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Editorial Introduction

E ARE PROUD TO SAY THAT
this third volume of Specula-
tions needs very little support

from our editorial introduction. We have done our best to
collect, in the pages that follow, outstanding contributions
covering a wide range of topics (from the philosophy of
religion to psychoanalysis, from the philosophy of science
to gender studies), formats (articles, interviews, position
pieces, translations and review essays) and authors (from
well-published authors to the best among a new generation
of philosophers).

We would like to thank all the contributors and the peer
reviewers for their patient collaboration during the editorial
phase. We are also very grateful to the Atelier de métaphy-
sique et d’ontologie contemporaines at the Ecole Normale
Supérieure, and their group of English translators (Mark
Ohm, Leah Orth, Jon Cogburn and Emily Beck) for allowing
us to publish the translation of one of their publications.

Finally, we like to think that, with each new issue, Specula-
tions grows and develops its own peculiar identity as more
than just another academic journal: a space for the appraisal
of, and critical reflection upon, the contemporary and ever-
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developing philosophical scene. It is an ambitious aim, but
there can be no speculations without a modicum of audac-
ity. We hope you’ll enjoy reading this new materialization
of the Speculations project with as much excitement as we
experienced while we were assembling it.



Re-askihg the Question
of the Gendered Subject after
Non-Philosophy*
Benjamin Norris

The New School for Social Research, New York

Identity constitution possible? What

would be the object and proper

method of this science? And, most importantly, what new

spaces of (non-)philosophical investigation can be opened
in light of such an analysis?

At some point in time during its perpetual production

and proliferation of problems, philosophy stumbled across a

problem it called “the subject.” As time passed and philosophy

Is A SCIENCE OF (NON-)GENDER

' Three people in particular made this paper possible in its present form. I

would first like to thank Professor Alan Bass, as much of the reading of Freud

contained herein is largely influenced by his work and lectures. Although he

is only directly cited once, his work on Freud and Derrida is responsible for

my focus on the primacy of time and disavowal in Freud’s thought. I would

secondly like to thank Anthony Paul Smith for his criticisms and comments

on the first two drafts of this paper. It is hard to come by informed and in-
sightful feedback on Laruelle, especially in America (even in “continental”
circles), and my understanding of Laruelle and hopefully the engagement

with his work contained herein has been exponentially increased and aided

by way of Anthony’s help. Finally, I would like to thanks Professor Richard J.
Bernstein for encouraging me to pursue my diverse interests in philosophy,
including my work with Laruelle. He’s says he’ll “make a pragmatist out of
me one day” and I in turn hope to convince him that non-philosophy is in

spirit not that far from the work of thinkers like Peirce and Dewey.
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roared on, the question of the subject has taken many differ-
ent forms, been approached with many different methods
and has yielded incredibly diverse and distinct answers.We
have now come to a point where we no longer need to ask
philosophically “what is the subject?” and “how is the subject’s
individuality constituted?” but instead ask non-philosophically
“how has philosophy produced its hypotheses, conditioned
its methods and pre-determined its conclusions regarding
the subject?”

In the following, I will show that a non-philosophical analysis,
as a form of rigorous and scientific analysis of philosophical
problems, can point toward a science that investigates the
fractal nature of the temporal (non-)interaction between
the transcendental and the empirical selves. By bypassing
the “empirico-transcendental” philosophical deadlock one
can produce new and expansive (explosive even) methods
oftheorizing gender identity as always at once a playful, gen-
erative experiment and a unique unity that can provided an
immediate site of resistance toward external (and internal)
negative determinations. Non-philosophy affords us the seem-
ingly contradictory ability to fall to neither a transcendent
universalizing of gender by way of static categories that are
then applied to individuals and distinct subjects, nor to a
destruction of a unitary self that never persists in the wake of
the flux and contingency of experience and thus marks the
opportunity for the much needed expansion of the discourses
driving theoretical feminisms, queer theories and, more gen-
erally, theories of subjective individuation and constitution.

I proceed in four parts. Part I is a non-genealogy, influenced
by the non-philosophical method, of the philosophical per-
mutations of the question of the subject. Part II explicitly
introduces Francois Laruelle into the discussion and attempts
to begin articulating the new spaces of study non-philosophy
opens in the discourse of the subject. Part III builds on the
opening developed in Part IT in order to argue that a science
of (non-)gender Identity constitution must psychoana-
lytically interpret the productive nature of an unconscious
structured by a fractalized temporal inner sense. Part IV will


answers.We
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then compare and contrast the account provided in Part III
to a more “traditional” non-philosophical understanding
of the unilateral relationship between a temporally driven
unconscious, Identity and the Real.

Part I The (non-)Genealogy

In his extensive study of philosophies of difference, Laruelle
warns the reader that “we do not pursue here the absurd
project [...], of showing that Derrida ‘amounts to the same
thing’ as Nietzsche or even Heidegger.”> Here 1 will follow a
similar method circling around the question of the subject
instead of the question of difference. Although I will point
out structural similarities between the seven thinkers dis-
cussed, it will be shown that these similarities are a result
of the philosophical decision itself and not the result of a
direct influence between the thinkers. “In general” Laru-
elle writes, “a philosophical decision is a cut—repeated or
relaunched—with regard to an empirical singular, or more
generally, some given and, at the same time, an identification
with an idealizing law of this given, itself supposed as real, a
transcendence towards a veritable real.”s The philosophical
decision, in an attempt to achieve the “philosophizable-all”
(the “telos” of the principle of sufficient philosophy) is driven
time and time again to universalize contingent givens and
attribute to them a privileged access to the real and the true.
The singular example is subsumed under the universal law,
creating a dueling relationship of co-determination and
auto-legitimation. What sets non-philosophy apart from
this vicious philosophical circle that auto-affirms itself is
its ability to isolate and then separate the empirical and the
ideal, or the given and the idealizing law of the given, by way
of an acceptance of the radically foreclosed nature of the Real.
The non-philosopher is relieved of her passion for the real

> Francois Laruelle, Philosophies of Difference: A Critical Introduction to Non-
Philosophy (London and New York: Continuum, 2010), 17.

3 Ibid., 198.
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by thinking alongside the Real, (of) the Real and not of the
Real. Laruelle writes that “The hiatus between the empirical
and the ideal, which we have posited the possibility of lifting
(in the form of an a priori relation, before then lifting it re-
ally through the passage to transcendental essence), is now
definitively re-opened and lets a new kind of gap be glimpsed
that is no longer that of the empirical and the ideal, or of
empiricism and rationalism.”+

The non-decisional genealogy of the question of the subject
in its various philosophical permutations can allow us to both
identify and subsequently break philosophy’s self-created
empirico-transcendental deadlock regarding the question
of the subject, and more particularly the gendered subject.
This will be a non-genealogy in the sense that it will posit
the equivalence of all the individual philosophical decisions
discussed. The history of the question of the subject to be
traced can be tentatively characterized as a continuing battle
between the transcendent and the immanent in which the two
categories oscillate, re-define and subordinate one another. By
immanent I mean any theory that defines identity in terms
of a flux of empirical and/or virtual elements that are self-
organized by way of repetition and cannot be reduced to a
universal, unexperienced category. By transcendent I mean
any theory of identity that appeals to a universal, external and
never experienced, “true” self. I will introduce the extremes
of the immanent/transcendent stories of the subject to be
traced later on by beginning with a contrasting of Descartes’
individually discovered and purely transcendent cogito with
Hume’s decentralized and purely immanent self. I will then
move to Kant and his attempt to preserve both Descartes’
cogito as well as acknowledge Hume’s theory regarding the
flux of the immanent self. Here Kant presents himself with
a problem: how can one reconcile the chaotic empirical self
with the universal and transcendental self? We will see that
introduction of time as a productive inner sense and “me-
diator” between the seemingly irreconcilable Cartesian and

4+ Laruelle, Philosophies of Difference, 198 [emphasis added, B.N.].

10
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Humean selves was an invention of Kant’s that opens a strange,
and incredibly relevant, “third space.” Next, in Husserl and
Sartre, we will witness how the transcendental ego is lost in
light of Sartre’s analysis of Husserl in The Transcendence of
the Ego. This loss of the transcendental ego in Sartre’s early
existentialism provides the space for all following theories of
the de-centered, fragmented and/or “deconstructed” subject.
Here the immanent seems to re-establishes primacy over
the transcendent. The primacy of immanence, postulated by
Hume and re-vitalized by Sartre retains its influence in the
contemporary continental discourse on gender and identity.
To exemplify this, I will briefly discuss the way Jacques Lacan
and Judith Butler inherit and re-iterate this discourse and
the limitations they inherit with it. This history will exem-
plify the role the “empirico-transcendental” philosophical
deadlock has continuously played in discussions of subjective
constitution and gender identity by extension.

In each analysis, we will not seek to argue for the validity or
lack thereof'in each account. We will instead seek to identify
the “idealized law” or philosophically hallucinated tran-
scendental concept and the contingent “empirical singular”
in each theory as well as point toward the new kind of gap
opened by a non-philosophical analysis of the philosophical
decision as it pertains to the question of the subject.

I Descartes

Some credit Descartes with the honor of being the father of
the question of the subject. This original account is often
seen, rightly in my view, as a radically one sided answer to
this question. Quite simply, for Descartes “I am, then, in the
strict sense only a thing that thinks, that is, I am a mind, or
intelligence, or intellect, or reason [...] But for all that I am
a thing which is real and truly exists. But what kind of a
thing? As I have just said—a thinking thing.”s By privileging

s Rene Descartes, “Meditations on First Philosophy” in Descartes selected
Philosophical Writings (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 27.

11
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the thinking self as the core of the subject, Descartes is infa-
mously lead to completely dismiss the body (“I am not that
structure of limbs which is called a human body”¢) and the
empirical because it cannot live up to the same universality
and indubitability as the transcendent and unchanging cogito.
The body and its senses are fallible, for Descartes,and can thus
not ground any certain theory of the subject. The question
of the subject is here, at its origins, answered firmly in favor
of'the transcendent over the immanent. The thinking self'is
posited as the idealized and universal law and the body and
senses are merely contingent manifestations subordinated
to the self as a universal thinking thing.

IT Hume

Hume’s theory of subjective constitution flattens all identity
into a flux of empirical perceptions and passions and thus
exemplifies the absolute opposite of a Cartesian thinking and
unified self. Hume’s strict empiricism leads him to conclude
that any idea of an identity or self that pre-exists and persists
throughout all experience is simply a constructed fiction,
based only in habit (repetition), custom and belief. There is
no transcendent ground for the subject’s identity. The mind
infers or ascribes an identity to an object when it observes
only a gradual change in it. No impression of “Identity” is
found in the object itself. It is instead only a product of the
imagination relating different impressions to each other.The
same thing holds true for personal identity. Beyond the im-
manent, there is no transcendent self: “the mind, in following
the successive changes of the body, feels an easy passage from
the surveying its condition in one moment to the viewing
of another, and so at no time perceives any interruption in
its actions. From which continu’d perception, it ascribes a
continu'd existence and identity to the object.”” We can only

6 Descartes, “Meditations on First Philosophy,” 27.

7 David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature (Oxford University Press: New
York,1967), 256.

12
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infer and ascribe identity through artificial ideas that are not
based on any simple impression found in experience.

Because there is no impression that corresponds to the
idea of the self as universal and unchanging, Hume argues
that the self is ultimately nothing more than a tumultuous
collection of shifting passions and sensations; “I may ven-
ture to affirm of the rest of mankind, that they are nothing
but a bundle or collection of different perceptions, which
succeed each other with an inconceivable rapidity, and are
in perpetual flux and movement.”® We should recall that for
Hume the very notion of an identity must be something
fixed and unchanging throughout time. If the selfis indeed
nothing more than a changing flux of perceptions, then no
such transcendent stability can be found. The point Hume is
making is that when we ascribe to ourselves an Identity that
depends on a concept of stability and universality, we lapse
into a fictitious account. But if we are to instead consider the
selfas something that is the product,and not the producer, of
changes in ideas, passions and perceptions over time, then
we can speak of a self without contradiction.

What is important to draw out of Hume’s work on the self
is that he attempts to completely dismiss any sort of tran-
scendent ground for a permanent self. For Hume, this self,
as a fixed, stable and eternally self-identifying unity, cannot
be found in the world and must therefore not exist at all. Any
account of “self” as unified Identity is simply a fiction con-
structed by culture and produced by habituation. There are
no secret or transcendent criteria that identity is measured
against. Instead, experience internally produces customs and
habits that constitute, in a largely contingent fashion, our
conception of “self” This means that gender could never be
universally and permanently constitutive. Individuation, on
this account, is an empirical contingency, following a flow of
passions that is only categorized by contingent socio-cultural
categories established and re-established through the habitual
repetitions of belief and customs. Here the immanent flux

8 Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, 252.

13
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of perceptions is the idealized law of the self and the plastic
formation of habits and beliefs by way of repetition is the
empirical contingent.?

IIT Kant

In an attempt to both grant to Hume that causality, space and
time do not appear directly in experience but also hold that
space and time are necessary conditions for experience Kant
invents a transcendental idealism to deduce that space, time,
cause and effect are still necessary in order for there to be
any experience even if they are never present/presented in
experience, as Hume’s copy-principle (ideas derived from
impressions) would necessitate. Kant effectively bridges
the two extremes of Descartes and Hume through the claim
that the cogito is a necessary product of the transcendental
imagination’s temporal structure. Kant claims that:

For the empirical consciousness, which accompanies different repre-
sentations, is in itself diverse and without relation to the identity of
the subject. [...] Only in so far, therefore, as I can unite a manifold of
given representations in one consciousness, is it possible for me to
represent myself to the identity of the consciousness in [i.e. through-
out] these representations®

Here Kant identifies two aspects of consciousness. There is

° Hume gives us, in my opinion, the first true account of what will later
come to be known as a philosophy of difference. His account of the influence
of repetition on the contingency of beliefs and habits can in a way, unlike
Descartes, account for both the iteration of the “illusion” (belief, habit) of
the self as permanent identity based on alteration (the self as common
wealth: “In this respect I cannot but compare the soul more properly to
anything than to a republic or a common wealth, [...] as the same republic
may not only change its members, but also its laws and constitutions; in
a like manner the same person may vary his character and disposition, as
well as his impressions and ideas, without losing his identity” [Hume, Ibid.,
261]) accounting for the flux of the manifestation the “self” of individuals.

° Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason (Palgrave Macmillan: New York,
2003), B133.

14
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the diverse flux of empirical consciousness and the unify-
ing identity that is exposed not in experience but in the very
fact that we can have unified representations of experience.
The former can evade the later but is incomprehensible
without it. In this characterization we are presented with
a strict binary between empirical (lived experience) and
transcendental (reflective and determinative abstraction).
Kant retains from Hume the idea that our experience of
ourselves is always diverse and variable. But Kant does add
another “level” of consciousness that is necessary for there
to be any account of experience at all. By creating the binary
between transcendental and empirical consciousness Kant
is left with the trouble of explaining how the transcendental
consciousness can have any relation at all to the empirical
consciousness. In order to bridge this gap, Kant turns to time,
the inner sense. Kant claims that:

I exist as an intelligence which is conscious solely of its power of
combination; but in respect to the manifold which it has to combine
I am subjected to a limiting condition (entitled inner sense), namely,
that this combination can be made intuitable only according to the
relations of time, which lie entirely outside the concepts of the under-
standing, strictly regulated.»

Any relation of my empirical self to my transcendental self
is both guided by and limited by the inner sense of time.
For Kant, the I that accompanies all experience yet is never
presented in any particular experience is only generated
and reveled through the combination of manifolds into
representations in the unity of apperception. This process
of combination is necessarily regulated by a time that is an
a priori form of intuition that can never be captured as a
concept of the understanding. Hence, time, as the produc-
tive connecter between the empirical and the transcendental
consciousness, is both necessary for and inaccessible to the
understanding. Time is a bridge between the un-bridgeable

u Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, B 159.

15
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that can never be reduced to that which it bridges. As a pure
form of intuition it never subordinates the transcendental to
the empirical or vice versa. Time is here what will be called
below a fractalized free-play of the “between-two.”

Several key aspects of the interplay between temporality
and consciousness in Kant must be emphasized as they will
become relevant in Part III of this paper. First, Kant preserves
an element of Hume’s thought by emphasizing the diverse
and variable nature of the empirical consciousness that is

“without relation to the identity of the subject.” Secondly,
identity is an accomplishment of the unification of a manifold
through time as the inner sense, so Kant also retains a form
ofthe necessary, universal yet never experienced self-created
through a unique temporal synthesis. Third, although time as
inner sense is the only source of our awareness of our tran-
scendental consciousness and the only form of interaction
between the empirical and transcendental consciousness,
this inner sense is an a priori form of intuition which is itself
both beyond conceptualization by the understanding and
never encountered in experience. And finally, this temporal
synthesis must be understood as a very particular form of
synthesis that, when reinterpreted in light of Laruelle’s work,
can barely be called a synthesis. In a strange way, Kant allows
for both a flux of the empirical selfas well as a universal and
unified “I” that accompanies all experiences yet is never in
these experiences without subordinating one to the other
automatically. The invention of time as an inner sense is, in
my reading, the first glimpse of the gap non-philosophical
analysis later opens.

IV Husserl-Sartre

At this point I want to continue the non-genealogy and move
on to the distinct shift that takes place in the discourse of
the subject manifested in the existentialist innovation. The
transition from Husserl to Sartre chronicles a return to a
more Humean understanding of the self. Instead of arguing
for a unified I that structures all experience while remaining

16
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outside of experience, Sartre argues that it is experience itself
that produces the ego. We once again return to a privileging
of immanent or empirical criteria of personal constitution.
The empirical no longer needs to be compared to or referred
back to some category that is not experienced, in this case Hus-
serl’s transcendental ego. The discourse of the subject is at this
point thrown in to the depth of the empirico-transcendental
philosophical deadlock where it remains.

The ego, in Husserl’s Cartesian Meditations, is transcendental
and always outside of the world. Even though it is outside of
the world, it shows itself through its various intentional acts
toward objects. The ego then, through its decisions, shows
itself in a style that presents or expresses a unified identity
or personal character. The transcendental ego itself is per-
sonalized, in the sense that there is always an I that acts as
a condition of possibility for experience, but there is also a
personal character expressed in the world through the deci-
sions of the transcendental I that lives through the multiplicity
of decisions. This ego is always my ego. It is me before I am
myself in the world. Personality is what is shown through
my decisions, valuations, etc. during my interactions with
the world but it is never in the world.

Sartre reverses Husserl’s account of the ego and posits that
experience precedes and produces the idea of a transcendental
ego. Because experience creates the ego, the transcendental
ego is rendered superfluous. Hence consciousness is first
and foremost a pure spontaneity and freedom, and it must
remain spontaneous and free at each moment. States, actions,
and qualities are reflectively shown/created after the fact but
are never determining factors at the start that emanate out
of a transcendental ego pole.*

With existentialism, we find a return to a purely immanent
I that reflectively and retrospectively produces a transcendent
ego that it is not in turn dependent on or reducible to. The self
is once again fragmented and has no dependence upon any

2 Jean-PaulSartre, The Transcendence of the Ego: An Existentialist Theory of
Consciousness (Hill and Wang: New York,1991), 71.
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external criteria. It has gained a new freedom of expression,
but it has, as a consequence, lost any form of pre-empirical
unity. The history of thinkers surveyed, for the most part (Kant
being our exception), exemplify not the irreconcilability of the
question of the subject itself but instead the un-decidability
ofthe oscillating battle between the privileging of either the
permanent and un-experienced Cartesian self, or the chaotic
flux of the Humean, immanent “self” The question of the
subject has been answered in the form of either privileging
the immanent flux and turning becoming into the ideal
law and reducing universal categories to mere contingent
illusions (Hume, Sartre) or by turning the transcendent
unified self into the ideal law and subordinating the fluxes
immanent self into an irrelevant or largely insignificant
factor (Descartes, Husserl). This is and has been a problem
for quite a while, but it becomes further complicated with
the advent of the question of the gendered subject, especially
the question of the gendered subject after queer theories.
Thinkers now search for a way to completely decentralize and
dismiss any binary category defining gender identity from
the outside. If difference is privileged in theories of subjec-
tive gender constitution, fragmentation becomes the law, but,
just as problematically, if the universal self is made the law,
individual differences cannot be theoretically accounted for
and practically respected.

V Butler-Lacan

Feminist theory, in a certain sense, was born through a
critique of the applicability of universal determinations of
“man” and “woman” to distinct individuals. Lived gender was
found to be inaccurately described by and irreducible to the
universal givens handed down, both pre-determined and un-
justly determining. Thinkers began looking more closely at
the existential conditions under which one became either a
man or awoman (the Sartrean resonance should be stressed
here). In some ways we return to a Humean theorizing of the
self as an empirically contingent bundle of perceptions. As

18
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Hume claims “I may venture to affirm of the rest of mankind,
that they are nothing but a bundle or collection of different
perceptions, which succeed each other with an inconceiv-
able rapidity,and are in perpetual flux and movement.” The
selfis a flux; it is an ever changing and shifting bundle of
perceptions. In a like fashion, Sartre emphasizes that, “the
ego maintains its qualities through a genuine, continuous
creation. Nevertheless, we do not finally apprehend the ego
as a pure creative source apart from its qualities.”* The ego,
for Sartre, is also a creative product of ever-changing inter-
actions with the world. The self by no means stays stable. It
is instead, just as Hume suggested, a collection of changing
experiences and perceptions placing the self in a state of
“perpetual flux and movement.” In both cases, the self shifts
according to its experiences within the world. It is always a
product and not a producer of these different experiences.
The existential account of gender constitution was then
challenged by the advent of queer theories and their crucial
critique of the heteronormative essence of even these more
existential accounts. In order to expand our understanding
of gender constitution in a way that can positively account
for a multiplicity of gender identities, most of which cannot
be simply reduced to “heterosexual man” or “heterosexual
woman,” fragmentation and flux seem to become the law.
In this situation, the emphasis of the importance of lived
difference is pushed to its most extreme limit but also en-
counters a very serious problem. The gendered identity is
always an identity founded upon an experience of complete
fragmentation and aggressive alienation from any form of
unified identity in the wake of the chaos of their empirical
and individual gendered experience. For Hume, the original
thinker of the self as perpetual flux, there was no transcen-
dent and universal criteria whatsoever to determine the self
and there was thus no conflict between empirical reality and
transcendent illusion. What comes to characterize a large

3 Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, 252.
“ Sartre, Transcendence of the Ego, 78.
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number of prevalent contemporary theories of subjective
constitution is that they are actually driven by an inherent
tension between the empirical flux and the transcendent
illusion. Thus the current discussions of gender identity
are characterized by what Laruelle would call a duel relation-
ship between the transcendent illusion of the unified I and
the empirical flexuous self. Furthermore, what we will see
is that this duel is not simply a consequence of individual
shortcomings in the theories presented that can be remedied
philosophically. Laruelle argues that this is simply a conse-
quence of the philosophical decision regarding the primacy
of difference “Difference affirms the superiority if their [the
law and the given] combat.”’s To exemplify this duel, let us
turn to Lacan and Butler.
For Lacan, the I (as “Je”) is the product of a necessary and
fundamental mis-recognition/identification of oneself (as
“moi”) and one’s specular image (as “ideal-1”) during his in-
famous “mirror stage.” This mis-recognition and the desire
to remedy this fundamental fragmentation between the
experienced body and the ideal imago of the body serves as
the condition of possibility for both the subject’s aggression
and desire as well as the subject’s entry into the symbolic
register. This conflict is ultimately a battle between the ir-
reconcilability of space and time. Space, in Lacan’s account,
includes the “imaginary space” of the universal, ideal and
static imagos acquired in early infant experience and most
dramatically in the mirror stage. The universal and timeless
imagos stand in direct conflict with the temporal experience of
the imperfect, fragile and dependent body. As a consequence,
“man’s ego is never reducible to his lived experience.”*® The
temporal, dependent and vulnerable individual desires an
ideal-I that can never be attained but only asymptotically
approached.” The subject, now fragmented through a desire

s Laruelle, Philosophies of Difference, 8.

16 Jacques Lacan, “Aggressiveness in Psychoanalysis,” Ecrits (New York: W.W.
Norton, 2006),114.

v See Lacan, “The Mirror Stage as Formative of the I Function as Revealed

20
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for the transcendent universal, enters into the symbolic
realm and attempts to complete herself through the desire
of'the other. The constitution of gender identity is now actu-
ally driven by an active and irreconcilable conflict between
transcendent lack and immanent fragmentation. Fragmenta-
tion and conflict are now at the core of the development of
the individual’s gender identity. Differentiation and, more
importantly, conflict become the law.

The most dominate theoretical continuation of this Laca-
nian perspective and its potential for providing an account
of gender identity in its true state of diversity (non-hetero-
normative) is articulated by Judith Butler.’® Here I want to
briefly draw out the way Butler’s 1988 essay “Preformative
acts and Gender Constitution: An Essay in Phenomenology
and Feminist Theory” exemplifies Butler’s inheritance of the
empirico-transcendental philosophical deadlock showing
us that ultimately even philosophies of gender constitution
founded in difference are equally susceptible to the non-
philosophical critique. Butler begins her account with a
reference to the founding figure of feminist existentialism:

When Simone de Beauvoir claims, “one is not born, but, rather, becomes
a woman,” she is appropriating and reinterpreting this doctrine of
constituting acts from the phenomenological tradition. In this sense,
gender is in no way a stable identity or locus of agency from which
various acts proceed; rather, it is an identity tenuously constituted
in time—an identity instituted through a stylized repetition of acts.”

Hume and Sartre speak powerfully in this claim. The self, as
immanent flux, is privileged above all else. Constitution of

in Psychoanalytic Experience,” in Ecrits, 94.

8 [ want to acknowledge here that this account of Butler’s work is by no means
extensive and is not meant to be a critique. Butler’s work makes important
advancements after her 1988 essay discussed here, distancing herself from
Lacan, but due to space, these advancements cannot be discussed here.

v Judith Butler, “Performative Acts and Gender Constitution: An Essay
in Phenomenology and Feminist Theory,” in Theatre Journal, Vol. 40, No. 4,
(Dec.,1988), 519.
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gender is a repetition of stylized acts of expression. Gender
is not pre-determined by some transcendent essence but is
instead created continuously by the spontaneity of the im-
manent self.

Ifthe ground of gender identity is the stylized repetition of acts through
time, and not a seemingly seamless identity, then the possibilities
of gender transformation are to be found in the arbitrary relation
between such acts, in the possibility of a different sort of repeating, in
the breaking or subversive repetition of that style.>°

The gender constituting act is an empirical expression and
the very fragmentation of the self'is what provides a site for
“subversive repetition of that style.”

In an attempt to account for the largest possible plurality
of gendered expression, Butler decides in favor of differ-
ence and flux, standing in opposition to transcendence and
binary universal categories. Yet the loss of the transcendent
or transcendental ego does not completely rid discussions
of subjective gender constitution of the duel-isms that have
plagued it at least since Descartes nor of the oppositional
structure inherent in the philosophical decision. Butler and
Lacan both follow Hume and Sartre by turning the flux of
the individual into the law but they, in addition to this, posit
an inherent tension between the universal “ideal” and the
fragmented self (taken in this decision to be the law of the
Real) and seem to actually elevate conflict itselfto the status of
the ideal law governing subjective constitution. The purely
transcendent I of Descartes is fundamentally unable to account
for the diversity of the empirical expression of individual
selves. On the other hand, the purely chaotic or fragmented
self of Sartre, Lacan or Butler cannot account for or maintain
any form of unity and ultimately becomes characterized only
by opposition, lack or aporia. Through its decision, philoso-
phy can only think either unity or difference and through
its desire for sufficiency, the philosophical resolution of the

20 Butler, “Performative Acts and Gender Constitution,” 520.
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either/or always determines and thus hallucinates the Real.

In the next Part, I will show how Laruelle’s non-relational
mode of thinking is able to remove us from the duel-istic
deadlock between transcendental subject and the empirical
subject, without privileging either one. This method pro-
vides a clue to why antimony, conflict, tautology, aporia and
deadlock might not be the necessary consequence of any
investigation into subjective gender constitution, even if they
are a necessary consequence of any philosophical investiga-
tion into the matter. What comes to the fore in light of this is
that the battle against dichotomous and oppositional gender
logic can only come in the form of a redefinition of time and
temporal experience itself and not either the collapsing of
the transcendent into the immanent or in privileging the
immanent over the transcendent. We must stop giving law
to the Real in order to truly subvert the philosophical deci-
sion’s deadlock.

Part II Non-Philosophy, Non-Photography
and (non-)Gender Identity

Laruelle’s The Concept of Non-Photography is nothing short
than an accessible and insightful masterpiece of disguise
and subtlety. In this text, Laruelle isolates and analyzes the
way the philosophical decision has constrained philosophi-
cal discourse and interpretation of photography into an
antinomical battle over the privileging, re-positing and
re-privileging of binary relationships. The philosophical
decision has an invariant effect upon any subject matter
philosophy approaches. Therefore, the non-photography
developed in this text can be easily and legitimately trans-
lated into a science of (non-)gender Identity constitution.
In this section I will demonstrate and develop this claim
in order to show how the non-philosophical de-coupling of
the “empirico-transcendental doublet”, which is actually the
“empirico-transcendental deadlock,” can make the space for
a consideration of the purely temporal element of gender
constitution that can bypass the deadlock philosophy still
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harbors in its core. What is unique about the opening Laruelle
provides for our analysis is that it points to a “third” term
in gender constitution yet does not require us to replace the
law or given of the earlier theories of subjective constitution.
Laruelle’s position on the (non-)relationship of the transcen-
dental and empirical self can be summarized by the following
claim made in The Concept of Non-Photography:

The cause [...] no longer corresponds to the “transcendental subject,”
nor do the conditions of existence correspond to an “empirical”
conditioning in the sense in which the philosopher understands it.
Photography [non-philosophy] along with symbolic modes of thought,
radical phenomenologies, non-Euclidian generalizations and, in gen-
eral in the spirit of “Abstraction,” has contributed to identifying the

transcendental and the empirical as functions of a specific process,and

to the distinguishing of this usages from their philosophical putting-
into-correlation, the “empirico-transcendental doublet.”>

The non-philosophical gendered subject would be one that is
immediately experienced apart from any empirical or tran-
scendental philosophical determination. It would resemble
what Laruelle terms the “identity photo” or “photographic
identity.” The proper photographic identity can only be
“discovered” by way of a non-philosophical science because
“science eliminates from itself the philosophical correlation
between fact and principle, between the rational faktum and
its possibility; it describes and manifests simultaneously the
being-photo (of) the photo, photographic identity as such, such
as it is deployed from its real cause to its effective conditions
of existence and fills in this ‘between-two.”>> The science of
non-photography does not reduce the identity of the photo
to either its transcendental conditions (the camera and other
technological apparatuses of photographic production) or to
the empirical content of the photo (the scene it “represents”

2 Francois Laruelle, The Concept of Non-Photography, (Urbanomic/Sequence
Press: New York. 2010), 42.

22 Tbid., 42.
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expresses etc.).The identity of the photo, and correlatively of
the (non-)gendered Identity, is something that is not reduc-
ible to either the immanent (philosophically understood) or
the transcendent. The photographic identity is more properly
the “space between” the proposed doublet/deadlock.

Using The Concept of Non-Photography let us further develop
a concept of (non-)gender Identity. For Laruelle, the photo
(properly understood) is “an absolute reflection, without
mirror, unique each time but capable of an infinite power
ceaselessly to secrete multiple identities.”s The photo is always
immediate and unique, yet it retains the power of multiple
and ceaseless iteration. It is never reducible to either the
technology it is produced with (the “ideal law” of the photo)
or the scene which it “represents” (the contingent empirical
given). The surface of the photo, in its immediate experience,
is always an infinite fractal surface, and its fractal nature
provides the infinite surface without depth upon which the
photographic experience is placed. Yet, “The fractalized wall
carries no signification.”# The fractal nature of the surface
resists all signification not because it is “un-signifiable” but
because it is “omni-significant,” and the fractal nature of
this omni-significance is what allows for the photo’s ability
to “secrete multiple identities” at any point in time while
retaining a unique, unitary and inexhaustible identity.

In his analysis of the photo and theories of photography
Laruelle attempts to show how the introduction of a fractal
surface of the photo can provide us with a “synthesis of the
modern and the postmodern”> How can this be possible and
how is this claim in anyway different from previous attempt
to reconcile empirical with transcendent consciousness?
Laruelle writes that:

If the ontological destination of Abstraction were the void as either
Being, fractality realizes the synthesis of the most undifferentiated

3 Laruelle, The Concept of Non-Photography, 82.
24 Ibid., 126.
> Ibid., 137.
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void and of the most differentiated concreteness [..] Neither the em-
pirical and transcendent content, nor the purified void, the purism
of the abstract but a synthesis that reconciles the opposites without
summarily hybridizing them.>¢

The fractal surface is the “plane” of synthesis that renders
synthesis itself incomprehensible. It in no way reproduces
hybridizations of the empirico-transcendental philosophical
deadlock. It instead discards the never-ending co-production
of subordination in order to discover an immediate unity,
capable of infinite and never determinative or exhaustive
differentiation.

Gender can now be understood as an immediately expe-
rienced unity that is never reducible to either its immanent
expression or the transcendent category it is measured
against. It is never stable yet never fragmented. It is a constant
experiment, limited only by itself. Gender is no longer an
oppositionally defined splitting into male or female, queer
or straight, etc. Yet at the same time, the gendered subject is
not simply a fragmented body of meaningless contingencies
piled upon contingencies. We no longer need to define the
gendered body in terms reducible to either the immanent
or the transcendent, a method that has inevitable resulted
in antinomical and auto-justifying philosophical deadlocks.
We can instead turn to the fractal nature of temporality as
the “between-two” to ground an experience of gender that
is infinitely free, unitary and productive, always affirma-
tive and self-realizing. Gender becomes a pure reflection
without the funhouse mirror of custom, habit, transcendent
gender categories, capitalist fabrication or other distorting
effects. Gender is an expression of a fractal temporality that
is always-already beyond, and more importantly indifferent
to and before, any form of binary dicotomization.

But here I am presented with a problem. I claim that the
object of a rigorous science of (non-)gender Identity constitu-
tion would be a fractal temporality. How can time and gender

26 Laruelle, The Concept of Non-Photography, 139.
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be connected at all, and can this be done in a way that does
not fall prey to the philosophical deadlock I have attempted
to exit from above? It is at this point when I must take a he-
retical turn. Although I do believe that non-philosophy can
help us diagnose philosophy’s constant stumbling block in
the discourse of the subject as well as point toward a space
for new considerations that might surpass and bypass the
philosophical deadlock, Freudian psychoanalysis is needed
to provide us with a working conceptual framework by
with which to show how gender and time come together. It
is here where we must turn to psychoanalysis in order to
concretely lay out what a non-decisional investigation of
the time (of) gender would look like. Ray Brassier argues
that non-philosophy’s “conceptual import can and should
be philosophically interpreted.”*” I, on the other hand, will
suggest that the import of non-philosophy; if it is going to
open up a new discussion of the gendered subject, must be
psychoanalytically interpreted.

Part III Temporality, Psychoanalysis and (non-)Gender
Identity Constitution

How can an account that relies on the assumption of a pro-
ductive unconscious that is temporally structured provide
us with a theory of subjective gender constitution that can
bypass the empirico-transcendental deadlock we used Laru-
elle’s work to identify in the above non-genealogy?

In order to begin bringing time and gender together, let
us here draw the work of Julia Kriseva into our discussion.
Kriseva’s 1981 article “Women’s Time” is an investigation
into a confrontation between two distinct temporal dimen-
sions as they relate to gender identity. Kristeva writes that,

“with sociocultural ensembles of the European type, we are
constantly faced with a double problematic: that of their
identity constituted by historical sedimentation, and that of

27 Ray Brassier, Nihil Unbound: Enlightenment and Extinction. (New York:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2007),119.
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their loss of identity which is produced by this connection
of memories which escape from history only to encounter
anthropology.”?® European ensembles, understood as histori-
cal products, present us with two distinct and oppositional
trends: the constitution of identity and the dissolution of
identity. How is this double process possible? To understand
how the movement of identity formation and loss of identity
are simultaneously possible in historical development, we
must distinguish between two different temporal registers or
dimensions: “we confront two temporal dimensions: the time
of linear history or cursive time (as Nietzsche called it) and
the time of another history, thus another time, monumental
time (again according to Nietzsche), which englobes these
supranational, sociocultural ensembles within even larger
entities.”>® One time, the time that constitutes universal
identity, is logical and linear. The other time, which dissolves
identity into fragmented multiplicity, is a monumental
movement, irreducible to a linear interpretation that seeks
to bind and create larger entities through the dissolution of
individual identities.

In addition to the cursive and linear generations of temporal
experience, which both entail a conflict between transcendent
universals and immanent flux, Kristeva posits the possibility
ofathird generation. This third generation is also defined by
a distinct experience of temporality, but this is a time that is
neither foreign to women, as linear time is, nor a rejection
of'the historical time exemplified by the second generation’s
post ’68 rejection of universal categories. Instead, “it can be
argued that as of now a third attitude is possible, thus a third
generation, which does not exclude [...] the parallel existence
of all three in the same historical time, or even that they be
interwoven one with the other.”s° This third generation offers
the promise of both the previous generations without the
exclusion or subordination of either temporal dimension.

»% Julia Kristeva, “Women’s Time” Signs, Vol. 7. No. 1. (Autumn,1981), pp. 13-35.14.
29 Ibid., 14.
30 Ibid., 33.
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For Kristeva, the temporality of the third generation, can
signal to an outside of the traditional metaphysics of gender:

In this third attitude, which I strongly advocate [...] the very dichotomy

man/woman as an opposition between two rival entities may be un-
derstood as belonging to metaphysics. What can “identity,” even “sexual

identity,” mean in a new theoretical and scientific space where the very

notion of identity is challenged?s

A synthesis (a complete synthesis beyond opposition, nega-
tion, reconciliation, hybridization, etc.) can yield an experi-
ence of temporality that dissolves the very notion of identity
itself into something that can be both linear and cyclical. We
achieve Nietzsche’s dream of an affirmation of values based
on the monumental repetitions that occur within the time
ofhistory. One could theoretically experience a time beyond
binary constitution that does not just sublate the history
of these binaries, but renders the entire binary theoretical
construction obsolete.

At this point, I want to draw together three threads in the
above paper. The first thread is the discussion of time in
Kristeva and Kant and the role it can play in the interrelation
between a historically experienced empirical, contingent self
and an ahistorical and necessary self. The second thread is the
deadlock produced by a long history of constitutional theories
(exemplified by the series Descartes-Hume-Husserl-Sartre-
Lacan-Butler) that rely solely on the privileging of either
the ahistorical, transcendent self or the historical empirical
self. The final thread, and the most speculative one, is the
non-philosophical method’s ability to return to a focus on
temporal synthesis that is not reducible to either a historical,
contingent account or a transcendent ahistorical account (in
short,an account that gives no hallucinatory law to the Real).
We will ultimately see how gender constitution is not simply
structured by temporal experience, but our very desire for
gender differentiation itself is a result of a dynamic and im-

3 Kristeva, “Women’s Time,” 33-34.
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mediate experience of a temporal synthesis that renders all
synthesis incomprehensible. I have suggested that Laruelle
can assist us in separating completely the empirical and
transcendental aspects of theories of subjective constitu-
tion in order to avoid having to subordinate and determine
one by the other. We saw that Laruelle accomplishes this
separation by referring us to the fractal “between-two” of
the photographic identity, now converted in to the fractal
“between-two” of (non-)gender Identity. I now will argue that
a particular reading of Freudian psychoanalysis can provide
a legitimately non-philosophical method for studying the
constitution of the individual’s (non-)gender Identity without
giving a philosophically understood law to the Real.

Let us here turn to one of the most puzzling yet important
remarks Freud makes on temporality in Beyond the Pleasure
Principle. Freud pauses for a moment in section IV, one of
the most (in)famous speculations in the psychoanalytic
tradition, and writes:

At this point I shall venture to touch for a moment upon a subject

which would merit the most exhaustive treatment. As a result of certain

psycho-analytic discoveries, we are to-day in a position to embark on a

discussion of the Kantian theorem that time and space are “necessary
forms of thought.” We have learnt that unconscious mental processes

are in themselves “timeless.” This means in the first place that they are

not themselves ordered temporally, that time does not change them in

any way and that the idea of time cannot be applied to them. These are

the negative characteristics which can only be clearly understood ifa

comparison is made with conscious mental processes. On the other hand,
our abstract idea of time seems to be wholly derived from the method

of working of the system Pcpt-Cs. and corresponds to a perception on

its own part of that method of working. This mode of functioning may
perhaps constitute another way of providing a shield against stimuli.
I know the remarks must sound very obscure, but I must limit myself
to these hints.»?

3> Sigmund Freud, “Beyond the Pleasure Principle,” The Standard Edition of
the Complete works of Sigmund Freud (Hogarth Press: London, 1974) Volume.
XVIIL, 27.
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Freud is here suggesting that the conscious experience of
time as linear (what Kriesteva called cursive or historical
time) is in fact a defense against another form of unknown
yet always experienced unconscious time. The Kantian inner
sense of time as a pure form of immediate a priori intuition is
something that must necessarily be guarded against because
of'its dynamic implications. The battle between the insistent
and dynamic inner sense of unconscious time and the Pcpt-
Cs’s protective linear time represents the original (non-)
dialectic in the sense that it is interminable and never fully
constitutive. This dialectic can never decide for it is lost in
its own fractalization in peaceful fascination.s

Linear time, in the Freudian account, is not the starting
point for psychic experience as a whole. It is instead a form
of protection and defense against a primary dynamic experi-
ence of time as other than linear. This original experience of
time is at the same time never surpassed, it is only repressed.
This would mean that Kristeva’s third generation is no longer
some future category to be obtained or achieved. It is instead
fundamental and generative of the desire to create linear, logi-
cal definitions of gendered identity and gendered experience.
The fractal nature of temporality as the “between-two” is both
the always present yet never presented source of salvation,
re-iteration and radical recreation. The third generation

33 Linear conscious temporality can be read in this light as similar to Sartre’s
reading of Husserl’s epoché. For Sartre, the phenomenological reduction
that Husserl uses to find the transcendental ego is no longer a method of
bracketing the world in order to gain apodictic certainty; it is instead a
therapeutic technique for buffering the inherent spontaneity of conscious-
ness itself from itself. The epoché is, “no longer a miracle, an intellectual
method, an erudite procedure: it is an anxiety which is imposed on us and
which we cannot avoid”(Sartre, Trancendence of the Ego,103). The immediate
experience of consciousness is literally too much to bear. Personality, created
through reflective reduction, is a guardian against the radical spontaneity
of consciousness and not a necessary, pre-personalized transcendental ego.
The ego, for Sartre, is not a uniting operation but instead a buffer against the

nothingness that allows for the pure spontaneity of consciousness. In my
account, the linear construction of narrative gender identity is not a uni-
versal necessity but instead a continent response to an original experience

of individual constitution as a matter of fractal, unconscious temporality.
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precedes the first two necessarily. The third generation does

not need to be achieved; it instead needs to be remembered.
Recall that, for Kristeva, in the third generation’s temporal
experience “the very dichotomy man/woman as an opposi-
tion between two rival entities may be understood as belong-
ing to metaphysics What can ‘identity; even ‘sexual identity,
mean in a new theoretical and scientific space where the very
notion of identity is challenged?”3 The unique experience

of temporality as fractal is itself enough to dissolve the very
notion of identity as it is conceived metaphysically and more

importantly, philosophically as well. Now in order to fully grasp

how a new experience of collapsed and dynamic unconscious,
fractal temporality can explode the idea of gender constitution

we must link the third generation’s temporality to a fractal

experience of temporality that lies in the “between-two” of
the empirical-transcendental deadlock. Time itself must be

fractalized in order to understand how any innovation in a

theory of gender constitution could exit the dogmas it repeat-
edly inherits in the form of (seemingly) irreducible binaries.
Freud’s 1915 paper “The Unconscious” states that:

The processes of the system Ucs. [Unconscious] are timeless; I.e they are
not ordered temporally, are not altered by the passage of time; they
have no reference to time at all. Reference to time is bound up, once
again, with the work of the system Cs. [Consciousness]. [...] To sum
up: exemption from mutual contradiction, primary processes (mobility of
cathexis), timelessness and replacement of external by psychic reality—these
are the characteristics which we may expect to find in processes be-
longing to the system Ucs.3s

Timelessness is a central characteristic of the unconscious
and the expression of unconscious processes. Yet,as Derrida
notes in “Freud and the Scene of Writing,”

3+ Kristeva, “Women’s Time,” 33-34.

35 Sigmund Freud, “The Unconscious,” The Standard Edition of the Complete
works of Sigmund Freud (Hogarth Press: London, 1974) Volume. X1V, 15.
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The Timelessness of the unconscious is no doubt determined only in

opposition to a common concept of time, a traditional concept, the

metaphysical concept: the time of mechanics or the time of conscious-
ness. [...] the unconscious is no doubt timeless only from the stand

point of a certain vulgar conception of time.3¢

This “vulgar time” has been recognized and discussed in the
subsequent literature on the time of the unconscious, but it has,
for the most part, remained vulgar, but only in the sense that
it has remained philosophical. An example of this comes from
Adrian Johnston’s Time Driven: Metapsychology and the Splitting
of the Drive in which he argues in a philosophical manner for
the primacy of temporality in the productive unconscious and
the drives themselves. Johnston claims that “Temporality—as
the irreducible tension between timelessness (the atemporal
subjectivity of unconscious enunciation) and time (the phe-
nomenal subjectivity of diachronic utterances)—is the gap
constitutive of the Kantian-Lacanian subject.”s” Temporality,
in Johnson’s account, remains constituted by an oppositional
battle between two irreconcilable contraries: iteration and
alteration or the monumental and the linear. “The temporality
of the Kanitan-Lacanian subject is prefigured by the meta-
psychological condition of the (possible) emergence of all
subjects, namely, drive.”s$Johnston’s analysis here contributes
important aspects to the discussion of the temporal nature
of the drive, yet he still posits alterable, linear and cursive
time in opposition to the monumental, repetitions, iterable
“timelessness” of the noumenal unconscious. Johnston thus
once again raises the conflict between two irreconcilables
to the status of the “ideal law” of the psyche’s temporal pro-
ductivity. Fragmentation and conflict remain the law and the
limit, and the philosophical decision lives on.

3¢ Jacques Derrida, “Freud and the Scene of Writing,” Writing and Difference
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1978), 215.

37 Adrian Johnston, Time Driven: Metapsychology and the Splitting of the Drive.
(Chicago :Northwestern University Press, 2005), 112.

3% Ibid., 119
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Can the idea of a fractal and not a fractured experience
of temporality as the dynamic source of libidinal invest-
ment bypass the still clear philosophical threat? If we ac-
cept that drive, and by extension the constitution of (non-)
gender Identity, and temporality are deeply connected but
characterize the time of the unconscious not as timeless but
instead as fractal then we can account for both the infinite
alteration of the expression of gender as well as incorporate
the monumental iteration of the flux of the drive itself. The
fractal, like the unconscious, like the Real, is radically inex-
haustible. It collapses any difference and repetition, iteration
and alteration, cursive and monumental into a single, unified
yet inexhaustible surface of creative play and possibility. The
productive unconscious is, in this account, not characterized
by lack, opposition or fragmentation. It is instead produc-
tive and “unique each time but capable of an infinite power
ceaselessly to secrete multiple identities.” In Kristeva’s par-
lance, yet modified in light of our investigation, the time of
the third generation must be akin to an inexhaustible fractal
time such as described above.

To concisely summarize the dynamic, temporally structured
unconscious that I am here proposing as the proper object
of the psychoanalytic and scientific study of (non-)gender
Identity constitution:

1: Like Kant, the temporality of our unconscious is the syn-
thetic faculty “which lies entirely outside of the concepts
of the understanding, strictly regulated”: time is not the
content of thought and the unconscious more generally, it
is instead the subtle and dynamic form.

2: Like Kristeva’s third generation, fractal temporality shows
that “the very dichotomy man/woman as an opposition
between two rival entities belonging to metaphysics;” ex-
tended in our analysis to the entirety of philosophy and
universally amongst the plurality of philosophical deci-
sions on the matter thus dissolving any determinative/
determining relationship between dichotomy and gender
identity e.g. male/female, gay/straight, Sadist/masochist etc.
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3: Like Johsnton’s drive theory, the drives themselves are
temporally driven and this temporality supplies the drives
with both their unity and their infinite diversity of vicis-
situdes. But unlike Johnston, our temporal unconscious
is driven not due to an irreconcilable division between
the experience of time and the transcendent timelessness
of the noumenal unconscious, elevating conflict and dif-
ference to the status of an ideal law. The drive is instead
driven, yet only in-the-last-instance, by the fractal nature
(of) unconscious time itself.

4: Like the fractal surface of the identity photo, the fractal
temporality of the unconscious is “an absolute reflection,
without mirror, unique each time but capable of an infinite
power ceaselessly to secrete multiple identities;” it is like
the fractalized wall that “carries no signification;” it “real-
izes the synthesis of the most undifferentiated void and
of the most differentiated concreteness [...] Neither the
empirical and transcendent content, nor the purified void,
the purism of the abstract but a synthesis that reconciles
opposites without summarily hybridizing them.”

Yes, a science of (non-)gender Identity constitution is possible.
The object of this science would be the fractal “between-two”
experience of temporality understood and analyzed in a rigor-
ous psychoanalytic sense. Finally what new spaces of (non-)
philosophical investigation can be opened in light of such
an analysis? I have attempted to show that the shift in focus
from either immanent or transcendent theories of gender
constitution to the fractal experience of irreducible and inex-
haustible unconscious temporality can lead us outside of the
traditional binary philosophical deadlock and point toward
a “third way” of temporal experience that is always-already
upon us and not deferred a venir into an aporetic future. By
collapsing the temporality of gender onto a flat, yet infinitely
complex fractal surface we can explode the possibilities of
gender expression as well as solidify a unitary core from
which gendered resistance can proceed. We allow for cease-
less differentiation without turning either fragmentation
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or opposition into the law by way of a philosophical cut or

decision and, in fact, attempt to apply no determinative final

law to the dynamism of the temporal unconscious at all. We

continue to study gender as only determined-in-the-last-
instance by the vicissitudes (of) the fractal unconscious while

at the same time respecting its inexhaustibility.

Part IV Possible Non-Philosophical Objections
The Analysis of a Heresy

I have argued that psychoanalysis provides a way to pragmati-
cally apply the findings and principles of non-philosophy
concretely to theories of gender constitution. How faithful
is this positive account of gender constitution based on a
fractal temporality to Laruelle’s own accounts of the uncon-
scious, temporality and Identity? Why can a psychoanalytic
reinterpretation of the Kantian/Freudian notion of time asa
constitutive inner sense in light of the findings of Laruelle’s
non-philosophy provide a better solution for the exiting of
the empirico-transcendental philosophical deadlock the
question of the subject finds itself in than a more strictly
non-philosophical understanding of temporality and psy-
choanalysis more generally? Where is my heresy and what
advantages, if any, does it give my account? In order to ad-
dress this question I will have to briefly pit psychoanalysis
against non-philosophy and ask if Freud is in fact making a
philosophical decision, enforcing a “principle of sufficient
psychoanalysis,” and consequently hallucinating the un-
conscious as the Real, or more problematically for Laruelle,
positing time and temporality itself as the ideal law of the
Real. If the unconscious, and more specifically the temporal
unconscious, is simply another philosophical hallucination
then it could never constitute-in-the-last-instance a (non-)
gender Identity, rendering a psychoanalytic science of (non-)
gender Identity impossible. I simply mean here to show that
Freudian psychoanalysis and Laruellean non-philosophy are
not contrary but complimentary.
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The first point of tension between a psychoanalytic account
and a more traditionally non-philosophical interpretation of
gender Identity revolves around a different understanding of
the relationship between Identity, the unconscious, repres-
sion and time. The Freudian unconscious, strictly understood,
does not truly capture the radical (non-philosophical) im-
manence of Laruelle’s One. I have argued that an account of
(non-)gender Identity constitution must be founded in the
study of the way the fractal temporality of the unconscious
both constitutes the desire for gender identification as an im-
mediate unity of Identity as well as creates the possibility of
productive and creative individual contingencies resulting in
the expression of desire and the constitution of the gendered
subject. It would seem at first as if an analysis of this type would
depend on the operation of a Freudian notion of repression,
memory and time that Laruelle attempts to radically distance
himself from.s° For Freud, and the psychoanalytic account I
have argued for more generally, there must be some form of
interaction between the past, memory and the constitution
of sexual identity. The unconscious must in some fashion
express itself through the individual’s object choices and
psychic hallucinations/duplications of the chosen objects in
order for sexuality to be constituted.+ This stands in strict

39 Laruelle has more generally attempted to distance non-philosophy from
psychoanalysis. He is for the most part effective in this attempt but concen-
trates on distancing himself from a Lacanian iteration of psychoanalysis.
See Laruelle Théorie des Etrangers (Paris: Kimé, 1995). For a more extended
secondary discussion of Laruelle and Lacan in english see Katerina Kolozova
(in The Real and ‘T’: On the Limit and the Self (Skopje: Euro-Balkan Press, 2006)
chapter 3) and John Mullarky (Post-Continental Philosophy: An Outline (New
York: Continuum International Publishing Group, 2006) chapter 4). This
focus on Lacan leads Laruelle to overlook certain affinities between non-
philosophy and a more Freudian iteration of psychoanalysis. I will briefly
expand on this at the end of the paper.

4o See Freud’s “Three Essays on Sexuality” in The Standard Edition of the
Complete works of Sigmund Freud (Hogarth Press: London, 1974) Volume VII
(1901-1905): A Case of Hysteria, Three Essays on Sexuality and Other Works,
123-246. Object choice, and the experience of libidinal satisfaction by exten-
sion, is determined (in-the-last-instance) by the contingent interaction of
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“«

contrast to Laruelle’s “Past foreclosed to memory” and thus
seems to stand at odds with non-philosophy, sinking back
into a philosophical desire for the Real, unjustly exhausting
the un-exhaustible immanence of the One. Laruelle claims
that, from a philosophical perspective “memory has just been
considered as an anthropological faculty or instance, the past
and memory in general as functions of a worldly time or even
reduced and immanent to consciousness, always philosophizable
or sufficient.”#* A non-philosophical consideration of memory,
and symptomatology in general, would have to acknowledge
the necessity yet radical insufficiency and foreclosure of the
past and memory. The Identity could only be determined-
in-the-last-instance by the past foreclosed to memory. This
critique could be leveled against a form of psychoanalytic
understanding centering on the primacy of repression as a
mechanism of psychic defense. The One cannot be repressed
and thus Identity, in a non-philosophical sense, cannot be
captured by the traditional form of the Freudian “return of
the repressed.”

Laruelle wants to envision memory as a radically foreclosed,
necessary yet also radically insufficient past or memory. If
non-philosophical past or memory are to be consistent with
the non-philosophical project they must respect the radi-
cally immanent and foreclosed nature (of) the One. In non-
philosophy “The One cannot be forgotten or repressed by
occidental memory but hallucinated, giving rise to a special
form of symptom.”+> The non-philosophical unconscious is
similarly foreclosed.

the individual infant unconscious and the contingent material/historical
events of'its early childhood. (It is at this point where Freud and Marx meet).
Psychic reality requires necessarily an external (and ultimately internal [see.
Freud’s “The Project for a Scientific Psychology” The Standard Edition of the
Complete works of Sigmund Freud (Hogarth Press: London, 1974) Volume I,
281-391]) material reality independent of the individual psyche.

4 Laruelle, Francois, Future Christ (New York: Continuum, 2011), 75.
+ Tbid., 89.
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Non-psychoanalysis extricates a radical transcendental unconscious
from the result of the Real (the One). The unconscious is the syntactic
side of jouissance, which is itself, in non-psychoanalysis, a concept
on the same level as the Stranger. But, in opposition to the restrained
unconscious or the unconscious determined by the signifier, logic, or
the combinatory, the non-psychoanalytic unconscious has nothing to
do with the transcendence of “the autonomy of the symbolic”: it is the
identity of jouissance and a unilateral duality*

This is clearly an attack on Lacan’s unconscious. The non-
philosophical unconscious, in contrast to the Lacanian

unconscious, is characterized by a unilateral casual relation

between jouissance, desire,and its expression in the Stranger-
subject. Here I will speculate that the fractal temporality of the

unconscious provides a picture of the necessary yet radically
insufficient, foreclosed core of gender constitution due to its

unity and it radical differentiation-without-fragmentation

or exhaustion.

The account I have given runs into even deeper contradic-
tion with Laruelle’s direct consideration of temporality in
The Dictionary of Non-Philosophy: “non-philosophy renounces
to make of time (or history or even becoming) the essence
of'the Real, to desubstantialize the latter by the former.”+ In
order to not turn time or temporality into the idealized and
hallucinated law or essence of the Real Laruelle develops a
concept of time in line with his concept of memory; radically
immanent, foreclosed, necessary yet insufficient. For non-
philosophy “Time as Given or Past-without-temporalization,
as seen-in-One or ‘in time, etc” are all:

first names of time [that] symbolize not a past time but a past which
simultaneously possesses a primacy over synchrony and diachrony
and determines these transcendent dimensions themselves at least as

4 Francois Laruelle, The Dictionary of Non-Philosophy (http://speculativeheresy.
wordpress.com/2009/03/25/dictionary-of-non-philosophy/), 8o.

44 Ibid., 75.
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comprising the object of philosophical interpretations. The radical past
is uni-versal immanent time, of which one could say that it is-without-
existing or even that it is a non-temporal time. It is less a question of a
memory capable of forgetting and anamnesis than of a past which can-
not be forgotten and which, precisely for this reason, is foreclosed to memory
which itself, in its sufficiency, believes to be able to forget and repeat
by anamnesis. This One-time, even effectuated as future, remains in
its necessary sterility and in no way participates in the present-world
such as non-philosophy conceives it and no longer—this is what dis-
tinguishes it from the Levinasian Other, and from the “trace”—in the
ontological present or the “Same.”#s

For time to be consistent with the One, it must possess a radi-
cal primacy to both synchrony and diachrony. I have argued
that if the fractal nature of the temporality of the unconscious
plays the constitutive role in the constitution of (non-)gender
Identity in a way that turns neither empirical contingency,
difference or fracture nor the timeless, universal and static
into an ideal law of Identity constitution, hence respecting
the an-archic nature of the One. Just as the fractal can never
be exhausted, the time of the unconscious determines yet
can never in turn be determined or exhausted.

Laruelle’s characterizes the non-psychoanalytic Uncon-
scious in a way that falls in line with the above discussions
of “Past-without-temporalization” and “Past foreclosed to
memory.” As a consequence, the common or “vulgar” philo-
sophical language of “repression,” “temporality” and most
importantly “unconscious” cannot adequately maintain
non-philosophical rigor. But, I think we can find what seems
at first to be a crucial oversight in Laruelle’s understanding
of the Freudian Unconscious. Laruelle claims that:

Psychoanalysis treats under the name of the unconscious not only one

of'the local proprieties of the psychic apparatus—the product of repres-
sion constituted from the representation of things (Freud, Klein)—but
also the dimension of the imaginary (Jung) or symbolic (Lacan) Other,

45 Laruelle, The Dictionary of Non-Philosophy, 76.
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nevertheless generally endowed with a “subject” that Lacan estimates
as being “nothing but the Cartesian subject.”+

What Laruelle seems to be missing here are some very im-
portant comments in Freud’s later work on the inexhaustible
and un-decidable nature of the unconscious+ and ultimately
Freud’s final suggestions that repression may not be the pri-
mary form of psychic defense and begins to emphasize the
mechanisms of disavowal, first articulated in his work with
fetishism.+®

Certain concepts borrowed from psychoanalysis can and
should be rigorously re-worked by way of a non-philosophical
analysis in order to truly show the expanded potential of both
psychoanalysis and non-philosophy in their relation to queer
theories and other theories of the constitution of individuality.
Here I have argued that the key step in preforming this task

46 Laruelle, The Dictionary of Non-Philosophy 79-8o.

47 “Everything that is repressed must remain unconscious; but let us state
at the very outset that the repressed does not cover everything that is
unconscious. The unconscious has the wider compass; the repressed is a
part of the unconscious” Freud, “The Unconscious,” 166. The unconscious,
contra Laruelle’s suggestion, is not simply a topographical psychic stores
house for repressed contents. There is some “thing” else there “in” or (of)
the unconscious, but it seems as if the philosophical question of “what is x”
has nearly exhausted itself attempting to exhausted this “thing.”

48 More importantly, by the end of Freud’s thinking, disavowal, as the
simultaneous, undecidable registration and repudiation of trauma takes on
a more central role in the construction of all psychic defenses (repression
included). As Alan Bass puts it “let me emphasize Freud’s words: ‘whatever
the ego does in its efforts of defense...” In other words, the disavowal and ego
splitting first elaborated in order to understand fetishism have now become
the basis of a changed understanding of psychopathology in general” Alan Bass,
Difference and Disavowal: The Trauma of Eros, (California: Stanford University
Press, 2000). We must be cautious here, due to the Derridian resonances, in
a reading of the importance of disavowal as a mechanism of defense. We
must analyze this phenomenon in a “non-deconstructive” manner. This
would involve, from my point of view a re-reading of Derrida’s reading of
Hegel and Antigone in Glas (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1990)
alongside Laruelle’s engagement with Derrida in chapter 5 of Philosophies of
Difference. With caution,and more space than I have here, one could expand
the implications of disavowal and non-philosophy.
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involves re-thinking the time(lessness) of the Unconscious
as something radically other (but not in the Judeic [still
philosophical] sense) than a lack that generates and sustains
oppositional, fragmented and ultimately “false” identities,
or as simply a determined stasis, defining individuals “once
and for all” at the outset regardless of empirical and material
factors. The non-vulgar time of the unconscious turns out
to be a strange form of non-philosophical and fractal time.
Productive in-the-last-instance yet never in turn produced,
unified yet inexhaustible, “unique each time but capable of
an infinite power ceaselessly to secrete multiple identities”
yet a “wall carries no signification,” etc...
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Thihg Called Love
That Old, Substantive, Relation

Beatrice Marovich

Drew University

The Love Object

met when we fall into love? What,
exactly, is produced when we make
it? When we are hungry for love, what stomach is nourished
by that strange food? Colloquialisms are littered with a lan-
guage that objectifies love, that turns it into a thing—not just
something we can feel, but something we can touch, some-
thing that hits us, changes us, throws us, consumes us, drives
us. Popular parlance makes the love relation into something
almost tangible, concrete, autonomous: love is some thing
we fall into, love is a master key, love is a war, love is a bite of
heaven, love is a virus. Such language begins to suggest that
the “love object” is not, exactly, the person for whom you pine.
Instead, it begins to look as though the “love object” is the
relation, itself. Love takes on thing-like contours, becomes
its own sort of creature. It does its own little cosmic dance.
Such formulations are, you might say, fundamentally ide-
alist in nature. This is not to say that they are unrealistic, or
anti-realistic. Rather, as Iain Hamilton Grant, Jeremy Dunham,
and Sean Watson suggest—in their history of idealism—this
language might be idealist in the sense that it attempts to

I NTO WHAT, PRECISELY, DO WE PLUM-
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be realistic about the idea, itself:* Love, the idea of love, is
taken seriously as an entity. This raises the possibility thata
love is something real in the world—more than merely the
emotive outcome of a human psychological engagement. A
love with such a degree of autonomy, presents itself as mind-
independent. This kind of a love—a love that is somehow real
in the world—allows us to speculate in strange new directions.
Could it have been, for instance, love that was made as the leaf
was reaching for the sun?

Never mind the obvious absurdities of such a statement.
That we tend not to think of love in this particular manner,
I realize, should be obvious. I offer it as a thought exercise
because—much as I recognize that the prospect of such a
“love object” invites skepticism—this idealistic method of
investigating love also commends certain practices and ap-
proaches. That is to say, an idealistic understanding of love
(one that attempts to approach the idea itself realistically, to
understand the idea of love as something real in the world)
can also understand that this entity—like other creatures
who move, act, or grow—is something fragile and vulner-
able. It is something that demands recognition and requires
nurture. This is as true for the loves that appear between
human individuals as it is for the loves that act as bonds be-
tween tiny earthlings and the creaky old planet that birthed
them, that sustains them. Love that is real in the world may
not be something we can prolong through the cultivation of
psychological states. Rather, this sticky bonding relation that
connects bodies has certain tissues and fibers of its own (tis-
sues that come into contact with, yet are not reduced to, the
folds and fibers of our human brains and bodies) This love

' Jeremy Dunham, lain Hamilton Grant & Sean Watson, Idealism: The His-
tory of a Philosophy (Montreal, Kingston & Ithaca: McGill University Press,
2011), 7. They clarify, further, that with regard to ideas, an idealism means

“having a theory of what they are.” In this sense, perhaps, my parallel falls
apart. If colloquial language sounds idealist in nature (because it reflects the
extent to which we take ideas seriously as things in themselves) it probably
lacks a theory of what exactly these ideas are. Nonetheless, I do think that
such language reflects a kind of stubborn underlying realism with respect
to the idea of love.
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needs room to breathe, nourishment, attention, recognition.

Such a pronouncement might seem religious, in the James-
ian sense: a drive to make real (and live in accord with) the
unseen. “Were one asked to categorize the life of religion
in the broadest and most general terms possible,” William
James writes, “one might say that it consists of the belief that
there is an unseen order, and that our supreme good lies in
harmoniously adjusting ourselves thereto.”? James intimates
that the building blocks of religions are abstractions with
their own lives. “The more concrete objects of most men’s
[sic] religion, the deities whom they worship, are known only
to them in idea.”+ And yet, “strangely enough” in the sincer-
ity of our fervor, these abstractions come to “have a definite
meaning for our practice. We can act as if there were a God;
feel as if we were free; consider Nature as if she were full of
special designs; lay plans as if we were immortal; and we find
then that these words do make a genuine difference in our
moral life.”s He suggests that religion is the sphere of life, in
other words, where the reality of the unseen—the actuality of
abstractions—is sanctioned, preserved, and protected.

In the Christian tradition, of course, love has long been
one of those great abstractions. Love, in fact, has been ef-
fectively collapsed into the figure of the divine itself: love
has been divinized. The biblical assertion that “God is love”
(1 John 4:8) has driven attempts not only to divinize the love
relation but more, to assert its independence from human
emotions and psychology. If love is, itself, divine (following
a rather standard and orthodox line of Christian theologic)
it must indeed be mind-independent. It cannot be a human

> William James, “Lecture 3: The Reality of the Unseen” in The Varieties of
Religious Experience (London & New York: Collier MacMillan Publishers,
1961,1973), 59-

3 “The building blocks of religion”: a phrase that I am playfully cribbing from
Ann Taves. See: Ann Taves, Religious Experience Reconsidered: A Building-Block
Approach to the Study of Religion and Other Special Things (Princeton, New Jersey
& Woodstock, Oxfordshire: Princeton University Press, 2009).

4 James, Varieties, 59.

s Ibid., Go.
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construct, or a psychological, emotive aftershock. It must be
real in the cosmic sense. It must be something with the agen-
tial power to bear responsibility, to shape worlds. This may
be, perhaps, the very reason that the theologian Augustine
of Hippo gave thing-like contours to love—turning it into a
“substance.”® Such a theoretical move suggestively points to
a need for the most abstract of entities to become the most
real, the most concrete.

Consider this essay a contemplative exercise in relational
ontology—a speculative excursion. In what follows I endeavor
to take the idea of love seriously—to make the relation real.
Given his claim that “Anything real can be regarded as an
object”” (even, crucially, a relation) I will have cause to ex-
plore the extent to which the substantive nature of love that
emerges with Augustine can be illuminated or elaborated
within Graham Harman’s Object Oriented Ontology. I will
explore, in other words, whether there isn’t something about
the love relation that emerges more clearly when we risk a
light objectification of its contours.

The Love Relation as Divine Substance

Christian theologians have traditionally been, of course, ex-
tremely cautious to uphold orthodox distinctions between
things worldly (creaturely, material) and things divine. This
is no less true for Augustine, who declares that God is not
only “invisible and unchangeable” but fully immortal and
beyond all human comprehension (available only in fits and
starts to our quasi-divine intellectual faculties).® God is said
to be locked fully into the transcendent.

¢ Iwill acknowledge, further along in the essay, the complications inherent
in using the phrase “thing-like” to describe divine substance. Suffice it to
say, for the time being, that Augustine himself verges in this direction in
De Trinitatae.

7 Graham Harman, Guerilla Metaphysics: Phenomenology and the Carpentry of
Things (Peru, Illinois: Open Court Publishing, 2005), 76.

8 Saint Augustine, The Trinity, trans. Stephen McKenna (Washington D.C.:
The Catholic University of America Press, 1963), Book 2.15.
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Augustine’s interpretive skills are stretched and challenged,
however, when he attempts to account for how the triune God
(immortal, immutable, invisible) could also be the Son—that
fleshy humanoid figure who walked on earth—without sacri-
ficing his transcendently divine qualities. How, in other words,
could the divinity of the fleshy incarnation be accounted
for? It was important, of course, that Augustine figure out a
way to do so, for to claim that Christ incarnate (the Son) was
basically just a special sort of creature, or an actual earth-
ling, would have been tantamount to heresy. It would have
been improper to let Christ’s divinity lapse. The negation of
Christ’s full unity with the divine was the Modalist mistake
(Sabellianism), which claimed that the triune God was three
distinct modes, rather than one unity. The mono-God has to
be one, and all the unique facets of this divinity must play
the same game of identity. Augustine’s task in De Trinitatae is
to convince his reader that God can indeed be three unique
persons, while still remaining (somehow) unitary. The special
challenge presented by Christ’s (clearly not divine) creature
carnality is chalked up to habit.

First, Augustine argues that creatures are made or produced
by the creating divine. Christ, on the other hand, was “begot-
ten not made.” His special creation means that, “he is not
a creature.” He may have walked like a creature and talked
like a creature, but in his nature, he is no creature. If he is
not a creature, what else could he be but God himself (given
that everything which is not God can rightly be considered
creaturely)? That is to say, “if He is not a creature, then He is
of'the same substance with the Father, since every substance
which is not God is a creature, and that which is not a creature
is God.”** This is the important qualification that Augustine
will hammer away at, chapter by chapter, in De Trinitatae: the
triune God is one unified substance. Within this substance,
there are three persons (Father, Son, Holy Spirit). But they

© Here Augustine makes reference to the Nicene Creed, and the interpreta-
tion of 1 John 1.14.

° Augustine, The Trinity, Book 1.6.

47



Speculations I11

all remain relationally connected in the unitary, univocal,
divine substance.

How does he then explain the Son’s apparent creatureliness
(when he takes on the form of an earthling—a humanoid)?
Augustine determines that the Son has the habit" of taking
on creaturely form (or, as Augustine more frequently phrases
it, the form of a “slave.”) The Latin term habitus is, of course,
derived from the verb habere: to have, to hold, to own, to pos-
sess. The habitus might also be translated as a “condition,” an

“appearance,” or a “state.” The Son, in other words, might have
the appearance of a creature, or might reside temporarily within
the state of a creature. To speak of a creaturely condition, or a
creaturely state, might make a more ready parallel to Pierre
Bordieu’s use of the term habitus: a “system of dispositions”*
that governs and structures practices, perpetuating the past
into the present. But the advantage of the term habit is the
easy parallel to the language of a garment: a new nature is
put on, like a garment, and taken off. The language of habit, I
think, puts the ease and superficiality of this transition into
sharper relief.

We might say that the Son, then, has a penchant for putting
on the veil of creaturely materiality. This should be understood
merely as a personality trait of the divine person—something
he has the capacity to do, but that does not transform his na-
ture. The Son is “equal to God the Father by nature, but less
than he by habit.”s The Son, we might say, has his own habits.
And it is by virtue of such habits that the mechanism of in-
carnation is set in motion. Habit is the “mediator” between
God and human.*# It is, then, this habit that brings divine
substance into the world in a form that humans can sense

" The Latin term is habitus, and the translation of this term in to the English
“habit” can certainly be contested as inappropriate. I am exploiting, here, the
language used in the 1963 translation by Stephen McKenna.

2 Pierre Bordieu, The Logic of Practice, trans. Richard Nice (Stanford, Calif::
Stanford University Press, 1990) 54.

3 Augustine, The Trinity, Book 1.7.
4 Ibid., Book 1.8.
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and comprehend. Divine substance can—in exceptional
circumstances—become habituated to a creaturely form. The
invisible, eternal,and immutable divine substance becomes
comprehensible and sensible as a habit. Christ takes on the
habit—he wears the veil of the creaturely world.

Christ, however, remains substantially divine. His habit
may be creaturely, but his substance is divine. Augustine
recognizes that the language of substance is tricky, risky. God
must be a substance because God is certainly not an accident.
Moreover, “we can in no way rightly say that anything is
known while its substance is unknown.”’s We cannot claim
to know God, in other words, if we do not know something
about the divine substance. So it would seem that the language
of substance can be appropriately applied to the divine. Or
can it? “God is without a doubt a substance,” Augustine pro-
nounces, then muses more tentatively, “or perhaps essence
would be a better term, which the Greeks call ousia.”¢ Better
for what reason? Because an essence is more clearly ethereal?
More presciently spiritual? Augustine then begins to confuse
himself further over other possible cognates for this slippery
term. “They indeed also call it hypostasis,” he ponders, “but
I do not know what different meaning they wish to give to
ousia and hypostasis.”7

His confusion over the proper description of this divine
substance signals that Augustine may be anxious about the
possible consequences of substantializing the deity.

What interests me most, however, is that in the end Augustine
does not fear—at least in brief flashes—objectifying the divine,
giving it thing-like contours. What remains important, for
Augustine, is that this divine object be wholly uncreaturely.
It cannot be a thing in the same manner that a creature is a
thing. It is (or should be) another sort of thing, entirely. The
divine object, the divine thing, must be invisible, eternal,
and immutable. “For the nature itself, or the substance, or

s Augustine, The Trinity, Book 10.10.
16 Tbid., Book s.2.
v Ibid., Book 5.8.
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the essence” he writes almost on the verge of confusion, “or
whatever name the thing itselfthat God is, whatever it should
be called, cannot be seen corporeally.”*® I am interested in
the fact that, in the end, the divine substance (or whatever
it's most rightly named) is indeed a kind of thing. There is
something thing-like about God. Is this part of what (for
Augustine) “proves” the deity’s reality, or actuality?

The incarnation, then, is not ultimately a roadblock in
Augustine’s path to discern divine substance. The language of
substance becomes, however, even more risky when we begin
to speak of high-ranking spiritual creatures such as angels, or
the soul. These creatures, hovering around us or filling us up
from the inside, might seem (in their very substance) as im-
mutable, eternal, and invisible as the divine itself. They are,
similarly, beyond the senses—they nag at the senses from
some other realm. But Augustine works to cleverly distinguish
these substances from God.

The human soul was, for Augustine, an extremely special
cosmic substance—one that occupied a top rung in the hier-
archical ladder of creation. The soul, for Augustine, was made
in the image of God. The deity created the human “out of the
dust of the earth” (not so special), but gave it “a soul of such
a kind that because of it he surpassed all living creatures, on
earth, in the sea, and in the sky in virtue of reason and intel-
ligence; for no other creature had a mind like that.”*> The
soul, then, was responsible for bringing the human closer
to the angels, closer to God. But Augustine was also careful
to distinguish that—when it comes to evaluating the human
person—the soul of the human should not be considered
in isolation from the body. Even if the soul was an awesome
spiritual substance, it should not be divorced from the body.
This is precisely why he disliked the Platonic doctrine of the
soul—because it made the flesh abject, responsible for the
evils of the world.2c The emotions (which were acts of the

% Augustine, The Trinity, Book 2.18. Emphasis mine.

v Saint Augustine, City of God, trans. Henry Bettenson (New York: Penguin
Classics, 2003), Book 12.24.

2° Ibid., Book 14.5.
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abstract will) were responsible for the perversions that drove
the human to do evil.* This is also why Augustine contested
Origen’s claim that the soul was housed in the body, as if it
were a prison.>> Thus, the body could not be blamed for all
perversion. The soul and the body could never be entirely
separate. Certainly, in death the soul abandoned the body. So
a moment of severance was inevitable. But, in Augustine’s
cosmology, the body and soul were reunited in the afterlife.
We would get our actual bodies back (merged with our soul).
Interestingly, however, they would be super-bodies, living
in a state of superlative health, as “words cannot express
the immense difference between what we call health in our
present condition and the immortality which is to be ours
in the future.”>s As human creatures, Augustine considered
us a kind of soul/body package.

The fact that the soul is eternally related to the body gives
some nuance to the claim that, for Augustine, the soul was
a creature (and not a shard, or slice, of the creator). But it is
important to note that the creatureliness of the soul held, even
when the spiritual substance of the soul was contemplated
in abstraction from the body. This is, Philip Cary argues, the
crucial distinction between Plotinus’ Neo-Platonism and
Augustine. While Augustine agreed with the Plotinian claim
that we must look inward to find the divine, what we find in
the deep recesses of the human interior is not God, properly
speaking. God starts to become intelligible when we look
inward—the “eye of the soul” starts to get a glimpse of the
divine. But there is not a collapse of distinction between the
soul and God. One can indeed “look inside the self to find
what is not self”’>+ But to confess the soul’s creatureliness is
to repudiate its divinity. The soul, for instance, is a spiritual
creature that can suffer a mortal death. The soul, Augustine

2 Augustine, City of God, Book 14.6.
> Ibid., Book 11.23.
3 Ibid., Book 13.18.

2+ Phillip Cary, Augustine’s Invention of the Inner Self: The Legacy of a Christian
Platonist (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000),114.
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clarifies, “is said to die, not because it is changed, or turned
into a body or into any other substance, but because... [it] is
found to be mortal inasmuch as that which it was has ceased to
be.”»s The nature of the soul in its entirety, its basic substance,
does not change. But something is altered in the mode of the
soul—the soul’s modality. Augustine suggests, in City of God
that “the death of the soul results when God abandons it.”¢
That which it was (blessed) has ceased to be. The soul dies
when its blessedness dies.

Discerning divine substance is a messy business. And, re-
alistically, to speak of divine substance is to make reference
to an extremely long-lived and complicated series of debates
in Christian theology. To contemplate the possible contours
of divine substance would extend this essay far beyond the
bounds of any reasonable limit. I have not even treated the
subject exhaustively, in Augustine’s own corpus. What I hope
to have shown is merely that the thing-like contours of God,
for Augustine, were thing-like in a way that does not seem
concrete. Even the soul—a spiritual substance whose creaturely
form is so abstract that it's commonly thought not to exist at
all—is alleged to be thing-like in a more concrete sense than
the deity. When it comes to the matter of divine substance,
we have seen Augustine wrangling with Christ’s creature
carnality, searching for a way to determinately distinguish
it from divine substance. We have seen him struggling with
the strange substance of spiritual creatures—attempting to
ensure that their insensible invisibility is not mistaken for
some variant of divine substance. But it is love, I think, that
presents Augustine with the most difficult challenge of all. For
Augustine must give credence to the biblical injunction that
“God is love” (he points, especially, to 1 John 4:8), while also
recognizing the fact that there is nothing quite so creaturely,
quite so carnal, quite so worldly and earth-bound as love itself.
To charge that love is thing-like, but only thing-like in a divine
way, was to set for himselfa difficult metaphysical challenge.

s Augustine, The Trinity, Book 2.9.
26 Augustine, City of God, Book 13.2.
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What does Augustine talk about, when he talks about love?
This, even for Augustine, is a perplexing question. For, when
he loves love, he must love God. Yet what can it mean to love
love, to love a relation? Passages in Augustine’s work seem to
reflect his own bewilderment over what it would mean to
turn a relation into something metaphysically actual. “But
what is it that I love in loving you?” he asks his god.”” He
loves a certain manner of thing. But he cannot, quite, discern
what that thing might be. It is “not manna and honey, not the
limbs embraced in physical love” that he loves, when he loves
love. And yet neither is this thing that he loves, when he loves
love, entirely without some sensual thingness itself. “I love a
certain kind of light and sound and fragrance and food and
embrace in loving my god.”*® Augustine stresses that love is
certainly not nothing, it is not made of nothingness. It must,
in some sense, be a thing that exists. “If love is nothing, how
can it be said ‘God is love?’ If it is not a substance, how is God
a substance?”>° Augustine is careful to note that whatever this
God stuffis, it must be more spirit than body.>° Yet Augustine
recognizes how odd it seems to call love a thing—namely,
because it seems impossible to love love. That is to say, one
cannot fall in love with love. “For I do not love love, except I
love a lover, for there is no love where nothing is loved.”s* To
repeat: Augustine discovers, I think, the strangeness of mak-
ing a relation into something metaphysically actual.

Love must be something (because it cannot be nothing). Love
must be a substance (according to the metaphysical rules he’s
set out for himself). Love must have some sort of thingness
about it. And, yet, given that love is a relation, neither can
he deny that this thingness is ever truly isolated, solitary, or
wholly independent. Whatever thingness the love relation

77 Saint Augustine, Confessions, trans. Albert C. Outler & Mark Vessey (New
York: Barnes and Noble Classics), Book 10.5.7.

28 Tbid., Book 10.6.8.
29 Ibid,, 6.5.

30 Ibid., 9.2.

3 Ibid.
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has is tenuous and fragile—dependent, for its existence, on
what it relates. Divine substance is not creaturely. And yet,
it does take on a strange creaturely cast, glare, or contour: it
begins to look (and perhaps smell) sensual, it begins to look
dependent. Much as Augustine seeks to uphold the orthodox,
rigid, distinction between the creaturely and the creatorly,
the fleshy, dependent nature of the love relation seems to
rope him into confounding these boundaries. It is necessary,
here, to navigate through a resulting bifurcation that occurs
in Augustine’s development of love.

Eric Gregory argues that, for Augustine, love “like choles-
terol, can be healthy or deadly.”s> He is making reference, of
course, to Augustine’s description of love as either cupiditas
(desire) or caritas (charity, true love, good love). By this logic,
it would seem, love is either good or bad: immanent, fleshy
(and of this world), or heavenly, disembodied, and transcendent.
This would split love into two variants, or strains. Thomas
Carlson, for example, points to the “extraworldly tendency
of'love in Augustine and his heirs.”ss To speak of a “love of
the world” was, says Carlson, to speak of “our human way of
being with others.”s+ Augustine, by this analysis, validates a
love that is out of this world. For this reason, Carlson calls for
away of thinking love that reconnects the polarities, to think
love “within the world, by making it a condition of the world.”ss

Hannah Arendt explored this distinction between caritas
and cupiditas at great length in her doctoral dissertation, Love
and Saint Augustine. As Arendt reads Augustine, there is a gap
between lover and loved that begs to be filled. When I use the
term “gap,” I will be making reference to her analysis. But I
think it clarifies something useful. Lover and loved need a
connector. Cupiditas, she says, fills the gap between creatures

3> Eric Gregory, Politics and the Order of Love: An Augustinian Ethic of Demo-
cratic Citizenship (Chicago & London: University of Chicago Press, 2008), 35.

33 Thomas A. Carlson, Indiscrete Image: Infinitude and the Creation of the Hu-
man (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2008), 214.

34 Ibid., 215.
35 Ibid,, 215.
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while caritas fills the gap between creature and creator.3* What
I would especially like to underscore in Arendt’s analysis is that
both caritas and cupiditas “are distinguished by their objects,
but they are not different kinds of emotion.”” In other words,
they belong to the same phenomenon. They are, in the last
instance, the same thing. Love as caritas, Arendt clarifies, is a
kind of ceaseless craving passion that turns whatever it craves
into something to either ravish or consume. “The object of
craving can only be a thing I can possess and enjoy, and it is
therefore quite characteristic that in this context Augustine
can even speak of God as an ‘object of enjoyment.”3® Arendt
thus underscores the importance, for Augustine, that when
we (as human creatures) love, we must be careful to cast our
love in the proper direction. We must be wary of where we cast
our love. Cupiditas is a love of things in this world, it’s a love of
carnality and in carnality. Caritas aims outside of the world. It
is directed toward the eternal God. One who loves the world
via caritas will filter their love for the world through this
caritas and will be able to love the world properly.

What I think we can get from this analysis is simply the
complexity of this thing called love. Arendt claims that love
is one form of “emotion” that is complicated in its direction-
ality. This is, of course, an atheistic reading—one that reads
love as purely emotive, rather than (in some sense) divine.
For Augustine, I suggest,love is a form of divine substance that
can be complicated in its directionality—pulled and tugged
in various directions. I would stress that it is important to
recognize the ambivalence inherent in Augustine’s under-
standing of love, without understanding Augustine’s love as
something that is bifurcated all the way down—something
that is eternally split between spheres (the temporal and the
eternal). There are not kinds, variants, or strains of love. There

3¢ Hannah Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, Edited by Joanna Vecchiarelli
Scott and Judith Chelius Stark (Chicago & London: University of Chicago
Press, 1996), 30.

¥ Ibid., 18.
38 Ibid., 16.
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are distinct deployments of love, ways of directing it. It seems
more accurate to me to say that love, for Augustine, is love. It
is one thing. Thus, by this reading, to say that the God (who is
one) is love (which is one) is to make a one-to-one correla-
tion. The variations that create the illusion of different kinds
oflove are simply incremental distinctions in intensity. lam
arguing that Augustine sees love deployed along a spectrum,
or a continuum. Perhaps it is helpful, then, to imagine caritas
and cupiditas as distinct points on a parabolic line of love.
Edward Morgan argues that caritas and cupiditas are at
“intersecting but opposing points in an Augustinian ethical
spectrum.”?® Morgan argues that the two are involved in a
“transformative dialogue”+ that happens through language—via
the word. His claim, in other words, is that Augustine’s caritas
is “re-formed by engagement with scripture’s prescriptive
norm of caritas.”+ The medium of the text serves as the point
of intersection. The text is what consolidates and reveals the
continuity between cupiditas and caritas—the continuity that
binds them within the more singular force of love. In their
recent collaborative commentary on Augustine’s Confessions
Virginia Burrus, Mark Jordan, and Karmen MacKendrick
also allude to the transformations that occur, for Augustine,
through the medium of text. The “beauty of the text,” they
suggest, allows Augustine to slip “between flesh and words,
words not always even about the flesh, though always, in sub-
lime disregard of his own anti-rhetorical stance, words with
a potent sensory appeal.” The text is a point of intersection
between flesh and abstraction. They claim that although “the
Confessions seems—though, in real ways, it is—a text startlingly
without a body, especially without a divine body” there is
still a sense in which, “it is also a text in which every word is
drawn toward the body.”+> Bodies burst into the text,and the

39 Edward Morgan, Incarnation of the Word: The Theology of Language of Au-
gustine of Hippo (New York & London: T&T Clark International, 2010), 73.

4o Tbid., 74.
+ Ibid., 75.
4 Virginia Burrus, Mark D. Jordan, and Karmen Mackendrick, Seducing

56



Beatrice Marovich - Thing Called Love

text injects itself into bodies. We might see such slippage in,
for example, Augustine’s description of God’s busty incarna-
tions. Speaking of the breast milk that nourished him as a
child, Augustine writes, “neither my mother nor my nurses
filled their own breasts but you, through them.”+ God does
not have a body, yet is present in the most intimate recesses
of bodies. God may not have a distinct body, but does not
leave bodies behind. There is, in the Confessions, a “mutual
seduction of bodies and words.”++

Augustine may claim to turn away from the flesh (from the
world), when he turns toward God. But his own texts reveal
the mutual transformation, the dialogue, between caritas and
cupiditas. If scriptures are able to serve (as Morgan suggests)
as a corrective to transform cupiditas, bodies (and images
of' bodies) also attach themselves to words and bring caritas
back into the world, into the flesh. The text is the medium
that reveals that caritas and cupiditas are not bifurcated into
different kinds of love, but remain bound. As Augustine re-
ports (textually) in his Confessions, he is seduced by his God,
he burns for his God—divine love offers the most superla-
tive erotic prospects. As MacKendrick has elsewhere argued,

“Only God holds—or, as I suspect is—the promise of burning
that hot.”+ The text reveals the entanglements of caritas and
cupiditas. In this sense, there is a complex crossing of signals
between caritas and cupiditas as different signals light up, on
the spectrum of love.

If love moves back and forth, intensely and anxiously, be-
tween cupiditas and caritas on the parabola of love, does this
mean that cupiditas is merely the side of the love spectrum
most detached from the divine pinnacle of love? Would

Augustine: Bodies, Desires, Confesions (New York: Fordham University Press,
2010),125.

4 Augustine, Confessions, Book 1.6.7.
44 Burrus, Jordan, and Mackendrick, Seducing Augustine, 125.

45 Karmen MacKendrick, “Carthage Didn’t Burn Hot Enough: Saint Augus-
tine’s Divine Seduction,” in Towards a Theology of Eros: Transfiguring Passion
at the Limits of Discipline, ed. Virginia Burrs and Catherine Keller (New York:
Fordham University Press, 2006), 217.
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cupiditas be a point on the end of the line, while the deity is
located on the equidistant opposing point? It is not toward
cupiditas, I submit, that we need to look if we seek the antith-
esis of love but, instead, to the love of nothing. That is to say,
there is an end of the line—when it comes to love. Love (as
God) may live eternally. But there is still a point when love
becomes something else—when it undergoes a change of
identity, when it stops being love. This happens when love
loves nothing—when love is nullified.

In Book Two of the Confessions, Augustine gives a rather
dramatic account of his youthful folly: the theft of some
pears from a neighbor’s tree. This narrative is a paradigmatic
reflection on his sense of sin. In the end, it is not the act of
stealing that appears most abhorrent to Augustine. Rather,
what is most vile is that it revealed the nature and direction
of his love: the nihilism ofhis love.4 Given that there was no
good, none at all, in the simple act of theft, Augustine claims
that, “the theft itself was nothing.”+ Given that the act lacked
any ontological good, it was evil (for Augustine, an ontological
nothingness that is the antithesis of the profundity of cre-
ation). When he loved the theft, he was in love with nothing.
He confesses that he had no love, whatsoever, for the pears
that he stole. He took no pleasure at all in their juicy, fleshy,
pear bodies. This was, in the end, a shame as it revealed to
him that, “I did not desire to enjoy what I stole, but only the
theft and the sin itself”+* What this intimates, it seems, is that
the love might have been less vile had it been mediated by
something else. The theft might have been slightly less vile,
had the love of the theft been interrupted or complicated by
the love for a juicy, fleshy pear body.

Here, in this situation where Augustine loves nothing—by
loving the sin of theft itself—it is the lack of mediation that I

46 T have been aided in my analysis of this passage by: Kim Paffenroth, “Bad
Habits and Bad Company: Education and Evil in the Confessions,” in Augus-
tine and Liberal Education, ed. Kim Paffenroth and Kevin L. Hughes (Lanham,
Maryland: Lexington Books, 2008), 5.

47 Augustine, Confessions, Book 2.8.16.
48 Ibid., Book 2.3.8.
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would like to highlight as central. As Arendt has articulated:
the conundrum of love is that it exists to fill a gap between
lover and loved. This is what makes love a trinity, by Augus-
tine’s account. “There are, therefore, three: the lover, the be-
loved, and the love.”# It is the Trinitarian nature of love that
allows him to draw an easy, and suggestive, parallel between
love and God. When we love, we participate in a trinity. The
substance of love can be like the divine substance because
both are Trinitarian. What this means is that love exists, as
a third. The death of love is when this third—this mediating
element—is left out of the equation, or collapses. If the love of
a thing in itself (in the very worst case, perhaps, a sin) is not
interrupted or complicated by a mediating element, love is
nullified. As James Wetzel puts it, sin is a void, “it is the lack
in love,”s° what becomes the lack of love. What the love of
nothing lacks, says Wetzel, is “measure.” God is “the beloved
beyond measure.”s* In a love of nothing there is nothing to fill
the gap between lover and loved. Nothingness is what fills
the gap between lover and loved—rather than a love relation.
To steal a pear in order to love the juicy, fleshy pear body
wouldn’t have been a holy act. But it would have mediated,
or complicated, the love of theft with the love OF something
good. For Augustine, the holiest sort of creature-to-creature
connection is to love creaturely things with a love of God as
the measure between them—to love things in God, to love
microcosmic creatures within the macrocosm of God-love.
This serves as a mediator, or complicator, in connections.
We might imagine this holiest form of love as the vertex in
the parabola of love, where the point of caritas crosses with
that of cupiditas.

Love is a relation that binds. But, as the sort of relation I
have been illuminating here, love is always and already a love

49 Augustine, The Trinity, Book 9.2.

so James Wetzel, “Snares of Truth: Augustine on Free Will and Predestination,”
in Augustine and His Critics, ed. Robert Dodaro and George Lawless (London
& new York: Routledge, 2000, 2005),132.

s* Wetzel, Augustine and His Critics, 135.

59



Speculations I11

OF. That is to say (for example), when two humans love one

another, the love that binds them is a relation. But this rela-
tion is not a simple knot between them, or a blob, or a plug.
Rather, it is its own life and dynamic. The love that connects

is, itself, already related (in a cosmic sense). In other words,
love is something like a macrocosmic relation—a framework.
To be in love is to be microscopically connected within the

macrocosm of a connection: to be points on the parabolic line

of love. The love of God becomes a framework for microcosmic

loves between creatures. To love within the umbrage of this

macrocosmic framework is what, I'm suggesting, it means to

love in God. At the other extreme, the love of nothing is also a

macrocosmic framework. But the love of nothing cuts love off
from itself. Love is nullified as it’s isolated from its connec-
tivity. This is the negation of love, a putting-to-death of love,
or nullification of love. Therefore, to love in the umbrage of
this love of nothing is actually to pop or squash the fragile life

ofthe relational connection. Connection is pursued without
the mediator. We might imagine this, for example, as the

quest to traverse a ravine without constructing a bridge, or
finding a footpath. This might require, simply, convincing
oneself that the ravine does not exist, which would be noth-
ing more than a delusion.

Love’s Ontological Dilemma: Object or Relation?

In the end, I am less interested in Augustine’s metaphysics of
love for its potential holiness. The function that it serves for
me, here, is as a relational ontology that doggedly seeks to give
reality, actuality, to the abstract figure of a relation. A relational
ontology, like that of Bruno Latour, would deny Augustine’s
claim that a divine thing—like love—is a substance. Latour
insists that the divinities (who he deems concrete and actual
enough to dub creaturess*) are “not substances.” Instead, “they

52 This is, of course, resonant with Alfred North Whitehead’s process on-
tology where he follows up on William James’ decoupling of the divine
and the absolute (that emerges in his tirade against the British Hegelians
in A Pluralistic Universe). God, says Whitehead, is the “primordial creature”
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are all action.”ss Divinities are not substances but events that
he calls “modus operandi.”s+ This is, in fact, why he insists
on calling them “divinities” rather than gods—because the
gods, it is said, save through their very presence, they claim
akind of presence that only an ontology of substance might
give them.

In his own analysis, however, Latour fails to “give a seat in
existence” to the divinity I've been discussing: this divine
relation, this divine thing called love. I'm simply suggesting
that its agency and actuality is not sufficiently accounted for.
Latour underscores the fact that love, in some crucial way,
explains the function of religion—the way it works. Love,and
specifically what he calls “love talk” (language exchanged
between lovers) illustrates the critical distinction that La-
tour draws between religion and science. Both religion and
science, he argues (echoing the passage from William James,
cited earlier), are “regimes of invisibility.” Neither of them
(contrary, perhaps, to established belief) are much interested
in the visible world. But the assumption, Latour argues, that
religion is primarily preoccupied with the transcendent, the
distant—that which is most far away—is erroneous. Instead,
he suggests, “the long mediated chains of science” are what
lead toward “the distant and the absent” while religion is ac-
tually preoccupied with “the representation of the close and
the present.”ss Science seeks to get into the furthest reaches
of'the universe, while religion is concerned with bringing it
close. Love talk, as he sees it, is exemplary of this process, this
religious bringing-close-and-present. The words that lovers
use are, in themselves, rather banal. There is nothing much
thrilling in the confession: “I love you.” What is significant
about it, says Latour, is “the transformation it generates in

who is “transcended by the creativity which it qualifies.” See: Alfred North
Whitehead, Process and Reality: An Essay in Cosmology (New York: The Free
Press, 1978), 31, 88.

3 Bruno Latour, On the Modern Cult of the Factish Gods (Durham, NC: Duke
University Press, 2010), 50.

s4 Ibid., 50.
ss Ibid., 113.
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the listener, as well as the speaker.” Love talk possesses an
incredible agency—the power to bring bodies close, the power
to intimate. The power of religion, of religious talk, is not
dissimilar. Religion “aims at jumping, dancing toward the
present and the close: to redirect attention away from indif-
ference and habituation, to prepare oneselfto be seized again
by this presence that breaks the usual, habituated passage of
time.”s¢ Religion is about transforming the spaces between
us and around us. Religion works to bring something (the
divinities?) close and present.

What is interesting to note, however, is the role that Latour
suggests love plays in religion. Love, in this discussion, is not
a relation with any particular pride of place. Love is not a site
where anything religiously significant is happening. Love talk
exemplifies a form of transmission,a mode of relation. But this
transmission, itself; is not concrete. Love talk is like a sign, or
an icon, of the transmission that occurs. But the love, itself, is
not a thing. Nor is love religiously meaningful (as anything
more than an analogue). Latour avoids what he calls “freeze-
framing” the love relation. Freeze-framing, he writes, takes
an image (let us say, in this instance, the image of a love) and

“interrupts the movement of the image” by “isolating it out
of its flows of renewed images, in order to believe it has a
meaning by itself”s” Both religion and science, he states, are
constituted by a “flowing character.” And so he interprets the
cardinal sin as nothing else but freeze-framing. Idolatary is
not about the making of images, but the freeze-framing of
them. “God did not ask us not to make images (what else
do we have to produce objectivity, to generate piety?) but he
told us not to freeze-frame, that is, not to isolate an image
out of the flows that only produce them with their real—their
constantly re-realized, re-represented meaning.”s® It may be,
perhaps, that even a light objectification of love—such as
that we witnessed in Augustine—is at risk of freeze-framing.

¢ Latour, On the Modern Cult,122.
s7 Ibid., 121.
58 Ibid., 123.
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Yet there is something about the quality, or character, of
love that both popular sentiment, as well as Augustine’s
metaphysical confessions, capture. Love talk points to a kind
of transformation that happens across a gap (between lovers).
But when a love becomes real (when two actors have “fallen
into” the real thing in this gap between them) something
happens in the world, something is born, something is made.
There exists, between the lovers, an actual bond, a tie. The
world itself readjusts to accommodate its presence. I would
argue that this calls for a light objectification of the love
relation—a sort of gentle freeze-framing, a willingness to
see it as some real thing, with a presence: a real creature, an
enduring thing, who calls out for recognition.

The metaphysical conflict between objects and relations
has been explored at great length by Object Oriented On-
tologist Graham Harman. Making the interesting move to
read Latour (the Actor-Network theorist) as a metaphysician,
Harman believes that Latour is object oriented in some senses,
but not in others. While Latour does, indeed, account for the
agency of non-human actors (such as, for example, divinities)
the point of greatest difference between Latour and Object
Oriented Ontology appears to be that Latour risks “reducing”
real objects to the sum total of their relations—real objects
are subsumed in his relationalism. Rather than fall error to
Whitehead’s “fallacy of misplaced concreteness”s® Harman
seems to suggest that Latour commits another sort of fal-
lacy—of misplaced indeterminateness, perhaps. For Latour,
Harman emphasizes, a thing is “nothing more than its sum
total of perturbations of other entities. There is no mysteri-
ous residue in the things hiding behind their relations with
other things.”¢° This is what Harman calls the “weakest” form
of relationalism—neither a “lump universe” that sees the
entire cosmos as one connected relation, or a correlationism.

5o “This fallacy consists in neglecting the degree of abstraction involved
when an actual entity is considered merely so far as it exemplifies certain
categories of thought.” See: Whitehead, Process and Reality, 7.

6o Graham Harman, Prince of Networks: Bruno Latour and Metaphysics (Mel-
bourne: re.press, 2009),158.
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Latour’s relationalism is, more, a kind of “theory of internal
relations.”®

Harman, on the other hand, has sought to underscore what
he believes is a kind of “non-relational actuality” somewhere
at the heart of things, their ability to “be actual without being
registered by other things, or at least without being registered
fully by them.”®> His sense is that reducing all objects to noth-
ing more than their relations “does an injustice to the object
in question.”s There is a sense in which the actuality of a thing
is exhausted by its connections. You are your connections,and
nothing more: any entity is nothing other than a pointin a
network. This has given rise to Harman’s somewhat polemi-
cal position—that the object is always more than its relations.
The object is “a real thing apart from all foreign relations with
the world, and apart from all domestic relations with its own
pieces.”®+ This holds not only for objects that we can touch (a
rock,a hammer) but for relations as well. Relations, in other
words, are themselves objects that are independent of (and
more than) their own relations. Once a relation emerges into
existence, it takes on the properties of what Harman calls an
object. This may risk sounding nonsensical, but the emphasis
falls on the fact that relations illustrate characteristics of an
object and maintain a kind of non-relational core.

What is important to note, however, is that Harman wants
to soften the sharp distinction between objects and relations
(rather than deny the reality of relations). He argues that,

“no simple distinction can be made between relational and
nonrelational entities, since every entity is both of these.”%s
Relations as objects (which I will simply refer to as “relational
objects”) play the cosmic role of acting as “the very carpentry

6 Harman, Prince of Networks, 187.
62 Ibid.

% Ibid., 186.

64 Ibid., 188.

6 Graham Harman, Tool-Being: Heidegger and the Metaphysics of Objects (Peru,
Mlinois: Open Court Publishing, 2002), 284.

64



Beatrice Marovich - Thing Called Love

of things, the joints and glue that hold the world together.”¢¢
Relations are the objects that are created when two other ob-
jects come into contact. “When two objects come into genuine
relation, even if they do not permanently fuse together, they
generate a reality that has all of the features we require of an
object.”%” This gives rise to what sounds like a rather halluci-
nogenic (and, perhaps, harmonious) interchange of objects
and relations—what Harman calls the “wheel of substance
and relation.” “Substances are filled with relations; relations
become substances. The wheel of substance and relation throws
everything in the cosmos sometimes into one of these roles,
sometimes into the other.” More, “an object always plays both
roles simultaneously, and it is only our reflection on them
that places it more emphatically in one light or another.”*® It
is only our ontological framework, in other words, that stops
the wheel of substance and relation from spinning.

Up to this point, the object-oriented frame seems to provide a
hospitable environment for the reality of a substantive relation
like love. More intriguing parallels develop, however, when
we ponder the connections between Augustine’s substantive
love relation and Harman’s theory of “vicarious causation.”
The claim that all objects (even relations) withdraw into an
autonomous and non-related core presents us with an onto-
logical situation in which, “relations never directly encounter
the autonomous reality of their components.”®® Objects hide
from one another “endlessly, and inflict their mutual blows
only through some vicar or intermediary.”7° This leads to the
necessity of a mediator. This happens through the process of
vicarious causation where “entities influence one another
only by meeting on the interior of a third, where they exist
side-by-side until something happens that allows them to

66 Harman, Guerilla Metaphysics, 20.
& Ibid., 85.
68 Ibid.

% Graham Harman, “On Vicarious Causation,” Collapse, Vol I1: Speculative
Realism, Edited by Robin Mackay (March 2007): 171-205,189.

7 Ibid., 190.
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interact.””* The relation, as a third object, is born out of a kind
of causal necessity: two objects are driven to connect,and so
a relation is born. The site where the connections occur is
not between the two objects’ deep non-relational core, but
along their sensual plane. “Something must happen on the
sensual plane to allow them to make contact.””> The sensual
plane of objects gives birth to the relational object.

The vicarious causation that gives rise to a new relational
object unfolds into a rather Trinitarian dynamic: one object
can only touch another object by the creation of a third. In
this sense, it resembles Augustine’s substantive love relation:
the gap between lovers is filled by the mediating relational
substance of divine love. Even Harman’s choice of language
is interestingly relevant for the example at hand: the love
object is created through the sensual point of contact between
objects (by sensual objects). We might think, then, of the love
object as read out of Augustine’s metaphysics (which is also,
coincidentally, God) as a third object that is borne from the
gap between the lover objects. This also allows for an inter-
esting explanation of how it is that love (which is a relation)
can happen in God, as Augustine declares it to. Love can occur
within an entity, because the entity is (itself) a relation. The
ability to consider love more objectively opens new possibili-
ties for (perhaps heretically) unpacking this orthodox claim.

All of this (the ability to contemplate love as both object and
relation, the theory of vicarious causation that explains the
birth of the new, thing-like, relation) would suggest that OO0
offers a theoretical environment where the reality of love can
be discerned at its most robust. And yet I am skeptical that, in
the last instance, an object-oriented framework can accurately
discern the reality of love—that substantive relation. The
reason, I submit, is that Harman halts the wheel of substance
and relation—forcing relations into the ontological position
of objects. What this means is that, because entities are always
objects, they are each “sealed away in a vacuum devoid of all

7+ Harman, “On Vicarious Causation,” 190.
72 Ibid., 197.
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relation.” These vacuums are “noncommunicating vacuous
zones, ontological bubbles, none of them able to transmit
energy or influence to the others.””s Harman has described
this withdrawal as “the single basic tenet” of an object-oriented
philosophy.’+ The issue of withdrawal has been a subject of
hot debate, on the blogosphere, between process-relational
and object-oriented thinkers. I make, here, no claim about
the possibility of withdrawal as a localized phenomenon. I
merely question its universalizability.

What I mean to suggest is, merely, that withdrawal would
nullify the reality (the very existence) of the substantive
relation that I have illuminated in the preceding pages. To
force the substantive relation into a purely objective status
would be to take an anti-realist ontological approach to its
actuality. For Augustine, the substantive love relation hovers
in a paradoxical and anxious tension between object and
relation. Indeed, I think it'’s appropriate to understand it as
caught up within the wheel of substance and relation. But if
the substantive relation that is love were to be located (at its
most real) within a state of withdrawal, this would make the
love relation something noncommunicating, cut off; existent
within its own private vacuum. In Harman’s ontology, it would
seem entirely possible for a relation like love to exist, in its
full reality, as a Platonically unconnected form. Particular
loves would then be sensual instantiations of this great form.
But for the substantive relation of love that I have explored,
to be shut into a private vacuum (where it is disconnected
and nonrelational) would essentially put an end to the love
relation. It would be, in essence, a love of nothing. This was
for Augustine, as we have seen, the end of love, the nullifica-
tion of love. Love is born into existence (and remains real)
to the extent that it is a love of something—in the best case (by
Augustine’s account) of the deity. The substance and essence
oflove is that it is a relation: a love of. When it is cut off from
its relational status and loves nothing, the love relation col-

73 Harman, Tool Being, 295.
74+ Harman, Guerilla Metaphysics, 20.
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lapses and leaves nothing between lovers. It is in its love of
something that a love relation becomes substantive enough
to fill the gap between lovers.

This is, perhaps, the result of considering the love relation
within a metaphysical frame that is purely objective. Harman
suggests that ontology should be defined as “a description
of the basic structural features” whereas metaphysics treats

“fundamental traits.”’s To say that a given entity (like love)
bears the structural features of an object does not preclude us
from looking at those structural features from another angle
(that of a relation). But to claim that the fundamental traits
of an entity reveal the metaphysics of an object does seem
to push its relational features aside. What I find compelling
about Augustine’s account is that he tenuously flirts with
the notion that love (i.e. God) is an object, thing-like, actual.
But he does not over-commit to this solidity. He allows love
(because it also a relation) to remain just a bit more indeter-
minate, a bit more mysterious. I do not read this as a sign of
analytical weakness. Rather, I see the suggestive contours of
a more supple metaphysic.

75 Harman, “On Vicarious Causation,” 204.
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The Other Face of God

Lacan, Theological Structure, and the
Accursed Remaihder

Levi R. Bryant
Collin College

I. Religion as a Social Structure

EADING THE WORK OF CHRISTO-

IQ pher Hitchens, Richard Dawkins,

nd Daniel Dennett, one gets the

impression that questions of religion and theology revolve
around whether or not these beliefs are accurate represen-
tations of the world.* However, as Levi-Strauss shows in The
Savage Mind, the difference between mythological thought
and scientific thought is not to be understood in terms of
whether it is an accurate representation of the world, but
rather both are variations of a common structural order. As
Levi-Strauss understands it, both myth and scientific thought
are characterized by identical mental operations, but are
merely applied to different materials.> While not wishing to

* Cf. Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion, (New York: Houghton Mifflin
Company, 2006); Daniel Dennett, Breaking the Spell: Religion as a Natural
Phenomenon, (New York: Penguin Books: 2006); Christopher Hitchens,
God is Not Great: How Religion Poisons Everything, (New York: Twelve Books:
Hachette Book Group, 2007).

> “If our interpretation is correct, we are led toward a completely different
view—namely, that the kind of logic in mythical thought is as rigorous as
that of modern science, and that the difference lies, not in the quality of
the intellectual process, but in the nature of things to which it is applied.
This is well in agreement with the situation known to prevail in the field
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follow Levi-Strauss all the way in arguing that structures are

ahistorical invariants of the human mind, in this paper 1 do

wish to argue—drawing heavily on Lacanian psychoanalytic

theory—that religion is a particular structure of thought and

human social formations. From this I will draw some struc-
tural or systemic consequences that follow from this structural

organization. In particular, I wish to identify some structural

features characteristic of a particular type of religious thought

and social organization pertaining to monotheism in terms

of the subject’s precarious relationship to language, masculine

sexuation, and the role that objet a plays in our economy of
desire. I will argue that these features are not accidental by-
products of unique historical conditions, but rather properties

of a particular structural organization. While these structures

might themselves be products of particular socio-historical

conditions, these features will be seen to be part and parcel

of these particular forms of structural organization, such

that where these structural organizations are present, these

features will be present as well in much the same way that

the hypotenuse of a right-triangle is a ratio of'its relation to

the other two sides.

At the outset, it is important to note that it is extremely
difficult to make generalizations about religion. As any theo-
logian or philosopher of religion will tell you, “religion” is a
polythetic concept, having characteristics of what Wittgen-
stein referred to as a set of family resemblances without an
overarching essence. While we may anachronistically refer
to the beliefs of the Aztec and the beliefs of the Christian as
religions, we would be hard-put to find a common essence
characteristic of both. In the course of this essay, I will be re-
ferring to collective formations that posit the transcendence

of technology: What makes a steel ax superior to a stone ax is not that the
first one is better made than the second. They are equally well made, but
steel is quite different from stone. In the same way we may be able to show
that the same logical processes operate in myth as in science,and that man
has always been thinking equally well; but the improvement lies not in an
alleged progress of man’s mind, but in the discovery of new areas to which
it may apply its unchanged and unchanging powers.” Claude Lévi-Strauss,
Structural Anthropology, (New York: Basic Books,1963), 230.
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of'the One. Moreover, following Russell McCutcheon, I here
propose to treat these religious structures not as private, first
person experiences, but rather as social formations.s This
thesis necessarily follows from any Lacanian approach to
religion, for as Lacan argues in Seminar 10, Anxiety, “...the
subject is constituted in the locus of the Other. He constitutes
himself from his mark in relationship to the signifier.”+ If
this is indeed the case—and [ won’t rehearse the arguments
here—then there can be no question of a private subject, or
a subject characterized by immediate interiority and inde-
pendence from the social field. If my thesis that religion isa
structure of particular collective formations rather than a body
of ontological claims and private experiences is correct, then
it follows that certain social formations can be characterized
as religious, regardless of whether they are secular or what we
more commonly refer to as the religious. That is, questions
of whether there is explanation of phenomena through the
supernatural will be secondary to the nature of these struc-
tures, such that a strictly secular system could nonetheless
exemplify these characteristics. As Manfred Frank puts it,

...Structure [is] in the first place only insofar as it is a finite context of
assignments and references among a finite number of oppositive values.
What can be changed in a structure are, at the most, the contentual and
significational attributions, not the order of values itselfs

3 Russell T. McCutcheon, Critics Not Caretakers: Redescribing the Public Study
of Religion, (New York: SUNY, 2001).

4 Jacques Lacan, Seminar 10: LAngoisse, 1962 - 1963 trans. Cormac Gallagher,
unpublished seminar, Seminar of 28 November 1962. Lacan develops his
account of subject formation in terms of alienation and separation between
seminars 9 and 14. Unfortunately I will be unable to develop this account
here, but for excellent discussions of the Lacanian subject cf. Mladen Dolar,
“The Cogito as Subject of the Unconscious” in Slavoj Zizek ed., Cogito and the
Unconscious, (Durham: Duke University Press,1998),11-40; Paul Verhaeghe,
“Causation and Destitution of a Pre-Ontological Non-entity: On the Lacanian
Subject,” in Dany Nobus ed., Key Concepts of Lacanian Psychoanalysis, (New
York: Other Press, 1998),164-189; and Bruce Fink, The Lacanian Subject: Be-
tween Language and Jouissance, (Princeton: Princeton University Press,1995).

s Manfred Frank, What is Neostructuralism?, (Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 1989), 65.
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The terms that might fill a particular position in a structure
might change—being supernatural in one instance and secular
in another—but the value of the relations remains the same.
But prior to this we need to pass through the discussion ofa
number of issues, ranging from linguistics to set theory, that
will initially seem far removed from questions of religion
and theology. This will provide the resources for discerning
how this theological structure is a response to the problem
of the Real. What I wish to understand is why there is a pre-
dominance of violence among social formations organized
around the primacy of the One. The joke of this paper will
be that this is the result of a set-theoretical paradox.

I1. The Problem of Language

During the final phase of his work extending from roughly
1964 to the end of his life, Lacan came to focus increasingly
on the role of the Real in the triad composing the Symbolic,
Imaginary,and Real. This entailed understanding the forma-
tions of the unconscious—roughly symptoms—as attempts
to recreate a harmony with the Real. As Lacan puts it,

Whenever we speak of cause...there is always something anti-conceptual,
something indefinite. The phases of the moon are the cause of tides—we

know this from experience, we know that the word cause is correctly
used here. Or again, miasmas are the cause of fever—that doesn’t mean

anything either, there is a hole, and something that oscillates in the

interval. In short, there is a cause only in something that doesn’t work.
Well! It is at this point that [ am trying to make you see by approxima-
tion that the Freudian unconscious is situated at that point, where,
between cause and that which it affects, there is always something

wrong. The important thing is not that the unconscious determines

neurosis—ofthat one Freud can quite happily, like Pontius Pilot, wash

his hands...For what the unconscious does is show us the gap through

which neurosis recreates a harmony with a real—a real that may well

not be determined.®

¢ Jacques Lacan, The Four Fundamental Concepts of Psycho-Analysis, (New York:
W.W. Norton and Company,1998), 22.
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Importantly, Levi-Strauss makes an analogous claim in Struc-
tural Anthropology: “...since the purpose of myth is to provide
a logical model capable of overcoming a contradiction (an
impossible achievement if, as it happens, the contradiction is
real), a theoretically infinite number of slates will be generated,
each one slightly different from the others.”” In short, itisa
gap or Real in the social system or symbolic order that will
generate mythic productions, just as it is a gap or Real in the
unconscious that will generate symptoms, slips of the tongue,
jokes, bungled actions, acts of forgetting, dreams, etc. The
product of this attempt to re-create a harmony between the
symbolic and the real is, of course, the symptom. A symptom
can be anything from the dramatic compulsion to repeatedly
wash one’s hands to a simple slip of the tongue or a dream.
What is important is that the symptom is a response to a gap,
lack, or absence which is characterized as Real.

Lacan gives two key formulations in characterizing the
specific difference of the Real: on the one hand, Lacan claims
that the Real is that which always returns to its place. In
the middle Lacan, something qualifies as Real if it has this
quality of always returning to its place. Here, then, we might
think of the movement of the planets. We can see how this
characterization of the Real evolves over the course of his
thought insofar as the symptom comes to increasingly be
conceived as that which always returns to its place in the
psychic economy of the subject. The symptom might occur in
avariety of manifestations—a phobia of a weasel might turn
into a phobia of planes—but these various manifestations
will share a structural identity. In fact, we might even think
of that final moment of analysis, which involves identifica-
tion with the symptom, as consisting in the eternal return of
the symptom. While it is certainly true that the movement
ofthe symptom produces an endless variety of symptomatic
formations, the lack or absence around which these forma-
tions occur is always the same. A good deal of analysis thus
consists in the mapping of this lack in its sheer nonsensical

7 Lévi-Strauss, Structural Anthropology, 229.
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being (the movement from symptoms imbued with meaning
to the sinthome as pure process without meaning). Part of
traversing the fantasy consists in coming to stand before this
fundamental void borne of castration covered over by fantasy.

On the other hand, Lacan characterizes the Real as the im-
possible. It is with this formulation of the Real that we truly
enter Lacan’s mature thought. Here the claim that the Real is
the impossible should not be equated with idiotic common
sense platitudes to the effect that pigs will never fly or pigs
and donkeys cannot mate. As Lacan argues, impossibility is
not to be understood as related to possibility, but necessity.
Moreover, we ought not understand impossibility as being
defined in terms of what people or a given culture believes
is possible or impossible. Rather, the sort of impossibility
Lacan has in mind are formal impossibilities like the sort
that arise in logic or mathematics. Most often these formal
impossibilities have to do with sets that do not include them-
selves, like the set of all sets that do not include themselves.
Such entities generate irresolvable paradoxes. Thus there is a
special relationship between paradox and impossibility as it
pertains to the Lacanian Real. The Real is not reality—the lat-
ter, Lacan claims, is only ever approached through the frame
of fantasy®—but rather is an impasse of formalization.® This
impasse of formalization or the Real, Lacan will argue, does
not cease writing itself;*° which is to say, it does not cease
producing symptoms in an attempt to recreate a harmony
between the symbolic and the real. The graphs of sexuation,

8 “To the right is the scant reality on which the pleasure principle is based,
which is such that everything we are allowed to approach by way of reality
remains rooted in fantasy.” Jacques Lacan, Seminar 20: Encore, (New York:
W.W. Norton & Company,1998), p. 94-95.

> “This is where the real distinguishes itself. The real can only be inscribed
on the basis of an impasse of formalization” (Ibid., 93).

© “The necessary—what I propose to accentuate for you with this mode—is
that which doesn’t stop what?—being written...“What doesn’t stop being
written’ is a modal category, and its not the one you might have expected
to be opposed to the necessary, which would have been the contingent. Can
you imagine? The necessary is linked to the impossible, and this ‘doesn’t
stop not being written’ is the articulation whereof” (Ibid., 59).
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along with the stances of hysteria (“am I a man or a woman?”)
and obsession (“am I alive or am I dead?”) can be seen as
variations on these set theoretical paradoxes.™

Thus, for instance, the problem with the set of all sets that
do not include themselves is that if the set of all sets that do
not include themselves includes itself, then it simultane-
ously must belong to itself and exclude itself. If it belongs
to itself then it has violated the property defining member-
ship to itself: Namely, it is no longer the set of all sets are not
members of themselves. Likewise, if it is not a member of itself,
then there is at least one signifier that does not belong to the
set of all sets that are not members of themselves, thereby
undermining the totality of this set. The set of all sets that
are not members of themselves is consequently a paradoxical
notion. The symbolic thus generates impasses of formaliza-
tions, these impasses express formal impossibilities, and
these formal impossibilities are what characterize the Real.
Moreover these impossibilities are intriguing in that they
always return to their place. They always occur in the same
place and thus mark a certain invariance in the symbolic
which otherwise does not exist. Although I cannot develop
this claim in detail here, Lacan will define three formal
impasses that fundamental fantasy strives to surmount: the
non-existence of the sexual relation, questions of our origin
as subjects, and the non-existence of Woman.»

Now, having briefly unfolded Lacan’s conception of the
Real, it is worth noting that his conception of the signifier
perfectly exemplifies Russell’s paradox or the paradox of the
set of all sets that do not include themselves. Lacan gives his
most striking formulation of this feature of the signifier in
Seminar 14, The Logic of Fantasy, when he remarks that, “...it is
ofthe nature of each and every signifier not to be able in any

1 Cf. Jacques Lacan, Seminar III: The Psychoses, (New York: W.W. Norton &
Company,1993),178 - 179.

2 On the primary questions underlying fundamental fantasy, cf. Paul Ver-
haeghe, Does the Woman Exist? From Freud’s Hysteric to Lacan’s Feminine, (New
York: Other Press, 1999),159 - 177.
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case to signify itself”s To say that a signifier cannot signify
itself'is to say that no signifier is a member of itself. Rather, as
Lacan’s discourse of the master illustrates, the signifier must
always refer to another signifier. Lacan immediately follows
this up with reference to how this generates Russell’s paradox
or the paradox of the set of all sets that are not members of
themselves.

It is too late for me to impose on you, in a hurry, the writing of this in-
augural point for the whole of set theory, which implies that this theory
can only function starting from an axiom described as specification.
Namely, that the only interest in making a set function is when there
exists another set which can be defined by the definition of certain x’s
in the first as freely satisfying a certain proposition. “Freely” means:
independently of any quantification: small number or all. The result
of this...is that by positing any set whatsoever, by defining in it the
proposition that I indicated as specifying X’s in it, as being simply
that X is not a member of itself—that which, as regards what interests
us, namely, for the following, which is necessarily once one wishes to
introduce the myth of a reduced language: that there is a language
which is not one, namely, which constitutes, for example the totality
of signifiers. What is proper to the totality of signifiers, I will show
it to you in detail, involves the following as necessary—if we simply
admit that the signifier cannot signify itself—involves the following
as necessary: that there is something that does not belong to this set.
It is not possible to reduce language, simply because of the fact that
language cannot constitute a closed set; in other words: that there is
no Universe of discourse.™

The consequences of this simple observation are profound.
It will be recalled that at the outset I pointed out that the
subject is constituted in the field of the Other or the field of
language. Lacan develops his account of subject formation in
seminars 10-14 in his account of alienation and separation.

3 Jacques Lacan, Seminar 14: The Logic of Fantasy, 1966 - 1967, trans. Cormac
Gallagher, unpublished seminar, Seminar of 16 November 1966.

4 Ibid.
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On the one hand, this will entail that the subject can never
find a signifier for itself within the symbolic order that would
adequately name it or fix its identity. Why? Simply because
another signifier will always be required to engender the
sense of any signifier. As Manfred Frank puts it speaking in
the context of the Derridean notion of play,

We are already familiar with the other object Derrida puts forward

against the idea of a principle or a closure of structure. It is of a sys-
tematic nature and maintains that even the signification of a structural

principle—in the semantic sense of the word “signification”—cannot
escape the law of determination by means of opposition and thus can

constitute itself only within the referential play of signifiers of structure.
As a result, one has to give up the idea that the blueprint of structure,
its transcendental principle, commandeers structure and keeps it in

order from outside. One has to concede, on the contrary, that we are, as

Derrida says, entangled in structures and have no possibility of getting
beyond our Being-inside-structures.’s

Although Frank is here referring to Derrida’s critique of
Lévi-Strauss’s thesis of unchanging synchronic structures
functioning as an infrastructure for the various myths we
find about us, these claims equally characterize Lacan’s
understanding of the signifier. When Frank here refers to
“determination,” he is referring to the necessity of distinction
in terms of what something is not for something to become
determinate. As Hegel quotes Spinoza as saying, omnis deter-
minatio est negatio. Lacan had begun developing these claims
in 1961, in Seminar IX: Identification, nearly ten years before
Derrida published Speech and Phenomena or Writing and Dif-
ference. Indeed, in Seminar 9, given between 1961-1962, one
will even find a sophisticated discussion of writing and the
trace. Questions of precedence aside, the upshot of this thesis
is that the subject, insofar as it is constituted in the field of
the Other, will experience its identity as precarious as it will
be unable to fix on one signifier to ground or support that

s Frank, What is Neostructuralism?, 61-62.
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identity. One more will always be needed. In certain respects,
this is the hysterical core of neurotic subjectivity. The hysteric
is perpetually asking the Other “what am I?,” “tell me who I
am?,” but never finds a satisfactory answer.

However, matters are far worse than identities rendered
precarious by virtue of every signifier requiring determina-
tion by another signifier; for if it is the case that the signifier
is an example of a set characterized by not belonging to itself,
then it follows that there cannot be a set of all signifiers or
a totality of signifiers. As Lacan so forcefully puts it, “there
is no Universe of discourse.” This point will be expressed
throughout Lacan’s teaching in a variety of ways: Lacan will
express it in the aphorism that “the Other does not exist,” i.e.,
that it does not form a closed and consistent totality. Likewise,
Lacan will claim that “there is no Other of the Other.” The
upshot of this, as we will see, is that not only is the subject,
like Joseph K. in Kafka’s Trial and Castle, unable to discover a
stable name or identity for itself; it also discovers that there is
no support for its very being. It is precisely here,  will argue,
that the site of religion emerges.

II1. Masculine Sexuation and Onto-Theology

As we have seen, there are thus two inter-related poles between
which language is problematic. On the one hand, at the pole
of the subject, there is no stable signifier that would anchor or
fix the subject’s identity. On the other hand, at the pole of the
symbolic or the Other, language is unable to form a fixed or
closed totality without falling into an impasse of formaliza-
tion. As Lacan puts it, “the Other does not exist,” which is to
say, it does not form a closed totality. In a closely related vein,
Lacan will also claim that “there is no Other of the Other,” or
signifier standing outside this play of the signifier (S,), secur-
ing a foundation and stability for the endless sliding of the
signifiers (S,). As Lacan puts it in “Subversion of the Subject,”

Let us begin with the conception of the Other as the locus of the sig-
nifier. No authoritative statement has any other guarantee here than
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its very enunciation, since it would be pointless for the statement to
seek it in another signifier, which could in no way appear outside that
locus. I formulate this by saying that there is no metalanguage that can
be spoken, or, more aphoristically, that there is no Other of the Other.
And when the Legislator (he who claims to lay down the Law) comes
forward to make up for this, he does so as an imposter.*®

To say that there is no Other of the Other is to say that there
is no signifier that would complete the set of all signifiers,
establishing a totality and system of all possible relations,
thereby guaranteeing speech. It is precisely this that Lacan
illustrates in the discourse of the master:

Discourse of the Master

Impossibility
S =S,
$//a

Impotence

In the upper left-hand portion of the discourse we have the
master-signifier (S,), while to the left we have the battery
of signifiers (S,). The master-signifier here functions as an
“Other of the Other,” totalizing and completing that battery
in a finite and consistent whole. In terms of the passage we
just saw from “Subversion of the Subject,” this would be the
so-called Legislator laying down the law. However, we note
that in the position of the product we find the objet a. Despite
this attempted totalization, a remainder is produced that
fails to be integrated in the symbolic totality. The master-
signifier proposes itself as outside the play of the signifier
and therefore capable of forming a totality, yet it inevitably
fails in this vocation. Why? Because no signifier, including the
master-signifier, can signify itself. As Derrida so nicely puts it,

16 Jacques Lacan, Ecrits: The First Complete Edition in English trans. Bruce Fink,
(New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 2006), 688.
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The concept of centered structure is in fact the concept of a play based

on a fundamental ground, a play constituted on the basis of a funda-
mental immobility and a reassuring certitude, which itself is beyond

the reach of play. And on the basis of this certitude, anxiety can be

master, for anxiety is invariably the result of a certain mode of being

implicated in the game, of being caught by the game, of being as it were

at stake in the game from the outset...This is why one perhaps could

say that the movement of any archaeology, like that of any eschatology,
is an accomplice of this reduction of the structurality of structure and

always attempts to conceive of structure on the basis of a full presence

which is beyond play.”

Derrida is here extremely close to Lacan. The upshot of the

differential nature of the signifier is that any attempt to total-
ize the system of signifiers necessarily fails,leaving behind a

remainder, that cannot be integrated in the system. It is for

this reason that the barred subject (§) appears in the position

of truth in this discourse, or as that which is unconscious or

which must be excluded while animating the discourse. On

the one hand, this discourse perpetually strives to surmount

its division or lack produced in and through language (8),
presenting itself'in the semblance of completeness and totality
(S,).On the other hand, this discourse perpetually finds this

gap or division returning in the form of the loss or remain-
der (a) produced by this discourse when the master-signifier
intervenes in the battery of signifiers (S ). For this reason, the

upper level of the discourse is characterized by impossibility
insofar as the master-signifier is never sufficient to produce

the totality it aims at; while the lower level of the discourse

is characterized by impotence insofar as the divided subject
(8) is forever separated from the lost object or remainder (a)

thereby failing to attain completeness. Consequently, this

discourse endlessly repeats in an infinite variety of ways, for-
ever striving to recoup what it loses through language. This

point, the function of the remainder, will become extremely
important in a moment.

7 Jacques Derrida, Writing and Difference, (Chicago: The University of Chi-
cago Press, 1978), 279.
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Having outlined the impasse of formalization characteristic
oflanguage, I would now like to situate theological structure
in terms of the masculine side of Lacan’s graphs of sexuation.
For Lacan, the graphs of sexuation do not refer to biological
sex, nor do they refer to socially constructed gender. It is im-
portant to note that subjects that are biologically female can
occupy a masculine structure of sexuation, just as subjects
that are biologically male can be sexuated female. Rather than
being an issue of biology, the structures of sexuation are two
ways in which subjects relate to this impasse of formalization
or the Real. As Zizek puts it, for Lacan,

...sex, sexual positions, [are] not something simply discursively con-
structed. But for all that, Lacan, of course, does not return to a naive

position of sex as something substantially pre-discursively given. Sex is

not a symbolic discursive construction. What is it? It emerges precisely
where symbolization fails. That's Lacan’s point. That, in other words,
we are sexed beings precisely because symbolization necessarily fails.
And sexuality means two versions of this failure.’s

My thesis is that mono-theistic structure can be comprehended
in terms of the masculine side of the graph of sexuation. As
a reminder, I understand mono-theistic structure to be any
social formation organized around the primacy of the One
or the master-signifier as a technology for totalizing language.
From this mapping, we should be able to draw attention to
some salient features of this type of formation.

The issue of sexuation is not about biological sex, but about
the sort of jouissance one is able to obtain.” Lacan’s concept
ofjouissance is highly polysemous, and can refer to a variety
of different types of jouissance—phallic jouissance, surplus-
jouissance, Other-jouissance—but the term cannot strictly be
translated as “pleasure.” Where pleasure is produced through
a decrease in tension, according to Freud, jouissance can be
thought as an increase in tension that is often experienced

8 Slavoj Zizek, Interrogating the Real, (London: Continuum Books, 2005), 81.

v Bruce Fink, Lacan to the Letter: Reading Ecrits Closely, (Minneapolis: Uni-
versity of Minnesota Press, 2004),158.
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as painful. Translating the term as “enjoyment” can thus be
misleading, as the term is also sometimes used to refer to
any sort of affect, such as anxiety, sadness, depression, joy, etc.

Lacan presents his graph of sexuation as a formalization
of two formal impasses or deadlocks in the subject’s attempt
to attain jouissance. The upper and lower levels of the top
portion of the graphs of sexuation are to be read together
such that the upper level indicates a structure of fantasy and
the lower level indicates how the subject relates to jouissance.
The lower portion of the graph of sexuation represents the
manner in which the subject strives to surmount this real or
formal impasse. The left-hand portion of the graph represents
the masculine structure of sexuation, while the right-hand
side represents the feminine structure of sexuation.

Ix dx Ix dx
VX @&Xx VX o&x
3 S(X)
\a Woman
o< |

The upper portion of the masculine side of the graph of sexu-
ation can be read as “there is a form of jouissance that is not
subject to castration.”° “Castration,” here, should be taken to
refer to submission to the symbolic order. In Freud’s myth of the
primal father in Totem and Taboo, the primal father exemplifies

20 Fink, Lacan to the Letter, 160.
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this proposition as he has no limits to his sexual enjoyment.
That is, not only can the primal father enjoy all women in

the tribe, he can enjoy his own mother and daughters as well.
There are no limitations to his enjoyment. Whenever we say
that God is omnipotent we are also saying that God exempli-
fies this proposition, as omnipotence implies no restriction to

power and enjoyment. Similarly, some think of the extremely
wealthy, rock stars, or porn stars as exemplifying this state.
Roughly, whenever we imagine that there’s someone who is

completely satisfied, without any impediments or limitations,
we’re in the domain of the first line.

The lower line of the masculine side of the graph of sexua-
tion can be read as saying “All of a man’s jouissance is phallic
jouissance. Every single one of his satisfactions may come
up short.”>* The idea here is that all jouissance is mediated in
the symbolic such that it is experienced as coming up short
or lacking in some way. This is a consequence, once again, of
the principle that the signifier cannot signify itself. Because
the signifier is differential, no term will be immediate or
complete, but will rather always embody absence or a refer-
ence to other signifiers. Every time I get a bit of recognition,
every time I get a new honor, every time I get an article ora
book published, every time I get a new car, buy a new book,
etc., I experience this satisfaction as less than expected or as
coming up short. The jouissance I actually obtain is less than
the jouissance I expected. As Fink writes,

There is no barrier between my desire for something as formulated

or articulated in signifiers (S) and what can satisfy me. Thus the sat-
isfaction I take in realizing my desire is always disappointing. This

satisfaction, subject to the bar between the signifier and the signified,
fails to fulfill me—it always leaves something more to be desired. That
is phallic jouissance. Just as one cannot take the lack out of Lacan, one

cannot take the failure out of the phallus.>

21 Fink, Lacan to the Letter, 160.
22 [bid.
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FinK’s point here evokes Hegel’s old joke about how you can-
not buy “fruit.” There’s no such thing as “fruit,” only oranges,
apples, grapes, etc. Fruit is a signifier that cannot be had.
The abstractness of the signifier—if that's an adequate way
of putting it—is always in conflict with the concreteness of
jouissance, such that each bit of jouissance we obtain is expe-
rienced as not being “it.” More fundamentally, I experience
myselfas limited or lacking, as constitutively incomplete. This
structural disappointment in the masculine side of the graph
of sexuation is represented by the arrow running from the
barred subject (8) to objet a, where the subject is perpetually
pursuing this elusive remainder without being able to catch
it. It is notworthy that this is simply another schematization
of Lacan’s discourse of the master, where we saw that the
totalization of the symbolic field always leaves a remainder.

Now here is the key point: The upper level and lower level of
the masculine graph of sexuation must be read together to signify
a particular deadlock or antinomy within the masculine way of
relating to jouissance. Let the upper portion of the graph be a
specifically masculine fantasy of complete or total jouissance.
It is because a man believes either that A) total jouissance is
possible through some action or object or social position,
or B) that some other person or being has total jouissance,
that he comes to find all the jouissance that is available in
his day to day life insufficient. Take the following passage
from Descartes’ third meditation as an exemplification of
this structure:

[1]...should...[not]...think that I do not perceive the infinite by means
of a true idea, but only through a negation of the finite, just as I per-
ceive rest and darkness by means of a negation of motion and light.
On the contrary, I clearly understand that there is more reality in an
infinite substance than there is in a finite one. Thus the perception
of the infinite is somehow prior in me to the perception of the finite,
that is, my perception of God is prior to my perception of myself. For
how would I understand that I doubt and that I desire, that is, that I
lack something that I am not wholly perfect, unless there were some
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idea in me of a more perfect being, by comparison with which I might
recognize my defects??

Descartes is here arguing that we cannot arrive at the idea of
the infinite or perfect simply by negating the finite. Indeed,
his whole point is that my very ability to see myselfand enti-
ties in the world as imperfect and lacking is because I already
have the idea of perfection. But since this idea of perfection
is a necessary condition for seeing things as imperfect, I
could not have learned this idea from experience. Therefore,
says Descartes, only a perfect being could have put this idea
in me. Descartes’ point, then, is that the idea of God, of an
uncastrated being, is the very condition of my desire insofar
as I desire to move from a less perfect to a more perfect state.
This passage exemplifies the structure of masculine sexual-
ity perfectly. On the upper portion of the graph we have God,
while on the lower portion of the graph we have the subject
that desires to know. In between, there is always a remainder
that falls away. Lacan, of course, will argue that this structure
results not from God, but from our alienation in the signifier.

II1. Theology and Dirt

What consequences follow from this elaboration of the theo-
logical structure of masculine sexuation? What does it allow
us to discern? In order to draw these consequences, we must
focus on the role that objet a plays in these structures. Philo-
sophically it is difficult to know how to situate Nietzsche’s
proclamation that God is dead. It would be a mistake to
suggest that this is an ontological thesis or a philosophical
argument against the existence of God, for Nietzsche does
not demonstrate to us, as an atheist might, that there is no
God. Rather, Nietzsche claims that a fundamental mutation
or shift has occurred in how we understand the world and

3 René Descartes, Discourse on Method and Meditations on First Philosophy
trans. Cress, (Indianapolis: Hacket Publishing Company,1998), 76.
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the nature of being. That is, Nietzsche gives us a version of
the failure of symbolic efficiency. I will not here enter into a
long discussion of Nietzsche’s narrative as to how we came to
kill God. This is not a joyous proclamation—though it may
have joyous consequences—but a lament. As Lacan argues,
traversing the phantasy lies not so much in coming to see
how we are castrated, fissured, or non-identical, but rather
coming to see how the big Other through which we organized
our desire and identity does not itself exist. That is, the very
co-ordinates of our world, desire,and identity collapse when
we come to discern the non-existence of the big Other. This
comes out most clearly in Descartes’ third meditation, where
we are shown how God is not simply the guarantor of the truth
of clear and distinct ideas, but of our very being or existence.
In this precise Lacanian sense, then, both atheist and theist
can still think prior to the death of God, insofar as both rely
on a guarantee of truth.

What strikes me as crucial to Nietzsche’s declaration of the
death of God, is the accompanying claim that we have wiped
away the horizon, that we now move without direction, that
we are suspended in an infinite void and cold, empty space.
All of this returns us to the set theoretical paradoxes sur-
rounding the nature of the signifier. The death of God seems
to signify a world that has lost its coordinates and that the
ground has disappeared beneath us. I take it that the term
“God” is a generic term for any sort of transcendental signi-
fier (the upper portion of the masculine graph of sexuation)
that would fix meaning and identity. It would be a mistake to
assume that “God” simply refers to the God of monotheistic
religion. Rather, God is a generic term referring to a particular
operator, to anything on the order of a form, essence, tran-
scendence, identity, substance, permanence, ideal, wholeness,
totality,and so on. Similar sentiments could be expressed, for
instance, following the collapse of a nation or empire, where
the name of the nation or empire serves this God-operation
for its subjects.

While the death of God is not an ontological claim, it does
present an ontological opening or challenge. This logic is
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deeply attached to that of identity and generates a particular
sort of antagonism. In De Ordine, Augustine writes that,

The soul therefore, holding fast to this order, and now devoted to phi-
losophy; at first introspects itself; and—as soon as that mode of learn-
ing has persuaded it that reason either is the soul itself or belong to it,
and that there is in reason nothing more excellent or dominant than
numbers, or that reason is nothing else than number—soliloquizes
thus: “By some kind of inner and hidden activity of mine, I am able
to analyze and synthesize the things that ought to be learned; and this
faculty of mine is called reason.”...Therefore, both in analyzing and in
synthesizing, it is oneness that [ see, it is oneness that I love. But when
I analyze, I seek a homogenous unit; and when I synthesize, I look for
an integral unit. In the former case, the foreign elements are avoided;
in the latter, proper elements are conjoined to form something united
and perfect. In order that a stone be a stone, all its parts and its entire
nature have been consolidated into one. What about a tree? Is it not true
that it would not be a tree if it were not one? What about the members
and entrails of any animate being, or any of its component parts? Of
a certainty, if they undergo a severance of unity, it will no longer be an
animal. And what else do friends strive for, but to be one? And the more
they are one, so much the more they are friends. A population forms
a city, and dissension is full of danger for it: to dissent—what is that,
but to think diversely? An army is made up of many soldiers. And is
not any multitude so much the less easily defeated in proportion as it
is the more closely united? In fact, the joining is itself called a coin, a
co-union, as it were. What about every kind of love? Does it not wish to
become one with what it is loving? And if it reaches its object, does it
not become one with it? Carnal pleasure affords ardent delight for no
other reason than because the bodies of lovers are brought into union.
Why is sorrow distressful? Because it tries to rend what used to be one.*

A central onto-theological assumption is not so much that of
God—the God-function, as Descartes argues, is only a guaran-
tor of truth and order, which cannot be guaranteed by our

2+ Albert Hofstadter and Richard Kuhns, eds., Philosophies of Art © Beauty:
Selected Readings in Aesthetics from Plato to Heidegger, (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press,1964),182-183.
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senses or appearances alone—but rather the assumption of
the One. Whether the One be substance remaining identical
throughout change such as Descartes’ wax, or the one of the
transcendent form immune to the distortions of images, ap-
pearances,and sophists, or whether it be the one of personal
identity, the nation, our kind of people, or a subject that is
the same despite all its ever changing thoughts, or the one of
a holistic universe where everything is interconnected and
harmonious, or the one of a State, the one is always the avatar
of theological thought. As such, the death of God signifies
first and most fundamentally the end of the primacy of the
One in whatever form it might take. To announce the death
of the God is, as both Deleuze and Badiou have declared,
to simultaneously declare that the One, the identical, the
same, is only a product, a result, a term-become rather than
a foundation or first.

Philosophically those ontologies premised on identity or
the One as their first principle produce irresolvable set-theo-
retical problems. Ethically and politically such philosophies
are premised on the predominance of the Imaginary, the
yearning for totality, completeness and wholeness, as can be
seen in Augustine’s example of the army and the city, where
dissension and the stranger are seen as threats. The problem
is that such organizations are inherently conflictual. As Plo-
tinus, another thinker of the One will write when describing
beauty and purity,

If a man has been immersed in filth or daubed with mud, his native
comeliness disappears and all that is seen is the foul stuff besmearing
him: his ugly condition is due to the alien matter that has encrusted
him, and if he is to win back his grace it must be his business to scour
and purify himself and make himself what he was.s

In the same passage, Plotinus draws comparisons to the be-
smeared man covered in mud, and the stained soul, impure
gold, and the way in which the One, the Good, and the Beautiful

s Hofstadter and Kuhns, Philosophies of Art ¢ Beauty, 146.
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are contaminated by matter itself. In the case of both Plotinus
and Augustine, there seems to be a close correlation between
the primacy of the One and contamination which threatens
the One. Every desire for the One—whether in the form of
identity, collective unity, the holism of the universe, etc.—is
always accompanied by this “foul stuff that besmears” it or
the alien matter that must be eradicated or defended against.

IV.The One and the Extimacy of Contamination

However, while we here see a close correlation between asser-
tions of the One and concern about the foreign, what we have
not yet established is that this dialectic is internal to identity
and the One itself. That is, it could yet be that there is the One
and something comes from the outside, contaminating the
One from without. The immigrant, as it were, invades our land.
What needs to be shown is that this contamination is always
already internal to the One itself. Put otherwise, it must be
shown that the contamination of the One is not something
that comes from the outside, sullying what would otherwise
be a pure identity, but rather that organizations premised on
the supremacy of the One must, by virtue of their own neces-
sity, produce an outside that simultaneously marks and veils
the impossibility of the One. The is, the signifier subtracted
from the chain of differentiality must be veiled in its truth
that it too is diacritical or differential, while simultaneously
marking the place of its failure or the remainder that it pro-
duces. It is precisely this that Lacan’s account of masculine
sexuation, the Real, and the discourse of the master allows
us to thematize.

Language is always constitutively incomplete. This is not
simply a contingent accident such that we could finally
rectify it by adding one more (encore!) signifier, but is an
essential feature of any system or the mark of systematicity
as such. From a psychoanalytic perspective, this logic is seen
most clearly in Totem and Taboo and Group Psychology and the
Analysis of Ego. The consistency of the social system is only
made through the subtraction or addition of a particular ele-
ment, a supplement—that is always provisional in its support
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at best—such that this element has the paradoxical status of
simultaneously being a part of the system and outside the
system. It is this supplementary signifier that I have referred
to as the “God-function.” Thus, when Lacan claims that there
is no metalanguage, he is essentially claiming that there is
no point of view one can adopt on language that would allow
one to survey the whole from the outside.

If there is no metalanguage, then this is by virtue of the
fact that language is, as we have seen, diacritical such that
every “element” of language takes on its identity by virtue of
its difference to the other elements. Insofar as each element
only takes on its identity with respect to the other elements,
no element is ever simply present, but each element is always
already dispersed or “contaminated” by the other elements.
Thus we encounter the formal impossibility,impasse, or Real
characterizing the impossibility of ever arriving at simple
identity with oneself. As many post-structuralist thinkers
have observed, identity is always already contaminated by
difference by virtue of the diacritical play of language. This is
justanother way of saying S /$ in the discourse of the master.

Zizek gives a terrific example of this principle in his mag-
num opus, For They Know Not What They Do. As ZiZek remarks
in the context of a discussion of Hegel’s distinction between
boundary and limit,

National identification is an exemplary case of how an external border
is reflected into an internal limit. Of course, the first step towards the
identity of the nation is defined through differences from other na-
tions, via an external border: if I identify myself as an Englishman, I
distinguish myself from the French, Germans, Scots, Irish, and so on.
However, in the next stage, the question is raised of who among the
English are “the real English,” the paradigm of Englishness; who are the
Englishmen who correspond in full to the notion of English... However,
the final answer is of course that nobody is full English, that every em-
pirical Englishman contains something “non-English’—Englishness
thus becomes an “internal limit,” an unattainable point which prevents
empirical Englishmen from achieving full identity-with-themselves.?

6 Slavoj Zizek, For They Know Not What They Do: Enjoyment as a Political Factor,
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National identity here corresponds to the master-signifier
(S,) in the discourse of the master or the upper portion of the
masculine graph of sexuation. The diacritical nature of identity
is the lower portion of the masculine graph of sexuation or
our inability to embody “Englishness.” Zizek’s point is that
insofar as a nation is defined by a boundary, it’s identity can
only be established in its difference from other nations. We
can readily observe this phenomenon at work in personal
identity as well; for as Lacan shows in the second cell of the
graph of desire, my identity is only arrived at differentially
in relation to others.

What we have here is thus the real of identity or the way in
which identity, properly speaking, is impossible. Neither a
nation nor a person is able to ever arrive at identity with itself
insofar as it is differentially structured with respect to other
nations and identities. Thus when ZiZek claims that social
antagonisms are always structured around an impossible
Real, one way of understanding him would be to point to this
formal impossibility of achieving identity. This impossible
Real is not without consequences; for as a traumatic impos-
sibility it turns the accomplishment of identity into an insistent
demand. Despite the fact that identity is formally impossible
insofar as it is always-already contaminated by difference,
identity or respite from the play of diacritics is nonetheless
demanded. Just as the Real of castration produces desire in
the subject, the Real of impossible identity produces a sort of
collective desire or fantasy. Identity must be accomplished
even if impossible. Or rather, we might say, it does not cease
to write itself.

In this respect, identity is not established through a total-
ization of the system in question, but is instead produced
by having some contingent entity stand for the totality of
entities, allowing a totality to provisionally produce itself.
For instance, some partic