessity. The modern polis 18 a soclial
sphere, as opposed to a political one, because privilegoe
becomes right bLy virtue of existence. This 1nverts the
relationship of necessity and freedom by establishing the
ethics of necessity as a temporary but necessary cvil to be
overcome within the framework of an atempoiral freedom.

The notion of the polis, the public space where the truly
human emerges, is coeval with an understanding of why and how
one makes. To begin with, the political situates 1tself ag
distinct but relative to the human as a natural being (a
fabricating being continually rewriting the meaning of jts
condition) vs.a purely acting being (one that can always do

otherwise). Inherent in the latter 1s a being that doans not
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simply continue the natural movement of 1ts condition but can
momentarily break it, and if only for an instant, enter the
realm of the gods by achieving thalt which 1s not natural.
Conversely, what 1s enacted must have an appearance: it cannot
be simply different or "other". Its recognizability would
fmply some sort of reiteration. What characterizes +the
political then, 1s not only acting other than in the natural
foreseeable passage of past to future, but by humanly takaing
the future 1n hand by way of the past. The action is
recognizable not as a re-enactment of a specific past but of
an atemporal universal (the godly). What 1is specific in the
tteration is what binds the action to the givenness of the
world which gave birth to it. The scaffold, so to speak, of
human action in its epic or universal sense, is "making", pure
and simple. The political, or that which concerns the polis,
has always been vis-d-vis techne. When the framework of action
is necessity, the human is framed by the privilege of excess:
I can -- a limit condition. "1 can" does not specifically
engender the necessity of further change.

When the framework of action becomes freedow by necessity, as
opposed to birological necessity, all action becomes
production: the prvoduction of freedom, or the necessity of

history. The necessity of history amounts to the future
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realization of an atemporal or non-changing condition, f.e.
the actualization of that freedom’.

To repeat, if all action 1s production, then all making is
according to a very human and divinable order (logos). Techne
can only be technology. Moreover, since the polis Is action's
means of appearance, which is to say technology, then the

polis is technology®.

The issue for this thesis 1s not to prove the appropri -
ateness of architecture as a mode of thinking or the worth of
actualizing thought. Nor is it to c¢=’ .i¢ ,ue events In order tao
arrive abt a description of wne present, the question being
neither one of fault-finding nor pondering how things could
have bheen otherwise. The usefulness for the future of such
observation is much too apparent. Resentment Loward the past
does not lie in the fact that a wrong step was taken somewhere
along a historical unfolding, but exists because the endeavour
of reflection itself 1s historically-ygiven. Since neirther
reflection nor action are intrinsically reactive, the
reactivity lies in how the hermeneutic appears. In olher
words, the very terms by which the enacting subjoect i

revealed humanly. The political aspect or human aspect of the

7Emerqencn of the properly human than becomes dependent not on the re anactment of a
traqic given but on the re-enactment of the all inclusive. In short the qodly as opponed 1o
the traqgic, the geometric as opposed Lo the temporal.

An account (now a phenomenology), to be adequate must in fact he not an adequates descript ton
of becoming understood from the stand point of ona s8till bacoming (Imposatble) but indesd from
and for the ones who have already becoms,

8Technoloqy 19 a catchword which encompausass blog (pure natuirsl exintance), athics,
and techns. To separate any of the three terms and agguma they can be underatoord asparately
i8 to defer ad infinitum ever arriving at thes esgence of any one of the terms except {n tearmg
of some always future appearance.
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revealed sgelf appears diametrically opposed to the action
which reveals 1t -- the absolute usefulness of tbe hermeneutic
performed. This i1nherently demands a further overcoming and a
deferral of the tension. The satisfaction of a humanly free
action, one of excess, is preempted by the terms of its
appearance and the aporia is explicait.
The very nature of the aporia allows one to see that a so-
called decisive historical slip-up, as a negation of one
existing condition, now appears to be an affirmation of its
operative world-view. The present, 1n that it appears as such,
is the only means of acting towards its own future. The future
appears as a "thing" beyond the abyss which separates 1t from
the present, and a thing 1s always intentionally loaded by
what has already appeared. An observer wishing to approach the
past would acknowledge that he must understand his own
present, the present of the past, and the path between them,
in otder to unfold the circle. He is then confronted with the
frugstration of being bound by his relationship to a past
action - bound by his very understanding of that
relationship. It forms a precondition to his existence and he
is already constrained in a way that the original actior
appears not to be.

One can raise a question as to the nature of The
"original" action in all its implications, or dismiss its
possibility ani name the reactive process as the very form of

the human condition. One could then take sclace in an

19



open-ended process by which frustration is sublated as elation
by the necessity of exploring possibility”.

Whether one is elated or depressed, in eithe:r case one'g
relation to the future is one of avoidance: One wishes the
continuity of the present into that future in order to
guarantee it. No matter what the stance, the future Ly
definition must judge the present guilty 1n order that it, the
future itself, can come to exist. It must be "other".

Thus the aim of this thesis 1s to take setrfously the
notion that it is the future which judges the present, and
that judgement is always guilty. In effect, to understand
modernity on its own terms we must ask whether we have any
more right to affirm a given future than we do to deny one.

The problem is twofold. First there is the aporia which
demands that a human given by becoming appear in a way other
than through enacting change. In other words, olther than
through that which is his being. And secondly given that that
still requires the production of "stuff", of a world, and
"worlding", how does one judge, make and act toward any future

which may or may not possibly be our concern?

91t should he evident that the attitude of frustration or aslation 13 complataly haside
the point given that the fundamental relation to a temporal condition 18 jdentieal It 18 not
a case of whether one adopts a pessimistic or an optimistic dmmaanour for 1in bhoth canes,
judgment toward the future {8 based on a personal willing toward that future: bhoth springing
from the same exigency to gquarantse a direct continulty of an underatond preasant and to e
the perilous demand of acting 1into error

20



A SHORT DIGRESSION

#in lleu of a lexicon of t&rmslo

Firgst 1s the question of theory. It refers to the
discourse of what 1is true where truth is both the means of
defining what can and ought to be known, and the standard for
judging these rightful ends. This is also an attribute of
philosophy, so to be c.ear as to the specificity of theory, we
would have to establish its adequate definition. As to the
etymology of the word, it is generally taken to be derived
elther from Theos, of or pertaining to Gods directly, or from
the theoros, the silent observer who graced the political
activities of the Greek City State, with only his presence. Now
these two sources are in essence equivalent. This in itself is
important and we will examine why in the course of the paper.
For now 1t matters only in that we can proceed safely.
Derivative accounts in no way fundamentally change our
assessment.

Theory, while sharing its end (what is "True") and means
("discourse" or "dialectic") with philosophy, functions at the
level of the universal. Philosophy, however, is contemplation
of the soul in its singularity vis-a-vis its own death.
Conversely, jus* as a city, through its political actions,
could not be said to share i1n the realm of episteme, were those
actions not recognized Dby an equally free and worthy
representative of another state (the theoros), the philosopher
can hardly abstain from all human contact. In fact despite his
interaction at atl levels of human society (from the
marketplace to the pclitical forum to the private feast), the
forum where he 1s ultimately called upon to account for

himself, literally at the risk of death, is education. That is

lo‘hlg chapter 1s a rapid historical survey, brazenly committed as a means of
axplicating why certain htstorical events and understandings ramatin central to our own
accountahility In efiect {t is a rather forceful arqument against current misuses of the
marging of histoty, or "minot literatures” vs. the mainstreams of Western thought. For the
momant , the arqument here i1s historical. It pertains only to the West as "history" is itself,
a western understanding ot <beings.
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to say, what 1s the meaning of his speech 1n 1ts univeirsal
sense. How does it stand paradigmatically.

Philosophy, then, is an account of the particula - as a
universal.

Ultimately then, what 1S the diffetence between
philosophy (actualized thought as speech at the level o' the
particular) and theory (understood as speech i1n light ot the
Good as a universal and actualized 1n practice through the
specificity of an action? What |is wholly necessary in \ he
philosopher is his refusal to go on at any point with tile
dialectic until he can give an adequate account of his self at
that moment. Thus both philosophy and theory are discursive,
and that discursiveness moves through and by accountabirlty.

Now 1t 1s not by accident that the good of philosophy and
the gods of theory should be equivalent but, apparently not
identical. Or rather, that they are identical but philosophy
should, 1nitially opt for a different term. As we sard, theory
is by virtue of the divine (the means of defining what can and
ought to be known), therefore 1t is thoeory boecause 1t {9 1n
relation to that which is and does nolt become: thal which 1y
identical to itself (in Lhe fullest sense ol the word, I=1}.
Now for the man of action, who acts for glory and his city's
glory, his actions must be guided hy what 1s universally
recognizable as glorious or else he cannot act. This is not to
say he creates a god by brute force in the imuge o! what he
would like to be; 1t is only to say that the nature of hio
actions allows only an account of an 1ndividual as A universal .
This is because the risk of life for honour's sake 1s the
action pavadigmatic for all action which 15 truly human. The
risk of life 1itself accords nothiny to the specitic person
beyond a universal altribute: the overcoming of bhiologficeal
necessity. Risk of life 1s essentially the same 1n all cases
and does not reveal anylthing particular n  the way of
"worlding". In no way 1s anyone transformed in any terms other
than life and death.

Now political speech and action, i.e. the activities of

the polis, properly speaking, do not involve risk of 1i1fe. Then
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how can recognition be accorded the deeds as universally
honourable and therefore good? The theoros then, as an equally
free and worthy citizen of another state accords the
recognition of an equal in battle where neither of the
combatants submit. Hence the recognition accorded, 1s that of
equals universally worthy of honour. Thus in the case of the
theoros there 1s no r1isk of life. One might also note that a
civilization structured entirely on the universal, with no
recognition  of the particular, has no 1nterest in any
transformation properly speaking of either man's world or the
natural world. Truly an age of Heroes.

This is to say that neither wisdom, nor
sell-consciousness, 1s revealed, properly speaking, merely by
political action. For self-consciousness to emerge, the
philosopher must imagine (construct) death (the overcoming of
which led to the recognizable glory of the politician/warrior)
» 1n the particular of his own person, and upon failing to
achfeve 1t (actualize 1t), must understand it, 1.e. give an
account of 1t.

Thus the divine 1s understood as that which 1s other than
me, but not completely other, for while I cannot know it, I can
speak of 1t. This "of which I can speak" is relational, and
specifical ly not identical to itself. What i1s more, if reduced,
1t must reduce to the relation i1tself. This is a theology and
a monotheistic cne at that. What is crucial to the philosopher
18 the apoearance of the particular i1n the face of the
universai. This 1s an 1ssue which, as we will see, appears
regardless of 1ts articulation in philosophy. What is crucial
to us, 1s that 1t should appear at all and the necessity of
that appearance 1n the first place.

To recapitulate, if death is the well-spring for the
revelation of meaning, both for the person of action and the
one who contemplates it, 1t is so because of the specifically
human feature 1t raises which 1s time. Further, we have
eslablished the primary difference between the divinity
represented by the theoros, and that of the philosopher. The

former allows only an immediate sentiment of man-vs.-divinity,
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which 1n turn allows only the universal in man to appear 1IN
DISCOURSE (an oxymoron which must be accounted for). The
second 1introduces into discourse the notion of a human who
becomes, a human who transforms a world through his speeches
and actions.

This discourse of self-consciousness, of accountability,
obviously belongs to a being who becomes and not one who metely
is. Now the politico-warrior of whom we spoke becomes human 1n
the sense that he raisks his life, and in fact chooses personal
recognition, and that of his city, over his own biological
life. This then 1s the most human enactment of freedom i1n that
the warrior 11fts himself out of a clearly foresececable 1olation
of past to future and acts 1n terms o0f a completely
unforeseeable one. This is to say a Lruly human action 1s
"thrown" and by necessity precedes its meaning or concept. This
we see as the politico-warrior who overcomes biological i me
( pure natural exi1stence, a straightforward flowing of past to
future) through words and deeds not borin of necessity but of
possibility. Now 1f this 1s <«<becoming> the recognition he
rece1ves 15 1nsufficirent for he 1s recoqgnized only as having
overcome his biological nature. His action, per se, does not
necessarily transform the given world in any substantial forwm.
In fact, there 1g no necessity of any "thing" having hecomoe.,
No change has been effected in what constilules the natural
being of that human Pure action as such, does not resull in
a world, properly speaking. Thus, since Llhe 1esults of his
actions are not beyond their own means, 1n order to maintain
his free status he must continue to risk his 1i1fe, unti1l death,
Thus the <becoming> of which philosophy speaks belongs to the
one who faces death and fails. 1.e. the one who, facing death,
sees his own non-being and choosges life. Choosing life, he does
so with the understanding of why, but 1t 1s a knowiedge to
which only he 1s privy and to which the warrior cannot he, This
understanding does not alleviate the responsibilily of the freo
action but rather reveals to him the concept <freedom. by
virtue of his having opted against it. It is the concept which

allows him to understand both what he is and what his
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Ilmitations are. Thus the concept <freedom> for the philosopher
18 the possibility of acting outside of the very relation which
allows his self-consciousness to emerge. Freedom exists for
angels or non-discursive mystics, but the wise-man is at best
a lover of wisdom!!,

To return to out concept of god, or "God: The Concept by
virtue ot which T am", it should be clear that I exist in time
by virtue of my own death (which 1s mine), but exist also, by
virtue of a relation: God (the eternal concept). Now 1f I am
free, i.e. can enact 1n time that which has never existed, and
therefore does not exist in concept, how can an <I> as such
exi1st by virtue of something outside of time? Moreover, if we
say the concept exists i1n time as eternity the <I> 1s even less
free, for the bilological 1s raised to the level of the
ontological, and I cannot even speak of God the Creator for
everything is God in the Being of its species: an eternal
return of the individual.

Now even 1 f I modifiy my philosophical discourse in terms
of the Christian God, the same categories remain: namely, a
transcendent concept which 1s 1tself eternal by virtue of
eternity. Fxcept where freedom was relegated to an angelic soul
that chose 1ts future before its incarnation as a human, now
the human chooses only whether not to comply with a "divine
will" -- at stake not merely his human life at the hands of a
brutish master but his eternal life at the hands of God the
Master.

The crucial point is that once the world as "Christian"
1s a world on the road of history, history plays the all
important role of reconciliation for the Christian indivi- ial
with its proffered future reward. History itself, however,
offers no metaphysical path in terms of its accountability.

Thus, while one places every importance on the eschatological

11ln 4 world which esteems the universal, the philosopher is more to be distrusted than
axalted and poses similar problems for the politico/warrior as those posed by the mother, the
family, and the slave (as opposed to another warrior). Christianity raises the status of
tha "particular” person as a universal problem, thereby forcing the issue which is already
tmplicit  Arquably philosophy would have to contend with 1t anyway: Spinoza's recuperation
of the Parrentdean medel: The Concept -~ Eternity.




significance of the future, a future meaningful by viirtue of
the concept of particular freedom, one cannot even recogntee
that freedom by the very terms that one unde:stands oneself .
Thus 1n contradiction of 1ts very foundation, philosophy must
recognize for the first time the ontological signiticance of
history.

Furthermore, 1f History (o1 metaphysically speaking: the
eternal concept related to Time) 1s to stand valid as such, 1t
must be accountable, within all experience untversaliy to date:
The progression of the concept, ilself, is meaningful and sensce
can be made not only of all terms but of the movemen! f[1om one
term to the next!?.

But I have been talking about philosophy: therefore we
still have not accounted for philosophy (or my death )as a
universal, and therefore "in theory".

Before proceeding to a condition which would allow philo-
sophy to reconcile its differences wilh theory, t he
implications of metaphysical accounts should first be assessed
in various general categories which are pertinent to the
"theories" of various disciplines.

As discussed above, the principle philosophical model is
one in which the concept 1s related to FEternity and hence is
itself Eternal. As 1t is not identical but equivalent, Man who
speaks, in some way has access to something beyond both the
thing he refers to and the referent he uses, 1.e. he can share
in this Concept -- if only to the degree that a singular big
"C" concept is implicit in the most banal little "¢" concept
of any symbol (speech). Now 1f he wishes to address the concept
directly: 1.e. think it, in establishing an equivalence of
terms, to say this is that, the relation 1s purely spatial and

excludes time, hence it 1s geometric. Note that in the first

lzThis understanding specifically recognizes the npenness of the futur ., by neceasity,

and further explicitly raises the question the historical subject who being aware of thisg,
must pose hig histiorical gelf as a worthy gquestion of knowlaedge. It should be noted that as
the question i3 posed still as a relation, the self in question fa still not I'HE ssalf bLuot
a-self-as-... In other whrds the "nothing® which first philogophy tdentifind but 1dent1f1ndg
as being "outsida”, and therefore never possible aga an obiect in ftself, remalne In tact mven
here. Thus while one now requirea that the galf be undarstond not »~ a thinking I hut as an
1 {who thinkg), the phrasting of the qusation prohibits that acrount
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Alternative conception offered above, where the concept is in
reference to an eternity present in the world of change (cosmic
time as revealed by nature here on earth), both temporal and
spatial terms are limited to the degree that the biological
particular can align with the universal of its species, i.e.
its telos. The word biological is indeed very important here,
for the phrasing of the question demands that there are no
purely spatial terms and therefore everything in reference to
eternity 1s in terms of time (change) and therefore <becoming>.
This 1s a physis alive, an eternal return of becoming!3.

This could be a sort of pantheism, but In essence it
still reduces to an embracing single Concept by virtue of all
the world-specific concepts, hence it is in no way
contradictory with philosophy or a monotheistic theology.
Theory (1f it can be said to exist here at all) is merely that
which accords wilh dogmal4.

This conception, however, also harbours an unreconciled
tension. If all thoughts and actions exist by virtue of a
concept which is eternal in nature, how can I think of things
which do not specifically exist or have no temporality in their
conception at all? In other words, if the concept exists as
such, how can there be a creative God, never mind creative

humans!®?

HOne does indeed recognize the Aristotelian world view.

]4Thla s borne out by the fact in architecture, that there is no theory of
architecture, properly gspeaking during the middle ages (Aristotelian world view).

l"'l‘huq the 80 called "Galilean revelution® i8 inevitable and therefore necessary, not
as a philusophical reaction to the Aristotelian world view but in accordance with what allowed
that world view in the first place Herte the question emerges : what is the connection
between philosophical discourse and the lived world of everyday experience ? It would seem,
onn cannot yet answer fully but it has been adumbrated already through the connection between
the philosopher, the artisan, the mother, and the slave, 1.e. all those involved in the
process of worlding. They all act toward an end outside their own biological needs but ag an
tmparative Thus 1t {4 they who become through transformation of a world and hence live
moment to moment with the tangible concept of "freaedom" through its very deferral.
It should be clear that philosophy and specifically the Sacratic formulation of it is as much
anathema to the dogma of the church as it 18 its essence. [ specify the Socratic one for it
f9 hare that the particularity of the creative individual is open-ended and in fact demanded.
Agatn in terms of airchitecture 1t should be noted that the single architectural theory
recorded betwaen Plato and the Renaissgance is Vitiuvius: a citizen of the Roman Empire. Rome
anticipates the Chiistian individual with its concept of the Legal Person -- An individual
recogqnizable before the law (a universal) and hence raises a theoretical problem beyond the
capactity of Aristotelian theology (i.e. Roman Catholictism through Medieval scolasticism).
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One is 1n effect forced to abandon such a conception ot
reformulate it. Having raised the creative aspect of the
concept (1n both God and man), we have shifted the cwmphasis of
the question. Theory i1eturns then, in terms ot geometiy o1 a
universal regarding the actions of the now account able art isan.
Whereas 1n our earlier discussion, theory pertained to the only
domain accountable in terms of universals, namely the politics
of the warrior/citizen, now the problem has been i1ephrased Lo
account for the particular, and hence a capi1dly changing and
emerging world. This is to say that the universal is called
upon to recognize that which properly <becomes> and Lransforms
a world in so doing. Inherent in recoygnition 1s {he
accountability of those responsible for transforming the world.
They are accountable to that which is recognizably right (qgood
or true) as a universal. I am veferring specifically to atl
forms of fabrication philosophy, art, cralts, and the new
politicste.

We can now formulate a more modern understanding of
theory: one which accounts for the universal in Lhe particular,
not only in its universality but in its particularity as well.
Theory and philusophy are made equivalent. HOWEVER, in
rendering them equivalent, one must by definition recognivze the
universal 1in the particular but also the particular n tho
universal. This 1s to say one must fabricate the universal.

Our account at this point requires that our Scienco,
Knowledge, or Episteme, begin with whal we make. It becomes as
such an epistemology rather than an ontology. Now our or{ginal
metaphysical/theological paradigm is back in place, 1.e. as an
eternal concept relating to Eternity. We must ask what this
requires of our new conception of ourselves.

First of all, i1in order to fabricate the universal, T must

be able to recognize 1t i1n the first place. If the universally

]GPhilosophy 19 seen to be puro contemplatinn and therefore cannot result 1, A worldg

This is true 3hould the paradigm of inaking a world always he excluded from Yhe universal modn)
of wnat is worthy. However self-congciousneas ig {tself the transformation of uomest hing (a
becoming) and therefore in conjunction with making can nevear be purm contemplation note (it
also follows that architecture ghould be slevated to a libaral art
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valid Is that which 1s true at all times for all humans but is
such by virtue of 1ts relation to that which is outside of
time, how can 1T recognize 1t? To be sure, I can propose an
account of nature, but to be Scientific (of or within Science)
[ could not use any temporal terms (all symbols by definition
are temporal). Hence once again, the account 1s geometric or
purely spatial. But having understood as much, I can only go
to the limits of my temporal experience, and from there, God
the Concept must do the rest. To be more explicit, while the
question 1s posed 1n terms of the "knowing I", the "I" cannot
yet pose 1tself as the object of 1ts knowledge without the help
ot God, the Fternal Concept.

Let us, again, modify our metaphysical categories.,
Instead of relating the Eternal Concept to Eternity, either
temporally or atemporally (the two paradigms we have discussed
thus far), we can relate it to Time itgelf, i.e. the becoming
of man as a whole. This is not the same as the earlier
conception of Eternmity in the world, which merely recognized
Being as the unchanging state of the natural world. To relate
the Eternal to Time is to recognize Man's <becoming> as a
process!’,

This 1n turn makes certain terms explicit and implies
others. For one, man's being is somehow revealed through
History. Tf this 18 the case, and 1f history 13 a process, and
that process was 1n turn made by man, then implied is an
account of man as a <creative-process-becoming>. But this is
Just a radical explication of what was implicit before.
Moreover, since man is a creative being, that creativaty
explicitly demands from metaphysics, an account of what freedon
must Dbe.

Again, 1f the metaphysical paradigm 1s understcod as
relational, that freedom, as well as man, proper, is still

relational. Therefore man himself, in addition to the meaning

”VLcu is apparentty the one to first concaive of history this way. But as he does not
pursue the consequences {n teims of a metaphysics, it is really Kant who frames it in viable
tetma Thus Kant discovers the necessity of Christian cateqories for metaphysics, heretofore
tynored 1t can also be observed that whila Vico avoids some of the implications of his
didcovery  he ts nonethelass, a very good Christian.
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of his freedom, is sti1ll unknowable. This is to say that man's
rightful end is frzedom (the creative act becoming) but the end
18 necessarily future, and that future is open.

The 1mplications are as follows: Firstly, we can now give
an account of Natuie 1n terms of bolth absolute space and Time,
where force, a vector with both direction (space) and movement
(time) has complete ontological value!®,

Secondly, the very symbols which torm this telatiron, 1.0,
the words of the account, are understood in their historical
sense. Everything in discourse and action exists 1n terms of

its human historical ontological value. And thal value is
Ereedom.

*

To speak thus 1s merely to say what was implied but could
not be articulated in earlier conceptions. Poetic mak ing and
poetic speech are themselves the Concepl revealed, and this
concept, as does any process, holds its own overcomtng as 1t s
essence: every process 1s directed toward an cund outside
itself. To rephrase the central question of this thesis, when
reconciliation through a mimetic act appears as a dialect:cal
synthesi1s 1n the space of a reverie, namely as a theoretical
project, or a faiction, must it by 1ts own terms entail 1ts own
actualization? Furthermore, how does Lhis occur within the
finitude of man's existence? 1it, as we have understood, a
discursive account and actual making, collapse the space
between themselves so that theory 15 practice, muss t
self-conscrlous poetic making understand itself in terms of
future? Can 1t be something else which relates purely to the
present and has no future term implicit at all? The first
understanding in attempting to take the future 1n hand, assumes,
it in principle to be already present, thus allowing the
synthesis of meaning 1.e.between theory and practice, to take
place. That place is no more than a substantiated future

occupied by the transcendent "Concept". This simply explicates

18Aqain, 38 with Galileo, the Newtonian revolution 19 both inavitable and uecessar y

both in terms of the oriqginal questions of first philusophy, and the requiremsents of a §)ver)
world becoming. The two demand the sare result
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the tension between what is and what must be in that future.
The sccond alternative points to something wholly other than
a theoretical project. The question then, is can whatever we
are after exist only by being removed from discourse or
accountability completely, i.e. existing in pure space not
modified by human Time.
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MALIC MOULDS

RECOGNITION AND APPEARANCE

In a relatively inconsequential moment of the plot, the
protagonist of Neuromancer!?, already " jacked-in" and
"flipped", surveys a distant gallery thiough the oyes and
perceptions of another human, the woman i1nto whose body he (s
"flipped" and 1s "riding"’’. While he himself, 1s desperately
trying to read the names on the book spines and artitacts, to
his dismay, her disinterested eyes hail past the titles without
pause. The only title he manages to glimpse, 1n the slightest
hesitation of her gaze, 1s on a small brass plaque beneath a
large sheet of glass. It reads: La Mariée ni1zse G nu pdar ses
célibataires, méme.

Now this is perhaps only an author's self-indulgence
within a fast-paced sci-fi novel. Most of the book 1s concerned
with the ageless theme of mortals caught in a web ot greater
forces, acting their way blindly in a traqic human fashion. As
usual, they suffer the whims and capricious destinies of thosce
forces. The only aspecl particular Lo science fiction 1s the
nature of these powers -- they are none other than dJdaedelons
of artificial intelligence which achieve, through the course
of the book, full self-consciousness. The realm tn which they
exist and operate is geometric. 1t 1s pure space. There 15 no
conception of time.

Humans, acting as instruments along with their cybernetic
counterparcs, serve to bring about this conditiyon. More
importantly, they continue to existL after 1ts actualizatiron.
The assumption of Gibson's story 1s that humans can and do
operate i1in this realm, and that the concretization of this
notion as part of our human condition precedes the Lechnigues

which explicate the specifics of that condition. In fact 1t s

19Glbson, Neuromancer, (New York- Ace Stience Fiction, 1984)

A drug-store paperback sci-fi novel. Many nf Gibson's words have sincea hesn adopted (n popular
usage when referring to such modern phanomena as "virtual reality”, "cybergpoce”, atc Gibnson,
as such, hasa baen heralded a8 o prophet of "Cyberpunk”

O'I‘ha terms " {ack tn" and "flippad” merely refer 1o o device in Gibson'n atory  The
1nstrument allows one human to simultanesouily racejse the parcept fond obf anothar human



precisely the lived reality of the condition which gives these

technigues an appearance and a comprehensibility. As we said,
the only thing particular to science fiction about these
assumptions are the mechanics of the situation. The fact that
we can fdenti1fy with them humanly (imagine them) means that
what 1s "politically" essential to these future humans in the
light ot c¢yberspace technologies is identical to what 1is
essenti1al to us in Lthe present.

This would lead us to make several observations about
science frction, and i1ndeed fiction in general. First of all,
fiction is an exploration of existential possibilities?. A
possibhbility has a certain credibility in that it has already
appeared. It arises when one projects an already existing, and
therefore viable, presert into a non-existent future. One can
already envisage a ctircumstance in which it is possible,
whether desirable or not. Exploration of these possibilities
cannot be undertaken without the recognition of change
(pussibility) as a necessity. The exploration of existential
possibilities 1n fiction and the exploration of creative
possibilities for their own sake are tantamount to the sgame
thing: the negating action of a being already recognized 1n
concept but still incumbent on 1ts own self-prcduction to
appear. A being which recognizes possibility as wvaluable
before 1t exists does so because 1t has already made co-
incident, the two polarities of experience by which that being
recognizes itself and says "1" in the first place. The two
polarities are a) that which I make, experience and enact in
my own embodied reality, and b) that which comes to me mediated
through the simulacium of language -- what we might broadly

term our cultural experience.

This "1" would indeed value the paradigmatic role of the

novel. Le petit narrative would stand proud (and equal in

21‘399 Milan Kundera's, "The Dapreciated lLegacy of Cervantes" in The Art _of the Novel,
(London. Fabat and Faber, 1986). His thinking ts perhaps aven moie clear in the later novel,
Immortality. where the paradoxes of an individual subject, character, and novelist, are
explicit
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stature) beside the grand narrative of History. They can only
be commensurate if the Grand Narrative is already recognized
completely. The concept "Paradigm" is coeval with "a paradigm".
Put this way we see that the two are not quite the polaritics
they 1nit:ally appear to be. My own existential enactment, with
all its inherent implications of personal destainy, can i1tself
stand paradigmatically as a universal only if I am ALREADY
recognized universally: not as a being <becoming>, but a being
<become>. This 1s to say, substantiated’’.

We have yet to show the connection between <making> and
the appearance of the self. However we may intuit why Gibson,
a sci1-fi writer describing life 1n vairtual reality, should pay
homage to THE paradigm of self-conscious artifice. But will
La Mariée mise a nu hold up as a work of self-conscious virtual
reality? Is it a matrix of pure geometric meaning in which
meaning is present at once by virtue of 1tselt, 1n 1tself, tot
itself? 1f so, then error, as that which remains hidden and
"other",disappears. And time, as the intentional, has no form

and no deferral to a future.

Neuromancer is a story spun out of a conception of

virtual reality. As such, it does have its own i1diosyncratic
set of mechanics, but the point is this: The
already-encountered-and-faced actualized human reality of
"virtual" reality is a part of our history.

Virtual reality means the intentional aspect or
meaningful aspect (humanly speaking) is guaranteed before hand.
The physical world 1s then equated to the human world
beforehand, and tne concept "reality", the symbol "reality",
and physical reality are given equal status. To be specifiic,
they are emptied of their intentional differences. Intentional
refers to the degree to which human <being>, free becoming 1n
error, 18 given face. Thus the means of drawing distinctions
is gsolely by physical or actual differences. Judgement 1s

consequentially based on physical attributes. Once eijither

?Zcf. the heroic deeds of the politico/warrior
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labours to render them all the same or ascribes equivalent
value to each, thus allowing them all to stand equally. This
18 to say, their differences are formalized. Either case
excludes meaningful change, properly speaking. Again "le petit
narrative” 1s coincident with History, and there is no tension
engendering further change.

Thus virtual reality is already part of our shared past,
and not merely it he property of science-fiction. Its
mmplications and possibilities foim the fare of everyone from
philosophers and political scientists to hack novelists and
programmers, but much more importantly, its raison d'étre is
everyone's -- assumed and defended as such. It is what we claim
as natural and given: the right to say "I exist" as a free and
human individual.

An awareness of this raison d'éire in itself, guarantees
nothing. Neither does an awareness of the circularity of a work
such as Duchamp's Large Glass. At best it reveals only a
sentiment of this "virtual self". One might discern from the
start that our ability to ask the right questions is not
guaranteed by the work 1tself, any work for that matter. We can
ascertain already that the issues at stake precede particular
actualizations, at least actualizations as conscious works, and
this 1n 1tself 18 critical. An examination of neither The Large
Glass nor cyberspace at this point, however, can illuminate or
describe the essence of the issue. We hope at some point to be
able to come back to the work in an entirely different light,
specifically Duchamp's, but first we must understand the terms
which underlie the works of which we speak, and of course how

we understand who 1s speaking.

We will attempl to distinguish through the course of this
paper, the difference between a self revealed through <making>
as opposed to merely producing on the one hand, or acting
without enacting change, on the other. But first, we still have
to understand move fully terms which are prior. We will begin,
however, with the term "appearance". We have already seen how

"appearance" is anything but neutral for it already assumes



recognition to have taken place on the part of the observer.
The first question concerns whether something's existence
depends upon 1ts being witnessed.

Physical or pure natural existence, and that which can
appear, are two different things. Perhaps the hackneyed example
of the tree in the forest may bear some light. As we have said
appearance demands recognition. A monkey can trecognize  a
banana, yet 1t does not use symbols with the same aptitude as
a human. Therefore are we referring to the recogmition tha!
belongs to self-consciousness or the recognition that may
belong to mere sentiment-of-self? This anounts to the same
difference between natural existence and appeatrance. Appearance
(and therefore recognition, which properly speaking belongs to
self-consciousness) refers already to the existence ot the
thing as a symbol?3,

Specirfic to a human action, which i1ncludes the act ot
cognition, 1is that it is free. <Free> 1s the error of being
possibly other than what is foreseeable according to an alirceady
given present. However the recognizablility of that freedom is
possible precisely because 1ts past 1S known. Known means the
ground from which that action springs has already been neyated:
it already makes sense, is meaning-loaded, and can be  judqgedd
and stand paradigmatically in the future tor all who have
access to it in the form of a concept. To return to our
hackneyed tree, i1ts value is in how poor an example it 15 - how
much must already be assumed in order for the trec to appear
in the first place -~ for prior to the question of recognition
is the question of symbol. Recognition already assumes the
presence of symbol as the means of reconstituting the past 1n
the present. Recognition thus can only belong to a being gqiven

by the possibility of self-consciousness?!.

23Thus in the example of the monkey and the banana, we are already qutlty ot A certaln

anthropomorphism.

2405 course, in no way does the uaa of gymbol alons gquarantee that aelfl conncinugnedy

ahould appear.

36



Obviously, the question of the tree's existence, the
Lree, o1 the concept "exisience" could not be named,i.e.
thought, outside of symbol.

As we said above, appearance through symbol 1mplies a
paradoxical tension between freedom as error and recognition
through that which has already been negated i1nto a past. The
pasl here 1s equivalent to natural or given being. Again, the
term recognityon takes as 1ts conditi10 per quam a plurality of
self-conscious beings. The paradox of freedom refers to
recognition of the free aspect of an action, and therefore
takes as its object something which cannot exist naturally
speaking. Assumed 1n our exemplary tree is not only the
presence of a potentially self-conscious being, and therefore
a being 1mmersed in symbol and in time, but a multiplicity of
such i1ndividuals. Plurality is the first condition of being
human,

The second condition, therefore, is the necessity of the
recognizably free act, which in fact secures the appearance of
humanness, a quality only recognizable by (and therefore only
of 1nterest to) other humans, and of no consequence to the
purely natural (or to gods).

Ty fully answer our first question whether something
exists 1f it 1s not recognized, we should note that recognition
1s already more a matter concerned with the perceiving being
and her/hls standing as a human among humans than with the
natural or given object of the referent. This 1s because the
perceil1ving being 1s only revealed to the degree to which it
transcends the given being of its speech. One could venture
then that what 1s specific to these speaking and acting beings,
what 1s coeval along with the conditions of their existence,
1s that their essence (Lhese conditions) emerge only to the
degree to which their words and deeds give appearance to this
essence. Therefore a distinction exi1sts from the start between
that which 13 given human appearance and that which 1s merely
actualized as part of human existence. The latter may be named,
and symbols employed regarding 1t -- to be sure, humans must

continue to expend energy on maintaining and organizing their
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biological being. But the point is that even these actions are
given in light of the possibility of a purely human or f[i1ee
act. Furthermore, both sides must be present for one does not
appear without the other. Since both are relative teins,
relative to each other, one does not appear alone, never mund
endure as a meaningful symbol.

Both given being and intent ional being must be actualized
at all times in order for eilher one to appear for both exist
because of the other. Both are given through intentionality.
We can now answer the question regarding the tree: No. Natural
given "being" has no appearance and therefore does not exist,
properly speaking, outlside of recognition. Appearance |is
intentionality and assumes a plurality of potentially
self-conscious beings.

Again, since both human being and given being are ygiven
through intentionalily, Lhey continue to stand for the futurce
as meaningful. The distinction between them is present at every
moment that a human acts, and gauges the meaning of his/her
actions. Since actions are revealed through precisely the same
mechanism of symbol (gain an appearance), one could say that
everything is already revealed or <exists> humanly speaking.
Everything is already "intentionally loaded" and this 1s what
we mean when we say the human world always makes sensc and must
make sense in order to act humanly Into a fulure.

As we have sald, the means of distinguishing is coeval
with the possibility of a symbol itself. It 1s Lherefore
equally impossible for the act of distinguishing to be neutral.
The appearance is the judgement of meaning implicit in the act
of naming itself. Therefore any self which names, brings to
bear in the act, the 3judgement of thalt which i1s already
established for it and by it. We can call this the "intentional
ground" or the "ground of meaning" since it already bhas an
appearance and 1s therefore, by definition, shared by a
multiplicity of individuals. The i1ndividual's actualization of
that ground then, the act of judging and acting, cannot he
neutral for the existence of possibility is itself the

possibility of intention and that i1ntention 1mplies the
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community by virtue of which the individual exists. What is at
stake is the self, 1tself.

If the basis of meaning is the intentional basis of the
self, and that ground is secured through the intentional
actions of the seif, then to that self everything appears
loaded n terms ot the other selves. Only in its
recognizability Jies 1ts own securing, and the securing of
which we speak is obviously not mere biological existence, but
as an inlentional being. If the self 1s a self by virtue of
other selves, and reveals itself to itself and to others as
such, then that which 1s given appearance 1s political by
definition.

Does a tension exist then, de facto. between the
individual and the community? Is the ground a matter of
consensus arrived at through the actualization of intents, or
does 1L exist a priori?

To repeat, the scope of possibilities raised by a "thing"
appears in 1ts intentional aspect, which is to say according
to the intentional being of the one perceiving it, and as such
is limited by that which underlies the intentionality of that
being. On the most mundane level, therefore, a being judges
based on that which secures 1t in 1ts very being.

Judgement distinguishes that which serves only to sustain
my birological existence, that which changes the context of that
exi1stence, and finally that which serves neither but secures
my name 1n appearance.

Even without having yet investigated the nature of this
"I" 1revealed through intentionality, one can see that the
revelation of a self through action necessarily creates a
tensi1on in time, always requiring further action. Those actions

which change fundamentally the context in which an individual

acts, 1.c. those actions which result in something lasting,
which endure beyond an immediate biological negation to
support i1mmediate needs -- create a context both human and

natural in i1ts given being: create a world. This is <making>,
and «making> results 1n a world becoming. The process of

<worlding> is the resulting content of becoming being. This 1s
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the world of things and beings as they appear intentionally-
loaded.

What is specific to a being whose actions aie situated
in a world where every action is recognized not as an
actualization of possibility despite necessity, but precisely
as the necessity of actualizing possibility because that
possibility exi1sts?5? As we emphasized at the beginning ot this
chapter, this is simply the situation which proceeds from
recognizing an individual prior to the process of appearance.
If the individual 1s recognmized beforehand, 1t 18 incumbent
upon that individual to produce 1ts own meaning. Hence 1t must
enact change, <make>, in order for that meaning to emerge. As
we also emphasized, properly human change 1s emptied ot
difference for the same reason the self 1s gquaranteed prior to
action. Thus <making> bears a prior designation of necessity.

Technological <making> is the paradigm of acltualizing
possibilities so that what is made can stand Jor anyone
universally. Use 1s pure use and does not differentiate among
its users. There is only the question of how il 1s used. What
we must discover 1s what 15 tLhe difference between
<technological making> and <making> per se. We may conclude
already that <making> as action, provides the ground necessary
for an emerging intentionality. We can conceive of this role
in a number of ways. a) The action itself changes nothing in
the order of given being, and is given appearance only Lo the
degree that the form i1t takes is universal. In such a case, no
work is done, nothing made, and no fundamentally different
future would resull. This of course would be the human aclion

par excellence. We can also note that this possibilitly does not

25Techn1cal possibilities as phenomenal relfications of conceptsa, may fndded he
infinite, their meaning, in terms of what they can fundamentally reveasl about our human
condition, however, is in the last ligqht rather limited. Mathematical or machandonl npaech
may change continuously and drastically, but lanquage as « conglomaration of signya alone 1w
inadequate in itg ability to revaal a humanly acting and gspeaaking 1tndtvirdual Human wpeso b
is sgpeech only to the degree that 1t reveals that individual 48 a one among others  What i1
finite is the polit.cal aspect of that gpeech 1f only for the reason that human recognition
is never concerned with "thingness® alone, and ag gsuch sapesech compriged of nameq of things
may be infiniteiy open-ended but alone without 1tg human component, (U would attll fnt)
dismally as speech. What we wish to show 18 that 1t {9 antirely besgide the point whather we
buiid cybarspace or not, whether we close the technological qap of sitmylation or not, the
igsue Is what am | when my temporal condition {3 reconctiled through maklng ad oppoaed to
acting The paradigm is constant whether 1 am an artist, a poliiictan, or an astaophysls1at
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exist for the being understood as prior to the process of
appearance. In fact it results in exacerbating the crisis of

the alienated sel f26,

If, on the other hand, the action results in any kind of
process of worlding - an evolvement of symbol as much as an
evolvement of things - then the product of that action creates
a tension 1n the being of the actors. Obviously as we have
already seen over and over again, neither the physical sign nor
the thing can appear without its intentional (symbolic) aspect.
Thus if that which is changed in the natural order of things
is not given any particular ontological meri1t, then neither
is Lthe future opened up by that work. In this case the value
of making lies 1n the degree to which what is made transcends
Lhe given future of necessity and supports the universal: that
particularly human notion which lies alongside honour, namely
the beautiful.

The key condition here, of course, is whether any changes
brought about i1n <given being> are given ontological merit or
not. To the self whose very appearance is based on 1ts own a
priori being, then the beautiful is a function of alignment.
a self, qgiven a priorl is radicalized vis-a-vis the other
selves, and all aspects of appearance are loaded as such. Thus
the beauti1ful as a universal becomes a dialectical function of
the social "truth". Again formalized differences gain a

pejorative connotation.

The third case results when that future appears as a

problematic. In this case all making is undertaken with the

26’1‘he allenated self haas been the fundamental condition of the Western self for the
lagt two hundred odd years. It can be traced explicitly in its modern form from Rousseau
thiough Romanticism to the present. The principle orientation of the alienated self 1s to
decure its individuality as a universal. The alienated self sees its self separated from the
nactal body (which gives it its being) by an irreconcilable gulf. Satisfaction can only lie
in substantially narrowing the qulf Again note in this radicallized condition, we are dealing
with a social being as opposed to a pollitical being.
See Paz, Childien of tha Mire, (Cambridge, Mags.. Harvard, University Press, 1974.)
Fot a thorough consideration of angst and alienation, see Jonas, Gnosticism, Politfcs and
extstentialism (I  Eric Voeglin, Sclence_Politice & Gnosticlsm. (Chicago: Henxy Reqgnery
Company, 1968
A further note. a demonstration of the problematic raised by formalism, or empty change,
for tha <fabricating> sel{, ts the pelorative connotation of the word "style",
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future in mind. This 1s to say, the foreseeable future 1s
combined with the process of worlding. The foreseeable future
(in a traditional paradigm) 1s the responsibility of the
servant. It is the realm of silence, void of possibility oven
and above necessity but dictated solely by that necessity:
production The process of <worlding>, o1 the itncumbency of
transcending the given, 1s the traditional trealm ot the
artist?’. Thus when the future is necessary, worlding becomes
a function of production. Not only 1n order to make that futuroe
appear, whatever future 1t is decided should come Lo exist, but
already with a view to the "new" fulure's overcoming. Within
this paradigm, all making not only carries with i1t the inheoient
actualization of a foreseeable end but also that that end
itself must give way.

Now what can be necessary about enacting pure possibility
as that possibility arises? It would seem to be an arbitrary
act of will which could just as easily be controlled or curbed
by another act of will., Note that the first two instances
recognize (ascribe value to) only the universal aspect of that
which could appear, hence only the universal appears. The thitd
is promulgated upon the assumption of Lhe particular: the
particular MUST appear. Hence any wilful act (s equally «a
denial of a particular as 1t 18 the celebration of one, and
thus maintains a tension vis-a-vis the universal. Hence thoe
value of the Archimedean - the particular recognizable as «a
universal.

This is 1ndeed technological making, and whiie it 15 the
paradigm of actualizing possibilities so that what 15 made «an
stand for anyone universally, 1t is also the means of securing
who ever uses 1t, both substantially and 1n appearance, Thus
the social truth, previously thwarted, 1s now actualirzed. 'To
repeat: actualization is not the removal of a dialectic through
substantiation. Actualization 1s merely the rendering obsolete

of "making" per se, as a viable means of revealing the properly

27Tom Darby., "Introduction", Sojoyrns in the New Wotld., (Ottawa Carjeton Unjversity

Press, 1986. See also the essay, "Nthiliam Politice and Technology”
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human. Actualizing is specifically the substantiation of the
self, itself a historically produced artifact and therefore a
universal?®,

But how can one remove the very essence of being human if all
appearance is itself the process of worlding and hence, making.
Making 1s becoming. If one removes becoming as a means of
revealing the human, the potentially self-conscious individual
also digappears. Either self-consciousness is actualized or it
is denied outright. E:ither way all terms by which we appear,
live and act are voided, and all sense disappears.

Apparently we are left with an either/or situation in
which one 1s eirther God or animal, There seems to be no middle
ground, and lived experience would certainly deny either
possibility. Since we have not yet any reason to jump to
conclusions, let us dwell a little longer on the necessity of

the self as an enduring entity, a self given a priori.

?BAs wa mentioned in the introduction, it is not a question of actualizing the "ideal”.
The end of the process is given, when the process appears as a process. The first appearance
would be the quarantees secured in the French Revolution, and subsequently the underpinnings
of every modern state. As Pres. Mitterand said in his historical visit to Viet Nam, "The
tegpact for human rights has become a universal demand, With its inseparable companicn,
aconomic davelopmant .." One {s lefi gpeschless when it comes to the "soctial truth”".
Quoted in the Japan Times, Thursday, Feb. 11, 1993, p.1

43



THE OCULAR WI'TNESS

ALTION AND REPREGY NLATION

Cowboys didn't get 1nto sinstim, he thought, bec wuse 1! wds Dasically a meat toy He knew

that the trodes he used und the little plastic tiar g dang ling fTrom o simstim deck woere
basically the same, and that the cyberspace matrix wde o tualbly o drastic suplilication

of the human sensorium, at ledaut 1n terms of presentation, Lot stmstaim 1tsel! stk him
a7

as a qrdatuttous multiplication ol ¢ lesh {rput
note: "flipped 1nto" - a "simstim 1i1der”: 1 teol what youl
feel, I perceive what you perceive, and [ know your thought s,
yet I am not you: [ exercise no will over you, your will 1s
your own, I am merely a sentient mirro:r, your most -complote

other, your fullest recognition.

The technology of a simstim presents 1tself as one of
those limit condition technologies, 1like the grail of an
instant dream gratification machine. Alas, 1t t1s nowhere ac
elusaive.

The note above desciibes the simstim's 1mplication for
the one who 1s being "ridden": Tn actively submitting contiol
over my perceptions to your will but all the while maintaining
my own Judgement on the meaning of those percoeptions,, I
maintain a fundamental diffcrence from you such that oy
judgement 1s of value to vyou. It T did not POmain  an
individual as such, I could not be sard to be distinct, and a5
such could offer you no more recoqgnition than something you
validate by your own imagination. As for me, the Lignificance
1s equally loaded. My own particularity v entirely submerged,
in that the connection 1s one way: [ cannot talk back to YL,
I cannot influence your will or your actions. 1 (ocase to act,
properly speaking, vis. a4 Vis. you, the other. A4 such, my

status as an 1ndividual 1s temporarily effaced 1n the face of

29
Nauromancar he "simgtim” 1o Gibsun's irden 0f the ult )mate g3 tdactum 1Y 4y 6o
more than an entertainment devine 1n whichn the User enoyy tne percent 1oy a of tres pyogge 4y g
he 1% listening to, 3% 1! e were tre gt gy LI Mt - g cnnbyactior et bres et

"simuiated” and CetumLlatior



the human world which stands witness to your words and
actions. 1 becoume the flat universal: your other.

{The "other" 1s always flat. A universal is flat. Nature is
flat. Flatness is. It does not "become". Depth 1s the

necessary 1llusion of my intentional being.]

To return to its value to me, I remain conscious of this

ef facement at all tiwmes for it 1s my will which controls the
switch: T flip 1n, and I flip out. This ability to submerge
mysel! while maintaining myself, applies equally to me (as the
universal) looking back on my self as a distinct and separate
individual of disinterested attachment: 1.e. to positing my
own self as  an object. I can vicariously Dbecome the
represenced object ~-- an object for myself. Hence I can come
to aftium mysell as an object for myself through a simple act
of 1magination. However this affirmation is in no way
equivalent to the recognition I give to another. What is of
value 1n Lhe latter 1s precisely the offending 1imit 1n the
former. Any use to be made of an enduring self 1s truly
satistying, properly or humanly speaking, only if it remains
fully cognizant of the difference.
[Thinking about what has just been said: I'm asking something
that I just sard didn't fully exist to remember, think and
act: 1.e. to exist and to exist cognitively. If the self
doesn't exist at all times what 1s there when "it 1s not
existang”. If I call 1t the private self have I not already
recogmezed -~ negated i1t - 1t by giving i1t a name (i.e. a
public face). ]

First question: Must one already possess this limit condition
technology in order to achieve +this position of mutual
recognition, i.e. the sophisticated technology of a SIMulated
STIMulation device’®? Would real-time representation -- our own

so-called technologies of simulation -- suffice? After all

40 . or at least live in a world free of discrimination and the abuse of power , with
utterly friu distribution of wealth, free from diseage and natural disaster, and contentment
taigning throughout the land...
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this is clearly the mechanism of film, video, and television’'.
But then again, 1s it a function of the mode of tepresentation
at all? Or could 1t apply equally to language and thetefore by
extension to the very means of thinking my self in Lhe Lirst
rlace?

To say "1", or to aliready conceive at all about anything,
in a properly human or intentionally-loaded way, does it
already assume my very own negation 1in the tftace of some
eternal universal?

[ Thus we return again to the question of appearance, dnd
what is iImplicit in the ground from which our being -- out

acting and our judging -- spring.]

In a sense we have already begun to offer an account of
the mechanism of speech. In our discussion of symbol, wo
grouped the whole circular construct -- recognition ot the
possible free act engendering intentionality and thereby
creating the necessity of the free act for 1ts recoynition -
under that which is implicit in symbol and the political being
which lives in symbol. We saw that both the symbol and the
intentional being who 1lives through symbol are coevat. One
does not create the other. Symbol, to repeat, doecs not refer
merely to language, but to intentionality, or an i1ntentional
being's entire existence. Language 1is merely the most
efficient currency of that embodied 1ntentionality, the
constant transformation of given being and 1ls constant
engendering of further actaion.

Let us recall further that for the concept, the namoe and
the recognition ¢f THINGS as such, to appear, there s an
implicit standpoint outside the givenness ol the thing:,
referred to. If the mechanism were a pure process of negation,
the substitution of one THING for another, the "1", would not

appear in the first place (one need only think of the monkey's

3lsimilarly.. "or will the principles actualized 1in the modern ntate of free
individuals with aqual rights before the law, suffice to understand the mechanisms at work/
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"negation” of the banana). Therefore, to appear, a humanly
acting and speaking i1ndividual has to take as its object --
act toward or negate --something beyond the given. 1t would
have to act toward that which cannot be negated. That which
goes beyond the given is the act of negating itself. Negation

which takes negalion, proper, as its object is pure becoming??.

With respect to symbol, we called it the possibility of
error or the free act, which is no more than the proper
definittion of action, humanly speaking. The being of this
intentional body would in fact be negating action, or negating
negativaity. In other words, a being which is <becoming> in
essence and takes as its form, "time" as opposed to the
identity of "space'".

Now any action, any negation, results in a
transformation, both on the part of the acting subject and the
thing (person) acted upon. And following what we have said
regarding intentionality and its ground, any transformation
enacted 1n the present poses a future for that acting subject.
That future, 1n turn, becomes a present regquiring a further
negation. The orientation to that future 1s the reconstituting
of the acting subject as a being for and by virtue of other
acting subjects. This orientation becomes the perpetual
present. Given with that transformation, then, is the
distinction between that which reveals me 1n the form of given
beiny -- matter for further negation, and that which reveals
me humanly -- that which cannot be negated.

We can now begin to understand why any traditional
sociely takes as 1ts foundation human honcur as opposed to
mere preservation, and would hold that the risk of life for
honour's sake 1s the paradigmatic action for all human action:

that which is truly human.

320“p musat{ be careful not to fall into cliche attempts at digestion of abused teims.
for example, "negation” as used here, 1s not the opposite of "affirmation". The argument
cannot be digmiased through some sort of self-righteous yea-saying as opposed to nay-saying
teq. the discourse is male, hierarchical, nthilistic, etc.). Negation simply means in order
fur somesthing to appear (my self{ included) some interaction must take place with the world
Thig futetact ton ts not neutral, everything is transformed by vircue of it.
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Let us recall our initial discussions regarding
appearance. If only that which is truly human, or r1athe:
celebrates the human, 1s given face (a name, a place 1in
language, a means to think it and a means to repeat 1t), then
a number of implications follow. First of all, individual time
(an individual's 1ife with its own personal destiny) is
contrary to Time per se. The line he/she cuts 1s a chord
stretched across the perfect circle of the natural order of
things. Becoming belongs to the line and 1s of no account to
the circle. Thus the words spoken, and those human aclions
performed, in that they necessarily point beyond the
immediate, must be gifts? from the circle. By definition of
what 1t 1s to be human, caught between the perpetual motion ot
nature and the immortal:ty of Universals (gods who play and do
not die), there can be no question of origins. For if thoere 1s
an origin there is movement, and 1f there is movement then the
straight 1line of human li1fe coincides with the circle.
Practically speaking then, there is an absolute equivalenco
between the natural and the human. In terms of acceount ability,
the very definition of what one is and how one acts
disappears. The origin of the "gifts" is the question of Human
Origins: the original words and actions of humans are by
definition of the human to whom they are of concern, Godly.
Our words and actions must be potentially equivalent to tne
Gods' BUT cannot be identical. Intentionality 1n 1ts {114t
appearance then, 1s sacred: The first speech 1s poetic and the
first human movement is dance. Everything that follows, 1n ite
specificity and 1ts moment, must bear the same name 1o be
repeatedly enacted ad infinilum, the human tragedy ot
perpetual acting in the shadow of unknowing. The toerrifying
alternative is to face that nost  awesome of human
responsibilities raised by the question of origing: creation

ex nihilo and the question of freedom.

33Notlce one can subdtitute thone who ao bhefore one for the Godly; or more acturately

the hierarchy extends from the gods (the first "born") thiough those alreaasdy born, down
towards you. Thus the hierarchy of respect 18 towards tne padt tngtead of the future (o f
the obsolescence of the aged in a progresgive gociety) Thidg notlon will becomes vxreeding) g

impertant tn our diacussion of {udqenment.
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We must repeat the question here: Why should this
alternative have appeared in the first place, and given that
it did, did it have to be so? We began to account for the
mechanism of speech, but we cannot as yet account for the
speaking, acting individual to whom speaking and acting
appear: 1n other words, who 1s this "I" and why should 1t
appear? Obviously self-consciousness 1s not guaranteed by the
mere presence of either the mechanisms of speech or even a
gpeaking, acting individual. Is 1t even i1nitially required in

order to appear at all?

We know self-conscionusness appears coevally with the
symbol "I" only because the "I" then arises as a question unto
itself. But self-consciousness by definition is atemporal,
while conversely i1t takes time to think it. Therefore the
relationship of self-consciousness to the <I> 1s ultaimately
unknowable, bult must exist ipso facto for the <I> to exist.
Again one does not create the other. They are coeval. One may
just extrapolate, as 1n chapter 4, and substitute Big "C"
concept for little "c¢" concept. "Implicit in any and all
symbols, is the thing, the name of the thing, and the idea of
the thing. Nothing exists humanly speaking, 1i.e. can be
Lhought, outside of all three appearing together." Again the
Avchimedean point 1s both embodied and removed.

Similarly, the "I" 1s no more existent than a relation.
How it appears as a question for itself is always limited to
the "I" as an "I as...", what that <I> would be in itself, is
necessarily beyond the givea. The "I as..." is always vis-a-
vis a universal, or in the terms we have already discussed,
negated being. Thus the <I> emerges as a thing to the extent
the terms that reveal 1t are insufficient. Difference.

As to origins, it becoanmes a very simple question: given
"the first encounter"” (we might venture, a first encounter
repeated 1nnumerable times), of two potentially self-conscious
individuals, does anything necessarily gain an appearance?
Recalling the discussion thus far, it becomes a question of

degrees in terms of the implicit appearance of self-
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consciousness as the appearance of properly human gestures
and, subsequently, the point when self-consciousness becomes
explicitly named (gains an appearance). Nonetheless, the point
holds. Again one must take note of degrees in ascribing such
landmark status to the "original" encounter. The pofnt i1s that
even my dog "plays" similar games, enticing me to vie with him
for a "valued" piece of cloth (...a flag?), a rag doll or a
twig). So must intentionality appear? Given the existence of
a potentially self-conscious individual, the answer would seem
self-evident?t,

In describing the mechanism at work in Gibson's limit-
condition Simstim device, we discovered we were describing
equally that of television. For that matter, however, we could
have been talking about the role of the Theoros in the Greck
polis. Obviously there is a crucial difference beotween the
first two 1instances and the latter. What then serves to

differentiate them?
Let us proceed with television as an example.

The crisis of a self existing in the ether of a suspended
particularity, of 1living wholly vicariously through the
processed (human) zreality of representation, 1s of course
explicit in television - "processed reality" and
"representation” being as much the simulacrum of lanquage as
the simulacrum of television. The crucial shift 1s from an
explicitly symbolic mediation to real-time mediation. The
symbol aspect does not disappear; 1t is merely concealed by
the authentic banality of the means of representation. Banal,

because its "truth" becomes one of correspondence: 1t i+«

34“: should be noted that while my dog is not potentially capable of awit
conscicousness, he 18 naverthelaess capable of a valuing and play of sorts, Aftar avery meal
he masturbates happily with hig favourite rag doll, and then jostles me to try ang take ft
away from him. He apparently possesses all the attributes of the (deal modern  He dnes not
become (Lherafore he doea not wage wiar) and his underatanding of “poasesmion™is purely for
sport. Moreover he has no need of an analyat
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"apparently authentin" because nothing is left out (the camera

never blinks).

If the appearance of my own particularity to me, the master of
my 1ntentions (and the slave of my own intentionality)} is
hased on the very solidification of my self as a recognizable
thing, 1t 1s something which must be done energetically and
constantly. Further, to make sense of that particularity,
(1.e. 1n 1ts universal sense as meaning and as 1f from the
distance of another), I would have to submerge myself,
temporarily, in that werldliness. If one were to lose the
abi1lity to separate one's own particularity from all that was
outside 1t, a self in crisis would result. Thus one must first
embrace the world (become 1t, 1in a sense) 11n order to
materialize and recognize a self which is other than that
world. Being submerged in the thingness of the world, one soon
learns how to get back to the self. The crisis is being unable
to differentiate the relative states. To be somewhat crude,
the traumatic condition of schizophrenia i1s no more than the
loss of control over the switch whereby one "flips in" and
"flips out". One can no longer actively differentiate oneself

from the world.

It should also be noted that this condition is radicalized
(made acutely explicit), when the self in its cultural
recognizabilaity, is already a purely productive self.
"Production" as a form of action, contains its ends within its
own means, and therefore acts according to necessity. To
repeat, the self 1s thus limited in its appearance and
therefore its existence, to its productive capabilities. The

very appeatrance of intentionality is in crisis?’.

One can now differentiate the meaning of the Theoros from

that of the television public. The difference is in the

[ 4
7 paychoanalysis {s as much a historical condition, as are the neuroses which serve

as 119 obiect and qround of appearancsa
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fundamental value ascribed to the self and the ability of a
self to make or produce that self. In the former, the mark the
individual leaves on the template of the universal 1s
secondary. In the latter it is precisely the issue at stake.
Thus we return to the question of <making> as properly

human action, and the nature of judgement at work.
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. TRANSCENDENCE AND ACCOUNTABILITY

Let us begin with the most fluid form of fabrication, and
the most prevalent: the concept given form through language.
Any concept or name, as we well know, is essentially a metaphor
in action. In its 1nitial conception (before it is completely
taken for granted as a condition of being), 1t 1opes the beast
and ties 1t Lo a recognizable flay, creating a monster. I say
"monster" only because our understanding of the concept, prior
te it being flagged, is inarticulate. Its origins are vague at

best. Such 1s the nature of all monsters. They are monsters

because thei1r origins are unknown3®, Moieover, they are
monsters only until the poetically violent but objectifying

" action of the metaphor is i1tself domesticated and accepted as
natural.

As has been reiterated throughout this thesis, origins
may be black boxes, but names (or norms), accepted i1in their
own right are immensely useful 1n the possibilities they open
up; all the more so as they become distanced from the site of
their initial disclosure and slip into the fluid horizon of a
given conditiron.

There are two issues here: use and accountability.

First of all, I am referring to the inevitability of the
passing of the "new". The novel becomes the everyday. The new
is grown accustomed to, reconciled and digested to become part
and parcel of what one 1s. However, because one reconciles it

" in some manner, one cannot presume accountability as to its
being. For example, one learns and uses language from the
earliest stages of one's life, but one may never be required
to account for the being of language. This, however does not
prevenl one from using and creating through it3’. Moreover, the
very fact that one's creations may be useful, evern

stylistically so, regarding the securing of a self, renders

. 36Man‘u Frescari, "Some Mostrt Sacrt of ltalian Architecture” in AA File #14, (Spring
1987). pp 42 17

i
l'I‘hm would appear paramount to the actual revelation of the process: that self

cangsctouanegy itself doesn't and indsed initially cannot emerge as an object unto itself.
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plausible an apparent truth of correspondence. The words one
uses are most often understood. Techniques appedar reasonable
and comforting. Technologies reify specific selves 1n thei:
universality.

Accountability 1s, however, requisitely mplicit in all
cases. Recognition of a metaphor, indeed of any appearance, has
alieady 1mplicated the user as an accomplice 1n the non-neutr.al
creation of the monster. The meaningfulness of a concept
denotes one's debt to 1t. Moreover, the concept doesn'l exist
apart from i1ts semantic flag. Thus it 1s metaphor itself, o1
a concept 1n action, which r1eveals the self as a self
distinct. This as much as 1t reveals the monstious other’®. To
simplify even further, all language, and therefore all being,
binds one to an original metaphor (appearance) by which all
appearance follows. Again one may deem the original unknowable,
deem the elucidation worth waiting for 1n an ultimate
revelation of truth, or just deem 1t 1ndeterminably absent. No
matter what, one must draw brackets around "IT" 1n order to
create and continue the chain of appecarance.

Now 1f the condition i1n which language 15 used is
understood to be separate from the Lranscendent, accountability
is seemingly denied. Simply put, this Is the conditi1on when the
creation of meaning is taken to be 1ncumbent upon  the
individual. Or rather, the 1ndividual cxists  de  facto,
therefore prior toc the process of appearance. 1 sinply oxist.,

Does accountability then, for speak.ng and acting humans,
disappear in the face of a godless condition?. One 1s {aced
with the uncomfortable inconsistency that one sti1ll speaks and
acts, ostensibly, anyway. Since by defimitiion the two
conditions are mutually exclusive, do we clarm t he
impossibility of a non-transcendent framework for being, or do
we seek elsewhere? Is it in fact a Sisyphean stalemate 1n which

we return to the paradigm of waiting for an ultimate

jBIt would do well to recall, as in chapter 5, that while Janguage jg the currency of

human 1intentionality, this i3 only becauge {t tg the mogt fluld retfication of that
intentionality. Thus metaphor stands only to point to fntentiopaltty in actton, or the
relational nature of appearance Tha self can no more be A thing, thin can mataphor e b
animating force of humwan intentionality



accounting? It would appear we have two choices. Either, A) a
"godless" situation is unequivocally irreconcilable with the
human condition: Human by definition assumes the transcendent.
Or B): une reconciles dealing with absolutes, and concurrently,
absolute accountability. Absolute accountability amounts to
absolute self-consciousness in which the individual
accomplishes the supra-human: the trinity of Universal, self
and other. Seeminygly overcoming the human condition, this
amounts to "Godliness" {or godlessness) and indeed contradicts
daily lived experience.

Thus a third option must be entertained, in which the two
co~-exist and are not mutually exclusive.

*

1f the self is prior to the process of appearance,
appearance is dependent upon the self fulfilling all the
necessary conditions by itself, in itself. Recalling our
earlier discussion, the necessary and sufficient conditions
for the emergence of intentionality (appearance) are a
plurality of potentially self-conscious individuals.

Since a pluralaity means individual recognition and
indfvidual destinies are always vis-a-vis the "other", the
universal by which recognition and destiny appear is implicitly
the potential ot self-consciousness. Thus 1f the three are
coincident, it 1s no longer potential self-conscious, but must
be actualized as such. If the self exists prior to the process
of appearance, then self-consciousness is inexorably incumbent

upon the individual for the properly human to emerge.

We must recall at this point that much of this paper has
been spent demonstrating the impossibility of the self prior
to the process of becoming. The self cannot exist as a thing.
So why not end this discussion quickly and simply claim the

impossibility of being in a non-transcendent framework3??

3q[n this case one could view Lhe last five thousand odd years of western history as
a bloody array of accidents committed in the name of some gross misunderstanding. One could
also procasd to e arrange the pieces in a more comforting order, resigned to the fact that
we have burdened ourselves with a proportionally large array of powers and capabilities. Again
whila our collective being may be concealed in a black box, what it has been understoeod as
tn the (nstance hag been ertremely potent in creating possibilities. Note also, that such a
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Here we would do best to recall the aporia of <becoming->.
This merely points out that a self given through the potential
of self-consciousness and actualized through properly human
action must both create and secure recognition at the same
time. Thus 1n a condition of a subsumed individuality, there
is no crisis, for it easily makes its mark upon the surface of
the universal. However when the process is radicalized, the
self is thrown back upon i1tself and {finds its own being the
specific object of its actions: Its own appearance (which {1
is already in the midst of reacting to for time does not slop)
is entirely dependent on its ability to synthesize and enact
both the "other" and the universal. All this Iin the space of

its own being.

First of all, let us again consider what godless means.
As we sought to demonstrate in the introduction, an individual
welded to the social is in fact seeking 1o secute his/hen
individuality, naturally. The natural, in that 1L exasts de
facto, does so quantifiably. It 1is measurable. It holds
actuality as 1ts truth. Thus the transmutation oif a tevealed
deity into a social end actually changes little. "he standard
of judgement remains substantiated salvation. Salvation remains
either witnessing actual truth in the next life, or realization
of truth 1in this one. A soclal truth can only be, by
definition, a quantifiable or substantiated condiltion of
universalized recognition.

While one can easily dismiss the possability of such a
situation as "ideal" and therefore of no conseguence, one
nonetheless remains bound to the social. This is only because
the individual self remains inviolate as a substantiated entaty
accordingly endowed with natural rights. The paradox  of o
"thing", engaging in such un-"thing"~-like activities aq
<becoming>, remains largely unconfronted 1n the projectiron of
the imagined present on to a non-existent future. This 156

deferral, and properly allows one to continue to act in the

re-ordering of history 149 entirely within the same paradiym by which one digcovers ani  rentey
those powers in the first place

©
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name of that fulure. Transcendence, the gap by which difference
and hence 1ntentjionalaity may emerge, here amounts to a temporal
blip in an otherwise uninterrupted passage of past to future.

This 1n 1tself we have encountered before. Human
intentionality requires at the very least a temporal delay in
order to gain appearance. But is this sufficient. While
seemingly all paradigms allow at least a space in the flow of
past to fulure for the human to appear, what is the nature of
that space 1n specific cases?

We implied it was a rather inconsequential movement from
a transcendent i1dea of universal Truth to 1ts insertion in the
world as a human institution?®. But is this entirely correct?
Ty start with, either case assumes a historical becoming, or
"progress". A historical becoming, in relating the individual
to the history of 1ts species, must account for the ultimate
reconciliation of the individual in terms of the revealed end.
Thus the concepl of grace i1s coeval with the revelation of the
symbol of that end (Christ). Where that reconciliation takes
place beyond the world of humans, grace may be assured through
an objective body (1.e. the Catholic Church). An objective body
1S the umiversal, or the political foundation for the
appearance of the individual. Thus worldly moments as a series
of distinct presents are left very much in tact. They may be
accounted for afterward and forgiven. But upon removal of that
objective body, Grace 1s called into gquestion. However, what
18 primarily at stake 1s not Grace itself as a fundamental
concept, but the i1nherent tension between the i1ndividual and
the historical paradigm per se, the same thing that
necessitates Grace 1n cthe first place. The crisis occurs when
the individual, 1tself radicalized by the creative aspect of
"history", recognizes 1ts responsibility for its own eternal
appearance. Thus it 1s enough to see even the church as
mutable, to call 1ts politacal ability into question. Grace
is no more than Lhe eternal accounting of present judgements.

When grace 1s no longer sufficient or can no longer be

wl‘hn modern state predicated or Freedom, Fquality and Brotherhood.
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guaranteed, every "present" becomes critical, and gains the
unbearable weight of being historically consequential. As such
it is no longer a human present, properly speaking. While
individual moments are the moments of an i1ndividual's lite and
are specific to that indavidual's destiny, histoiry belongs to
no one and everyone. The moment becomes a hisltorical building
block. While one may become bound to history, history's
pronouncements on one's actions are not mmmediately
forthcoming. Hence the delineations of judgement which normally
guide action i1nto the opaque, but humanly-created future,
disappear. The aimperative to act does not. Hence the
resurrection of a remembered past - Lantamount to an tdealazed
future - emerges as the social end by which the self appears.

Our specific example was the assurcdness ot "grace",
something specific to a Chrastian pavadiygm. However since Qhe
issue 1s mmmediate judgement, what 18 critical is the presence
of an immediate standard as opposed to a deterred one. This
simply amounts to the political nature of the human wor ld. Thus
the Christian paradigm leaves most human afifairs intact so long
as the Chraistian soul is safe. Tt 1s only whan thal sccurily
is removed that the political i1s substituted with the social,
and "politics" 1s rendered mute. Politics becomes the pure
efficiency of "housekeeping"il.

What 1s foremost and essential to all paradigms 15 the
possibility of the political emerging. The "political” 1s no
more than the "self" actualized vis-a-vis the "other". The
critical difference between paradigms lies in the nature of
judgement and the nature of the individual.

The 1implacation thus far is that since self and
appearance are coeval, the paradigms are not matable. One
cannot simply decide to switch. That 1s unless they are truly
stepped out of: revealed from a truly Archimedean point. And

this can only be a function of absolute self-consciousness.

4ll’olltlcs becomes primarily econamics 654 "ecumenical ", GR olkos heugeholn

Necessity preempts speach. One 18 left to debate only the means, tn which cage the proof liey
in the future's pudding.



®

Thus to progress further, we must first understand this
worldly magic of coexistent human <becoming> and realized self-
consciousness. It is only now that we can turn to Duchamp.
Ultaimately we will be able to approach "Given", a work which
may be understood to be circular. To be circular is to be
complete, and thus pertains to the absolute. What is paramount
in exercirsing judgement upon such a work 1s an "absolute”
undar standing of both the paradigm from which it spraings, and
an "absolute" understanding of the Archimedean point where it
arrives* . It demands that we be already self-conscious when we
greet the work and the artist. In a sense, nothing will take
place, no revelation, no salvation. No work will be done, for
if we are already self-conscious, no meaningful change will

goccur.

Now work by definition changes things in that it offers a
momentary respite in keeping the future at bay. Thus on the one
hand, no artifice, no earthly work by the terms of being human
we have understood so {ar, could accomplish the revelation on
1ts own. Conversely, <being> requires a constant substantiation
of that beinyg to recognize its own form. This would apply
cqually to fully self-conscious <being>. Being does not exist
apart fiom what 1t takes as 1ts nature. Therefore can we assume
that not just any work could satisfy the conditions whereby
self{-consciousness continues to appear? There are two issues
we must pursue concurrently: The nature of the self-conscious

self and that ot the circular work.

0ne must not confuse this and an understanding of the
"hermeneutic circle". There is no accomplishment here of a new
circle. There is no creation of a new future and there is
absolutely no deferral of a pretext of absolute accountability.
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The Nude (pig skin)

THE PARADOXES OF IRONY AND SYMBOL, SELF—~CONSCIOUSNESS AND DESIRK

Let us begin our discussion of Duchamp with the meanings
of some of the more common terms associated with his work.
There are a number of platitudes generally associratod with
Duchamp. One 1s that he 1s a "conceptual artist”. This 1athes
ambiguous categorization, if contested, 1s usually qualified
by the adjective "1ronic". Other common understandings tend Lo
focus on specific aspects construed as alchemical, Jungian,
Freudian, deconstructive, Anti-art (Dala), ote.. The most
interesting of these monsters combine 1n vairying proportions
the aforementioned elements. Imagine for example an fromic
alchemical stance, or an ironic surrealist/dadarst
understanding.

A phenomenology has much to offer on the appearance of
enigma (Enigma: wmonstrous work, not easily transtated into
apparent concepts), especially where the enigma's delivery 1nto
symbol 1s 1intentionally precipitated through the simnple
addition of a ULitle: Enigma, pre-packaged wilh referents
included. As we have understood the term up until now, a
phenomenology is a description. It pays careful attention to
both intentionality and appearance (the two being coeval and
mutually dependent). Thus 1t springs from an attempt 1o
understand how something appears, to whom 1t appears, and the
appearance 1tself. I specify attempt, for 11 1t 1s to nclude
the means of appearance, and by extension the perceaving
subject, it must qualify all observations as having fairled by
their own premises. No matter what, contemplation of an object,
even 1f it is primarily concerned with the subject, reveal s
the object as such 1.e. as an object. Thus the subject always
remains blind to i1tself (its phenomenological blind spot). This
qualification 1s given as understanding i1tself: understanding
is a temporal engagement. I cannot see the back side of o cube:
I "know" it is there by experience. For all T know or care,
there may be some magic i1nvolved tricking me into believing at

is there, when 1n actuality the "far side” always ceases to
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oxist. Nonelheless, my understanding, correct or otherwise,
presents a world entirely whole to me upon which 1 base my
intentions and create a very whole future in which to act.
There are ncever holes or missing parts in a human world.

Now since a human world is then given temporally, the
means of understanding 1t, even in the past, to the degree that
{t 18 the same world, is the degree to which it includes a
future which 15 both hidden and makes sense. Irony can only
appear whoen something that 1s past 1s severed completely from
an evolving human world: 1in other words, when the future that
something once opened up has entirely come to be or played
itself out. 1f one only thinks of the common usage of the term,
it tefers to a situation once hidden as having appeared in a
way surprisingly related Lo a chance series of events. It 1s
always used 1n reference to the past. An ironic stance and a
phenomenological stance are then completely and unadulteratedly
mutually exclusive. How then, 1f one is in the midst of
employing symbols (and how can one not?), and symbols are, by
definition, intentionally loaded, can one claim an ironic
stance towatds anything open? Is not irony, phenomenologically
speaking, limited Lo highly finite situations, whose meanings
have aliready appeared i1n their entirety?

So what 1s meant when the "ironic stance" becomes a
platitude? Should we take it as an observation so self-evident
as to be almost superfluous in its verbalization. Ironic would
be similar then i1in meaning to sarcastic: Barbed humour deftly
used to expose a latent condition. In this case, the work would
stand as a c¢ritical one carefully balanced between an already
given historical condition and 1ts necessary (but perhaps yet
to be...) overcoming. Necessary by definmition only of a
critical stance, and nothing else.

Can we dismiss this interpretation, and any other
interpretation which can be similarly reduced to a dialectical
representation? After all, is this not exactly what Duchamp

referred to as "retinal art" and subsequently threw out as a
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waste of time in 1913732 [For the duration of this es8ay, wo
will also refer to this as "meaning art", that 1s, the use of
recognizable symbols in a slightly dislocated fashion so as to
"re-invent meaning" . ] Recalling our observations  about
phenomenology and i1rony, a critical work which simply r1eplaces
one mechanism of meaning with another would tfail 1n both
respects and certainly on its own offers no insight into any
questions raised so far.

So perhaps after all, irony will have to be combined witth
some other understanding, though we have yel to show there is
anything remotely resembling irony occurring at all. Assuming
irony stays, it would seem to 1ndicate giving up on
accountability, since we already said irony and symbol are
mutually exclusive. Furthermore, symbol, meaning and concept
presume accountability. Even the perpetual deferral of a
handicapped phenomenoclogy includes self-conscirousness as a
relative term i.e. recognizing the subject as an intentional
being, 1ts appearance tied to the meaning 1t creates. The

subject and its world of meanings evolve concomitantly 1n tiwe.

So 1if Duchamp dismissed art aimed at pure meaning
creation, what protects his actions from the very aporia which
confronts the rest of us?

The preceding chapters roughly phrased the question thas
way: If my appearance is human to the degree that it s
accountable, given that a pure sentiment of self comes to
understand itself through symbol and the difference bhetween the
two, then my appearance is human to the degree that I transcend
the given conditions from which I emerge. What happens when atl
transcendence is denied by virtue of 1ts condition being a

matter of course?

43Ftom the beginning there is no confusion a8 Lo the giveannass ul tntentionality Henows

meaning is understood as already present in the firgt instanca 0! sansual appearants  Duchamp
19 absolutely clear from that start that one, there can never humonly he gsumathing such an
absolute relativism or "empty-formalism” (they amount Lo the sama thing), antt two, thasge are
in the end, the antithesis, and therefore part of the sanpe dialectical movement, an "Art an
reprasentaticn™ and straight- forward thaory into practice dialectical thinking
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After "Nude Descending Stair”

With Duchamp, we could probably phrase it like this: The
more art attempts to distance itself from taste on the one hand
and the abstract universal on the other, the more it reifies
a subject which is both. In other words, artistic production
is a slow and laborious process towards actualising
permutations of an already understood meaning. But to what
extent must meaning creation serve such an end? Surely 1t is
a matter of ceasing to produce meaning. Or more specifically,
one can engage Anti-meaning, and the more subtle form, Non-
specific meaning.

On their own, both forms of production turn out to be
identical to meaning production, already rejected beflforehand.
Not only are they dialectically understood, but they make
obvious the fact that neither taste or non-sense appeai

neutrally, but rather through what makes them so.

The Green Box

Given the position Duchamp has already articulated at
this time, it is difficult for him to continue the practice of
difference and not engage in some sort of synthesis. Endless
difference is tremendously efficient at driving home Jan
understanding of i1nertia -- anathema to a temporal being. On
the other hand, siraightforward synthesis or dialectical
enhancement, bears the standard "retinal art" and amounts 1o
the same inertia. The third form, non-direct meaning, 19 simply
oblique, and 1n areas of accountability, discussion usually
ends with a blanket "it 1s ambiguous". This 18 because direct
understanding or conceptual negation of the  work 15
indeterminably deferred. This 1s both advantaqgeous to Duchamp,
and once again anathema. Deferral meaans reirfication of the
subject is postponed. However the world makes no less sense in
the interim. Work and human production carry on apace, the only
difference now being there is no responsibility assumed by che

actor, for there is no concept, no name by which to 1dentify
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1t. The amplications are manifold. First of all meaning
productson continues. The result is the same as was already
seen with the cubists: an attempt to distance the work from the
subject conversely magnifies the subject's role as the central
fiqure. Again, without accountability 1t amounts to a
totalirtariranism of liberty. This is not a craticism of the work
but its appearance. In other words, 1its cultural grounding.
Since the work can't be separated, any more than can the
artist, from that appearance, the phenomenological tautology
becomes the r1ssue. As we saild, this succeeds 1n opening a space
1n which to operate for Duchamp, but should it be taken no
further, 1t degenerates to self-aggrandizement of the artist,
and Duchamp becomes no more than a producer of retinal
entertairnment.

[t goes withoul saying that while meaning-art, the direct
production of "retinal-work" was vocally singled out on i1ts own
as r1cdundant, Duchamp nevertheless did not stop working. When
1l came to distancing himself from the Dadaists and
Surrecalists, he was more discreet in leaving those avenues open
as working methods. Thus at times one still might be tempted
to group them together.

In terms of the three possible approaches to working,
Non-meaning or "meaning-temporarily-deferred work" is perhaps
the most employed by Duchamp. This obviously lends it to
coplous 1nterpretation by any technigue specializing in the
enigmatic. This 1s to say responsibility for closing the circle
of accountability (1n effect, wisdom, the only standpoint from
which Lhe phenomenoclogical blind spot disappears and irony is
posstblie) is assumed in the name of some exterior force or
ideal. These must by definition be atemporal or universal in
the1r conception and would include any Platonic, Christian
(neo-platonic), or Gnostic interpretation. This responsibility
can etther be in the form of devotion to a future revelation
(more defertal) o: perhaps through an ecstatic or non-
linguistic leap: the only other way by which meaning can appear

without the use of symbol. However this 1s 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 specifically recogmizes
the necessity of opening up a respite in the dialectical
movement in order to "work" rather than to "produce”", this in
itsel{ cannot become an end to the work. Once again, any such
interpretation is categorically undercut by Duchamp himself.
Ultimately he will have to give face to this respite 1n order
for it to satisfy both the conditions of a "work" and the
recognizability of a properly human action. It would seem that
the issues revolve entirely around the subject of
accountability, or the realization of an atemporal, fully self-
conscious work. The work then 1s secondary and the onus on
those to whom recognition belongs.

Can any work reveal self-consciousness?
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The Large Glass

If one's thinking moves progressively along !ines such
as those attempted here, one would assume that at a cetrtain
point this body of thought and its partial condensations,
Dadaist barbs (intellectual terrorism), enigmatic openings on
desires and explicit representations of concerns  would
crystallize into a single cohesive work. And 1f somecone else
were to walk along exactly those laines, they might understand
such a work, and recognize the perfect model of that thinking
in that specific crystallisation.

Given all we have said about Duchamp, if such were the
case, The Large Glass would, in the Jast light, be no more than
a concise labour, and 1ts aftertaste, trustration. Of course
that realization occurs anyway once the thinking is understood:
so0 why have bothered with the representation? The Large Glass
then, must remain "finally unfinished". Duchamp retires from

the public service to play chess.

Given

It may seem criminal to some to take a conceptual
overview of an artist such as Duchamp, whose development
produced some of the most enlightening and humorous visions 1n
its specific negations, and seemingly force-fit 1t into «
theoretical straight-jacket. But for the last time, let ud
recall the premise of this paper: One, an intentional worid s
closed by definition: as a projection, it 1s acted 1nto. And
two, by definition, if closed, then one 1s accountable to it
This 1s to say, every negation, to varying degrees, carpfes
forward un-negated implications which stand as future
possibility. This does not mean that the political or "human"
meaning of an action is immediately apparent. Ono' s
articulation of how one understands one's world may he directly
contrary to the specific nature of the very world which allows
one to act. One carries on as such, continuing to explicate the
nature of that world, until one is either forced to gqglive up
one's conception or that conception is built (actualized) to

become one's being. Either way involves radical transformation.
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However the degree to which one's action is negated into
one's own given being, i.c.the degree to which one's
articulation of that negation is identical to its political
teification, 1s the degree that intentiocnality is secured both
individually and universally*. Furthermore, 1f successive
negations continue to hold seemingly endless reserves of un-
negated being for future actions, that in itself 1s wonderful,
but 1t makes nothing explicit regarding that accountabilaity.
Again, 1f possibility exists one either labours in its nane
towards {ts actualization, hence surrendering one's own ability
to act, properly-speaking;:; or one seeks to secure humanly one's
own being within those same actions, by making explicit, hence
recognizable, the fully self-conscious nature of those actions.
Given the limiting conditions of a temporal understanding, let
us consider this in two ways. Firstly, from the standpoint of
a thinking/acting being towards other similar beings. And
secondly, from the standpoint of a thinking/acting being
towards his/her own i1mmortality: The secured position of human
appearance, and the other standpoint from which irony is
possaible.

[t 1s obviously assumed that after finally "unfinishing"
The Large Glass, Duchamp has grasped its actual, reified
impact; something he does from a distance rather than from the

tmmediacy of his initial intentions. This in itself 1s no

different from what he has done all the way along. One only
need consider the tremendous rate at which he engaged and
negated absolutely post-impressionism, cubism, futurasm,

dadaism, and even surrealism?". The major difference between

”H the tedader would remonstrate with an itmplied "Truthfully objective” teading being

tngerted 1mto an otherwise phanomenological arqumant, it should be repeated that objective
glmply means the degree to which intention and 1ecoynition align, thereby revealing the extent
of the qap between the symbel ad such and as a sign. Duchamp takes as hia princtiple focus thig
slippery ground between the obiect, its name and its meaning and specifically the explication
of  tha "metaphyalcal®™ mechanismg at work. Hence 1t 1s about self-consciousness and
accaountability, and the diff{erence betwean thode conditiong which denude the mechanism, and
thows which 41mply are subfect to it

To paraphiase Paz after Apollinatie, Ducaamp is entirely concerned with the nude, and there
18 abyolutely notning hermatic about this tnvestigation.

13
I’Onf w'la Par, "lThe Cagtle of Purity” in Marcel Dughamp, Appearapge Stripped Bare, (New

York- Arcade Publishing, 19%0) See also "+ Water Writes Always in # Plural" (same
adition)
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this i1nstance and the previous ones, is that The Large (Glass
is a circular and cohesive work, one which 1eveals self-
consciousness as 1ts object. To do this assumes the work 1s
entirely self-sufficient with regards to meaning: all clement s,
simultaneously present. 1t awaits no external revelation or
recognition.

But on its own, it does so as a "thing". Simtlarly, the
"thing"” it reveals is a mechanism. Mechanisms might boe
equivalent to an actualization of my "I", but as we have seen,
(ad nauseam), the "I" taken as an objectl, reveals only that
object, as a "thingish 1" and 1s incapable of gelf-

consciousness. It is not me.

From the beginning of this thesis, we have worked with
the following general equation regarding the substantial
aspects of appearance:

] WORK

SPACL GIVEN NBEING

where GIVEN BEING = pME + (STILL UN—NLGATED )} SEACL

civeh BEING ) WORK = ypw GIVEN DEING

J-WORK = orLbING

or SPACE

Space (more accurately, sp*ce?®) under the action of woik,
results in the process of worlding. Worlding itself is thus
continuously creating potential through the inherent process
of negation. The resultant given being i1s then made up of
"natural" space PLUS "humanly negated" space (Tlwme).

So, as we have already seen, not only 15 natural qgiven
being 1mplicit (necessary) for being, bul s0 18 time. .o, It
is the foundation for the appearance ol a future: that which
is "not".

So what confounds and upends Duchamp's simple observation that
<human being> 1s a tautology 1n which all terms are present
from the beginning and there is no exterior, so to speak? For
one thing, there is the most glaring, lived contradiction in

that Human Being 1s temporal: by definition, a future exists,

46'I‘he non-humanized form of "space". Thi<s 14 perhaps a superfluous gesture, Lut | wish
to distinguish that which cannot appear and that which had already appearsd Compare Yhs

Hebiew problem of naming "GaD" with Parmenides' "ldentity” (See "Lexicon of Termn, above)
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and a future, through its "otherness", is exterior. And second,
since according to the above equation, Human Being is only what
you have become already, what is to say what you can or cannot
become?

Curiously, there 1s a logical contradiction between these
two arguments. They both appear to exploit different aspects
of cxpericonce respectively. For example, the first case, in
stressing that the future is "other" but not entirely so (it
1s of significance to me, it 1s my future), gives up immediate
accountability through the opacity of thal which makes nme
human. Hence we must have a specific nature, but it 1s hidden.
Human appearance 1s related to something which is beyond the
given. 1.e it 1s dependent on the transcendent for its
appearance and the transcendent 1s simply a delay in time. Thus
the possibility of appearance, and herce its being. It divorces
"human" from '"natural" being on the basis of a future
revelation of 1ts own truth and simply limiis the extent of 1ts
accountability in the present. The world as it appears 1s by
virtue of a specific future (a relative truth) and therefore
mere fodder for 1ts actualization.

The position that T have no nature, and that by
defimition 1 am pure possibility, is by far the more
interesting. We can, however, disregard at the start any
interprtetathron aimed at pure relativism. That would fail
blatantly to take i1nto account what allows appearance in the
first place.

We are now back at the very beginning: "Ok, Hegel,
everything 1s this way, but must i1t have been so?' Is the
initial appecarance of human intentionality based on overcoming?

This sends us back to chapter 3. The future exists no
more than the past. It 1s simply given through the
intentionality of a being. But it is no more neutral than that
being. That veaing exists through work: it creates its
appearance to i1tself through 1ts own selfness and otherness.

In other words, through that future.
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It is a tautology. But what of its representation and what, it
any, of its importi’?

If I am such a tautological! monster, a successtul
representation as such amounts to a complete and utten
negation. i.e.one i1n which no un-negated given being is carried
forward. There are obviously two alternatives: One can account
for (recognize) every possible permutation and combination ot
physical matter in the universe -- as in Borges' "Library"®,
Or one can understand (same as "vepresenl") pure time. This
oxymoron, as an enduaring fait accompli 1s as patadoxical as the
human condition, since both representation and understanding
require symbols which include given being. Bul as something
that can be temporarily engaged and then retired from, it s
a different story.

The first recognition 1s the 11lusory or temporal nature
of the "I". This must be reconciled with the equally r1mmanent
imperative that the "1" be revealed humanly. This awounts to
a temporal chimera being allowed to sojourn momentavaly among
the gods. Gods, being mmmeortal, are concepls not subject Lo
negations, not prey (Lo the ravayges of temporality.

The first project, securing recoynition by poltentially
equally sel f-conscious beings, requires such o subject. Thie,
is not Lo say one must be able to articulale the process an
order to appreciate it, If the mechanism 1s you, you will
partially recognize il despite an articulated understanding
which differs (i1is 1incomplete). As, we saird beforo, one's
articulation of an understanding may be directly contrary to
the specific nature of the very world which allows one to act .
One carries on as such, continuing to explicate the nature ol
that world, until one is e¢i1ther fourced to qive up one's,
conception or that conception ig built (actualized) to become

one's being. I{ a transformation is opened up an a result of

7()ne can of courae do Fscher drawings and nmeditate on the mobius strip (Thefr
significance verqing on the revelatory once one has tdentified ones bheing a4 such ot
Eigenman's short-lived affatr with topologiecal qeometry, ) HBut no sooner thought, ons should
be board stiff Having emptied my balng of time, I om no more than » 4t yif

lw.}mqn Luts Borgas, "Library of Babel™ in Labyrintha, (Naw York Hew Dlractions Book
1984) .,
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the work, deferral is still in place, and the recognition
secared is only partial??,

To begin with, it serves to recall the aporia faced by

the warring master encountered in chapter 2. First of all, the
only recognition he could secure was through fear, thereby
surrendering his humanily into the hands of a slave. Further,
hi1s position as master 1s such only so long as a slave remains
so. s mastery ls coveted because of the condition it both
teveal s and dentes for the slave. The master cannot rest. That
which reveals him is dependent on constant action, just as the
slave 1s dependent on the constant production of a future. The
only difference 1s that the master 1is able to secure
immortality through the epic nature of his deeds, while the
slaves are douvmed Lo pass.
The Greek cily-state with the replacement of a tyrant by an
elilte democracy, and the insertion of a Theoros, circumvents
this problem. It maintains the framework of privilege but
wilhin that cirrcle of freedom, the enactment of it is
understood as granled. Granted means given and implies consent.
Consent 1efers to others.

In olher words, in any situation, human recognition,
properly speaking, requires the presence of given being in
order to emerge. Given being is simply that which has reified
in a lorm. The opltion of free <becoming> no longer exists for
it, tor 1t has already become. This means that the very act of
putting forward an "I", of acting, demands politeness: a
certarn modesty vis-d-vis those others who are rendered <given
being., objectitied, 1n the very throwing of that action. After
all, one musl rei1fy a world of some sort in order to create a

future 1nto which to act?0,

49
1 Glven tends to hdave a larqgely mediocre tmpact if approached otherwise - rangting
from just plain burtng, to kitsch, to a glorified alter of gexuality

500: course, politenesy falls by the way side i1f everyone is recognized beforehand,
for the actton ttself i3 understood as fnsignificant 1t is not even a case of a conspicuous
absence of manners As Kundeta notes, a culture that ceases to cover its collective mouth when
1t yawng betitays a state far beyond peoor manneirs. This in itself is perhaps of little
concern, but tt ig synptomatic of a condition where actton 138 volded of human content Acticns
ltterally awount to nil tf anything less than labouring toward actualizing a non
ditferentiated condition Once again the paradox of Virtual Reality.)

73



Any pioperly human action requires a witness who
temporarily stands to be objectified. The witness 1s simply the
disinterested party, the representative of an order which
imbues meaning in the being of the interested partres. 11
everything 1s changing and there 1s no constant, how can one
make sense of where one has been and how one got Lo where one
is? The witness then 1s the representative of the Archimedean
point, the universal implied 1n every symbol, and 1in overy
aspect of intentionality.

I can, of course, be that witness f{or mysolt
especially since T need not apologize for wmy immanent
objectification. The difficulty 1s being all Lhice al once:
wiltness, master and slave; actor, benefactor, and thootros;
subject, object, and universal. Herein lies t he
phenomenological blind spot. However, to stand 1n the
archimedean position and be revealed as all hree 15 Lo boe «a
human assuming the role of OQcular Witness.

The most significant dilference botween Grven and The
large Glass, 15 the literal substitution of the obseirver {or
what was a representing device in Lhe earlier wotk” . Grven 1s
a mirror of The Large Class. We know this because  we
immediately recognize a number of the elements and themes named
in The Green Box, half of which were conspircuously missiong {rom
The large Glass. Missing even more conspicuously now, however,
are the Malic Moulds and the Ocular Witnessoes.

The observer 1s frozon, his/her perspectival vViow
solidified 1n Durer-like fashion, lett to confront an intensely
"artificial scene" through an already defined vocabulary of

symbols®. But why the extreme kitsch as the mode of

51"~ Water Writes Always in » Plural”", p.117.

52ibid p 110,
I will continue to use the term "symboil”™ in the senge that 1t has meant throughout thex [aper,
namely &8s an intentionally understnod concept tied to both a 9ign and a thing Paz outs for
the word "gsiqn" to avold confusgion of the wider use of the term synbol as repregentative
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representation? Are we to understand it as Richard Kearney
defines the modern trend toward artistic self-consciousness®??

It 15 precisely the circularity of the referents which allows
Duchamp to play: mimesis in its most vulgar form. Duchamp
confronts  the viewer with the most literal simulation
maginable (1s this a swmulacrum in the commonly (mis)used
sense as inherently unauthentic). Dut what exactly is 1tL? With
our gaze pmmobr lized, we stare heac-on between Lhe legs of a
young gi1tl. But the vagina over which we must traverse with our
cyes lies decisively off-centre. We are so acutely aware of
hetr monstrous artifice (The two adjectives do not necessarily
have to be parired, but they do serve to heighten awareness of
what exaclly 1s the operative mechanism). Desire aroused by the
monstious? hy artiftice? The eroticism of the monster 1s perhaps
boest oxpressed tn the challenge of the unknown. The known as
partially negated 15 obviously more susceptible to dissolution
in the amnion of our condition, and less able L0 serve as the
"standing 1eserve" of human becoming. As for artifice, it is
nevelr the 1ssue that the representation 1s a substitute for the
teal thing. One never confuses the one for the other. One is
more amazed at the fact that the mechanism works at all, in
sprte of the knowledye ol an operative simulacrum, thus leading
one to posit the aphrodisiac as being even the slightest
awareness of Lhe existence of a mechanism at all. Authenticaty
15 obviously trrelevant. One also repeats Socrates' discovery
of the tove of wisdom and the desirous affection 1t arouses for
an uygly old wman. We are back at the beginning with the
imtroduction of ntentionality: Human desire, if it is to
teveal a proper ly human being capable of consciousness of self,

rather than a meire sentiment of self, must take as its object

K im( hatd Kearney, Lecture notes: "Address to McGill Architecture History and Theory",
(Montreal Yebruary, 1991)
s this how we are to avaluate for example a David Lynch-like self awareness

A current characterization of trends in art over the last decade is toward so-called "gelf
congctous kitseh” While being dubbed "Pogt-modern” it 1s still aemploying exagerated
"modertitat ” tachintques  The so-cdlled saelf-congcious (deconstructing) camera work of the post-
modsrn diyector 19 dtsturbingly similar to many less pretentious "self-referential"” techniques
of (now dated) "nmodern art" Compare the constant shaky video camara of MTV to Warner Bros.
Puck Amack” where Dafty gets into an arquement with his cartoonist.

7
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something which is beyond the given. It cannot be a lump ot
flesh, the word flesh or the concept flesh, though all three
implicitly point to that proper object. Similairly, the
mechanism itself can no more be thingish than can be {he propet
object of desire. The object then must be the process itselt"!.
Thus the only operative mechanism in Given 1s the action of my
desire. What 1s more is that as 1t 1s made explicit by my
supplanting of the bachelors, 1 underistand it at a distance,
as 1 understood their role in The Bride.... 1t s absolutely
crucial that I am presented with myself taking as an object
some thing which lies beyond wmyself. The "Malic Moulds" are
empty and in effect doomed, for their essence lies beyond {hem.
As it 1s beyond them, they are at most a representation of that
essence. They are as such "thingish I's". They ate dependent
on the bride for their animation. It 1s by this loaded
representation of me (i1n which I am utterly caught the moment
I recognize that nude), that I understand this paradox. 1t 14
the action ot desiie which creates me. A sort of onanlsm as
Duchamp would have 1t. Not a desire for a thing at all, bul
that I can create a self out of a patent simulacrum. Desiting
desire.

There is of course, much more. We are told i1n the notes
from The Green Box that the essence of the bride, as opposed
to the bachelors, lies within her, but requires the mechanism
of the Ocular Witnesses. Nailed as I am 1o my wooden door, I
am somewhat relieved that I can be of service to the bride. AL
least I can pirovide her with the image of her stripped which
gives her so much pleasure.

But who is the bride? That dyed expansce of pirg-skin

leather stretched over a steel frame? And 1 this whole

1
Jq'r‘hh; discuasion could converaely open up the subiect of Tove tor lovae retarns aa

to the condition of my beting and the circle, 1t e the original gift Love fa in esaence o
duebt. For the image nf onesel{ that one racoynizes 44 complate 1 3 qift ot the w3 f e
pergon whn enabled that recognition. Specitic i the operative word for 1t 1g what sblows one
to appear humanly, to come home and regl (remnember the warring mauter) Thee ctre e munt e
closed. This would return ug to the political raalm aon two counts  One, 1t 43 ¢ losed anly
ingofar as the individual, ond therefore muat move (beconse, cannot rodt) tpgotar ag 1he
individual 1s problematically distinct from the untvarsal  Secondly (a4 with younyg Hietggone,
Kundera, and others, one raallzed what an utterly dehumentzing concapt, (hrigtian Jove ot
a-distance 1ig Ior the {nterim result 19 the redurtion of bhelng to o alngle mods of
regentment
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discussion no more than glorified anthropomorphism?
Intentionality 1s anthropomorphism. The bride used to be an
amorphous expanse brushed upon a sheet of glass. Was she more
tenable (less threatening) in an ambiguously reified state?
Perhaps 1t was the fact that the whole erotic transference was
carried on by representative figures.

Bul there i1s no mistaking now that the bride is me. What
1s more 1s thalt the pleasure is real. For once, the
phenomenological blind spot is removed, and my reified fleshly
form, as 1t appears humanly, is presented to me. For as above,
it 1s appearing caught in the midst of all three roles at once
which 1s both 11onic, and satisfying. Notice my appearance as
the bride 1s not vicarious ("delay" being the temporal form of
human appearance, of how I appear as an object to myself), for
in this case, and 1n a tautological construct only, i1s my being
as desiring desire aimed at myself, and revealed as such. What
is revealed in the bride as myself, is only a meaning creation
fn mid-act.

The witnesses (plural) are nothing more than the symbols
employed, and ever-present. They are me in my continuity (also
plural). They are that which is recognizable and hence already
particular and universal.

*

Stop. Objections. First of all, it takes time to think
all this. One 1s not all three at once (as in 1life).
Furthermore, grasping the meaning as such, even if it makes
sense as i1l 1s presented above, leaves one only with a mental
construct of a mechanism. A definitively thingish object, a
vicariously presented subject, and a phenomenological blind

spol securely in place.
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This leads us to the last aspect of Given. Our very
understanding of the human condition, developed 1a the fiist
parts of this thesis, assumed the presence of <given being> in
order for the properly human to emerge. I'nm other words, it Just
wouldn't do, if following the satori of understanding, one wan
simply to be severed from one's mode of being. It 1s neitfher
viable nor necessarily a condition one desites. Thus such an
understanding is reduced to usefulness, the very condition it
escaped in its inception. It may be disheartening that woe do
not achieve the status of gods, but the fact that all returns
to <given being>, does have some benetits. First ot all, we
must recall that recognition requires the presence of cgirven
being>, only because 1t must be recognizable by o human
(temporal) being. Remember also that recoguition only matters
to a temporal being and has no value {or ei1ther the natural,
or gods®®. As to <given being>, 1t 15 simply that which has
reified 1n a form. To repeat, the option of free ‘becomings no
longer exists for 1t. The Duchamp revealed by "Given" s
similarly already reified. Duchamp himseli, though the creatod
of the arena, is no more excused from the i1mperatives of
living. Thus the recognition secured 1s no different from that
implicit in any gesture belonging to a traditionally oriented
culture, from epic words and deeds to the most banal gestures
of peliteness. As we said at the beginning, these moental
gymnastics in making selfl-consciousness cxplicit only become
an 1ssue when the ordinary means of scecuring the human e
deprived and Lhe properly human emerdges as a problemat o . Bul
while Duchamp remains a thoroughly historically given bhoing,
his labours are nonetheless i1informed py a very "historically
become" situation. The condition where Lthe 1nteniional or
"free" aspect of the very anima of being can be removed bhoelongs
to a circular culture, even 1f it continues to define 1tgelt
as still becoming (sti1ll working). In the latter understanding,
"

it 18 not a question of "can" be removed, but appears as "1

|4
SJGods—to the extent that thny are Godyg properly 4qpeasking and engsge only tn play  The

Judeo-Christ tan God 1s as such an entirely quegt {nnable ronstruct grves that hee 19 o "lealown
God" and enqgadges in anything as humanly tainted as history
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removed in principle", leaving only the process of elaboration.
In other words, the self{ that can appear is extremely limited
by virtue of 1ts own self-understanding. It tends to encounter
change with surprise, while the former assumes difference to
bee the only qgiven. In other words, it 1is an inverse
relationship. A society predicated on becoming (change) moves
in a sinqularly linear direction, while a scciety predicated
on stillness moves with incredible ferocity in all directions
simultaneously. The process of valuation which creates the
future into which one can flow 1s obvicusly a function of one's
past, and 1s wholly predicated upon it. An already closed
paradigm, AND ARTTCULATED AS SUCH, reveals itself as pure
possibility. Conversely, a paradigm understood as open-ended
sees all possibility 1n terms of closure, whether in fear of
closure, or in  pursuit of it. In an apparently open
understanding, the appearance of closure is 1tself tied to the
funclthron of human judgement implicit 1in how possibility
appcars. [n other words, when closure appears as an issue, it
1s merely because one has reached the point when one's
articulated self-understanding and one's being conflict, and
properly human judgement cannot appear without a fundamental
change 1n that very self-understanding. Thic change occurs
regardless of the articulation of the crisis.

Culture then 1s always circular. This circularity remains
intact regardless of specific phenomenal reifications. However
Lthose 1e1fi1cations are formalized the moment that circularity
appears. Virtual reality is 1ts appearance. That one's cultural
beiny may be entirely threatened by this appearance has
absolutely no bearing on the limits of possibilities. In that
respect one need not worry 1f perturbed by the concept "End
of history”. The crisis 1s the subject's and merely determines
how possibilities appear and how their meanings can be

understoeod.




NOTES

This thesis has itself come full circle. If one is left
with an empty feeling, wondering just how optimistically to
believe pronouncements about new possibilities, then oue shoutld
remember that 1t 1s not a matte:r for pronouncement . Opt imism
and pessimism belong to the same ground. The otientation of one
makes sense only in terms of the othor and the two, only in
terms of a limited horizon. To the extent that 1t 18 possiblo,
one must realize the absolute opacily of the future. Not n
some naive "objective" sense of not knowing what will happen.
But that its appearance is always by way of the past.

Insofar as 1t 1s absurd to argue a natural tight or a
natural law regarding the human world, it would be equally
absurd that the human world presumed to create 1ts own nature
ex nihilo for 1ts appearance. In a sense, it has already pard
a price 1n its appearance in that it cannot  dge noutrally
toward 1ts future. What 1s specifically human about  that
nature, 1s that i1t changes. The wmost critical question we can
consider at this point is how It changes.

Hence the hesitation. One is left with only what ono
knows. This 18 the past (das Vico obsorved) but one can no
longer be naive about 1ts fulture. One is loeft with the
following dilem 3. On the one hand one hass no righl to affirm
any given future over any other, by any rationale. This 1o to
say one cannot deny change or "progress”. By the same token,
one has an absolute debt to that which permits one to act at
all, the ground by which things take on an appearance. Aro
these polarities of human experience, i1nherently mutually
exclusive?

We have already seen that critical for an understanding
of intentionality, was an account of the paradoxical relation
of appearance and {freedom: i.e. proper thinking and propes
willing affirm the conditions which create them 1n the 1ot
place, but simtlarly exist only in error.

From the stait we are faced with the phenomenologircal hlined

spot but we are accountable to the conditions of bhoth its
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initial appearance and its removal. Regarding its appearance,
initially, we can avoid the issue by dismissing its occurrence
as a necessity. Regarding its removal, we can choose to view
it solely through the historical circumstance which render
seif -consciousness a problematic in the first place. In this
case we would be lead to confront the fundamental political
movement of the west., If we continued to maintain that things
necd nct have been this way, implied is the conclusion that
humans can change things. 1f humans can change things, they are
not at the mercy of exterior forces. Thus change is human to
the degree that 1t reveals the properly human, rather than
chance {orces beyond one's control. One 1s hamstrung on the
horns of an aporia: one defines oneself fundamentally as
historical (change 1s the basis of one's being) yet the
inability Lo account for that change deprives one of the free
aspect 1ntrinsic to it. Rightfully or wrongfully, judgement
must be enacted i1mmedlately, not according to some deferred
standard.

Another alternative 1s to affirm the necessity of
appearance through a complete account of the appearance of
intentionality 1n the first place. This implies that one is no
longer accountable only te the specific conditions which gave
1ise to the explicating problematic, but to world history in
1ts entizely. One 13 accountable to the appearance of the "1"
rather than an "T as...". Thus one 1is accountable to the

meaning and appearance of absolute self-consciousness.

In the first case one was left with only the appearance
of a self 1n crisis, a self scrambling to secure its own
appearance.

That crisis 1s "how does one judge". From what we have seen
thus far, 1f the future 1s properiy speaking, opaque, then
judgement is toward the past, and i1s in effect identical to
securing one's appearance humanly. This amounts, i1n the context
ot a historically-become being, to the appearance of self-

consciousness. But regardless, judging remains securing.
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This is to say, judging is always directed towards the
past. Hence action 1s always backwards. The paradox lies then
in the understanding of the difference between action and
appearance. Again let us consider the situation where this is
radicalized and thus explicit.

If one can only speak "backwards", speech is formalized
in the context of the historically-become individual. 1f{
everyone is culturally given by this situation, it is simply
taken for granted and need not arise as a question. Regarding
a politacal agenda, the elaboration of an already 1mplied
condition does not qualify as either "political speech ot
action". It 1s simply labour that has to be done. This does not
denigrate the value of such 1labour, 1t must be done Dby
definition of the world which gave it an appearance in tho
first place. The labour amounts to the actualization ol what
can be conceived and thus gives form to the being to whom that
appearance belongs. The wider the range of possibilities which
can appear, the faster one can move.

Thus the paradox. An individual already secured in 1ts being,
understands both the limits of appearance (the debt ol formal
speech) and the privilege of acting in its name. The world,
that privilege opens up cannot be judged from here. We will

have already been judged.
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