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EDITORS' PREFACE 

In the work of Marcel Proust, memoires involontairc re­

fers to involuntarily-triggered memories that, while linking 

past and present as all memories do, docs not invoke a past 

that was consciously lived, but that was instead "passed 

through" In the process, the unconscious past becomes 

the material for the production of the new, that which rc­

capacitatcs not only the present, but also the future. 

MEMOIRES INVOLONTAIRE intervenes in the prc­

vclant understandings of cultural, theoretical, and other 

literary canons by renewing text<; of the past in the pres­

ent, for the construction of alternate futures. Bv disturbing 

collective memories that have either forgotten about such 

works or were never aware of them originally, the series 

not only invigorates memory, but also intensifies imagi­

nation. 

The inaugural text in the series is the first English lan­

guage translation of the near-complete transcription/ 

lecture notes taken by a student enrolled in the earliest re­

corded course offered by Gilles Dclcuzc, lVhat ii grounding? 
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(Qu 'e.1t-ce quefimder,�. It is here that the history of philoso­

phy is engaged in a direct manner �)rior to the "method 

of dramatization"); that the originating ideas of Difference 

and RejJetitum begin to develop; and, that the key to ground­

breaking readings of Deleuze is introduced (e.g. ,  Christian 

Kcrslake's Immanence and the ftrtigo 1if PhilosojJhy: From Kant 

to Deleu;:,e). 

\Ve would like to extend thanks to Richard Pinha<i, whose 

\vebsite webdeleu;:,e.com retains the first appearance of these 

notes in the original French; to Arjen Kleinherenbrink, 

our translator; and, in particular; a very special thank 

you to the Friends of The New Centre, \vithout whose 

support this publication \vould not have been possible: 

Carlos M. Amador, Bmce de'Medici, Harry Duran, Bob 

Goockich, Bradley Kaye, l\'1ichacleen Kelly, Ivan Nicco­

lai, Chris Peterson, Tracy Susheski, Laura vVexler; and 

Philip \Vohlstetter: 

&&& 

May 2015 
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WHAT IS GROCNDING? 

TRANSLA TOR'S INTRODUCTION 

What? 

lVhat i1 groundir�g? is a translation of extensive notes to 

Qu 'est-ce que fimder?, a seminar Dclcuzc gave in 193 6-193 7. 

It sees Dclcuzc engaging with a series of philosophers 

ranging from Plato to Hcidcggcr in order to investigate 

the meaning, importance, and sheer possibility of ground 

for both philosophical thought and reality at large. 

The notes to this seminar have a strange history. They 

\Vere originally taken by one PicITc Lefebvre. Given that 

only a handful of sentences in the notes arc incomplete, 

plus the fact that the style of phrasing is clearly Dclcuzc's 

own, Lefebvre must have used either a tape recorder or 

shorthand to retain almost everything. In any case, the 

notes remained a buried treasure for over five decades, 

until a French transcript surfaced onlinc several years ago. 

Among other places, it can now be found on a website 

hosted by Richard Pinhas, a £1.ffious electronic rock musi­

cian and former student of Dclcuzc. His website also hostc; 

a Spanish translation of the first few pages, a project pre-
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GILLES DELECZE 

maturely abandoned for unknown reasons. The stmy in 

the pages to follow has thus passed, at the very least, from 

Dclcuzc to a tape recorder or sheets filled with shorthand, 

then probably to a typcvvTittcn transcript, then to HTML, 

and now to this book. 

When? 

Dclcuzc taught fVhat if grounding? very early in his career. 

The only texts prcdating it arc his repudiated 'Sart:rcan' 

articles from the forties, the essay Instincts and ln.1titutions, 

and his 1953 book on Hume, Empirici1m and .1 ubjectiviry. 1 

The seminar is contemporaneous with two essays Dclcuzc 

published on Bcrgson, one in Les philo.wjJhes celebres, a vol­

ume edited by Mcrlcau-Ponty, the other in Les etudes berg­

soniennes.� It prcdatcs Dclcuzc's second book Nietzsche and 

jJhilosophy by five years, and Difference and repetition by little 

over a decade. 

Dclcuzc gave this seminar at the lycec Louis le Grand, 

where he taught philosophy before becoming assistant 

professor at the Sorbonne later in 195 7. At the time, 

1. InrtincL;· and In.rtitJition.r was originally Lhe imroduclion or a school­
book wi1.h sixty-six Lexls on ins1.i1.utinns, edited by Df'leuze and 

helong:ing lo a series supervised by Canguilhern. Il has been repub­
lished in Desert Jrlands and other texL;' - 1.95.'J-1.974. 

2. Both republished in Dfser! frfrmds. 
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WHAT IS GROCNDING? 

Delcuzc's lectures were already 'must-sec events' ,  and the 

transcript of the seminar shows why this must have bccn­

thc casc.:i For fVhat i1 grounding? is no mere tour through 

the hist01y of philosophy. It is a talc spun by an extremely 

talented philosopher who, already in his early thirties, in­

terprets the great problems and thinkers from the history 

of philosophy in a way completely his own. As a conse­

quence, the reader is not confronted with a mere reflec­

tion on what has been said in the past, but rather vvith a 

mobilization of resources, or better yet with a transforma­

tion of thinkers and concepts into the building blocks for 

what will become Delcuzc's own philosophy. 

Why? 

This brings us to the relevance and importance of making 

this text available to a larger audience. For the translat01; 

there is of course the attractive idea of contributing to 

what may one day be a 'complete Delcuzc' , as well as a 

desire give others access to Delcuzc's guided tour through 

the hist01y of philosophy. Fortunately, there arc also more 

compelling and scholarly arguments for the importance 

'.t See Dns�e, /niern1cling linfs, p. 96. 
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GILLES DELECZE 

and urgency of this text, three of which I would like to 

mention here . .i 

First, T-Vhat i1 grounding? ranges over an impressive ar­

ray of philosophers and concepts, all organized around 

the question of ground. 'Ground' should be read in two 

senses, as Dclcuzc is equally interested in ground as the 

sufficient reason for concrete entities, as he is in ground 

understood as a point of departure for philosophy (and 

therefore in all that follows: arc these two the same?; arc 

they even thinkable or possible?; et cctcra) . This investi­

gation involves an explicit engagement with both Hegel 

and Hcidcggc1; something unique to Dclcuzc's ocuvrc.5 

Both thinkers arc treated with appreciation rather than 

scorn, and Dclcuzc obviously uses many insights from 

Hcidcggcr's T-Vhat if metapky.1ic.1? and Kant and the jJroblem of 

4. Christian Kerslake ha�� writ.Len an ex1.re1ndy interesting slud}; 
Immanence and the 1.1ertigo r!f f>hilo.rof!l�y, in wlrich H'hat is grounding? Lakes 
cemer stage. His hook rigorously Leslifies Lo Lhe faCL LhaL Lhe enlire 
Dele111.Jan enterprise can and must be �een in new lighL by whoever 

reads T-Hza! isgmunding? aLLenLively. CnfrmunaLely iL is impossible Lo 
here repeal all Ll1e ways, uncovered by Kerslake, in which T-Fhat i;· 
gmwuhn,Jf,? Lies imn Deleuze's runher work a�� wdl a�� his known imer­
es1.s and concerns. 

5. R'l::cepL, concenring Heid.egger, Lhe famous nme appearing ouL 
nC nowhere in DjjJi'rr>n1:� and 1rj>etifion and 1.he e��ay nn Heidegger 
and.Jarry's paLaphysics in Es.rqys critical and dinicaL and, concerning 
Hegel, Ll1e frequemjabs aL philosophies making frlllndalional use of 
negaLinn scauered Lhrnughnul Deleuze 's writings. 

4 
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WHAT IS GROCNDING? 

metapl�y.1 ics, and Hcgcl's Pherwmenolog:J! 1if .1pirit and Science rif 

lr�gic as key clement<; in his seminar. In addition, the reader 

also encounters philosophers rarely considered relevant to 

Dclcuzc's thinking, including Fichtc, Shcstov, and Bacon. 

This, then, is the first point: there exist<; a certain image of 

Dcleuzc as a thinker \vho places himself in a 'minor' phil­

osophical trajectory consisting of Lucretius, Spinoza, Ni­

etzsche, and Bcrgson, among other things because he tries 

to avoid Hcidcggcr; Hegel, and phenomenology at large. 

vVhat ii-groundir�g? shmvs this image to be false, first because 

we sec clearly how Dclcuzc's so-called enemies arc in fact 

his resources and counterpoint<;, and second because his 

historical predecessors turn out to include not only more 

philosophers (and therefore more problems and concept'>) 

than we usually think, but also far more 'minor' ones than 

those we already kncvv·. 

Second, vVhat i1 groundir�? introduces key concept'> 

from the later works in which Dclcuzc presents his own 

philosophy. The investigation of ground involves careful 

consideration of the notions of repetition and intensity, a 

systematic reading of Nietzsche, extensive use of insights 

from mathematics, reading Freud's work as a philosoph­

ical resource, and so on. This makes vVhat ii- groundir�? a 

highly interesting introduction, supplement, and compan-
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GILLES DELECZE 

ion to Dclcuzc's later works, especially to Difference and rejJ­

etition (for 'ground' insofar as philosophy tries to systemat­

ically think reality) and to fVhat i1 jJhilosopl�y (for 'ground' 

insofar as philosophy considers itself and the nature of the 

concepts through which it functions). Vulgady put, fVhat 

if grounding? is to Dclcuzc's other works what Tolkicn's The 

Silmmillion is to The Lord 1if the Rings. One docs not neces­

sarily need to read to former in order to understand the 

latter; but whoever docs so will inevitably find her or his 

understanding of the later works and the concerns ani­

mating them significantly enriched and refined. 

Third and finally, fVhat if grounding? is perhaps most 

interesting for what it culminates in. The entire investiga­

tion is carried out in order to become able to decide be­

tween what Delcuzc calls 'method' and 'system'. Should 

philosophy turn out to be a method, then its deepest con­

cern must be how human beings c:iq)cricncc reality. It then 

ccntcrs on cognition. However, if a philosophy can be a 

system, it will instead be the cntc11n-isc of c:iq)rcssing what 

it is to be any being whatsoever, as well as what it is for one 

such being to relate to another: It then ccntcrs on things, 

rather than our c:iq)cricncc of things. Crudely put, what 

is at stake is thus deciding whether philosophy is first and 

foremost epistemology or perhaps phenomenology, or on-
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tology. Even though the text docs not yield any explicit 

judgmcnt, it is more than dear that Delcuzc is leaning 

towards philosophy understood as .yystem. This, when tak­

en seriously, could lead to a rcintc11)1-ctation of much of 

Delcuzc's work, especially for those who have perhaps 

seen him as more of an anarchic thinker than he may 

actually be. In any case, after reading fVhat if grounding?, 

one cannot help to think of Delcuzc's letter to Jcan-Clet 

�fartin, where he writes: 

'I believe in philosophy as system. The notion of 

system which I find unpleasant is one whose co­

ordinates arc the Identical, the Similar; and the 

Analogous. Leibniz was the first, I think, to iden­

tify system and philosophy. In the sense he gives 

the term, I am all in favor of it. Thus, questions 

that address "the death of philosophy" or "going 

beyond philosophy" have never inspired me. I con­

sider myself a dassic philosophc1: For me, the sys­

tem must not only be in perpetual heterogeneity, it 

must also be a heterogene.fif, which as far as I can tell, 

has never been tricd.'h 

6. Deleuze, Ji.nJ r�f!}ines qf madness, p. '.1{) l. 

7 
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GILLES DELECZE 

This, combined with the fact that our current philosoph­

ical moment is characterized by a surge in realist philos­

ophy which precisely aims or claims to replace a certain 

dominance of phenomenology vvith a renewed primacy 

of ontology, fVhat i1 grounding? \\-ill certainly have its part 

to play. 

How? 

Readers arc kindly asked to keep in mind the following 

points when reading the translation: 

I) The French transcript contains minor errors in spell­

ing and punctuation, and at a small number of points 

some words arc missing. The English translation 

only corrects them when one can be certain of what 

Delcuzc actually said. In such cases, the translation is 

italicized. 

2) The translation aims for accuracy, not for fluency. The 

French transcript contains many phrases in telegraph­

ic style, which has most often been retained in the 

translation, even though this might not result in the 

most fluent tc:x."t or the most natural way of phras­

ing. ·whenever words have been added to prevent the 

B 
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WHAT IS GROCNDING? 

translation from becoming unacceptably fragmented, 

these have been U)racketed]. 

3) All footnotes in the text have been added by the trans­

lat01: They contain clarifications of certain remarks, 

references to te:xi:s Dcleuze mentions, and alternative 

translations for certain terms. Unfortunately, sever­

al obscure and ambiguous references could not be 

traced. In those cases, silence was preferred over \rv1..ld 

guesswork. 

4) The French transcript is organized into chapters 

and sections, but not in a coherent way. Especially 

the fourth chapter of the seminar is problematic in 

this regard. To compensate, the translation adds new 

headers and sections, following the structure from the 

French original as much as is possible. 

In addition, it is perhaps best that the reader is aware of 

several decisions made regarding the translation of specif­

ic terms. 

Connaimmce is translated as knowledge or cognition, de­

pending on context. Coherently using either one was 

impossible. Dcleuze often uses the term in reference to 

Kant, where Erkermtni1 (of which connaiuance is the French 

translation) indicates more than knowledge in the con-
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temporary sense of a truthful proposition. For example, 

in the Critique 1if jmre reason Kant dearly holds that there is 

such a thing as a false Erkenntnif (A5B/BB3). The solution 

then seems simple: translate cormafrmnce, from Erkermtnif, 

with c1�[_,lflition, and translate savoir, from wiuen, with knowl­

edge. Unfortunately, this docs not work. For example, 'le 

noumcnc, Ctrc purcmcnt pcnsc n'cst pas objct de connais­

sancc' would then suggest that something purely thought 

docs not involve any cognition, which is absurd, whereas 

it if acceptable to say that it docs not involve knowledge. 

Thus the only solution was to alternate between knowledp;e 

and co,[_,lflition depending on the case and to the best of the 

translator's abilities. 

Fondement and fimd arc both translated as ground, even 

if a particularly picky reader may discern a connotative 

difference between something like underground and back­

ground in the French. This translation respects Delcuzc's 

constant engagement with the post-Kantian and Hcidc­

gcrrian concern with Grund. Hence fimder is translated as 

grounding, and for the sake of consistency the neologism 

grounder is introduced to translate the occasionally occur­

ringfandateur. Interested readers can turn to Christian Kcr­

slakc's study of fVhat if grounding? for an extensive analysis 

10 
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of why ground is the right translation, and not foundation, 

origin, depth, and so on. i 

DejJauer has been translated as going b�'J!ond, except in 

reference to Heidegger and Husserl, in which case exceed­

ing was deemed the more appropriate choice with regards 

to the German terminology to which depaf.\er refers. 

L'exillant is the term Dcleuze uses for what Heideggcr 

would call Seienden, or beings. To retain the connotation of 

the prefix, howeve1; exifting thing and what exi1t1 (for exillants) 

were preferred. This also allowed for a neat separation 

between the French l'exillant and l'etant, with being being 

reserved for the latter: As is common practice, etre has been 

translated with Being with a capital B whenever it refers 

to the grand metaphysical notion instead of the quotidian 

verb or noun. 

7. CC Kerslake, lrnmm1r11a rmd ihf ver!(go 1!f jihi!osoj>l�y, pp. l '.�-21. 

11 
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1 FROM MYTHOLOGY TO PHILOSOPHY8 

The cmp1nc1sts arc right: what we realize arc natural 

ends. But perhaps bchavior has other dimensions. Arc 

there perhaps ends to bchavior of which the realization 

happens in the unconscious? 

1 . 1  Natural ends and infinite t asks 

On the one hand, the human being can realize natural 

ends, but at the same time, docs it not produce something 

in itr;clf by virtue of being human? It transforms the nat­

ural cndr;. \Vhat is the function of a ceremony and of a 

ritual? It is distinct from a natural end. Take a social group 

Oikc] the family in its ceremonial aspect. It actr; strangely. 

It wrcstr; determinations from nature to create the events 

of history: eating, loving, sleeping, and dying. The func­

tion of the family is the sharing of food, sexuality, sleep, 

and death. Death is a determination of nature. The family 

makes it a historical event by collecting it in memory. This 

ritual activity must be called ceremony. Similarly, sexuality 

a. The imroclunory portions or Lhis serninar are missing: Delem.e 
began by brini:,ring up die f<Hnui�uional heroes o[ mydrnlogy. For 
example: Odysseus. 
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becomes a spiritual event, 9 for example under the form of 

consent. Nature is raised to the level of history through 

the ceremony. It is at the same time that the human be­

ing transforms and that it realizes natural ends by indirect 

means. 

Thus human bchavior has three poles: natural ends 

arc natural ends which arc being transformed, but natural 

ends subsist in themselves, outside the ceremony. This is 

how the human being realizes them. But if the human 

being docs not realize natural ends, this docs mean that 

they do not exist. They do not lend themselves to reali­

zation, because the transformation of natural ends into 

cultural ends renders them infinite. This must be taken 

literally. The dead whom we love arc an inexhaustible task 

for us. It matters little if we distance ourselves from that. 

It remains no less infinite. Saying 'I love you' instead of 

saying 'I desire you' is to propose an infinite task. Thus 

this docs not present itself as something to realize. But 

what is it for? People will say these tasks arc only thought 

or felt. If, then, mythology is the imaginary, it is because 

infinite tasks arc not to be realized. Mythology presents us 

this state of infinite tasks whid1 ask us for something else 

than their realization. 

9. Or: evem of Lhe mind. 

14 
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The gods spend their time drinking a drink reserved 

exclusively for them. \Ve find the sense [of this] in tiy­

ing to live a symbol. The immortal gods spend their time 

eh-inking. There arc initially two groups of supcrhumans 

who strngglc to become gods. At stake in the struggle is the 

drink \vhich renders immortal. So the gods arc immortal 

because they drink. It is the t::ransfonnation of the natural 

end, drinking, into an infinite task. If the gods \vould stop 

eh-inking, they would no longer be immortal. The purpose 

which infinite ta.sks serve is that only they allow the human 

being to realize natural ends in a way that will no longer 

simply be direct. This is why cynicism is anti-philosophi­

cal. The cynic must be taken at his word. \Vhat allows for 

the trap? The detour that the cynic sees. It is precisely that 

the cynic denies the transformation of natural ends into 

infinite ends. But rk1.tural ends arc not yet ends of reason. 

They arc values, sentiment'! \vhich arc felt and lived. Then 

what will we have to call reason? If, for their part, natu­

ral ends present themselves for realization, this time it will 

be infinite tasks which demand to be realized. They will 

become the proper end of reason. This is what happens 

when thought commits itself to realizing it'!el£ 

15 
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So now there arc four terms: Indirect means, Natu­

ral ends, Felt cultural ends, and Cultural ends of reason. 

\Vhat then is the infinite task of realization? 

1 .2  Will, value, ground 

Kant and Hegel say that the will contemplates it<;elf or 

rises to the absolute \vhcn it is the \Vill to freedom. In this 

\Vill to freedom there is the activity of being reasonable, 

\vhich consist'! in realizing the infinite task. For Hegel this 

realization takes place in a history. The grounder is then 

the one \vho poses and proposes an infinite task. HO\v docs 

he propose it, and in what order? To ground is to raise 

nature to the level of history and of spirit. 10 All who pro­

pose values to us appeal to a ground. So \vhcn docs the 

problem of grounding become philosophical? From the 

moment when the grounder proposes infinite tasks to us 

as something to be realized in this \vorld it<;el( The no­

tion of ground already becomes clearer: In a first \vay, the 

human being c:iq)cricnccs itself as a feeling being, and in 

a second one as a reasonable being. One way or another, 

the ground becomes mvarc of it<;el( It is no longer about 

grounding at the level of values, but in examining \vhat 

grounding is. The ground it<;elf must be grounded. 

10. Or: m.inrl. 
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From the four characteristics of the ground, we can 

retain the equivocal character of the grounder. This is not 

so much the one who grounds as it is the one who ap­

peals to a ground. Taken literally, to ground is to appeal 

to a ground. For example: Moses is a grounder; because 

he brings a religion while claiming it is grounded. It will 

have to be asked what this bizarre being who appeals to 

a ground is. \Vhcncc the c:iq)rcssions 'well-grounded' and 

'ill-grounded'? A new investigation begins: when do we 

appeal to a ground? \Vhcn one no longer relates one's ac­

tivity to himself as an agent. 

But when do we invoke something else? As we have 

seen, it is to pass from mythology to philosophy by finding 

a common subject in their acts (d1aractcrs). This common 

root is the infinite task. \Ve have seen that there were four 

characteristics in human bchavior: 

1. The human being pursuing natural ends. 

2. It pursues his ends obliquely. It makes use of means. 

3 .  ·what makes such a detour possible? It is that at the 

same time and elsewhere the ends of nature reverber­

ate in the imagination. They transform into original 

human values or ends. It is precisely they who present 

themselves as infinite tasks, but who in themselves arc 
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not to be realized. They arc to be undergone. They 

determined a kind of action: the ceremony and the 

ritual. These arc what permit the indirect realization 

of the ends of nature. The human being is already a 

grounder: \Ve answer the question: what is grounding 

for? 

4. These original ends of the human being arc not yet 

those of reason. Reason as supreme end could only 

present itself to the extent that the infinite tasks them­

selves become things to be realized. 

Values have an extremely ambiguous character. It always 

seems as if there is a sort of mystification in them ( c£ the 

philosophy of values). The notion of value has been cre­

ated by Nietzsche in The will to power. For him there is no 

truth, there arc only evaluations. To affirm that every­

thing is value is to present a mystification which must be 

destroyed. \Vhcncc Nietzsche's polemic. Conversely, the 

philosophers of value refuse this mystification. But there 

it is all the same. \Ve no longer know what we talk about. 

Cynicism is wrong, because it want'! us to stick to the 

ends of nature, whereas values arc the rules of an indirect 

determination of the ends of nature. \Vhat it gets right is 
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that values arc only a means. But submitted to the tribunal 

of reason, values become the end of the reasonable being. 

Realizing the human bcinzg has no sense. So how 

docs the conversion work? The infinite task as value was 

a content of the will. It concerned something else than a 

simple desire. To love is first of all to \vant. On the level 

of values, the will had a content exterior [and] hctcrono­

mous to it (Kant). 'I want to drink' is something else than 

'I desire to drink'. But then the will is still exterior to the 

content of the will. The conversion is simple. These values 

to be realized take on their particular figures because the 

will becomes autonomous. It is a will which wants nothing 

else than itself. A will which want<; nothing but its own 

content. Autonomy is presented as universality. It i.<; exact­

ly Kant's autonomous will. It is the will of freedom (uni­

versal freedom). The Kantian morality (Critique 1if practical 

reason) consist<; in saying that there is a freedom of the will 

when it wants, and wants nothing else but, freedom. 

The diversity of values came from their being trans­

formed natural ends. They \vcrc still attached to natural 

ends. But when the will determines it<; own content, there 

is no longer a diversity of values. Grounds arc no longer 

infinite ta<;ks presented a<; values. The foundation became 

conceptual. \Ve pa<;s from mythology to philosophy. 
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2 THE ESSENTIAL BEING OF A GROUND 

OR REASON 

'\Vhat constitutes the essential being of a ground or 

reason' (Heideggcr). 

2 . 1  Clainis and rights 

Heidegger wants to seek out the ground of the ground. 

He thinks the search stops at the reason of reason. 'Free­

dom is the ground of the ground, the reason of rea<;on'. 11 

\Ve have seen that to ground is to appeal to a ground, to 

pose a question as already grounded. Now, what is the one 

who appeals to a ground? \Vho needs one's action to be 

grounded? It is one who claims. To claim is to claim some­

thing by virtue of a right. Perhaps this right is invented, 

it will be said of it that this right is not grounded. \Ve lay 

claim to the hand of the gid and to power; and perhaps to 

both at the same time (c£ Odysseus). 

11. See 'Lhc principle or reason Loo leLs iLs non-essence imcricrc 
. I I f ' .. ] 'I'I . I . " I . wa .. 1 u.e e�sence n grrnmo L· . . . . . . 1e grnunc: u.aL spr.mgs 1.nrt 1 m 

Lranscending frJlds hac k upon freedom iLself, and freedom as oni'!jn 
iLself becomes "ground''. Freedom is the gmund 1!/ grouruf. Heidegger, 
Paihrr1111ks, p. l'.)4. 
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\Vhat docs 'right' mean here? Every daim presuppos­

es a right. \Ve can have a bad temper because of mood'>. 

That is juvenile. In aging, bad temper exercises it<;elf in 

the name of a right. It is indignation. Bad temper appeals 

to a right. There arc tvv·o ways of being hungry. In it<;elf 

it is the state of need \vhich presents it'ielf as being the 

case in the c:iq)cricncc of urgency. \Ve seek to satisfy our 

hunger: Evci]thing is a relation of force. But the state of 

urgency implies a certain time, a need to retain a certain 

determined and limited time. Need is our most profound 

experience of being in time. The other way of being hun­

gry: \vhcn a human being is hungiy, it can happen that 

instead of looking for something to cat in nature, it de­

mands. There is a relation of fact and force. But is it not 

the demand \vhich has been gi-oundcd? 

The gi-ound is thus that which \Vill or will not give us 

the right. It will present it<;clf as the third. The gi·om1d 

or third gi·om1d. To daim is to lay daim to something. In 

daiming one daims to appear before that \vhid1 can give 

or confirm one's right. It is to accept to submit to the test. 

The ground is the third, because it is neither the daim­

ant, nor to what he lays claim to, but the instance which 

\Vill make the claimed yield to the claimant. The object 

in itself is never subjected to the daim. The demand and 
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the claim ahvays come to the object from the outside. Ex­

ample: in making a claim to the hand of the gid, what 

can one appeal to? As arbiter \VC use the father \vho is the 

third, the ground. But the father can say: complete a test, 

slay the dragon. \Vhat grounds is then the test. Confront­

ing the ground is not without danger: The claimants have 

neither Penelope, nor power. 

The father can also say that it depends on her: There 

is then still a third. The love the gid experiences is not like 

her being itself, but the principle \vhich makes her being 

yield to the claim. There is alvv·ays a third and it has to be 

sought out, since it is the ground which presents itself as 

a third. 

But is it third because it arrives third? Certainly not. It 

is even the first. But it is third because it works in the shad­

ow, in the unconscious. It is primary. \Vhat there is at the 

beginning, well that would be the third. An exploration of 

the unconscious vvill therefore without doubt be necessary. 

But why make a demand? Since it is not \Vithout dan­

ger; it must be because it serves some pm1)osc. \Vithout 

doubt this something is given to me in a new way. l\forc­

ovcr, appealing to a right is to lose time. This loss must be 

compensated. But in the dctom; do \VC not risk losing sight 

of \vhat we claim? \Vhy do the philosophers say of the 
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ground that it is a third? A more philosophical definition: 

the ground is the instance invoked by and in the demand 

or the claim, so as to vield the thing to this claim. 

Question: on account of interesting myself in what 

yields the thing to the claim, will I not simultaneously risk 

losing sight of the thing itself and of myself? 

2.2  Hum.e to  Kant : for.rnation of t he idea of 

the transcendental 

In his own way, Kant had a position such that the prob­

lem of the ground was posed in relation to the claim. It 

is a mysterious notion of Kant: the transcendental. To 

understand this we must historically depart from Hume, 

to \vhom Kant owes much, even though the former was 

an empiricist. n Kant will discern that the problem of the 

ground must be posed otherwise. (Hume had not seen it, 

but it is thanks to him that Kant continues). Hume has 

brought in something new: the analysis of the structure 

of subjectivity. A<i it happens, the word 'subject' is very 

rarely employed by Hume. Perhaps it is not coincidental. 

Hegel also analyses subjectivity without using the word 

'subject'. It is the same with Heidegger; who goes even 

12. :\{osL famous for A treatise r!/ human nature and An m1piit1 concerning 
human undnstrmding. 
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further and says that the word 'subject' must not be used. 

\Ve must designate it with the essential structure that we 

have found. \Vhen we have defined the subject there is no 

longer a reason to t::'llk about it. Heidegger [and] Hegel 

tell us that the subject is self-developing. Hegel analyses it 

dialectically� To self-develop is to self-transform, et cetcra. 

The essence is mediation. Heidegger says that the essence 

of subjectivity is transcendence, Umt] with a ne\v serrne: it 

used to be the st::'lte of some tlring which was called tran­

scendent, with Heidegger it is the movement of self-tran­

scendence. It is the mode of being of the movement to 

what transcends itself 

Hume wonders: what is knowing? He tells us it is to go 

beyond the given. Knowledge i.<; defined as going beyond. 

Analogy of the three authors. To know is to go beyond, 

because it is to say more than what is given. I say the sun 

will rise tomorrow. It is a judgment posited as true. It im­

plies, so it seems, the affirmation of something which is not 

given. It is for example 'alv.:ays' or 'tomorrow' \vhich is not 

given. \Vhat is given to me is that the sun has ri.<;en plenty 

of times, and I know that in the past it has not ceased to 

rise. [Still,] I do not say that it ha<; always risen, but that it 

will rise tomorrmv. (It i.<; the same for water \vhich boils at 

I 00°). Hume har; foreseen the problem of the ground. The 
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question 'by what right' (quidjuris) is posed. In the Tt·eati1e 

on /111man nature, Hume says: I do not dispute the fact, I am 

not skcptical of that. It must be said that the sun will rise 

tomorrO\v. He is convinced of it. But his problem is \vhcrc 

this reason comes from. It is the problem of the ground of 

induction. He is convinced that it lies in human nature to 

say that \\later boils at I 00 [degrees] . But by what right do 

\\lC say it? By \vhat right do \VC make an inference from the 

past to the future? I go beyond the given if I judge, but it 

is not the given which can explain that the human being 

goes beyond the given. 

Hume stumbled onto an extraordinary problem. He 

poses the problem as follO\vs: to knO\v is to go beyond (that 

\vhich we called a daim, a demand). But \vhcrc docs that 

come from? It is to ask \vhat grounds knovv'1cdgc. And ac­

cording to H umc that can only be a su bjcctivc principle. 

It is not the object, it is the subject which allows us to find 

the ground. It is the subject \vho goes beyond, \vho evokes 

the problem of the ground. \Vhat ground'> knO\vledgc 

thus cannot be sought on the side of the knov\"11 object. 

Humc's answer can seem extraordinarily disappointing. 

This comes from his genius in posing the problem in ex­

traordinary fashion. This a11S\vcr is that it is the principle 

of human nature \vhid1 allO\vs for going beyond what is. 
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This principle is habit. \Vhat docs he \Vant to say? This 

principle is the possibility of the human being to take on 

habits. According to him, habit implies a repetition of sim­

ilar cases, and it is c:iq)cricncc which affords that ('I have 

seen the sun rise a thousand times'). Experience yields a 

repetition of similar cases. Repetition changes nothing 

in the object itscl£ Every case is logically independent of 

every other: This requires that human nature is disposed 

towards that. \Vhcncc the strange identity of reason and 

habit in Hume. Hume has posed the problem in general 

terms, but he has not responded to it. The principle seems 

psychological to him. In this sense, without Hume there 

would not have been Kant to retain the legitimacy of the 

ground. 

Kant vvill push the problem to the end and \\-ill go 

beyond this psychological intc11Hctation. For Kant, the 

ground must be a subjective principle, but it cannot be 

psychological. It will be a transcendental subjectivity. Kant 

mentions something he noticed: there is this curious fact. 

The subject docs not just go beyond the given, but the 

given also abides by this going beyond. It is true that water 

abides by the judgmcnt of the human being and really 

boils at a hundred degrees. [Yet] the given is particularly 

hostile to this going beyond. Kant concludes Hume has 
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not c:iq)laincd this. One reason for this is that he could not, 

U)ccausc] he has concluded that it is a principle of our hu­

man nature. Kant tells us that human nature goes beyond 

the given of nature, and moreover that nature abides by 

this going beyond. How to explain that Nature submits to 

human nature? Hume had thought about this and says: 

'it is because there is a harmony bct\vccn the principles 

of Nature and human nature'. He is very inconspicuous 

about this harmony. He says that if \VC might \Vant to in­

voke God [here] , it is [nevertheless] not that. But Hume 

hardly invokes God. He invokes God for the sake of the 

cause. He had need of God. \Ve might say: \vhat is so sur­

prising about there being this harmony? But at that point, 

\VC cannot say that the principles of human nature and 

those of Nature agree, since the former arc precisely those 

by \vhich I go beyond human nature. There \Vill have to be 

a submission of nature to human nature. 

This answer by Hume was coherent, but it was hard­

ly informative and it remained \vorrisomc coming from 

an author \vho attack'> the idea of God. So what will be 

Kant's thesis? For him there is no choice. It is necessary 

that the given by itself (Nature) is thenceforth submitted 

to principles of the same kind as those to which human 

nature is submitted, and not the inverse. It must be that 

Ücretsiz PDF Kitap Arsivi - https://rantey.org



WHAT IS GROCNDING? 

the sun insofar as it is given is submitted to principles of 

the same kind as those on \vhich my consciousness of the 

sun depends \vhcn I say that the sun will rise tomorrow. 

The ground can therefore not be psychological. Nmv, the 

principle according to Kant must be the principle of the 

submission of the given to cognition. The principle \vhich 

renders cognition possible, \vhich grounds it, must at the 

same time render the submission of the given to that same 

cognition ncccssa11. The principle is thus no longer psy­

chological, because it only was so to the extent that it was 

merely the principle of knowledge. \Vhcncc Kant's para­

dox: the ground is subjective, but it can no longer revolve 

around you and me. The subject is not nature. \Vhat Kant 

will call the transcendental subject is this subject \vhich 

will distinguish itself from empirical or psychological sub­

jectivity, because it vvill account for [the fact] that the giv­

en submit'! itself to going beyond what I cany out. \Vhat 

renders cognition possible must render the submission of 

the given to this same cognition necessary. In the Kantian 

style, \vhat docs this give us? In the Critique of pure reawn, 

only in the first edition and removed from the second be­

cause it was too dear and could lead the reader into error; 

we find it at last. It is the text on the three syntheses (2"d 

section). The synthesis of the manifold has a triple aspect. 
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These three aspect'! arc synthesis of apprehension 

in the intuition, synthesis of reproduction in the imagina­

tion, and synthesis of recognition in the concept. 

If the given was not su bmittcd to principles of the 

same kind as those which allO\v for cognition: 'our empir­

ical imagination (that is to say our faculty of knowing by 

procedure, our faculty of passing from one representation 

to another according to a rule) would never have anything 

to do conforming to it'! abilities, and hence \vould contin­

ue chvclling buried in the depths of the mind like a dead 

faculty unkr10v\"11 to ourselves'. i:i 

2.3 Characteristics of the ground in the 

Critique of Pure Reason 

The three major \vork'i of Kant [arc]: Critique of jmre reason 

(ground of knO\vledgc); C1itique of practical reason (moral­

ity); Ctitique 1if judgment (living and work of art). On the 

level of the first book, transcendental subjectivity remains 

a logical demand. He tells us that knowledge is a fact. It 

is a fact that there is mathematics and physics. Fact is that 

l '.t Kam; Critique o/ pure rea.wm, AlOO. Il is Lhe passage r:ighL befrlI'e 
1.he famous cinnabar e.xample. 
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cognition succeeds. The question posed by Kant is: under 

what condition is cognition possible? 

But what arc the conditions of possibility? Quidjuris? 

It is a completely original position. Since it is a fact that 

we cognizc, we cannot escape the idea that the objects 

must be submitted to principles of the same kind as those 

which govern cognition. The idea of transcendental sub­

jectivity must be inferred from a state of affairs. That the 

idea of transcendental subjectivity is indispensable is not 

to give [it?] a being in itscl£ (The t\vo other books specify 

the richness of transcendental subjectivity). In Kant, the 

ground has three characteristics: conditioning, localiza­

tion, and limitation. 

1. The ground is a condition. The condition is that \vhich 

renders possible. It therefore is a curious notion, since 

it concerns cognition. There is a principle \vhid1 ren­

ders cognition possible. The dassical problem of pos­

sibility completely changes sense. The possibility is the 

condition of possibility. For the dassical philosophers, 

the possible is the non-contradictory: the square cir­

dc is impossible. That which 'docs not imply' (that be 

read as: docs not imply contradiction), that is possible. 

A thousand things arc not contradictory and never-

'.H 
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thclcss not real. The possible was thus a logical notion 

and it wa<; [defined as] being in so far as it did not 

imply contradiction. The non-contradict01y consti­

tuted the very being of the possible. The problem of 

existence was posed as the passage from the possible 

to the real. In the understanding of God there is the 

system of everything which is possible, and by an act 

of will God makes certain possibles become real (cf. 

Malcbranchc, Leibniz). The possible becomes possi­

bility of being it<;cl( It conditions being it<;clf Now, for 

Kant there is an indubitable discontinuity between the 

possible and the real. The idea of a hundred degrees is 

always the idea as possible. The idea poses the object 

as being able to exist. The idea of something is always 

something as able to exist, and existence adds nothing 

to the idea. Existing is always exterior to the idea: there 

i.<; no passage from the possible to the real. Exi.<;tcncc i.<; 

not given in a concept; it [existence] is given to it [the 

concept] in space and time. These arc the milieus of 

existing. Kant examines the conditions of the possi­

bility of being in existence. It literally concerns a kind 

of logic about that vlhich is. The ground is precise­

ly the principle \vhich renders possible. And here we 

have why Kant opposes transcendental logic, which is 
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the study of non-contradiction, to formal logic. The 

contradiction is nothingness. But instead of logically 

considering that which docs not imply contradiction, 

Kant will make a ground based on the conditions of 

possibility. The ground renders something possible 

by rendering the submission of something else to this 

same cognition necessary. The ground grounds some­

thing by rendering necessary the submission of some­

thing else to that which it makes. It is the third. Kant 

says that the condition of experience is at the same 

time the condition of the object<; of experience. The 

Kantian phenomenon is not at all the appearance. 

He is often intc11)rctcd as a compromise of appear­

ance I being. That is to understand nothing, because 

Kant wants to go beyond appearance I being. The 

phenomenon is not an appearance \Vhich would hide 

the being, 1 4  but the being insofar a<; it appears. The 

'noumcnon' is the pure thought and it docs not distin­

guish it<;clf from the phenomenon as appearance and 

reality, but a<; being which appears and being purely 

thought. The ground grounds by rendering possible. It 

14. 'L'1�Lre' here does nOL have a holist.ic sense (Being), bill r�uher Lhe 
sense nf 'Lluu. whirh exists' i.e. a Lhing. 
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renders possible by submitting the being to cognition 

and this manifests itself in the opposition. 

2. The ground localizes. The ground develops. It poses 

what it grounds in a given, in a milicu. 1 5  Cognition 

is precisely in the milieu and almost in the milieu of 

that which it knows. Now, it cognizcs phenomena. 

In rendering cognition possible, the ground situatcs 

knowledge in the domain of phenomena. It will be 

cognition of phenomena. There is only phenomenal 

knowledge. The noumcnon, being purely thought, is 

not an object of knowledge. \Vhat is grounded: cogni­

tion is situated in a milieu defined exactly by what was 

essentially related to cognition. ·whence an amazing 

formula: 'cognition only begins vvith experience, but 

it [cognition] docs not derive from it [experience] ' .  H >  

Kant goes beyond, or pretends to go beyond, the 

empiricists and the rationalists. For the former; con­

sciousness only begins vvith c:iq)cricncc. Kant agrees 

with them: I cannot tell, before the experience [of it] , 

whether the sun will harden or melt the day. 1 i  But the 

empiricists have forgotten that knowledge docs not de-

Ll .  Or: medium, rnid.c�e. 

1 6. Kam; Critique o/ pum reason, Al .  

1 7 , Kam, (htique q/ h1rf Rmson, A 7Gfi/B794. 
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rive from c:iq)cricncc. \Vhat grounds in experience is 

not \vhat \VC kno\v in c:iq)cricncc. \Vhat renders cog­

nition possible is not given in experience. This is \vhy 

these conditions arc transcendental. I do not know any 

object a priori. I must \vait for the c:iq)cricncc in order 

to know. Nevertheless, I still a primi know something 

about the object: that it vvill be in space and in time, 

and that it vvill fulfil} certain conditions, at the same 

time conditions of cognition and conditions of the 

object of cognition. That is to say, I kno\v of each ob­

ject that it is submitted to causality, that it is one and 

multiple. But what arc the conditions? The one, the 

multiple, and causality arc categories. Kant makes a 

table of categories. He has tvv·clvc of them (not space 

and time). These arc the universal predicates or attri­

butes \vhich arc attributed to all possible objects. I do 

not kno\v any object a jJriori, but I kno\v a priori all the 

conditions to \vhich any object \vhatsocvcr is necessar­

ily submitted. The ground must allow for knovv'1cdgc, 

a knmvlcdgc of phenomena. 

3 .  The ground limits. It imposes a limit on  knowledge. If 

I daim something a jniori, vvithout experience, I there­

by go beyond the limits of knowledge. And \vhcn docs 

one make such a daim? \Vhcn I do metaphysics. \Vhcn 
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I think that the categories, instead of being conditions 

for phenomena, give me knowledge of an object in 

itscl£ Instead of saying that each object is submitted 

to causality, metaphysics thinks that the principle of 

causality will make something known independent of 

experience: the soul or the \vorld or God. \Vhcncc the 

famous themes of the Critique ef jmre reason: a critique 

of metaphysics, not because he wanted to replace it 

with science (like the scientists), but because he wants 

to replace it \vith a transcendental logic. To replace 

philosophy ac; science by a reflection on the possibil­

ities of science. The idea of science is not scientific. 

Only a philosophical analysis can justify this idea, the 

ground of knowledge, by giving it foundations beyond 

which it cannot go. 

The enemy of cognition is not just error. It is threatened 

from within by a tendency, an illusion according to Kant, 

to go beyond its own limits. In the last part, then, Kant 

tries to show us that our questions about the \vodd and 

such arc false problems. 
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2.4 Heidegger after Kant 

These three senses arc also found with an author who, in 

this sense, is not wrong to appeal to Kant: Hcidcggcr ( cf his 

book on Kant and metaphysics). For Hcidcggc1� the world 

is the stiucturc of human existence. Then the notion of 

\vorld can no longer be separated from the human being's 

vmy of being. This [way] is transcendence or exceeding. 

The word 'transcendent' no longer signifies a being exte­

rior or superior to the world, but an act. Human existence 

exists as ti·ansccndcnt. Hcidcggcr distinguishes that which 

we exceed and that to which we exceed. Transcendence is 

the essence of subjectivity and he replaces even this word 

\vith ti·ansccndcncc. That which we exceed? Insofar as the 

human being has a body and such, it is an existing thing 

among other existing things. But the human being is not 

an existing thing like the others, because of this power to 

exceed. And what is exceeded is the existing thing itself, it 

is what has been created. 

Towards what is it exceeded? Towards the \vorld. But 

this 'tmvards what' docs not exist independently from the 

act of ti·ansccndcncc. ·what is exceeded is surely the total­

ity of created [things] , but that towards which we exceed 

is the world [as] structure of subjectivity. Here we find 

Hcidcggcr's fundamcnt.::1.l distinction: the existing thing 
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and the Being of the existing thing. All philosophers, 

except Kant, have treated Being as something which is. 

Hcidcggcr reproaches them, he goes as far as saying that 

it is essential to metaphysics to treat Being as an existing 

thing, and it'! history is that of forgetting Being. The Be­

ing of the existing thing docs not come down to any exis­

tence, not even that of God. It is the Being itself of what 

appears, it is that in which each apparition as such finds 

itself grounded. The privilege of the human being is pre­

cisely to exceed the existing thing and to place itself in 

relation with Being. The human being is the shepherd of 

Being. Nevertheless, the human being is amidst the exis­

tent things. 

Hcidcggcr's master was Husscd. \Vith him, the notion 

of consciousness receives a new meaning. It is no longer 

defined as intcriority. For him, consciousness is defined as 

exceeding: 'all consciousness is consciousness of some­

thing' . rn This is the notion of intentionality. Could Husser! 

preserve the idea of consciousness to the extent that he 

renovated the idea of subjectivity? Is Hcidcggcr not right? 

In any case, it is based on this new Husscrlian conception 

18. Deleuze paraphra.�e� § 14 or Husser!.'� Dirtf.1i1111 nwdi.1ations: ' the 
word imemionaliLy signifies nmhing else Lhan Lhis universal 11.mda­
menwl properly o[ consciousness: Lo be consciousness r:/ someLhing; 
as a tw1;ito, t.n hear within iLsdC it� cogi.latwn'. 
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of subjectivity that Heidegger will conceive of the wodd. 

The triple [1ic] notion of ground becomes clear: 

1 .  By exceeding, human existence brings about the 

world. It institutes the wodd. 

2. Take human reality as a foundation. The human be­

ing is in the wodd at the same time that it makes the 

world happen. It is in the middle of it. Moreover; it 

is invested in what exists, because 'in order to exceed 

what exists, one must still be attuned to it<i tone'. rn 

3 .  Grounding signifies motivating. Heidegger develops 

the theme that all motivation finds it<i root in transcen­

dence. Posing a question about what exists presuppos­

es an act of transcendence. 

4. vVhence the identification between transcendence and 

freedom. Freedom is what grounds the ground itscl£ 

Freedom is the freedom of grounding. It is the reason 

of reason. 

19. See �\s finding iLscl( Dascin is ahsorhed by beings in such a way 
that, in its belonging to being�, i t  is !li.nrmv;h(y aftunnf l!J• !lwm.. Titm­
scendence means pndection (;/ loorfd in such a UH�y that those being;· that are 

.rnrpassed afro a!reaqy f>ertade and attune that u•hichfm1jec!s Heidegger, 
Pa1/J.m111k.s, p. 128. 
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\Vhat is the difference bctvv·ccn the Kantian thesis and 

that of Hcidcggcr? \Ve have seen the resemblance. The 

difference is peculiar: The influence of Kant on Hcidcg­

gcr is evident, and nevertheless there is a change of tone. 

It exist'> so that no misinterpretation is made of Kantian­

ism. Kant's 'phenomena' arc precisely what exists. It is 

\vhat appears and not the appearance. Now, why docs 

Kant oppose phenomenon and noumcnon? Because he 

is the first to not have confused \vhat exist'> and the Being 

of what exist<;. 

How to conceive of the relation of the tvv·o subjectivi­

ties? \Vith Hcidcggcr, the transcendental becomes a struc­

ture of empirical su bjcctivity it<;el( Only this becomes 

the essential structure. The transcendental is reduced to 

transcendence, to exceeding. Perhaps transcendental sub­

jectivity thereby loses its importance. In Kant it rendered 

cognition possible, because it submitted sensible object'> to 

human cognition. But the transcendental subject is \vhat 

renders transcendence possible in necessarily submitting 

the phenomena to this operation of going beyond. The 

transcendental subject is that to which transcendence it­

self was immanent. \Vith Hcidcggcr on the contrary, \vhat 

disappears is the distinction bctvv'Ccn transcendence and 

the transcendental. \Vith him they arc identified up to the 
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point that what grounds is no longer distinguished from 

what is grounded. \Vhcncc that the root of all ground is 

freedom. 

2.5 Conclusion to the second chapter 

\Ve have tried to show in what [sense] the ground was a 

third. \Vhat is grounded, we were saying, docs not just 

enter into a relation \vith the ground. It grouncfa some­

thing in giving it something else. The entire problem is 

knmving what the nature of this other thing is. Among 

philosophers, it seems that once the ground is found, it 

changes nothing. Kant grounds mathematics and physics 

and vet he tells us this is a fact. They remain the same af­

ter having been grounded. Nevertheless, if the ground lets 

that which grounds subsist, we can wonder what purpose 

it scn1cs. Conversely, if grounding changes something, 

then we sec the point. 

Docs not every ground lead to an unexpected sur­

prise? Docs the ground not lead to something \VC did not 

expect? Perhaps it is just at first glance that things stay the 

. K S Al . ' ' l k D �0 A 1· same m ant. , cc · quic s )00 on cscartcs. ccorc mg 

20. Ferdinand Alquie (1 906- 1 <!Wi), French philn�npher famous Cor a 
decades-long polenuc beL\veen his Canesianism and :Mani.al Guer­
m.tlL's Spinozism. Alquie direned Deleuze's secondary donoral Lhe�is 
Exjm.\'.1ionism in philosop!g;: Spirw.:a. AL Lhe time oC the senunar i\lquie 
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to him there is an entire evolution of Descartes. Little by 

little he would realize that a mathematical method was 

not enough to ground knowledge, but that a truly meta­

physical ground was necessary. But, says Alquii:, this leads 

him to a complete reversal of the idea which he had creat­

ed about science. The search for the ground thus brings us 

something else than what was expected. \Ve can call this 

surprise or deception. 

It still needs to be asked why philosophers gwe us 

the impression that we must look for the ground when 

it nevertheless changes nothing. Problem with Kant. But 

precisely with him, there is a separation: the operation 

of grounding is separated from the change which bears 

the operation of grounding. Having said that the ground 

really has the characteristics which Kant and Heidegger 

recognize of it, in what is what is grounded, by it'! own 

nature, going to manifest change, the modification which 

will allow for answering 'what is grounding?' 

had already published Lhree books carrying Lhe name of Descanes 
in d1eir LiLle and. many more in which Descanes is Lhe main poim of 
reCerence, making i1. unclear Lo which honk Ddeuze refer�. 
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3 GROUND AND QUESTION 

The ground is a third. The establishment of this fact 

takes another figure. In what docs the grounded thing 

change it'> state? This third neither boils do\vn to the 

grounder, nor to the beginning. \Vhat is it? \Vhat surprise 

docs that which is grounded bring us? Here \VC might ask 

what the motive of philosophy is. For some it is \vondc1: 

For others it is anxiety. \Ve have seen that \vhich appeared 

anc\V, though mythologically: it is a cosmic dimension. 

Repetition, eternal return (a theme dear to Nietzsche). 

Result: \vhocvcr appeals to a ground makes a demand. 

He poses as if being provided with a right. The claimed 

thing is the ground. This opposes the human being to the 

animal. The human being finds reason \Vi.thin the form 

of the enunciation of a right. \Ve have distinguished three 

senses of 'ground' \Vith Kant and Hcidcggc1: 

1 .  To ground is to render the submission of the one to 

the other necessary. The ground is truly a third term, 

the third. 

2. The ground is the assignment of a domain or of a 

territory. 

4'.-) 
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3 .  The demand has conditions of validity. That limits the 

domain. 

Here \VC retrieved the same two problems, but on a phil­

osophical plane. Equivocal: the ground and the one \vho 

appeals to it. \Vhat docs the principle that grounds teach 

the grounder? Is it [that] this principle pre-exist<;? It is 

an answer that he learns? The relation between the tvv·o 

terms, the grounder and the new figure of the ground, 

must be in the idea of grounding it<1el£ Is that which the 

ground reveals, far from being an ansvv·c1; not a question 

[instead] ? The sphinx formulates a question. \Vhocvcr ap­

peals to the ground receives a question about the ground. 

The mythological equivalent is the oracle, the prediction. 

The ground tells us what it is about. This presupposes that 

\\lC do not knovv· in what the question consisted before ap­

pealing to the ground. NO\v, the relation of ground and 

grounder is especially complex, as the ground docs not 

present an ansvv·c1; but a question. Therefore, it is by con­

fronting the ground that one is grounder; one disposes of 

the question. \Ve should discover the nc\v figure \vhich the 

grounded itself assumes. But \vhat is this question? \Ve al­

\vays believe that it is solutions which must be determined. 

The activity of interrogating receives it'> determination 
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for us from what it eliminates. Nmv, because of that it is 

suggested to us that the question has a structure in itsel£ 

·what is the question which reunites ground, grounder; 

and change of the grounded. 

Particular style among philosophers. There arc ques­

tions specific to philosophers, which render one speechless. 

After some effort, Hcidcggcr arrives at a question which 

risks deceiving us. He arrives at 'why is there being instead 

of nothingness?'�' And what he keeps repeating is that he 

wants to suggest that we cannot wait for an answer of the 

empirical type to empirical interrogations. Perhaps at the 

philosophical level the answer is contained in the ques­

tion. Leibniz: why is there something rather than nothing? 

\Vhy is there this rather than that? Henceforth everything 

is reversed, the ground teaches us a question and only the 

question can elucidate the problem. ·what arc the possible 

hn)othcscs? For whatever philosophical question, we can 

make three hypotheses: 

1 .  Maybe this is deliberately a question without answer: 

Its purpose would be to silence the answers. Philoso­

phy of the paradox by Kicrkcgaard, by Shcstov. [Shcs­

tov was] Russian, [it is] strange [that he] died around 

2 1 .  See Heidegger, An intmducii1m to m.eiaj>l�ysics, pp. 7-8. 
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1 930, because Shcstov did not know Kicrkcgaard un­

til very late [in his life] , and the resemblance bctvv·ccn 

their philosophies, even in their \vay of c:iqHcssing 

themselves, is an amazing case of coincidence. He has 

\vrittcn in the tone of commentary, an extraordinary 

tone. He depart'> from Tolstoy and Dostoevsky. His 

thesis on Shakespeare is impossible to find. They also 

call this philosophers of the scandal, of provocation. 

Thinking is also thinking against reason. The decom­

position or betrayal starts with Socrates. As \VC shall 

sec the two authors diverge. At the end, for Shcstov, 

\vhat remains is the human being and his questions: 

absurd. For Kicrkcgaard what remains at the end is 

faith. Abraham's son is restored to him, but in the do­

main of the absurd. 

2. The question is such that it, in a certain \vay, contains 

the rule of all possible answers within itself. It tells us 

the principles to be used in the solution of all prob­

lems. Leibniz thinks that a method must be universal. 

It is the universal characteristic of which the principle 

\vould be discovered in the structure of all problems. 

Four principles: Identity, Sufficient reason, Indisccrn­

ibility, and Continuity. 
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3 .  The question gives us a rule to distinguish true prob­

lems from false ones, and this is what \VC must expect 

from \vhat grounds. It is Kant's direction. For him, the 

problems posed by Leibniz arc a ty1)ical illusion: \vhy 

this instead of that, et cctcra. Bcrgson is an author 

who is quite Kantian in this sense. An irrational vision 

of the ground. 

First hn)othcsis: the ground is linked to the ground. 

Obscurity of this notion. Is appealing to what grounds not 

being ready to go up to the absurd? 

Second h)'l)Othcsis: the ground is rationally known. Is 

this not the idea of sufficient reason as Leibniz says? [The 

idea] of the radical origin of things, Leibniz says. 

Third hn)othcsis: the ground would have a critical 

conception. Is there not also this aspect to the ground? 

Distinction bct\vccn validity and non-validity. 

Historically, a great philosopher who has handled 

these questions is Socrates. There is an essential relation 

between ground and question. 

3 . 1  Socrates and the question 

Socrates proceeds by question and ans\vc1: But as his 

answer Socrates says 'it has nothing to do with me' .  He 
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says 'I am the question or love or the philosopher' .�� ·what 

is in question is the dialectic . It starts with Parmcnidcs, 

with Zeno. \Ve find it again in Socrates and Plato, in the 

Stoics and Aristotle. \Ve find it in Kant, Hegel, and Marx. 

They all appeal to the dialectic differently. Etymologically: 

conversation and distribution. How do these two notions 

organize themselves in the dialectic? \Vhat is distributed 

in the conversation in order for it to be a dialectic? Ques­

tions and answers arc distributed. Great difficulty of Soc­

ratism. Socrates was against a state of affairs which he 

deemed characteristic of the Athenian city: everybody in 

politics talks perpetually, and without knowing [anything] . 

(\Vhich is why he flirts with sports) .  Democracy: anyone 

can say his piece. He rebels against that. Socrates' ques­

tions in the small dialogues consist in circling around the 

interlocutor; in stranding him in contradiction, up to the 

point where he has just one thing left: his anger: Socrates 

leads the other into contradiction. At first sight, the dia­

lectic consist'! in a distribution of questions and answers 

according to characters. 

But it is never Socrates asking the questions. They tell 

him 'you arc an electric ray' .�:i It is about something else. 

22. Socrmes never says Lhis, anywhere. 

2'.·t The fish, that. is. See Jimo 80a, where �1enn says SncraLes' 
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The two persons annihilate each othc1: The interlocutor is 

annihilated in the sense that he falls into contradiction. He 

is dead on the level of logos. Socrates himself says: 'it has 

nothing to do with me'. �.i He seems to be removing him­

self \Vhcncc the symbolic importance of Socrates' death. 

This is also a death in the lw,;;os. At first sight it concerns 

a distribution, at a second glance it is a double annihila­

tion. It is necessary to first of all force people to shut up: 

first aspect of the question. Shcstov found this very well, 

because according to him we have to stay there and push 

these questions, which arc my answers, as far away as pos­

sible, because the essential point is to silence the answers. 

·what is Socrates against? Against the doxa, against opin­

ion. The state of the doxa? It has an essential theme: 'on 

the one hand, on the other hand'. It affirms partial truths 

and affirms them as follows: where they of course touch 

upon one's O\\lll genius, one's own truth. \Vhat it poses as 

absolute is a partial truth. The 'on the one hand and on 

cea_�eless que�Lioning Lend� 1.0 numb Lhe minds ;md l.Ollgue� or nLher 
part.icipanls in conversat.ions. 

24. In JJmo BOc, SocraLes replies Lo :\fcno LhaL he is generally jusL 
a.� numbed a� anyone el�e, and hence he cannot he responsible G1r 
brin1,>ing abouL Lhis eill:�cL: • . .  .l  myself do IlOL have Lhe answer when 
I pe1Tilex mhers, bul I am more perplexed. Lhan anyone when I cause 
perplexity in mher�' 
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the other hand'�5 is the worst enemy of opinion: doxa turns 

things into parts. 

Beautiful text by Marx in The jJoverry of philo.wpl�y. He 

says that Proudhon's philosophy is a petty bourgeois phi­

losophy, because he believes the dialectic is 'on the one 

hand, on the other hand' . A thought which remains in 

this stage, says Marx, is a thought of petty bourgeois opin­

ion. Opinion allocates it'! great themes at this level. The 

structure of opinion rests on a structure of appropriation. 

Philosophy has it in for this situation. Good sense is the 

target of philosophy. It denounces good sense's prctcntion 

of being philosophy. Good sense divides truths into parts. 

There is a diabolical arrogance to one who divides and yet 

usui1)s, because these arc only partial truths. 

Descartes' phrase: 'good sense is the best distributed 

thing in the wodd' has a deliberately comical side.�& By 

its essence, good sense distributes, divides. There is an in­

ternal mystification in this text. It suffices to look at the 

context, nobody says I am stupid. Descartes says: let's take 

that literally. It is quite riveting, but very dangerous. Funny 

25. This phrase seems slrange given d1e preceding and frillowing 
sern.ence�. and I suspect lh:u im1.ead of 'opinion' ii. �hould read 
'philosophy' 

26. 'Good sense is, or all Lhings among men, 1.he mosl equally dis-
1.ribtlled" Descane�. Discourse on lhf miillwd, p. 45. 
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path for philosophy: Descartes says that there arc imbe­

ciles de facto, but never de jure. The problem of stupidity is 

relegated to individual psychology. This interpretation is 

very scnous and questionable. He has eliminated stu-

pidity from the theoretical problem of thought, which will 

be reduced to the true and the false. So the essential rule 

of good sense is division. 

Confirmation: in The difference between Fichte\ and Schell­

in1(1 .�ystems 1if jJhilosojJhy, Hegel writes amazing pages on 

the opposition between good sense and philosophy. Hegel 

says that on the level of good sense, of doxa, the absolute 

is nothing more than sentiment, and that tmth dwindles 

into simple partial truth, but good sense present<; this as 

ground of the truth by presenting it in the absolute. Now, 

Hegel wants to go beyond this stage (Marx as well, with 

regards to Proudhon) . The absolute cannot be the object 

of a sentiment. Truth cannot be partial truth. It is Hcgel's 

concept. 

The secret of Socratic irony: the dialogue proceeds 

by a division. He thinks that each partial truth proccccl'l 

through contradictory tmth. Socrates has taken just 

enough doxa to contradict it. The partial truth opposes it­

self to [another] partial truth and falls into contradiction. 

It seems a good organization of a dialogue, [but] in reality 
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it is the termination of dialogue, though from the inside. 

Doxa is left with only one solution: anger. Doxa feels the sen­

timent of its absoluteness waver. All opinion is conform­

ist. It is non-paradoxical. Paradox seeks to find a domain 

\vhcrc divisions contradict themselves. The Ancient') and 

Socrates \Vere also fond of paradoxes. Also sec the mod­

ern paradox of vicious savages on the idea of the arts. 27 

l'vfath is there to resolve them. The rule of the island: one 

is told 'say a sentence, if it is true you will be hanged, if it 

is false you will be shot' . Then one day a stranger says 'I 

\vill be shot'. And then we can no longer shoot him. 

The logicians have applied themselves to the problem 

of the paradox. Cantor has elaborated a theory of math­

ematical set'). He found a bizaITc paradox. Any set \vhich 

docs not contain itself as an clement is called normal. \Ve 

do not arrive at a total intcriority. Call E the set of all 

normal set'). Instant logical contradiction. Paradox. Essen­

tial constitution of an clement such that it constrains and 

forces the set of which it is part to contradict itself, that 

is to say contradict it')clf a') clement. 'I lie' is nonsense, 

because it is nothing other than the determination of 

'27. Probably a relerence LO ::v1ichd de :'vfomaigne\ q/ {'(mnihals, in 
which 'savages' are lauded frlf Lheir virLuous s:impl:iciLy, whereas 'c:iv:i­

liz.ed' peoples are depined as Lhe real sav:tges, living in a corrupLed or 
corrupLing cuhure (Lhe 'm/ichanls so:imagts"). 
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something filled with misleading propositions. The point 

of view of Pascal has to be analyzcd from a purely logical 

and even formal pcrspcctivc.�8 The bet docs not concern 

God himself, but the existence of the human being for 

whom God exist<; and that of the human being for whom 

God docs not. Pascal says that if the latter knc\v he had 

to bet, then he would not have chosen his mode of exis­

tence. From a formal perspective the theme of the choice 

assures two logically contradictory determinations. There 

we have a veritable aggression against good sense. The 

paradox demonstrates contradictory characteristics of 

partial truths in themselves. The paradox presents me an 

clement which is impossible to allocate in the set of which 

it is a pmt, because it [already] entails this set in compre­

hending itself as an clement. 

The question comes back to Socrates. Good sense and 

philosophy arc enemies (real bullfighting). Socrates is dead 

because of it. Anytus is the representative of the Athenian 

middle classes. �!J He represents the ideology of the middle 

classes, which is an appeal to fair representation. In the 

myth of Protagoras, Plato docs not take a sophist into con­

sideration, this myth is that of the division (technique = 

2H. Pascal's famous beL can be frmnd in senion 2'.1'.1 o[ Lhe Pem·,ies. 

29. AnyLUs was one or Lhe prnsecULOI'S or SocraLes. 
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unequal division; political consciousness = equal division). 

There was language, logos, in the division. But good sense 

says philosophy this is nothing. 

But what is the origin of philosophy? Problem: why is 

philosophy not a part of all civilizations? Philosophy is es­

sentially something Greek and it cannot be found in other 

cultures, regardless of which culture. The countries that 

have established philosophy? First Greece, then it became 

French, English, and German since the l 9'h century up to 

our own time. The French revolution was not thought up 

in France, but in Germany. How to e:iq)lain that Spain, 

Italy, even though we can name philosophers from these 

countries, have not produced foundational philosophical 

currents? 

Hypothesis : perhaps because philosophy finds its ori­

gin in the very existence of its enemy, in the middle class? 

Rome, big problem: early disappearance of the middle 

classes. True for Spain, false for Italy. At the level of Soc­

rates it is definitely true. Socratism is constituted in oppo­

sition to doxa. For Isocrates doxa is the only philosophy. :io 

Proceeding from a thought proceeding by division. If phi­

losophy is born in Greece, it is because it [Greece] forms 

a negative condition for its existence. 

'.�O. Andem Greek rhe1.nr:idan. 
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Conclusion regarding Socrates' method it<;clf. It seems 

to install rules which turn language into a serious thing. 

That which produces doubt is Socratic irony. In effect, 

there is no Socratic dialogue. He borrows the dialogue in 

order to annihilate it. He want<; the dialogue to terminate 

itsel£ There is a seduction to dialogue. That is \vhat Soc­

ratic irony is. \Vith cvc11 question he poses, he eliminates 

a partial truth, and at the end there is death by contradic­

tion, represented by one who contradicts. 

Other idea from Socrates: what happens during this 

destruction? Socrates knmvs it has nothing to do \Vith him. 

He docs not believe in the dialogue. \Vhat docs that sig­

nify positively? The sophists hated long speeches, because 

these were the speeches of certain persons. It is not speech 

itself which Socrates refuses, but [he want<;] that speeches 

no longer be that of persons. He wants that the science of 

speeches comes from an identity of speech and the thing: 

it is the Idea. He wants the ll�go.1· to be the c:x.-prcssion of 

the real a<; such. The relation is no longer bct\vccn souls, 

but bct\vccn the soul and the idea. This is \vhat Socrates 

calls reminiscence. It is that the idea presents itself as al­

ready there. The way in which the soul establishes contact 

with the idea is always for the second time. The forgot­

ten is nevertheless fundamental. It is mcta-psychologi-
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cal. The forgotten has become the fundamental relation 

between the soul and the idea. How can the forgotten, a 

negative term, have this role? The incarnated soul finds 

itself before exterior objects which tell it something. It is 

thus in the sensible world that we have encounters which 

awaken the recollection of the idea in us. The fundamen­

tally forgotten expresses itself in the encounters we have 

in the world. The forgotten poses it<1elf as being already 

there, whence the whole theme of anterior existence. [It 

is] thereby [that] Socrates has a mathematical problem 

solved by a slave.:i i Thus the question had to be such that it 

concerned a veritable ground, likely to serve out rules for 

the solution of problems. It is because the question rises to 

the idea that it enters into relation with principles serving 

for the solution of problems. 

How do sensible things participate in the Idea? In Pla­

to's philosophy, the most profound thing is knovving how 

the ideas exist among themselves. It concerns thinking the 

relation of the intelligible. This will be the most profound 

object of the dialectic. The proper question concerns 

rules permitting the constitution of the rules themselves. 

'.� 1 .  PlaLn, Aieno, 82h. 
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3.2 The question t hat silences: Kierkegaard and 

Shestov / / / 3.2 . 1 The Dlost lyrical and the 

most simple 

Kicrkcgaard and Shcstov have an ambivalent attitude to­

ward'> Socrates. They hate him and yet they arc obsessed 

with him. They oppose Socrates to Job. \Vhat interests 

them in Socrates is the first aspect of the Socratic ques­

tion, the irony (c£ Kicrkcgaard's concept of irony). :i� Soc­

rates nevertheless distorts the question \vhich silences by 

going beyond it. For them, Job is the private thinker; he 

knew how not to betray. Socrates turned himself into a 

public profcssm:Job is the one \vho asked for explanations 

which he demanded [vlould be] first hand. Now, doxa by 

nature contents it<;clf \Vith a second-hand answer: But for 

Kicrkcgaard and Shcstov, reason contents itself with a sec­

ond-hand ans\vcr. Reason demands that we submit our­

selves, that we recognize the law. The problem of thought 

will be posed in singular fashion. Reason calls the crime 

of the spirit the crime of the law.:u But Shcstov says that 

reason has never called the death of Socrates scandalous 

here and now. 

!-)2. In Kicrkcgaard's On the crmcept or imr;y with continua! rderence lo 
S1crnles, his universiLy Lhesis. 
'.-i'.).  Or: of the 1ninrL 

:1 ! 
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Socrates' treason is that he settled for demanding sec­

ond-hand explanations. Job \vill stick to hi'! questions and 

will not content himself with a second-hand answer: Job 

takes God a<;idc, he demands a first-hand answer. Perhaps 

such an answer docs not exist elsewhere. This refusal of 

reason is important because \VC find it again in the phi­

losophers called 'irrationalists'. They privilege other pow­

ers than thought. But most profoundly, they think we can 

think against reason. But why [do] that? Because reason 

always invites us to obey, to submit ourselves to generality. 

So Kicrkcgaard has a secret in his life which suffocates 

him, 'the thorn he has in his flesh', :H Kicrkcgaard's rela­

tion with his fathc1: It only ever happened to Kicrkcgaard 

as a story, but it i'I a considerable one, hie; engagement ('am 

I able to get married?'). The engagement/marriage prob­

lem only makes sense on the level of ethics. Kafka's pro b­

lem was analogous. His [Kicrkcgaa.rd's] fiancec Regine 

'.H. The exaCL naLUre or Kierkegaard's ' Lhorn in Lhe ilesh' is a maLLer 
of debaLe. The following p�L�sage from tli.e]ournalf 1md paj1ers seems 
1.0 suppon Deleuze's familial imerpret.aLinn: 'at an early age [;1 man] 
is bound Lo a suITering which is a Lhorn in 1.he ilesh Lo him, places 

him ouLside of 1.hc universally human. Thus lundcrs him from being 
able 10 enjoy li(e and forces him into a Goel-relationship as the 
only consolaLion and. salvaLion'.  (]P, VII, A l 26 n.cL 1 H46, §4654). 
However, OLher passages remain far more open Lo inLerpret.aLion (see 
]P §!19 1 '.·t  §G492). 
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was a veritable philosophical concept (sec The seducer'.f di­

my: 'my wife io; a little sister to me whom I love a lot, with 

whom I livc'f15 In Either/Or, he investigates the meaning 

of marriage. There is a veritable qualitative leap from en­

gagement to marriage. \Vhat docs this idea of a broken 

engagement signify? It is the singular event. 

Shcstov has given a 'philosophy of tragedy', :H> of the 

absurd. Also sec The myth 1if Si�yphus.:ll He appeals to Dos­

toevsky, who had made the first critique of reason, not 

Kant. 'If God docs not exist, everything is pcrmittccr:18 

io; in Dostoevsky and in The will to power.39 It signifies that 

ordering is necessary. They invoke the Nictzschcan theme, 

'beyond good and evil' and Shcstov adds 'beyond true and 

false' to it. The Pascalian theme of the bet is certainly in 

this line. Ethics must replace morality. 

'.15.  'IL seems Ln me a� if I myself were an nkl man, my wife my 
happily married younger sisLer in vtilmse house I am siLLing. In such 

hours, Lime alinosL begins Lo drag for me'. Kierkegaard, Eiiher/(Jr II, 
p. 2 7fi. 
:lb. Refers Lo Dosk!Je<1.1*_p and .Nict,:schc: the j>hiu1.rnfil9 (!f /ragn{y. 

:i 7 _ By Alben c�unus ( l 9 l '.1-1960). 
'.18. Thf hrothn:i' Ki1mrruv.;ov, pan 4, book 1 1 , chapter 4 .  

'.-19. The hmer only comains Lhis sLaLemem 'in spiriL'. NieLz.sche never 
says iL \vord for word, Lhough 'Nmhing is True, all is pernnLLed' from 
On the gmealogy '!f rrwralify (Ll-rird essay, seninn 24) c:omes dose. 
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3.2 . 2 Morality, duty, law, and power 

Morality ahvays makes us think about duty and law. But it 

also announces to us that duty comes first. The ground of 

duty is in our supposed pcrf cction insofar as we arc sup­

posedly reasonable beings. The problem becomes: \vhat 

mll\t we do?' .  But a \vhole group of cursed authors exist<;. 

They ask: \vhat can \\lC do?'. Then duty docs not come 

first. Their concern is following through on what we can. 

If it is not true that duty and law come first, then all pmvcr 

must be realized. 

The origin is legal. A reversal appears around the six­

teenth ccntmy, one which risks going unnoticed today. It 

is the theory of the state of nature and the civil state in 

Hobbes, a veteran of paradoxes. \Ve had a dassical thco­

l] in \vhid1 we confused it \Vith that against which it rose 

up, the ancient thc011 of natural law which c:iq)rcsscd our 

nature of being reasonable. Hobbes begins by demanding 

explanations. He believes that the natural law has mean­

ing if \VC relate it to the real and concrete order of motives 

and passions of the human being. Then pmvcr and right 

arc primary and unconditional. Then in Hobbes there 

\Vill be the idea that the lavv· must limit power (it still re­

mains prima11). Novv; we \\-ill find this legal theme again 

in all the authors who criticize the law. 
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The problem of ethics is that of power: That was al­

ready the theme of Calliclcs in the Gorgi,a1 .  He agrees to 

break the law which separates me from what I can do. 

Ethics always faces the law. If Spinoza calls his book Eth­

ics, this is why. The law which would defend is a mystifi­

cation to him. The moral law is ultimately nothing but a 

badly understood natural law (c£ Adam and the apple: 

an indigcstion).�0 Duty is an illusory form to him. Despite 

his rationalism he keeps telling us that human beings only 

differ in that which they can do. Virtue is the realization 

of one's own capacities. A crime is virtuous if it expresses 

a veritable power. Spinoza is ultimately a rationalist, be­

cause he will focus on demonstrating that crime is a dim­

inution of power. 

So for all of them it comes down to calling for a reali­

zation of one's proper essence. ·with Kicrkcgaard this phi­

losophy will be able to call itself a veritable philosophy of 

the absurd. For him there is an answer on a certain plane, 

irrational, when the human being has gone all the way to 

the end. It is already what we can call an existential phi-

40. 'Therefore 1.hc command given 1.0 Adam cons:isLed solely :in Lh:is, 
1.hat Goel revealed tn Adam. that eating or tha1 tree brought about 
deaLh, in Lhe same way LhaL he also reveals Lo us Lhrough Olll' naLural 
understanding 1.haL poi�on is deadly' Sp:inoza's leLLer 1.0 \V:iilem van 
B1 yenbergh, January 5'11, I fiG5. 

61 



GILLES DELECZE 

losophy. For them there arc tvvo ways of existing and the 

notion of choice is understood as follows. There arc those 

who exist in an inauthentic way, those who submit them­

selves, who do not know what the question is. There arc 

those who exist authentically, who know that the question 

is to go all the way to the end of what one can. Thus the 

question of morality concerns something else than the one 

who questions, whereas the question of ethics concerns 

nothing but the one who questions. This theme of going 

all the way to the end vvill define thought. It must also go 

all the way to the end itsel£ And think what? The unthink­

able, says Kicrkcgaard. This thought reconciles it<1elf with 

life. Kicrkcgaard demands 'give me a body then' .-i1 The 

relations of thought with life: claim of a unity. Now, it is 

life which must submit itself to thought in Socratism, it is 

reasonable, philosophical life. On the cont:ra1J, in Kicrkc­

gaard life cannot deny itself, cannot submit itself to the or­

der of reason. The paradox c:iq)1-csscs a divorce of life and 

thought. Thenceforth it is thought which submits itself to 

4 1 .  lL is likely LhaL Deleuze here reads Kierkegaard. Lhmugh Camus 
(which would incidemally also explain Lhe presence of ShesLov in Lhe 
tcx.1) : ' . . .  Kierkcgaard hi1mclr �hows us the path taken [ . . .  ] . It is the 
leiLmOLiv or Lhe ]oumal. '\VhaL I lacked was Lhe animal which also 
belongs Lo human desLiny IluL give me a body Lhen. Camus; 17w 

n:yth q/ Sisyphus; p. 27. 
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the categories of life. For this, it boils dmvn to thinking the 

unthinkable (c£ Philosophical fragment.1)."'� Do not think ill 

of the paradox, this passion of thought, and the thinkers 

who lack it arc like lovers vlithout passion, \vhich is to say 

lousy paitncrs. But the climax of all passion is always to 

\vant its O\vn loss, and it is equally the supreme pa<ision of 

the intellect to seek the shock, although this shock in some 

way or another leach; it to it<i own ruin. This is the supreme 

paradox of thought, to want to discover something that it 

cannot think itscl£ 

In this book Kicrkcgaard opposes his method to the 

Socratic method (sec the klerw: learning is remember­

ing). Socrates wonders hovv the question is possible. For 

him, the activity of questioning implies knowing and not 

knowing. So the ground of the question lies precisely in 

remembrance and reminiscence. \Vhat docs that signify 

for Kicrkcgaard? 

I .  For Plato, all research is research into memory. Truth 

docs not come into the soul from the out<iidc: one \vho 

docs not know instead only has to take recourse to re-

42. Philosr11hica(fragmenlf has appeared in French LranslaLion under 

bmh LiLles: 'Jfielles' hy PeLiL ( 1947, Seuil) and 'Riens' by Ferlov & 
GaLeau ( 1948, G·allimard). 
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mcmbcring in order to become conscious of what one 

knows. 

2. \Vhcn truth is as if internal, then from that moment 

on master Socrates is but an opportunity for the disci­

ple to recollect (the obstetrician) . 

3 .  Forgotten knowledge was always already there. So  an 

instant has no consistency whatsoever by itscl£ The 

temporal starting point docs not matter: The instant 

falls into the inessential. 

To this, Kicrkcgaard vvill oppose that which according 

to him is the true contribution of Christianity. For him 

the master is not the occasion it is Christ. Then the 

moment is something essential. This refers to the issue of 

the historicity of Christ and of the first man (role of the 

first, c£ the first love). \Vith the Greeks there is no such 

first thing (c£ position of a circular time). Henceforth the 

disciple cannot recover the truth in himself. It is neces­

sary that 'the disciple in himself be a truth' . ·B Henceforth 

the master presents him the condition to understand the 

4'.·t 'From Lhe Socrat.ic poinL o[ view, Lhc mmnenL is nm Lo be seen 
nr Lo he di�tinguished, it doe� not exi�L, ha.� not been, and will not 
come. Therefore, 1..he learner hirnself is Lhe LruLh, and Lhe momem 
of occasion is merely ajesL. . .  Kierkegaard., S. I Climacus, J  ( 19H.'iJ. 
Philosoj>liica!Jiugm.enls. Prince1.nn Lniversity Pre�s: Princeton, IV 2 l H. 
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truth. The non-truth of the disciple signifies notjust that 

he is out<1idc of the truth, but against the truth signified by 

Christ the redeemer. The disciple has lost the condition 

because of his own fault. At this level the essential concept 

is that of the sin. The master is no longer an opportunity, 

the instant becomes decisive. Kicrkcgaard can say 'all the 

pathos of Greek thought focuses on memory, all the pa­

thos of our thought focuses on the instant . .u 

But what docs the instant signify? It is one and the 

same as his first theme, the unthinkable. Christianity is the 

paradox. The instant is one and the same as what purely 

exists. This existence only arises as soon as your back is 

turned. \Vhat is the absolutely different? Sometimes, Ki­

crkcgaard says, it is the pure existed, what purely exists, 

sometimes it is the instant, sometimes sin, the fundamental 

category of faith, in the end it is repetition. ·what docs he 

have in common vvith all this? In his battle against ratio­

nalism Kicrkcgaard attacks the themes of the rationalist 

tradition. There were two strangely mixed themes in this 

tradition, one concerning the relation between essence 

and existence, the other concerning quality and quantity. 

44. '\Vherea.� 1.he Greek pathn� focu�es on recnllectinn, the pat.ho� 
of our pn�jet�L frJcuses on Lhe rnomenL, and no wonder, frll' is iL nm 
an exceedingly paLhos-filled. maLLer Lo come inLo exisLence from Lhe 
state ol' "1101. to he"?' Ibid., IV 1 90. 
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3.2 .3 Essence and existence, quality and quantity 

The first: the ontological proof seems to define the ratio­

nalist position regarding existence. It comes in all kinds 

of shapes, appearing [first] vvith Saint Anselm. He \\latlt'i 

to prove the existence of God, that is to say Existence. 

He takes a phrase from the Old Testament literally: 'The 

fool hath said in his heart, There is no God' .�5 Nmv, \vho­

cvcr says God docs not exist contradict'> himscl£ To do it 

you have to define God without postulating his existence. 

Saint Anselm says that God is the being such that nothing 

greater car1 be thought. Nmv, in supposing that such a be­

ing docs not exist we arc in flat-out contradiction, because 

\\lC can think a greater being, only this time existing. So, 

I cannot think the idea of God without the object of this 

idea positing it<;elf as existing. Therefore within ontologi­

cal thought existence is deduced from essence. His essence 

envelops existence. There is a paradox, because God is 

evidently the only case of being like that. The idea of the 

table poses possible existence, but not the real thing. God 

is the only case, because he is infinite. 

So existence is a perfection (c£ Descartes) .�() \Vhat 

seems strar1gc is that the prima facic evidence is only valid 

4."i. Psalm 1 4- 1 .  

46. Refer� to Descanes' A.j>j>mdix to the Jj/ih set r!f o!dections and rrj)/ii<s 
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if we consent to treat existence as a property. Can we treat 

existence as a perfection, that is to say, as ultimately an at­

tribute? Not at first glance. Existence is the position in the 

being of the subject of judgmcnt. Existence is positional 

and not attributive. Since the Middle Ages two critiques 

(double current) were developed against the ontological 

proo£ For some, God exists necessarily, but if he is possi­

ble. For others, God exists necessarily, but if he exists. The 

one will lead to Leibniz, the other to Kant. 

The ,\;leditations arc accompanied by objections. In the 

fifth one, Descartes develops the ontological proof and we 

sec the two objections. 

1 .  The one leading to Kant. The proof concludes the ex­

istence of God from his possibility. It treats existence 

as a property. Now, existence is irreducible to a prop­

erty, yet we do not know that the thing already exists. 

It is in the third part of the Critique of pure reason that 

Kant will take this critique up anew. 

:IH:l-'.lH4, regarding Lhe fift_h :\fodiuuion: ' . . .  in 1.he case or God nec­
essary exis1.ence is in faCL a propeny in 1.he su'ic1.cs1. sense of 1.hc 1.ern\ 
�inct': it applie� LO him. a.[nne and frmns pan or hi� e�sence a� it doe� 
or no mher lhing. [ . .  ] possible exis1.ence is a per[enion in 1.he 
id.ea o[ lhe lriangle, jLL�L as necessary exis1.ence is a perfenion in lhe 
idea ol" God'. See The jihilosoj!him! wiitings r!f Descarle.1� n ll, p. 2fi'.1 . 
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2. The one \vhich lead<; to Leibniz seems VCl)'" different. It 

consists in saying that \VC can condudc existence from 

possibility on the condition that God be possible. It is 

not because I form an idea in my mind that this idea 

is possible (break with Descartes: dear distinction bc­

tvv·ccn idea and possibility). Morcovc1; Leibniz thinks 

this is feasible and rcproad1cs Descartes only for not 

having done it, but he himself docs it. 

But do the objections get to the heart of what the sup­

porters of the ontological proof had said? Did they treat 

existence as a property? First of all, they insisted that this 

\Vas only valid for God. Morcovc1; it was not a deduction 

but an intuition in which we sec an existence in the es­

sence. It is absurd to define existentialism as a doctrine in 

\vhich the existent is irreducible to the essence, because 

that \Vas already said before them. Proponents of the on­

tological prove have really not ignored this irreducibility. 

The ontological proof \vas the tn)ical example of a ratio­

nalist physics and a mathematical physics. Descartes made 

a veritable critique of properties by replacing them with 

the idea of quantity and relation. The difference bctvv·ccn 

tvv·o bodies is merely one of extension, of movement and 

6B 
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position. The other differences arc never anything but in 

function of life. Everything is difference of movement. 

Existence, essence = metaphysical theme. Quantity 

and quality = physical theme. 

Kicrkcgaard \\-ill treat these themes as being one and 

the same, but at the same time he will call upon the rights 

of what exists and of quality. The existence of God, he 

says, appears when we let go of the proof, when we turn 

our back. It is quite like quantity I quality, says Kicrkc­

gaard. The problem is why at some point a quantitative 

continuity transforms itself into a new quality. A quantity 

of temperature decreases in continuous manner; the water 

becomes ice, but the ice appears all of a sudden as a new 

quality. The qualitative continuity all of a sudden entails 

a new quality. \Vhy at that moment rather than at anoth­

er? For Kicrkcgaard, what exists is quality. It is the leap, 

the qualitative jump. The one cannot engender the other: 

This is an important theme, because in physics there is an 

interesting occurrence concerning super-saturation and 

all transformations. By active processes we go beyond the 

normal moment of the apparition of a quality without 

having it appear. Then, thanks to special bodies, a new 

quality is made to appca1: The t\vo themes in Kicrkcgaard 

mingle, because in a certain way in the same manner that 
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existence appears behind the back of consciousness and 

that quality arises suddenly and not progressively. Kicrkc­

gaard is not original there. \Vith him the right of \vhat ex­

ists, the right of quality, the instant, the qualitative jump, 

\vhat exist'> and the quality arc one and the same as the 

instant (great error of scicntism). 

Final point: Kicrkcgaard tells us something similar re­

garding sin. There he is much more original. These three 

first themes arc taken up again in a veritable philosophy 

of sin. He opposes a Christian philosophy to a Greek 

philosophy. It is to oppose Abraham andJob to Socrates. 

He thinks that sin cannot be engendered from sinfulness 

(sinning is a property of human nature) . \Ve conclude 

the nothingness of sin from an impc1fcction of human 

essence. Thus the rationalist conception of evil is like the 

counter-proof of the rationalist conception of essences. 

Kicrkcgaard's theme vvill be: we can never conclude sin 

from sinfulness. It also implies a qualitative leap. Sin is 

the bru tc apparition of a new quality. Sin must then be 

thought and related to anxiety, which is the relation of 

consciousness with the absolutely different. \Vhcncc the 

concept of anxiety, which is a catcgmy of thought that he 

\vould like to sec replace the old notion of the imperfec­

tion of human nature. 
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Thought treats its object as the same. For Greek phi­

losophy there is a unity to the intellect. To give a new task 

to thought from there. That was new. Hence thought is in 

the paradox. 

\Ve approad1 a definition of existentialism: irreduc­

ibility of essence and existence and the primacy of exis­

tence over essence. Is that correct? Perhaps still for that 

of Sartre, but in Kicrkcgaard it is in fact VCl)' different. 

Kicrkcgaard calls this 'psychological investigations of 

sinful consciousnesses'. H Shcstov calls this 'torrid and 

glacial \vavcs' .48 Existence docs not favor a theme. They 

want to make human existence the new object of thought. 

Thought must know that \vhich is essentially other than it­

self, and the greatest confusion would be to treat this other 

as starting from the same. 'Anxiety is the right concept for 

thought and for psychology' 49 Insofar it is a psychological 

4 7. See Lhe introduction LO Ille toncej>l <!/ an:o:ie!y: 'The presem work 
has Laken as iLs 1.heme the psychological treaunem n[ "amcieLy" 
in such a way LhaL iL has in mind and before iLs eye Lhe dogma o[ 
original sin'. 

4H. R>r Shes1.nv every philosophical inquiry 'breaks' upon original 
sin as if iL were a were a wave. See 1.he concluding lines Lo pML II, 
chapLer l 0 of Athens and}erusalem fJi. 1 9'.1): 'original sin weighs heavily 
on fallen huma.nity, and all 1.he e(fons lliaL it makes 10 deliver ii.self 
break like \vavcs on a rock, aga.insL Lhc invi�1ble wail o[ prt;judices 
LhaL we veneraLe as eLernal Lnnhs'. 

49. Snurre could nm be Lrared. 
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state, anxiety is completely stretched into something irre­

ducible to psychology. Also send the psychologist bac.k to 

another domain [than that] of the psychologist. Anxiety 

is the psychological state which corresponds to sin, which 

becomes an existential dimension. Anxiety is psychologi­

cal consciousness directed to an object which is irreduc­

ible to it. Anxiety is thought insofar as is apprehends its 

own irreducible difference with its object. 

3.2.4 Repetition 

The categories become existential when thought thinks 

something, which is the difference itself between that 

something and thought. The true function of thought be­

comes the other and not the same (rclatable to Hegelian­

ism). It must reconcile itself vvith life. Apprehending sin as 

non-psychological is proper to anxiety. Then it becomes 

possible for philosophy to think against reason. The three 

questions: can we have a body?; can we get married?; can 

we be Christian? , refer to the same thing. They signify: 

can we reconcile thought with life? This leads us to a phi­

losophy of existence. Then the fundamental catego11 of 

existence will appear as repetition. Kierkegaard says 'I 

am the poet of faith' .  '0 Being Christian is impossible and 

50. Refer� to Kie1fregaarcl's pseudnnymJnha.tmes de Silemin, who 
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nevertheless he is it. Being Christian, marrying, and hav­

ing a body arc one and the same as this new function of 

thought which poses its object as impossible: the paradox. 

The new object of thought is the absurd. Being Christian 

is absurd. Kicrkcgaard announces the repetition \vhich 

is no longer the question but the ans\vcr to the question. 

Shcstov here reproaches Kicrkcgaard for not having 

maintained the questions. The answer stems from the ab­

surd, it is the repetition. It is something unique in modem 

philosophy: how come that from the most diverse back­

grounds, without influencing [each other] , there arc these 

attempts, up till here just attempts, to construct an original 

and paradoxical concept of repetition? Two authors who 

have nothing to do \vith each other. At the beginning of 

his book on repetition, Kicrkcgaard says it is not repeti­

tion in nature. He daims to form a concept of a more 

profound repetition of \vhich physical repetition is merely 

a physical degradation. He says: Hegel avails himself of 

a concept of contradiction to create his philosophy. Now, 

he says with humm; this concept is a German concept. He 

wants a concept proper to himself here, one from among 

bmh affinns and denies being a poeL. K.lerkegaard wrme 'I am a 
poeL. BuL long before I became a poel I was ]mended for Lhe lifo or 
religious individualiLy' (}PVI §67 1 8). 
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ourselves : monotony of Danish life = repetition (human 

of course) . It is properly Danish.5 ' 

A century later, the Americans rediscover Tank, a so­

ciologist who had fallen into obscurity. For political rea­

sons, Durkheim (he was a reactionary) took control over 

the teaching of Tarde and smothered him. Tarde vvTote a 

curious book: L'oppo.1ition uni:ver.1elle/:! one of the best theo­

ries of negation. There he seriously says that the idea of 

negation is a German idea and he wants a Frend1 con­

cept. His whole thesis consists in showing that opposition, 

that contradiction is nothing but a particular case of rep­

etition. 

Nietzsche is certainly not a poet of faith, but still, as 

with Kierkegaard and Socrates, he wants to return to 

Pre-Socratism. Zarathustra has a secret, he spits it out, it is 

a se11)ent which is the eternal return. This exact moment 

will return and the thought will also return. He too says 

it is not a physical repetition (in Ecce homo). Every return, 

he says, which happens in the world presupposes the eter­

nal return. Eternal return explains us physical repetition, 

5 1 .  'IL is incredible how much iluTI'y has been made in Hegelian phi­
losophy over mediation [ . . .  ] . ':.\Iedi;uinn" is a fr>reign word; 'repeLi­
tion' is a good Danish word; and I congraLUlaLe Lhc Danish language 
on a philosophical Lenn' Repetition III UN. 
52. First puhfohed in 1 897. 
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not the other way round. The eternal return is an original 

concept of repetition. Freud is the first to tead1 us that hu­

manity has lived under a sacrosanct concept: the pleasure 

principle. \Ve naturally seek out that which gives us plea­

sure. Now, Freud discovers more and more psychic facts 

which seem to rely on the contrary. \Ve reproduce our 

past failures, �)ut] not to overcome them, et cetera. Freud 

himself hesitates (B�yond the jJleasure principle) . He wonders 

whether we cannot sample this pleasure by complicating 

it. He thinks there is a more profound principle in life, the 

principle of repetition. But he is not a philosopher, and 

he hesitates. Sometimes, it is he who leads us toward a re­

turn to the irrational. Famous thesis, the paradox of death 

drives. The instinct of preservation is precisely the death 

drive: I refuse all death whid1 is not mine. But in other 

texts, Freud also tries to elaborate an original form of psy­

chic repetition, when he speaks in relation to the superego. 

Staying with these authors, what do these attempt<i, 

which have not yet formed a concept, signify? Kierkeg­

aard's Fear and trembling: 'for me it is not about extracting a 

change from repetition, but about changing the repetition 

in something interim; in the object of freedom itself, in its 

supreme interest' .5:i In The concejJt of anxiery: 'habit appears 

5�. This i� 1101. from F'mr and !remUing (in which 1.he word 'repe1.ition' 
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whenever eternity withdraws from repetition'. 5� It con­

cerns neither psychic repetition nor mechanical forms of 

psychism (habits), but a more profound repetition which 

is neither the contrary of freedom, nor the alienation 

of psychic life. It i'I one and the same as freedom. Here 

Oics] a relation \vith the existentialists. The psychic state is 

turned toward something. Sec Sartre's section on Husscrl: 

'all consciousness i'I consciousness of somcthing'.55 Con­

sciousness is no longer defined as intcriority, it is transcen­

dence at the moment of going beyond itscl£ Anxiety is 

a psychological state which is turned toward something 

other which is precisely sin, which is not a psychological 

state. The serious [part] is the movement by \vhich con­

sciousness is directed toward a stiucturc of cxi'!tcncc. It is 

an attempt to place psychology in relation with something 

other: It brings this back to Platonic recognition. For him, 

does nm even appe<tr). Deleuze seerrL� LO paraphrase a commem 
about 1.ha1 work from The conrepl rf arttie!;': ' [Lhe amhor sLaLes Lhat] in 
Lhe realm of �l)iriL 1.he Lask is nm LO wresL a change from repeLiLion 
or Lo find onesdf moderaLely comfonable during Lhe repeLiLion, 
as iC �1iirit stood only in an exlernal relation LO Ll1e repeLiLion of 
spiriL [ . . . ] , buL LO mmsil:wm repe LiLion imo sorneLlling inward, imo 
freedorn's own l<L�k, imo ils highesL imeresl, so 1.haL while every1.hing 
changes, iL can actually realia� repetition'. See The concrj1! qf 1mxiefy, 
IV 29 1 .  

54. The co11r.:ej1t •?f an.tie{.-,;, IV 4 1 5. 

5:1. Bdng rmd t11Jlhi11,.gness, Imroduclinn, §'.t 
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recognition is the essential concept of ancient philosophy. 

He thinks that Christian philosophy must break with [it] . 

It is discontinuity. There is the independence of cases. 

Physical repetition changes nothing ideally in the object. 

It becomes cosmological. Kicrkcgaard directs himself to­

ward the concept of a proper psychic repetition. \Vith the 

eternal return, Nietzsche goes towards a cosmological in­

terpretation. They have all seen the possibility of replac­

ing the dialectic by a different method, a more concrete 

one according to them. 

Kicrkcgaard distinguishes three stages of existence: 

csthctic, ethical, and religious. 

The first is the stage of seduction, of Mozart's Don 

Giovanni. The life of the aesthetic can only be realized by 

a repetition. Sec The new Heloi1e where Saint-Prcux repeats 

his past.5() But this is on a physical level. [It is] impossible, 

the attempt is doomed to fail. 

The second is the stage of generality. \Ve enter into 

the domain of the law. The central situation becomes 

marriage. The ethical repetition is oriented towards the 

future, the same tasks arc repeated, and the same virtues 

arc sought out. ·what assures the failure of this stage is sin, 

56. i\ wod;. by Rou�seau. 
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\vhich demonstrates the conflict between singularity and 

generality at the heart of the ethical stage. 

The third stage is the one \vhere repetition takes on it'> 

true meaning. He invokes Abraham and the sacrifice of 

the child. God demand'> the absurd from Abraham. He 

must lose everything in order to recover [it] . 

The dialectic made appeal to the negative. The notion 

of repetition also appeals to the negative, but on another 

level. Kierkegaard says that it is the concept of recovery, 

of repetition become psychic, and it is one and the same 

\Vith freedom. \Vhat is the application? Repetition is the 

seriousness of life. Then what is grounding for? If the de­

termination of a ground serves nothing, then \vhy do it? It 

must contribute something ne\V, which is repetition. Odd 

group if \Ve truly take it serious. The truth of a psychic 

repetition. For Nietzsche the determination of a ground 

delivers something ne\v to us, \vhich is the eternal return. 

3.2.5 Eternal return in Nietzsche 

It is a very fraught notion. Kierkegaard forged his rep­

etition against Plato. He opposed it to Platonic reminis­

cence. Socrates is the character obsessed ove1: Nietzsche 

thinks to go beyond philosophy through and in a return to 

Pre-Socratism. He never stops telling Zarathustra [that] 
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these animals arc familiar: oi Is that all which comes back? 

Everything returns, including the thought that everything 

returns. \Vhat arises is the announcement that everything 

returns. The exploration of the most ancient is the task of 

the nc\v man. The ovcrman is one who knows what it is 

about, \vho is confronted \vith the ground itscl£ \Vith the 

Pre-Socratics, the eternal return had three signs: Astro­

nomical, Cosmological, and Physiological. Nietzsche has 

interpreted the eternal return in an original way. 

1. The astronomical sense: a series of spheres nested in 

each other. The sphere of fi.xcd things, the interior 

spheres in relation with others. There is a time when 

the stars will resume the same position relative to the 

fi.xcd starts. The Greeks call this the Great Year; the 

smallest common denominator of all periods. It ap­

peals to a local movement. 

2. The physical and cosmological sense. Is it homoge­

neous with the first meaning? Appeal to a veritable 

qualitative alternation according to which the world 

goes through cycles of generation and corruption, 

of birth and destruction, of catastrophes, water; fire. 

5 7. Or: infrmned, aware. The reference is of course LO Tirus .1poke 
.(a1nthusira. 

79 



GILLES DELECZE 

Periods of contraction and expansion, recommence­

ment of the world. 

From Empcdodcs onward the astronomical meaning takes 

the upper hand. ·with Plato and Aristotle, in any case, is 

there not already a kind of rationalization which prevents 

us from comprehending the sense? Nietzsche knew how 

to recover the veritable meaning of the eternal return. 

\Vith Aristotle the eternal return is first of all related to 

astronomy, to the movement of spheres nested in each 

other: The alternations of contraction and deconstruc­

tion arc only valid for the sub-human world. The mode 

of local movement thus regulates even the stars. In the 

eternal return the vc11 principle of local movement fol­

lows the cosmological principle. Enormous consequence: 

the idea that everything returns is watered down. ·what 

returns, what repeats itself arc similar things regarding 

the species (Empcdodcs already has that). ·with the Stoics 

we come bac.k to a veritable original content. The eternal 

return: the Stoics submit the stars themselves to alteration 

and corruption. It is only belatedly that the signification 

is astronomical. Deplorable, because [it is] a mechanist 

vision. There is the primacy of the qualitative, cosmolog­

ical sense. Nietzsche tells us that the eternal return must 
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not be confused with cycles. He finds himself before the 

same problem a<; the Stoics: med1anism. He fight<; against 

the idea dear to mechanism. The eternal return cannot 

be reduced to a purely physical repetition. His ha<; two 

meanings: psychically, the return, and cosmologically, the 

principle from \vhich we must understand the very sense 

of the return. 

\Vith Nietzsche Zarathustra is in a relation of exis­

tence. Dionysus, the secret of becoming. It is an enuncia­

ble relation. There is a coherence of certain Nietzschean 

themes: the will to power, everything is becoming, accom­

panied by the concept of value. \Vhat Nietzsche has re­

tained in the first place is the affirmation of a becoming. 

The idea that everything becomes shows us the vanity of 

the concept of Being. The notion of value then appears: 

what we consider stable presents itself as sections taken 

in becoming, as snapshot<;. For Nietzsche, the theory of 

values is never separated from a certain critique of values 

and the mystifications \vhich it entails. It is a polemical no­

tion, it denounces. Thereafter the notion of value would 

lose its explosive character: It serves to guarantee a certain 

order instead of questioning that order: There is a going 

beyond the moral, ethical problem. It is posed a<; power. 

It is about a<;king what the human being can do. In his 
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eyes, the law and duty separate the human being from a 

certain dimension of the human being. A moral vision will 

be reintroduced, but it will no longer be that of the law 

and duty. The modes of existence arc not having the same 

value �>ossible solution). Nietzsche's first theme is thus the 

opposition of being and becoming. The notion of value 

is the relation between becoming and pmvcr. A constant 

idea in Nietzsche is that of the strong and the weak. The 

weak thus defines itself by a power and it will also have to 

go all the way to the end. There arc therefore degrees of 

value for the weak ones. In The will to power, [there is] sup­

pleness, spirituality. The root of willing seems to be one 

and the same as the essence of becoming. 

There is a more profound level: it concerns reflecting 

on the particular being of becoming. \Vhat would this 

being proper to becoming be? It is the eternal return in 

relation with Zarathustra. Nietzsche tells us that becom­

ing must not be confused with something become. Becom­

ing cannot be reduced to anything that has become. The 

cycle and the seasons arc things become. This is to say 

that there is a being of becoming. Becoming is not what 

it becomes. Becoming is the return of what becomes, it is 

\vhat returns. A theory of being which reintroduces it<;elf: 

ultimately repetition will signify this veritable being of be-

H2 



WHAT IS GROCNDING? 

coming. [It is] the best way to distinguish becoming from 

that which becomes. 

As for Kicrkcgaard, his reconciliation is a constant 

theme in German philosophy: the idea that something is 

lost. Less than the negation of a theory of a being than a 

very original creation. Dionysus is in this sense less pro­

found than Zarathustra. \Ve understand the secret of 

Zarathustra: everything returns, including thought. It in­

vites us to forge a new concept of repetition. The eter­

nal return is not reduced to a purely physical repetition. 

Thought also returns. It is a psychic repetition (concilia­

tion between the \"ill and duty), cosmological repetition 

(what returns in repeating itself is physical, since the re­

turn of what becomes is the being of becoming). Physical 

repetition in relation to the cosmological signification can 

only be understood in relation to the principle of eternal 

return. It is the attempt to forge an original concept. 

In Nietzsche, the difference between the weak and the 

strong is not the one the fascist<; saw. His idea is that the 

weak arc not those whose power is less. The physically 

weak can compensate for that with a spiritual power, with 

the ruse, with suppleness. The weak, by definition, is one 

who docs not go all the way to the end of his capacities, be­

cause he docs not dare to, and especially because he docs 

B'.-l 



GILLES DELECZE 

not know that one must go all the way to the end. This is 

not theoretical knowledge. \Vhat is it about for the human 

being insofar a<; it is a human being? This is Nietzsche's 

question. The weak arc as if perpetually separated from 

their power. They arc separated from it in the name of 

the la\v. It separates from po\vcr, because at the same time 

that it shows me my fundamental possibility, it forbids it to 

me: God and the tree. In Zarathustra, Nietzsche takes the 

Lutheran hymn literally: 'God is dead' .58 Arc we [there­

by] thrown into immorality? \Ve find existentialism again. 

There arc ultimately two modes of existence. Immoralism 

is not immorality. Immoralism is a philosophical vision 

which leads to the problem of the mode of existence. \Ve 

cannot just do anything. :Morcovc1; there arc things which 

can no longer be done when one is strong. Nietzsche con­

demns the palt1y and the mediocre in B�yond Good and Evil. 

Something comes to replace morality� There arc things 

one could only do by mystifying oneself. 

.JB. The hymn 0 Dm-kes! J·Hle (Johann von RisL l h'.17): 0 sorrow 
dread! I Our Goel is dearl I _ . .  eLc. 
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3.2.6 Inter.mediate conclusion I 

Shcstov a<;kcd: \vhat account<; for all the victims of the 

Inquisition?' .5!1 \Vhy here and know? Reason \Vill remain 

silent as long as it has not learned anything about the 

singularity. These arc the equatorial zones of thought, a 

struggle against evidence. Let thought go all the \vay to 

the end, even if nothing is there at the end. Kicrkcgaard 

and Nietzsche went furthc1: Kicrkcgaard wants to rec­

oncile thought with the categories of life. Thought must 

think the absolutely different. \Vith Nietzsche, it is Hcra­

clitus and notjob who is invoked. There is thus a relation 

between thought and ground which tells us something bi­

za1Tc. Thought ultimately goes beyond rca<;on, goes all the 

\vay to the end. 

These existential questions lead us to distinguish two 

modes of existence: knowing and ignorance, truth and er­

ror no longer relate to an order of reason, but to a mode 

59. ,'\ quest.inn originally posed hy Lhe liLerary criuc Belinsky and 
laLer recollected by ShesLOv: 'ff I should succeed in ascending Lo 
Lhe highesL rung o[ Lhe ladder o[ developmem, even Lhere I would 
ask you LO render me an aCCOUlll. or aJl 1.he victims or circumsLance 
in life and hiswry, o[ all Lhe v:icurm o[ chance, o[ superst.iuon, o[ 
Lhc Inquisition o[ Philip IL eLc., eLc.: oL.hcnvise I would fling myself 
headlirst Crom the highest rung. I dn not wish happiness even as a 
gill, if my 1nind is noL al resL regarding each one o[ my blood brmh­
ers' .  Belin.sky - utter lo Botkin, A-larch 1, 1841, dLed in Lhe preface LO 
Sheswv's J{ierkegaard and the existential. philnsofikJ!-
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of existence. The inauthentic mode of existence in Ni­

etzsche: the herd, the plebs spending its time not knowing. 

The idea of the ground is thus related to existence: the hu­

man being exists in such manner that it reveals the ground 

(Hcidcggc1; sec Nietzsche's influence on Hcidcggcr. Sec 

The will to jJower, tome 2, page 1 26 NRF. '\Ve Hn)cr­

borcans') .()0 For Kicrkcgaard and Nietzsche, not for Shcs­

tov, thought is not just in an immediate relation vvith \vhat 

grounds, but \vhat grounds even reveals something to us, a 

secret which for Kicrkcgaard and Nietzsche is nothing but 

repetition. The ground brings us something radically nc\v: 

a repetition that is oriented toward'> the future (Abraham 

demands from God that all \Vill be restored to him). 

3.3 The question which yields a principle to solve 

all probleDls: Leibniz 

Second type of question: the question which gives us a 

principle to solve all problems (Leibniz) . The idea of a uni­

versal science, a rule which allows for solving everything. 

Other attempt, of the mathematical tn)c. Difcoune on the 

lVfetlwd: the method is a \vay to solve all unresolved prob­

lems. Leibniz reproaches Descartes for not having created 

60. '\Ve Hyperboreans' was a LiLle NieLzsche considered frll' Lhe pref­
ace nC The uril/ io power. 
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what he promised: 'the art of inventing' .()' vVc must not 

confuse the attempts at a universal language (Renaissance) 

which Descartes denounces in a letter, 'our reasoning docs 

not concern the words, but the ideas'/'� with the mathe­

matical attempts. 

The Di1cour.1e on the method we get the impression 

that we remain unsatisfied. After having announced such 

upheavals it merely resulted in four rules. But arc they also 

as innocent as they seem? The meaning of the Cartesian 

method: the method is mathematical in its essence and 

can be applied to non-mathematical problems. This idea 

is very common in the l 7'h century and culminates ·with 

Spinoza. Casting philosophy; metaphysics, into mathc-

6 1 .  for Leibniz, 'logic" comprises prooC arui discovery, which led him 
Lo an id.ea of a general sciences divided imo Lwo domains, one being 
Lhe an or judging and Lhe mher being Ll1e arL of invemion (CC New 
E1·.1·1!YS on hum.mi undmlandin.g §476). Leibni'1, Gm.her gave a sy�1.ema.1ic 
accounl of his objec1.ions 1.0 Cane�-ianism in Animadv1'rs1;me.r in partem 
generafern Principiorum Car!t'.17.anorum.. 

62. Descartes· let t.er 1.0 :\:Ier�enne from November 2<r\ 1 629: 'the 
discovery of such a language deperui� upon Lhe Lrue philosophy. For 
wi1.houL 1.ha1. philosophy il is impos�-ible LO number and order all Ll1e 
1.hnugh1B nC m.en or even to �eparat.e them. out. imo dear and simple 
1.houghL�. which in my opinion is Ll1e greaL secreL for acquiring Lrue 
sciemi.fic knowledge. ff someone were Lo e:>q)lain correcLly whaL are 
the �imple idea_� in the human imagimuinn nm oC which all human 
LhoughL� are compounded, and if his explanmion were generally 
received., I would dare 1.0 hope for a universal language very easy 1.0 
I.earn, 1.n speak, and to wr:it.e'. 
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matics. This trend continues until after the Difcout:fe. But 

docs not something else intervene in the A·f editations? The 

preface: the book vvill darify problems whid1 the Diwmrse 

did not know how to pose. Is there not a d1angc of the 

doubt and of the Cogito? The 'I think therefore I am' 

docs not appear in the A·feditations, where there is 'I who 

doubt, I think, I am a thing that thinks' .  A curious substi­

tution is carried out. A metaphysical ground has replaced 

a mathematical method. 

The analysis of the Ancients is restricted to the consid­

erations of figures, regarding the algebra of the modems 

it is restricted to rules and numbers which make it o bscurc. 

Descartes claims to fix all that. Descartes claims to discover 

a hidden unity across all these obscurities, it is the notion 

of relation which has two meanings, unity and generality. 

In mathematics, solving a problem and posing it arc the 

same thing. A problem always has a solution which it mer­

its in function of symbolic systems, of available algorithms 

(sec the difficulty of making an addition or multiplication 

with roman numerals). The idea that something is con­

served in the communication of movement docs not come 

from experience. Descartes answers and says momentum is 

mass times velocity. Leibniz will say: 'Descartes is \vrong, 

it is mass times velocity squared' .  Descartes was certainly 
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wrong, but if Leibniz has made the better experiments, 

it is because he has a system of infinitesimal analysis at 

his disposal. \Vithout this analysis one cannot answer \vith 

mass times velocity squared. \Ve cannot separate a scien­

tific result from the type of approach at our disposal. Our 

childhood c:x.-pcricncc and pedagogy makes us forget that. 

The scholar is obviously not a student. Now, Descartes' 

method is a means to pose problems in another way, one 

which specifics the meaning of a universal method. It con­

cerns the construction of a mathematical problem such 

that the totality of possible cases is posited all at once. Sec 

Pappus' problem in Antiquity which Descartes mentions 

in his Geometry.f:i:i Until then they solved it at the level of 

each particular case. Descartes invents, and he is not alone 

in this, analytic geometry and poses the universality of 

possible cases all at once. \Vhat permits him to do this is 

G:l. The Geomet�-y is an appendix Lo Lhe Discour.re on the nwfiwd. PapplL�' 
problem rum a.� li">llnw�: ' iC three straight line� are given in position, 
and iC sLraiglIL lines be drawn from one and Lhe same poim, making 
s>iven angles wid1 Lhe Lhree s>iven lines, and if Lhere be given Lhe raLio 
of Lhe reCLa.ngle cnmained by two oC the lines so drawn Lo the square 
of Lhe mhe1'. Lhe poim lies on a solid locus given in po�'.iLion, namely, 
one of Lhc Lhrcc conic sec Liom. And, if lines be drawn making given 
angle� with frnir � Lraight lines given in po�ition, and if the renan-
gle of LWO of Lhem bears a 1,>iven raLio LO Lhe reCLangle oC Lhe OLher 
Lwo; Lhen, in Lhe same way, Lhe poinL lies on a conic secLion 6>iven in 
posmon ·. 

H9 



GILLES DELECZE 

very curious. Amazing text of the Af editation.1, tl1c second, 

about the piece of wax. Everything in the wax changes 

and yet I say it is the same wax. How is it possible? It is not 

the subsisting extension, as is claimed. He cannot say that, 

because he will not di'!covcr the idea of extension until the 

fifth Meditation. A logical argument, and in fact he says 
. . 

h ' . . tl 
. 

? N ' M  s h 
. 

1t m t c text: . . .  1s 1t ic cxtcns10n. o . • o t c pomt 

in this passage is knowing what grounds the judgmcnt of 

identity. ·what remains is extension alright, but that is not 

vvhat grounds the judgmcnt, the Cogito, thought, docs 

that. This passage is an illustration of the Cogito, [of] tl1at 

which is coherent. 

Conclusion: thought grounds the judgmcnt of iden­

tity and it cannot be confused with imagination, vvhich 

could only conceive of a finite number of cases. \Ve re­

cover Pappus' problem. The Ancient'! only solved it witl1 

the imagination. Thought goes beyond the imagination, 

but the relation between tl1cm is curious, because thought 

cannot surpass imagination unless it thinks itself. The pur-

64. Second :\1ec:liLalion, §'.H -'.{2: '\Vhm now is Lhis e,"l:Lension? Is iL nm 
also w1known? F<"H" iL becomes greaLcr when Lhe wax is mdLcd, grcm­
cr when it i� hoiled, and greater �till when the heal increa�e�; and I 
should nOL conceive [dearly] according LO LruLh whaL wax is, if I did 
nm Lhink LhaL even Llns piece LhaL we are considering is capable of 
recciving more varia.Lions :in e�"l:len�-:ion than I have ever :imagined'. 
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est algebraic thought implies a geometric design of coor­

dinates in our imagination, but it is not identical to that. 

Descartes will reveal the transcendence of thought to the 

imagination. 

\Vhy did Descartes' predecessors shackle thought to 

the imagination? \Ve have to think of their system. The 

ncvv thing about analytic geometry is the secret of the 

correspondence between geometry and algebra. The 

Ancients sought the system of correspondence, but what 

blocked them was the idea of a geometric heterogene­

ity. In the work of Viele there arc grand principlcs.h5 Two 

w01ks can add or subtract: homogeneous product, but in 

multiplication: heterogeneity. 

The history of the horse collar in Antiquity. One day an 

archcologist-knight, commander LcfCvrc Dcsnoucttcs, 06 

looked at the pottery, [and noticed] the harness, the col­

lar was on the neck and not on the shoulders of the an­

imal. He perceived they only used a tiny portion of the 

horse's strength. He had the impression of understand­

ing everything. He also undcrsta.ncl<; that slavery replaces 

animal force. Once it is realized, docs this invention not 

65. Franr;ni� Viele (1 540- 1 60'.-i), French 1na1hemaLician. In a leu.er 
LO :\.forsenne from 16'.17 ,  Descancs wriLcs "I began where he [Viele] 
lefL oIT. . .  See The philosophical iJ.?-iti:ngs <f Descartes v III, p. 7H (4 7�!). 

66. One of Napoleon's cavalry commanders. 
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seem obvious to us novd Descartes will treat all powers 

as lines, there again someone had to think it. In Rules for 

the directum 1if the mind, Descartes says 'extension is what is 

absolute, but \Vithin extension it is the line which is abso­

lute' .67 It already says cvc1ything. Practical consequence 

of Descartes' discovc1y revolution of equations. Until 

then, multi-step equations could only be solved indirectly. 

By making this progress in mathematics, Dcscaitcs docs 

not discover what was already [there] . He finds a new sys­

tem of expression. A symbol is not defined by vvhat it rep­

resent<;, but by the operations it makes possible, the system 

of equations in which it falls. 

The rules of the method then ta.kc on ncvv significa­

tion. The first. It is not enough to search for evidence, we 

must first of all have found a domain in which evidence 

takes on a signification, and it docs so only \vhcn ideas can 

be reduced to it, as if to a criterion, and this only if vvc go 

beyond the heterogeneity of structures. \Ve must install 

ourselves on a terrain such that corresponding ideas arc 

related to the criterion of the evidence. It can only be­

come a guarantee of tmth once the Cartesian revolution 

ff7. The phrase i� ' . . .  where measurable items are concerned , ex­
Lem1on is somedring ahsolULe, hm among Lhe varieties of exLemfon 
lengLh is smnetlung absoluLe . . . . Rule.rji;r the direction of the mind, Rule 
fl, §'.18'.·t 
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is carried out. The second and the third: the difference be­

t\veen t\vo representative contents is only ever a difference 

of degree. This too supposes the revolution. In the domain 

of symbolism, Descartes opened the road to positing the 

problem itsel£ But as \Ve have seen, there is a passage from 

a mathematical method to a metaphysical ground in Des­

cartes' work. In the Di1course the 'I think therefore I am' is 

presented as the clear and distinct model. The 'therefore' 

is not a consequence. In fact, it is one example of truth 

among other mathematics of relational form. The 'there­

fore' indicates a necessary relation made in the order of 

knmvledge. The formula no longer appears in the Afedita­

tions. \Vhy? There is already enough in the first formula to 

refute every idealist inte11Hetation of Cartesian thought. 

In 'I am' there is more than in 'I doubt'. Descartes poses a 

being more profound than thought: it transcends toward 

a Being of \vhich it is an attribute. \Ve go from knowledge 

to Being. Nmv, \Ve cannot reproach Descartes for having 

reified thought. Res is substance. Is there not already the 

mark of an evolution? The 'I think therefore I am' makes 

us pass to Being. Descartes discovers the domain of meta­

physical ground, irreducible to relations \vhich unify the 

objects of knowledge itsel£ Descartes' ambiguity is the 

price to pay for the clarity of his style. 
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\Vhat do \VC learn at the level of this ground? The 

duality is not just found on the level of the Cogito, but on 

that of the word 'idea' [as well] . There is hardly any no­

t.ion a<; obscure as that of a clear and distinct idea. It is, for 

example, extension and the determination of extension, 

then the idea of God, the idea of the Cogito. Difference 

in the very form of the idea. The idea of the triangle is 

fundamentally comprehended: the subject posing it goes 

beyond it. Such an idea refers to a Cogito. The idea of 

God is only conceived and not comprehended. \Ve cannot 

comprehend the infinite. The idea of God immediately 

manifests a presence. In that case the idea is the presence 

itself The two directions ultimately to not reconcile them­

selves in Descartes. Two senses, one in the \vorks, one in 

the letters. In those he says God is the creator of eternal 

tmths themselves. A curious idea, because the ontology 

said that pure essences pre-existed the understanding of 

God. The essences themselves arc reduced to the simple 

status of cxistcnts. The consequence is ahvays the affirma­

tion of an order of being more profound than the order 

of knowledge. God creates mathematical trnths in a free 

act. 

Descartes leaves us with three problems. A logical 

problem: Descartes tells us that the clear and distinct idea 
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is the present idea. The obscure and confused designate a 

mutilated state of the idea, but we do not account for it, 

because we clog it with other elements of affcctivity. The 

relation between Descartes and the Cartcsians? \Vith Spi­

noza and Leibniz \VC encounter the adequate idea. They 

pose the question \vhat is present in a tmc idea?'. They 

go beyond the clear and distinct idea, towards the ade­

quate idea. The first reproaches Descartes for being too 

fast, the other for being too easy (for employing this word 

abusively) . Now, what presents itself in a true idea? In its 

essence, an idea is a symbolism and not a representation. 

Descartes had said this from a mathematical perspective, 

but not from the point of view of a metaphysical ground. 

It \vill be Leibniz' great originality to search for this sec­

ond point. In Descartes, the determination of the ground 

is thus lagging behind the mathematical method where 

the idea was representative of something. Through Spi­

noza and Leibniz the clear and distinct idea takes on new 

meaning. The idea becomes c:iqwcssivc. It concerns a new 

determination of the ground itc;elf, which is determined 

from a relation of c:x.-prcssion and whid1 is discovered in 

direct relation with the symbolism. The method posed a 

mathematical mechanism. Mechanism: between two ex­

tended things there arc only differences of degree, figures, 
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proportions, movement<;. Extension was conceived as an 

inert and dormant mass. God put it into motion. In the 

Principle.\ 1if jJhilosojJhy, Descartes says that there is a dif­

ference of reason bet\veen attribute and substance. The 

extended thing, he says, is something more. The third dif­

ficulty concerns the notion of substance. [\Vhat is] the Res 

for Descartes? 

Descartes' entire equivocity consist<; in that he main­

tains the idea as a mere representation from the point of 

vie\v of metaphysical ground. At this level, a philosopher 

takes over from Descartes: Leibniz, who recovers the Re­

naissance's theory of symbolization. \Vhat is e:iq)l·essed in 

the true idea? The compound symbolizes \vith the simple, 

Leibniz tells us. 

3.3 . 1  Leibniz and the concept of expression 

Curious oeuvre: lots of letters in which he exposes his phi­

losophy according to the level of his correspondents. The 

plurality of levels symbolize with each other: He discov­

ers the principle of sufficient rea<;on in metaphysics. He 

discovers force in physics. And curiously, the two result<; 

\Vill support each other: An extraordinary constmction of 

problems solved by a play of principles: identity, sufficient 

reason, finality, indiscernibles, and continuity. They serve 
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him in the construction of all problems which ultimately 

symbolize: universal knowledge. 

Physics. He realizes Descartes was wrong. It is mass 

times velocity squared which is conserved. Is it a simple 

question of fact? Malebranche also knew that it was mass 

times velocity squared, and he has concluded that it was 

of no importance to Cartesianism after all. Inversely, for 

Leibniz it suffices to confirm that extension is not sub­

stance. He reproaches Descartes for having confused rela­

tive for absolute. ·what is conserved is relative speed. 

Take A and B. 

V is the speed of A before the shoc.k 

Y « « « B « «  

X « « « A after « 

Z « « « B « «  

·what is conserved is V-y = X2. Only squaring assures pos­

itive V It is the quantity of active force which is conserved. 

Now, force defined in the instant is the reason for the fu­

ture effect. This, and not extension, is substance. This will 

be a phenomenal order: Force is expressed in extension. It 

is substance, which is to say a power of unification, of dy­

namism, of a completely different order than the physical 
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one. \Vhcncc Leibniz' theme, the dcsubstantialization of 

extension. Is there already, on the physical plane, an an­

swer to the question of \vhat is that which c:iq)1-csscs it<;clf? 

Extension is composed, but it is infinitely divisible. \Ve \Vill 

never find a simple thing \vhcn remaining on its level. It 

is the critique of atomism, \vhich has claimed to find the 

simple on the level of the composed. Sure, there arc sim­

ple clement'>, but these arc dynamic unities, not material 

ones. Force is the real reason of extension. The metaphys­

ical search had confirmed this, because Leibniz had found 

the principle of sufficient reason, \vhich had to c:iq)1-css 

it<;clf with the force of an incrrancy of the predicate to 

the su bjcct. In the third A·f editation, Descartes tells us that 

God creates the \vorld at each instant. This is why there 

is a radical discontinuity of time. One instant is never the 

reason of the following one. The theology of continuous 

creation constitutes a geometric representation. Nature is 

then justifiable with a mechanic science, because it has no 

povv·c1; no potentiality. Evci]thing in the \vodd it<;clf \Vas 

extension and movement. There was a reduction of phys­

ics to geometry. Take a body at moment T. \Vhat is the 

difference bctvv·ccn this body when immobile and when 

moving? Nothing, according to Descartes. Thus the result 

'mass times velocity' can only be found when the problem 
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of movement is posed as Descartes posed it. For Leibniz, 

mass times velocity squared means that there is force be­

yond extension. The moving body is different at moment 

T, because it contains the pmvcr of going further as the 

reason of its future moments. Leibniz could only discover 

mass times velocity-squared thanks to infinitesimal calcu­

lus. Rest is but an infinitely small speed, and there is a dif­

ference bctvv·ccn the tvv·o bodies. Rest is a particular case 

of movement. Thus the relation bct\vccn force and future 

states is a differential, an integral. I =  I /2 + I I 4+ I I 5 . . .  

For Leibniz, Descartes' great error is to have con­

fused extension and substance. He did not sec the most 

profound, \vhich is force. \Vith Leibniz a grand thc01y of 

the phenomenon is founded, though very different from 

Kant's. The revolution is enormous. Leibniz can reproach 

Descartes for having maintained the identity of substance 

and extension, \vhcrcas they arc contradictory. \Vhat docs 

'beyond extension' signify? It is not like there arc forces 

on the one hand and extension on the other: This is nec­

essarily posed. Force demands it. Leibniz gives a status to 

symbolization. Extension is the c:iq)rcssion of force. Con­

sequence: Cartesian mechanism docs not contain its O\\lll 

reason. Exchange of letters bctvv·ccn the English chemist 

Boyle and Spinoza. He sends him the result of tvv·o bodies 
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of nitrate and saltpctcr, and tells him we sec vc1y well that 

cvc11thing in nature happens mechanically (difference of 

[degree]). Spinoza answers that he is pushing an open door. 

There is a new task, which is overcoming Descartes' error 

of having raised extension into substance. Mechanism is 

true, but we need a reason of proportion it<1el£ Spinoza 

then opposes Leibniz and restores the notion of essence. 

There is an essence of nitrate and saltpctcr since the ques­

tion subsists: why this proportion rather than another? 

According to Spinoza, the reason can never be derived 

from finality, which ultimately denies mechanism. On the 

contrary, Leibniz will find this reason in finality. He first 

introduces the old argument: demonstration by maximum 

and minimum is the best. A minimum of means to obtain 

the maximum of possible cff ccts. Everything happens by 

mechanism, but it docs not have its reason in itsel£ Leib­

niz is in the process of determining a new nature of the 

ground, and this is the reason. The reason for something 

is what c:iqHcsscs itself, manif csts itself, and therefore we 

have to seek being beyond what manifests. There is the 

being of what manifests it<1cl£ Leibniz: 'the short path of 

substance' on the first page of the ,\;lonadology: 'There must 

be simple [substances] , because there arc composites' .M1 

fi8. I...eibniz, Mlmadolr�gy §2. 
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Leibniz fights atomism and Cartesianism, and prc­

fights a famous antinomy, Kant's second one in the Cri­

tique 1if jmre reawn, 'the thesis that there is simplicity, the 

antithesis that nothing is simple in the univcrsc'. ti9 He op­

poses atomism. In his youth he believed it, and he will 

never lose his sympathy for it. He wanted a spiritual atom­

ism. Atomism divides the extended and encounters sim­

ple bodies, the atoms. Critique of the atom or the point: 

empty notions, because they arc contradictol)'; they imply 

extension. The point can only engender by movement. He 

says Descartes has definitively demonstrated this. But can 

we thereby say that there is nothing simple? 'Sure,', says 

Leibniz, 'on the level of extension' . Simple things arc not 

of the same nature as compound things. The simple is 

like the reason of what happens in extension. ·what is this 

other nature? This simple vvill vvithout doubt be of the 

nature of force. The compound is nothing but the man­

ifestation of the simple. It concerns a proper reading of 

nature, the intc11Hctation of signs, and then we will know 

the being of what appears. This is impossible for Kant. 

Force c:iq)1-csscs true substance in its relation vvith exten­

sion, but the veritable substance is metaphysical. It is the 

world whose force was, in turn, the extended. Leibniz says 

69. Ka..ru., Critique qf pure rmson i\4'.�:i I B4fi'.t 
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that all being has a reason. He sometimes says the ground 

of the connection is found in the notions. Or othcnvisc : 

each true proposition is analytic. Something being given, 

the principle invites it to relate it to something else, to the 

cause which is the necessary reason. Sufficient reason is 

thus what the cause lacks. ·whence the second expression. 

\Vhat is the reason? It must be found in the reason. 

Sec 'Caesar has crossed the Rubicon'. Two terms of no­

tions. Crossing the Rubicon is not exterior to the notion 

of Cacsa1: But the reason of the crossing inheres in in the 

monad. The su bjcct as notion. The proposition 'A is Pf. is 

true and gives us the form of identity, of every analyti­

cal proposition. Hence inversely, every true proposition is 

necessarily analytical. The notion must comprehend what 

is exterior to its subject. The cxtcriority of something finds 

the level of phenomena in intcriority. No longer Caesar, 

but the notion of Caesar. The monad will be the unity of 

sufficient reason and individuality. Intcriority of phenom­

ena to notions. It was contained in the Caesar-monad that 

he would cross the Rubicon. Phenomenal transformation 

of connections, relations. 'Each monad c:iq)1-csscs the to­

tality of the world'. 70 

70. I...eibniz, Mlmadolr�gy §fi2. 
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How can there be relations between things? Substance 

L'I individual. Each notion expresses the totality of the 

world. The world is the intcriority of the notion itself. The 

genius of Leibniz was to make the concept an individual. 

The reason is what contains the totality of what an-ivcs 

and can be attributed to the coffcsponding object. There­

fore, the concept can no longer be a general idea. It is an 

individual notion. The concept goes all the way to the in­

dividual it<;elf All possible meanings of the word 'subject' 

arc localized in the idea of the world. The idea of subjec­

tivity is deployed towards the subject of the proposition, 

the operation of knowledge. 

As extension c:iq)1-csscs force, the i-clativc c:iqHcsscs 

the substantial, that is to say monads and their relations. 

\Vhcncc the philosophical status which Leibniz assigns: 

phenomena arc \Veil-grounded. This absolute world leads 

us to conceive of a plurali.<;t world. Thi.<; world docs not 

exist out<;idc the monads c:iq)rcssing it. Each monad rep­

resents the totality of the world. Hence the monad is the 

law of a series (mathematical form = l + l /2+ l I 4+ l /B 

etc.). \Vhat happens? \Vhat distinguishes monads from 

each other? A first answer by Leibniz is very curious. Each 

monad expresses the totality of the world, but also clearly 

and distinctly a part of the world. It is, for example, the 

l <n  
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part of the world in relation with Cacsar's body. The Car­

tesian notion of the clear and distinct is radically renewed, 

because it is subordinated to a theory of the notion of ex­

pression. The point of vicv<' of each monad is one and the 

same a<; it<; individuality. But what is this empirical body? It 

is nothing but the c:iq)1-cssion of the monad's point of vicv.·. 

Leibniz always plays on t\.vo inverted tables depending on 

the people he addresses. The conciliation ·will be made 

on the level of God. \Vhcncc the strange conception of 

'pre-established harmony' that will also be presented in 

very different ways depending on his interlocutors. This 

harmony regulates the relations between souls (monads) 

or individual notions. Since the world docs not exist inde­

pendently from each monad that expresses it, the whole 

problem of the consistency of the world resided in the re­

lation of monads among themselves. It is a harmony inte­

rior to monads which will ground the exterior consistency 

of the world. He says that the body is the plurality of the 

world. \Ve must create a spiritual atomism. The monads 

arc spiritual automatons. It is an attempt to go beyond the 

alternatives of automatism or freedom. 

\Vhat happens from the eternal point of view of the 

monacfa? The expression expresses something, but this 

something docs not exist without it<; expression. It is al-
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vmys the problem of exteriority. If for each individual the 

world seems exterior to it - hesitation of Caesar before the 

Rubicon - it is because each monad that I am is in rela­

tion with the others and there is a correspondence at the 

proper time. At this level there is no longer choice. The 

logical coherence becomes delirious. Space and time then 

express the order of possible co-existences and possible 

successions. Then the world appears a<; a well-grounded 

phenomenon. 

3.3.2 Leibniz and principles 

Leibniz' metaphysics is the last grand theology m the 

history of philosophy. Game of principles. First difficul­

ty: The precise relation between the principle of identity 

and the principle of sufficient reason. The idea of ground 

demands more than the principle of identity. Philosophy 

begins with a phrase by Parmenides: 'being is and non-be­

ing is not' . 7 1  At first sight [it is the] principle of identity. 

Philosophy requires a principle from which to think what 

exist<;. Aristotle: 'the problem of philosophy is \vhen there 

is being' . n Is the principle of identity (A is A) what permits 

7 1 .  Pannenides, On natwr, II, '.1-4. 
72. Though Lhe emphasis on \vhen' (quand) insLead or 'wluu' is odd, 

Lhis refers LO AriswLle's i\-fe!11f>ft1sics: 'And indeed Lhe queslion which 
was raised nC old is raised now and always, and is ahvays the subjen 
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us this? Being is, non-being is not. The second is the prin­

ciple of non-contradiction. Hegel remarked that however 

much we treat the principle of non-contradiction - Pf. is 

not A - like a double of the principle of contradiction - A 

is A - there is an irreducible novelty, the introduction of 

the negative. Despite that tvv·o negations cancel each other, 

there is only a return to the positive after a negation of 

the negation. For Hegel, the principle of identity is less a 

principle then the claim to a principle. It is only after the 

negation of the negation that the principle of \vhat exist'> 

can be grounded. This is why Parmenides' formula is not 

as clear as it seems. There is something like an identity 

recovered through something other than it<;el( Is the same 

thing not Leibniz' problem? Sufficient reason presupposes 

the principle of identity, but it is very much another thing 

than a consequence of this principle. It presupposes it 

since he said every true proposition is analytical. But there 

is the reciprocal: every identity is retrieved in what exist'> 

and for that we needed another principle than denying 

the reality of \vhat exists. The principle of reality is inca­

pable of retrieving it<;elf all by it<;cl( Thus the principle of 

identity is a rule of essences. The analysis, \vhich end'> up 

of d.oulx, viz., whaL being is, is juH Lhe quesLion, whaL is subsumce?' 
(Bonk VII, § 1 ,  1 028b). 
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demonstrating the identity of Caesar and of crossing the 

Rubicon, is 'infinite', including for God. It is just that for 

him it is actual, he grasps it in a single glance. 

The second principle: that of finality or of the best. 

(c£ harmony between notions) . \Vhcncc the idea of the 

best of all possible \vorlds. It is evident from the essences 

themselves. Each essence is possible and non-contradic­

tory. As a result of this possibility it ten&; towards being, 

but it is still necessary that these essences be compossible 

with each other: The principle of continuity \vhich ex­

presses the relation between each individual notion and 

its attributes. Thus all principles arc the c:x.-prcssion of 

each othc1: The principle of indisccmibles which gath­

ers up all the others: 'each thing has it<> notion'_ ;:i No 

two notions have the same attributes (attacked by Kant 

in the (Tran.1cendentall Aesthetic) . ·what docs this group of 

principles, which appeal to sufficient reason, signify? 

7:L See for example sect.ion H of Leilmi:l' Discow:re on metajJi9;sics: ' 
we can say that. lhc nature oC an individual substance or or a cmn­
pleLe being is LO have a not.ion so compleLe LhaL iL should be sufficiem 
Lo comain and LO alimv dedunion from iL of all Lhe predicaLes of 1..he 
suhjen LO which this not.ion is aLuibULed.' 
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3.3.3 Interm.ediate conclusion II 

I .  A philosophy of universal symbolism. 

2 .  A game of principles which Leibniz finds in all con­

crete problems. Sometimes for two cases, being as 

slightly different as we could want within the Carte­

sian laws, the effects of their movements will be differ­

ent. For Leibniz this is enough to establish that these 

laws arc false. 

3 .  Major ambiguity in Leibniz. He  always senses that the 

principle of sufficient reason is something else than 

the principle of identity. There is an insufficiency of 

that principle, which cannot recover the identity of 

things. The determination of the ground presupposes 

identity, but we need a principle to relate the things 

to the identity. \Ve must change the notion of the 

very relations of essence and existence such that what 

comes first presents itself as ground. Hcgcl's objection 

in the Science of lr�gic: he congratulates him for having 

discovered the domain of sufficient reason, but he says 

that he was wrong in deducing it from the principle of 

idcntity.H 

74. Deleuze alludes LO Lhe Remark al chapler :i o[ book 2 or Lhe 
Sn:mte q/ hgic (IL29Tl. 
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Domain of metaphysical ground and domain of math­

ematics with Descartes (sec the above). From this point of 

view the Cartesian ambiguity disappears in Leibniz, it is 

surpassed. Leibniz can consider that he has re-grounded 

absolute knowledge, the universal science which uses this 

method of a \vhole game of principles in which reason 

it<;elf is given. From this we can understand a fundamental 

text by Leibniz: The radical rn�gin rif things. Two questions: l )  

why is there something rather than nothing? ; 2 )  why is this 

rather than something else?. They will serve as guidelines 

to the solution of all the problems in the world. The do­

main of essences governed by the principle of identity re­

sponds to the first. The domain of existences governed by 

the principle of sufficient reason responds to the second. 

For Leibniz, to do philosophy is to pose these two 

fundamental questions. Every theological conception of 

Leibniz depends on that. The first is a question \vhich 

receives its answer from the existence of essences itself. 

These arc two questions which will be found at the level 

of all the problems posed by Leibniz. They already con­

tain the rules for all the solutions. Now, at this level we still 

encounter the same difficulty. Do the two questions have 

the same values? \Vhy start \vith the one rather than the 

other? It is because in Leibniz essences precede existences. 
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Arc these two questions nonetheless legitimate, is each of 

them rightly posed? Amazing constitutions of logical prin­

ciples. Veritable critique of the conditions under which a 

problem is well-posed. Is it not just the second question 

\vhich is well-posed? Is the originality of the question of 

the ground not in the second question? The question be­

came first hand in absolute rationalism. The question, we 

have seen, was a critique of the conditions of the possibil­

ity of the problem. 

Then Kant: the Critique 1if jJure reason. Until then 

knowledge is evaluated in terms of solutions brought up 

to problems, and Kant announces that he is going to pose 

the question 'arc there not false problems?' 

3.4 The third type of question: the critical ques­

tion / / / 3 .4.1  The concept of error in philosophy 

The motive of the C1itique qf jmre reason. Thought is en­

trained by a fundamental, inevitable illusion. It is not 

an illusion that indicates the reaction of our passions to 

thought, but the influence of thought on thought. For 

Descartes, the prejudice came from us not simply being 

thinking beings. The principle of illusion came from the 

body. Kant's idea is that pure thought frills into an illusion 

which is interior to it. \Vhcncc a 'transcendental illusion' 
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and not an empirical illusion.7ri Reason itself engenders 

the illusion into which it fa..lls. Therefore it can never dis­

appear. It is just necessary to prevent that it deceives us. 

This illusion belongs to the nature of reason. The dialectic 

is then at the same time the movement of the transcen­

dental illusion and the consciousness of that illusion. It 

is a veritable tum in philosophy. He announces that the 

doctrine of truth must be completely rcfac;hioncd. The ra­

tionalists of the I 7'h century think that thought as such is 

right by nature, concerned with truth, a desire for truth 

(c£ Descartes, :tvfalcbranchc). They thus intcqn-ct error as 

a bare fact. \Ve only make mistakes because we arc not 

[purely] thinking beings. The method serves to link up hu­

man nature with the nature of thought. The doctrine of 

truth is thus called the constitution of a method. 

For Kant it is not enough to [have] a method, the 

problem is completely changed. \Ve have to wonder if 

Kant has gone all the way to the end of the consequences. 

In any case, he has seen that truth qualifies problems. The 

illusion makes thought pose false problems. There is a 

rupture with dassical rationalism on all points. This prin­

ciple is also found with other authors, which demonstrates 

that it is not about a doctrine. \Vith Spinoza, the truth is 

75. Cf Critique '!f pure rea.wm B'.�52. 
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true in itsel£ There is nothing positive about error. In God 

cvc11 idea is true. For Kant, thought is not right by nature. 

But do not all philosophers in a certain way suggest the 

weakness of the rationalists? Sec chapter eight of Plato's 

RejJUblic. Plato's theme about the 'ignorant soul'. iti Is there 

not more than the simple notion of error? The 'mania' of 

the Pre-Socratics is quite something else than the fact of 

being wrong.i i  Plato asks for 'paideia' , ill [but] thought must 

first of all install itself in a region or domain where truth 

exist'!. Then, far from finding its vocation, its spontaneous 

nature, it begins by being dazzled and it is necessary to 

bring in force here. The rationalists think that thought is 

in relation with the true. ·what is the best position of the 

problem? \Vith Plato we arc invited to think in existential 

terms (situation of the consciousness of the soul). 

76. I:look X of l�fmbfic argues LhaL philosophy is Lhe only cme Lo 
i6111orance: [a human beingl w:ill be able, by considering Lhe naLUre 
nC 1.he soul, 1.0 reaHm out which lile is beu.er and which wor�e and Lo 
choose accordingly, calling a life worse if iL leads Lhe soul Lo become 
more u1;jusL, beLLer if iL leads Lhe soul Lo become more jusL, and 
ignoring everything ebe '  ( 6"l 8d-,i) . 

77.  Since Llris senion concerns PlaLo, Llris is likely a reference Lo Lhe 
shon di�cussion of mania in Phaedms 244a-245a, Ll1e poim of wlrich 
i� that mania can be beneficial ir i1. is a gili. from a god: 'madness 
(ma1ria) from a god is finer Llian self-comrol of human origin, ac­
cording LO Lhe Lestimony or Ute anciem language 1,rivers' (244dJ. 

78. The educaLinn nr an ideal mem.her or 1.he pnlis. 
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3.4.2 Transform.ation of a doctrine of truth 

First task can'icd out by Kant and the Kantian tradition: 

to put to question the reciprocal intcriority of thought and 

truth. Second task: to replace the idea of method \-\1.th an 

idea of formation. The truth subsist<; out<;idc of thought 

and must force thought in order to make it recognize it. 

Kant has not seen it that well. Truth subsists out<;idc of 

thought. Even if we \Vere angels, verily thinking beings, 

it would settle nothing. Truth no longer qualifies an idea, 

but must be defined as something. The truth is the being. 

\Vhy has Kant not seen the second point? Because of the 

Kantian thesis that the being is not an object of knowl­

edge, but that knowledge concerns the phenomena. But 

docs the other point concerning the illusion necessarily 

imply this point. 

There arc thinkers saying that the task is to denounce 

mystifications. First Dcmocritus, then Epicurus, then Lu­

cretius. Mystification to denounce. A tradition continuing 

onto Nietzsche, Marx. They tell us the human being is 

alienated. He is as if p11vatc, separated from his own pow­

c1; his own capacity, if we transport this cntc11)1i.sc to the 

level of philosophy. One of two things: at the level of Des­

cartes, inferior to the Kantian exploration. The entirely 

same idea of the false problem appears in Kant. For him, 
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all false problems consist in taking the more for the less. 

For Kant, they consist in taking subjective principles for 

objective principles. \Vhy order rather than disorder; why 

something rather than nothing? Bcrgson says this is a false 

problem, because it depends on the postulate that noth­

ingness is less than being, that the possible presupposes 

being. Sec Bcrgson's article on 'the possible' .  79 \Ve believe 

that the possible is less than being and so we posit that the 

possible precedes the being or what exists. In fact, there is 

not less but more in the idea of the possible. 

Now, the illusion, it is positive. \Ve become conscious 

of it, but it is not destroyed. The classical conception con­

sists in telling us that the truth triumphs over error: The 

illusion is engendered by thought in its nature. Opposed 

to I 7'h century rationalists. It is striking that Bcrgson tells 

us the same thing as Kant and that at a one point he goes 

less far; yet further on anothc1: Less far: the illusion is ex­

plained by psychological reasons. By virtue of practical 

action, Kant has found a transcendental root in the illu­

sion. It docs not have its source in anything but thought 

itscl£ This thesis animates the full last part of the Critique 

of jmre reawn. If the source of the illusion is transcenden­

tal, it is saying as much that the illusion docs not simply 

79. See The jiossihlf rmd ihn eal in Bergsnn, Ky Hhiin,gs, pp. 22�-2�'.t 
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have an empirical root (a fact of human nature), but a 

metaphysical one. But then it is the same thing to say that 

metaphysics is illusory. l\frtaphysic is not possible, but 

must be destroyed. It is a vc17 amazing passage from the 

one to the other: For Bcrgson, the illusion is fairly simple. 

It comes dmvn to this: thought takes the more for the less. 

The problems of dassical metaphysics arc false problems. 

3.4.3 Critique of .metaphysics 

[There arc] two \vays to criticize metaphysics: 

1. Not serious, in the name of something else than it (in 

the name of science) . It is the scicntistic critique. Al­

ready sec the empiricists and Hume. The sciences of 

the human being. 

2 .  Serious. \Vith Marx, it i s  not a about substituting sci­

ence for metaphysics, but about going beyond meta­

physics. The realization and death of philosophy 

equals the realization and death of metaphysics. Com­

pare it \Vith Hcidcggcr \vho today appeals to Kant and 

announces that he wants to go beyond metaphysics. 

Going beyond metaphysics? 
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A. Bcrgson: thought takes the more for the less. The clas­

sical questions already seen presuppose the antcriority of 

the possible. A thing is apprehended in terms of being 

able to be and not being able to be. Novv; Bcrgson shows 

that the possible is secondary to the real. There would 

have been nothing lacking in literature if Proust had not 

existed, but only once he has existed. The possible is an 

operation of the real projecting its image in the past. 

Bcrgson's critique of the idea of disorder and nothingness 

has the same sense. Nothingness is being plus the negation 

\vhich denies it. The idea of nothingness or disorder is 

purely relative to action. In nothingness there is not less 

but more than there is in being. \Vhcncc that we take the 

more for the less. A'i these issues arc cancelled, metaphys­

ics is sm1)asscd. 

B. For Kant, the form of the illusion is more profound. 

He \vant'i to reach a transcendental root. \Vhat is the for­

mula of the illusion? It consist'> in taking a subjective prin­

ciple for an objective principle. He docs not \Vant to say 

that the error consist'> in taking the subjective for the ob­

jective. He is speaking in principle. \Vhat docs he under­

stand by that? To understand it we must think about his 

idea of subjectivity, of transcendental subjectivity. \Ve arc 

empirical subjects, but we arc not only that. \Vhat \Vill a 
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veritable absolute subjectivity be? A subject which is noth­

ing but a subject \vill not oppose it<>clf to the objective. 

The subjective is that which becomes objective when ap­

plied to the phenomena. 

In Kant, conditions render cognition possible. This 

cannot be reduced to kno\vn objects, since those already 

imply the conditions of cognition. These conditions arc 

subjective. It is already about a transcendental subjectiv­

ity which grounds the object as object of cognition and 

renders the submission of this object to cognition neces­

sary. The [Tran1cendenta� Ana[ytic, second part, responds to 

this. The conditions of experience arc at the same time 

conditions of the objects of experience. The phenome­

na arc what appears. Is cognition just knowing \vhat ap­

pears? Not really. \Vhat appears is a flux of sensible qual­

ities. Cognition is making these qualities the qualification 

of something. Kant: the object = x, which is a function 

of cognition. Some conditions refer to sensibility (space 

and time), others to spontaneity, these ai-c the categories. 

There is in Kant a veritable unity of subject and object. 

Unity of cognition and the cognizcd. But this unity is sub­

jective (the object a<> it appears to me). Therefore what was 

the grand rule of legitimate knowledge? There is no other 

knowledge than that of phenomena themselves. There is 
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no cognition of the thing in it<;el( There is only knO\vledgc 

m c:iq)cncncc. 

Second aspect of the Kantian thesis. Kant distinguish­

es bct\vccn intuition and the concept. The phenomenon is 

intuition: space and time form the intuition in which the 

phenomenon appears. Determining the phenomenon in 

turn, the categories appear in space and time in any object 

\vhatsocvcr. K.nO\vledgc is only possible by concept and 

intuition. There is no legitimate knO\vledgc unless \vhcn I 

make use of a concept such that I \Vill be able to produce 

the object in intuition. Kant is going to show us that this 

is the formula of mathematics and physics. The mathe­

matical concept is the rule of construction of an object in 

intuition it<1el£ Physics is also reduced to that, even though 

it proceeds otherwise. Mathematics and physics: system 

of legitimate knowledge in the second result: arlS\vcrs an­

other formula. There is no knowledge of noumcna (risk 

of misir1tc11)1-ctation). \Vith Kant there is something ir1 it­

self and noumcnal, and each time he says that there is no 

knowledge of it. \Ve risk trcatir1g the thing in itself and 

the noumcnon similady: \Vorse than a misir1tc11Hctation, 

because they arc not one thir1g. The noumcnon is pure 

thought. Knowledge of noumcna would be by pure con­

cept (vv·hich is no less impossible than pure intuition). This 
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knowledge by pure concept is what the classics always call 

metaphysical. Thus Kant docs not repeat that, it is the 

same thing but from a different point of view. The thing 

in it<;clf called noumcnon, it is what it would have to be if 

there would be a possible cognition by pure concept. 'The 

subjective is only \vhat becomes objective \vhcn applied to 

the phcnomcna'.Hl' The subjective principle of cognition 

grounds the objectivity of cognition in so far as [it con­

cerns a] phenomenon. It would be excessive use of the 

categories if we set out to know an object out<;idc of ex­

perience. [I would then treat] the ensemble of experience 

as world, I [would] treat it as world. (God is cause of the 

\vodd: illegitimate exercise). 

The illusion of reason consist<; in making us leave the 

limits outside of which the categories arc illegitimate. Ac­

cording to Kant, the substantial I, the world, and God 

imply an illegitimate usage of the categories. Nonetheless 

these three idea<; have meaning, they arc well-grounded. 

These ideas of pure rca<;on have a fundamentally subjec­

tive sense, they arc not categories of understanding which 

relate to the phenomena, but idea<; of rcamn which re-

HO. Likely paraphrases ' . .  .I shall have Lo derive Lhe .rn&j,•ctine .mcr:ession 
of apprehem:ion from Lhe objective .111cce.�>ton o[ appearances . . . . Kam, 
Critip1f qf Jnm reason A l9'.-l/B2'.-IH. 
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latcs to the understanding itself, it is the faculty of relating 

rules according to principles. The ideas have a legitimate 

sense on condition that I never forget they arc su bjcctivc. 

They arc regulative, not constitutive principles. The un­

derstanding is subjective, but it has become objective by 

applying itself to the phenomena. So he has not just found 

a negative original root for the illusion, an illegitimate root 

of categories, but moreover he showed that this is inevi­

table. 

So Kant docs not critique metaphysics on the first 

level, and yet there is only mathematical and physical 

knowledge. Consciousness has to become conscious of 

this illusion. \Vhcncc the dialectic: the movement gener­

ating the illusion and the one c:iq)osing this illusion is one 

and the same, because naming it docs not annihilate it. 

Here appears an amazing task that Kant calls critique. 

The idea poses an object which corresponds vvith it and 

which I claim to know only by itself: critique is the dis­

mantling of mechanism and the denunciation of the illu­

sion. Metaphysics as illusion cannot be annihilated, but it 

can be submitted to critique. In fact, it is about making a 

new metaphysics (cf. Hegel). Recall classicism: distinction 

between tvvo worlds which runs through all of philosophy. 

For Kant there arc still essences, but they arc not objects 
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of knowledge. Philosophy henceforth docs not have the 

task of discovering essences, but that of determining con­

ditions. Under what conditions arc mathematics, physics, 

morality, and so on possible? Kant substitutes the notion 

of appearance. The phenomenon is the conditioned, it is 

the apparition. In a similarly radical transformation, the 

idea of condition comes to relieve the classical idea of cs-

scncc. 

l\frtaphysics becomes a logic, because it is the deter­

mination of conditions and not the discoveries of essenc­

es. Sec the later legacy of Kant: there arc not two worlds, 

in a certain manner we assist in a return to essence, but 

no longer with the sense of classicism. The essence is the 

sense it<iclf of the corresponding phenomenon. Meta­

physics becomes a logic. 

3.5 Conclusion to the third chapter 

The questions seem very odd. On the existential level. 

Only examples, the point was to demand an accounting 

for everything. On the level of Leibniz: tvv·o questions, not 

three. The critical question (preface of the Critique 1if pure 

reason) . Knowledge must comprise the conditions which 

render it possible. 

There were three aspect<; to the ground: 
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I .  Struggle and opposition of concept and subjectivity. 

The question went all the \vay to the end. This st:rug­

gle, so interesting from the point of vicvv· of subjec­

tivity, had it'> correspondent in the form of an inverse 

relationship. The concept implied an annihilation of 

subjectivity. The Idea in Plato implied an annihilation 

of persons. 

2 .  Leibniz' metaphysical question. This time the concept 

\vent all the \vay up to the individual. The ground 

presents it<;elf as the sufficient reason, on the condi­

tion that it deploys it'ielf and be the rule of an absolute 

knowledge. 

3 .  Kant replaces the idea of an absolute knowledge, 

\vhich he condemns, for the idea of a critique of 

knowledge or the idea of a determination of the con­

ditions of knO\ving. But docs not this ruin of meta­

physics announced by Kant make room for the deter­

mination of a nc\v metaphysics? 

N C\V rule concerning the ground: it is the identity of the 

condition and the conditioned. Did not the Post-Kan­

tians seek to determine the relation of the condition and 
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the conditioned in a concept? A talc: Schclling's critique 

against Kant and Hegel. 
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4 GROUND AND PRINCIPLE 

A question wa<; directed at what grounds. \Ve have found 

three structures of the question. 

I .  The question of existence denouncing answers as sec­

ond-hand. \Ve had to silence the answers concerning 

the ground and the operation of this ground consisted 

in the paradox. 

2 .  The question which claimed to lead us to the science 

of all solutions to possible problems according to a 

universal principle. 

3 .  The critical question calling for a critique of the con­

ditions under which the ground was posed. 

In this triple function of the ground, the notion pcq>ct­

ually oscillates between two poles. Must it be conceived 

as a principle of things in themselves or as one for our 

simple cognition of things? Two poles: method or system. 

The ground of the method = principle of our cognition 

of things. 

The ground of a system. Is there room to propose a 

methodological or systematic conception of the ground? 
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All the more important question since the history of phi­

losophy oscillates between these two poles. 

4. 1 Method and system. 

\Vhat do these two notions signify? Even their exterior 

characteristics oppose them. [There is] even a grand man­

ifesto of the system \vh.ich opposes itself to methodology: 

Hegel's preface on the principles of the phenomenology. 81 

The method: idea of seeking, idea of seeing. It always 

presents itself as a principle. The method is the organ (the 

organon). After Aristotle his work is called the Organon. 

Compare: the new organization by Bacon, extraordinary 

book. 82 [Fm� all three lines we find splendid metaphors. 

\Ve could have believed he had written the \Vorks of 

Shakespeare. No longer a perspective of means I end, but 

\vhole I part. The Stoics say the world is a system. Meth­

od and system appeal to a principle, but for the first it is 

the principle of the cognition of things, and for the second 

it is the principle of things in themselves. 

[It is] too ea<>y to say that the system \vould be the ideal 

of the method. That neglect<> that they each, for their part, 

appeal to a principle. The method demands a principle of 

B l .  The preface of Lhe Phenomenology i?/ .1/1in't. 
82. Bacnn·s Thf new mganon. 
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cognition of things. And this principle presents it<ielf as 

primary and not as subordinated to the principle of things 

in themselves, if that exists. The system will return to the 

organism. The organ cannot be understood as a directed 

set of means. The organism can only be understood from 

the relation whole I part. 

A method can be recognized by three things: 

1 .  A demand for a beginning (Descartes, rules of the 

method. Start with the simple).11:i In the system a be­

ginning is refused. It presents it<ielf as circular (Phe­

nomenolr�{{JI of .1pirit, Logi,c pp .. 50-60). IH For Hegel, the 

method is such that its content always comes to it 

from outside, whereas the system makes no appeal to 

any content coming from outside. It is its own base 

B:L Deleuze refers LO rule five or Descarles' Rul.e.rJi.1r the rlirect1;m o/ the 
mind: 'The whole meLhod consisLs enLirely in Lhe ordering and ar­
ranging or lhe object� on which we must concemraLe our mind's eye 
if we are LO discover some LruLh. \Ve shall be following Lhis meLhod 
exanly if we firsL reduce cornplicaLed and obscure propm1Lions sLep 
by Slep l.O simpler ones, <Uld lhen, Slarling wil11 the inllliLinn or the 
sirnplesL ones of alL Lry Lo ascend Lhrough Lhe same Slti'!S Lo a knowl­
edge of all Lhe resL'. 

H4. See Hege l, Th,1 scimc� r!/ lw;it, 2 1 .:18: 'In this advance the begin­
ning Llms loses Lhe one-sidedness LlrnL iL has when deLermined �'.imply 
as sorneLlring irnmedia.Le and absLracL; il becomes media.Led, and Ll1e 
line nC sciemific li->rwarcl movement comequemly luriu into a cird/. 
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for itsel£ \Vhy is the beginning illusmy? Because it is 

the demand of something which would be posited as 

absolutely immediate. There is nothing which implies 

immediacy as much as mediation. 'Essential to science 

(knowledge) is not so much that the beginning should 

be a pure immediacy; but the fact that the \vholc of 

science represent<; an absolutely closed circle in which 

the first becomes the last, and vice versa'. 80 

2 .  A demand for a principle of  economy (to be  developed 

from classical rationalism). The relation of means and 

end then analyzcd on the theological level. The princi­

ple of economy is located on the level of God. Hence 

the justification of evil: minimum of means to obtain a 

ma..ximum of effects. The miracle? Correction of evil 

which is the downside of the principle of economy. 

Sec: Malcbrand1c.8(j God acts methodologically. Oth­

er character of the system: the impression the system 

gives us the cxu be ran cc and the excess of the concept. 

The opulence of the concept opposes itself to the sim­

plicity of the means of the method. The best biolo­

gists remind us that organically we have too much of 

fl."i. Hegel, The .1'1"imte c!/ Lw�ic, 2 1 .57. 

B6. According LO :\1Ialebranche, ev:il exisLs because God was 'con­
sLrained' by his auribuLes and perilxLions (his �1mpliciLy mosL of all) 
when creating the 1vorld. 
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cvc1-ything. Sec the Dutch biologist Buytcndijk, [who] 

says: 'the bird sings more than natural selection would 

permit' . 87 So there is this cxu be ran cc of the concept in 

the system. Bad joke by Gabriel Monod: 'the concept 

is too poor' .88 On the contrary, what exists docs not fill 

the \vholc concept. Sec the concept of love. No lover 

can say 'I am loved' .  The concept overflows it cvcry­

\Vhcrc. It fuithcr comprises the sense of an object. It 

comprises the unconscious, the non-given dimension. 

'Ve must opposes the fundamental exaggeration of 

the concept it<ielf to the minimum of means. 

3 .  Artifice and fiction. Rule of the method. Aware of 

the third, it is necessary to move onto feigning an or­

der between things which do not precede each other. 

Leibniz: we must use fictions in the method, imaginary 

symbols which will subsequently be reduced. There is 

thus a perpetual movement of the human being of 

the method: 'sec everything I obtain with so little?' 

Hegel says that the system implies a fundamental ruse 

\vhich is the contrary of the artifice of method. He 

H 7. C( 'a bird is nOL truly free, even 1..hough iL ilies high imo Lhe air 
w:ithnul any nece�si1.y and sings its exuheram song� It. i� the image of 
ireedom: freedom in iL� appearance. [mms. frmn Dut.ch] . Buyt.cndi­
jk Lk' vmuw. !war natuw; vn:;-ch?inin,.g en hestaan, p. 75.  

HH. French hist.nrian ( l H44-l 9 l 2). 

1 29 



GILLES DELECZE 

says: 'it ha<i nothing to do with me' Coquetry: Hegel 

says, 'knowledge is a ruse, because in forgetting it<iclf 

in its object it sees this object become and make it<iclf 

a moment of the '"hole, that is to say reflecting it<iclf 
. 

1 . k 1 l ' H'J Tl 
. 

1 A . . 
m t us now cc gc . · ic system 1s t ic nnunc1atron 

made to Mar): If these notions arc opposed then \VC 

can expect a polemic. 

Reproaches of the method to the system: three essential 

things. 

1 .  The system is the human being taking itself to be God, 

because it is inseparable from absolute knov.kdgc. It 

is accompanied by an appeal to means serving to go 

beyond the human condition. The method invites the 

human being to assume its proper condition. [In] Spi­

noza [the] third genre of knowledge is coincidence 

with God. Certainly the human condition subsists, 

it is part of nature. There will always be passivity in 

the one. But he no less think<; that there arc means by 

which the human being can avert the inconvenienc­

es of the human condition. Bcrgson: 'philosophy will 

have to be an effort to go beyond the human condi-

89. CC Hegd, PhmomPrwlogy qf .1J>irit §73. 
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tion' .9° The method realizes all virtualitics of this con­

dition. 

2 .  Second objection, of a political nature. Right or 

wrong, philosophers sense danger to human beings in 

the system, which relates to political theory. The sys­

tem is totalitarian. \Vithout being coarse to Hegel, he 

still saw a moment at vvhich his philosophy realized it­

self in the Prussian regime. And Spengler in The decline 

1if the i+·bt. Systems arc often related to a totalitarian 

regime. 

3 .  Third objection: third mystification. The system al­

ways appeals to an a priori and seems to show con­

tempt for simple experience. Schelling says that the 

system reintroduces c:iq)cricncc through the backdoor. 

The system seems apt at justifying everything. In fact, 

it erects the necessity of fact in rational necessity. 

Identity between the real and reason (Hegel) [i.<i] de­

nounced as an intolerable confusion between the fact 

and the right. 

These arc the three objections to which we must respond 

even if they can seem false. Inversely; the system reproach­

es the method for t\vo things. 

90. See Bergsnn, Introduction to 111etaj!�vsirs,, p. '277. 
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It always allows a double cxtcriority to subsist, of such 

kind that philosophy loses it<i vcri.tablc goal. 

Two poles in the method. Leibniz' Difcoune concerning 

the method of certainty and the mt of invention.° ' He reproaches 

Descartes for having confused a method of invention (one 

pole) vvith a method of certainty (other pole). The first 

claims to find or reproduce, by original means, an object 

which on the other hand is already the product of an in­

vention. The human being is located in a nature which 

pre-exists it. The human being invents object'! which arc 

given to it, on the other hand and under another form 

in nature. Mechanism is a set of means with which the 

human being reproduces what is given in nature by orig­

inal means. Amazing text by Descartes when he attacks 

biology (The world). 0� 'I suppose that there is an organism 

there and my question is: how can we reproduce this or­

ganism?' y:i The human being recovers what nature makes 

thanks to mechanism, but that is not to say that nature 

9 1  . Lndear iC i L ever appeared in English tramlatinn.  The (i1U 
French Litle is Discows touchant la metlwde de La certitude et tart d'irwenter 
pourfmir Les disf>ule.r et pourjf1ire m f>eu de temj1s des gmnd.r pmgiir. 

92. i\l�n called "Tmzti.1t on L�ght. 

9'.1. Likely an allusion LO some or Lhe opening Jines or Lhe COulller­
parL lo 17w u.mid, called 11-eatise on num: 'I suppose Lhe body Lo be 
nmhing but a statue nr mad1ine macle or eanh . . . (i\'.I' XI 1 20) . 



WHAT IS GROCNDING? 

act<; mechanically. In any case, that is another problem. To 

the extent that the method is an original rule of reproduc­

tion, the essential thing about it arc original rules called 

mechanism, machines. Primary cxtcriority presupposes 

that of nature. 

Second pole, method of certainty: Even in the evolu­

tion of his own oeuvre, Descartes seems to have passed 

from the first pole to the second. In the Rule.ijiJr the direction 

1if the mind it is attached to the engineer. Before all else, it is 

a method of invention. It is then attached to Bona l\frns 

(good sense) . !H Change in the method, it has certainty as 

fundamcnt.:11 pole. His extension of mathematics to sci­

ence as a whole is [about] mathematical certainty and not 

the procedures (he knows that would not be possible for 

all of it) . The method of invention presupposed a nature, 

that of certainty as well. It is about recovering a pure na­

ture of thought by artificial means. Descartes says there is 

a natural right of thought, but we thinking beings arc not 

equal to that nature. The method differentiates us. The 

method raises the thinking being to the point where it re­

joins pure thought. In both cases the method thus always 

presupposes a nature. 'Ve must thus recognize the correct-

94. Bona :.\1fens being Lhe personificaLion of 1..houghL, consciousness, 
minrl, anrl right. 1.hinlcing in Roman mythology. 
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ncss of this phrase by Hegel: 'in a method compliance 

with the goal is always exterior' .95 The advantage of the 

system vvill be: it is able to reach a veritable intcriority of 

the system and its object. So with an original movement, 

the method of invention represents what is already pro­

duced in another way. 

On which side is Descartes' universal science? Galileo 

thinks there is a unity of matter and nature as well. [For] 

Descartes it is the unity of the knowing subject. 'All the 

sciences arc nothing other than human \rvisdom, always 

remaining one and the same, however much it is applied 

to different subjects' .!lb Compare: simple natures in Des­

cartes. A triangle inscribed in a circle is no less simple than 

the triangle itself. Therefore simplicity docs not concern 

the object. \Vhat is the method actualizing this simplici­

ty of the knowing act? There is a nature of thought that 

transcends all objects that present themselves to it. The 

problem is to rejoin this nature by using the method, be­

cause our nature is not identical to that of thought. '\Ve 

9:1. Refer� to Hegel\ discus�ion nC meLhnd, absolrne rne1.hod, and 
sysLcm in Lhe 1.hird chapLer ("The absoluLe idea") of Lhe 1.hird senion 
of The science '!/ lr�?jc. 

96. See RulesJin· the dimction 1!{ the mini� Rule I, first. section . 
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must presuppose an order even where objects do not pre­

cede one another' _!li 

This is where the critique of the method by the sys­

tem, which appeals to a total intcriority; sticks. Kant says 

that what distinguishes an organism from a machine is 

that it docs not have a formative cncrgy.°8 The intcriority 

of the system is double. 

1 .  From its perspective, the reproduction or realization is 

one and the same as the very movement of the thing. 

Compare: Spinoza. 

2 .  Intcriority and reciprocity of thought and its object. 

A certain type of object responds to each figure of 

thought. 

97 Discourse 011 !lze method, pan II, Lhe Lhird of frim precepLs Lo cor­
recLl.y order our hdiefS: "T'he 1.hird, 1.n condun my lhouglILs in such 
order LhaL, by cornrnencing w:iLl1 objens lhe s:implesL and e�b'iesL Lo 
know, I miglIL ascend by l:iLLle and liLLle, �md as iL  were, sLep by sLep, 
LO lhe knowledge or lhe more complex; <L��igning in Lhe t.hougl1l a 
cenain order even Lo Lhose ol�jecL� which in Ll1cir own naLun' do nm 
sLand in a relaLion of amecedence and sequence' 

98. Critique qfjwlgment §'.n4: �\n organized being is, Lherd(n·e, no1. 
a mere machine. For a machine ha.� solely m.otil.1e pouw, where�b' 
an mganized be:ing possesses :inheremjarmative power, and such, 
moreover, a� it can impart to ma1erial devoid nC ii malerial which 
iL organizes. Thi�. Lherefore, is a sdf-propagaLing frirmaLive power, 
which cannOL be e .... plained by Lhe capaci1.y of rnovemenL alone, Ll1aL 
is to say, by mechani�m·. 
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The method ahvays refers to a nature which it always 

tries to reproduce or rejoin. It appeals to an exterior na­

ture. It appeals to an internal life or an enveloped history. 

The system either appeals to a life that runs through it, or 

a history \vhich develops it. \Vhcncc the idea of the mo­

ment related to the system of biological parts. 

4.2 Principle and ground in the Dlethod99 

/ / /  4.2.1  Descartes, Spinoza, Kant 

I . Descartes tells us that the true method is necessarily 

analytical, and vet, he says, I also often use the syn­

thetic method I responses to objections, but that is just 

for the sake of exposition. Question: if the human be­

ing was God would he proceed synthetically? Perhaps, 

although Descartes is not sure. The synthetic method 

is then in any case just constitutive of a divine proce­

dure. The analysis is the only procedure for the hu­

man being due to its situation in it<i nature. 

2 .  Spinoza appeals to a synthetic method. C£ Descartes' 

Principles rif jJhilosoplry . He will expose Cartcsianism 

such as Descartes did not really create it. The Ethics 

99. The numbering or subsections here was q uiLe chaotic in Lhe 
ori;rinal French (A, 1 ,  2 ,  1 ,  2 ,  Il, 1 ,  2, A, Il) and has been signifi­
camly rewod;.ed in Lhe added headers. 
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proceeds by a synthetic procedure. Thus it is made 

from the point of view of God (first book: Of God). 

3 .  Kant [is] known for his use of the synthesis. In fact, it 

is always dependence [on analysis?] . Analysis remains 

fundamental. He c:iq)lains it in the Prol�gomena to ar!Y 

fature metapkysics and in the Transcendental Ana�ytic. The 

difference with Descartes: because it becomes t:ran-

sccndcntal, the analysis becomes the principle of a 

synthesis for us. 

a. The Post-Kantians take up the sto11 anew. Salo­

mon Maimon and Fichtc turn Kantianism into 

a critique of Kant vvith extraordinary richness. 

They want to realize Kant's critical idea. They say 

that his great merit was to find the transcendental, 

but that he had not managed to rise to a synthetic 

method. \Vith Kant the ground remains related to 

a simply hypothetical judgmcnt. He constantly ap­

peals to facts taken as facts, physically and math­

ematically. 

b. In the Critique 1if practical reason, the fact of morality, 

the mores. Kant even evokes a fact of reason: the 

moral law. Starting from that he seeks for the con­

ditions of possibility of these facts. For Kant, if this 

exists, then it is necessary that there be conditions 
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which render it possible. Kant has had the merit 

of discovering the transcendental, but he has not 

understood its nature. For Fichtc, there must be a 

transcendental genesis. The transcendental must 

not just seek the conditions of presupposed facts, 

but be the genesis of the conditioned instead of 

giving everything ready-made. 

Fichtc will appeal to the geometric method which will be 

the synthesis. wo Maimon prepares a method which t:rans­

forms Kant's hypothetical judgmcnt into a categorical 

judgmcnt. wi Thus their common theme is to replace the 

Kantian method with a genetic and synthetic method. 

Thus the method is essentially an analytic procedure. It is 

surely the only possible procedure of the human mind, if 

it is true that this mind has no means to proceed by syn­

thesis in the order of research. If we can have a synthesis 

on the level of the transcendental, if Fichtc and Hume arc 

right, well, then philosophy is a system. 

I 00. Deleuze's reierences throughout the cour�e fix:u� on Flc-:hte\ 
.!lt!t�n�f>! at a rritiqut� (!/� al( rt�velaJ.ion and Fburuiationr �;/ the ml.ire scinlte �;/ 

knowfN�?,e. 

I 0 I . Deleuze refers Lo �vfaimon 's .fas19 on transcmdmtaf j!hilosof>lt�-

l '.·m  



WHAT IS GROCNDING? 

4.2.2 Bacon and middle axiom.s 

Bacon's images of the sciences. It is a very curious inter­

pretation of Platonism. The human being is not at all in 

the same situation as God. \Vith Him, the action is like 

the immediate consequence of knowledge. He induces the 

ideas and His action consists in combining the ideas. The 

characteristics arc letters. The ideas arc letters. It is the 

divine alphabet. Thus his procedure is synthetic. Voltaire, 

PhilosojJhical dictiona�y, letter A It is curious to sec that there 

is no word to designate the set of letters. Hr2 Alphabet (a, b) 

is like what we call numbering ( l , 2). 

The Stoics make use of a word without sense to desig­

nate the word which has no sense. This word \Vas lelcta in 

Grcck. w:i It is the sound of certain string instrument'! and 

in the Stoics it is the word which has no sense, the absurd 

word, not the absurd [itself] but that which designates the 

102. The .A, B, G; or Alphabei emry of Volt.a.ire's dicuona.ry opern wiLh 
'Why has nm t.he alp habet a name in any European language? A!­
j1habet signifies not..hing more Lb.an A, B, and A, B, �1gnifies nmhing, or 
buL indicaLes Lwo sounds, 'vhich Lwo soumi� have no relauon Lo each 
oLher. Bda is not formed from alpha; one is first, t.he ot.her is second, 
mid no one knows why' 

10'.-L The Swics disunguish heLwccn language and logic. L:mguagc 
is about actual uuerances and the materiality oC speech as sound. It 
is a corporeal and real pan oC Lhe sem1ble world. Conversely; logical 
sLaLemems are !ek!a. They have meaning huL noL full being, and Lhey 
are nm naull"al signs of natural ol�jens. 
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absurd. And the word without sense docs not belong to 

any rule. For \loltairc this \vord without sense is alphabet. 

The art of all arts is designated by a word without sense. 

The situation of the human being is precisely being in a 

ready-made world. Bacon docs not ask to substitute ac­

tion for kno\vlcdgc, but he ask<; ho\v the human being can 

re-join the truth with other means. Inverse procedure: the 

human being knows through acting. The human being 

can only find true knowledge through action. It is about 

revealing complexes [and] not [about] recovering charac­

teristics. Analysis and synthesis arc not two inverse opera­

tions. The human being will have to stop at an intermedi­

ary: the middle axioms which arc the principles relative to 

the situation of the human bcing. 1 04 

Descartes told us we must not confuse the order of Be­

ing and the order of reason. The idea of an infinite God 

is discovered in the third Meditation. The Cogito is first 

in the order of knowledge, even though it \vill be second 

in the order of Being. It presupposes God. The principle 

l 04. Bacon makes die GL�e frir 'nuddle axioms' and an induct.ive 
meLhod because he rrrisLrusLs deduct.ive reasoning. Deduct.ive rea­
soning St.arts with general axioms Crom which the truth or particular 
cases is LO be derived. InduCLion, on Lhe mher hand, presupposes 
ahsolmely 1101..hing according LO Bacon, and hence is a superior 
method. 
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to which the method appeals is verily the principle of the 

order of knowledge. It has its proper measure. The prin­

ciple is thus what is primary. The middle axioms arc sec­

ondary in relation to ideas (characteristics of Being), but 

they arc principles (primary), because they arc principles 

for knmvlcdgc. \Vhat arc these axioms? Plato proposed 

the division: starting with a material, divide it in two, to 

the left, to the right. Take the right one and divide it in 

two, and so on up to the moment where we can no longer 

divide. C£ the Sophi1t [and the question of] \vhat is line 

angling . . .  1 05 According to Bacon we must proceed by sci­

entific experiments. This is what he calls induction. Orig­

inal relation that we might c:x.-plain as follows: relation of 

determination. The straight line is the shortest path from 

one point to another: ·what is the subject and [what is] the 

predicate? Translation: the shortest is the rule from \vhich 

I determine the line as straight. The middle axiom is pre-

l 05. AL 22 l h Lhe Sophift\ Eleatic sLranger says: '\V:iLhin e>qien:ise as 
a whole one half was acquisitive; half of Lhe acqui�itive was La.king 
possession; half of possession-Lak:ing was hunting: half of hunting 
was animal-huming; half nC animal-hum:ing was aquatic h uming; 
all Lhe lower portion of aquaLic hum:ing w<L� fislring: halr of fislring 
was hunting by sLriking; and halC of suiking was hooking. And Ll1e 
part oC honking that involves a hlnw drawing a thing upward (rnm 
underneaLh is called by a name LhaL's derived by iL� similariLy Lo Lhe 
action iLsel[, LhaL is, iL's called draw-fishin_g or angling - which is whaL 
we're searching for' 
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cisely this relation of determination. The shortest path is 

the rule of determination. Kant: a priori synthesis is this 

rule of construction. Example: 7+5= 1 2 .  The synthesis is 

not between 7 + 5 on the one hand and 1 2  on the other, 

which is not a conventional symbol. It is in +, which is 

the rule of construction by which I determine 1 2  from 7 

on the one hand and 5 on the other. That is the a priori 

synthesis. \Vhen Bacon talks about middle axioms, he tells 

us that it is the rule of physical determination (he was not 

concerned vvith mathematics) which determines only dif­

ference. The middle axiom of heat is the rule from which 

I produce heat from cold. It is the system of applied es­

sences Bacon's famous tables of induction: presence, 

absence, degree. [f he middle axiom] is primary in the 

order of knowledge itsel£ 

The middle axiom was perhaps primary and that of 

our knowledge of things is not. It is the middle principles 

which can take on different senses according to the levels. 

Four tiers: l llb 

106. Deleuze names only Lhree: ingenium; mmhemalics, rnelaphys­
ics. Perhaps Lhc refr�rence Lo Lheology is Lhe friunh. Also, Lhe ambi­
guity a� Lo whether the�e three point� concern Bacon or De�canc� 
may be because Deleuze is alluding Lo both o[ Lhem. i\s [or Lhe laLLer; 
see Sepper; D1�rcartes '.;· imagination -jmportion, image.� and the actz1.1i{y o/ 
thinl.ing, Il/ '.�/C: Dfscarffs and ingeni:um. 
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1 .  Determination of the 'ingcnium' . l lli His formula 

amounts to reproducing while inventing, because it is 

made by original means. The situation of the human 

being in nature is not that of God. vVhcn he reproduc­

es he discovers only middle axioms. In the first stage 

we comprehend the relation between method and 

mechanism. This is the whole of original means. First 

inspiration of mechanism, everything happens as if 

nature proceeded mechanically. It accounts precisely 

for the situation of the human being in nature. 

2 .  It appeals to mathematics. If the human being can re­

produce by mechanical means, arc we not tempted to 

leave natural production such as it happens in simple 

indifference? On condition of treating the world like 

a fable. The feeble external wodd (c£ his portrait, the 

world 'mundus est fabula'). w8 Nature loses its being, 

it passes in actuality. The world is a fable and in this 

sense it is amenable to a mathematical construction. 

1 07.  Latin frll' 'inmue charaner' or 'dispo�'.ition'. 

l OH. ':VIundus CSL fabula' docs nOL rcicr LO Bacon, buL LO a ponraiL or 
Descane� by Jan-Ba:pti�t \Veenix in which he holds a honk with these 
words. The aphorism in Lurn reit'rS LO Descanes' descrip tion or how 
Lhe world. could. have emerged from mere maLLer in motion, a Lheory 
he called a fable because it conflins with Biblir.al creationism. 
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3 .  Third metaphysical level. Unity of a subjective prin­

ciple. The method appeals to the determination of a 

principle of knowledge. Docs it suffice? The method 

is just that, it never presents itself as genesis of the 

thing itscl£ Docs the method therefore not ask for 

a metaphysics? Descartes tells us to not confuse the 

way in which the method invites us to reproduce the 

thing with the manner in which the thing reproduces 

itscl£ l ll!J It also calls for a metaphysical ground which 

will account for this prodigious fact: nature conforms 

to the principle of this knowledge. Thus Descartes will 

invoke a veritable theology, a divine veracity to guar­

antee the conformity of the real. 

4.2.3 Two senses of 'principle' 

Two senses of 'principle': 

I .  Demand for knowledge in the name of a right (sec 

other chapter). 

2 .  In the sense of the ground it is what accounts for the 

necessary submission of the given to the principle of 

this demand. 

1 09. 'se reproduire' also has connmations o[ spawning and recurring 
in French. 
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·what is primary, the subjective principle, is at the same 

time posed secondly in the order of Being or in the or­

der of the ground itscl£ It is the sense of the notion of 

method. It demands that we do not confuse the order of 

being vvith that of the reasons of knowledge. It resides in 

the distinction bcnvccn the two orders. Alquic, a modern 

Cartesian, thinks that the philosophers of the system con­

fuse these t\vo terms. The situation of the human being 

is thus ambiguous, the human being is at the same time 

superior to the objects of thought and inferior to Being 

itscl£ The error of the system will be confusing Being vvith 

the studied object. Is this distinction bct\vccn two orders 

well grounded ? 

It is perhaps necessary for the clarifications it gives 

us. A mysterious text by Freud in Beyond the pleamre prin­

cijJ!e. This principle reigns over psychic life, because the 

unconscious is only desire. At the same time he discovers 

that there is all the same something beyond this princi­

ple, which is the principle of repetition. The unconscious 

seeks to re-establish the past. Freud has never returned 

to this principle of repetition, and yet in his last work he 

tells us 'the pleasure principle is true' (in An outline of jJ.�y­

choana!Jsi1) . 1 1 0 How arc these contradictions possible? It 

l 1 0. Freud writes 1.ha1. . . .  the id obeys Lhe inexorable pleasure princi-
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is ncccssa11 to distinguish two senses for that. The plea­

sure principle is that of psychic life. But must there not 

be a ground which account'! for the submission of psychic 

matter to this ground? Then the contradiction disappears. 

There is a principle beyond the principle. Sec the end of 

Book VI of Plato's Rejmblic. The sensible world itself di­

vides into tvvo. Its images arc reflections in the watcrs. 1 1 1  

The image is thus a trompe l'ocil. The psychology of the 

imagination is never separated from the physics of the 

image. Same relation bctvvccn the intelligible world and 

the sensible world. Equivocal: two intc11)rctations. There 

arc ideas of which the nature is mathematical and [then 

there arc] dialectical ideas. Other interpretation: mathe­

matics and dialectics arc ways of treating the object. The 

mathematician disperses hypotheses. He presupposes in 

principle the existence of the square in itself, of the even 

and the odd . . .  et cctcra. The principle is hypothetical (cf. 

mathematical sciences arc hn)othctical-dcductivc). On 

the contrary, for the dialectic it is from hn)othcscs that we 

rise all the way up to the a-hn)othctical, unconditioned 

principle. Is it the same hypotheses? Principle = principle 

of knowledge, it is hypothetical because it departs from 

ple' .  An outline q/p.�ychoana{ysi.1; 500."i. 

1 1 1 .  Deleuze refers Lo Republic VI ."i I Od. 
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\vhat is a fact to knmvledgc. Such is its principle, if it ex­

ists. \Ve meet the first signification of 'principle' ·when 

Kant talks about the unconditioned principle, it is only 

there that there is useful determination or a ground. In 

such a perspective the entire complication is this: how will 

cognition be conceived? \Vhat \'vill it represent? If it is tJ:uc 

that cognition presents itself as a method in relation to the 

subjective principle on which it dcpcn<l<l, it docs not pres­

ent itself as a method in relation to the principle which 

grounds it and therefore it is a system. 

One writer has seen this more than any other; this is 

Kant. 

4.3 System. and Kantian critique 

The Critique 1if jmre reason, the Transcendental Aesthetic, the 

Ti-ar1scendental Ana[ytic, and the Tran.1cendental Dialectic arc 

not on the same level. The true parts: 

I .  The Tran.1cendental Doctrine ef Element1 , of \vhich the 

Ae.1thetu;, Ana[vtic, and Dialectu; arc the clement.<;. The 

Analytic and Dialectic arc the divi<;ions of the Tramcen­

dental Logfr. 

2 .  The Ti·anscendental Doctrine 1if 1Hetlwd, which most of the 

time remains unknown. Kant says that his whole book 
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introduces the second part. Less than a hundred pages 

for the method. 

The premier part introduces the methodology. The out­

line of the methodology: Discipline of pure reason, Can­

on of pure reason, Architectonic of pure reason, History 

of pure reason 

It is an analysis: the first part, the Ana[ytic, is a master­

piece. It relates cognition as method to a principle. But 

within the framework of this method, cognition is also re­

lated to a ground. Then it truly becomes a system. Kant 

will start from nothing. The Post-Kantians give themselves 

the task of realizing the system which Kant had not been 

able to develop. \Vho arc they? Salomon Maimon, Fichtc, 

Schelling, Hegel. The system will radically take the place 

of the method. Hegel goes as far as saying 'it is a grand 

misinterpretation to say that the dialectic is a method, it 

is a movement of things themselves' .  1 1� It is necessary to 

go up to a synthetic and genetic method. Already the sys­

tem of things has replaced the method of the cognition 

of things. 

1 1 2. See Hegel's lflgic, §H 1 Z, p. 1 1 7: 'iLs [ Lhe clialecLic] purpose is Lo 
sLud.y Lhings in Lheir own being and rnovernenL and Lhus Lo dernon­
sLra1.e the lini1.ude of the panial categories nC under�1.anding'. 
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4.3 . 1  Kant's analytic 

Analyzing is dividing, separating. The question is: into 

what do we divide? Into clement<;. Starting from the thing, 

we must go back up tmvards it<; conditions. This procedure 

will still be analytical. For Kant, the elements arc condi­

tions \vhich render cognition possible. Suc-h an analysis 

docs not stay on the same level a<; what it analyses. The 

conditions arc not on the same level as the conditioned in 

the sense that they render the object they condition possi­

ble without composing it. 

\Vhy docs he keep these clement<;? The answer is given 

in the word 'transcendental'. There is with Kant a funda­

mental idea of modern philosophy. [We must] study this 

modern acljcctivc. 

There is a finitudc of the human being in the Car­

tcsians: quite precise relation human being I God. The 

human being (it<; understanding) is finite. The infinite un­

derstanding of God is constitutive. This problem of limit<; 

of cognition is not de facto but de jure. Kant: the idea of 

an infinite understanding loses its sense, it is by no means 

a constitutive idea. It is only a regulative idea. ·whence 

the critique of the idea of an infinite understanding, and 

[the idea that] there is no intellectual intuition. The grand 

novelty of Kantianism is not yet there. Human finitudc in-
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sofar as [it is] finitudc will at the same time be established 

as constitutive principle of consciousness and of the \vorld 

itscl£ This is what Kant perhaps says first in modern phi­

losophy. It breaks the classical alternative. Hcidcggcr: Kant 

and the problem qf metaphysics. \Vhat is called existence has 

finitudc as essence, \vhich is one and the same as verita­

ble constitutive pmvcr: Oddly oriented philosophy: it is in 

time that the human being is not God, is finite, that he is 

constitutive of the world. In this sense Kant is completely 

the first. The problem is how to pose such a finitudc. In 

Hcidcggcr, [it is posed in terms of] existence; in Kant, in 

terms of the schcmatism or the transcendental imagina­

tion. In C'reati:oe evolution, Bcrgson tells us t\vicc that it is 

important to say that the elan vital is finitc. 1 1 :1 The consti­

tutive principle was nothing other than the going beyond 

its finitudc. Or the human being remains enclosed in the 

framework of it<; finitudc and it<; state will be necessarily 

constituted (c£ empiricism). 

Kant poses and leaves a problem to philosophy, finitudc 

such that finitudc is constitutive. Before him the subject 

1 1'.{ .  AL lcasL one of Lhc Lwo is ' [Clan viw.l] is finiLc, and iL h:L� been 
given once G1r all. Il cannot. overcome all ohst.ades. The movemem it 
stans is sometimes LUrned aside, sometimes divides, always opposed; 
and the evolution of the orga.ni:t:ed world is the unrolling of this 
conflict•. Bergson. Creaiive ei•oh1tion, p. 277.  
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\Va<; revolving around the object (cf Ptolemy). He claims 

to discover the dimension of subjectivity (cf Copernican 

revolution). He makes the objects revolve around the sub­

ject. It is not about elevating the human being to the place 

of God. On the contrary, the rca<;onable being is defined 

by opposition to infinity: There is no intellectual intuition. 

\Vhcncc Kant's extreme cquivocity and richness. [People 

say] there arc authors from Kant to Hcidcggcr giving the 

human being the powers of a God. In fact these philoso­

phies do not give the human being such powers. They give 

finitudc a constitutive characteristic and do not elevate the 

human being to the infinite at all. 

\Vhcrc is the problem? \Vhy is the Critique of pure rea­

son not sufficient? To anivc at the formal position it took 

quite a history. The Post-Kantians reproach Kant for not 

having known how to stick to the problem and for having 

reintroduced the questions whid1 the problem drove off. 

The encounter between the Post-Kantians and Hcidcg­

gcr in his book on Kant invites us to a repetition of the 

Kantian cntcrvrisc. His grand theme will be a constitutive 

finitudc. 

Kant is the first to make finitudc the most profound 

[aspect] of reason itself, the very constituent of the rea­

sonable being. It is the duality of the concept and the intu-
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ition which is constitutive. \Ve arc submitted to conditions 

of intuition as to our receptivity. All that at the level of 

pure reason. The human being has a body because it is 

finite. In Descartes, the cogito is initially the first person 

(finitudc). The human being constitutes the world of its 

own cognition. 

4.3 .2  Post-Kantian objections 

Three points of objection to Kantianism by the Post-Kan­

tians. 

I .  Is the Copernican Revolution sufficient? It concerns 

an analogy when Kant says 'I create a Copernican 

dream'. 1 H It is to be studied from the point of view of 

its form. In this sense Kant is right Gust as profound 

a revolution). From the point of view of matter he is 

not that right. In that sense, Kant is closer to Ptolcmy 

than to Copernicus. He puts the human being in the 

ccntc1: The simple hypothesis subsists in the Kantian 

1 1 4. Kam never liLerally says lhaL The 'dream' pan is a playful al­
lusion lo Kam's 1 766 essay Dreams (If" a .1/1irit-seer elucidated l�y dreams q/ 
met11pf!ysits on the Swedish �cierui�t-rnystk Swedenborg, in which he 
imroduces for lhe firsL Lime Lhe meLhodolog:ical device of discovering 
Lhe subjective origins o[ experience lhrough e:>,.verience iLsel[ See 
also David-�\fenard ( 1990). 
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attempt. Fichtc says that Kant remains attached to 

simple facticity, and that he [Fid1tc] himself searches 

for genesis. 

2 .  Kant searches the conditions, for example cognition 

implies we start from the presupposition of the exis­

tence of the conditional. It is the same for Kantian 

morality. Morality is given as a fact from vv'1llch we go 

back to the conditions. Fichtc here sees an empirical 

fact. Yet in the beginning of the Prolep;omena to arry fu­

ture metajJ/rysic.1 Kant says 'in the Oitique of pure reason 

I use a synthetic method, \vhcrca.-; in the Prolq;,omena 

it is an analytical method, because it is a work meant 

for a larger audience'. 1 1 5 To Fichtc's mind, his critique 

concerns all the \\Tork.-;. Kant's distinction is not as 

clear as he would like to say. For popular works, fine 

(for The metajJ/rysic.1 of moral1·, for example), appeal to 

popular consciousness. In the Critiques there arc no 

exterior facts. The difference between the Critiques 

and the popular \rv·orks is that in the Critiques there 

is a synthetic method. The only difference is that he 

1 1 .'i. Prole,gornma, §2G4: 'I offor here such a plan which is skcLched ouL 
a([er an analyLir:al mellrncl, while the 0-ilirpu itselC had 10 he execut­
ed in Lhe symheLic sLyk in order LlutL Lhe science may presem all iL� 
arLiculaLions, as Lhe sLrucLure of a peculiar cogniLive facuhy; in Lheir 
naLUral cnmhinaLinn · .  
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there starts from particular facti:;:  facts of conscious­

ness. In any case he start<; from fact'! he presuppos­

es. \Vhcncc Fichtc saying 'Kant hai:; never risen to 

the transcendental analysis. His analysis is merely 

rcgrcssivc'. 1 1 t; Instead of from presupposed fact'! we 

must start from facts of 'vhich '"c v.1.11 get the genesis. 

Then it is more of a genetic method than an analysis. 

Fichtc docs not cease to insist on the importance of 

one word: substitute act of consciousness for fact of 

consciousness. Kant docs not rise up to the position 

of a pure act. \Vhcn Kant anivcs at the methodology, 

we have said, he has arrived at his goal. Sec Kant's 

letter to Marcus Herz. 1 1 7  Quite curious book: Opus 

postumum. Development seemingly proving that Kant 

turned towanls Fichtc, to Post-Kantianism. The Tran-

1 1 6. And Karn, in Lum, saying in t.he August. 1 799 Alfgem!'inP Lite>r­
aiur�eiturw,: 'I comider Fichu�'s science of knowledge a compleLely 

umenahle sysLem. Because a pure science o[ knowledge is nmhing 
more nnr less than a naked lng:ic,  which , with iLs p1inciples, dnes nnt. 
achieve Lhe maLerial o[ undersLanding buL ahsLraCLs from Lhe comem 
o[ Lhe laLLer as pure logic, from which iL is a vain Lask LO pick ouL 
a real nl�jen and Lherefore one never auempted, but. which, when 
Lranscendenrn.l philosophy is al slake, musl pass i11lo 1neLaphysics' 

1 1 7. Ddeu.ze probably rcfr�rs Lo whaL Kcml scholars call ' Lhc' Her.� 
letLer Crom February 2 1 ,  1 772, in which the birth or the Criti�11e> ?l 
pure reason is announced. Kam menLions, among OLher Lhing-s, LhaL 
Lhe Critique will deal ,,._.-]1.h Lhe 'meLhod and limiLs' of meLaphysics (see 
Lhe Cambridge Corresporuf.truiJ. 
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scendental Doctrine 1if .i.Hetlwd, the shortest [part] , is the 

most important. The thcmy of elements is a theory 

of materials: aesthetics = receptivity, logic = sponta­

neity, concept. ·what houses can they compose? It is 

the o bjcct of the Ti·anscendental Doctrine 1if lvf ethod. In 

the architectonic [there arc] conditions under which 

our cognition organizes itself in a veritable system. It 

is ncccssa11 that our cognition not be an aggregate. 

Is it ncccssa11 that it forms a system? The presence 

of an idea, our consciousness, must present itself as 

an organic whole. The system is always comprised in 

the preceding limits of an analytical method. Prob­

lem in Kant: by becoming transcendental, the analysis 

no longer cxdudcs the system, but even maintains it 

within its own limit'!. In this sense it docs not go far 

enough. Distinction bct\vccn t\vo senses of the word 

'principle' : hn)othctical (difference) and ground (sec 

the above). \Vith Kant, the determination of a ground 

is more profound than that of the hn)othctical princi­

ple and therefore he docs not go all the way to the end 

of that to which the question of ground takes us. It is 

only in giving himself cognition as a fact that Kant 

arrives at saying 'why is the given submitted to cogni-
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tion?' .  Must he pass through this h)'l)Othctical detour? 

He is forced to, because he arrives at this system. 

I .  Intuition and concept with Kant and Fichtc. Kant: 

I )  cognition only justifies that which operates at the 

same time by intuition and by concept; 2) intuition 

and the concept have t\vo radically diverse sources, 

and it is their duality which defines our finitudc. It is 

a fact that our understanding is not infinite. The re­

fusal of intellectual intuition rests on the fact that if 

we would have it, our understanding \vould be infinite 

and [there would be] absolute unity bct\vccn concept 

and intuition, which is to say between subject and ob­

ject of the representation and of the thing. 'Ve know 

neither noumcna nor things in themselves. \Ve do not 

know the thing in itself, the thing as such. Docs this 

imply a restoration of finite understanding? If we can 

conceive of an intellectual intuition which relates to 

our finitudc, then we will have to speak of a constitu­

tive finitudc. Regarding that, Kant is right. \Vhy the 

word ' intuition'? Space and time would be irreducible 

to any concept. The state of something given exterior 

to judgmcnt = the intuition. Kant says that we cannot 

make space and time into concepts without contra-
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diction. Obscurus sum sed diftinctlll , says the conccpt. 1 18 

There is a lot of theology in philosophy. The right, 

the ground itself, implies the position of infinite un­

derstanding. Kant already leaves the door open for a 

kind of reintroduction of infinite understanding. Ac­

counting for the systematic character of nature. It has 

only a reflective role. But this understanding never has 

a constitutive role. Position of finitudc in itself as con­

stitutive. 

If the concept and the intuition arc two, the concept alone 

makes us know nothing. This duality develops in the Cri­

tique: the concept refers to space and time, intuition refers 

to these categories. The idea of an infinite understand­

ing loses every sense. Receptivity and spontaneity. In the 

Prolegomena and in the Ti·anscendental Aesthetic [Kant says 

that] even [though reducible to] only one object, space 

and time arc not reducible to a same concept. There arc 

always multiple possible objects for the same concept. It is 

the problem of space. Given a concept, multiple objects 

correspond [to it] (critique of Leibniz). ·what will be the 

nature of the difference bctvvccn objects? Difference in 

space is in the mode of 'it is there', in time it is in the mode 

l 1 8 .  'I am. oh�cure ye1. disLinct.'. 
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of 'and it is now' Space and time arc of another order 

than that of the concept (Sec the paradox on symmetric 

objects whid1 only appears in the Prolegomena) . 1 1 9 ·where is 

the diff crcncc? The third dimension is the condition for 

supc11)0sition. There is a right and a left, a before and an 

after: For Leibniz, each time that there arc two objects, 

there must by right be two concepts �)1inciple of indis­

ccrnibles) . The order; or space and time, is irreducible to 

any concept, so that for two diff crcnt things the concept 

can be radically identical. 

The second aspect of our finitudc: the object in gen­

eral, transcendental, equal to X. The concept as thought 

by it<1clf is determined as object of consciousness. Princi­

ple for the object'!: the whole sense of mathematics is that 

they arc the system of construction to produce semblances 

in the concept in the diversity of objects. 

The first problem: how can the concept find an object 

which corresponds to it? It must relate to an object, to 

something. The problem that rests us: did Kant have rea­

son to relate finitudc to a duality of concept and intuition? 

Is there no way to account for a unity of concept and intu-

1 1 9. Though Lhe same argumem is also famously made ouLside Lhe 
CriLical 1mryec:L in Concerning the u!tim.a!ej(nmdation 1!/ the di/Jimmliation o/ 
regions 1!f" sj>aa ( l 7 fi8). 
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ition 'vithin the concept, while maintaining the finitudc of 

understanding as constitutive? \Vhat Fichtc ultimately ob­

jects to Kant is right. He docs not arrive at a genesis. The 

consequence of such restoration would be the grounding 

of the system and the grounding of the ground as system. 

But do not forget the genesis. It is like the auto-formation 

of the system, Hegel says. This last point would permit an 

armvcr to the question of this chapter: it wa<; objected that 

the system implied that the human being puts himself in 

the place of God. 

4.4 Finitu.de and ground 

How can a finite transcendental I acquire a constitutive 

povt'cr? As for receptivity: it must not be an accidental, but 

essential characteristic of the I. A sentence by Hcidcggcr 

in Kant and the problem 1if metajJ/!ysics: 'More original than the 

human being is the finitudc of existence within him'. 1 �0 

Finitudc cannot be understood starting from an empirical 

nature. 

Three directions of the analysis have appeared v.1-th 

the Post-Kantians, and they have not been completely cx­

plorcd. 1 � 1  

1 20. '1\fore ori.ginal ffum man /"ek-sislentl ii' the.fmitude <!/ Darein in him'. 

Heid.egger, Kimi and the Problem. of Afet11j1�y.l'icl', p. 1 60. 

l 2 l .  Deleuze cnminues LO discuss only Lwn: :\faimnn and FkhLe. 
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First direction: Salomon Ma1mon, a bizarre and high­

ly irregular life, grandiose and miserable. He was a rabbi. 

Had a taste for running away. Died very miserably. For 

him it was about substituting the duality of infinite under­

standing and finite understanding with an interior duality 

[ . . .  ] itself finitc. 1 �� It will be a duality bct\vccn conscious­

ness and the unconscious itself (non-Freudian). Kant's 

concept<; do not determine all the variations of experi­

ence. For example: concerning the catcg01y of causality 

vvc know that phenomena arc submitted to laws, but this 

docs not tell me to which particular law any phenomenon 

is submitted. Hence the critique 1if judgment tries the answer 

this question which \Vas left unanswered in the Critique fiif 

pure reason?. Kant did not know how to give a veritable gen­

esis. Maimon reproaches Kant for having believed that it 

vvas the reality of the construction which grounded the 

transcendental possibility of the concept. This possibility 

had to pre-exist the construction, which merely reveals it. 

Maimon demands that vvc find an interior principle of 

construction. Is this principle not in Kant? Sec the schc­

matism in the Critique: 'they arc deeply hidden, buried in 

.1 22.  The ellipsis marks a rnissing section of the original text, bm 
g-Jven whaL fr>llows, Lhe sense or Lhe phrase lllUSL have been LhaL 
�vlaimon soughL a reconciliaLion of 1..he infiniLe and Lhe finiLe wiLhin 
Lhe finiLe i1sel[ 
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the secrets of nature' .  1�:i Is this not already what Maimon 

calls for? A concept it'lclf docs not determine its object. 

\Ve will need a rule which will be an act of the imagina­

tion, and also productive. Compare: German Romanti­

cism. Novalis, with whom the imagination becomes con­

stitutive of the \vorld. Nevertheless, Maimon says that the 

construction guarantees the possibility of the concept. He 

thinks that if an interior principle of the concept is found, 

the Kantian duality between concept and intuition is from 

then on surpassed. Maimon's demand is thus excellent. 

He successively gives two an.'l\vcrs which concern mathe­

matics and physics. The first is the principle of determin­

ability (or perhaps determination). The straight line is the 

shortest path opposition between 'straight' and 'short-

est' . But, JVfaimon asks, do 'straight' and 'non-straight' 

contradict each other like 'short' and 'shortest'? [They do 

when] the straight line is not straight, whereas there is a 

logical compossibility if we say the straight line is not the 

shortest. It is false, but not in the same mannc1: The short­

est is the rule of construction from which I determine a 

line as a straight line. 'Straight' seemed the subject, [but] 

l 2'.-\. ' [Schemali�mJ is a secret art resirling in the depths oC dw 
human soul, an arL whose Lrue sLraLagems we shall hardly ever divine 
from nau1re and lay hare for ourselves' (Critique q/J111re mmm A l 42/ 
B l 8 1). 
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in fact it is a completely external determination. The line 

is produced as straight. \Vhat is veritably internal is 'the 

shortest' which determines the line as straight. 

Three elements in the synthetic judgmcnt: The de­

terminable. Here: the line, The determined. Here: the 

straight line, and The shortest, which is identical with the 

concept, because it is truly the determinant. 

The legitimacy of mathematics rests on the duality of 

the concept with this determinant. But the real difficul­

ty was at the level of physics. \Vere the objects of c:iq)c­

ricncc determined? Strange answer by Maimon: [from] 

Kantian he [suddenly] finds himself a Lcibnizian. Leibniz 

had discovered the infinitesimal analysis. ·what strikes him 

is the notion of the differential. A quantity smaller than 

any given quantity allows him to appeal to a mathemat­

ical tool and also a metaphysical concept: the theory of 

little perceptions. So, the sound of the sea is composed 

of the dashes of drops. This time Maimon kept his an­

swer. He calls his thcmy: 'differential of consciousness' ,  

in which the genesis is intc11)1-ctcd as a differential one. 

The generic clement is not consciousness. But the notion 

of composition is renewed by infinitesimal analysis. The 

ultimate elements arc differential. There arc differential 

elements of consciousness which arc the ultimate generic 
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elements of consciousness it<iclf, which at the same time 

arc not given to consciousness. The transcendental genesis 

of consciousness is thus possible thanks to the differential. 

Maimon presents his system as a synthesis of Kant and 

Leibniz. So his answer is this: he replaces the exterior du­

ality for the distinction, vvithin the I itself, bct\vccn finite 

consciousness and it's infinitely little generic clement. Had 

the discovc11 of the infinitely small with Leibniz created 

a possibility? Now, in theology the infinite is always the 

infinitely large. Leibniz really seems to encounter another 

dimension. He discovers the mathematical tool capable 

of measuring this infinitely small. \Vith Leibniz the two di­

rections end by reconciling, but not without difficulty. In 

effect, Leibniz want<i them both at the same time. \Vith 

Maimon, the infinitely small really comes to replace the 

traditional infinitely large. Then the infinitely small be­

comes the genetic principle of the finite. The finite takes 

on a constituent power for the infinitely small. 

Second direction: Fichtc. He, in turn, thought that 

Maimon had not gone all the way to the end. He wants 

to replace consciousness by a double deduction. The ob­

ject is for a subject, but different from it. The object is 

nothing but the product or the [ . . .  ] of a [ . . .  ] that the 
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finite I poscs. 1 �.i A double series: Kant has confused the 

two series and that is why he did not have a fundamen­

tal determination of time. Finitudc and time arc one and 

the same. ·what vvill be the genesis of time? The problem: 

how to distinguish a past and a future at each instant in 

time? Equivocity of the word 'present' . \Ve do not leave 

it and yet it is always other than itsel£ At this level, time 

can present itself as a succession of pure presents, and we 

project towards the present'! to come (return to the will as 

a psychological faculty) . For Hcidcggcr it is transcenden­

tal: he inquires into the conditions that render possible, in 

existence, the fact that . . .  In time, we distinguish past and 

future in cad1 instant, which ground memory as psycho­

logical faculty. Finitudc is constitutive to the extent that it 

organizes time as ehta1i1 (Greek for standing outside one­

self) . He thus c:iq)ccts a solution of tcmporality. Organiza­

tion of three ehtafes of time. Kant would have seen this 

in the three syntheses �)ast, recognition, future, et cctcra) . 

The three directions thus opened present themselves 

as follows: 

124. The ellipses are placed Lo mark missing seclions in Lhe or1s>inal 
1.exL. 
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1 .  In the interior of the I, finite I, diff crcntiatcd I 

2 .  In the interior of  consciousness, t\vo parallel senses to 

inteifacts. 1 �0 

3 .  In the interior of Being itself, duality bct\vccn what 

exists and simple objects. 

4.5 Conclusion to the fourth chapter 

Before Hegel, dialectic implied a triple idea: conservation, 

discussion, contradiction. The level of thesis and antith­

esis, the contradiction is between persons who talk, not 

between things themselves. In this sense it is a method. 

S S 'Tl 1·al . . l l ± ' ' �b cc • ocrates: ic c 1 cctlc is opposcc to ong spccc l . 

Hmv can Hegel transform the dialectic in putting the con­

tradiction in the things themselves? Then the method is 

something else than a method: it is a grounded system. 

Hmv is that possible? \Ve must put ourselves at the end 

of history, which has t\vo ends: that of the Napoleonic 

regime, and that of his system, which is the end of the 

hist01y of philosophy. Did he believe it? He wanted to tell 

us that hist01y is finite at each instant (although he docs 

not say it) . History is made from the present. Its rule is in 

the movement and suppression of present contradictions 

1 25 .  "Interfacts" is not a French or English word, and is probably an 

erroneous transcription of "interface" 

l 26. Gmgias 448e. 
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and not in the thought of the future. Action is initiated 

from the present, in the present, and departs from contra­

dictions which arc to be removed. In this sense, history is 

well-defined at each moment. Hegel never harms a philos­

opher, he agrees with him in a global sense, by accounting 

[for him] . He, Hegel, completes [and] realizes Descartes, 

who is a moment of philosophical thought. Philosophers 

preceding him have truly 'existed'. He docs not daim to 

revise their discussions, but to pic.k up the thread of uni­

versal history that passes through them, and to identify 

the meaning of their discussions. ·what has 'existed' ? The 

philosophers discuss. But, Hegel asks, what responds to 

these discussions in reality? 

He replies there arc two things, [in] a deeper discus­

sion in reality: work and struggle. It is the sign of nega­

tivity. The human being is the unsatisfied of the given. 

The struggle is negation, transformation, et cctcra. It is 

because struggle and work arc real processes that the dis­

cussion of philosophers makes sense in second place. The 

dialectic is then already fully ready to become a system. 

Hegel was unable to make the dialectic . That is why he 

calls is book The Phenomenology of spirit. Description in such 

a way that there arises something of [ . . .  ] ?m Compare: 

1 27 .  The ellipsis marks a mi�sing seCLinn from 1.he original text. 
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Kojcve. This is why he had to attach such importance to 

what Hegel says: 'I arrive at the end' . 1 �8 There is no more 

for him than describing, knO\ving, and understanding the 

dialectical movement in things. vVe must therefore meet 

three concrete objections against the system. 

1 .  The human beings puts itself in God's place. 

2 .  The system justifies eve17thing (c£ totalitarian states) . 

3 .  There is a mystification in it: it did not await e:x.-peri­

ence, yet in fact it always reintroduces it. 

First objection. Positive result. Nobody has claimed to put 

himself in the place of God. A smaller or larger ambition 

(vision superior to God). vVhen Hegel speaks of absolute 

knowledge he says us that 'this reveals no other world to 

us than ours' . 1w  Absolute knowledge is knowledge of this 

l 2H. Here is Kojeve: �\11 Lhis presupposes, of course, ll1e cornplelion 
or Lhe real Dialectic nC Fighting and of Work, ll1al i�, lhe definilive 
sLOpping or hisLOry. Il is only "al Lhc end or lime'' LhaL a \Vise :.\rfan 
(who happened lo be named Hegel) can give up all dialeclical mel�od 
[ . . .  J ;md limil him.seli" lo describing 1.he given'. lntmduttion lo 11111 m1d­
ing 1!f HeJ.�el, p. 1 9 1 .  

1 29. Llkel y refers LO Lhc end or lhe Hzenomenofo.gy !!/ sj1irit's dosing 
�enion on absolute knmving: 'thus absorbed in it�elf, [the Sell] �unk 
in ll1e nigln of ils self-consciousness; buL in llrnL nighL iL� vanished 
ouler exisLence is preserved., and lhis lransforrned exislence - lhe 
fom1er one, but now reborn or 1.he Spirit's knowledge ···· is the new 
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wodd. Substitution of transcendental imagination for di­

vine understanding. The point of view of the system re­

places the concept of infinite understanding, through the 

transcendental imagination which is that of constitutive 

finitudc. So, many notions cannot be conserved. Sec: the 

notion of creation as a theological idea whid1 must be 

comprehended as of an infinite will and understanding. 

If this falls, the idea of creation cannot be maintained. So 

it is absurd for an atheist to retain the idea of creation, 

that is to say he can no longer use concepts which arc in­

separable from the idea of God. Hence philosophy in its 

difference with theology cannot, as philosophy, take in the 

idea of creation. Sec the formation of H usscrl and his dis­

ciples. Genesis of Post-Kantians: efforts to account for the 

wodd in philosophy. Finally it will be ncccssa11 to make a 

grand place for the poets and writers of German Roman­

ticism. Novalis knew Kant really well. He says he wants to 

make a 'philosophy', not a psychology of the imagination. 

He says it is by the same movement that nature produces 

exislence, a new world and a new shape of SpiriL In Lhe immediacy 
of Lhis new cxisLcncc Lhc SpiriL has Lo SLarL afresh Lo bring iLselC Lo 
ma1.uri1.y as il; frlf i t., all that preceded it were ln�t. and it had learned 
nmhing from Lhe experience of eadier SpiriLs. IluL recollecLion, 
Lhe inu•ardV,:ing, oC Lhal experience, has preserved iL and is lhe inner 
being, and in lll.Ct. 1.he higher li-mn of' the substance'. 
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herbs, flowers, and \vhat 'I imagine' This is not just to say 

that images which the poet has arc like the product<; of 

nature. It is also to say that nature hides what it produces. 

Reproduction through artificial means. The thing is orig­

inally produced by nature, but we do not know in what 

\Vay: \Ve can simply reproduce it in the laboratory: But by 

contrast, Novalis tells us that the imagination is the facul­

ty, \vhich has as its correspondent in the things even the 

movement by which the things reproduce. \Vhcncc the 

theme of German Romanticism: relation bct\vccn truth 

and poetry. For Novalis there is a more profound truth of 

poetry, which is that images arc identical to the movement 

of reproduction. Hence \vhat Bachelard calls an image 

(Cf. The poetics of space). \Ve wanted to engender it from 

something else, he says. It is in fact pure creativity. It is 

pure dynamism. He refuses all psychological or psychoan­

alytic explanations of the imagination. He comment<; on 

certain structures. Romantic coherence of the two part<; 

of his book. To obtain the true image of the square, it 

must be made dynamic. That is to say that we need to 

get something to make itself square. I square myself on 

an armchair. Movement \vhich is first dynamism of the 

imagination. \Vhcncc the \vcalth that can be rendered of 

the great poetic texts. The imaginary root of the shell is 
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the movement by \vhich it produces itself in the imaginary 

with this same spiral. Novalis want<> to say that the move­

ment by which we imagine is one and the same as the 

movement by which nature produces things. i :io Of course 

on the condition of knowing how to dream, knmving that 

it is a very particular tension of thought: liberate the qual­

ities of the thing, which in the state of nature arc taken 

prisoner. Novalis' whole theme exactly has it<> equivalent 

in philosophy [when it] poses the principle of a constitu­

tive imagination. In the system, the human being docs put 

it<>elf in the place of God, because the system is to :replace 

the idea of creation by other concepts. 

Second objection. In a sense it is more dangerous. A 

thing that cannot be denied: the way in which totalita11-

an regimes declare themselves in favor of a system. But 

on the level of the philosopher. Sec the phrase by Hegel. 

\Vhat count<> is the fact. Only the result count<>. It is often 

said that for Hegel it is the force that puts in the weight. 

Sec his tcxtr; on the Napoleonic regime. But if \VC arc hon­

est and look at the context, it is a German phrase: 'real' 

for him must not be confused with 'existing' . He :reserves 

the name for what is produced in reality. It is :reality in-

l go_ Nova.lis is Lhc pseudonym of Georg von Harden berg ( 1 772-
1 80 l ), a poeL and philosopher or eaiiy German Rmnamidsrn. 
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sofar it result<; from a production. It is \vhat is real in the 

product of the action. Docs this not d1angc the sense of 

the phrase? The activity is at the same time the negating 

clement. The dialectic rests on a negative clement in reali­

ty. \Vhat is positive and real is produced as the negation of 

negation. Attaching importance to the form of the prin­

ciple of contradiction. A is not not-A. There the negation 

it<;clf is born. \Vhat is real is reasonable. The movement 

[is] strictly identical to reason: reality is not just some ex­

isting thing. 

It is the negation of negation in existing. From the 

point of view of political philosophy, all traditional phi­

losophy can in a certain \vay interpret itself in appearance 

and essence, but that presupposes a theology [and] two 

worlds. Sec all Greek philosophy, plus the traditional in­

terpretation. In Kant, the phenomenon has nothing to do 

with appearance. Kant docs not think at all that the phe­

nomenon is an appearance. He thinks the phenomenon 

is \vhat appears. He opposes the thing insofar as it is the 

same thing insofar as it appears. Space and time arc im­

mediate determinations of what appears. The movement 

of the phenomenon presupposes the sudden demolition of 

the appearance, which is replaced with the apparition. My 

notion of apparition will relate to notions instead of being 
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of meaning or signification. It is not about discovering the 

other world and essence beyond appearance. The task of 

philosophy is to discover what appears. Essence no longer 

has anything to do with philosophy. Sec the beginning of 

Being and nothingne.u. Hcidcggcr takes aletheia literally, the 

unveiling = the truth in Greek. Sense is the sense of v,1hat 

appears hidden by the phenomenon, the apparition. He­

gel therefore develops the theme of the State. Instead of 

opposing an ideal city referring to an intelligible world, 

to a true world, he says that [in] essence, real States arc 

intelligible. In this sense everything real is reasonable. \Ve 

must not believe that the essence of the State is realized 

in every State. It is the liberty of the individual and the 

authority of government. 

The one negates the other and vet cvc17 State is con­

stituted on this contradiction. But not all States arc good. 

In a tyrannical regime there is the suppression of the cit­

izen's freedom. But it is not absent, it is not suppressed 

once and for all. It is a daily task for the police to suppress 

freedom. The tyrant is never :finished with the freedom 

of the citizen. For all that, this State is not reasonable, 

because what is reasonable is the movement of the nega­

tive against the non-negative. The negation negates itself. 

l .., ,) I .:.. 
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There is dialectic, because positivity is never but the prod­

uct of the negation of the negation. 

This brings us to the third objection. The question 

of e:x�erience. \Vhen we make this objection, we t:-'lke the 

system to be what it is not \Ve then ask a system to tell us 

the future. Even in the preface of the Phenomenology, Hegel 

says that critique is one and the same as experience. It is 

a about describing e:x�erience such that something nec­

essarily escapes in e:x�erience to who undergoes it, and 

that is precisely the sense of this experience. Not useful, 

because the conditions of action do not imply any future 

condition of the future St:-1te. It finds its point of depar­

ture in the present contradiction. 
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5 CONCLUSION TO THE SEMINAR 

1 .  To understand the sense of ground, we have seen that 

we must bring it closer to the mythological notion. 

Three characteristics have been recognized: 

a) A more profound origin than a single begin­

mng. 

b) The repetition. 

c) The thing assumes a worldly value (the city is 

grounded on the image of the \vodd) . 

2 .  Can these characters take on a philosophical meaning? 

\Vhen the beginning becomes essential, the ground is 

not the simple beginning which it is the relation of the 

thing \vith what it is not. The beginning of mathemat­

ics is the relation of mathematics with a culture \vhich 

did not yet contain mathematics. \Vhat is the proce­

dure contrary to the ground? It is necessity of begin­

ning in relation to the thing. Kant showed us that we 

must call the ground a principle of double operation: 

it rendered possible something in rendering necessary 

the submission of something to this something. The 

operation of the ground consists in rendering neces-
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sary the submission of the thing to what it is not. \Ve 

must rise to the plane of dcman<fa of rca'!on. The only 

operation is that of the ground. The demand docs 

not have a principle of something else, v.ithout at the 

same time something else submitting the given to the 

demand. Conception of the vmdd in Hcidcggcr. 

3 .  Concerns the other aspect of rituals: repetition. The 

idea of the principle that grounds invites us to take an 

original repetition, a psychic repetition. 

4. It is necessary that in this repetition, something new 

be produced or unveiled in the mind. Answer to the 

question: 'what is grounding for?' \Vhat is repetition 

for? Something nc\v is produced in the unveiled mind. 

\Vhat is unveiled (la'!t chapter) is the veritable structure 

of the imagination, to wit the sense which cannot be 

understood except by and in the enterprise of ground­

ing, which far from presupposing a point of view of 

the infinite, is one and the same as the principle of the 

imagination. 

5 .  \Vithout the ground it is impossible to distinguish true 

from false problems. 
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