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SYNOPSIS

The thesis tries to define and explain the rudiments of a ‘non-
philosophical’ or ‘non-decisional’ theory of materialism on the basis of a
theoretical framework provided by the ‘non-philosophy’ of Francois
Laruelle. Neither anti-philosophical nor anti-materialist in character, non-
materialism tries to construct a rigorously transcendental theory of matter by
using certain instances of philosophical materialism as its source material.

T'he materialist decision to identify the real with matter is seen to retain a
structural 1somorphy with the phenomenological decision to identify the real
with the phenomenon. Both decisions are shown to operate on the basis of a
methodological 1dealism; materialism on account of its confusion of matter
and concept; phenomenology by virtue of its confusion of phenomenon and
logos. By dissolving the  respectively  ‘materiological’  and
‘phenomenological’ amphibolies which are the result of the failure to effect a
rigorously transcendental separation between matter and concept on the one
hand; and between phenomenon and logos on the other, non-materialist
theory proposes to mobilise the non-hybrid or non-decisional concepts of a
"‘matter-without-concept” and of a ‘phenomenon-without-logos’ in order to
effect a unified but non-unitary theory of phenomenology and materialism.
The result 1s a materialisation of thinking that operates according to matter’s
foreclosure to decision. That 1s to say, a transcendental theory of the
phenomenon that licenses limitless phenomenological plasticity,
unconstrained by the apparatus of eidetic intuition or any horizon of
apophantic disclosure; yet one which 1s simultaneously a transcendental
theory of matter, uncontaminated by the bounds of empirical perception and

free of all phenomenological circumscription.



INTRODUCTION

MATERIALISM, SCIENCE,

PHENOMENOLOGY

Philosophy and Non-Philosophy

This thesis will attempt to articulate something that we shall
characterise as a ‘non-Decisional’ or ‘non-philosophical’ materialism in
accordance with the theoretical framework provided by Francois Laruelle’s
‘non-philosophy’. However, to explain what we mean by a ‘non-
philosophical’ materialism, and why it in no way constitutes an anti-
philosophical materialism, is to explain why the expression ‘non-philosophy’
as used by Laruelle 1s in no way indicative of an anti-philosophical stance.
Thus, from the very outset, our attempt to communicate the powerfully
original 1mport of Laruelle’s work through the elucidation of a non-
philosophical materialism must first proceed by setting aside the immediately
possible misinterpretations triggered by the expression ‘non-philosophy’.

Laruelle’s non-philosophy 1s not yet another voice joining in the
clamorous post-modern chorus celebrating the supposed death ot philosophy.

Yet neither is it a variant of deconstruction, petitioning the undecidable 1n



philosophy is not an anti-philosophical doctrine but a theory for philosophy, a
theory that, once applied to a philosophical material, radically reconfigures

the structures of philosophical thought on the basis of that material. Far from

seeking to terminate or to interrupt philosophical Decision!, the Laruellean
practise of non-philosophy constitutes a non-Decisional theory for
philosophical Decision; a theoretical praxis which seeks to broaden the
horizons of Decision and widen the conceptual possibilities available to
philosophical thought by suspending the sufficiency of Decision as practised
in 1ts autonomously philosophical mode. Neither an autonomous
philosophical position, nor an anti-philosophical alternative to philosophising
per se, non-philosophy is rather an organon for the transtormation and
explanation of problems whose immediately philosophical form, Laruelle
suggests, simultaneously compromises both their theoretical rigour and their
ontological, ethical, aesthetic, or political pertinence.

Accordingly, one of our central objectives in this thesis will to be to
demonstrate how, although producing no substantive philosophical Decisions

in and of itself -whether these be ontological, ethical, aesthetic, or political 1n

[The expression ‘philosophical Decision’ designates an important technical concept in Laruelle's
thought. We will be setting out a preliminary philosophical delineation of this notion in the course of
Chapters 2, 3, and 4, before providing a detailed account of its function in non-philosophical theory in

Chapter 3.



character-, non-philosophical practise provides the ‘working philosopher’
with a rigorous but non-Decisional theory for Decision. In operating upon

what Laruelle will characterise as the ‘empirico-transcendental composites’ of

philosophical ontology, philosophical ethics, philosophical aesthetics, or
philosophical politics, non-philosophy seeks to emancipate the rigorously
transcendental, but non-ontological Identity? of ontology, the non-ethical
Identity of ethics...etc. We shall see how, for every such composite structure
constituted by ‘the-philosophical-theory-of-X’, wherein the elemental essence
ot ‘theory’ and of ‘X’ remains compromised through the bi-lateral
correspondence of their philosophical envelopment, non-philosophical
thinking will endeavour to separate both the relationless Identity and the
unilateral duality of ‘theory’ and of ‘X’, an Identity and duality irreducible to
their bilateral philosophical correspondence. More specifically, our aim in this
thesis 1s to try to show how, operating on the basis of a ‘philosophy-of-
matter’, non-philosophy can help discover materialism’s non-materialist
essence by developing the unilateral Identity and duality of ‘theory’ and of
‘matter’.

Conscious of the fact that such formulations must appear chronically

obscure at this introductory stage, we will try to introduce Laruelle’s novel

2 Again, the Laruellean characterisation of ‘Identity’ as a non-philosophical concept will be explained



and undeniably difficult conceptual apparatus through a series of incremental
steps, each one building on the one before in a succession of chapters

presenting the reader with a gradually increasing degree of technicality. We
hope thereby to allow the reader to become slowly acclimatized to an
1diosyncratic but rigorously exacting theoretical vocabulary.

In order to facilitate the difficult conceptual transition from the
philosophical to the non-philosophical register, the thesis is divided into two
parts. Part I, "The Decline of Materialism As Such’, comprises Chapters 1

through 4 and will try to identify the conditions of the philosophical problem

which we 1ntend to treat non-philosophically in Part II, ‘The Name of Matter
Itselt”, which consists of Chapters 5 through 9. That problem is the
materiological3 amphiboly of matter and logos, or of phenomenon and hyle,
as exemplified both in the ‘material phenomenology’ of Michel Henry and in

the ‘absolute hyletics’ of Deleuze & Guattari. This amphiboly, we shall argue,

leads to an fundamental indiscernibility between the theoretical postures of
materialism and idealism, an indiscernibility in virtue of which philosophical
materialism remains incapable of distinguishing itself from 1dealism.
Consequently, ‘the decline of materialism in the name of matter’ describes

that movement whereby any philosophical materialism which accepts the

in Chapter 5.
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premise of a transcendental distinction between ‘thought’ and ‘matter’ must

forsake the attempt to encompass matter in the concept and abandon the

only does materialism no longer presume to circumscribe matter by way of a
concept, 1t 1s now matter which determines materialism through its very
foreclosure to every concept. In other words, Part I argues that transcendental
materialism achieves its most rigorous theoretical consummation at the point
where 1t necessitates its own elimination as a system of discursive statements

“about’ matter.

Part 1I, “The name of matter itself’ constitutes the non-philosophical
halt of the thesis. It implements the radical shift in theoretical posture
recommended 1n the final Chapter of Part I and describes the consequences
devolving from that change of posture. The materiological amphiboly of
matter and concept 1s replaced by a “first-name’ or ‘non-conceptual symbol’4
that enacts matter’s transcendental foreclosure to thought wirhin thought. It 1s
now matter ‘itself’ as ‘non-conceptual symbol’, rather than matter “as such’ or
as conceptually defined, which determines materialism through 1ts foreclosure
to conceptual thought. Where materialism implicitly presupposes that matter

remains commensurate with thought, non-materialism lifts the premise of

3 For a preliminary definition of ‘materiology’ cf. infra , Chapter 1, pp.59-62.
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commensurability in order to universalise the parameters of materialist theory

on the basis of matter’s foreclosure to thought.

Accordingly, the two-part structure of the thesis attempts not only to
describe but also to provide a philosophically intelligible legitimation for the
shift from a philosophical to a non-philosophical materialism, for it is on the
basis of a philosophical problematic that the transition to the non-
philosophical treatment of that problematic 1s rendered not only intelligible
but also necessary. Thus, our hope is that the philosophical half of the thesis
goes some way toward providing a stringently philosophical legitimation tor
its non-philosophical complement.

Conversely, from a non-philosophical perspective, the philosophical
part of the thesis is non-philosophically validated insofar as the materialism
articulated in the first half of the thesis provides the empirical occasion or
material required in order to implement a non-philosophical theory ot
materialism. In other words, foregrounding the latent dimension of
materiological amphiboly intrinsic both to the phenomenological and anti-
phenomenological varieties of philosophical materialism furnishes us with the
philosophical occasion required for mobilizing the resources of non-

philosophical theory; a mobilization which will circumvent the equivocal

4 Cf. supra, Chapter 6, pp.267-277.
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Idealism common both to the phenomenologisation of materialism and to the

materialisation of phenomenology by constructing a non-phenomenological
theory of the phenomenon which is equally and simultaneously a non-
materialist theory of matter. Accordingly, the second half of the thesis will
attempt to show how a non-philosophical approach can render the
problematics of transcendental phenomenality and transcendental materiality,
which  are  philosophically  incommensurable, non-philosophically

commensurable by effectively outlining a wunified theory’ of phenomenality

and materiality.

Thus, having introduced the transcendental framework subtending the
materiological problematic 1n Chapter 1, Chapter 2 examines its
phenomenological exemplification in the work of Michel Henry, while
Chapter 3 investigates its materialist instantiation in the thought ot Deleuze &
Guattari. Chapter 4 draws out the philosophically intractable consequences ot
the materiological aporias delineated in the two preceding chapters, arguing
that the theoretical conditions required for the resolution of those aporias
exceed the resources of philosophical Decision. In so doing it prepares the
transition to the non-philosophical stance pursued in the second half of the

thesis. Chapter 5 describes the shift from the philosophical to the non-

5 <Unified’ but not unitary. In other words, a non-dialectical theory, capable of simultancously
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philosophical register by outlining the structure of philosophical Decision as
that which must be suspended in order to effectuate a non-Decisional
materialism. Chapter 6 argues both for the g priori validity and the irrecusable
necessity of that stance, introducing the organon of non-materialist theory
whilst explaining why it possesses the resources required for the simultaneous
neutralisation and explanation -i.e. the dualysation® - of those materiological
amphibolies. It does so by extracting from them the non-philosophical notions
of a hyle without concept and a phenomenon without logos. In Chapters 7 and
8 we use the work of Quine and Churchland as a philosophical material on the
basis of which to expand on the latter two notions, exploring the realm of
radical phenomenological plasticity concomitant with the non-materiological
identity of phenomenon and hyle. Finally, our Conclusion will attempt to
explain how, by accepting that philosophy and capital are bound together in a
relation of reciprocal presupposition, the non-philosophical identification of
philosophy and capital as ‘World-Capitalism’ may yet be able to provide
thought with the theoretical means whereby i1t can constitute itself as an

instance of a priori resistance to intellectual commodification.

articulating the identity and duality of ‘phenomenon’™ and ‘matter’ without synthesizing them. Cf.
Chapters 5 and 6.

6The notion of non-philosophical ‘dualysis’ is introduced and explained in Chapter 5, before being
exhibited ‘in effect’ in the course of Chapters 6 and 7.
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Moreover, the fact that we are taking the fundamentally
methodological character of non-philosophical theory as our starting point
explains this thesis’ twofold heuristic strategy: in treating the problem of
philosophical materialism non-philosophically our aim is to provide the
reader with a philosophical perspective on non-philosophy at the same time as
we furnish him/her with a non-philosophical vantage upon philosophy.
Accordingly, on the one hand, we’ll be attempting to map the ‘quadrangular’
philosophical space delineated through the shifting patterns of allegiance
binding materialism to i1dealism, and phenomenology to realism, but also
materialism to realism, and phenomenology to idealism, in order to shed
some philosophical light on the relationship between ‘thought’ and “matter’.
On the other, by applying a non-philosophical methodology to a specific
philosophical material, we hope not only to explain and critically evaluate 1ts
functioning, but also the extent to which, through its suspension of “the
Principle of Sufficient Philosophy’?, it succeeds in its stated aim of opening

up the restricted, ‘six dimensional’ realm?® of philosophical Decision to a

7 Cf. Chapter 5.

SIn Chapter VI of Pringipes de la Non-Philosophie, Laruelle sets out a particularly complex
‘transcendental analytic’ of philosophical Decision. He analyses its architectonic structure in terms of a
single ‘vertical’ axis or hinge articulating the reciprocally presupposing realms of position and
donation: and three distinct ‘horizontally’ interleaved layers comprising the dimensions of
transcendence, ground and unity on the side of position, and those of affection, reception, and intuition
on the side of donation. The complex auto-positional and auto-donational structure of Decision is then
characterised in terms of the reciprocal pre-supposition of position and donation; to wit, the reciprocal
articulation of transcendence and affection; of ground and reception; and of unity and intuition. Hence
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hitherto unanticipated, perhaps even potentially infinite domain of conceptual

possibility.

Accordingly, following Part I, which sets out the philosophical
conditions of materialism as a theoretical problem in a manner that
presupposes no prior familiarity with non-philosophy, all of the fundamental
Laruellean concepts we intend to mobilize for the purposes of this thesis will
be introduced, defined, and explained in Chapters 5 and 6, the first two

chapters of Part II, in order to be subsequently refined and expanded upon in

Chapters 7 and 8.

Why Materialism?

Our goal 1s to articulate a non-Decisional materialism by effecting the
non-philosophical transformation of that variant of philosophical Decision
known as “materialist’. This choice of philosophical material is not arbitrary.
The materialist Decision is one that we feel compelled to make on the
grounds of intellectual probity. Yet this fact must be coupled with the
recognition that non-philosophy refuses to indulge in ontological Decision.
Non-philosophical thinking can no more be described as ‘materialist’ than it

can be characterised as ‘phenomenological’. The non-philosopher refuses to

the fundamentally six-dimensional structure of the space of philosophical conceptuality. Cf. Laruelle,
1996., pp. 281-370. Laruelle’s non-philosophical analytic of Decision will be examined in detail in
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add to what he regards as an excessive glut of equally contingent, equally
unrigorous Decisions. Accordingly, we need to explain: 1. the empirical

conjunction of philosophical circumstances in terms of which the materialist

Decision appears to us as uncircumventable: and 2. why non-philosophy
promises to provide the transcendental conditions in accordance with which
the materialist Decision can be rigorously effectuated.
1.The empirical contingency of materialism's philosophical necessity

First, an admission of personal conviction: materialism seems to us to
be the only serious, intellectually reputable ontological option available to the
philosopher 1n the wake of those theoretical revolutions that have defined our
intellectual modernity. We have in mind here primarily the unquestionably
epochal scientific revolutions inaugurated by Copernicus, Darwin, and
Finstein, insofar as they definitively undermined the hitherto unassailable
legitimacy of the kind of philosophical anthropocentrism harboured by Judeo-
Christian culture. But also the comparatively minor, more localised
philosophical revolutions 1nitiated by Marx, Nietzsche and Freud, in whose
work the epistemological privileges previously ascribed to human subjectivity

were effectively terminated.

Chapter 6, pp.301-305. The consequences of suspending and reconfiguring that six-dimensional
structure will be explored in Chapters 7 and 8.
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Closer to us in time, but just as significant as the remarkable
breakthroughs in physics during the first half of the last century. there have
been the succession of equally extraordinary advances in evolutionary biology
in the latter half of the twentieth century: breakthroughs which, mobilizing
new techniques of algorithmic modelling pioneered by dynamical systems
theory and subsequently refined through developments in the fields of
Artificial Intelligence and Artificial Life, have via the emergence of the
‘complexity’ paradigm, given rise to the possibility a single, unitary
theoretical perspective on nature encompassing what were previously
considered to be incommensurable domains of phenomena®. Paul Churchland
has persuasively suggested that a generalised thermodynamics may well
provide the most amenable theoretical framework for this fundamentally

monistic physical perspectivelV: “jr is [thermodynamics| that renders

? Cf. Parts I and Il of Dennett, 1995, pp.17-331. Stuart Kauffman (1993) provides the most fully
realised theoretical articulation thus far achieved of the ‘complexity’ paradigm in biology. However,
the philosophical consequences Kautfman chooses to draw from his own scientific work (e.g. 1n
Kauffman, 1995) are, in certain regards, almost diametrically opposed to those we are drawing from it
here. Assenting to the irrecusable philosophical consequences of scientific research does not mean
assenting to the individual scientist’s philosophical interpretation of his or her own work.

10 Although made in the context of the eliminativist debate in the philosophy of mind, Churchland’s
suggestion provides a salutary corrective to claims made as to the putatively ‘antireductionist’
implications of complexity by certain of its champions —Stuart Kauffman being the most distinguished
among them. That self-organising systems are substrate-independent or multiply instantiable does not
mean that they are physically ‘irreducible’ in the sense that it would be impossible to provide a general
physical characterisation of complex systems within the parameters of physics. Thus, Churchland
writes:“(...) it does not follow, from multiple instantiability per se, that no such general
characterisation is possible. It follows only that the required characterisation cannot be expressed in
the theoretical vocabulary peculiar to any one of the available substrates. It remains entirely possible
that there is a level of physical description sufficiently abstract to encompass all of them, and yet
sufficiently powerful to fund the characterisations required. As it happens, there is indeed a physical
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physically intelligible such things as the process of synthetic evolution in

general, and the Sun-urged growth of a rose in particular. And what is human
knowledge but a cortically embodied flower, fanned likewise into existence by
the ambient flux of energy and information ?”(Churchland, 1979, p.151) Thus.
subatomic particle collisions, spiral nebulae, and carbon-based sapience could
all ultimately be explainable as systems of negentropic energy capture.
Moreover, in binding together the physico-chemical and bio-organic realms at
this abstract level of thermodynamic energetics, the substrate independent
algorithmic modelling approach favoured by complexity analysts, abstracting
from the scalar distinction between micro- and macro-logical levels of
analysis, effectively promises to provide something like a ‘unified field
theory” for the Neo-Darwinian synthesis in the natural sciences. A synthesis
not only liquefying previously entrenched categorial divisions between the
physical, the chemical, and the bio-organic, but also effectively neutralizing
the distinction between ‘nature’ and ‘culture’ as such, thereby allowing for the
naturalization of hitherto irreducibly complex socio-cultural phenomenall.
Meanwhile, 1n the realm of physics, the “superstrings’ paradigm offers

the possibility of reconciling the quantum microcosm and the cosmological

theory of sufficient generality to encompass the activity of all of these substrates, and any others one

might think of. The theory is thermodynamics -the general theory of energy and entropy.” (Churchland,
1989, p.46). Cf. also Churchland’s °Is Thinker A Natural Kind?" in Dialogue2l, no.2: pp. 223-238.

11 Cf. for example Part 111 of Dennett 1995, pp. 335-521
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macrocosm by supplementing the physics of four-dimensional space-time

with seven higher dimensions. The hypothesis of 11-dimensional hyperspace

promises at once to simplify the laws of nature and to unify all physical forces
by reconfiguring them in accordance with a strictly geometrical paradigm!2.
That paradigm suggests that the apparently insuperable gulf between the sub-
atomic realm governed by quantum field theory and the cosmological domain
ruled by gravitational field theory is a consequence of distortions engendered
by partial perspective. The unified field theory required in order to bridge the
gulf and reconcile these conflicting perspectives suspends the assumption of
the inherently four dimensional character of space-time, and postulates that
both the quantum microcosm and the gravitational macrocosm have been
abstracted from the seamless, encompassing consistency of a fundamentally
1 1-dimensional physical field!3.

As a result, the methodological conception underlying the program of
physical unification can no longer be understood 1n terms ot a straighttforward
process of physical ‘reduction’ through the uncovering of more and more

‘fundamental’ particles. It is instead a question of supplementing the

I2 Interestingly, superstring theory proposes a thoroughgoing (but obviously non-Euclidean)
geometricisation of nature; or, in other words, the thoroughgoing ‘hyperspatialisation’ of time. Perhaps
the philosophical lesson to be retained from all this is that the ‘phenomenon’ of hyperdimensional
space may well turn out to be far more mysterious than that of phenomenological time.

I3Brian Greene (2000) sets out an exemplary overview of superstring theory for the uninitiated.
Michio Kaku (1994) also provides an extremely clear layman’s mtroduction .
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impoverished perspective concomitant with a four-dimensional physics by

adding to it the requisite higher dimensional complement. Thus, physical
unification of microcosm and macrocosm is a matter of dissolving
Incommensurabilities or inconsistencies at the restrictive four-dimensional
level through a process of re-integration into the 11-dimensional whole.

It superstring theory is of profound philosophical significance it is
because 1t achieves a univocally consistent physical monism by revealing all
scalar incommensurability across the material universe, such as that which
apparently separates the realm of quarks and neutrinos from that of galaxies
and nebulae, to be the result of a four-dimensional abstraction; a perspectival
‘1llusion’ engendered by assumptions about physical space that are ultimately
rooted in the limited parameters of phenomenological perception. As a result,
the consequences of superstring physics as far as the phenomenological
parameters of mammalian perception are concerned are perhaps even more
damning than those associated with traditional physical ‘reductionism’. For
the implication is that in order to attain an adequate conceptual grasp of the
unitary nature of physical reality, it is necessary to achieve a complete
theoretical suspension of the image of the world derived from perceptual
intuition. In other words, physical theory has to effect a rigorously

mathematical circumvention of those imaginative limitations inherent in the
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physiologically rooted cognitive apparatus with which an aleatory
evolutionary history has saddled us. Thus, the chief obstacle standing in the
way ot a proper scientific understanding of the physical world would seem to
be that of our species’ inbuilt tendency to process information via epistemic
mechanisms which invariably involve an operation of subtraction from the
imperceptible physical whole. Phenomenology remains a function of
physiology'4. Perhaps not least among the many startling philosophical
consequences of superstring theory is the way in which it seems to provide a
rigorously physicalist vindication of Plato: phenomenological perception
would seem to be akin to that of the prisoner in the cave who mistakes
tlickering shadows for ‘the things themselves’.

We are not making the foolhardy claim that all these scientific
developments in and by themselves somehow ‘logically’ necessitate or imply
philosophical materialism. Nor are we suggesting that they are a priori

incompatible with one or other variety of phenomenological approach.!> What

14 An explicit philosophical rationale for this proposition i1s provided below in Chapter 8 via an
examination of Paul Churchland’s work. Cf. infra, Chapter 8, pp.383-389.

15 See for instance the ‘autopoietic’ paradigm put forward in the work of H.Maturana & F.Varela, in
which we find an attempt to ground the putatively irreducible phenomenological reality of intentional
consciousness in an apparently thoroughgoing evolutionary naturalism. On our view, however, the
trouble with such attempts becomes apparent when one realizes that the naturalization of intentionality
comes at the price of a new categorial cleavage between organic and inorganic; a division moreover,
which surreptitiously resurrects a form of organismic vitalism: only certain kinds of “living things’ -1.e.
organisms - , are composed of the appropriate material ‘stuff’ required to qualify for the possibility of
sentient awareness. But an important philosophical consequence of the neo-Darwinian synthesis is that
the difference in kind between organic and inorganic, between the biological and the chemical, is
ultimately untenabie precisely nsoiar as 1t makes 1t impossible to explain how sentient, animate
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we are claiming, however, is that the combined upshot of these various
developments can be boiled down to a single prohibitive Injunction, which, it
seems to us, phenomenology, insofar as it simply begins by presupposing an
irreducibly human dimension of subjective individuation!6, is singularly 1ll
equipped to satisfy. The injunction in question is that of the impossibility of
continuing to conceive of the human as if it constituted the unobjectifiable
exception 1n terms of which the ontological validity of what the empirical
sciences define as objective nature is to be gauged. This is not quite as banal
or easily admissible a requirement for contemporary philosophy as some may
initially think. Although many will readily concede the inappropriateness of

Man’s ontological designation as a zoon logon echon or a res cogitans, few

biological ‘life’ could be constituted through (and not merely have “arisen out ot” as vitalism evasively
puts it) nothing but insensate and inanimate chemical processes. Cf. H.Maturana & F.Varela,
Autopoiesis and Cognition: The realization of the living, Dordrecht: D.Reidel, 1980; also The Tree of
Knowledge: The biological roots of human understanding, Boston: Shambhala, 1992.

16 The very notion of ‘phenomenon’ as that which shows or manifests itself fo consciousness simply
assumes the apprehending subjectivity as an irreducible and intuitively given datum for philosophy.
Moreover, the fact that many phenomenologists have abandoned the use of the words ‘consciousness’
or ‘subject’ is, by itself, hardly a refutation: the reference to subjective apprehension is simply built
into the phenomenological definition of ‘phenomenon’. That phenomenology has moved from being an
explicit and impenitent philosophy of transcendental subjectivity (Husserl), to one which is so only in
an elaborately camouflaged fashion (post-Heidegger), does little to impede the substance of our attack,
which targets the guiding spirit of the phenomenological project, rather than the letter of doctrine. In
fact, the underlying assumptions of the project are rendered all the more dangerous for being so
cleverly disguised. Even a putatively ‘material phenomenology’, of the sort espoused by Michel Henry
(cf., Henry, 1990), which seeks to identify the pre-intentional, sub-representational materiality of the
phenomenon with a radically immanent dimension of phenomenological ‘Life’ -characterised in terms
of its absolute, auto-affecting ipseity-, never calls into question the transcendental privilege afforded to
that subjective dimension of already individuated ipseity. Henry’s phenomenology of an inapparent
‘materiality’ -perhaps on account of certain residual hylomorphic prejudices inherited from Husserl-
simply refuses to countenance the possibility of a materiality not only withdrawn a priori from the
realm of ekstatic phenomenality, but also from that of subjective ipseity per se. For an extended

critical discussion of Henry, cf. infra , Chapter 2.
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seem willing to admit that, after Darwin, it is no longer possible to continue to

concelve of human being transcendentally, whether it be as Subjekt, Geist, or

Dasein.

Challenged by the philosopher to provide something like an
‘adequate’ account of the phenomenon of human sapience, the scientist,
distilling the various insights provided by evolutionary biology, Al, and
thermodynamics, is in a position to put forward a perfectly precise response:
human sapience, like many other instances of negentropic energy capture, is a
carbon based variety of information processing system!?, and nothing besides.
The philosopher of course will immediately protest that the response is
‘inadequate’ vis a vis the phenomenon in question because hopelessly
reductive. But 1t 1s no more reductive than the claim that water is nothing but
H20); that temperature is nothing but mean molecular kinetic energy; or that
the colour red is nothing but electromagnetic radiation with a determinate
spiking frequency. All scientific truth 1s ‘reductive’ precisely insofar as it
dissolves the veneer of phenomenological familiarity concomitant with the
Iimited parameters of anthropomorphic perspective. The real question the

philosopher has to ask him/herself 1s this: what 1s 1t exactly about the

I7Cf. for instance, Quine, 1960; Smart, 1963; Wiener, 1967; Sayre, 1976; Churchland, 1979 and 1989.
In our opinion, Paul Churchland is the most sophisticated contemporary exponent of this sort of
vigorously materialistic account of human sapience: information is physically encoded by the human
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scientist’s banal but remarkably well-supported statement that he or she finds
so intolerably ‘reductive’? Is not part of the philosopher’s unease concerning
scientific ‘reduction’ directly attributable to the unavowed wish that, as far as
man 1s concerned, there always be ‘something’ left over besides the material:
some 1neffable, unquantifiable meta-physical residue, some irreducible
transcendental remainder?

Nowhere 1s this unavowable philosophical longing more
transparent than 1n the phenomenological project, which seems determined to
stave off this putative ‘disenchantment’ of phenomena by science by
delimiting a dimension of radically unobjectifiable transcendence!®: that of

the phenomenon’s invisible phenomenality. It is with the inapparent ‘how’ of
the phenomenon’s appearing, rather than the ‘what’ which appears, that
transcendental phenomenology concerns itself!®. Yet the phenomenological
conception of ‘phenomenality’ seems to us so dangerously narrow and

parochial as to render the much-vaunted project of a ‘transcendental

brain in the form of neuronal activation vectors and subsequently processed via patterns of vector-to-
vector transformation. Churchland’s work will be discussed 1n some detail in Chapter 8.

I8 Or radically unobijectifiable immanence, in the case of Michel Henry. However, as we shall see in
Chapter 2, Henry’s invocation of immanence operates according to a logic of phenomenological
idealisation which renders 1t ultimately transcendent.

19Gimilarly, Kantians claim that science itself remains constitutively incapable of investigating the
objectivity of the object, and of uncovering the transcendental a priori conditioning the possibility of
empirical actuality. Thus, phenomenological transcendentalism resembles its Kantian predecessor in
this particular respect if not in others: 1t tries to provide scientific cognition with an a priori conceptual

armature ultimately rooted in subjectivity.
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phenomenological ontology’20 into an insidious form of anthropomorphic
imperialism. If the concept of ‘phenomenon’ is, in Heidegger’s definition?!,
that of something ‘which shows itself in itself’, a ‘self-showing” which
‘manifests itself in and through itself alone’, then we require:

1. A rigorously theoretical, rather than intuitive, definition of
individuation in order to explain what is to count as an individuated
appearance, one which does not simply reinstate the metaphysical circularity
implicit in Leibniz’s maxim according to which, ‘to be is to be one thing’.

2. A rngorously theoretical, rather than intuitive, account of
"appearance’ or ‘manifestation’ which does not surreptitiously invoke the
predominantly optical?? paradigm of sensory perception with which we are
empirically familiar.

On both these counts, phenomenology -whether it take intentional
consclousness or human being-in-the-world as 1ts starting point- seems to us
to remain wanting: 1t 1llegitimately wuniversalises a paradigm of

‘phenomenality’ constructed on the basis of intuitions about individuation and

20Cf. for instance Heidegger’s claim that “Phenomenological truth is veritas transcendentalis/...]
Philosophy is universal phenomenological ontology” (Heidegger, 1962, p.62).

21Cf, Heidegger, 1962, pp. 51-55.

22The point being not that it is wrong to privilege vision as opposed to other sensory modalities, but
that it is wrong to surreptitiously transcendentalise any empirical modality -especially one whose
perceptual and cognitive capacities are as mired in evolutionary contingency as are those of the human
body. Phenomenology is not sufficiently transcendental because it remains rooted in empirical
physiology. Pure transcendental thought should be rigorously disincarnate, as we shall try to suggest in

Chapters 7 and 8.
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manifestation derived from our empirical perception of middle-sized
objects?3. Yet in exactly what sense, for Instance, can the Big Bang, the
Cambrian Explosion, or a 26 dimensional superstring (phenomena which are
strictly  unphenomenologisable precisely because they remain utterly
unintuitable in terms of our habitual spatio-temporal parameters), be said to
be things that ‘show themselves in themselves’? What are the parameters of
this “showing’? To whom and for who is it supposed to occur? Whence does
the mysterious faculty of intuition that is supposed to provide us with an
immediately pre-theoretical access to the phenomenological essence of these
rigorously imperceptible entities originate?

The standard phenomenological rejoinder to such questions, which
consists 1n protesting that these, along with all other varieties of scientific
object, are merely ‘theoretical” entities whose mode of being derives from that
‘more originary’ mode ot phenomenality concomitant with our ‘primordial’
pre-theoretical engagement with °‘the things themselves’, 1s hopelessly

question-begging. Belief in this pseudo-originary, pre-theoretical dimension

23In Chapter 7, we shall see how a non-philosophical materialism -which is also thereby a non-
phenomenology-operates according to a rigorously theoretical, and non-intuitive, conception of
individuation and phenomenalisation. Non-materialist theory singularises its object of cognition by
cloning it as an Identity-without-unity, whilst phenomenalising it according to the strictures ot a non-
intuitive, or non-thetic phenomenality, thereby satisfying the two requirements mentioned above. Cf.

infra, pp.361-372.
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of experiential immediacy is the phenomenological superstition par

excellence.

Brietly: the claim that intentional consciousness subtends a continuum
of eidetic intuition running from tables and chairs at one end to transfinite
cardinals and hyperdimensional superstrings at the other is grotesquely
reductive. Just as the suggestion that objects of ‘regional ontology’ such as
quarks, leptons and black holes have as their ultimate ontological root
Dasein’s being-in-the-world (or the subject’s infinite responsibility for the
Other; or the auto-affecting pathos of subjective Life?4) is an outrageous
instance of anthropocentric idealism. If anyone is guilty of imperialistic
reductionism as far as the extraordinary richness and complexity of the
universe 1s concerned, 1t 1s the phenomenological idealist rather than the
scientific materialist. Husserl’s 1idealism 1s as punitive as 1t 1s unmistakable:

“The existence of a Nature cannot be the condition for the existence of

consciousness since Nature itself turns out to be a correlate of consciousness.
Nature is only as being constituted in regular concatenations of

consciousness.”(Husserl, 1982, p.116). When it was written in 1913 -a full 54

240ne will recognize here Levinas and Henry. Significantly, despite their critiques of Husserl and
Heidegger, and in spite of their silence concerning the relation between phenomenology and science (a
silence more likely to index contemptuous indifference rather than a cautious respect), neither of these
thinkers is prepared to give up on the fundamental premise that it is the business of phenomenology to
uncover the ‘archi-originary’ conditions of phenomenalisation; conditions upon which, if the latter are
indeed ‘archi-originary’, the phenomena investigated through scientific cognition are inevitably

supervenient.
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years after the publication of Darwin’s On the Origins of the Species- this

statement was already profoundly reactionary?s. Now, 142 years after Darwin,
Husserl’s idealism is utterly indefensible —unless it be by those who approve
ot phenomenology’s apparently boundless contempt for natural science2¢, The
choice with which we are confronted is as clear as it is unavoidable: either
Darwin or Husserl. To continue to persist on the course initiated by the latter
1s to plunge headlong into intellectual disaster and the ruin of philosophy as a
credible theoretical enterprise. The future vouchsafed to philosophy by
phenomenology is too dismal to contemplate: a terminally infantile,
pathologically narcissistic anthropocentrism. The situation is too grave, the
stakes too high to allow for equivocation or compromise.

Once again, the 1ssue seems to us to boil down to a simple matter of
intellectual honesty, a blunt but irrecusable alternative that no amount of

conceptual obfuscation or rhetorical sophistry can obviate. Either the

25Compare Lenin, writing in 1908: “A philosophy which teaches that physical nature itself is a
|psychical -RB] product, is a philosophy of the priests, pure and simple.” (Lenin, 1972, p.271). The
magnificent verve of Lenin’s anti-idealist invective in Materialism and Empirio-Criticism provides a
salutary corrective to the Jesuitical sophistries propounded by his phenomenological contemporaries.

26Although he continually invokes science, it 1s important to remember that Husserl seems to have
approached it in terms of the typically 19th century distinction between the exalted
Geisteswissenschaften or sciences of the spirit (pre-eminent amongst which are logic and mathematics,
but also including psychology, history, etc.) and the lowly Naturwissenschaften or sciences of nature
(which would include physics and biology). Thus, if Husserl deemed physics worthy of philosophical
consideration, it seems to have been solely on account of its rigorous mathematisation, a fact which
would render it an honorary sub-species of the Geisteswissenschaften. This might explain why Husserl
apparently regarded biology as unworthy of serious philosophical attention, perhaps seeing in 1t an
entirely empirical, sub-theoretical activity, and thus explain why phenomenology proceeds as if Darwin

had never existed.
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philosopher insists that man is de Jure 1rreducible to the natural ontological
order investigated by science because the essence of human being 1s
transcendence (subjectivity, Spirit, Dasein, etc.), in which case everything
science implies concerning the ontologically derivative rather than
transcendentally constitutive character of Homo Sapiens 1s not merely
irrelevant but false; or scientific statements of the type “Man 1s a carbon-
based information processing system” are true -in exactly the same way In
which a statement such as “the earth is not flat” is frue, not just ‘empirically
adequate’ or “factually correct’-, and man is not a transcendent exception to
the cosmos but just one relatively commonplace material phenomenon among
others. There is no longer any room within the bounds of a univocally
physical natural order for a special category of putatively trans-natural being
called “human’.

Thus, materialism as we understand it is nothing but the conviction
that science -whether i1t be that of Copernicus, Darwin, or Einstein- is the
formulator of truths endowed with a quasi-transcendental bearing, rather than

the mere promulgator of empirical facts?’. Consequently, either the

27The "quasi’ here being used to index a cructal non-philosophical nuance vis a vis the transcendental
status of scientific truth. For non-philosophy, scientific thought harbours a dimension of relatively
autonomous, but nonetheless rigorously transcendental truth; one which is neither reducible to
correspondence nor to coherence. Central to Laruellean thought 1s a reformulation of the notion of
transcendental truth as adequation-without-correspondence. Non-philosophy as unified theory of
philosophy and science provides an account of their Identity without unity and their Duality without
difference, an account which tries to liberate the relative transcendental autonomy of scientific truth
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philosopher accepts the irrecusable pertinence of scientific truth, and a

fortiori, the scientific truth about human being; or he rejects wholesale the

notion that science is in any position to formulate truths about man, 1n which
case he subordinates scientific truth to a higher authority: to wit, the
putatively unobjectifiable transcendence of human being. The latter option is,

it seems to us, fundamentally indicative of the phenomenological stance in

philosophy. Unfortunately, the popularity enjoyed by this stance among many

a

contemporary philosophers -whether of a ‘continental’ persuasion or not-

does not render it any less repugnant in our eyes.

Accordingly, and in conformity with the injunction stated above,
the philosophical materialism we shall be attempting to radicalise non-
philosophically in the context of this thesis will be characterised in terms of
two complementary but nevertheless independent theses: univocity and
naturalism.

a). Univocity: The thesis of ontological univocity reconciles two
fundamental, but apparently contradictory materialist imperatives: that Being
know of no difterences 1n kind (hence the destitution of all equivocal
ontological transcendence such as that which separates mind from matter,

culture from nature, freedom from necessity, etc.); but also that it be

from its subordination toc philosophy, just as it seeks to emancipate the relative transcendental



untotalisable, that it remain unsubordinated to any overarching principle of

transcendent ontological unity. If Being is multiple rather than One. it is
because, as Badiou reminds us, God is dead and the One is not?®. And it is

precisely insofar as it tries to reconcile ontological immanence with
ontological multiplicity that univocity stipulates that being always be said ‘in
the same sense’?® of the untotalisable multiplicity of that which is30. The
univocal ontological immanence required may be exceptionless precisely by
virtue of the fact that it 1s consistently excessive (Deleuze); or, alternatively,
one that 1s occasionally supplemented by virtue of its own constitutively

excessive inconsistency (Badiou). Be that as i1t may, the crucial proviso

autonomy of philosophy from its positivistic supervenience on an arbitrarily favoured sctence. Cf.
chapters 7 & 8.

28We shall see how Laruelle can happily concur with statements like this precisely because the One he
invokes is without-unity and without-Being.

29Clearly, the notion of ‘sense’ implied here must be neither semantico-linguistic, nor
phenomenological, nor even hermeneutic. The ontological ‘sense’ invoked in the thesis of univocity
must be formal-axiomatic rather than phenomenologico-hermeneutic. Particularly important in this
regard is Badiou’s claim that only the mathematical formalisation of ontology via axiomatic set-theory
is sufficient to escape from the insidious reintroduction of hermeneutic equivocity into materialism, an
equivocity rendering materialism vulnerable to idealist reappropriation through the combined re-

Deleuzean naming of matter as ‘anorganic Life’ precisely because he believes it is a nomination which
reintroduces equivocal transcendence into univocity. For its part, non-materialist theory will attempt to
effect a transcendental axiomatisation and theorematisation of materialist Decision according to the
radical immanence of ‘matter’ or ‘hyle’ as a first name or non-conceptual symbol cloned from
philosophical materialism. As first name or non-conceptual symbol ‘matter’ remains meaningless or
uninterpretable. The language of philosophical Decision serves only as an indifferent symbolic support
for the theoretically rigorous but strictly meaningless series of axiomatic abstractions effected on its
basis. Moreover, this radically immanent, or non-Decisional nomination, de-ontologises univocity. For
clarification, cf. Chapter 6, pp. 267-277 and 289-295.

300ur definition of univocity here simply reiterates Deleuze’s, although we shall later have occasion to
criticize what we consider to be Deleuze’s ontological idealization of immanence. Cf. infra, Chapter 3.
Perhaps uniquely among ‘materialist’ philosophers, Deleuze ceaselessly insists on the equation
‘immanence=univocity’ as an uncircumventable sine qua non for any materialism worthy of the name.
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required in order to maintain the univocal immanence necessary for a
materialism concomitant with the premise of untotalisable ontological

multiplicity is that the variously distributed instances of being qua multiple
remain comprised within one and only one immanent Being (Deleuze:
‘matter’ qua anorganic Life; Badiou: ‘matter’ gua inconsistent void). Deleuze
will be the exemplary representative of this thesis3!.

b). Naturalism: ‘Naturalism’ as we understand it does not involve
the dubious hypostatisation of some supposedly ‘natural’ ontological realm in
contradistinction to that of cultural artifice. Such an interpretation would
render 1t immediately incompatible with the thesis of univocity. The
naturalism we wish to invoke here is simply a thesis, which asserts the
necessary interdependence of philosophy and science. Taking as given the
empirical fact that all philosophical attempts to define conditions of
possibility for scientific thought have proved to be dismally unsuccessful, we
conclude that these failures are a matter of principle rather than empirical
circumstance, and that it 1s the presumption that philosophy is in a position to

provide a transcendental footing for science which must be abandoned. There

Cf. for example Difference and Repetition ., especially pp. 35-42; or What is Philosophy?, especially
pp. 44-49.

3 1Although Badiou’s materialism of the inconsistent void is arguably even more vigorously anti-
phenomenological than Deleuze’s, we will not be able to afford it equal consideration here.
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1S no first philosophy32. Consequently, although relatively autonomous vis a

vis science, philosophical ontology can neither ground nor disregard the
ultimately physical description of the universe provided by the natural
sciences. W.V.O Quine and Paul Churchland will be our favoured
philosophical proponents of naturalism in the sense that we have begun to
give to the term here®. According to this definition, naturalism simply
stipulates that, as far as science is concerned, philosophy can permit itself
neither the privilege of legitimation nor the luxury of indifference.

Yet 1f philosophy can no longer afford to busy itself with
contriving sophistical exceptions to the natural physical order by shrouding
the phenomenon of human sapience in a veil of pseudo-transcendental
mystery, still less can 1t afford to disingenuously minimize the profoundly
corrosive consequences entailed by the perspective of scientific naturalism
with regard to the complacent naivety of our own phenomenological self-

1mage.

32Cf, Quine, 1969, pp.126-127.

33Although we shall not be discussing it here, Daniel Dennett’s work deserves to be mentioned
alongside that of Quine and Churchland as the third member of the philosophical triumvirate
representing a ‘hardcore’ naturalist Weltanschaung in the contemporary analytical pantheon. The
broad synoptic sweep of Dennett’s philosophical vision, coupled with his consistent ingenuity and
tireless inventiveness, renders him in many ways the most eloquent and persuasive spokesman for the
brand of philosophical naturalism we are invoking here. Cf. for example, Dennett 1978; 1937, 1993; &

1995.
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In this latter regard, the recently touted prospect of a ‘naturalized

phenomenology’34, the offspring of an unholy alliance between an
unreconstructed Husserlianism and some of the more conservative strands in
contemporary cognitive science, remains, from our point of view, vitiated by
its ultimately oxymoronic character. Given that, as far as the philosophy of
mind 1S concerned, the most distinctive philosophical feature of the
naturalistic approach has been 1ts excoriation of phenomenological
intentionality as a perspectival illusion; there 1s something spurious about
using it as the philosophical basis upon which to reinstate the latter. This
attempt strikes us as the result of an insidiously reactionary equivocation
implicitly motivated by the overweening desire to avoid the unsettlingly
sceptical consequences devolving on the one hand from the deconstructive
and/or post-structuralist critiques of Husserl’s Cartesian phenomenology
(Heidegger, Derrida, Lacan, Deleuze, etc.), and on the other, from the quasi-
behaviourist and/or naturalist inspired attacks on the inviolable epistemic

authority traditionally attributed to subjective interiority (Ryle, Quine,

34For a particularly blatant example of such disingenuousness, one in which the primary theoretical
motivation seems to be simply that of avoiding at all costs the profoundly counter-intuitive
consequences devolving from the application of the “natural scientific attitude’ to consciousness,
especially the destruction of such ‘intuitively obvious’ features of first-person phenomenology as that
of its putatively pre-theoretical immediacy and its privileged access to data, see for example the essay
by Woodruff-Smith, as well as the Introduction by Roy, Petitot, Pachoud, and Varela in the collection
entitled Naturalizing Phenomenology, edited by Jean Petitot et al. Cf. Woodruff-Smith, ‘Intentionality
Naturalized?’, and Roy, Petitot, Pachoud, & Varela, ‘Beyond the Gap’, in Petitot et al., 1999; pp.83-

110 and pp.1-80 respectively.
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Wittgenstein, Dennett, Churchland, etc.). Tip-toeing between what 1t

doubtlessly regards as the Scylla of post-modern nihilism on the left, and the
Charybdis of neurocomputational reductionism on the right, ‘naturalized
phenomenology’ hopes to inaugurate a middle-path, a third-way; one that
would add a reassuring gloss of scientific legitimation to the aura of
unassailable epistemic privilege which many, faithfully kow-towing to a
Cartesian inheritance, continue to ascribe to phenomenological subjectivity.
Against such reactionary philosophical protectionism, 1t 1s the
business of a thoroughgoing naturalism to emphasize -rather than minimize-
the corrosive power of scientific reductionism vis a vis both the tenets of
phenomenological orthodoxy and the established parameters of socio-cultural
consensus. That task can be achieved by exposing the entirely contingent,
conventional character of the phenomenological self-image promulgated
through the myth of subjective interiority; by denouncing the hallucinatory
character of privileged access; and by inveighing against the illusory authority
of the first-person perspective; myths which, whether taken separately or in
combination, serve to shore up the subjectivist ideology through which liberal
democratic capitalism convinces a stupefied population of consumers that
they are sovereign individuals, naturally endowed with freedom of choice,

and that the interests of subjective freedom coincide with the interests of a
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free market economy3s. It is by puncturing the persistent myths of first-person
autonomy and of the irreducibility of consciousness; it is by excoriating the
apparently inviolable ubiquity of the cultural privilege which folk
psychological superstition has successfully arrogated to itself through the
process of its enshrinement in the medium of natural language, that a
virulently anti-phenomenological scepticism of the kind espoused by Quine,
or an eliminative materialism such as that endorsed by Paul Churchland,
suggesting as they do that a radical reconfiguration both of our own self-
image and of our vision of the world around us is always possible, can help
undermine those phenomenological Ur-doxas36 which help perpetuate the
cultural consensus manufactured by capitalism3’.

To sum up: philosophical naturalism, as far as we are concerned,
entails taking the scientific world-view seriously, and accepting the

profoundly anti-phenomenological consequences of that world-view insofar

331t is by tirelessly promoting the illuston of individual freedom that capitalism successtully diverts
attention {from the reality of the population’s collective socio-economic enslavement, from its nigh-on
total political impotence. Consider for example how the invocation of the consumer’s inalienable ‘right
to choose’ is becoming increasingly synonymous with the notion of ‘freedom’ fout court. Now that the
capitalist axiomatic identifies ‘freedom’ with the individual’s freedom to keep consuming, philosophies
defending the irreducibility of subjective interiority are also guilty of promulgating the myth of
individual freedom by default, thereby furnishing the machinery of consumer capitalism with a usetful

1deological lubricant.

36Cf. the critique of the Ur-doxa by Deleuze & Guattari in What is Philosophy? ; a critique with which
we wholeheartedly concur. Cf. Deleuze & Guattari, 1994, pp. 80, 142, 178, 206, 207, 209.

37 Accordingly, our Conclusion will suggest that non-materialism constitutes an instance of a priori
resistance to the commodification of thought by being tantamount to a form of transcendental
scepticism vis a vis those phenomenological Ur-doxas that are concomitant with the all-encompassing

sovereignty of World-Capitalism. Ct. infra, pp.430-440.
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as 1t necessitates expunging all vestiges of folk psychological superstition and
anthropocentric narcissism from philosophy. ‘Phenomenon’; ‘consciousness
‘Intentionality’; ‘Ego’; ‘meaning’; ‘sense-bestowing act’: these are the folk
psychological fictions which have provided the basis for an elaborately
sophisticated, but disastrously misconceived theoretical edifice38.
Phenomenology 1s folk psychology transcendentalised. Belief in the
phenomenological mysteries, in the transcendental sovereignty of intentional
consciousness, or in the irreducible reality of such denizens of the intentional
realm as ‘eidetic intuitions’ or ‘qualia’, are now the contemporary
philosophical equivalents of faith in the immortality of the soul or confidence
in the ubiquity of phlogiston. “Consciousness”, we might say paraphrasing

Deleuze, “did not survive God’>39.

2. The transcendental necessity of materialism's non-philosophical

transformation

At this stage, the reader will doubtless be starting to suspect that our
convictions are borne of nothing more sophisticated than a naive relapse 1nto

dogmatic scientism. To which we are tempted to respond by pointing out that,

38 And it should be remembered that it is on the basis of such subjective intuitions that phenomenology
has had the temerity to try to suspend scientific objectivism by spuriously conflating science with the
natural attitude of common sense; not only withdrawing subjectivity from the ambit of scientific
investigation, but effectively subordinating the latter to the former. In this regard, far from being a mere
caprice, Heidegger’s contemptuous antipathy toward the sciences is the logical extension of Husserl's

paternalistic condescension.
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since the indiscriminate use of this epithet as a blanket term of abuse by irate
phenomenologists convicts of ‘scientism’ anyone who takes it on scientific
trust that the earth orbits around the sun, or who believes in the existence of
black holes and neutrinos -notwithstanding all phenomenological evidence to
the contrary*’-, then we can only plead guilty as charged. If ‘scientism’
simply means refusing the obligatory subordination of empirical science to
transcendental philosophy, then by our lights, there is not nearly enough
‘scientism’ in contemporary philosophy.

Nevertheless, although happy to assent to the charge of ‘scientism’,
we do not believe that the accusation of ‘dogmatism’ is justified. Were we to
continu¢ to operate in an exclusively philosophical register, wherein
everything 1s ultimately reducible to the level of a basically aleatory Decision
either for or against science, the accusation would be pertinent. However, it is
precisely on account of our wish to circumvent the apparently deadly impasse
between materialist scientism and phenomenological idealism, and in order to
provide the materialist Decision with a rigorously critical degree of

theoretical validity, that we wish to effect its non-Decisional transmutation.

3¢t Deleuze, 1994, p xi1x.

4071t might be apposite to remind ourselves here that as far as the committed phenomenologist is
concerned, contrary to what a flimsy scientific dogmatism mired in the natural attitude dares to
suggest, the earth does not move (1.€. the ‘archi-originary’ earth subtending the ‘transcendental’
corporeality of phenomenological subjectivity). Divine surprise! Thus, and perhaps appropriately, the
phenomenologist is one who believes that the earth shall always be flat. Phenomenological wonders



39

That transmutation, interestingly enough, 1s to be effected on the
basis of a theoretical discovery which realizes a philosophically contradictory.
not to say non-sensical, feat; one which withdraws Man from the domain of
that which is ontologically problematisable without reinstituting him as a
transcendental exception. Neither Subjekt, nor Geist, nor Dasein, Man’s non-
ontological essence is radical immanence*!. And as radical immanence, “Man
ls not-in-question”, Laruelle insists, “because he is not-in-philosophy”2. For
non-philosophy, the essence of Man is that of an immanence without-essence
and without-being, ergo non-human, precisely insofar as the "humanity’
predicated of the human has always remained within the parameters of the
ontologically problematic. But it is as ‘Given-without-givenness’ (Donné-
sans-donation) or ‘vision-in-One’ (vision-en-Un)*3; as index of a ‘humanity’
shorn of all predicable ‘human’ attributes, a ‘humanity’ devoid of all
recognizably human characteristics, that Man is the unproblematisable par
excellence.

Consequently, 1t 1s precisely insofar as the ‘human’ i1s invariably a

transcendent, anthropo-ontological construct, that for the non-philosopher,

shall never cease. Cf. E.Husserl, La Terre Ne Se Meut Pas |The Earth Does Not Move], French trans.
by D.Frank, Paris: Minuit, 1989.

4lcr Chapter 3.

421 aruelle, 1991, p.36.

43 Hopefully. all these claims will become 1ntelligible during the course of Chapters 5 and 6, wherein
the postulate of radical or ‘non-Decisional’ immanence will be discussed at some length.
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Man 1s nothing human. Man is ontologically indifferent because he ‘is’ in-

One and without-Being. Yet it is also on account of that radical indifference
that he cannot be said to be in-human or trans-human. Thus, the unconditional
immanence of Man’s non-ontological Identity renders him equally indifferent
to the temptations of humanism and anti-humanism.

As a result, the shift to the non-philosophical register begins once
on¢ has rccognized thc extraneously transcendent character of the
philosophical gesture rendering Man’s being problematic. For non-
philosophy, Man is no longer of the order of an ontological problem
tormulated in terms of the human entity as constituting a Difference within, or
relative to, Being (““What or Who is Man?”, “How is his being articulated or
given?”). His impredicable transparency as Given-without-givenness makes
of him the inalienable but non-ontological solution, the sine qua non
preceding and explaining the articulation of every ontological problem.
Accordingly, non-philosophy proceeds on the basis of the discovery that Man
as the One-without-Being (I'Un-sans-1’Etre) is not an exception fo Being; nor
a folding or a placeholder of Being; nor even a fissure or hole in being; but

rather that radically immanent foreclosure which functions as the last-instance

determining all thinking ‘of’ Being.
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Accordingly, for the non-philosopher, it is not Man who is
transcendent or exceptional vis a vis Being, it 1s Being which is absolutely
transcendent vis a vis Man. Yet if ‘the problem’ as far as non-philosophical
thinking is concerned is no longer that of trying to ‘think the Being of the
human’, still less is it that of trying to think the human ‘in terms of® the
foreclosure of immanence. It is rather that of trying to think according to
(selon) Man’s immanent foreclosure to the twofold transcendence of Being

and of thought.

The ‘solution” to that problem 1is the recognition that Man’s
immanence-without-essence and without-existence, his foreclosure to
thought, can nevertheless become effectuated by thought. It is on the basis of
Being’s transcendence as occasional cause and material support that Man’s
radically opaque transparency becomes effectuated by non-philosophical
thought, allowing him a theoretico-practical ‘existence’** as transcendental
clone or Stranger for the onto-cosmological order problematised 1n
philosophical thinking. As a result, Man’s ontological etfectuation, his

occasional ‘existence’ as Stranger or clone for the World, is simultaneously

44predictably, the non-philosophical translation of the concept of ‘existence’ bears only a nominal
relation to the familiar Heideggerean or Sartrean versions. Here as elsewhere, Laruelle’s use of a
familiar philosophical concept in an entirely new, unfamiliar conceptual context inevitably invites
misunderstanding. The effectuation or ‘existence’ of the non-philosophical subject or Stranger
designates the complex structure of its thecretical articulation as non-thetic transcendence spanning the
unidentity and unilaterality of transcendental clone and empirical support. All of this is of course
unintelligible at this introductory stage. For clarification, ct. Chapter 6, pp.277-289.
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theoretical and practical in character, without constituting a synthetic unity or

hybrid of theory and practise. The Stranger-subject (le sujet-Etranger) of non-
philosophical thought exists as the Identity-without-unity and Duality-
without-difference of theory and practise.

Nevertheless, bearing in mind that the subject of non-philosophical
thought enacts this performative coincidence of theory and practise, it is
possible to state that Man ‘is’ only insofar as he exists as a theoretical
Stranger for Being and for the World. Hence our continuously reiterated
emphasis throughout the second half of this thesis on Man’s radically
inconsistent, non anthropo-logical, and ultimately alien existence as the
transcendental Subject of extra-terrestrial theory. Accordingly, were we to
distil the substance of this thesis down to a single claim it would be this: the
more radical the instance of humanity, the more radically non-
anthropomorphic and non-anthropocentric the possibilities of thought. By
definitively emancipating Man’s theoretically alien, non-human existence,

non-materialist theory promises to purge materialism of all vestiges of

phenomenological anthropomorphism.
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It 1s this rediscovery of Man’s irrefrangibly alien existence as a
universal Stranger that prevents non-philosophy’s gnostically inflected*s
‘hypertranscendentalism’ from merely reinstating Kant’s transcendental
protectionism vis a vis man as Homo noumenon. In this regard, 1t would be a
mistake to consign Laruelle to the long line of post-Kantian thinkers
labouring to provide a definitive formulation of man’s supposedly
unobjectifiable essence. Such efforts are merely variations on the Kantian
gesture of special pleading concerning the human; a gesture which, providing
as 1t did a transcendental guarantor for the inviolable moral authority of
religious faith, was always explicitly intended as a protective measure,

designed 1n order to forestall the nascent threat of atheism harboured by the

prodigious successes of scientific materialism#®.

43For an account of the relation between non-philosophy and gnosis cf. infra, Chapter 6, pp.312-315;
and our Conclusion, pp.430-440.

46K ant explicitly withdrew religious faith from the purview of critique -distilling 1t down to its
inviolable noumenal core 1n the good will gua categorical imperative- in the same gesture with which
he delimited the bounds of objective knowledge: “I have therefore found it necessary to deny
knowledge in order to make room for faith. The dogmatism of metaphysics, that is, the preconception
that it is possible to make headway in metaphysics without a previous criticism of pure reason, is the
source of all that unbelief, always very dogmatic, which wars against morality/...] Criticism alone can
sever the root of materialism, fatalism, atheism, free-thinking, fanaticism, and superstition, which can
be injurious universally;, as well as of idealism and scepticism, which are dangerous chiefly to the
schools, and hardly allow of being handed on to the public”. Kant, 1929, Bxxx-xxxv. Typically
however, and fortunately for us, Kant’s critical operation was intrinsically double-edged. For it 1s
through the very same gesture whereby Kant sought to render faith cognitively unassailable, that he
also terminated the discourse of rational theology, undermined the transparent sovereignty ot Cartesian
subjectivity, and ultimately paved the way for the sort of ‘noumenal’ or critical-transcendental
materialism whose condiiions of elaboraiion we intend to set out in the course of this thesis. Thus,
whether they like it or not, materialists, fatalists, atheists, freethinkers, sceptics, and fanatics of all
stripes remain profoundly indebted to Kant. Conversely, we shall consider that the superstitious
idealists have found their true home in phenomenology; -more precisely, that the phenomenological
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For the non-philosopher however, such attempts at special pleading
condemn Man in the very gesture of Decisional transcendence through which
they endeavoured to save him. Man as radically immanent phenomenon
remains foreclosed to meta-physical inflation as well as to Infra-physical
reduction. If he is the non-redeemable par excellence it is only because he
remains the already-redeemed, as indifferent to the promise of transcendental
redemption as he is to the threat of empirical degradation. Philosophical
attempts to immunize Man against the menace of material oblivion through
perpetual reinjections of salutary transcendence only succeed in occluding his

immanent foreclosure, his ultimate indifference to noumenal salvation as well

as to phenomenal extinction?’.
Of course, for the philosopher, non-philosophy, which endeavours to
think according to Man's foreclosure to Decision, necessarily appears as an

impoverishment or diminishment of thinking conceived in terms of the

elision of the distinction between phenomenon and thing-in-itself caters for the sense of transcendental
reassurance that the latter so obviously crave.

4 saying this we do not, of course, intend to suggest, as Michel Henry does in his own
phenomenologisation of radical immanence, that it is now as the latter that Man can be said to be
eternal and immortal. The radical immanence invoked by the non-philosopher 1s not a
phenomenological principle: it is a necessary but never a sufficient condition; a sine qua non which by
itself yields nothing, produces nothing. We oppose the radical in-consistency of immanence as non-
ontological condition, an in-consistent condition characterised in terms of a primacy-without-priority
(Laruelle), to its phenomenological consistency as archi-originary ontological principle(Michel Henry).
It is only by means of an empirical occasion that this inconsistent condition becomes effectuated in
non-philosophical thought. Apart from that effectuation, its foreclosure guarantees nothing; least of all
an immutable and eternal phenomenological Life. Thus, in order to forestall the danger of a quasi-
phenomenological -which is to say, crypto-religious- misreading, it is necessary to insist that radical
immanence as inconsistent condition is not so much eternal or immortal as foreclosed a priori to the
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Inviolable necessity of ontological Decision. But for the non-philosopher, the
poverty, austerity and minimalism characteristic of the non-Decisional
streamlining of transcendental thought remain the best guarantee of
theoretical rigour, and, a fortiori, the best guarantee for the transcendental
consistency of the materialist Decision.

For the question facing the materialist is whether a Decision carried
out 1n the philosophical register furnishes him/her with the theoretical means
required in order for him/her to live up to the desired degree of conceptual
probity; in other words, whether philosophy allows the materialist to do as
s’he says and say as s/he does. Laruelie, for reasons we will elaborate on
later?$, believes that philosophical Decision falls short on this very count: the
philosopher in the throes of Decision is never doing what s/he is saying or
saying what s/he 1s doing. The problem of Decision then, is the problem of
discovering the theoretical conditions according to which this performative
consistency of saying and doing in Decision becomes realizable. It becomes
realizable, Laruelle suggests, only by shifting from a posture whereby
Decision constitutes an absolutely autonomous, self-positing act, to one

wheremn Decision becomes a relatively autonomous, heteronomously

ontological alternative, or even the différance, between living and dying. For an extended critique of
Michel Henry’s phenomenologisation of immanence, cf. infra , Chapter 2, pp.80-97.
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determined experience; the non-synthetic unity of theory and practice. A non-
Decisional theory is not anti-Decisional: - it suspends the self-sufficiency of
Decision, transforming its absolute autonomy into a merely relative
autonomy. The point is not to abdicate from Decision but to permit a radically
transcendental determination of Decision, one allowing for Decision to be
carried out under scrupulously exacting theoretical conditions. It is the
general lack of theoretical scruple concomitant with the absolute autonomy of
Decision 1n its philosophical register which the non-philosopher objects to,
not Decision as such. Consequently, our belief in the necessity of a non-
materialist universalisation of materialism goes hand in hand with the
conviction that non-philosophical theory alone provides the conditions under
which the materialist Decision can be rigorously carried out. It furnishes the
indispensable transcendental supplement required in order to render the

materialist Decision unequivocally consistent in word and deed.

Man as Non-Materialist Identity of Philosophy and Science

Ultimately, the pertinence of non-philosophical theory for the brand of

materialism we are interested in here 1s apparently twofold, but in reality

onefold. The superficially twofold pertinence concerns the relation of

48Cf. Chapters 5 and 6; but also for instance Chapters 2 & 3, where we try to show how the
philosophical decision in favour of materialism invariably reinstates a form of idealism. In other words.

the philosopher decides against idealism in a way that 1s still idealist.
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philosophy and science on the one hand, and the non-exceptional status of
Man on the other. If materialism as we understand it is implicitly predicated

on the basically sound but unstated assumption that science and philosophy
are and should be bound together in a relationship of reciprocal
presupposition, then Laruelle's work is crucial because it promises to provide
that unstated philosophical assumption with an explicitly articulated
theoretical basis: non-philosophy promises to provide a ‘unified’ but non-
unitary theory of philosophy and science®. On the other hand, non-
philosophy 1s equally important as far as the injunction forbidding the
philosophical conception of the human as ontological exception is concerned.
Man 1s no longer conceived of as a locus of transcendence, but rather as the
radical immanence whose foreclosure to all anthropomorphic predication
renders 1t the sine qua non for a rigorously non-anthropomorphic theorising.
In the final analysis however, the superficial character of this double-
aspect becomes apparent when one realizes that it 1s ultimately Man as radical
immanence that constitutes the last-instance according to which the double

articulation of philosophy and science simultaneously attains 1its

49Thus, non-philosophy refuses to discriminate a priori between philosophy and science; it deals with
them together en bloc as a single indivisible empirical datum. For non-philosophy, philosophy and
science are necessarily bound together in a relation of reciprocal presupposition. It is on this basis that
non-materialism tries to provide a non-positivistic radicalisation and generalisation of the naturalist
thesis according to which philosophy supervenes on science. Cf. the discussion of Quine and

Churchland in Chapters 7 and 8.
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transcendental validity as well as its non-Decisional legitimacy. For 1t 1s
Man’s non-Decisional essence that provides an Identity-without-synthesis and
a Duality-without-difference for all the Decisional hybrids of philosophy and

sclence.
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PART 1

THE DECLINE OF MATERIALISM AS SUCH
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CHAPTER 1

MATTER: COMME TELLE OR TELLE

QUELLE?

“When, in its better moments, materialism abandoned its empiricist
concept of matter, on the whole it never proved able to go beyond the hyle,

the identity of thought and the real, of ideality and matter -the level of relative
materiality or of materiality ‘as such’[comme telle] rather than of matter
itself” [telle quelle] or absolute matter.” (Laruelle, 1981, p.78)

What would it be to think matter ‘itself’ or absolutely, as opposed
to thinking i1t “as such’ or relatively? Is it - pace Hegel- possible to conceive
of a matter “outside’ the concept, a matter distinct from every concept of
matter? Or 1s any attempt to think along such lines inevitably doomed to
relapse into pre-Hegelian naivety?

Clearly, the very formulation of the question points away from
Hegel and back toward Kant. For the Critical turn 1s inaugurated 1n the
gesture whereby Kant acknowledges what he calls ‘the transcendental
difference’ between thought and thing, representation and represented,
phenomenon and in-itself; or more generally, the difference between the ideal

realm of that which is representable for the knowing subject, and the real
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realm of that which subsists ‘problematically’® or independently of the
possibility of relation to the subject. Thus. from a quasi-Kantian perspective,
one might say that whereas the ideal is intrinsically relational - a function of
the relation to subjectivity-, the real -not to be confused with the empirical
reality of the represented phenomenon- is simply defined negatively as the
absence of relation. In other words, it is problematically or hypothetically
defined as the in-itself: - that which is relationless or absolute. Yet according

to Hegel 1t 1s this very difference between the ideal as relative and the real as
absolute which turns out to be internal to thought itself. Subjectivity qua self-
relating negativity, self-sundering and self-synthesizing Notion, is nothing but
the processual identification of ideal identity and real difference, the
ultimately Ideal relation of relation and non-relation, relative and absolute.

[t 1s perhaps on account of its resolutely anti-Hegelian tenor, that
Heideggerean phenomenology, at least as set out in Being and Time, seems to
have inherited something of Kant’s transcendental-idealist legacy. From our

point of view, the constitutively ‘1dealizing’ tendency of its transcendental

SUFor Kant the realm of the problematic is that concerning which the judgement of existence or
inexistence is inapplicable. The noumenal realm remains problematic insofar as we can neither say of it
that it is or that it is not, since for something to be posited as being it must first be capable of being
given through sensibility in an experience: “The concept of a noumenon is thus merely a limiting
concept, the function of which is to curb the pretensions of sensibility[...[What our understanding
acquires through this concept of a noumenon is a negative extension, that is to say, understanding is
not limited through sensibility; on the contrary, it itself limits sensibility by applying the term noumena
to things in themselves (things not regarded as appearances). But in so doing it at the same time sets
limits to itself recognizing that it cannot know these noumena through any of the categories, and that it
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methodology find its canonical formulation in the Introduction to Being and
lime, wherein Heidegger defines phenomenology in the following way: “The
expression phenomenology’ may be formulated in Greek as legein ta
phainomena, where legein means apophainesthai. Thus. pnenomenology’
means apophainesthai ta phainomena -to let that which shows itself be seen
Jrom itself in the very way in which it shows itself from itself.” (Heidegger,
1962, p.58) However, this dimension of phenomenal self-showing 1s
necessarily bound to that of the logos as realm of discursive apophansis: “The
logos lets something be seen.[...]Discourse ‘lets something be seen’ apo
(from itself) [... Jthat is, it lets us see something from the very thing which the

discourse is about. In discourse (apophansis), so far as it is genuine, what is

said is drawn from what the talk is about, so that discursive communication,
in what it says, makes manifest what it is talking about/...] This is the
structure of the logos as apophansis.”(Ibid, p.56) Heidegger’s definitions here
render the intrinsic link between showing and saying, or more exactly,
between self-showing and self-saying in the transcendental structure of the
phenomeno-logos, perfectly explicit. That transcendental bond between
phenomenon and logos 1s assured through the dimension of apophantic

disclosure necessary for the manifestation of the phenomenon as

must therefore think them only under the title of an unknown something.” (Kant, 1929, B311-B312, pp.




53

phenomenon. A disclosure whereby every phenomenon is necessarily
manifested as some-thing by virtue of its coming-to-presence against a pre-
given horizonal backdrop of intelligibility: - Dasein’s Being-in-the-World.
Moreover, Heidegger reminds us that “because logos as legomenon can also
signify that which, as something to which one addresses oneself, becomes
visible in its relation to something in its ‘relatedness’ logos acquires the

signification of relation and relationship.”(Ibid, p.58) It is in virtue of this

constitutive structure of discursive apophansis that every phenomenon
disclosed through the logos is intrinsically and indissociably related to every
other through the overarching structural whole of which it remains an
inextricable moment. Thus, from our point of view, the ‘phenomenality’ of
the phenomenon as laid bare in Heidegger’s phenomenological analyses still
remains intrinsically bound to the ideal realm of the relational, the intelligible,
the meaningful, etc. Being-in-the-world is an essentially holistic and
inherently Ideal phenomenon>!.

Thus, although Laruelle’s hypothetical separation of matter insofar as
1t 1s phenomenologically disclosed ‘as such’, through the logos, from matter

‘1tself’, independent of every horizon of apophantic disclosure, 1s necessarily

272-273).

51Il’lteres‘[ingly enough however, chief among the many remarkable virtues of Laruelle’s stunning
reading of Heidegger in Les Philosophies de la Différence, is its explicitly anti-idealist or ‘realist’ (one
might even say ‘quasi-materialist’) slant. Cf. Laruelle, 1986, Chapters 3 & 4.
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a transcendental hypothesis, it is one which implies a rearticulation of Kant’s
transcendental agenda very different from that set out by Heidegger in Being
and Time. For by distinguishing matter ‘itself’ from every phenomenological
apprehension of matter ‘as such’, it seems to be suggesting that ‘matter’ -even
if only problematically or hypothetically- is not only a real instance distinct
from every ideal sublation of difference in the Concept, but also an
unphenomenologisable ‘in-itself’; ‘something” which is neither a
phenomenon showing itself from itself, nor even the inapparent
phenomenality of showing as such. Yet it is difficult to see how such a
distinction -a distinction that apparently distinguishes itself from the

distinction of ontico-ontological difference as such- could even be entertained

as a conceilvable hypothesis.

Accordingly, 1n order to conceive of Laruelle’s hypothetical
separation of matter comme telle from matter telle quelle we shall be obliged
to re-evaluate both the Kantian and the Heideggerean characterisation of the
transcendental 1n terms of difference. Laruelle’s hypothesis forces us to
reconsider the extent to which this transcendental separation of matter ‘itself’
from matter ‘as such’ 1s ultimately differential in character. For it may be that
the transcendental separation of the comme tel from the fel quel has to be

conceived of in terms of immanence rather than transcendence, and in terms
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of Identity rather than Difference. Furthermore, 1t may be that although this
separation-without-difference is effected i thought and has some effect on
the World, it is neither realized through the power of conceptual thought
alone, as Hegel maintained, nor experienced on the basis of my being-in-the-
world as Heidegger believed, but rather proves to be the result of a separation
that 1s anterior both to the transcendence of thought and to that of the World:
one to which thought and World themselves are ultimately subject. These are
the possibilities that we are particularly interested in elucidating here, along
with Laruelle. For our ultimate aim is to show how this transcendental
separation of “matter itself” from ‘matter as such’ must be conceived of solely
according to an Identity of immanence proper to ‘matter itself’, rather than in

terms of a transcendent Difference between ‘matter as such’ and ‘matter

itself’.

Now, of the many fascinating avenues of philosophical exploration
delineated 1n Laruelle’s Pringipe de Minorité (1981), the most salient for our
present purposes 1s his suggestion that the pursuit of these afore-mentioned
possibilities necessitates a radicalisation of Kant’s transcendental separation
of the real from the i1deal, of matter-in-1tself from the phenomenal logos, 1n
such a way as to effect the simultaneous withdrawal of matter from the

idealized materiality of the representational object, and the subtraction of
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thought from the reified ideality of the phenomenological subject. Only 1n this

way does it become possible to forestall both the Hegelian identification of
real and ideal within the domain of the Idea itself: and Heidegger’s
phenomenological idealization of the transcendental difference through Da-

sein’s unobjectifiable circumscription of the ontico-ontological caesura

between real and 1deal.

However, where Kant yoked the transcendental to subjectivity and
rendered the notion of a “material noumenon’ into a purely limiting concept,
by definition devoid of cognitive import, our goal here involves freeing what
Deleuze called “the prodigious domain of the transcendental”>? from the
nexus of 1dealist relativity 1n order to formulate the conditions for a thinking
of matter ‘itself’ 1n the positivity of its unconditionally immanent Identity; a
thinking which, by simultaneously liberating matter from what Laruelle calls
its ‘materiological’ subordination to the logos and by emancipating cognition
from the constraints of phenomenological presentation, would furnish us with
the theoretical means required in order to access ‘matter itselt” -"/a matiere
telle quelle’. Our aim throughout, in this as well as in all subsequent chapters,

will be to show how Laruelle’s ‘non-philosophy’ can be used to explore the

52Deleuze, 1994, p.135.
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diversely ramifying consequences of this twofold but ultimately indivisible
theoretical gesture.

In the first part of this thesis however, our preliminary investigation
into the legitimacy of this distinction and the feasibility of such a gesture as
far as the possibility of defining a ‘non-materiological materialism’ is
concerned, will focus exclusively on their tentatively sketched articulation in
Laruelle’s Pringipe de Minorité33. The specific feature of the work we intend
to single out for analysis here can be stated in relatively simple terms:
radicalising and generalizing his own earlier ‘machinic materialist’54 critique

ot philosophical idealism, set out in those texts making up his Philosophie I,

O3 e Pringipe de Minorité 1s the key transitional work in the entire Laruellean oeuvre. It represents the
pivotal moment where Laruelle takes his first philosophically unprecedented step away from the
problematic of Difference governing his early works (that is to say, the theoretical problematic mapped
out 1n the philosophical ‘quadrangle’ delimited by the proper names Nietzsche, Heidegger, Derrida and
Deleuze),grouped iogeiher by mum under (he heading Philosophie I, toward the articulation of what he
will later come to recognize as the non-philosophical project proper, the beginnings of which are set
out in those works ot Laruelle comprised under the heading Philosophie II (for full details concerning
this division, ct. our bibliography, pp.441-443). From a heuristic point of view, its particular
importance for us here, at a stage when we are trying to introduce the philosophical problem for which
we will try to articulate the non-philosophical resolution, hinges in no small part on the fact that Le
Principe de Minorité is still conceived and written as a philosophical work, operating on the basis of a
recognizable philosophical stance, an assessment which Laruelle’s own comments about the book
explicitly confirm: see for example, Laruelle, 1991, p.208. Although complex and difficult (like
everything Laruelle has ever written), it 1s not yet entirely alien in its basic premises and outlook, in the
way in which Laruelle’s later, explicitly non-philosophical works will prove to be for the philosophical

reader.

S4The attempt to effect a ‘machinic deconstruction’ of the metaphysical and implicitly idealist theses of
historical and dialectical materialism plays a significant role in several of Laruelle’s works trom
Philosophie 1. Thus, in his Nietzsche contre Heidegger (1977) tor instance, Laruelle defines his
version of machinic materialism in terms of three theses displacing and occupying, rather than
opposing and negating, those of both dialectical and of historical materialism: 1. a materialist thesis
asserting the primacy of libidinal matter over every form of representation; 2. a syntactical thesis
asserting the primacy of différance over contradiction which it determines independently of form; 3. a
machinic thesis proper asserting the primacy of materialism over the syntactical. Cf. Laruelle, 1977a,

pp. 122-129.




58

and according to a gesture we shall see constantly reiterated throughout his
non-philosophical work5S, Laruelle in Le Pringipe de Minorité begins to
discern in every variant of philosophical materialism (and a fortiori in
philosophical thinking per se) something like an intrinsically idealist
component, generally indexed by its persistent subordination of ‘matter’ (or
what he will also call ‘the real’) to a ‘materiality’ whose theoretical status
remains for Laruelle that of an idealized and invariably transcendent
abstraction.

But what precisely does it mean to claim, as Laruelle does in Le

Pringipe de Minorité, that all species of philosophical materialism are

ultimately kinds of materiological idealism? According to Laruelle, it means
basically that these materialisms “still subordinate in the last instance matter
to the last possible form of the logos (logos or Idea of matter as such), instead
of subordinating the logos of matter to matter, and initiating a truly
dispersive becoming-real of ideality rather than a continuous becoming-ideal
of the real.” (Laruelle, 1981, p.107) What the initiation of a “dispersive
becoming-real of the ideal” would consist in 1s something we will only begin

to elaborate on in Chapter 5. At this stage however, we will confine ourselves

31n his indispensable Initiation a la Pensée de Frangois Laruelle, Juan Diego Blanco sees in the
operation of “radicalisation/generalisation” the fundamental theoretical trope lying at the heart of all

Laruelle’s non-philosophical thinking. Cf. Blanco, 1997, passim, but especially pp. 90-96.
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to an examination of the first branch of the alternative: the materiological

subordination of matter to the logos.

Materialism and Materiology

Laruelle 1dentifies three invariant features in every philosophical
materialism, then goes on to list those conceptual contusions that he takes to
be constitutive of the materiological idealization of materialism>°.

Materialism =

1. Primacy of immanence over transcendence.
2. Primacy of the real over the ideal.
3. Exteriority of being to thought.
Materiology =
1. Confusion of real or ontic immanence with 1deal or

ontological immanence.

2. Confusion of irreversible or unilateral determination of
the ideal by the real with a bi-lateral or reversible co-
respondence, whereby the real ends up being co-

constituted in return through the ideality which it 1s

supposed to determine.

S6Cf. Laruelle, 1981, pp. 77-78.
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3. Confusion of the exteriority of the entity ‘itself’, as
Instance of unobjectifiable immanence, to all forms of

presentation, not just thought, with the unobjectifiable
transcendence of the entity’s Being ‘as such’ relative to
intentional consciousness. Confusion, in other words,
of the unobjectifiable immanence of the phenomenon
‘1tself” with the unobjectifiable transcendence proper to
the phenomenality (=Being) of the phenomenon ‘as
such’.

What 1s Laruelle trying to distinguish here? What exactly is being
elided 1n these three instances of materiological amphiboly between ontic and
ontological; real asymmetry and ideal reciprocity; exteriority of immanence
and exteriority of transcendence?

Basically, for Laruelle, each of these materiological amphibolies is a
function of the 1dealizing -and crypto-Hegelian- elision of the transcendental
distinction -which he 1nsists on upholding- between an unobjectifiable
dimension of real or ‘ontic’ immanence, and an unobjectifiable dimension of
ideal or ontological transcendence. Whilst the refusal to recognize the claim

of the former is for Laruelle symptomatic of idealism, materiology, for its
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part, 1s invariably indexed by a philosophically confused Aybrid or mixtures’
of ontic immanence and ontological objectivity. In other words, materiology
mistakes the real but unobjectifiable immanence of the ‘thing itself’,
independent of its phenomenological presentation, for the idealized or
transcendent reality of the object ‘as such’. More precisely, it operates on the
basis of a variedly proportioned hybrid of real and reality, immanence and
transcendence. It 1s this confusion of the phenomenon or entity’s
unobjectifiable exteriority with the unobjectifiable transcendence of its
phenomenality ‘as such’, its Being, that underlies the materiological
confusion of real with ideal and the confusion of the latter’s unilateral
determination by the former with their bi-lateral co-determination.

We will have more to say about the motif of unilateral asymmetry as
tfar as the relation of real and ideal 1s concerned in the following chapter. For
the time being, however, 1t 1s necessary to focus on this fundamental,
constantly reiterated distinction between unobjectifiable ontic immanence and

unobjectifiable ontological transcendence. What lays behind this apparently

>7Laruelle contends that all philosophical thinking is intrinsically constituted through the articulation
of a hybrid or composite structure. Consequently, an analysis of materiological thinking which shows
how it operates on the basis of a typically philosophical ‘hybrid’ or ‘mixture’ (mixte) of real
immanence and ideal transcendence is the fundamental precondition for the non-materialist “dualysis’
of materiological Decision we intend to pursue. For a preliminary examination of this materiological
hybridisation of real and ideal, cf. infra, Chapter 2, pp.90-97; but especially Chapter 3, pp.121-141.
For general elucidation conceining the status of philosophical Decision in non-philosophical theory.
and for an examination of the role played by its hybrid or composite structure as occasional cause and
empirical material in the process of non-philosophical dualysts, cf. infra, Chapter 5, pp.218-258.
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obscure Laruellean contrast between the unobjectifiability of the phenomenon
‘1tself” and the unobjectifiability of its phenomenality ‘as such’?

TI'he fundamental philosophical reference for understanding this
Laruellean contrast lies in the ‘material phenomenology’ of Michel Henry.
Central to the latter is the distinction between an ‘en-static’ dimension of real
immanence and an ‘ek-static’ realm of ideal transcendence; a distinction
formulated by Henry on the basis of a particularly trenchant
phenomenological critique of Husserl and Heidegger. Consequently,
following a brief recapitulation of that critique, the next chapter will try to
show how Laruelle’s transcendental separation of the te/ quel from the comme
tel must be understood in terms of a ‘non-phenomenological’ radicalisation of

Henry’s phenomenological distinctionss.

8 As we shall see, the crucial non-phenomenological nuance in the Laruellean radicalisation of Henry’s
distinction concerns specifically whether the enstatic immanence Henry invokes is to be understood in
terms of the phenomenality of the phenomenon ‘as such’, or in terms of the phenomenon ‘itself’.
Although focusing specitically on the relation between Levinas and Laruelle, the comprehensive
overview of the interface between phenomenology and non-philosophy provided in Hughes Choplin’s
De la Phénoménologie a la Non-Philosophie also includes a succinct but useful précis of the
Laruelle/Henry connection. Ctf. Choplin, 1997, especially pp. 33-49 and 116-117. In contrast to
Choplin however, the intent throughout our account of the relation between Laruelle and Henry will be
to emphasize the profound discontinuity between the phenomenological and the non-philosophical

invocation of radical immanence.
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CHAPTER 2

MICHEL HENRY: MATERIAL

PHENOMENOLOGY

En-stasis/Ek-stasis

In Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics>®, Heidegger famously
proposes to 1dentify the transcendental difference between phenomenon and
in-1tselt with the ontico-ontological difference between the entity and its
Being, phenomenon and phenomenality. He does so, moreover, by reading
the schematising function of the transcendental imagination, its synthesizing
of concept and intuition in the production of schemata as transcendental
determinations of time -the appearing of appearances-, as an analogue for the
temporalising function of Dasein’s ekstatico-horizonal transcendence.

However, Henry, in The Essence of Manifestation and subsequent
works®0, argues that Heidegger’s alignment of the transcendental difference
with the ontico-ontological difference between intra-temporal phenomena and

temporalising phenomenality, wherein the latter dimension 1s originarily

Y9Cf. Heidegger, 1990.

60Cf. Henry, The Essence of Manifestation (English translation 1973, original French publication
1962); but also The Genealogy of Psychoanalysis (English translation 1993, original French

publication 1985); and Phénoménologie Matérielle, 1990.
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anchored in Dasein’s Being as ekstatico-horizonal transcendence, falls short
of attaining the authentically transcendental and, Henry provocatively insists,
constitutively atemporal essence of originary phenomenological Being.
According to Henry, Heidegger, like Husserl before him, still operates within
the parameters of what the former, following Husserl, refers to as a “Worldly’
and  transcendent (i.e. ontico-empirical rather than rigorously
phenomenological) characterisation of the phenomenon’s transcendental
phenomenality; which is to say, its Being. The hallmark of such worldliness,
as far as Henry is concerned, is the failure to acknowledge the radical
asymmetry or heteromorphy between two fundamentally incommensurable
modes of phenomenalisation: the ideal, or ekstatico-temporal modality of
phenomenalisation through which phenomena first become intentionally
apprehended and given for consciousness according to the horizonal ekstasis
of World; and the absolute immanence-to-itself of en-static auto-affection as
the real but non-intentional and non-representable essence of
phenomenalisation; the veritable phenomenological ‘substance’ of
phenomenality, subtending all ekstatico-temporal manifestation. The
asymmetry or heteromorphy regulating the relation between these two
incommensurable modalities according to Henry 1s a variant on a classical but

under appreciated Neoplatonic philosopheme: ekstatic transcendence
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