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Preface

The sole organization in the United Nations system encompassing education,
science, culture, communication, as well as social and human sciences, UNESCO
cannot lose sight of its intellectual and ethical watch mission. Borne of a world
heritage — a pluralistic vision of modern philosophy — UNESCO must always seek
to preserve its memory and diversity, providing a forum where ideas can be

exchanged, compared, honed and fostered.

As a new millennium begins, our ethical benchmarks seem fractured and
dispersed. In the wake of utopian ideologies, we are compelled to reassess our
philosophical traditions, as well as the questioning to which they are submitted. For
what is at issue is philosophy — today increasingly challenged and even completely
obscured by media and techno-sciences — and whether it should, or can, relinquish

its age-old tradition of envisaging different worlds.

With a view to unearthing new perspectives for thought and reflection,
Professor Eduardo Portella was requested to initiate, in 1997, an open, unbiased,
dialogue, bearing critically and constructively upon this heritage. The first steps in
this direction are sketched out in this volume. Far from leading to clear-cut answers,
Thinking at crossroads: in search of new languages is intended to stimulate the ques-

tioning which is inherent to philosophy.



It is as crucial as ever that thinking should endure. To foster the deeper
understanding amongst peoples which is of essence to peace, UNESCO must make
every effort to enter this new millennium with strengthened capacities to marshal
contributions from different systems of knowledge, cultures, philosophical trends

and scientific methodologies.



Foreword

To prepare to receive what is new in the millennium that is emerging from the mani-
fold expectations of our time, we must probe the centuries behind us and broaden

the scope of our questioning.

In this passage from old to new, the age-old conscience of Western
thought is troubled by the presence of the timeless non-conscience that is given in
any passage of time, but remains beyond our reach as long as we forsake the con-
centration and patient serenity of reflection. The conscience that prevails in the
modern construct has seen and continues to see that the longest route is that which
leads to the closest destination, and the ultimate course, whichever it may be,

always takes us back to the non-conscience of every beginning.

Are the crises of today, which are unsettling the hegemony of conscience,
the crises of one particular conscience, or are they crises of conscience as such, of
conscience as conscience? Is it not a property of all conscience as conscience to
engender crises, conflicts and distress? Could it be that all crises of conscience as
conscience are, in themselves, already overcome by the creativity of non-

conscience?

Every lapse of time, be it a millennium, a century, a year, a day, an hour

or an instant, is always both an evening and a dawn. In our times, so filled with



expectations, the evening furies of the second millennium prevail over its daylight
feats. A cycle in human history, which began twenty-five centuries ago, has reached
the point of culmination and come to a close. And this is propitious for non-
conscience. Everything is fluid and nothing is fixed. We can become more freely
what we have, and have more intensely what we are. The old models crumble and
the new have yet to be grafted. The limitations of conscience and of its representa-
tions are felt more compellingly. The world goes into a transition and feels the pres-

sures of a crossing.

Twenty-five hundred years ago, Buddha appeared in India, Lao Tseu in
China. Zarathustra emerged in Persia, as philosophy developed in pre-Socratic
Greece. Today we find ourselves in the cracks of history, in the antechamber of
another historical time. Parameters lose their meaning. Values disintegrate. The
basic principles of order are weakened. We enter a malleable state, where the old
no longer retains the importance it once had. The past relinquishes its power. And
the future —if it is already here —is not yet fully anchored. We are living in an inter-

val of history.

It is a time for thinking about dis-installation and creation. As its foun-
dations are shaken, philosophy shies away from the preponderance and irrefutabil-
ity of conscience. Nietzsche’s Zarathustra begins his descent to announce to ‘the
last man’ the coming of the ‘super-being’. For if the ‘super’ of the ‘super-being’
brings something radically new, it is a detachment, an emancipation from con-
science and its dominance. We are invited to contemplate the renewed non-
conscience to which Nietzsche alludes in the prologue of the first book of Thus
Spoke Zarathustra: ‘T wish to be unsparing and sharing until the wise rejoice in their
non-conscience and the poor in their wealth! That is why I have descended to the
depths, just as you do at dusk, when you leap into the sea and bear light into the

world beneath, you, star above all else!’!

1. ‘Ich mdchte verschenken und austeilen, bis die Weisen unter den Menschen wider einmal
threr Torheit und die Armen wieder eimnal ihres Reichtums frob geworden sind. Dazu mauss ich in die
Tiefe steigen: wie du des Abends tust, wenn du hinter das Meer Ghest und noch der Unterwelt Licht

bringst, du iibeerreiches Gestirn!’



If this is a time of changing principles, we have to ask ourselves if we can
steer a course into this passage without knowing what history will take as its verb.
Will it be to do, to act? Will it be to happen, to produce? To presuppose one or the
other is to risk falling back on the devious devices of conscience, which claims to be

rid of history’s non-conscience, under a pretence of control.

Emmanuel Carneiro Ledo
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Tracing possible courses!

Ebbing with the second millennium is a particular conception of history, predomi-
nantly written from a Western perspective and conducive to a specific world-view
and a manner of construing interpersonal relationships which some regard as meta-
physical.

It is a perception of life as a process, with points of departure and desti-
nation, the one subordinated to the other. According to this model, interpersonal
relations are ranked according to their greater or lesser degree of operational capa-
city. The rationality of scientific knowledge, the efficiency of technical production
and the persuasive strength of religious, artistic and social values are the principles
ordering this metaphysical history.

The security devices sustaining this order are founded on the division and
exclusion of differences — good or evil, truth or falsehood, functionality or inoper-
ability, efficiency or inefficiency. But as these devices come up against their own
limitations and the unbending course they have taken, they begin to falter. What is

different ceases to be a threat to hope. Promise is harboured in the unexpected.

1. Proposals developed by Emmanuel Carneiro Ledo, Eduardo Portella and Muniz Sodré, in

co-operation with Frances Albernaz and Claudius Waddington in view of the discussions reproduced in

this book.



Tracing possible courses

A ‘late modernity’
A sense of overwhelming complexity stretches the limits of our reference points.
Depleted of strength and intensity, the parameters of modernity waver between
hazards and hopes, perils and promise. The historic experience of chaos and
perplexity depicted as ‘post-modern’ appears to reflect a twilight or decline of
modernity.

This is because modern history is up against something essentially new:
an incapacity to proceed with exclusion and even more so with difference. Since law
is an individual construction with a collective vocation and freedom proceeds from
plurality, rights arise from understandings and misunderstandings between beings,
men and things. As such, declarations and universal extensions of equal rights are
not enough to ensure a durable peace. Wars are devised to exclude by force what
our identities have to gain from difference. Peace arises not from a unification of
likeness but from an acceptance that the other is a constituent element of the same

and vice versa. It requires the giving and taking of difference as a gift.

Beyond metaphysics
Metaphysics has culminated in science and technology. As a result, the modern dis-
course appears less all-encompassing than it once did, and current modes of reflec-
tion are tending to debate the relative merits of their contents.

Yet it is just as the thought renounces its former claims to wholeness, that
metaphysics reaches a limit. The pretension to control and uniformity becomes
workable to the point of absorbing or encompassing plurality. Anything is
accepted, recognized and encouraged, as long as forms of power exist and instances
of control are established. Models no longer need to be unique. They are free to
diversify as long as a working process of control is ensured.

It becomes neither necessary nor enough to steer clear of the standardi-
zation of models. Threats and dangers lie not in uniformity, but rather in the sacri-
fices and losses exacted by efficiency.

The challenge then consists in dealing with complexity while steering
away from the duplicitous schemes of objective metaphysics. But can thinking per-
sist with the inexhaustible patience that it requires? Can it still dispose of an end-
less temporality? Can it indeed survive if its time is the aion, the hazardous moment
that invests the wait for the unexpected with hope? Is thought’s only urgency not

that of proceeding beyond the dichotomy between speed and quality?



Thought and institution
In Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle bluntly expresses the connection between leisure
and work: “We work so that we may have leisure’. He provides the basis for this in
Politics: ‘Every human accomplishment is founded in leisure’. Today this subordi-
nation of work to leisure, which prevailed as an ethos throughout Western history,
is reversed: we have leisure to busy ourselves.

This reversal settles into the virtual sphere, in the cloning and recycling
of all by all, always for the purpose of producing everything, including the condi-
tions that make it possible to produce. Total production provides modern man with
a clearly determined reality and gives to his history an equally specific finality. His
mind is led to suppose that everything results from the work of reason and that this
work can produce everything, good or evil, true or untrue, real or unreal.

That is why modernity, to be truly modern, has become a historic ava-
lanche. It has had to reverse everything and to operate through a virtualization of
its own features. The subordination of leisure to commerce is a radical feature of
this reversal.

How can the leisure of creation, invention, innovation, be institutional-
ized? Is it only the repetition, renovation, reiteration of business that can be
institutionalized? Can there be commerce without leisure? If hope contains the

unexpected, can the leisure to think arise from commerce?

Horizons of Modernity

Alongside the recent celebrations of the fiftieth anniversary of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, numerous questions were raised about the distress
or the possible regression of the modern project’s edifying discourse and universal
scope. The yearning for freedom, justice and coexistence expressed in the heritage
of an enlightened modernity is besieged all at once with exacting questions and
increasingly precise demands. Could a ‘radical °, or more finely tuned, modernity
be within reach? Might the right to Utopia give way to a Utopia of rights? If a
vision of rights is reconstructed, can it give legitimate form to a needed democracy?

Can it keep science and technology from advancing into minefields?
Must these be marginal or in opposition to what is left, at the turn of a millennium,
in the manner of critical thought? Could critical reflection on science and technol-
ogy overcome our nostalgic, pessimistic or alarmist impulses? If technological

progress stands in the way of the Enlightenment’s emancipating gains and if reason



Tracing possible courses

continues to display an authoritarian character, which shares of the modern legacy

remain relevant in this day and age?

Open identities
The issue of identity — within and beyond national or cultural borders — is increas-
ingly fraught with complexity. It may be opportune to confront the concept of
identity as a delimited, closed or compact instance, with a notion of identity as an
open, susceptible dynamic, under constant transformation. Could difference in this
sense be overstressed or overestimated to the point of negating its interactive
dynamic with sameness? In placing too high a value on difference, do we incur in

its 1solation, stultification and sterile classification as a sort of historical monument?

Globalization and cultural diversity
Is globalization proceeding necessarily and blindly to the detriment of cultural plu-
rality? Can it be possible to think of the West without the East, the North without
the South? Why are some languages silenced, omitted from the keys of the Western
and/or other world-views which are characterized by forms of fundamentalism? If
culture is still and all too often perceived as an instrument of reparation, consolida-
tion and preservation in a rigidly predefined context, how can it play its crucial role

of combining and reorganizing memory, oblivion and hope?

Media and cyberculture

We envision the media as guarantors to freedom of expression and information. Yet
their ethical compasses appear overwhelmed by their antennae’s imperious, acceler-
ating and often intrusive reach. Is their impact not often arbitrary and sterile? Does
virtuality detract from and interfere with reality? What remains in the manner of
culture in the multimedia spheres? If the cyberworld holds promises or illusions for
the human spirit, what might its impact be on subjectivity?

A philosopher who died recently envisioned a time that is ‘no longer any-
thing but velocity, instantaneity and simultaneity’. The technology of time tips
abruptly towards a time of technology, with the pretext that there is no time to lose.

Can it yet be possible to reconcile quality with speed, values with performance?



Does art still have a role to play?

Ethics

Metaphysics has accustomed us to place art and science at opposite poles. It has
taught us, through reason, that truth is found on scientific grounds and that art is
at best entertainment or nothing but fantasy or falsehood.

After a flourish of vanguard movements in the course of the twentieth
century, art arrives at this early stage of a new millennium with telling signs of
fatigue. Can this be attributed to a triumph of technology? Is art necessarily subject
to society’s impulses and, in this case, to the performance imperative? Does it still
have a role to play in today’s history? Can art be considered beyond its opposition
to the technical? Should we now give critical thought to how art interacts with tech-
no-science?

In the sense that science and technologies impose on society an increas-
ingly restrictive order to reproduce sameness, could the perplexity prevailing in our
era present an opportunity to discern what art has to offer as another knowledge?
If the languages produced until now do not correspond to the challenges of this
turning point in history, could a search for ‘new languages’ do without a probe into

this other knowledge?

in a complex world
To what extent can development proceed sustainably from ‘competitive values’?
How can law, freedom and organization be conciliated in a complex world? How
can exclusion and non-inclusion be overcome? What gives pluralistic sustainability
to development? Is it the individual, society, ethical strength, or all three at once?
Is ethics a matter of being, of creating conditions for being, or of main-
taining norms and rules for a time? Do we have the hope and the knowledge to
increase the share of democratic legitimacy, so that the dichotomies at work in
every confrontation can give way to fruitful negotiations, dissolving the rift

between winners and losers?



Reasons of the West and beyond



Metaphysics and violence:
a question of method

Gianni Vattimo

A preliminary problem with which contemporary philosophy must contend if it
still wants to exist as such — and not only as essay or clever exercise in the histo-
riography of thought or as a subsidiary discipline of the practical sciences, as is the
case for epistemology, methodology or logic — is that posed by the radical criti-
cism of metaphysics. The word ‘radical” must be stressed as it describes the only
type of metaphysical criticism that accounts for a problem presupposing any form
of responsible philosophical discourse. Forms of metaphysical criticism which
more or less explicitly restrict themselves to viewing metaphysics as a philosoph-
ical school, trend or point of view among many that should, on philosophically
argued grounds, be abandoned, are not radical. We might take as an example the
diffuse scientism of nineteenth-century thinking, which assumed that meta-
physics should be abandoned in favour of epistemology, methodology, logic and
linguistic analysis.

Against the background of this fundamental ‘turnabout’ in the evolution
of philosophy from a traditional metaphysical discourse towards a form of scien-
tism that becomes in the long run hardly distinguishable from science itself —
whether as purely auxiliary thinking, epistemology, or positive scientific approach
to everything that seemed to specifically pertain to philosophy, i.e. the human sci-
ences — we might give good chances of success to metaphysics’ claim to being a
‘knowledge of the soul’, as grounds for the development of those ‘auto-descriptions

which conscious and rational life can elaborate in its basic conflicts’ — in short, a



renewed theory of auto-conscience in the sense clearly defined and specifically
given by Kant to all modern metaphysics.!

This ‘turnabout’ driven by positivist logic not only brings as its shadow
and inevitable correlative the resumption of the metaphysics of auto-conscience; it
also bears traces of non-consummated metaphysical remnants. Either it dislodges
from its grounding in truth, in a classical, positivist sense, the metaphysics that is
traditionally attributed to the sciences (natural or human), or it retrieves meta-
physics as a ‘semantic-linguistic’ ontology in Donald Davidson’s sense.? But even
in this case the classical criticism of metaphysics is not radical since — as happens in
several areas of neo-empirical thinking, and even in Popper’s idea of influential
metaphysics — the stepping away from the metaphysics of the past occurs in an
explicit terminological continuity which, in turn, reflects a conceptual continuity.
Indeed, metaphysics is still a matter of philosophical theory along the broadest,
‘elemental’ lines, even if these lines express the world of experience in linguistic
rather than objectivist terms.

Observations concerning the limited radicalism of the positivist kind of
metaphysics can be extended to many forms of ‘reductionist naturalism’, to use
terms that Henrich? has borrowed from Nietzsche. They can also be extended to
the various ‘schools of suspicion” which considered metaphysical proposals, all of
them ‘primary auto-interpretations’ of man and of being (another expression of
Henrich’s), as fictions to be retrieved and disintegrated in due regard of a clarifica-
tion of the conditions that determined their formation. Even with these reduction-
ist views, the extent to which suspicion can really be radical is at issue. The history
of one of the best known and elaborated ‘reductionist naturalisms’ of the twentieth
century — Marxism — can also be interpreted as the history of a radicalization of sus-
picion that evacuated every remnant of metaphysics. That is true at least of
“Western” Marxism, even throughout its political reversals, and up until its recent
crisis and the dissolution of the Communist parties.

The critique of metaphysics is radical in so far as it presupposes a funda-

mental ‘question of method” when formulated in such a way that affects not only

1. D. Henrich, “Was ist Metaphysik Was ist Moderne? Thesen gegen J. Habermas’ in Merkur
(Stuttgart, 1996, pp. 495-508) questioning an essay by J. Habermas ‘Riickkehr zur Metaphysik. Eine
Tendenz der eutschen Philosophie?” Ibid., 1985, pp. 898-905.

2. D. Davidson, “‘On the very notion of a conceptual scheme’, Inguiries into truth and inter-
pretation, Oxford, Clarendon, 1984.

3. D. Henrich, op. cit.



certain philosophical practices or contents but also the very possibility of philoso-
phy as such: a discourse characterized by its logical and social status, the two being
inseparable.

Nietzsche is the master of the radical criticism of metaphysics. According
to him, philosophy was created and developed as a search for a ‘true world’ which
could serve as a reassuring basis to resist the uncertain changes of the visible world.
This true world has been assimilated in turns with Platonic ideas, the Christian
‘beyond’, the Kantean a priori, the unknown domain of the positivists, up until the
selfsame logic which had brought about all these transformations — in seeking an
authentically true world capable of ‘founding’ and impervious to criticism — real-
ized that its idea of truth was nothing but a fable or fiction useful in certain condi-
tions of existence. And the gradual disappearance of these conditions led to a
further discovery of truth itself as fiction. The problem which Nietzsche saw
emerging in a world where even the attitude of revealing was revealed, was nihilism.
Should one really think that the destiny of thought, upon discovery of the non-
originary but transformed and ‘functional’ nature of belief in the value of truth or
in the foundation, should be to install itself with no illusions, like an esprir fort in a
world of struggle of all against all, where the weak perish and only the mighty
prevail? Or would it be that the ones who will triumph in this context are ‘the more
moderate’, evoked in Nietzsche’s hypothesis at the end of a lengthy discourse on
‘European Nihilism’ (Summer 1887), ‘who do not need extreme principles of
religion and not only accept but also welcome a large amount of chance and
absurdity’?

Although Nietzsche does not take this allusion to the ‘more moderate’
much further, it appears from the notes he wrote in the last years of his life (from
which he drew his discourse on nihilism), that the more moderate man is for him
the artist, who knows how to live with a freedom he derives from having overcome
everything, even survival.* Be that as it may, it can clearly be seen in what sense his
criticism of metaphysics is radical. If we accept it, we cannot continue to philoso-
phize in a world where it is now evident that philosophy is nothing but a struggle,
a game of strength or a conflict of interpretation, a conflict which to the extent that

it is no longer concealed as such, cannot but be a real conflict.

4. See, for example, note 10/168 (numbering in Colli-Montinari edition), and Généalogie de la

morale, 11, Chapter 16.



The alternative to the supremacy of the more moderate is not developed
by Nietzsche who embarks on a course that is not philosophical but rather, in a
problematical way, artistic. In fact, Nietzsche pinpoints the unjustifiable nature of an
nth ‘metaphysical’ solution that would assign to moderation a transcendental narra-
tive role, a sort of historicism ‘4 la Dilthey” and would make philosophy correspond
to a systematics of world-views in conflict. In this case there would be, once again,
a real world: that of the supreme historical conscience, as well as an extreme redis-
covery of Socratic wisdom, certain of knowing that it does not know. . . .

Perhaps the least aporistic and most characteristic dimension of
Nietzsche’s discourse on metaphysics — the one which endows it with the radical-
ism that makes it appear as an inescapable stage of current philosophy — is the link
it suggests, not in univocally but in multifariously suggestive terms, if only because
of its irreducibility to a defined plan, between metaphysics and violence. This link
has two aspects. One is the unmasking of metaphysics which marks the arrival of
nihilism — an unmasking that links metaphysics to a condition of violence and
reveals itself as an act of violence. As a philosophy of foundation, an illusion of seiz-
ing the heart of reality, a first principle to which ‘all’ is attached, metaphysics

5> asort of

corresponded to ‘an attempt to take by force the most fertile countries’,
reassuringly magical reaction to an extremely uncertain condition of existence: that
of man before rationalization and domestication, two events rendered possible pre-
cisely through the discipline imposed in the name of metaphysical fictions. These
fictions are no longer in demand. Man in rationalized society no longer has need for
these forms of extreme reassurance. He can live in ‘proximity’, modelling his
thought on science, not because science is the true objective knowledge, but because
as a form of thought it is not as beleaguered with problems of salvation and indi-
vidual fate. ‘I am of no importance’ is written on the door of the future thinker.®
That is the relatively ‘optimistic’ Nietzsche of the ‘morning philosophy’ outlined at
the end of Human too Human, which reflects the essential tone of his work during
what seems to be the ‘sunny’ period of his writing from Human too Human to
Awurora and The Gay Science.

Whilst following the indications already present in, for example, The Gay
Science, his later work, including the discourse on nihilism which I have just

mentioned, brings to light a second and inseparable aspect of the crisis of

5. Note 40/21 of the Colli-Montinari edition.
6. Morgenrote, No. 547.



Metaphysics and violence: a guestion of method

metaphysics — revealing the latter as a violent thought which is, moreover, deter-
mined in relation to manifest violence as such. And not only in the sense that meta-
physical beliefs leave nothing in their wake (Grund, natural or divine laws, etc.) to
limit the conflictual nature of being or the struggle between weak and strong which
is legitimized by the fact of opposition alone. But also in the sense, which is just as
determining for Nietzsche as for the problem of metaphysics in general, that the
disappearance of metaphysical beliefs does not just reveal and liberate the violence
of existence as it is. It already appears to result from an unleashing of violence.”

It is difficult to say whether or not Nietzsche’s later theses — the ideas of
the eternal return, the super-being, the will of power — constitute solutions to the
problem of reuniting these two aspects of his criticism of metaphysics. What would
be the sense in unmasking metaphysical violence if but to lead to a later practice of
violence, even with no mask? There is not only a reluctance to accept that
Nietzsche’s philosophy is conducive to justifying a return to primal ferocity, but
also an inherent contradiction in his thesis: the Nietzschean conception of ‘sym-
bolic forms’, that is, ideological productions, metaphysical, moral and religious
fictions, seems indeed to preclude that the latter are simply superficial masks. To
consider them thus is to return to the typically metaphysical belief in the ‘bare’
truth of the thing itself. Unmasked violence could be ‘better’ in so far as it would
be ‘more real’.

Thus the two aspects of the metaphysics-violence link must be, as it were,
contingent on each other. The radical criticism of metaphysics is exerted in so far as
one searches, and sometimes finds, a ‘thinkable’ link between the two, thus resolv-
ing the question more clearly than Nietzsche, although taking the same route he
opened. It is, moreover, probable that the Nietzsche-Renaissance which character-
izes European thought from the beginning of the 1960s is motivated more by a
rediscovery of Nietzsche’s ‘constructive’ theses, the interpretation of which
remains problematic, than by the clarity with which he relates the problem of the
end of metaphysics to the question of violence. With this ‘discovery’, a decisive
intuition which opens a new discourse, Nietzsche anticipates the global meaning of
numerous discourses — if not all — which have taken the centre stage in philosophy
from the end of the nineteenth century to the present day. The way Nietzsche poses

the problem of the impossible future of metaphysics in regard to the unmasking of

7. See, for example, Die frobliche Wissenschaft, No. 329, and Gianni Vattimo, I/ soggetto e la
maschera, Milan, Bompiani, 1974, pp. 116ff.



violence — whilst it must be remembered, in both the senses indicated above (the
theoretical act of taking off the mask extolled by the school of suspicion, and the
practical, political appearance of a limitless violence) — takes to a critical point,
which becomes truly inescapable at the core of twentieth-century philosophy, the
‘question of method’. It is from this point that we must begin to look at the trans-
formations and crises that philosophy has known over the last hundred years. It is
a daring and characteristically ‘apocalyptic’ statement that remains unsurpassed in
its later development (which will lead to a precisely contrary position with regard
to any apocalyptic temptation). Its plausibility seems to presuppose a decision to
favour a certain twentieth-century line of thinking — roughly the one that flows
between existentialism, phenomenology and the Hegelian-Marxist critical theory —
as opposed to more ‘sober’, or indeed more professional ones, which have worked
in particular to develop the study of the critique of knowledge.

However, this calls for two observations: the first, essentially ‘historical’
and the second, systematic. From an interpretative viewpoint on the history of con-
temporary philosophy, it can be plausibly upheld that to stress the metaphysics-
violence link, with its multiple facets as presented in Nietzsche’s work, does no
damage to what appears at first hand to be the central universal problem, namely,
the connection between philosophy and science. Neither the problem presented by
the unity-distinction between natural and human sciences, nor that which, whatev-
er its prejudices and conflicting expectations, has developed around the epistemol-
ogy of natural sciences (from the dispute on the foundation of mathematics to the
neo-positivist ‘physicalism’ and the results of analytical philosophy) seems liable to
consideration except as simple responses to a theoretical demand to refound the
relation between forms of knowledge after the model atfirmed by the far-reaching
effects produced by the experimental science of nature — which provides for all
knowledge a more socially determining and efficient model.

In yet a clearer way with regard to the debate on the mind sciences and
even, to some extent, to the ‘positivist’ thematic of the epistemology of natural sci-
ence, what determines their popularity and their central position in the philosoph-
ical discourse is the more or less explicit reference to the rationalization of society

as the place where the connection between metaphysics and violence was revealed,

4. Voir, par exemple, la note 10/168 (numérotation de I’édition Colli-Montinari), et
Généalogie de la morale, 11, chap. 16.
5. Note 40/21 de ’édition Colli-Montinari.
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even if this is not often stated in this way, and even if we had to wait for the
Nietzsche-Renaissance for it to happen. The connection between phenomenology
and existentialism on the one hand, and expressionism and artistic avant-garde
movements on the other, has already been widely explored and henceforth consti-
tutes a common ground. However, it should be borne clearly in mind that even
Dilthey and the apparently so exclusively epistemological question of the basis of
the mind sciences belong — along with Henri Bergson in France, Benedetto Croce
in Italy, Ernst Bloch somewhat later, the first of the Frankfurt School and, of
course, the existentialists with Heidegger at the lead — to the very atmosphere that
finds its literary and, more broadly, cultural expression in the avant-garde and in
claims of ‘spiritual’ irreducibility to expropriation by scientific-technological
rationalization, at the time of the transition from the theoretical dream of the posi-
tivists to that of an imposing social reality.

Of course, neither Heidegger in Being and Time nor, later, Husserl in The
Crisis of European Science is interested in the theoretical problem of refounding sci-
entific knowledge. Nor are they moved by an interest in giving precision to the par-
ticular scientific status of the human sciences. In different but strongly related ways
they each philosophically approach the question of a rationalization of existence
guided by the mathematical sciences of nature. Heidegger restates the problem of
being in Being and Time, since the concept of being that is given by European meta-
physics 1s only able to think of being as the object of positive sciences. This object
is verified, measured and manipulated by science and then, by means of this tech-
nology, qualifies for exhaustive description as something that fully displays itself
with no past and no future other than the not-yet-present or the no-longer-present.

According to Heidegger, this concept of being ‘does not work’. It needs
revision but not for theoretical inadequacy. In reality, this concept represents an
attack on existence (as Kierkegaard had already thought with regard to Hegelian
metaphysical rationalism). It makes it impossible for man to think conceptually of
his lived experience because that experience is not only extensively impregnated
with future projections and past memories, but also and above all fully bound up
with practical and social experience and with the rationalization of society and exis-

tence in terms of ‘total organization’.

6. Morgenrote, n° 547.
7. Voir, par exemple, Die frihliche Wissenschaft, n° 329, et G. Vattimo, I/ soggetto e la
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Nietzsche’s suggested ‘reduction’ of the problem raised by the impossi-
bility of continuing metaphysics with its violence unveiled seems more difficult to
accept if one considers the epistemological, logical and methodological problemat-
ics of the positivist tradition in philosophy. Yet, even on this ground, it seems
increasingly clear that the dominant concerns were not exclusively theoretical or
epistemological, or, at least, that they were embedded in a cultural framework itself
greatly influenced by avant-garde themes. Such a conscience as that — which can be
seen maturing in the historiographical auto-conscience, starting with

8 —is clearly not enough to justify Nietzsche’s ‘reduction’ in

“Wittgenstein’s Vienna’
a theoretical way, even in regard of the twentieth century’s ‘epistemological’ line of
thought. However, it appears less and less arbitrary to think that even the appar-
ently purely erkenntnistheoretisch theses of analytical philosophy might acknowl-
edge deep-seated links to the Nietzschean theme that connects metaphysics to
scientific rationality and violence — whether on the basis of the renewed historio-
graphical auto-conscience that centred around ‘Wittgenstein’s Vienna’; on that of
the cultural position adopted by the analytic-philosophical schools over recent
years through the debate on such theses as Kuhn’s paradigms; on the grounds of the
epistemological anarchism of Feyerabend and Lakatos (theses which ever more
clearly express a conscience of the relation between the verification and falsification
of proposals on the one hand and the social-historical existence of scientific com-
munities within which all validity is ‘claimed’ on the other, whatever the historical,
political and economic reverses this implies); or yet on the basis of the ever more
frequent anthropological interpretation or ‘application’ of Wittgenstein’s theory of
linguistic games and their connections. The relation between different linguistic
games, their possible incommensurability, the possibility of a metagame or, at least,
of procedures for translation, are more and more often related to the question of an
interaction between such diverse cultural entities as different civilizations, colonists
and colonized, etc.

In addition to contingent reasons (for example, that the Viet Nam war
was no doubt a decisive factor for American thought as evidenced in the minor
permeability of British thought with regard to this theme), the revelation of such a

link can also claim a certain continuity just as much with the ‘anthropological’ vein
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of classical positivism as with its interest in the use of science for rationalizing and
humanizing social relations.

Developed in a more historiographical perspective, these arguments, and
others like them, can advance on historical grounds to demonstrate the legitimacy
of bringing the Nietzschean reduction of metaphysics to the problem of violence as
a question of method in which all philosophical debate is currently anchored. But
there is also, as was already mentioned, a systematic observation which appears
more conclusive. The question of the end of metaphysics and of its impossible
development is not inevitable in so far as it demonstrably constitutes the explicit or
implicit driving force of the principle courses of twentieth-century philosophy, or
also and above all as it questions the very possibility of continuing to philosophize.
That possibility is not particularly threatened by the theoretical discovery of other
methods, other types of discourse or other sources of truth, thanks to which one
could dispense with metaphysical philosophy and argument. What throws a flash
of suspicion on philosophy as such, and on any discourse that means to resume on
different levels and with different methods the process of ‘foundation’ or the edifi-
cation of originary structures, principles, primary and conclusive evidences, is the
unmasked relation maintained by these processes of foundation with domination
and violence.

The reference to this relation, accidental though it may appear, is howev-
er what really makes the critique of metaphysics, when seriously considered, radi-
cal. Without it, everything is reduced to simply replacing alleged metaphysical
truths with other ‘truths’ which, in the absence of a critical, radical dissolution of
this same notion of truth, end up putting themselves forward as new instances of
foundation. It is difficult to oppose to ‘a question of method’, as one might be
tempted to do by referring to Hegel, the invitation to try to swim by jumping into
the water, by beginning, in fact, to construct philosophical arguments while trying
to see if it is possible to establish, against all odds of suspicion, some certainties,
even if only relatively ‘final’ and shared by everyone.

However, the invitation to jump into the water or the invitation to phi-
losophize cannot come from nothing. It is necessarily attached to the existence of a
tradition, a language and a method. Yet the legacies we receive from this tradition
are not all equal. Among them is Nietzsche’s announcement of the death of God,
his more than theoretical ‘experience’ of the end of metaphysics and, with it, of
philosophy. If we really want to accept the responsibility imposed by the legacy

of philosophy, we cannot but take seriously the preliminary question of that



‘experience’. It is precisely the faithfulness to philosophy that imposes above all a
non-evasive confrontation of the question of its radical negation; a question
inextricably linked, as has been seen, with that of violence.

It is, moreover, in these terms that two masters of contemporary thought,
Theodor Adorno and Emmanuel Lévinas, posed the problem of metaphysics. Their
lessons may yet be the only ones to ‘tumble’ the Nietzschean theses that spread
throughout contemporary culture into the inevitable question that links the destiny
of metaphysics with the destiny of violence, even if, with regard to Nietzsche and
particularly Heidegger, their thought seems to result in solutions that remain
embedded in the metaphysical tradition.

As we know, the Adornian ‘negative dialectic’ links the crisis and impos-
sible future of metaphysics to its tragical parody represented in Auschwitz, as well
as and on a broader scale, the society of total administration. The contempt of meta-
physics for all that obsolesces in the body, in the individual, and in all their specific
and accidental singularity, objectively ‘prepares’, beyond any intention of the
philosophers and of their expressed culture, the extermination of a great number of
men in the name of a theory, on the one hand, and their subjugation to a plan of
global rationalization of existence, on the other like that of the totally administered
society of the advanced technological world.

With Adorno, what happens to metaphysics is what must more specifi-
cally happen to the truth of the Hegelian system. If truth was whole for Hegel,
when this principle is realized in the form of parody of the administered world, the
whole, on the other hand, is false. To a certain extent, it is in its ‘realization’ that
metaphysics reveals itself as a thought of violence — according to a thesis of
Nietzsche which we have already considered.

But the law by which obsolescence, individuality and offended existence
rebel against the violence of extermination and total administration is itself a meta-
physical transcendence: a promise of happiness, which legitimizes all critical and
ethical distancing from the present state of affairs. Consequently, any return to
something other than obsolescence, any passage ‘from here to there’, from appear-
ance to truth, from accidental to essential, is not metaphysical violence. What is
missing from metaphysics is its mobilization in the present state of things as a total-
izing effectiveness. This thesis is remarkably close to that of Heidegger, for whom
metaphysics ends in a culmination in the world’s effective technical-scientific
rationalization, which divests it of all transcendence and makes of it a totally

present state.
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Contrary to Heidegger, however, Adorno seems to consider it possible to
separate metaphysics as a promise of happiness and utopian reference to the tran-
scendental authenticity of the present state of things from its mobilization as a form
of totalizing rationality and violence. That can be assimilated to ‘halting and revok-
ing the false conciliation movement’® which the Hegelian absolute mind played out
as a parody. It involves a reduction of the promise of happiness to a state of appear-
ance, the appearance which also characterizes the beauty of Kant’s Critigue of
Judgment, to virtually nothing. The happiness contained in the metaphysical prom-
ise, the one to which the finality of its accidental and ephemeral nature aspires as an
inalienable right, is the dialectical conciliation which is also the zelos of the Hegelian
absolute mind: a fully mobilized auto-conscience which no longer conflicts with
nature and is thus, in a way, unfinished.

With regard to this ideal of a conciliated subject — an ideal which retains,
even when displaced by Adorno towards a utopian horizon, its value as a unique
standard of emancipation, as the only thing ‘true’ — the ‘revocation’ of the move-
ment of conciliation, the return to Kantean appearance and the revelation of meta-
physical transcendence in the almost nothing cannot not have the feel of a pure and
simple relapse. In effect, the ‘conclusive’ position of the Aesthetic Theory in
Adorno’s philosophical itinerary is not only an accident of time. The intrinsic voca-
tion of the negative dialectic is to culminate in aesthetics. Philosophy here gives way
to the aesthetic experience through which conciliation culminates in the moment of
appearance.

Numerous arguments of Adorno’s critique of metaphysics find an even
more radical form in Lévinas’s work. For Lévinas, as for Adorno, the Holocaust
was the biographical occasion which determined — on theoretical bases developed
in advance — the revelation of the link between metaphysics and violence. As with
Adorno, the extermination of Jews by the Nazis compels recognition of this theory,
and not only as an unfathomable qualitative fact — Lévinas indeed considers the
extermination as perhaps less ‘extraordinary’ than Adorno, to the extent that it was
yet another demonstration of man’s guilt, but also in light of its significance as a
‘founded’, theoretical and rationally planned act.

What for Adorno constituted the ambiguous significance of metaphysics
as simultaneously the thought of violent removal of rights to obsolescence and the

latter’s only place of affirmation in a return to a transcendent promise of
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conciliation, is expressed for Lévinas in the terminological distinction between
metaphysics, as the opening of the finite towards the infinite, its proper right — and
ontology — which 1s in turn the knowledge of general structures of being, in rela-
tion to which the singular is only the exemplar of a species, and ready on principle
to be effaced, killed and exterminated. Even for Lévinas, what must be held up as a
claim against the violence of ontology is the irreducibility of the singular, its exis-
tence as a ‘face’: to reduce the Other to an exemplar status of being, of which we
already know the essentials — and according to Lévinas such is the meaning of ‘vio-
lent’, even in Heidegger’s ontological pre-understanding — does not only mean to
violate the rights of our peers.

The relationship with the Other derives its ethical nature from its endless
asymmetry and thus imposes on us a responsibility beyond any contractual rela-
tion, whether implicit or explicit. The Other has a face and merits welcome and
respect, since he is turned towards the Infinite. His aspiration puts him in relation
with God, whose mark is upon him. What is here opposed to violent metaphysical
thought is not a call for pure fraternity and egalitarian respect for the Other, but
rather the idea that the experience of being, which happens originally in the
encounter with the Other, is the experience of an infinity which affirms its ‘majesty’
and ‘command and authority’.1°

If Adorno seems to be envisaging a surpassing of metaphysics and of phi-
losophy itself in the aesthetic experience, Lévinas — despite any appearance to the
contrary — prefigures an end to metaphysics and philosophy in a transition to reli-
gious experience. It is true that his work goes beyond Talmudic commentary and
constitutes a veritably philosophical discourse. But it is difficult to imagine that this
discourse has a sense other than that of a praeambulum fidei, of a far more defini-
tive and radical ‘destruction of the history of ontology’ than the one conceived by
Heidegger when proposing it as the programme for Being and Time.

In their symmetry, the conclusions of Adorno and Lévinas can be placed
without any forced interpretation within the familiar Hegelian framework of the
forms of the absolute mind. Both try to ‘revoke’ the Hegelian conciliation by halt-
ing the dialectic at an earlier stage, be it art or religion. The return to an ‘earlier’ time
of dialectics is particularly evident with Lévinas. The way out of metaphysics as
thought that reduces the Other to the Same is sought through a restoration of

Grund metaphysics in its most originary and basically even more final form (and,
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at least in this sense, more violent) of the Lord, of majesty and commandment. Is
this connection with majesty really less violent than metaphysical ‘foundation’? Or
is this a sacred experience — one might recall, for example, René Girard’s theses —
already underway in the first secularization begun by metaphysics, which should be
followed through to the very end with a later secularization?

Adorno seems to make it less obvious whether the surpassing of meta-
physics is sought in a return to a previous phase of the Hegelian absolute mind.
Nonetheless, indications abound in that direction and, foremost among them, even
though this may appear paradoxical for an avant-garde apologist like Adorno, is his
fundamentally ‘classicist’ notion of beauty and aesthetic experience. Indeed, for
Adorno, the justification of the avant-garde rebellion against the art of the past is
not so much sought in the need to surpass the traditional nature of the experience
of beauty — the ‘fullness’ and structural perfection of a work of art — as in the will
to valorize, even if in a purely utopian way, an ideal of conciliation, of harmony and
therefore of perfection and completion, against the phantasmagorical degeneres-
cence of the art of the time of mercantile triumph.

This still profoundly classicist conception of beauty and of the aesthetic
experience is but a telling symptom of another more general trait of Adorno’s
thinking, that is to say that, despite its emphasis on micrology and appearance, the
negative dialectic still conceives of the duty of thought as to devise a zelos defined
in terms of unfurled presence, of accomplished conciliation and of ‘fullness’. But is
not the unfurled presence of being — as final conciliation and authority, majesty and
order — what ultimately constitutes the violence of metaphysics?

Objections to metaphysics are likewise not principally raised for ‘reasons
of knowledge’ or pure and simple theoretical insufficiencies. The more or less
resolved nature of its surpassing, as proposed by Adorno or Lévinas, cannot be
measured solely in terms of their theses’ internal contradictions and apophthegms.
What is expressed in efforts to pinpoint in theoretical terms the limits and apoph-
thegms of Adorno’s and Lévinas’s positions is rather the vague sensation that, each
in his way, ‘leaves out’ too many elements of the problem posed by overcoming
metaphysics as a thought linked to violence.

The religious conversion which is ultimately represented by Lévinas, or
the return to aesthetic experience which seems to conclude the journey of Adorno’s
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regard to the uselessness of man’s “interventions” or ‘decisions’ until being addresses
itself to man again in a different way from those that conditioned the fate of meta-
physics.

Indeed, even Heidegger’s overly emphatic ‘preparatory’ and ‘listening’
attitude seems to offer too little in relation to the problems facing thought.
However, in comparison with Adorno and Lévinas, and with many other efforts in
view of renewing metaphysics — most recent and notable among these those of
D. Henrich, whom we have already mentioned — Heidegger has the advantage,
albeit problematic, of explicitly posing the problem of whether thought and subject
belong to a historic horizon and destiny from which there is no possible illusion of
escape by appealing to originary experience.

Conversion and recourse to aesthetic experience represent two solutions
which place the subject at the centre of decision. With Lévinas, decision is still too
subjugated to ideals of strength, in so far as it lets itself be led and determined by
the gift that infinity makes of itself. And with Adorno, it is too weak in so far as it
relies on the appearance of beauty. In both cases, however, to come out of violence
and to transcend metaphysics, the subject must have access to an originary experi-
ence which remains characteristically metaphysical: it continues to function as an
access to the Grund by virtue of which, as though through a process of deduction,
thought should undergo a ‘mutation’ while placing itself in a dimension of authen-
ticity.

Heidegger tries to get out of this problem by taking a distance from
humanism, insisting more on preparation and listening than on decision and con-
version and, above all, in his later writing, on the conception of Ge-Stell — a term
which could be translated as ‘im-position’, respecting Heidegger’s intention to
attribute to the German word stellen, or ‘scaffolding’, the meaning of ‘to put’,” to
lay out’, ‘to impose’, ‘to compose’, etc. For Heidegger, ge- indicates the nature of
the technological-scientific world of today, and roughly corresponds to the world
of total administration depicted by Adorno. Although neither Adorno nor
Heidegger acknowledged it, there is a concordance in their ideas on metaphysical
realization: the leading ideal of metaphysics being to enclose everything in the plane
of the principle of sufficient reason, bringing all things back to basic, explicit links.
This is a programme that completely accomplishes itself in the tendentiously unlim-
ited possibilities of the techniques perfected by modern experimental science.

Unlike what happens in Adorno, Heidegger’s idea of the realization of

metaphysics in the Ge-Stell is not a ‘parody’ which one should oppose by
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‘revoking’ false conciliation in a return to the dialectic dynamic to a preceding
moment such as that of the aesthetic appearance. If thought has the good fortune to
transcend metaphysics and the violence attached to it, that chance is linked to the
very movement of Ge-Stell, into which it is the fate of thought to immerse itself
totally. Ge-Stell is that limit of destiny from which it is useless to escape through
conversion or contemplation of beauty. Being can only turn to it again by trans-
forming itself (as expressed in Was heisst Denken?), and only thus can we hope to
transcend metaphysics.

With this conception of Ge-Stell, we return to the globality and to the
ambiguity of the Nietzschean conception of the relation between metaphysics and
violence. As a revelation, this relation places thought in a contingency which does
not allow for thinking in terms of conversion or, even in the least, of originary expe-
rience. That is what Heidegger says when he denies — precisely in the context of the
transcendence of metaphysics in relation to Ge-Stell — that metaphysics can be con-
sidered a mistake and, upon its recognition as such, be discarded like a piece of
unwanted clothing. This must be taken in its most immediate sense, given by
Heidegger himself in his text on humanism, where he attributes the missing link of
Being and Time to a survival of metaphysics in the language of philosophy, a sur-
vival which simple terminological and linguistic devices cannot suppress. But that
should also be taken in the sense that one cannot depart from metaphysics with a
new beginning. For this would always imply the possibility of acceding to another
foundation, another truth — and be tantamount to replacing ancient thought with a
new metaphysical thought with the same functions: that is, the passage, in advanced
societies, of intellectual hegemony from ‘philosophers’, or at least humanist intel-
lectuals, to scientists — who can exercise a far less illusory hegemony, which is, in
addition, perhaps more in accordance with the fact that metaphysical ‘realization’
in Ge-Stell confers a new weight of reality even to the hegemony of knowledge
which, in traditional metaphysics, had been largely ideological. This passage repre-
sents another renaissance of metaphysics even whilst corresponding in a ‘final’ form
to Ge-Stell.

Thus, we do not come out of Ge-Stell by way of a renewed access to
some originary experience, even if disguised as scientific knowledge under a novel
scientific hegemony. That confers, all the same, a deep ambiguity on the
Heideggerian use of Ge-Stell which conceals, further to the risks of his position, a
positive scope for speaking in terms that are not purely aporetic of transcending

metaphysics and its connected violence.



In developing the problematic of Being and Time — which already
depended on motives irreducible, even if remotely, to erkenntnistheoretisch terms —
Heidegger was led to an ever more radical ‘existential possibility’.!? He recognized
that everything borne out of ‘existentialist’ reflection in this earliest work could still
appear as constituting existence — even if already clearly distinct from the ‘cate-
gories’ to which intra-world entities (that is: things) belong — and should be
brought back to the event of being. The human being’s essential features are not
there. Existential analysis discusses modalities of realization (that is, wesen, ‘to
become’, ‘to come into being’) for the being of man at the time of accomplished
metaphysics. Any pretension to eject a Verfassung (in other words, an originary,
natural, constitution of existence, or at least an authentic experience of pure struc-
tures of being) through the unauthentic existence of the ordinary day or destiny of
man in the age of metaphysics, technology and social rationalization - is still rooted
in the time when successive and diverse ‘primary principles’ hierarchically
structured the phases of Western history. And these are the diverse configurations
of the ‘real world” which Nietzsche saw transformed into ‘fable’'? in the chapter of
Twilight of the Idols cited above.

Through a growing awareness of this definitive nihilistic scope of the idea
of existence as presence, and of this need to think of it in a radical manner as an
event, Heidegger was led to see, in Ge-Stell, the destiny of being. As already men-
tioned, metaphysics, even for Heidegger, is the thought that occurs in the (tenden-
tiously) total rationalization of the world; but as such it is precisely that story that
ends with ‘nothing remains of being’™* to the extent that being is absorbed in its
subjugation to the power of technical availability, which — in conformity with crit-
ical descriptions of alienation — ends up imposing itself on the subject, itself become

an ‘available’ element in the universal affirmation of Ge-Stell.

12. Gianni Vattimo, Essere, storia e linguaggio in Heidegger, Genoa, Marietti, 1963, Chapter IV.
13. On the history of metaphysics as history of the diverse primary principles progressively
adopted as basis, see R. Schiirmann, Le principe d’anarchie. Heidegger et la question d’agir, Paris, Seuil,
1982 (The Principle of Anarchy. Heidegger and the question of action).

14. M. Heidegger, Nietzsche, Plullingen, Neske, 1960, Vol. II, p. 338; on the identity between
metaphysics and nihilism, see ibid., p. 350.
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It is also precisely in this futility, towards which both being and man
evolve in the development of Ge-Stell,'> that there exists the possibility that
Ge-Stell represents not only the ultimate moment of metaphysics, but also the first
step towards its transcendence. The deployment of metaphysics in the world of
total technical-scientific availability precludes any attempt to think of being as
foundation — since foundation is totally transformed in self-sufficient reasoning,
whose founding force is inseparable from the will of the subject which discovers it,
manipulates it, calculates and uses it. But all that in turn rules out the possibility
that thought, having registered the dissolution of foundations, can have leverage on
another ‘foundation’ — be it originary experience, aesthetic appearance or divine
majesty — in order to start again from scratch. If a new beginning is possible, it can-
not lie in the possibility that the subject turn towards a different principle, while
remaining in the same relation of man as subject and being as objective principle, as
a Gegen-Stand which is there, like something to which one returns after error,
oblivion or deviance. But it could happen, however, that Ge-Strell deforms itself.
And that is how being returns to it, beyond oblivion and metaphysical dissolution.
The consequences held in store by this are ontologically as well as ‘historically’ sig-
nificant.

The being that might turn towards the Ge-Stell, carrying its thought
beyond metaphysical oblivion, is divested of the character of principle, authority or
foundation, which it had in the metaphysical tradition, in so far as the realization of
these characteristics and of their disintegration is not ‘solely’ a human error (sub-
ject confronted with object-being, ‘there outside’), but the destiny of being itself.
On the historical level, this radical way of transcending metaphysics expresses a
singular disposition to receive the announcement of a new being outside of the vio-
lence that is proper to the metaphysical age, in the deployment of the total ration-
alization of society. In Ge-Stell lie the only chances for transcending, even in mass
society, the inauthenticities that characterize the history from whence we have
come.

Here we are faced with two of the most problematical features of

Heidegger’s thought: the fact that it demands the transcendence of metaphysics not
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on man’s initiative but through being itself and its destiny; and the consequent
acceptance of modern social rationalization and massification which, in spite of
such ample evidence to the contrary in his ‘archaism’ and disdain for techno-
science, Heidegger would consider undeniable, even if perhaps exaggerated by
Adorno.'® A discussion on Adorno’s objections, which set down the essential ele-
ments of Heidegger’s positions, even if badly interpreted, can clarify the sense in
which Heidegger’s meditation on Ge-Stell contains decisive indications for the con-
tinuation of the discourse on transcending metaphysics as violent thought.

Heidegger’s anti-humanism and the fact that he makes man’s destiny
depend on the destiny of being appears to Adorno as an illusory satisfaction of the
‘ontological need’ of contemporary man to save, by whatever means, the self’s sub-
stantiality in a world where all is resolved by a functional connection. To this sys-
tem of functional universal connection, Heidegger opposes a philosophy of being
which is all the more consoling and efficient in that it places being beyond any pos-
sible initiative of the subject, under the domination of a destiny which appears to
supply a solid guarantee, but in so far as it avoids any human initiative or decision,
is overturned and transformed into an implicit justification of the existing order.

Adorno believes he opposes to what he sees as Heidegger’s reversal into
objectivity — which is inspired by anti-subjectivism and motivated, it must be
remembered, by the need to ensure the stable ground which the subject, impover-
ished by universal functionalism, no longer provides — the dialectic ideal of freedom
placed beyond the subject/object opposition that Heidegger also criticized. But as
can be seen in the argument developed in Negative Dialectic on ‘ontological need’,
what he finds threatened in Heidegger’s inversion is the free subject, as precisely a
principle of unlimited auto-determination that opposes to itself the object as a pure-
ly antithetical end and as an element of its domination. It is only from the viewpoint
of a strict opposition between subject and object that the Heideggerian effort to
transcend metaphysics by summoning a destiny of being can appear as a pure rever-
sal to objectivity. Perhaps it is true, as Adorno puts it, that the ‘history accumulated
in subjects’ keeps thought from turning abruptly into positions that appear to be
radical, but are in fact merely wanderings in emptiness — like certain migrations to
the East, Buddhism, Zen, etc.!’

16. I refer to the chapter on the ‘ontological need’ in Negative Dialektik, Frankfurt, Suhrkamp,
1970.
17. T. Adorno, Negative Dialektik, ibid., p. 74.
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The history of Western subjectivity holds more experiences than those
included in the Adornian canon. The subject he sees as threatened by Heidegger’s
reversal is only the dialectic subject which has yet to pass through Heidegger’s exis-
tential analysis or Nietzsche’s criticism. The violent character of metaphysics is
really manifest, as Adorno sees it, in the mortification of the freedom and rights of
the sovereign subject (that is, the modern subject), for whom conciliation with the
Other corresponds to a non-alienated, that is, unlimited, practice: the will of power
— and could we not rather suspect that it already begins and finds its roots where
being is deployed in the conflictual opposition between subject and object? If Ge-
Stell holds a chance for transcending metaphysics by divesting man of his qualifi-
cation as subject, Adorno has no doubt that this qualification — in name of a cultural
memory which ought not to be betrayed but which he drastically limits no less —
must be defended and affirmed. For nothing can make us doubt its ‘validity’, which
is only threatened, from a practical point of view, by total organization.

Bearing in mind this difference, it is to be expected that Heidegger’s atti-
tude to Ge-Stell seems to Adorno a justification of precisely that, metaphysically
inspired, form of existence which realized itself in a parodic way and which ought,
on the contrary, to be transcended. To a certain extent, Adorno is right. Heidegger
sees Ge-Stell as a destiny, even if this term denotes a ‘one-way’direction, beyond the
‘highest measure of danger’, like a maturing of (and here he quotes Holderlin) ‘what
saves’. If we can no longer believe — because precisely the unveiling of the meta-
physics-violence link forbids us from summoning an originary or other foundation,
be it in the form of aesthetic appearance or of divine majesty — the summons to tran-
scend metaphysics, in revealing its impossible future, must come from metaphysics
and its world themselves. If we are willing to give plausible meaning to almost the
only passage in which Heidegger describes Ge-Stell as ‘a first glimmer of Ereignis’,
there is no other way than that which Heidegger offers when observing that Ge-
Stell rids man and existence of ‘those determinations that metaphysics had con-
ferred on them’, that is to say, first and foremost, the qualifications of subject and
object.!8

Heidegger and Adorno agree that metaphysics has decisively shaped the

exacerbation of violence in the world of total organization. But Heidegger goes

18. See note 15 supra; the Bestimmungen that metaphysics has conferred on man and existence
are particularly those of subject and object, as shown in Identity and Difference which discusses the

reciprocal Herausforderung in which man and existence are taken to the metaphysical era.



much further than this observation. That is why he cannot be implicated in the var-
ious efforts — apart from the more philosophically significant ones of Lévinas and
Adorno, which we have discussed — that seek to transcend metaphysics by restor-
ing a preceding phase in its development, by returning to those instants when meta-
physics had yet to be dissolved or to culminate in technology. This has been the case
with a certain archaism that has spread in Italian philosophy over the past decades
(Emanuele Severino), sometimes in conjugation with a tragic philosophy inspired
in Schelling, Nietzsche and Heidegger (Cacciari), but also with a rehabilitation of
the modern project by Habermas or of the Kantean programme by D. Henrich.
The realization of metaphysics in Ge-Stell makes such backward steps
‘impossible’ for Heidegger. Ge-Stell cannot be exorcized through an attempt to
recover in an illusory way a certain childhood or adolescence of thought. Because
if metaphysics had the fate that it had, and it was a destiny (and not an error or an
arbitrary choice of man), the resumption of one of its preceding phases could hardly
take us elsewhere than where we are. Ge-Stell must be passed through. The experi-
ence of the subject’s dissolution imposed on us by the world in which we are
thrown must be lived to the end as a destiny. But not in the name of a dialectical
belief in a reversal of extreme negativity into positivity, as though the total absence
of being and of subject were a guarantee of the coming of a restored presence.
Metaphysics would only be disguising itself in nihilism to rise again gloriously —
powerfully and violently — as a new ‘evidence’. Thought and the existence of ‘post-
metaphysics’ can only be formed by following the ‘dissolvent’ route indicated by
Ge-Stell. Man and existence must definitively, not temporarily, lose the features of
subject and object that characterize them in metaphysics: The ‘essential word’ that
Heidegger incessantly sought, even in his obdurate search back into the dawn of
European philosophy, is perhaps far closer to everyday discussion of our world and
its later modernity than the mysterious silence of mysticism and divine experience.
Heidegger did not travel this route, although he was the one to open it
definitively with his vision of Ge-Stell. It would therefore be an exaggeration to
conceive of ‘the simple silence of silence’ evoked in his Unterwegs zur Sprache,"’
for instance, as the sole and unique ‘authentic Sagen’, suggesting an invitation to

‘abandon being’, not only as Grund,?® but also as essential silent words. Yet this is

19. M. Heidegger, Unterwegs zur Sprache, Pfullingen, Neske, 1959, p. 152.
20. The advice of Heidegger in Zur Sache des Denkens, Tiibingen, Niemeyer, 1969, p. 6.
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the route along which we must travel, with and beyond Heidegger and beyond the
words of his text, if we are to remain faithful to his programme for preparing a new
coming of being that answers to the summons of Ge-Stell.

It is unlikely that this summons — to be taken out of metaphysics and,
first and foremost, of its basic plan (i.e. the opposition between subject and object)
— shows only a way to recognition of the inter-subjective constitution of the sub-
ject itself, as in Habermas’s Theory of Communicative Action. Habermas keeps a
conceptual distance from Adorno, in his view still attached to a metaphysical idea
of subject, but then remains, in his turn, devoted to constructing a normative struc-
ture for a subject that is likewise ‘socialized’, in that inter-subjectivity retains a posi-
tion of a supra-historical constitution and yields to no contamination by the idea of
‘destiny’, of referral or of contingency to an event. As such, the ‘advantage’ in doing
away with the self-centred, metaphysical subject appears fairly minor, and even
carries the risk of a restoring reversal.?!

The road taken by Habermas, as well as by Apel with his idea of limitless
communication, is exemplary, although Habermas himself affirms, to the contrary,
the impossibility of going beyond metaphysics unless the subject is exhausted. Even
for Habermas, it is the Ge-Stell as society of ‘roles’ — for which the recall of the
experience of American interactionism is deemed decisive by both Weber and
Habermas — that renders the subject unthinkable as self-centred ego. But the impo-
sition of communicative action as a transcendental norm then makes the initiative
useless and attempts to exorcize the very dissolution which had, on the contrary, to
be continued.

We leave metaphysics and the violence attached to it by bearing in mind
— and not only ‘negatively’ — the dissolution that the Ge-Stell/ works on the meta-
physical subject and the object. Heidegger presents multiple aspects of that
dissolution. For instance, he does not explicitly thematize the dissolution of the
objectness of objects operated by the Ge-Stell to the extent that its characterizing
technology is no longer that of mechanical force alone — the motor or, at the very
most, atomic energy are the major examples used by Heidegger when speaking
of the technical — but also by the collection, organization and distribution of

information.??

21. See fair comments of D. Henrich, in cited essay, pp. 503—4, on Habermas’s ‘Rousseauism’.

22. Gianni Vattimo, The Transparent Society, Paris, Desclée, 1990, Chapter 1.



But is that not precisely the same as staying in the world of completed
metaphysics, giving in to Ge-Stell, accepting it and making it — more or less explic-
itly — an apology, such as Adorno has always held? But where is (or no longer is)
Ge-Stell? To think of Heidegger’s ontology as a new deterministic metaphysics,
which gives being (as the universe’s technological destiny in late modernity) a pre-
eminence over man’s initiative is tantamount to imagining once again a ‘founding’
relationship between the ‘real world’ — the laws of being’s destiny of which
Heidegger speaks — and the ‘apparent world’- history, society and the existence of
man — whereas it is a matter, on the contrary, of dissolving that distinction.
Heidegger’s ontology would be a deterministic one if it established the primacy of
the object over the subject. It would then be a question of defending subjectivity
against the monstrous prevalence of the structures of universal objectivism, as
Adorno claims.

But the Ge-Stell which divests the subject/object opposition of its mean-
ing can no longer be thought of as real world, as a necessary structure from which
man’s destiny is ‘deduced’. It is a conjunction of szellen — the technological civiliza-
tion in which the universe is no more (or no longer more) than an inter-linking of
‘world images’,? the subject a geometric site of multiple, never unifiable roles, his-
tory itself just a sort of constellation of multifarious — non-unifiable — reconstruc-
tions conferred by historiography and narratives. It is impossible to show, or
‘describe’ Ge-Stell as the basis of an ‘objective’ need which imposes itself on the
subject by restricting its freedom. The veritable purpose of metaphysics is rooted in
this impossibility — which thus emerges simultaneously as aim and as ‘guide’ to
philosophical discourse — at the time of its culmination in the technological order
of the world.

The being that Heidegger invites us to hear, the being from whom we
expect a word addressed to us, no longer speaks as the ‘arch’of founding principles
or essential structures, nor even as an inter-subjective constitution of existence. The
‘real world” has turned into fable. That is reflected in the sort of ‘crumbling’ or
splintering style that Heidegger’s philosophical discourse takes on after Being and
Time. If this being does speak, it is in whispering, polyphonic murmurs and perhaps

in ‘neutral’ tones which, as Blanchot portends, we must expect to discern.

23. With a meaning which Heidegger did not explicitly develop but which can be linked to the
conclusions of his essay on “World Image Time’ (Die Zeit des Welbildes, 1938), in Holzwege, Frankfurt,

Klostermann, 1950.
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“Tolerating a good dose of chance’ or ‘abandoning the idea of being as
foundation’, or even ‘encouraging a certain frivolity with regard to traditional
philosophical questions’: are some ways to describe the philosophical discourse
which heeds the call of Ge-Stell. Does this amount, as Adorno would have it, to a
simple and cynical surrender to the alienating course of things? The alternative —
which, moreover, Adorno does not explicitly adopt — would be to cut the knot
which ties metaphysics, rationalization and violence together with an act of extreme
and ultimate violence, as in the dream recurring, even at certain peaks of twentieth-
century philosophy, from Benjamin to Sartre. Nietzsche and Heidegger suggest the
opposite path of ‘moderation’ and listening — one which does not once again set the
scene for a founding design, but resigns to it, accepts it as destiny, deforms it and

secularizes it.



The truth. What a lie. . ..

Ronaldo Lima Lins

“Yes, what hides a thing in its midst and shows another

is as hateful to me as the gates of Hell.’
Homer, The Iliad

If we could photograph them, the lines of the soul would show some very strange
shapes. Our relationship with truth is so complex that often, in order to tell it, we
lie. That is an old story. Jean-Jacques Rousseau, one of the last people to have
sought the truth so keenly, paid dearly for his efforts. He never realized even
towards the end of his life that they were successful.! It could be that the two con-
trary processes of legitimation (truth on one side, falsehood on the other) form a
mixture as though the chemistry of intentions and the knowledge of concepts are
doomed to failure when one confronts the other. It would never have been possible
to say that the sea we were sailing on was impossible to navigate, despite the gales.
The journey had to be continued, even if in the case of failure it meant replacing one

for its opposite in such a way that the appearance of the discourse completed or

1. Honesty as commitment appears like the assumption on which he founded his life story. ‘I
have revealed my inner self’, he said, addressing himself to God, ‘as You Yourself can see it
(Confessions, Paris, GF-Flammarion, 1969, p. 43). But in reality, no one is beyond deeds. They pursue
us when we are silent and do not spare us during confession. In his middle years, repudiated and insulted
wherever he went, he wondered if in wanting to reveal his faults, he had deformed and exaggerated them.

See Les réveries du promeneur solitaire, Paris, GF-Flammarion, 1964.



concealed its content. The trick, through repetition, was in getting the ‘no’ imposed
by reality to be accepted. With time, this version would be sanctioned simply
because that is the way it always is. But you must not imagine a conscious exercise
of manipulation which determines and deforms the use of words with the aim of
leading to a mistake. On the contrary, the complication comes from what is natural
in a lie which slides to the surface, smooths things over and cunningly installs itself.
All of a sudden, we are aware of it. An intuition, a bubble which bursts sometimes
soon enough but sometimes too late. We are amazed.

Understanding such a process supposes that we stop to think. Both rebel-
lion and indignation obey impulses. They explain nothing. We have to go slowly,
literally feeling our way, beyond the categories of failure and success. That is the
only way of nearing the light at the heart of contradiction, and observing how it
shines on us.

The Ancient Greeks appear to have been less uncomfortable than we are
in resorting to duplicity. In a dialogue with Hippias, Socrates® valorizes the ability
to dissemble on the condition that it is intelligent. To Achilles — the model of virtue
— he opposes the qualities of Ulysses, the embodiment of trickery. The best man is
the one who uses things with skill — whether they are qualities, reasons, technical
knowledge or people — and whether good or bad. If it is the deed of a wise man, of
someone capable of telling a good lie, even falsehood will not lower a man if com-
pared to another, less gifted, but one dedicated to truth and ready to defend it.

If such an argument borders on Sophism, it none the less demonstrates
the relative dimension that Plato, the narrator, attributes to the values that behav-
ioural models hold up as absolute. The topicality of this position forebodes Hegel,
for whom there are neither good nor bad people in history, only necessary ones. It
takes on an aspect of absolution as though, in most of our efforts, we find ourselves
on the ethical plane not on the side of Achilles but on that of Ulysses. Foreseeing
danger and full of nostalgia for humanism, Adorno analyses barbarity and pin-

points Homer’s extremely malicious ideology. He begins to examine the misdeeds.

2. Plato, Hippias minor, or the false one. In: Complete Works, translation by Francisco de P.
Samaranch, Madrid, Aguilar, 1981, p. 99. In the course of the dialogue, Hippias discovers he has been
found out. Vexed, he goes so far as to complain. If he agrees all the time, he will end up finding himself
in opposition to his initially held position. And that is what happens, as in the process of metalanguage,
by appealing to humility, since the one speaking, the one giving reasons, is the interlocutor. Socrates only
uses the arguments which belonged to the other. Thus, where it seemed there was truth, there was only

falsehood, the latter being the irrefutable proof of truth.
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He describes the problems of a never-ending civilization® which, despite all its
conquests, is obsessed with the idea of conquering, whatever the consequences.
Adorno sums up the problems as ‘positivism’; a positivism whose origin lies in its
own negation and gives us only the theory of simulation. Horrified by
Auschwitz, it is not from the Ancient Greeks but from the Jews that Adorno
draws the substance of his criticism. He considers, in so far as such an aim is pos-
sible, a proposal of morality. But there is no question of anticipating the outcome
of our reasoning.

In Albert Camus’s novel The First Man,* the main character — aged
forty — orphaned at eight months, is shocked on looking at his father’s tombstone.
The dates inscribed on it make him react. Indeed, he discovers a father ‘aged’
twenty-nine. Eleven years of maturity separate them. Feelings of the absurd and
the illusory drive him into a search of the past and truth. Someone, something has
distorted those years.

That discord, as though the world were suddenly playing in the wrong
key, is not unrelated to the anxieties of Rahel Varnhagen, as described by
Hannah Arendt.® Living in a society — the German society of the eighteenth

3. When Heidegger evokes this problem, which he does fairly late on, he deals with it calmly.
His interest lies in ascertaining the precise point at which maturation of the phenomenon occurs.
Barbarity, as opposed to humanism, is to Heidegger a product of the Roman Empire, incorporating the
virtus of Hellenism taught in the schools of philosophy. ‘It was only at the time of the human republic
that humanitas was intentionally thought and seen for the first time with that name. Homo humanus is
contrasted with homo barbarus’ In: Letter on Humanism, Portuguese translation by Pinharanda
Gomes, Lisbon, Guimaries Editores, 1987, p. 41.

4. “Yes, that was his name. He looked up. The sky had become paler; small white and grey
clouds moved slowly along, alternately making the light appear brighter or duller. . .. Tt was then he read
his father’s birthdate on the tombstone and realized he had not known it before. Then he read the two
dates, “1885-1914” and did the sum in his head: twenty-nine. Suddenly a thought struck him so violently
it made him physically shake. He was forty. The man buried beneath that stone, the man who was his
father, was younger than he was.” Albert Camus, The First Man, Paris, Gallimard, 1994, p. 29.

5. Hannah Arendt, Rabel Varnhagen, a vida de uma judia alemdi na epoca do romantismo [The
life of a German Jewish woman at the time of Romanticism], translated by Amtpmop Trinsito and
Gernot Kludasch, Rio de Janciro, Relume/Dumara, 1994. The tolerance shown towards the Jewish pop-
ulation in allowing them to stay while at the same time restraining that presence by disallowing their right
to citizenship, encouraged assimilation (by baptism), thus producing the dual effect of humiliation on the
one hand and hope, one day, of acceptance on the other. Hannah Arendt observes that a German Jewish
woman of the eighteenth century, in order to affirm herself socially, had no alternative other than money
or beauty, either of which held the possibility of an advantageous marriage. Rahel had neither of those

resources despite her intelligence and her personality — her only inheritance. Her deceptions are many.



century — opposed to the recognition of Jews, she is haunted by her lack of citi-
zenship. She is a foreigner with no other home. The discovery that she carries with
her five thousand years of history not of her choosing, is something she resents like
a condemnation. It leads her to the very limit of bewilderment. Little does it mat-
ter that in a way that is also the lot of non-Jews on either side of rejection. Human
beings choose neither when nor where they are born. The difference resides in the
principle of wounded brotherhood and the lack of a community able to recognize
and lessen suffering. Minorities organize themselves in order to cope with
adversity and oppression. In the eighteenth century, the only resource available to
these minorities was introspection and isolation of the soul, in itself problematic
because of the lack of philosophical techniques capable of countering oppression.
According to Hannah Arendt, Rahel Varnhagen struggles with the problem and
finds no solutions until she discovers Lessing’s formula: ‘the fact of making one-
self think” — for Lessing, that is man’s supreme ability. ‘Everything depends on the
fact of one’s own thought’, he affirms during an interview. That fact of ‘thinking
on one’s own’ would free us from objects and their reality, it would set up a sphere
of pure ideas, a whole new area accessible to any rational person, with neither
knowledge nor experience. The self-sufficient act of ‘thinking on one’s own’ frees
us, representing a device of truth against the lie: the truth of the world. By an
ingenious trick, characteristic of the Enlightenment, rectifying thought would
make everything become clear. Inner confidence, the result of such an affirmation,
would raise us above preconception; it would prevent cancellation, which hap-
pened before, and would neutralize humiliating glances, whispered comments and
social barriers.

The spark of reflection strengthens the individual and lights up reality.
Ambiguity had been revealed. Compared with how things had been previously,
here was an opportunity: that of ushering in oppression as a political category. The
time offered a favourable opening for contestation which, in turn, would lead to
discussion ranging from injustice to kings and princes, which, moreover, would
prove fatal for them. Soon the disadvantaged would have the right to speak.

However, the path followed by ideas is not an ordered one. As Jules
Michelet remarked, even the printing press was incapable of immediately speeding
up the tribute to life against the spirit of death, the one pervading the Inquisition
which in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries lit the pyres of the Iberian Peninsula.
On the contrary, the new invention was first put to service in the distribution of the

dominating conceptions of the time which were cruel and archaic.
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The relief that Lessing’s formula had given Rahel Varnhagen did not,
however, alter her condition. The thinking at that time would still continue to exert
its power. So true is it that, as Hannah Arendt says, against the facts, thinking works
in a mysterious and unfathomable way. In order to cope and find her place in soci-
ety, for the young girl in question, lying was the only way.

She succumbs. Her very marriage is the result of unhappiness and thwarted
love. She ends up advising her husband, libertarian at the outset of their relationship,
to make use of available strategies in order to gain a title of nobility, which could only
be obtained in getting closer to the appropriate people and positions.

Truth and falsehood have symmetrical, tortuous origins.

In the Judaeo-Christian world, the question of truth posed no problem.
Coming from God, it was irrefutable. It had to be imposed on man with or with-
out sacrifices. Moses was irritated by the opposition of the people for whom he was
responsible, and by their being too fragile for his plan. His irritation moves from
the contradiction between the behavioural proposal which was put to them and its
practice. Terror and punishment intervene each time insubordination goes too far.
The resulting theology is concentrated in the deepening of knowledge about God
and not in an effort to prove his existence — a modern enterprise, bound to failure,
as we know. At the turn of the millennium, we have become more careful and have
put aside debate on the matter. The subject no longer interests us as much. We sim-
ply have to take it on ourselves, disconcertedly, but telling the lie of our principal
truth loud and clear.

In one of his Pensées (778),° Pascal asserts that ‘the history of the Church
must properly be called the history of truth’. He goes on to admit that ‘faith
embraces several truths which appear to contradict each other’. Further on, he says
‘There is therefore a great number of religious and moral truths, which seem repug-
nant yet all subsist in an admirable order’. Later in the text (793) he adds “Truth has
become so dimmed of late, and falsehood so settled, that unless one loves truth, one
could not recognize it’. Pascal already belonged to a time of crisis.

In Christianity, questions of truth, falsehood and revelation all appear
through the idea of evil. The only God, and Jesus, his representative, are not
weighed down with the contradictions of Ancient Greece. Truth is imposed —

whole and beyond all question. We are aware of the difficulty of the commandment,

6. Blaise Pascal, Pensées, in Complete Works, Paris, Gallimard/Pléiade, 1954, p. 1334.



given the natural dispersal of impressions, belonging to existence, turned in all
directions, towards life and towards death, towards pain and towards pleasure,
towards self and towards the other, and, in this inner self — unity, we should remem-
ber, does not exist outside mathematical inventions — towards self and towards self,
in the multiplicity of ‘selves’ that make us up. We have, however, retained Saint
Augustine’s parameter and the shape of his discoveries when he reached what he
was seeking. Here are the terms he used to describe the light which was finally
penetrating his soul: “Thus I was talking and crying, oppressed by the most bitter
pain of the heart, when suddenly I heard a voice coming from the house next door.
I do not know whether it was of a boy or a girl. The voice sang and said over and
over again: “Take up and read; take up and read’!”

Receiving this message like an enlightenment, he took the book of the
Epistles of the Apostles and read at random. From the very first chapter, he is struck
by the sentence: ‘Do not wander through gluttony and drunkenness, nor dishon-
esty and licentiousness, nor quarrels and fights, but clothe yourself with the Lord
Jesus Christ and do not lust after the pleasures of the flesh.” The conversion was
made.

That type of discovery reappears throughout Western culture and can be
seen quite unexpectedly in the centre of lay modernity as with Descartes’ nights, in
1619, when dreams and visions provided him with the first outlines of a philosoph-
ical position,® or Rousseau of whom it could be said that in a similar way, during a
break on his journey to visit Diderot, imprisoned at Vincennes, he intuitively
received the ideas for his Discourse on Science and Art which later, in 1750, was
acclaimed by the Academy of Dijon. Disguised in a secular manner, but without
being in the slightest unusual, the mystical mechanism is clearly that of Saint
Augustine.

For the latter, truth is divided into three, and the three make up one: the

general principle which the thinker develops in the text entitled On the Trinity:

7. Saint Augustine, Confessions, 12th edition, translation by J. Oliveira Santos and
A. Ambrosio de Pina, Braga, Livraria Apostolado da Imprensa, 1990, p. 205.

8. One of his biographies tells of the event in the following terms: ‘Here, everything is felt pas-
sively, on the border of depression, while the initial phrase, faithfully quoted, transmits the positive
momentum of inspiration which filled the philosopher with the keen will to move ahead.” In Genevieve
Rodis Lewis, Descartes, a biography, translated by Joana Angelica D’ Avila Melo, Rio de Janeiro, Record,
1995, p. 54.
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being, knowing and wanting.’ In the logic of that text, comments Hannah Arends,
‘T am knowing and wanting; I know who I am and what I want; and I want to be
and to know’. An analogy which does not mean that being is analogous with the
father, knowing with the son and wanting with the holy spirit, but simply that the
spiritual ‘I’ has three different, inseparable yet distinct elements.

The being, knowing, wanting triad complements another triad, a triad of
the mind: memory, intellect and will, three faculties which do not indicate three
minds but only one, referring mutually to one another. I remember that I have a
memory, an intellect and a will; T hear what I hear, what I want and what I remem-
ber; and I want to want, to remember and to hear. Let me say again, the lines prin-
ted on our souls are so winding. As with the movement of men and philosophy,
experience leads to a dispersal whose evaluation, if we are not careful, risks being
both unsatisfactory and confusing. To escape from that jungle — dangerous because
of the sounds, colours and suggestions surrounding us — let us go against the cur-
rent in the only direction which can free us: the taste for our own, typically human
order. We form part of a kind which is not rigidly structured as are certain insects
(bees and ants), nor lost and a slave to its basic needs as most animals are. To the
extent that we are and we wish for chaos, we want to fight it and we do our utmost.

What is interesting in a parallel form is that in terms of the triad — birth,
life and death — to the extent that our ideas deteriorate with use, we form ideas with
which we have to confront what cannot be avoided: the incapacity to know. “The
eternal mystery of the universe’ — said Einstein, quoted by Hannah Arendt — is its
comprehensiveness’.!? Because we have the will to know, and not the contrary, the
mystery which prevents us from having full access to it intrigues us. Thus ideas fol-
low one another in a profusion of opposites, in a type of war through which we fill
absurdity and emptiness. It had to be that in a world which creates contradictions
and fragmentation — in recognizing the value and utility with regard to progress —
its subject, should be set free from God. Stranger is the fact, proven from time to

time, of the rehearsal where we give only the impression of innovation, in calling

% Hannah Arendt, The Life of the Mind, Vol. 2, translation by Helena Martins, Rio de Janeiro,
Relume/Dumara, 1993, p. 259. This author’s fascination for the father of the Catholic Church is known,
as 1s his decisive influence on her ideas and how she organized them, and on the search for a revelation
(the encounter with oneself) which implicit cruelty and pain render us incapable of perhaps ever
attaining.

10. Op. cit., p. 104.



on age-old hypotheses, in the midst of change. More than ever, modesty dictates
that humanity be clothed, and it hides its body in the same way that it flees from
truth. From so much searching for truth, humanity proves rebellious. And if that is
the way, what protects us? And why do we need protection? Since truth was with
God, we should go and look for Him in the name of salvation which would allow
us to confront adversity and win. But modernity killed such an idea. If we keep on
discussing the question, it is only through its apparition — in the same way that, for
a while, the traditional mind survived the invention of the printing press — drawn
by habit, and not by conviction, and in fact we are more lost than we were before.

t,!! since we

The lie is never totally untrue — psychology is aware of tha
pledge ourselves to falsehood while hiding part of what we are. Through falsehood
and not only through truth, we continue to hope, we postpone a difficult, possibly
unbearable encounter, we breathe and fill our lungs with oxygen. Contrary to delir-
ium, which brings us to the innocence of fools and the intense beliefs of mad peo-
ple — and we explain nothing as to the temperament — the ‘grandeur’ of lying, if we
take away its malice, does not raze the barrier oppressing us; it opens up to us
glimpses of a fissure and an interval. With no ethical clothing, falsehood reveals its
role to us.

Coming back to Hannah Arendt’s words: ‘Hope makes us spy on the
world through a minute crack, which circumstances may not have noticed, but
which might, albeit so very narrow, help to arrange and attain the core of an indef-
inite sphere — because what is desired, what is hoped for, could at the last moment
come through the crack like a definite happiness.’!?

Lying is obviously also a way of not seeing. Anxious not to be recog-
nized, Rahel Varnhagen, because she did not accept her situation, had to close her
eyes, at least until she could see her way out. Lessing’s “Thinking by oneself’ intro-
duces superiority into inferiority. But for all that, one had to isolate oneself and
keep quiet. Once in society, in the crushing profusion of reality, the motor began to
fail. Strange mechanism, she must have thought, that at times offers protection and
at others, cannot; sometimes it dominates reality and sometimes bows down to it,

in defeat.

11. But does not psychology also represent falsehood, something we invent in order to believe
that one day - like mathematics and conceptual science — like a god created by us, it will pull a rabbit out
of a hat, the truth of what we have conjured, only to shut it up straight away in a cage?

12. Op. cit., p. 24.



The truth. What a lie. . ..

The drama which follows, despite the changes which took place,
surpasses the limits of the time. Apart from the actual circumstances, the Eichmann
trial in Jerusalem raised questions. Hannah Arendt realized that she had certain
affinities — common ancestry — with her compatriot, in whom she had taken an
interest since her youth.'> What disturbs her cannot be simply stated as a behav-
ioural problem about what is and what is not permitted, which would allow her to
melt into the crowd and hide the question of segregation. The crisis of absolutism
of the eighteenth century decreed the end of imperialism with its political concep-
tions, and ejected them from Europe where civilization appeared more just and
more pure. Negation of the Other was concentrated in the colonies, on black peo-
ple in particular, or oriental people on whose shoulders rested the economy as well
as agreements between nations. Cruelty was thus exported through subterfuge,
denounced by clashes in international relations until the Second World War. But
that is another story.

Evil, clothed in innocence, took up its place in the dock. Opposite evil is
the question of thought as place and origin of dilemma. Far more than a spectre,
because it makes us conspicuous, thought is with us like freedom but also at the
same time as responsibility. Considering this when faced with Eichmann, one
comes to terms with the presence in civilization of barbarity, civilization and bar-
barity hand in hand, without the possibility of separating them. At one point, the
author of The Human Condition resorts to the importance of the category of aston-
ishment, that other capacity attached to knowledge, scandal and life, as opposed to
apathy, unconscious brutality and death. The practice of astonishment and showing
it, however, happens mainly in a selective manner, with the phenomenon of choice
which cancels some issues and retains others among what we can or cannot do
without.

Eichmann would have represented security if he had confirmed the lack
and not the presence of thought. To presuppose that barbarity comes from a
process of deficiency opposing the spark of intelligence, would make things easier
regarding anything to do with civilization. But this is obviously not the case. In fic-
tion, crazy professors are able to carry their inventions through to the final out-

come. If that were to happen we would find ourselves in the midst of a destruction

13. The first manuscripts of the book on Rahel Varnhagen date from 1933 when Hannah
Arendt left Germany.



which would annihilate us all without the inventor’s enthusiasm being in the slight-
est shaken or diminished.

‘Thinking by oneself’ or self-sufficient thought: does that provide the
solution? How can we be sure that truth is in the thought and not in the deed?
Criticism shows that there are true truths and false truths. Are the true truths the
ones which obey an exacting communication between the self and the world — in
the manner of the existentialist dream — between what I want and what is wanted
(including what is wanted from me)? Unfortunately, we have to recognize, sadly,
remembering Sartre, that singularity and totality — apart from a few fleeting
moments — are not meant for each other.

According to his biography, Heidegger reflected on this question at some
length.'* He puts forward three theses — once again, there is a triad — to distinguish
the traditional conception of the essence of truth and what he imagines to have been
the first definition: the ‘place’ of truth is the statement (judgment); the essence of
truth is in the ‘agreement’ of the judgement with its object; Aristotle, the father of
logic, linked truth with judgement as though that were its place of origin (De inter-
pretatione) while enforcing the definition of truth as an ‘agreement’.!> Is there a rul-
ing in this manner of seeking out origins? And in the end, what do they mean?

Justice as authority of truth follows a long trail — which is reaffirmed
from the Renaissance onwards — leading to the modernity of secular man, master of

himself, making his own laws and obeying them.

14. What Karl Jasper or Karl Lowith could not accept was Heidegger’s absence, rather than the
mistake he made during the Hitler period. After 1945, Heidegger did not merely content himself with
no longer tackling this subject, but he erased from his texts all militant references. Now, confession is
inscribed in the West through the institution of absolution, on condition that the sinner recognizes his
fault by way of linking being to idea. The scholars who handed down to us the habit of confession, imag-
ined that once it had been made, it took possession of the individual. If such recourse were not enough
among men to lessen the misdemeanor, depending on the gravity of the act, God gave it worth and
recognition. Which is where we come to our question: did Heidegger use silence in order to lie? And
apart from him, in absolute terms, is silence (the great silence) truth or falschood? After all, even the
most inexhaustible, unending discourse — and literature stresses this theme — is powerless to make us
explain what we really are. Is it not possible, therefore, with regard to our presence in this world, that it
is all nothing but words, in the style of Becket, enormous, impossible heaps of words, totally meaning-
less, our greatest secret (and who, with any certainty, could affirm to the contrary?) being the outcome
of our basic inability to bear silence?

15. See Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, translation by Francois Vezin, Paris, Gallimard,
1986, p. 214.



The truth. What a lie. . ..

According to Kant, in Criticism of Pure Reason: “Truth and appearance
are not in the object in so far as it is induced, but in the justice applied to it in so far
as it is thought’.

Eichmann instilled in Hannah Arendt in the idea of a circle, like one of
those traffic islands conceived by the urban genius, where vehicles come together in
order to disperse, as though arriving where they arrive, somewhere in all the basic
possibilities — in this case, evil — it were possible to find a way out. The same idea is
reflected in her aversion to Adorno’s anti-Heidegger views.'® At the time, it was
supposed that the point of no return held secrets. It merited close examination. She
believed that thinking, wanting and deciding were the fruits of just one tree. Earlier
than Hannah Arendt, Kant had imagined that good depended on an act of will
whose aim was to deliver each one of us from evil. Agreement came from a decision
taken by our distant forebears and preserved intact by the majority who settled
down and prevented its dissolution. Whatever may be the hell making up our group
behaviour, the strength of acting together has advantages over isolation and the
peace of egoism. It is not a question of instinct. It was not simply by accident that
the security which came on the scene helped prevent the ruins inherent in the
process from going beyond acceptable bounds and becoming a death scenario. The
authentic engineers who invented this security perfected their talents in order to
collect the material, learn from mistakes and, above all, discover vocations.

The dimension attributed to will in such a basic concept reaches other
levels. Understanding the causes of virtues and failings through psychology does
not lead us to accept perversions simply because through them everything ends up
being reconstituted. In the last analysis, there are clearly no guilty parties since
everyone recognizes that, directly or indirectly, they are responsible for what hap-
pens, with or without God. The principle of fraternity prevails over the scars which
preceded it. None the less, will — the law accepts this — retains a role within actions.
People who show proof of rectitude are the way they are because of the rigour with
which they decide to be so, and not because of temperament or genetic inheritance.

How can we explain the use of one law for the rich and one for the poor
with regard to Nazi activities and Eichmann on the one hand, and Heidegger on the

other? Does intellectual poverty on one side, faced with wealth on the other,

16. Will the generosity of love be enough to absolve the crime, as in the view of Christ? Why,
then, were there the Nuremberg and Eichmann trials? The relation between human nature and forgive-

ness remains unpredictable and extremely problematic.



increase or decrease the gravity of their attitudes? We know to what extent inheri-
tance puts a value on intellectual legacy, a sort of essential heritage for us.

In France, during the purging, when those in new positions of power
questioned the responsibility of collaborators in 1945 with the victory of the resist-
ance, the debate became complicated when it touched on artists and philosophers.
When called upon to state his position on Brasillach, who had received the death
penalty, Camus, who was opposed to executions (although he was obsessed by
those who had died because they had been denounced by the accused), in the end
signed the request for clemency. He did, however, send a note to Marcel Aymé,
explaining in order to avoid any misunderstanding, that he would never ‘shake his
hand’.1”

Opting in favour of a half-way position, Camus refused to declare his
convictions and at the same time avoided being unconditionally associated with
absolution. He digresses on the meaning of justice which he would always consider
as problematic. To paraphrase Pascal, Camus could say: truth is not in the extrem-
ities but in the middle.!8

Human nature has difficulty in following the teachings of Christ. From
that time on runs the chronicle of wars perpetuated by history. The feeling of love
stops at the object of that love; it does not extend to the next person. It is, however,
enough to decrease the rigour of how omissions are considered and even the explic-
it participation in perverse circumstances. Like Rahel Varnhagen, Hannah Arendt
could do everything except pledge her heart and recognize, in Heidegger’s case, the
falsehood in truth and vice versa. This pain is so firmly established in us, between
being and not being, that only through misunderstandings or in a delirious fever

can we be explicit on the incapacity to think of what is actually taking hold of us.
Like Shakespeare’s Richard III:

What do I fear? Myself? There’s none else by:
Richard loves Richard: that is, I am I.

Is there a murderer here? No. Yes, I am.

17. See Olivier Todd, Albert Camus, une vie, Paris, Gallimard, 1996, p. 375. This declaration
appears in a letter dated 27 January. In addition to the implicit question of morality, this incident shows
the importance given on both sides to declarations made by intellectuals. The whole country was listen-
ing — yet another argument to show that the importance of actions depended on who would take them.
18. This indicates that he is in favour of revolt against revolution, even to the extent of break-

ing with his friends, at a time when everyone was radically divided into two factions.



The truth. What a lie. . ..

Then fly: what! From myself? Great reason why:
Lest I revenge. What! Myself upon myself?
Alack! I love myself. Wherefore? For any good
That I myself have done unto myself?

Ob! No: alas! I rather hate myself

For hateful deeds committed by myself.

I am a villain. Yet I lie, I am not

Fool, of thyself speak well: fool, do not flatter.’’®

The trap is set and closing. The rabbit we are pulling out of the hat is now
ourselves and that is what divides us. We have to decide whether to stay in the
centre or out on the edge, or if we decree death to the notion of guilt. Such a doubt
brings to mind Thomas Hardy and the outcome of his beautiful novel when the
heroine, safe in the life she has made for herself, looks back, conscious of the pre-
cariousness of her conquests: ‘And in being forced to class herself among the for-
tunate she did not cease to wonder at the persistence of the unforeseen, when the
one to whom such unbroken tranquillity had been accorded in the adult stage was
she whose youth had seemed to teach that happiness was but the occasional episode
in a general drama of pain.’?°

It is only within the sphere of illusion that good and evil, and truth and
falsehood detach themselves from each other into distinct worlds. In the last analy-
sis, the cult of life does not give us truths in which we can have confidence such as
we would have in God. That is where our tragedy lies. And yet we do not merely
accept and take a rest. Art clearly shows us this with the conviction of Don Quixote
for whom ‘the important thing is that although not seeing it, you must believe in 1,

confess it, affirm it, swear it and defend it.”?!

19. The life of the mind, p. 142.
20. Thomas Hardy, The Mayor of Casterbridge, London, Penguin, 1994.
21. Edmond Jabes, Le Seuil, le Sable: Poésies Complétes 1943-1988, Paris, Gallimard/Poésie,

1990, p. 15.



Who thinks whom? It is the world

which thinks us'
Jean Baudrillard

The problem lies in abandoning the critical thought which is the very essence of our
philosophical culture but somehow pertains to a past history and a past life. As the
analysis of a deterministic society was deterministic, so should the analysis of a
society which is indeterministic, divided, problematical and exponential —a society
of critical mass and extreme phenomena, entirely dominated by the relation with
uncertainty — be indeterministic.

The conventional realms of subject and object, of the end and the means,
of truth and falsehood, good and evil, no longer correspond with the state of our
world. The dimensions of our so-called ‘real’ world, including those of time, space,
determination, representation, and therefore of critical and reflective thought, are
misleading. The whole discursive plane of psychology, sociology, ideology and
mentality which surrounds us is a trap. It still functions in a Euclidean dimension —
and at the moment we have hardly any theoretical intuition into a world which has
become quantum — just as unknowingly it has for some time lapsed into simulation.
I would even go so far as to say that it is in this dogged superstition of the ‘real” and
of the reality principle that lies the true deception of our time.

The question, therefore, is not the recent one of the abuse of scientific

metaphor. Rather, is it not abusive to use concepts such as indetermination and

1. This paper is followed by a debate which took place in Rio de Janeiro on 23 April 1999.



uncertainty, which came from elsewhere, from the confines of physics? The ques-
tion is precisely: what is the relation of quantum mechanics, fractional physics and
catastrophes, and the radical principle of uncertainty to our universe, and to the
human, mental, moral, social, economic and political world? It is not a question of
transferring concepts from the physical and biological sciences to metaphors or sci-
ence fiction, but of literally transfusing them into the heart of the real world, and
conceiving of them literally and simultaneously in both worlds. They appear in our
real world like theoretical, non-identifiable objects or strange attractions, which
they already are in the scientific microcosm they revolutionized, and they upset our
human macrocosm and our linear time without our being really aware of this dis-
ruption.

The fractal, the uncertainty relationship and chaos are not confined to
the scientific field. Everywhere they are active, here and now, in the order of
mores and events without one having any priority over the other. Part of the
uncertainty is indeed that we cannot say if a particular intuition of science is rele-
vant to a particular state of society or particular moment of history, or the reverse.
This problem of causal relation and disciplinary mechanics is itself a determinis-
tic problem and therefore meaningless. All this erupts simultaneously and we
cannot but deplore the incurably causal and deterministic impotence of both our
thought and our language, in confronting the simultaneity of our material and
mental world.

When theoretical thought calls on uncertainty, anti-matter, viruses, the
critical mass, and when it calls on biology, micro-physics or cosmology, it is not a
question of metaphor, which always implies a subject’s exploring the world from
the privileged position of subject and language — although according to Lacan, it is
language which thinks. It is rather a question of simultaneous correlation in all reg-
isters of the same uncertainty principle and of homologies that prop each other up
with no other definition or verification than that convergence which is not the con-
vergence of truth, but of a type of objectal thought, of thought coming from the
object, and where the subject no longer has a hand. The subject cannot be trusted
to evade the truth. What must be trusted is the object and the filter of the object,
particularly the theoretical filter of all these new objects that have sprung up
beyond our horizon.

From now on it is no longer the human being who perceives the world,
but the inhuman which perceives us. We can now only grasp the world from an

omega point outside the human being, from objects and hypotheses which play the
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role of strange attractions for us. Already a long time ago, thought flirted with this
type of object at the confines of inhumanity — with primitive societies, for example,
questioning Western humanism. But today we have to look beyond that critical
thought, towards far stranger objects which carry a radical uncertainty and on
which we can no longer impose our perspectives.

The only hope is in criminal and inhuman thought. That is because
thought itself must form an integral part of the object process. It must become
exponential, take a leap, mark a change and surge in power. The risk is no longer in
placing the system in contradiction with itself — we know that it regenerates itself
in the spiral of crisis — but rather in destabilizing it by infiltration or injection of a
viral thought, thought that is basically inhuman or lets itself be thought by inhu-
manity.

Are thought and conscience not indeed already a type of inhumanity, a
growth or a luxurious dysfunction which contravenes all evolution in turning back
upon itself and trapping evolution in its own image? “The human conscience gave a
bad conscience to the world” (Jean Rostand). Does not the neuronal development
of the brain already constitute a critical threshold in relation to evolution and to the
species? So why not play the game through to the end, accelerating the process and
hastening other sequences and other forms — those of an objective fatality about
which we have not the slightest idea?

But with this view of thought as the pole of uncertainty, the question
remains: is this uncertainty of thought a consequence of the uncertainty of the
world, or is it thought that makes the world fall into uncertainty? Same problem,
same unsolvable dilemma — a dilemma that does not exist in the classical thought of
truth, where everything is admittedly not true, but nothing is ‘undecidable’.

Physical uncertainty is presented in Heisenberg’s principle. Position and
speed of a particle cannot be simultaneously perceived. Uncertainty is in the fact
that there does not exist in any code or formula a possible transcription or equiva-
lence of the global state of a particle. So much for physical uncertainty. The same
goes for ‘metaphysical’ uncertainty. It characterizes all reality where exchange is
impossible and where there is no equivalent in any other language. Thus there is no
equivalence of the world in its globality. This is even its definition: the universe has
no equivalent anywhere — no exchange, no duplicate, no representation and no
mirror. Any mirror would still be part of the world. Therefore there is no possible
point of reference or verification — no proof of the world, therefore none of reality

either. That is the deep root of uncertainty, the impossibility of going beyond



illusion. Whatever may exist and be verified locally, the uncertainty of the world in
its globality is unquestionable.

Let us take as example the field of economics, the field of exchange par
excellence. Taken in its globality, nothing is exchanged for it and it cannot be
exchanged. There is no meta-economic equivalent for economics. Therefore eco-
nomics itself is a basic uncertainty. Of course, this is something economics pretends
to ignore and economic science tends to ‘side-track’. Yet through the very workings
of the economic world, this inevitable indetermination reverberates in the wavering
of its assumptions, equations and strategies and, finally, in the drift into speculation
and the chaotic interaction of its agents and elements.

The political, ethical or aesthetic fields are all affected by the same eccen-
tricity. Taken as a whole, none can be exchanged for anything else. Literally, none
has any meaning outside itself and nothing that can justify it. The same goes for the
political field. Nothing escapes it; it absorbs all meanings. But politics itself can
hardly be converted or reflected in a superior reality which would give it meaning.
That is the secret of the political illusion: deprived of an ultimate reference, it deliri-
ously creates its auto-references. From there comes the exponentiality of the polit-
ical mass, the staging, the speeches and the endless expansion on a scale with noth-
ing but that uncertainty. The world of reality itself cannot be exchanged for the
world of the sign. Their relation becomes ‘undecidable’. This is when reality itself
becomes, at it were, exponential. Everything becomes real and everything happens
unconditionally, ceasing to mean anything or meaning only itself and everything at
the same time: virtual reality. Meta-languages of reality (human sciences, social sci-
ences, etc.) develop in an eccentric fashion, in the image of their centrifugal object.
They become speculative. A parallel universe grows, a virtual one, with no internal
or external limitations, with no references, therefore with no connection to our
own. It forms the total screen but does not reflect it; it develops for itself until it
overtakes and contradicts its own finality. All trends taken together (media, televi-
sion, Internet, cyberworld), that so-called ‘information’ universe, produces only
the ‘undecidable’ and becomes ‘undecidable’ itself.

We could go on like this forever. Even in the biological and life spheres,
the phenomenon of life can neither be exchanged for some ultimate causality, nor
for any transcendent end (despite all the religions and metaphysics). It can only be
exchanged for itself or for nothing. And this uncertainty in turn contaminates the
biological sciences, as well as any ethics which might want to exchange them for

values, and makes them, in the course of their discoveries, more and more uncertain



Who thinks whom? It is the world which thinks us

as to their prospects, and not because of any temporary incapacity but because they
are nearing the definitive uncertainty which is their absolute horizon.

And what about thought? What is the situation with regard to thought?
With what can it be exchanged? If exchange is impossible on all sides, and if a crit-
ical point of view no longer exists — be it moral, political or philosophical — and if
we hypothesize that there is ‘nothing’ rather than something, then thought cannot
be exchanged with truth or reality. Thus, in turn, thought becomes impossible to
exchange with anything at all.

Thought is the outcome of a dual conjugation. In this sense, it has a dou-
ble, not individual form. The very essence of Otherness. We are not free to think
(nor to exist) only of the self and of our identity, nor only of the so-called ‘real’
world. Everything comes from this adversity, this twin complicity. No one can lay
claim to his own life or to his own thought. The human being is a sequence of forms
and self-will is meaningless. Existence and thought are ‘devolved’ to us and all
transference is possible according to a symbolic sharing which has become the basic
rule of all other cultures. Neither existence nor the world belongs to us. They are
devolved on us and we are also devolved on them according to a reciprocal order-
ing which is the golden rule. In this ideal form, we cannot say literally that it is the
world which perceives us, the Other which perceives us, or the object which per-
ceives us. Thought, intelligence and seduction all come to us from elsewhere, from
that parallel sequence. That was the secret of vanished cultures and it totally con-
tradicts our contemporary will to think of the world objectively without the
shadow of reciprocity. Doubtless nothing has changed fundamentally; it is still the
world which perceives us. The difference is that today we think the opposite.

Critical thought wants to be the mirror of the universe, but the universe
does not go through the mirror stage. Thought must therefore overcome the mirror
stage, the ultra-conformist stage of the subject confronted with its object, and
accede to the later stage of the object which perceives us and of the world which
perceives us. The thought of matter, the object/thought is no longer reflective; it is
reversible. It becomes the sequence of language and appearance and is nothing more
than a particular circumstance in the world sequence. Thought is the factual, phe-
nomenal part of the world and no longer has the privilege of being universal. It no
longer has any privilege with regard to the incomparable event of the world, but it
no doubt has the charm of singularity. In any case, it is irreducible to the conscience
of the subject. In world disorder, thought as attribute and specific destiny of the

species is too precious to be reduced to the conscience of the subject. There would



then be a game of exchanging thought and the world which would have nothing to
do with the impossible exchange with truth — which would presume even that
exchange to be impossible.

What could be exchanged with what I am thinking and writing here? Is
there an equivalent of it, a standard or exchange value? Absolutely not. No
exchange is possible. That inevitably reaches the failing of the world, and thought
can only annihilate itself in the object that thinks it, just as it annihilates the object
of its thinking. That is how thought escapes from truth. And we must escape from
truth, if nothing else. In order to escape from truth, above all we must not have con-
fidence in the subject. We have to rely on the object with its strange attraction and
on the world with its definitive uncertainty.

The object/thought, now inhuman, is what presupposes the impossible
exchange. It no longer seeks to transform the world nor to exchange it for ideas. It
has chosen uncertainty and made it the rule of the game. It becomes the thought of
the world which thinks us. In so doing, it changes the course of the world. For, if
an equivalence of the world and thought is impossible, there is, on the other hand
and beyond any critical point of view, a reversal of the game: a reciprocal alteration
of matter and thought. The game is reversed if the subject has been able to cause a
stir in the object world; today the object causes a stir in the subject world. If the
irruption of conscience has caused a stir in the course of the world, today the world
causes a stir in the course of conscience in so far as it now forms part of its materi-
al destiny, of the destiny of matter and therefore of its radical uncertainty.

Physical alteration of conscience by the world and metaphysical alter-
ation of the world by conscience: no need to wonder where the alteration begins
or ‘who is thinking whom?’ What is at stake on both sides is happening simulta-
neously and each side turns the other away from its aim. Has not man, with his
innate conscience, his ambiguity, his symbolic order and his power of illusion
ended up altering what is universal and affecting or infecting it with that same
uncertainty which is his own? Has he not ended up contaminating the world — of
which he is an integral part — by his non-being and his attitude of not-belonging-
to-the-world?

That raises many questions regarding the objectivity of knowledge, and
not only that of classical knowledge but also of quantum and random knowledge.
Beyond the experimentation which alters its object by its very intervention — the
scientific predicament which is now banal — it is man, as a whole and in all his vary-

ing degrees, who is dealing with a universe which he himself has altered and desta-
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bilized through his thinking. If objective laws of the world exist, it is because of
man that they are neither formulated nor functional. Instead of it being man who
brings reason to a chaotic universe, it would be on the contrary man who would
bring disorder, through his act of knowledge and thinking, and this constitutes an
inconceivable bid for power: to lay down a point — even if only in simulation — out-
side the universe, from which the universe could be seen and thought about. If the
universe has no duplicate, since nothing exists outside it, then the simple attempt to
make this point exist outside it is tantamount to an attempt or a will to put an end
to it.

This final solution, this perfect crime, cannot be countered by anything
short of transferring to the world, to the happening of the world and to the appear-
ance of the world, the responsibility of thinking us, instead of taking upon our-
selves the responsibility of thinking the world. Human thought, too human in a
hyper-space where correlations other than our own are involved, is transferred and
defers to the impersonal thinking of the Other.

Thus is opened the perspective of an objective game of chance — which is
nothing but a happy coincidence — where the world is the player and the player is
the world. There is total complicity between the hazardous game of the world and
that of thought — a supernatural consonance between the option of thought and that
of an order in which you are helpless, but which seems effortlessly to beckon and
obey you. There is no more room for accident, since it is the world which perceives
us, the sequence is assured. No more volition either, since in a way everything is
already willed. So nothing prohibits this paradoxical hypothesis: it is indeed our
thought which rules the world on condition that first we think that it is the world
which thinks us.

But then what of the connection between an object/thought and a world
with no final reference or possible explanation? How would thought explain a
world which it could no longer claim to represent?

It is in fact its ‘éminence grise’, its shadow. Thought follows the world
like its shadow. Shadowing the world. Thought neither claims nor analyses, neither
interprets nor transforms the world. Its destiny is to be the shadow which dupli-
cates it and which, in following it, provides its secret destiny. Thought neither
strives to expose some secret of the world nor to discover its hidden side. Thought
is the hidden side of the world. It does not discover that the world has a double life:
it is the double or parallel life of the world. Simply by appearing to obey its slight-

est movement, thought divests the world of its meaning, it predestines it to ends



other than those it gives itself. In following its traces, thought shows that behind its
supposed ends, one end, in fact the world goes nowhere. The act of thinking is an
act of seduction which aims to divert the world from its being and meaning, at the
risk of being itself seduced and diverted.

This is what theory does with the multiple systems it analyses. It does not
try to criticize them directly nor to fix limits for them in reality. Theory maximizes
and exaggerates them in duplicating them and following their trace; it seduces them
in pushing them to the limit. The objective of theory is to make a statement on the
system which follows its internal logic to the end without adding anything, and also
completely reverses it, revealing its hidden nonsense, the ‘nothing’ which haunts it,
the emptiness at the core of the system and the shadow which duplicates it. That
statement is at the same time a pure description of the system in real terms, and a
radical prescription of this same system, demonstrating that it excludes reality and
finally has no meaning.

To double the world is to respond to a world of no meaning with a theory
which itself resembles nothing; to respond to an extreme world with a maximal
theory. Most critics do not grasp this effect of radicalization and maximalization.
The fact that this is neither an empirical refutation of these systems — refutation
which would, in this case, partake of the same reality as the systems — nor pure fic-
tion with no connection to them. Or rather, it is both at the same time — and that is
the singularity of this theory. It is simultaneously the mirror of the world which is
already at its limits and about which the theory has nothing to say, and also what
pushes the world to its limits, the pinpointing of an implicit trend as well as the
force which pushes it to its end. While such a theory recognizes that there is noth-
ing to say about the world, that this world cannot be exchanged for anything, it
simultaneously shows that this world is just as it is and can only be the way it 1s,
without this exchange with theory.

That is why writing can go to the limit of its logic, knowing that at a cer-
tain point the world can but ‘follow’ and begin to resemble it. But this also means
that writing is only able to go to that limit because writing itself follows the imma-
nent order of the world. Predestination and reversibility are the dimensions of a
thought which becomes the shadow of the world and its double. It repeats the
world and the world does not exist without that repetition. It is only the symbol of
the difference between the world and itself, and that difference could not be seen
prior to the thought. The world lacks nothing before being written, but afterwards

it can only be explained on that basis. What theory reveals and replaces is something
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like ‘nothing’ — an absence which theory makes visible and conceals. This is the
‘nothing’ that theory both is and cannot be, even to the extent that it is.

Radical thought is at the violent intersection of meaning and nonsense,
truth and untruth, continuity of the world and continuity of nothing. Contrary to
the discussion on reality, which bets that there is something rather than nothing,
and attempts to base itself on an objective, decipherable world, radical thought, for
its part, backs the radical illusion of the world. It aspires to the status and power of
illusion, reinstating the untruthfulness of facts and the meaninglessness of the
world, and making the hypothesis that there is nothing rather than something — as
well as tracking the nothing which prevails under the apparent continuity of things.
It is understood that illusion is not what opposes reality, but is rather another, more
subtle reality which envelops the first with the sign of its disappearance. Thought
as illusion or seduction can be taken for deception. But neither is deception — and
language itself is a deception — that which opposes truth: it is a more subtle truth
which envelops reality with the sign of its obliteration.

Finally, what is the use of thought and of theory? What stands between
thought and the world is ‘the Other by Himself”: definitive suspense, definitive
reversibility between world and thought. Always bear in mind the three basic the-
orems: the world was given to us as enigmatic and unintelligible, and the task of
radical thought is to make it, if possible, even more enigmatic and more unintelligi-
ble; since the world is evolving towards a frenzied state of affairs, we should hold a
frenzied view of the world; and the player should never be greater than the game
itself, nor the theoretician greater than the theory, nor the theory greater than the

world itself.

Eduardo Portella
This itinerary depicted by Jean Baudrillard is quite evocative for those of us who
have accompanied his intellectual path. It runs from the ‘shadow of the silent
majority’, from the re-semanticization of the mirror, from ‘seduction’ and all the
keys for open thinking, to the recognition of fatal strategies and even of the perfect
crime. It seems to me that when he finally reaches the enigma, the enigma itself
becomes a strategy. Recognition of the enigma or the possibility of admitting it,
through this or that function or dysfunction, constitutes a radicalization of thought
which should be confronted with everyday conversations whose concern is devoid

of historical cover. It is precisely this very uncertain issue that we are trying to think



through, if it is at all possible, at the change of a millennium which has run out of

thought.

Muniz Sodré
It is difficult to comment, without having prior knowledge of the text, on a dis-
course as full as that of Jean Baudrillard. Yet, behind the idea of ‘world/thought’ or
‘object/thought’, I can see a view on the crisis, indeed a thinking of crisis, as much
as the crisis of thought or the crisis of possibilities of continuing to think in linear
terms, in derivative terms and along continuous lines which allow for the creation,
the making or the production of meaning.

In trying to produce a thought from an object, I can also see an indica-
tion of the crisis of the Western world. Each building and each house has what
Monteiro Lobato called ‘its stays and pillars’ which support the foundations. In
Umbehagen der Kultur, translated as ‘Civilization and its Discontents’, Freud very
clearly defined the way Western civilization and thought are structured when he
stated that the possibility of deciding at any time and in any place, in terms of our
choosing — whether these are political or social choices, choices of thought or the-
oretical ones — is constructed around the ideals of cleanliness — combatting dirt at
all costs — of beauty and order. It is this order, this quality of what is reliable and
this stability of the principles of order which lead to what is called ‘ontological
safety’, that is, the certainty which, to a great extent, directed Western identity and
about which some Western thinkers have reservations. Freud had reservations with
regard to the stability and certainty of conscience, while Marx had reservations with
regard to the certainty of the economy. Others, like Jean Baudrillard, start from
uncertainty as a principle.

I believe it is in this uncertainty that he tries to think through the hyper-
textual form which affords the possibility of permanently establishing misshapen,
non-metaphorical correlations, in so far as the metaphor still takes the subject for
granted. The crisis, crisis of thought and the difficulty of thinking are precisely the
difficulty of ‘how to think’ by erasing distance and projecting beyond the position
of subject/object distance. All critical thought and all ordered thought is secured by
the distance between the subject and the object.

When that distance is reduced or when it no longer exists, ontological
uncertainty and insecurity are installed. I do not know whether one can start from

the object since that would still always presuppose the subject, and I do not see how
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the object itself can be thought without also thinking of the subject category. The
object is always managed by the subject. If he says ‘the subject does not exist’, my
reply is ‘neither does the object exist’. Starting to think from the object is, for me,
the Western difficulty. If that is put in political terms, the question is how the West
has been able to reconcile the abstract community, which is the state and political
society, with the actual community which is life, the daily life of people — the way
of life.

This relation between the duty-existence of the state and natural life in a
contingency of people’s customs, has always been guaranteed and brought about
through controlled, ordered and set separation of the subject from the object.
According to the Ancient Greeks, Zoé is still turned towards Bios.

I would say that modernity, the time in which we are living, has strived
to overcome that and to neutralize the tensions of putting together subject and
object. I conceive technology, trans-nationalization of capital and the justification
of the unity of the world as an attempt to neutralize the tensions of bringing
together subject and object, and even to cancel out the difference between them. So
I see technology the way Jean Baudrillard called ‘virtual’, like an attempt to create
another world, another sphere of the world, where this difficulty would be neu-
tralized and would no longer be perceived as tension.

In Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle talks of the qualifications of life: he
identifies the contemplative life of the philosophers which is bios theoretikos, polit-
ical life which is bios politikos, and a life of pleasure, which is apolaustikos. I think
that in this millennium and in this crisis of thought, we are trying to create a virtual
bios which is a conjugation of technology and trade, towards which we might —
through substitution and in a parallel way — create a world which neutralizes this
growing difficulty of knowing how to move from ‘I’ to the Other, from ‘T’ to ‘you’,
or from ‘T’ to the object. Thus I see thought coming from the object as the expres-
sion of that anguish. But I have not yet solved the difficulty of how to think of the

object without the subject.

Rafael Argullol
It might be interesting from a didactic point of view to compare the end of the
twentieth century with that of the nineteenth century. It seems to me that, at least
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