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KatepuHa

Konososa 3pHOTO Ha peasniHOTO BO

UAeHTUTeToOT

1. Mucnewe BepHO Ha peanHoTo (3aj MAEHTMTETOT)

Kaxko Tpeba fa ja MucanMe HallaTa CUTYUPAHOCT BO
pPaMKUTe Ha eJIeH UJIEHTUTET, KaKo OHOj Ha ,,»KeHa® - miu
Koja U Ja O6wio apyra UAeHTHUTapHA Ccy0jeKTHOCT - BO
Kopesanyja co PeastHOTO, Kako IIITO Toa HI ro IIpejsiara
tTeopujata Ha Ppancoa Jlapyen (Francois Laruelle)? He-
dunocodujara Ha JIapyesi ro IpOMOBUPa MUCIEHETO KOe
MO2Ke J1a To u3berHe 6e313J1e30T Ha CIIeKyIapu3ayjaTa
Ha Muciara, Ha aBTO-pedJIeKCUBHOCTA U aBTO-JI€TU-
TUMU3anujaTa, Kako JleUHUPAUYKU KOHCTUTYEHT Ha
dunocodujara. Nnu, na ro npedopmysrpame mpariia-
IbeTO, KaKO MOJKeMe Jila TH MHUCJINMe IpobyieMuTre Ha
UJeHTUTapHaTa cy0jeKnuja u eJHOBPEMEHO Jja To
n30erseMe MarercaHuoT KpyT Ha pustocodujaTa Kojarro
ce MHCJIM caMara cebecH - KOHIeNTyaaIrn3alyja mopp3aHa
IIITO BOCIIOCTAaBYBa OJTHOC CO JIpyTa KOHIIeNTyaan3anyja,
OTTPprHaTa 0/ peaJlHOCTa Ha OHA KOEIITO € II0JIJI0KEHO
Ha 0COOEHUOT IpOoIlec Ha reHepuparme Ha BUCTUHATA?
Kako Mokeme a mpousBesyBaMe BHCTUHU KOHUIITO
BOCITOCTaBYBaar peJialiija Ha BEpHOCT (criopes; 300poBUTe
Ha AsneH Baany (Alain Badiou)) xoH peanHOCTa Koja ce
HUCIUTYBA, IPEKy UCYEKOPYyBame O] 3aTBOPEHOCTa Ha
¢punocodckoro camo-ornenyBame? Vau mockopo, Kako
MO2KeMe J1a IPOZI0JIKMMeE CO YMHOT Ha TEOPETU3UPAHETO

Katerina
Kolozova

The Grain of the Real
within the Identity

1. Thinking in Fidelity to the Real (behind the
Identity)

How are we to think our situatedness within an identity,
such as that of a “Woman” - or any other identitary
subjection - in correlation with the Real, as Francois
Laruelle’s theory would propose us to do? The non-
philosophy of Laruelle puts forward the proposition of
thinking that can escape the impasse of Thought’s
specularization, of auto-reflexivity and auto-legitimi-
zation, as the defining constituent of philosophy. Or,
rephrasing the question, how can we think the problems
of identitary subjection while escaping the vicious circle
of philosophy thinking itself - conceptualization in relation
to another conceptualization, detached from the reality
of that which is subject to the particular process of
generating truth? How can we produce truths that
establish a relation of fidelity (in Alain Badiou’s parlance)
to the reality that is being questioned, by way of stepping
out of the enclosure of the philosophical self-mirroring?
Or rather, how can we proceed with the act of theorizing
a particular sample of our social-cultural reality that is an
identity in which we are inescapably always already
finding ourselves, without falling into the trap of becoming
accomplices in the perennial play of Philosophy’s own
auto-referential self-legitimization? That is to say, how
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Ha e7ieH oco0eH oOpa3zel] Ha HalllaTa COIUjJTHO-KYJITypHA
peasTHOCT, KOj € WJIEHTUTETOT BO KOJIITO HUE Ccexo2aill
seke HeuszbexxXHO ce Haorame, O0e3 fa ImagHeMe BO
CTAIIMIIATa HA CTAHYBahE COYUYECHUIM BO BEYHATA UTPA
Ha COIICTBEHOTO aBTO-pedepeHInjaTHo cebe-IernTHMU-
pame Ha Pumocodujara? ViMeHo, KaKo /ja TeEOpETH3NpaMe
IIPEKY W3BEAyBAKETO HA JIETUTUMHOCTA-80-KPAjHA-
UHCIIaAHYa Ha HAIIWUTE YBUJH He Of JIOKTPUHAJHUTE
COCTaBKU COYMHETH 071 GUI0CO(PCKU/TPAaHCIIeH/IEHTAJIEH
MaTepujajl, TYKy Off aTOPUTETOT Ha PEASTHOTO BP3 KOj
IMOYMBA PEATHOCTA KOJaIlITO € BJIOTOT BO Taa IOTpara rno
pasbupame?

OBaa peayiHOCT - UIEHTUTETOT KOj HACTOjyBaMe 7ia To
pasbepeme u /1a reHEpHpaMe U3BECHA BUCTHUHA 32 HETO -
My mpumara Ha CBeTOT!, a cemak Hea ja KUBee U CO Hea
ByIaziee (M3BECHO) HECKPOT/IMBO PeastHo (peanHo). Taxka,
00HuI0T ke ce COCTOM BO TOA /ia Ce aHTaKUPaMe BO €JleH
IIPOIIEC HA TPOU3BEAYBAbE HAa BUCTUHATA KAZIEIITO KPaeH
M3BOP HA JIETUTUMHOCTA, apOUTEPOT BO-KPajHA-MHCTAHIIA
Ke OuJle peajlHOCTA Ha OHA IITO € IOJJIOKEHO HA
pa3bupame, a He YYEHOTO MPU/IPKyBakhe KOH 3aKOHUTE
Ha 3aeMHAaTa Urpa Ha PuIocodcKuTe AUCKypCH/TpaHC-
IleH/IeHTATHUTEe yMeema. OCBEH TOQ, TAKBHUOT TEOPUCKH
roTdaT 6u ce COCTOeIT BO U3MOJIKHYBameTO o7 ((hrocod-
CKHOT) HAaUYMH Ha MUCJIERE BO KOj prmocodckara oayka
6m 6ma apbuTep BO-KpajHAa-WMHCTAHIA 32 PEATHOCTA 32
KOja cTaHyBa 300D, OTHOCHO, UJIEHTUTETOT CO KOj BIasiee
peayiHOTO.

Jlenu3noHN3MOT - BO IIOTJIEZ, HA TOA IIITO € PEAJTHOCT/a -
e oHa mTo Jlapyes ro uieHTH(UKYyBalle KaKO BUCTHUH-
CKOTO U3BOpHUILTe Ha ¢uocodckaTa caMoOA0BOJIHOCT U
CIIEKYJIAPHOCT, KaJIEIIITO €/THA (CIeKyJIaTUBHA) O/IJTyKa ja
M3BeJlyBa CBOjaTa JIETUTUMHOCT Of] IpyTa TaKBa OZJIyKa.
®uocodwujara ja terutumupa ¢puiocodujarta, ¥ OHA IITO
BCYIITHOCT C€ OZJUTPYBA BO OBOj MPOIeC HA HAPIUCTHIKO

can we theorize by way of drawing legitimacy-in-the-last-
instance for our insights, not from the doctrinal
compounds made of philosophical/transcendental
material, but from the authority of the real upon which
resides the reality that is at stake in that quest for
understanding?

This reality — the identity that we seek to understand,
generate a certain truth of — belongs to the World* , yet is
lived by and ruled by the (or a certain) unruly Real (real).
Thus, the attempt would be to engage in a process of truth-
production whereby the ultimate source of legitimacy, the
arbiter-in-the-last-instance would be the reality of the
subject to understanding, and not the adept observance
of the laws of interplay of the philosophical discourses/
transcendental accomplishments. Moreover, such a
theoretical undertaking would consist in escaping the
(philosophical) mode of thinking in which the philo-
sophical decision would be the arbiter-in-the-last-instance
over the reality at stake, that is to say, the identity as ruled
by the real.

Decisionism — as to what the/a reality is about — is that
which has been identified by Laruelle as the very origin of
philosophical self-sufficiency and specularity, whereby
one (speculative) decision draws legitimacy from another.
Philosophy legitimizes philosophy, and in this process of
narcissistic mirroring what is in fact taking place is,
philosophy making claims over that which is extraneous
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orJieZiyBame e Jieka pumocodujaTa U3HECYBa TBPAEHA 32
OHa IIITO € HAJBOP OJ Hea, 32 PEaJIHOCT/a KOjaIllTo Taa
HACTOjyBa Jla ja 00jacHU, OTHOCHO, /1a BOCTAaHOBU M3BECHA
BHCTHHA 32 Hea? . OBOj UYMH HA MHUCJIaTa ce OUTPyBa TaKa
IIITO Taa ro 0T psa peaTHOTO KOEIITO BJIaJiee co /Koja 1
nla 6uno/peanHoct(a) - HA HETOBUTE HECKPOTJIUBU H
Hec(}aTINBU HAYMHU - KAKO HeMucaueo (HEMUCIUB
aCITeKT Ha KOja U Jja OMJI0 peasTHOCT), /ToZleKa ja IPUCBO-
jyBa peanHOCTa/HEHTUTETOT 3a Koj(a) ce paboTu
€MHCTBEHO BO COTJIACHOCT CO MpaBUJIaTa Ha HEj3MHATa
BJIa/iejavKa o/TyKa. Taka, 3ae/THO CO TeCTOT Ha BOCTAHO-
ByBame Ha 0€CIIPEKOPHO KOHIIENTYaJTHO MOCEAyBamkbe Ha
peanHoct/a, (bmmocodckara) Mmucia, UCTO Taka, ro
WU3BPIIYyBa U MH(GAHTHIHUOT YUH Ha MPOTOJITYBamkme HA
HenocetyBaHaTa (0] CTpaHa Ha KOj U /la OMJIO aBTOPUTET)
rpyTKa Ha peaysHOoTO. TOKMY OBa e ,pejanujara Ha
meranoTo“ (le rapport de mixte), ,ambubosomikara
peasHOCT, ,IUMUTPO(dUjaTa HA PEATTHOTO, KOJalIlTo,
cuopen Jlapyein, e ¢umocodpckoTo reHepupame HA
BHCTHHATA KOEIITO He-(uiocodujaTa HACTOjyBa /a2 TO
Ha/IMUHE - WIH, TIOCKOPO, ZIa TO 3200MKOJIH - MUCJIEJKHU
80 KOpenayuja co peastHoTo.

Ha oBaa mojmoBHa TOYKa Ha HalIaTa apryMeHTanuja,
Ba’KHO € JIa ce HaTIJIacH JIeKa OBaa KopeJsialyja He peba
da ce cmeilia 3a peyuiipovHa peaauuja, yiire moBeke -
Taa BOOIIITO U He e pesanuja (momery mmucjiara u
peanHoTO). lIMeHO, efiHA O/ TJIaBHUTE I€JIU HA He-
dunocodujaTa e 1a ro HAIMUHE PEJIAITUOHUZMOT tout
court, ¥ OJHOBO /a2 TO BOCTAHOBHU MHUCJIEHETO-BO-
TepMUHUTe-Ha-EAHOTO - BO TEpMUHUTE HA CUHTYJIAp-
HOCTA.

PejranimoHOTO 3a€MHO yCI0BYBamkhe Ha KOHIIENTUTE € OHA
IITO HY>KHO ja foBeayBa Muciarta o cocrojbata u
CTaTyCcOT Ha EJIWHCTBO-HA-COPOTUBHOCTH, ja MPABU
YHUTapHA - KOjallITo, Of] IPyra CTPaHa, € cexo2aul gexe

to it, over the/a reality that it seeks to explain — establish
a truth of.2 This act of thought is taking place in such a
way that it discounts the real ruling the/any reality - in its
uncontrollable and ungraspable ways - inasmuch as the
unthinkable (aspect of any reality), while appropriating
the reality/identity in question solely according to the
rules of its governing decision. Thus, together with the
gesture of establishing immaculately conceptual po-
ssession over the/a reality, the (philosophical) thought
also performs the infantile act of engulfing the dis-
possessed (of any authority) lump of the real. This is
precisely “the relation of the mixed” (le rapport de mixte),
the “amphibological reality”, the “limitrophy of the real”,
which is, according to Laruelle, the philosophical
generation of truth that the non-philosophy strives to
surpass - or rather, bypass — by thinking in correlation
with the real.

It is important to underscore, at this starting point of our
argumentation, that this correlation is not to be taken as
a reciprocal relation, moreover - it is not a relation at all
(between the thought and the real). Namely, one of the
principal goals of non-philosophy is to surpass relationism
tout court, and re-establish thinking-in-terms-of-the-One
- in terms of singularity.

Relational inter-conditioning of concepts is that which
necessarily brings Thought to the state and status of Unity-
of-contrarieties, renders it unitary, which is, on the other
hand, always already dualistic — synthesizing the two or

Y
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JIyaJINCTUYKA - JIa C€ CUHTETH3UpaaT JBETe HeIlTa WIN
71a ce octaBar 80 peaayuja Ha oagenesoct (Laruelle, 1989:
12-14). Kopenanujara co peasiHOTO, TOCKOPO, € €1HA
MHCTaHIAa Ha eJHOCTPAHOTO CUTyHparbe Ha Muciara Bo
rioryie Ha PeastHOTO, 10/1€Ka TOA ,,07irTOBapa“ Ha 0BOj YUH
Ha €ZTHOCTPAHOCT CO €/IeH He-0/IT0BOP, OTHOCHO, OCTaHyBa
80 KpajHa uHcillaHua, nHAU(GEPEHTHO KOH HETO.

Bo enen TakoB Teopucku oTdAT K0j, BO KpajHA JIMHUJA,
He OJ[IroBapa Ha HUeJHA JIOKTPpUHA (JIMCKypC), TYKY Ha
peayHOCTa KOjalITO Ce UCTPa’kKyBa M HA HEj3UHUOT
HJIEHTUTET-BO-KPajHA-UHCTAHIA, KO € HeA0()aTHOTO
peajsiHO, OTHOBO Ce COOUYyBaMe CO HY:KHOCTA /a OIle-
pupame eIWHCTBEHO cO puiocoPcKOoTO/TpaHCIEH-
JIEHTATHOTO. MHUCJIE’eTO Oneprpa co OHa KOEIITO My €
MMAaHEHTHO, U LITO € yIITe IM03Ha4ajHO, CO OHA BP3
KOEIIITO MO2Ke /1a IIpeTeH/inpa Ha (JIETUTUMEH) aBTOPUTET
- CO CHHOPOT Ha MHUCJIaTa, CO KOHLIENITUTE ¥/ WU Ja3UKOT,
KOHIIENITyaJTHUTE CTPYKTYPH WJIM COCTAaBKH U HUBHUTE
WHTPUHCUYHU MOJYCH U 3aKOHU Ha TeHepHupambe.
MucJieleTo MUCIH CO MUCJIATA, HO TOA MOXKE J]a 004YyUl
(rro o cebe e ereH GUIOCOGCKU TECT: MPOAYIIUPAHE
Ha aKCHOMa) /Jia ¥ O/ir0Bapa, BO KpajHa WHCTaHIIA, HA
peasTHOCTa KOjallTo cexo2aw 8exe Oellre MpeTrocTaBeHa
0/ IPOMEHUTE HA PEATHOTO.

Taka, otiopot Ha PeasiHOTO Ha acnupanunTte Ha Muciara
71a o caTu Taka IITo Ke ro 3aBHe BO KOHIIENT, OTPAHIIY-
BamaTa KOWINTO PeasTHOTO Ke ¥ TM HaMeTHe Ha ITpeTeH-
3unTe Ha Mucsara, ke 6UZjaT aBTOPUTETOT-BO-KpajHa-
WHCTAHIIA HA TEOPHUCKUTE TBP/ieHa 3a HEroBarTa ,IpHU-
pona“, ,cymrtnHa“, uTH. 'paHuIiaTta, OKJIONOT HA MUC/IATA
KOjaIlITO IIPOUCTEKYBA O] ,,alICyPAHOTO“ peayHo, Ke Ouzie
WHCTAHIIATA HA JIETUTUMHPAame Ha U3BECHA BUCTHHA
KOjaIlITO MMaHEHTHO U Hen30e’KHO HACTOjyBa Jia To
IIPUCBOU HETO IPETBOPAJKU TO BO 3HAUEHHE ITO/IJIO’KHO HA
KOHTpoJ1a. PeasiHOTO OcTaHyBa MHANGDEPEHTHO KOH OBUE

leaving them in a relation of split (Laruelle, 1989: 12-14).
The correlation with the real is, rather, an instance of
Thought’s unilateral situating with respect to the Real,
whereas the latter “responds” to this act of unilate-
ralization with a non-response, that is to say, it remains
in the last instance indifferent to it.

In such a theoretical undertaking, which does not answer,
in the ultimate instance, to any doctrine (discourse), but
to the reality that is being explored and to its identity-in-
the-last-instance, which is the elusive real - one faces, yet
again, the necessity to operate but with the philosophical/
transcendental. Thinking operates with that which is
immanent to it and, more importantly, with that over
which it can claim (legitimate) authority — with the realm
of the thought, with concepts and/or language, conceptual
structures or compounds and their intrinsic modes and
laws of generation. Thinking thinks with thought, but it
can decide (which is in itself a philosophical gesture:
production of an axiom) to be accountable, in the ultimate
instance, to the reality that has always already been
assumed by the vicissitudes of the real.

Thus, the resistance of the Real to Thought’s aspirations
to grasp it by enfolding it into a concept, the limitations
that the Real will impose on the pretensions of Thought,
will be the authority-in-the-last-instance to the theoretical
claims of its “nature”, “essence”, etc. The limit, the
occlusion of thought stemming from the “absurd” real,
will be the instance of legitimization of a certain truth that
immanently and inescapably strives to appropriate it by
turning it into a controllable meaning. The real remains
indifferent to these processes of truth generation.
However, thought is affected by the behaviour of the real.
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MIPOIECH Ha TeHepHupame Ha BucTuHarta. Celak, MuciaTa
€ 3acerHarta oji MOBeJeHUeTO Ha peasHOTO. Hej3uHara
aporaHIilfja € CKpOTeHa, a He3WHUTE aCIUPaINU JIUC-
IUIUTHHUPAHU IPEKY HEUCIUTUIMHUPAHUTE ,,0iTOBOPU
Ha He3ay3JaHOTO peanHo. TOKMy Ha OBUe TOUKH (Ha
otnop), MucsaTa Tpeba a ro MOHYIX CBOjOT MOJIK, /1a TO
BpatH PeaTHOTO Ha3aj] BO HETOBUOT COIICTBEH JIOMEH, U
co Toa - MOXKeOH, /1a ce obu/ie /1a ce cuTyrupa cebecu BO
IOTJIe]] HA MTYKHATUHUTE BOBJIEUYEHU BO JA3UKOT OF
CTpaHa Ha TOa HEMHTEJIUTEHTHO 1 OaHAITHO PeatHo.

Coopepn JlapyenoBara (He-duimocodceka) ,Hayka 3a
YOBEUYKUTE CYIITECTBA®, lopMyaupaHa co tlexHuuKuile
itiepMUHU Ha osaa iWeopuja, MOKeMe Jla TO MUCIIFME
Yoeewiligoilio BO KOPECIIOH/IEHITNja CO PEATHOTO €/IFH-
CTBEHO JIOKOJIKY 'O TPETUPaMe KaKO U3BECEH OCTATOK (07
TpaHCIEeHEHTATHOTO) KOEIIITO € JIOXKUBEAHO O CTPaHA
Ha peasHoTo (E20T0) - Citipaneyoii (I’Etranger).
YoBeLITBOTO € CaMO TPAHCIEH/IEHTAJTHUOT MaTePHjas
(dbwmmocodwuja) - KOHIIENTYaTHU KOMILIEKCH M COCTaBKU
KOW IO MHTEPIIPETUPAAT U TO cUTynpaaT YoBEYKOTO BO
CsertoT (cexoeaul 8exe COUYMHETO OJ CAMHUTE OBHUE
WHTEPIIPETAlNH, AHAJIOTHO HAa IICUXOAHAJTUTUIKHUOT
Jasuk) - xako iipuceoeH o0 cilipaHa Ha ,Eeoitio” (Tex-
HUYKYM TEPMHUH Ha He-aHAIN3aTa, CHHOHUMEH CO peaJl-
HOTO - HIEHTUTETOT-BO-KpajHa-uHcTaHIa). Cenak, BO He-
dunocodckara Teopuja 3a YOBEUKOTO, TPUOETHYBajKU
KOH COIICTBEHOTO IPENyIITalke Ha MCUXO0AHAJIN3aTa
(ompenesnieHa kako He-aHaIU3a), mocaeHOBO (Ero-to,
peasTHOTO, IO/ CUTE HETOBU UMHUIHA), OCTAHYBA WH/IU-
dbepenTHO KOH 3rOzuTe M He3droguTe HA CTpaHENoT.
NuanudepeHTHO KOH pe-CTPYKTYpUpamaTa U pe-Mo3u-
IHOHUPAKkATa, BHATPEIIHUTE PACIENH U AlIOPUIHUTE
KOH(JIMKTH, KAKO ¥ KOH IOMUPYBAYKHUTE 00€TNHYBAUKH
YeKOpU Ha CUHTe3a U JINjaJIeKTUYKU pa3pellyBama,
Ouzejku cuTe THe My IpUIaraaT U ce OJUTPyBaaT Ha

Its arrogance is being restrained and its aspirations are
being disciplined by the undisciplined “responses” of the
disorderly real. At precisely these points (of resistance),
Thought should proffer its silence, relegate the Real to its
own domain, and thereof — possibly, attempt to situate
itself with respect to those cracks shoved into the
Language by that unintelligent and banal real.

According to Laruelle’s (non-philosophical) “science of the
humans”, put in the technical terms of this theory, one
can think Humanity in correspondence with the real only
if taken as a certain residual (of the Transcendental) that
has been lived by the real (the Ego) — the Stranger
(PEtranger). Humanity is but the transcendental material
(philosophy) - conceptual complexes and compounds
interpreting and situating the Human into the World
(always already made of these very interpretations,
analogous to the psychoanalytical Language) — as
appropriated by the “Ego” (a technical term of non-
analysis, synonymous to the real - the identity-in-the-last-
instance). Nevertheless, in non-philosophical theory of the
human, resorting to its own rendition of psychoanalysis
(termed as non-analysis), the latter (the Ego, the real, in
all of its names) remains indifferent to the misfortunes
and fortunes of the Stranger. Indifferent to the re-
structurings and re-positionings, internal fissures and
aporetic conflicts, then to the reconciling unifying moves
of synthesis and dialectic resolutions, all that belonging
to and taking place on the level of representation (of
humanity), that it to say on the level of Humanism.

13
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HUBOTO HA IpeTCTaBaTa (3a YOBEIITBOTO), OAHOCHO HA
HUBOTO Ha XyMaHU3MOT.

OBaa mHANQEPEHTHOCT HA HEe-0/Ipa3eHOTO U He-0/1pas-
JIUBO peajsiHO e OJIMCKa CO TeCTOT Ha edJHOCUWIpaHa
pasJymKa, cekozawl sexe u3BpiieH o7 CTpaHeNoT (HOCH-
tes1oT Ha YoBeuHocTta/ XymMaHU3MOT) vis-a-vis Ero-to, T.e.
PEaJHOTO - KOJIIITO, CENAK, *KUBEE O] U € JKUBEAH 0] HETO
(peasHOTO). UMHOT Ha yHWIaTEpaJIM3anuja € eHa O]
KJIyIHUTE TEOPUCKU IIPOLeypU KoumTo ¢uiocodujara
ja IoHecyBaaT KaKo He-/IyIUCTHIKA, T.€. He-IMXOTOMHA
Y He-OIO3UITVCKA U, CJIEAICTBEHO, He-00eTMHYBavYKa U He-
YHHUTapHAa - a CO TOA U BHU3HUjaTa 32 OBaa /JBOjCTBEHA
CTPYKTypa Kako He-AyanucTtuuka. He mocron penanyja,
HUTY B3aeMHOCT, HUTy npeTeH3uja (o4 cTpaHa HaA
Mucnara) ga ro y3ypuupa aBTOPUTETOT-BO-KpajHa-
WHCTaHIa Ha Y0BeUKOTO-BO YOBEUKOTO (KaKO PEASTHOTO)
- OTTamy, Ha ,TepUTOpUjaTa“ HAa KPajHO-UHTHUMHATA-
CeOHOCT HEMa BHATPEIIHU PACIENU HUTY PACKOJL.

CresicTBEHO, 1a CE MUCJIM YOBEMITBOTO He-(huaI0codCKH,
Zla ce BOcTaHOBU enHa (He-puimocodcka) Hayka 3a
YoBeUKOTO - TeopHuja/HAayKa/MHCIIA 32 YOBEUKOTO/
YoBEMITBOTO, ,ICUNCTEHA" O/ HATPAITHUYKHOT YEKOp Ha
cBemyBameTo HA YoBEUKOTO-BO-UOBEUKOTO Ha HEj-
3WHATa/HeroBarta MHTepuperanuja (o cTpaHa HA
XyMaHH3MOT) - KOja IO 3eMa IIPEABU/, PEATTHOTO, € HEIIITO
KOEIIITO Ce TEMEJIX Bp3 YMHOT Ha YHWIATepaIn3alujaTa.
Mucnara 3a efHOCTpaHaTa AudepeHnUjanuja HA To
00e30emyBa KOHIENTOT Ha CTpaHENOT, JOKUBEeaHaTa
YoseuHocT (moxkuBeana Hu3 Ero-to, BO peajgHoOTO).
CtpaHenoT e OTyfeH OJi paiIUKAaJIHO UMaHEHTHATa
Cebnocr (,,Eroto“), 1 r;maBHO ja HacesxyBa TepUTOpHUjaTa
Ha TpancuenaentansoTo. Cemak, mpeky HeromaTa
BKOPEHETOCT BO M KOHCTUTYTUBHOTO IPEIUIETYBAE CO
pazuKayiHaTa UMaHEHIM]a, ja HyJU H/iejaTa, TEOPUCKOTO

This indifference of the non-reflected and non-reflectable
real intimates the gesture of unilateral difference, always
already performed by the Stranger (the bearer of
Humanity/Humanism) vis-a-vis the Ego, i.e., the real —
yet, is living of and is being lived by it (the real). The act
of unilateralization is one of the key theoretical procedures
that render non-philosophy as non-dualistic — i.e., non-
dichotomous and non-oppositional, and therefore, non-
unifying and non-unitary — and, thus, the vision of this
dual structure as non-dualistic. There is no relation, no
reciprocity, no pretension (by Thought) to usurp the
authority-of-the-last-instance of the Human-in-Human
(inasmuch as the real) — hence, no internal fissures and
no schism within the “territory” of the utmost-intimate-
Self.

Therefore, thinking humanity non-philosophically,
establishing a (non-philosophical) science of the Human
— a theory/science/thought of the human/Humanity
“cleansed” of the intrusive move of reduction of the
Human-in-Human to her/his interpretation (by Hu-
manism) — that takes into account the real, is something
based on the act of unilateralization. The thought of
unilateral differentiation provides us with the concept of
the Stranger, the lived Humanity (lived through the Ego,
into the real). The Stranger is estranged from the radically
immanent Self (the “Ego”), dwelling principally within the
territory of the Transcendental. However, through her/
his rootedness within, constitutive intertwining with the
radical immanence, it proffers the idea, the theoretical
tool of the Residual (of Humanity) — the lived Humanism.
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opyaue Ha Ocratokort (ox YoBeuHocTa) - doxcuseaHuoil
XymaHusam.

,VICKyCyBameTo Ha HeropaTa (Hej3MHATa) YOBEYHOCT Off
CTpaHa Ha YOBEUYKOTO CYIITECTBO € UCKYCTBO Ha €[HOCTABHA
TpaHCIEHIeHI[hja, HA €Ha eKCTEPUOPHOCT KOjallTo HE
TpaHCIEHUpPa 10 BTOPIIAT BP3 OCHOBA HA HEKAKBA ITPEKJIO-
[IEHOCT BP3 cebec, KOJallITo € [ajieHa eTHalIl 3aceKoraii 6e3
za 6uze oguoBo-masana”“. (Laruelle, 1995: 77)

2. Koj e CrpapanHukort: CrpaHeyot unu PeanHoro?

»JOBEKOT € 0HOj IIMOT KOj IMOCTOM M KaKO YHUBep3ayHa
yoBeyHOCT wiu CTpaHer”
Jlapyesn, Teopuja Ha Ctiparyuitie (78)

Eroro - BoO He-aHAJTUTUYKU TEPMUHHU - WIN PEATTHOTO,
YOBEYKOTO-BO-YOBEUYKOTO, UIEHTUTETOT BO KpajHa
nHCTaHIA € YOBEUKOTO KaKO OHa 6€3yCII0BHO JIMIIIEHO OF,
pediekcuja - YoBeUKOTO-BO-HOBEUYKOTO, JIUIIEHO OF
TpaHCIEH/IEHI[Mja, KpajHAaTa MHCTAHIIA, OHAA HA Te-
MeJIHATa PAaHJIMBOCT U HEIMIOMHPJIMBO He-TPAHCIEH-
JIUpaHa HeJIOCTAaTHOCT? . PeaJlTHOTO HECOMHEHO € HHCTaH-
Ia oTaje MHCJATa, OTaZle jJa3UKOT - MOJYAJIUBOTO,
THUBKOTO - KBUETHUCTUUYKOTO Ero - xaze mro cute HUe
IMpecTojyBaMe BO KpajHa MHCTAHIIA, TOA € HAIIHUOT
panukaneH unenturer. OBa ,,otaze”, Bo JlapyesoBara
TeOpHUja He e HEKAKBO ,meta“ - Toa mockopo e ,,epekeina®,
U3BECHO ,TaMy HEKaJie“ KOEeIITO He BOCTAHOBYBa TOIIO-
JIomnIKa pesnanyja KoH CTpaHeoT U HejJ3UHUOT/ HETOBUOT
Cget. OHa WITO € yIITe MO3HAYAJHO € TOA JieKa HEroBaTa
passnka BO OJHOC Ha MHCJIATa, BO OJHOC HA TPaHC-
LIEH/IEHTAJTHOTO ¥ YOBEUYKOTO-KaKO-HOCHUTEJI-HA-TPaHC-
neHzieHTaaHOTO (CTpaHeIoT) € eTHOCTpaHa: He-peJa-
[IMOHA, CJIeICTBEHO, He-00eIMHyBaYKa U He-[yaJIuc-
tuuka. Co Apyru 300poBH, HE MMOCTOU MOJIBOEHOCT

“The experience by the human of his (her) humanity is that
of the simple transcendence, of an exteriority which does not
transcend for the second time on the basis of a (re-) bending
over itself, which is given one-time-every-time without being
re-given.” (Laruelle, 1995: 77)

2. Who is the Sufferer: The Stranger or the Real?

“L’homme est cet Idiot qui existe aussi comme Humanité
universelle ou Etranger”
Laruelle, Théorie des Etrangers (78)

The Ego — in non-analytic terms — or the real, the human-
in-human, the identity in the last instance is the Human
in/inasmuch as that utter void of reflection — the Wo/
Man-in-Wo/Man devoid of transcendence, the ultimate
instance, which is that of fundamental vulnerability and
irreconcilably non-transcended insufficiency.? The real
is clearly the instance beyond thought, beyond language
— the silent, quiet — the quietist Ego — where we all reside
in the last instance, it is our radical identity. This “beyond”,
in Laruelle’s theory, is not a “meta” — it is rather an
“epekeina”, a certain “over there somewhere” that does
not establish a topological relation to the Stranger and
her/his World. What is more significant, it is that its
difference to thought, to the transcendental and the
human-as-the-bearer-of-the-transcendental (the Stran-
ger) is unilateral: non-relational, thus, non-unifying and
non-dualistic. In other words, there is no split implied in
the Human (-in-Human), since there is no constitutive
difference (of the Human, seen in her/his identity-in-the-
last-instance) between the Stranger and Ego because of
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npucyTHa Bo YoBeukoTo (-BO-H0OBEUKOTO), OH/IejK1 HEMA
KOHCTUTYTHUBHA pasiuka (Ha YoBEYKOTO, COTJIalaHa BO
HEj3BUHUOT/HETOBUOT UIEHTUTET-BO-KPajHA-UHCTAHIA)
nomery Crpanenor u Eroto mopaznm eguocTpaHara
nudepennyjamnuja (egHOTO Vis-a-vis Apyroro). Cekoja of
WHCTAHIUTE - CeKOja MHCTAHIA - € COrJIelaHa BO
Hej3WHATAa CUHTYJIADHOCT, BO HEJ3UHOTO COIICTBEHO
~peasHo", - HecaTauBaTa, Hefo(aTHATA, HECKPOTINBaa
IPEeKy KOHIENTyaIn3aIfja, HEMOBTOPJIMBOCT HA HETO-
Bara peasHocT. OTTaMy, TpaHCIeHeHIIjaTa (MUCIaTa,
Ja3UKOT) Kako JIOKMBEAHO MCKYCTBO OJ CTPaHA Ha
YOBEYKOTO-BO-YOBEYKOTO U BJIAJIeaHa OJ] PEAJTHOTO
M3HCKYyBa /1a Ouje coriieZiaHa KaKo YIITe e[HA aKTyJTHOCT
Ha peasHOTO. Cenak, IO3UTUBHATA PEAJTHOCT 32 KOJaIIITO
TyKa CTaHyBa 300D - a He 3a00paBuMe - e TpaHcueHeH-
TaJIHOTO, OHA 07, KoewTo e counHeT Ctpanenor. Teopu-
jara ke ru ,yHIIaTepaIn3upa“ o0eTe HHCTAHIH, BO I10J13a
Ha He-yHHTapHaTa (OHaa KojamTo He ru obeguHyBa
PAa3JIMKUTE) MUCJIA - BO II0JI3a HA HEe-JIEIIU3UOHATHOTO (3a
peasi/HOCTa), HE-GMI0CODCKO, He-AYATUCTUIKO MUCTIE-
e, 0e3 /1a TH CIIPOTHUCTaBYBa, 0€3 /]Ja BOCTAHOBYBA KaKBa
U 71a OUJI0 JUXOTOMHUja - JBETE€ WHCTAHIIU KOUIITO
BOCTAHOBYBaaT U3BECHO MeIIaHo (mixte) KOXxabOUTHpame
npeky CTpaHenor.

Bo crpukTHa cMmucsia, peaJHOTO He ro Haceinysa Crpa-
HEIOT BO BUCTHHCKA CMHCJIa Ha 300pOT, Ouaejku Toj e
KOHCTUTYHPAH €JUHCTBEHO OJi TPAHCIeHJIEHI[1jaTa.
Cenak, TpaHCcHeHJeHIIMjaTa omdaTeHa o U HPEKY
CTpanenoT cexo2aw gexe € CUTyrpaHa BO peayiHoO(TO) U
O/THOBO IIPHCBOEHA 0J1 HEKOHTPYEHTHOCTUTE HA U3BECHA
pazuKayHa UMaHeHIHja.*

TexHUukHM ropopejku, 6u Ouino dancudpukyBame Ha
MucsaTa Ha Jlapye fia ce Kake /ieka TpaHCIeHAeHITUjaTa
(mpercraBena ox CtpaHenmor) 6u Moskesna ga bume
MpOKUBeaHa 00 peasiHOTO. VIMeHO, TBOPEIOT HA He-

the unilateral differentiation (vis-a-vis one another). Each
of the instances — any instance — is seen in its singularity,
inits own “real” — the ungraspable, elusive, uncontrollable
by conceptualization, uniqueness of its reality. Therefore,
the transcendence (thought, language) inasmuch as the
lived experience by the human-in-human and ruled by
the real urges to be considered as yet another actuality of
the real. Nevertheless, the positive reality at stake here -
let us not forget - is the Transcendental, that which the
Stranger is made of. Theory will “unilateralize” the two
instances, for the sake of the non-unitary (non-unifying
of differences) thought — for the sake of the non-decisional
(of the real/ity), non-philosophical, non-dualistic
thinking, without opposing them, without establishing any
dichotomy — the two instances that establish a certain
mixed (mixte) cohabiting through the Stranger.

In the strict sense, the real does not inhabit the Stranger
proper, the latter being constituted but of transcendence.
Yet again, the transcendence comprised by and through
the Stranger has always already been situated within a
(the) real and re-appropriated by the incongruities of a
certain radical immanence.*

Technically speaking, it would be a falsification of
Laruelle’s thought to say that the transcendence (rendered
by the Stranger) could be lived by the real. Namely, the
creator of non-philosophy insists on the indifference of
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¢dunocodujaTa mHCHCTUPA Bp3 MHAM(EPEHTHOCTA HA
PEaTHOTO KOH ,XyMaHUCTHYKUTE MPOIECH KOUIITO CE
ozurpyBaat Bo JoMeHOT Ha CTpaHernoT 1 Ha CBETOT, KaKO
nHXEpPeHTHO ¢utocodckn (TpaHcueHaeHTaIHN). Cemaxk,
TOj TO UCTAKHYBa CJIETHOBO:

»Ipeba fa ce uMa Ha yM fieka CTpaHeIoT He e pejianyjara Ha
Eroro co CBeTOoT, CHHTETHYKA peJIanyja Ha PEUIPOIHOCT U
KOHBepTHOMIHOCT. Toa e peslaTHBHO aBTOHOMHA peJialyja,
uspyedera ox Ceeror (Ha MeTa-4OBEUYKOTO MeEIIAHO),
KOjalllToO € MpUMeHa U MMposKuBeaHa Bo-Eroro u Bo-Hoeeu-
KOTO 0e3 ma Ouze penanuja ko Eroro“ (Laruelle, 1995: 66)

OTTaMy, IOUMOT Ha ocliailioKoill € BTEMeJIEH BP3
O6a3uyHaTa MPETIOCTAaBKA 32 MHTPUHCUYHOTO IIpeIlie-
TyBalbe Ha TPAHCIEH/EHTAJIHOTO cO peasHoTo. OBa e
jaCHO MCKa’kaHO BO CJIEJTHHOB IaCyC:

»BCYIITHOCT, TOj OCTaTOK HE MOKe Jia Ou/le KOHCTUTYUPaH
CaMo ¥ eJUHCTBEHO O] YHCTaTa TPAHCIIEH/IEHI[H]a, KOJallITO
Ou Tpebasia 1a Ou/e EMITMPUCKH allCTpaXUpaHa O MEIIIAHOTO
U CIIPOTHCTaBeHa Ha uMaHeHTHocTa Ha Eroro [...] Hue He ro
yrnorpebyBame Eroto camo Ha yiure eneH MeTabU3UIKA U
WJICAJIMCTUYKYA HAUYMH M, CJIEJICTBEHO, HE BEJIUME JIeKa Toe
€IMHCTBEHO UMILTUIIPA PA3JIOKyBatbe 0€3 HUKAKOB OCTATOK
Ha amdubonorujata Ha Eroto u Kcenocor” (Laruelle, 1995:

164)

Cemnak, JIapyeJs IBPCTO CTOM Ha TBPAEHETO JIeKa PEATTHOTO
e pasuKasTHO MHANGMEPEHTHO KOH McKycTBaTa Ha Crpa-
HenoT. PopMyIMpaHO BO TEPMUHU KOUIITO HE CE - BO
TeXHUYKa CMHCIA - He-puiocodCcKy, MOXKe Jja ce KaKe
nexa CTpaHEIOT € cekoralll Beke JoilipeH O PETHOTO -
WIN IIOCKOPO, BO 0€3M3/Ie3HUOT Iperpad Ha peasiHOTO -
JoZleKa PeaJTHOTO ITPOIOJIKYBA J1a Oujie He2ubHAtllo of
;kuBoTOoT Ha Crpanenor. IIpeky CtpaHenor, peajgHOTO
(pazukastHO UMaHEHTHOTO Ero) ydectByBa BO JKHBOTOT
Ha YoBemtBOTO U HA CBETOT, ZI0/IEKa, OJ1 APyTa CTpaHa,

the real to the “humanist” processes that take place in the
domain of the Stranger and the World, as inherently
philosophical (transcendental) ones. Still, he purports the
following;:

“One should note that the Stranger is not the relation of the
Ego with the World, a synthetic relation of reciprocity and
convertibility. It is a relation, which is relatively autonomous,
extracted from the World (of the meta-human mixed) and
which is received and lived in-Ego and in-Human without
being a relation to the Ego.” (Laruelle, 1995: 66)

Therefore, the notion of the residual is based on the
fundamental presupposition of the intrinsic intertwining
of the transcendental with the real. And this is clearly
stated in the following paragraph:

“In effect, that residual cannot be constituted by the sole and
pure transcendence, supposed to be empirically abstracted
from the mixed and opposed to the immanence of the Ego
[...] We are not making of the Ego yet another metaphysical
and idealist use and are, consequently, not saying that it only
implicates a dissolution without any residue of the
amphibology of the Ego and the Xenos.” (Laruelle, 1995: 164)

Still, it remains a strong claim by Laruelle that the real is
radically indifferent to the experiences of the Stranger.
Put in terms that are not — in the technical sense — non-
philosophical, one can say that the Stranger is always
already touched by the real — or rather, in the inescapable
grasp of the real — whereas the real continues to be
untouched by the life of the Stranger. Through the
Stranger, the real (the radically immanent Ego) partici-
pates in the life of the Humanity and the World, while, on
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OCTaHYBa OHaa KBHETHCTHNYKA MHCTAHIIAa HAa MU3BECHO
~oTaze”.

» [...II] ocTon McTO Taka U TpaHCIEHAEHIIMja BOOIIIITO, BO
kojamrto Eroro He ce aHraskupa cebecH, HO Koja o1 Hero [of
Eroro] e anraxupana kako ‘yoBeuka’™ (Laruelle, 1995: 77)

Hue ke ro 3acramyBaMe CTaBOT JleKa MPEKY OBOj U
CJIMYHUTE TEOPUCKH YEKOPH, OIMACHOCTA O] UHAYTY-
pUpame Ha yIIITe eHa OHTOJIOTH]ja (MJIK He-OHTOJIOTHja)
Ha INXOTOMEH pacIieln BO cCaMOToO cpIle Ha ,,YoBekoBaTa“
KOHCTUTYIIHja, epeKTUBHO e n3berHara. Jlapyei e jaceH -
Y MOIIIHE UCI[PIIEH BO Pa3jaCHYBAmETO HA OBA - JleKa Ce
IITO ce OAUTPYBa HA HUBOTO Ha CTpaHeNoT e ,Ipole-
CUpaHO®, O’KMUBEAHO MpeKy peasHoTo. Hajmocse, ceTo
HCKYCTBO, KOEIITO BO CBOjaTa KpajHa MHCTAHIA €
WHXEPEHTHO He-pedieKTUpaHo (OCBEH TOA € U MHCTaHIIA
Ha He-pedJieKcHja), He € HUIITO JPYTO OCBEH PEATHOTO.
(Orramy, Jlapyen 360pyBa 3a ,Joui“ Ha/Bo PeasHoTo,
KOJaIllTO ce OJUTPyBa BO PaMKHTE Ha MHCTAHI|aTa HA
pazuKayiHa UMaHEHIIH]a, I0/IeKa MPOU3JIeryBa O/ - ¥ BO
- Jouissance umjamTo BUCTHHCKA TepuTtopuja e Tpauc-
IleH/IeHIIUjaTa, T.e. MHTepIpeTanujara, pernpe3eHTa-
nyjarta - Ja3ukor).

Cenak, paIuKaJTHUOT KBUETU3aM Ha PEAJIHOTO BO IIOTJIE],
Ha CBeTOT, ja OKpeHyBa Ouwiemailia BO TIOTJIEZ, Ha TOA
JlaJIA TOj MOJKe J1a ja Kperpa MOKHOCTa /1a Oujie charteH
U CTaBE€H BO TEOPHCKa yrnoTrpeba Kako camMoO e/leH HOB
AYQJINCTUYKY KOHCTUTYEHT Ha YIITE e[Ha HOBAa TEOpHja
KojamrTo 6M MOXKeJia Ha Kpaj Zla ce COOYH CaMOo CO YIITe
eZlHa HOBa anopuja. llako peasHOTO € UAeHTUTETOT-BO-
KpajHa-MHCTAHIIA HA CETO OHA OF] XyMaHUCTUYKA IMPO-
BEHUEHIIHja KOEIIITO MOJKe /1a OuJie NCKYCEeHO, Ha CE IIITO
6u mMoxeso za ce oxurpa Bo Cerort (ympaByBaH O]
JasuKoT) - cemnak, Toa e CyIITHHCKU 0Tajie Ja3UKOT, HEMO.
N npamamerto e: layu Toa e CywituHCKU JTUHTBUCTUYKN

the other hand, remaining that quietist instance of a
certain beyond.

“[...TThere is also the transcendence in general, in which the

Ego does not engage itself, but which is engaged by it [by the

Ego] as ‘human’.” (Laruelle, 1995: 77)
We would argue that through this and such a theoretical
move, the danger of inaugurating yet another ontology
(or non-ontology) of a dichotomous fissure in the very
heart of “Human’s” constitution has been effectively
avoided. Laruelle is clear - and rather exhaustive in his
clarification of this — that all which takes place on the level
of the Stranger is “processed”, lived through the real.
Finally, all experience, which is in its last instance
inherently non-reflected (moreover, the instance of non-
reflection), is but the real. (Therefore, Laruelle speaks of
the “Joui” of/within the Real, taking place within the
instance of radical immanence, while issuing from — and
into - the Jouissance whose territory proper is Trans-
cendence, that is to say, the interpretation, representation
— Language.)

Yet, the radical quietism of the real with respect to the
World, begets the dilemma as to whether it can create
the possibility to be conceived of and put into theoretical
use as yet another dualistic constituent of yet another
theory that could end up against yet another aporia.
Although the real is the identity-in-the-last-instance of
everything of humanist provenience that can be
experienced, of all that might take place in the World
(ruled by the Language), still — it is essentially beyond
Language, mute. And the question is: Is it essentially
linguistically incompetent? (Does the “Idiot” aspect of the
Stranger come from the irreparably linguistically
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HekoMmneTeHTHO? (/lamu acmexkrtoT Ha ,amot* Kaj
CTpaHenoT MoTeKHyBa O] HEMOIPaBIUBO JIMHTBUCTHYKHU
oHecriocobenoTto PeastHo Ha YoBeukoTo-Bo YoBeUKoTO?)
W nmonartamy, nanu neUHUPAYKOTO IOBJIEKyBame Ha
peasTHOTO 071 Ja3UKOT HE UMILTUIINPA, HA U3BECEH HAUHH,
KOHCTUTYTHBHA I1071eJ10a BO CaMOTO cplie Ha YOBEYKOTO-
Bo-YoBeukoTo? IIpubernyBajku koH dusocodckara
TEPMHUHOJIOTH]A, J]a peueMe JieKa e€/lHa TaKBa MMILIH-
Kanuja Ou 6m1a IMOCKOPO MOJIMTUYKA OJIOIITO OHTOJIONIKA
(bupejku, KaKo IMITO PEKOBME ITOTOPE, UAEHTUTETOT-BO-
KpajHa-WHCTAHIIA Ha OHA ITITO Ce CIyuyBa Bo CBETOT He e
HHUIIITO IPYTO - TYKy PeasrHOTO.)

Jlokonky nozenbaTta ¥ BHATPEIIHUTE KOHQJIUKTH ce
IpUYUHETH 071 TpaHCIeHIEHTATHOTO, TOTAII KOj CTPaia-
BO-KpajHa-WMHCTAHIA O/ HEMUPUTE KOUIITO TH CJIEAAT
oBue mponecu: CTpaHeNoT BO HEj3UHUOT/HETOBUOT
XYMaHHUCTHYKHU aCHEKT, Win PeasHoTO (KOEMITO yuec-
TByBa BO ,MelllaBuHaTa“ HapeueHa Crpanemn)? Wiiwu,
IIOCKOPO, KaJie JIEXKU UJIEHTUTETOT-BO-KPajHA-UHCTAHIIA
Ha CrpaganHoTo? JlapyenoBuot oaroBop 6u riacesn: Bo
peasTHOTO. PaKTHUIKH, TOj EKCIUTUIINTHO 'O UCKAXKyBa OBA
BO eyrabopanujata Ha HETOBUOT IPEJJIOT 3a €JHO He-
¢dmmrocodcko mprcBojyBame Ha IcuxoaHan3aTa. iMeHo,
roBOpEjKU 3a ,Joui“ - KojamrTo My mpurara Ha CHHOPOT
Ha peayHoTo - Jlapyes Besu:

»Toa e HemoesreHara/o (Ha) 6osika (Ta) - a cemak HezleTep-
MHUHUPAHO O] Hea - KAKO HEIMO/eJIEHOTO J0KUBEAHO Ha
pajzocTa, HO HUKOTalll HUBHA CHHTE3a, IyPY HA UIMaHeHTHa",
(Laruelle, Ibid.)

Cenak, ocTaHyBa IpalIameTo: AKO peaslHOTO € UH/AU-
depenTHO KOH crenuduyHUTE cBOjcTBA Ha CTpaHEOT
(kako TpaHCIEHAEHTATHO), U JINHTBUCTUYKH HATIOJHO
HEKOMITIETEHTHO, KaKO TOa MOJXKE JIa CTPaja Of/Imopaau

incapacitated Real of the Human-in-Human?)
Furthermore, does the defining seclusion of the real from
the Language not, in some way, imply a constitutive
division in the very heart of the Human-in-Human?
Resorting to philosophical terminology, let us say that
such an implication would be more a political rather than
an ontological one (since, as said above, the identity-in-
the-last-instance of World’s happenings is but - the Real.)

If the division and the inner-conflicts are brought about
by the Transcendental, then who is suffering-in-the-last-
instance from the anxieties that accompany these
processes: the Stranger in her/his humanist aspect, or the
Real (participating in that “mixture” called Stranger)? Or
rather, where does the identity-in-the-last-instance of the
Suffering reside? Laruelle’s answer would be: In the real.
In fact, he explicitly states this in the elaboration of his
proposition for a non-philosophical appropriation of
psychoanalysis. Namely, speaking of “Joui” — which
belongs to the realm of the real — Laruelle says:

“It is the undivided (of) pain — yet not determined by it — as
the undivided lived of joy, but never their synthesis, not even
immanent.” (Laruelle, Ibid.)

Still, the question remains: If the real is indifferent to the
specific properties of the Stranger (inasmuch as trans-
cendental), and linguistically utterly incompetent, how
can it suffer (for) the “violence/s of metaphysics”

19
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»HACIWJICTBOTO/aTa Ha MeTapU3nKaTa“ KOEemTo ce japysa/
KOHUIITO ce jaByBaaT Bo CBerot Ha Ctpanenot? Co apyru
300pOBH, IOKOJIKY U/IEHTUTETOT-BO-KPajHA-MHCTAHIIA HA
cTpaZiameTo e Bo PeanHoTO, 1071eka Toa Ha IepUHUTUBEH
HauuH e UHAN(EPEeHTHO KOH TpaHCLIeHeHTalIHOTO,
TOramn MoXkeme Jid 1a npudaTuMme eka, cnopes Jlapye-
JoBara He-dmwiocoduja, PeasTHOTO T0 cTpasia CTpaziameTo,
HO He OHa 3a IITO, WJIM O IIITO Ce cTpaja?

[IpamameTo KOEHITO caKaM Jia IO IIOCTaBaM He ce
OZlHECYBAa Ha NMpPUOETrHyBameTO KOH ymoTpebara HaA
IIPYMep BO PAMKHUTE Ha €/IeH apTYMEHT, HUTY ITPETCTAByBa
obus z1a ce TecTHpa IPUMEHJIMBOCTA HA OBaa TEOPH]a,
TyKy obuz na ce ymotrpebu JlapyesoBaTa Hayka 3a
YOBEUYKOTO/UYOBEUKUTE CYLITECTBA BO TEHTATUBHOTO
TEOPEMATCKO HCIUTYBAb€e Ha €JTHO KOHKPETHO ITPAIIIabhe.
Taka, JOKOJIKY jac cTpaziam of ,JIOBPEIEHO YyBCTBO HA
nmoctonHCTBO“ (=TpaHcueHeHTaIHO) HAa MOJOT ,,H/leH-
TUTET Kako keHa“ (=TpaHcleHeHTaeH), laJu jac
PpeanHo cTpasaM o/i IOBPEZIEHO IyBCTBO HA JIOCTOUHCTBO,
WIN, BO KpajHa nHcTaHIa (oHaa Ha PeasiHOTO) camo ro
CTpa/iaM CTPAZIAEETO KaKo OHA cilipadaHoitio? Bo Theorie
des Etrangers, untame:

»Joui-Kojarro-e-caMo-Joui He e pe3yJITaTOT WK IPOU3BOAOT
Ha eJlHA Ollepallija Ha TPaHCIeIUPamhe Ha jouissance, TYKY
Toa e Joui-en-Joui nim umaHeHTHa (Ha) camara cebecy,
IIOCKOPO OJIOIITO HA jouissance KojamTo OH ja /laBaja wuiu
Kojamrro 6u ja koucrutyupasia Hea“ (Laruelle, 1995: 222)°

Taxka, ,Joui”, ,JI0’KHBEAaHOTO" - PEATTHOTO, € ,,AaJEHO" WJIN
»~KOHCTUTYHPAHO“ 01 ,jouissance” (KojarTo e TpaHc-
IeH/IeHTaJIHA 10 ,IPUPOo/AA“, BO HEj3UHATA IMO3UTHUBHA
peaTHOCT), a cellaK, KaKo TaKBa, KAKO BUCTUHCKO PEasTHO,
Kako ,,Joui-KojamTo-He-e-HUAIITO-/I[PYyTro-0cBeH-Joui“ He
e HUTY ,pe3yaTar” HUTY ,IPOAYKT  Ha ,TPaHCIEH-
JIeHTHaTa orepanuja Ha jouissance”. CHTyupajku ro oBoj

occurring in the World of the Stranger”? In different
words, if the identity-in-the-last-instance of the suffering
is in the Real, while the latter is being in a defining way
indifferent to the Transcendental, then can we assume
that, in Laruelle’s non-philosophy, the Real suffers the
suffering but not what the suffering is about/what is
suffered for/from?

The question that I am about to ask is not about resorting
to the use of an example within an argument, neither a
try to test the applicability of this theory, but an attempt
to make use of Laruelle’s science of the human/s in a
tentative theorematic interrogation of a concrete question.
Thus, If I am suffering from an “inflicted sense of dignity”
(=Transcendental) of my “identity as a woman” (=Trans-
cendental), am I really suffering from an inflicted sense
of dignity or am I, in the last instance (that of the Real),
merely suffering the suffering inasmuch as the suffered?
In Théorie des Etrangers, we read:

“The Joui-which-is-nothing-but-the-Joui is not the result or
the product of an operation of transcendence of the
jouissance, it is the Joui-in-Joui or immanent (to) itself, rather
than to the jouissance that would give or constitute it.”
(Laruelle, 1995: 222)°

Thus, the “Joui”, the “Lived” — the real, is “given” or
“constituted” by the “jouissance” (which is transcendental
by “nature”, in its positive reality), yet again as such, as
real proper, inasmuch as “Joui-which-is-noting-but-Joui”,
itis neither a “result” nor a “product” of the “transcendent
operation of jouissance”. Situating this paragraph within
the context of the entire setting of Laruelle’s theory, we
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Iacyc BO KOHTEKCTOT Ha IEJIOCHOTO OIKPYKyBame Ha
JlapyesnoBata Teopuja, To HaofaMe BO CBeTJIMHATA Ha
TeopHjaTa K0jallITo HU JI03BOJIyBA /A ja IPEIPOYNTyBaMe
U IIpepackakyBaMe Ha CJIeTHUOB - MOXKeOH IMOPacBeTIIy-
Bauku - HaunH. Mlako Jouissance/TpaHCIieH/IEHTaTHOTO
MO2KE - U Cexo2all 8exe TO IIPaBH TOA - /1A Ce IPETOYH BO/
MIPUKaKe cebecr KaKo J0KUBEAHO MCKYCTBO - ,Joui“,
BTOPOBO, KaKO U/IEHTUTET-BO-KPajHAa-UHCTAHI[A HA
doxcugeaHailia jouissance, e IpoAyIHPaHa HA JAPYro
MeCTO - BO COIICTBEHATA PAINKAIHA IMaHeHja. OTramy,
»Joui“, peaJTHOTO Ha/KakKO /OKUBEAHOTO € APYTO,
aBTOHOMHO IIPOjaByBame - HACTaH, (peHOMEH, WJIH,
MaTeMaTHUYKH HCKAXKaHO - OfJieJIHA efuHHUNA (Uau
MHOKECTBO, CeeZIHO) KOjallITo € camo-upodyyupaHa Ha
€/THO paMHHIITe (PeaTHOTO) IO MHTEPBEHI[H]jA HA APYTOTO
(TpaucuenaentamHoro). 1 ga He 3abopaBume - Jlapyes
ce IOBUKYBa Ha €IHOCTPAHOCTA HA Pa3JIMKaTa ImoMery
JIBeTe MHCTAHIIU U He-T0/IBoeHocTa Ha YoBeukoTo (-BO-
YoBEeUYKOTO).

3. NoBp3yBawe Ha PeanHoTo co OTyreHnoT YoBek

Cenak, ce YMHU pPEeYMCH HEBO3MOJKHO Jla Ce JIOIHpa
TOYKaTa WIH - JIOKOJIKYy He CTaHyBa 300D 3a JIOIUpAIbe,
TOrari - 71a ce caTH MPOIECOT Ha HEITOCPEAYBAHOCTA Ha
KOMYHHUKaIjara (Mim, MoxkeOu, MpeBOIO0T) IIOMEry IBETE
WHCTAHITA U JIBaTa COOJBETHHU pPOJia Ha MPOjaByBamba.
Cekako, BJIOTOT TyKa — HarJlacyBaMe - He € CHHTe3a - TECT
Ha 00eZIMHYBaIb€e Ha IBETE COCTABKYU HA N3BECEH OMHApEH
KOHCTPYKT - TYKY TOKMY MO?KHOCTA 32 KOMYHUKauuja, 3a
MIpeIUIeTyBame MOMery JiBeTe MHCTaHIu. ViMeHo, jac 6u
0 3acTalyBaJjia CTaBOT JIeKa PACIIENIOT, U3BECEH IITU3MaT-
CKH CTaTyC € IPUCYTEH BO CAMOTO TKaewhe Ha YOBEYKOTO
(-B0-Y0BEUKOTO), JOKOJIKY PEQATHOTO - KOEIIITO, KAKO IIITO
e cydaj, yuecTByBa BO reHesata Ha CTpaHENOT - BO
HeropaTa KpajHa HEMOCT, OCTaHyBa HEU3MEHJIMBO U
HETIOMHUPJIUBO HHAU(EPEHTHO U ITOMPEYEHO BO OJTHOC HA

find it under the light of a theory that allows us to re-read
it and re-tell it in the following - perhaps more clarifying
- way. Although the Jouissance/the Transcendental can
— and always already does - issue into/render itself as a
lived experience — the “Joui”, the latter, as the identity-
in-the-last-instance of the lived jouissance, is produced
elsewhere — in its own radical immanence. Therefore, the
“Joui”, the real of/as the lived, is another, autonomous
occurrence — event, phenomenon, or mathematically put
— a separate unit/set — that has been auto-produced on
one level (the real) upon the intervention of another (the
Transcendental). And let us not forget, Laruelle invokes
the unilaterality of the difference between the two
instances and the in-division of the Human (-in-Human).

3. Relaying the Real to the Estranged Human

Nevertheless, it seems virtually impossible to locate the
point, or — if it is not a question of location, then — to
conceive of a process of immediacy of communication (or,
perhaps, translation) between the two instances and the
two respective genera of occurrences. Surely, what is at
stake here is emphatically not a synthesis — a gesture of
unification of the two components of a certain binary
construct — but precisely the possibility of communica-
tion, of interface between the two instances. Since, I would
argue, a fissure, a certain schismatic status is being
implicated in the very tissue of the Human (-in-Human),
if the real — which, as it happens, participates in the
genesis of the Stranger — in its utter muteness, remains
inalterably and implacably indifferent and impeded in
relation to the concerns of the Transcendental within the
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IIpeoKymanuuTe Ha TpaHCIEHAEHTATHOTO BO PAMKHTE HAa
Crpanenor. OBaa amncosyTHa UHAUMEPEHTHOCT OU TO
IIPUKa’Kajla CeKOe MEHYBAbE U MOAYJIUPAHE, AKO HUIIITO
ZIPYTO - CeKoja MmoBpesia HaHeceHa HAa CTpaHeNOT caMo
KaKO XaJIylIIMHALMja 32 UAEHTUTETOT-BO-KPajHA-HHCTaH-
na. JlokoysKy peasHoTO € (,TOIMOCOT* M/UjIH ,MaTepu-
jayIoT" Ha ) UAEHTUTETOT-BO-KPajHA-UHCTAHIIA, ¥ KO TOj
cexozawl 6eke Ha aIlCOJIyTeH HAYUH ja oTdpJia peie-
BAaHTHOCTA Ha IpallamaTa KOUIITO IO M3MadyBaaT
CrpaHenoT, Torami, OM MOXeJIO Jla ce 3aKJIy4d - BO
paMKHUTe Ha OBaa TEOpHja - UPEJIEBAHTHO € (BO KpajHa
WHCTAHIIA) TaJT1 HEKOJ CTPazia o] IOBpe/ia Ha HEej3UHOTO/
HETOBOTO ,,JJOCTOMHCTBO® KaKO jXKeHa (WJIH Tej, I[PHEI,
utH). nu, co apyru 300pOBH, JOKOJIKY PEATHOTO TO
KpeInu eIMHCTBEHO ,,CTPA/IAHOTO“ U HE ce O/THECYBA HA OHA
O/ IITO WJIM 3a IITO C€ CTPaja, TOTalll CTPaJamaTa Ha
TIOBPEZIEHOTO ,,JIOCTOMHCTBO® HA HEKOj UAEHTUTET (Wi
Ha CYIIITECTBOTO KOe 00po ce mpudaka co cebecu Kako
TOKMY TOj IMOeAVWHEYEH UIEHTUTET) HeMaaT HUKAKBA
peJieBaHTHOCT-BO-KpajHa-uHcTaHa. Hajmocse, Tpeba in
7a noapasbepeMe eKa HeUHja HEJArOJHOCT OKOJIY
COIICTBEHUOT cTaTyc Kako KeHa - wu I'ej, wm ,, I'paranuna
Ha Tperuor CBeT“ - € BO KpajHa JIMHHUja HeOuilieH 3a
HETOBHUOT/HEJ3UHUOT UJEHTUTET-BO-KPajHA-UHCTAHIIA,
KOJjIITO € 0OHOj Ha Oe3riacHoTo PeanHo?

KopekTHo e na ce kaxe geka JlapyesaoBuoT He-(duio-
coCKH OITyC He HyIU EKCIUIUITUTEH WJIU HEJIBOCMUCIIEH
OZITOBOP Ha €IHO BakBO Ipamiame. Ha oBaa Touka,
MPENyIITEHN CMe Ha MOKHOCTA /Ia C€ BIIYIITHUME BO
HCTPa)kyBame Ha MOTEHI[MjaJIOT Ha OBOj JUCKYPC Za
00e30e1u yBU/ BO MOXKHHUTE HAYMHU HA ITOBP3yBaIbe
rmoMery JiBeTe MHCTAaHIIA KOWIITO OW MOJXKeJe JIeTH-
TUMHOCTa Ha PEAJTHOTO /Ia UM ja IPUIIUIIAT Ha XyMa-
HHUCTUYKHUTE HECIIOKOjCTBA HAa UJIEHUTETOT.

Stranger. This absolute indifference would render any
flexion and inflexion, if nothing else — any infliction
brought upon the Stranger as nothing but a hallucination
for the-identity-in-the-last-instance. If the real is (the
“topos” and/or the “material” of) the identity-in-the-last-
instance, and if it always already discounts in an absolute
way the relevance of the questions tormenting the
Stranger, then, one might conclude, in terms of this theory
- it is irrelevant (in the last instance) if one suffers from
infliction on her/his “dignity” inasmuch as a woman (or
gay, black, and so on). Or, in other words, if the real bears
only the “suffered” and has no bearing on what is suffered
from or about, than the sufferings of the inflicted “dignity”
of an identity (or of the being on good terms with oneself
inasmuch as that particular identity) bear no relevance-
in-the-last-instance. Finally, are we to understand that
one’s malaise around one’s status as a Woman — or Gay,
or “The Citizen of the Third World” — is ultimately
immaterial to one’s identity-in-the-last-instance, which
is that of the voiceless Real?

It is only fair to say that Laruelle’s non-philosophical opus
does not offer an explicit or unequivocal response to a
question such as this one. At this point, we are left with
the possibility of venturing some investigation into the
potentiality of this discourse for procuring an insight into
the possible ways of interface between the two instances
that might accord the legitimacy of the real to the
humanist anxieties of identity.
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Cekaxko, Peannoro, umenyBano kako Ero(-so Ero),
COIJIEJIAHO BO HETOBATA KOPEJIAIlNja, a CeNak, eM(paTHUIKH,
HEKOHCTUTYTUBHA MOBP3aHOCT - ¢c0 CTpaHenoT 10KHU-
BeaHOTO TpaHCIEeHIEHTAIHO, € HIEHTUTETOT-BO-KpajHa-
nHcTtaHna Ha CTpaHENOT, U BO Taa CMHCJA TOj IO
nerutuMupa camuoTr CrpaHen Kako peaseH. Cemak,
BJIOTOT TyKa € MPAIIakbeTo 3a JETUTUMHUPAETO, IIPEKY
aBTOPUTETOT HA PeasTHOTO, Ha MO3UTHBHATA PEATHOCT Ha
TpaHCHEeHAEHTAaTHOTO HHKOPIIOPUPaHOo BO CTpaHeror.
CnencTBeHO, MOKaM JIM Jla KaXKaM JleKa 80 KpPajHA
uHcllaHya cyM PaMHOAYIIHA KOH IOBpPeJyBadyKaTa
cyOjeKnmja Ha MOJjOT HJEHTUTET KaKo keHa Bo CBETOT
(Jasukot/duckypcot - cBetot/,,CBETOT* BO KOjIITO
>)kuBeeMe)? Jlayi MOjOT U/IEHTUTET-BO-KpajHA-MHCTAHIIA,
oHaa ,CeOHOCT® KOjallITO KMBee BHATPE W KaKO Taa
Hen30eXHa CUTYHPAHOCT BHATPE HEAPTUKYJIUPAHOTO U
HECBOJIJIMBO HAa KOj W Aa Ouio KoHIenT 3a MeHe-
PeasinaTa, e HanoJIHO HEyKa ¥ UHAM(EPEHTHA BO TOTJIE],
Ha MouTe HCKycTBa Kako KeHa (TOj uaeHTHTapEH,
TpaHcIieHieHTasieH peHomeH)? Jlanu oBa ,uHCYy(pH-
UEHTHO, pa3HuIaHo“ YoBeuko-Bo YoBeuko (JIapyein) -
KOEIIITO CyM jac, BO MOjOT UJIEHTUTET-BO-KPajHA-MHCTaH-
1A - € TOJIKY alCOJIyTHO HEKOMIIETETHTHO U HEUYBCTBU-
TeJIHO Ha MOUTe IIpekuBeunu kako Crpaner - Kena?

MoeTo-peasiHO € cexoz2aul 8exe HeTPaHCIeHIUPAHO,
CJIEJICTBEHO, HECBOJJIMBO HAa HEKAKBO 3Haueme. date-
HOCTa BO ,M€HEe" € OHA IIITO He MOXKe /1a Ou/ie ITPECBPTEHO
U TPaHCIEHANPAHO-BO-KpajHa-uHCTaHna. 1 0Boj mperpab
MO2Ke J1a Ou/ie HapedeH ,,peaTHO, ,, 9OBEUKO-BO-UOBEUKO®,
LAJIEHTUTET-BO KpajHa WHCTAHIA®, HO 1loa He Modce 0a
6ude ume, u e uHAN(PEPEHTEH KOH NMEHYBAIHETO BO Taa
CMHCJIA IITO HeMa MOTpeba-0/1-Hero-Bo-KpajHa-nHCTaH-
na.’ PeaJlTHOTO HAa MojaTa PeasTHOCT € HEIOJIaTJINBO 3a
WMeHyBame, KOHIIENTyaIn3allfja, Toa € HeCBOJIMBO Ha
3HaYeHe, OU/IejKU € aBTOXTOHO U IOMUHUPA Ha COIICTBEH,
HecaTIMB HAYWH, HACIIPOTH CTPeMeXoT Ha TpaHc-

Surely, the Real, termed as the Ego (-in Ego), when viewed
in its co-relation — yet, emphatically, not constitutive
relatedness - to the Stranger/the lived Transcendental, is
the identity-in-the-last-instance of the Stranger, and in
that sense it legitimizes the Stranger him/herself
inasmuch as real. Still, what is at stake here is the question
of legitimization by the authority of the Real of the positive
reality of the Transcendental incorporated within the
Stranger. Therefore, can I say that I am in the last instance
indifferent to the injurious subjection of my identity as a
woman within the World (Language/Discourse — the
world/”World” we live in)? Is my identity-in-the-last-
instance, that “Self” living within and inasmuch as that
inescapable situatedness within the unarticulated and
irreducible to any concept/s Real-of-Me, entirely illiterate
and indifferent with respect to my experiences as a
Woman (that identitary, transcendental phenomenon)?
Is that “insufficient, frail” Human-in-Human (Laruelle)
— which I am, in my identity-in-the-last-instance - so
absolutely incompetent and numb to my ordeals as the
Stranger- Woman?

The real-of-me is always already untranscended,
therefore irreducible to a meaning. It is that being grasped
within “myself”, which cannot be overturned and
transcended-in-the-last-instance. And this grasp can be
named “real”;, “human-in-human”, “identity-in-the-last-
instance”, but it cannot be a name, and is indifferent to
the naming in the sense that it does not need-it-in-the-
last-instance.” The real of my reality is elusive to naming,
conceptualization, irreducible to meaning, since it is
autochthonous and prevails according to its own
inconceivable ways, and in spite of the appetite of the
Transcendental to appropriate and tame it. In its last
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[EH/IEHTTHOTO /A TO IPHUCBOU U J]a TO MPUIIUTOMH. Bo
KpajHa MHCTAHIIA, TOA € CYIITHHCKU HHAN(PEPEHTHO KOH
JIMHTBUCTUYKUTE MPETEH3UH 32 HETOBA pe-ampoIpH-
jaruja.

Cemnak, OKOJIKY pealHOTO He Tpeba aa ce cdaTu Kako
WU3BECHO ,,MeTa“ - WIN/ U ,,UJIEATUCTHIKO MECTO, IOKOJIKY
TOA CeKo2awl 8exe yu4eCcTBYBa BO KUBOTOT Ha CTpaHeror,
JIMIIIEHO O] KaKOB U Jla OMJIO TOTEHIHjasT /1a ,KUBEe
HEe3aBUCEH KUBOT, TOTAIII, BO IPyTa MHCTAHIA - HE MOXKe
7la Oujie HAIOJIHO JIMHTBUCTUYKY HHAUGbepeHTHO. He-
punocodpckuoT AUCKYpC TO UMIUIUIUPA KOHCIUUIY-
uueHotlo 8ilneiukysarwe Ha Peamnoro Bo TpaHCIeH-
nentanuoto. Co dpyeu 36oposu, iioa Hu ja dasa
MoxcHOCIa 3a necutliumHailia tipettiiiociliaska 3a camo-
2eHepupaHaitia tipucuna Ha Peannoitio ooHoso da ce
tiojasu, 00HOBO Oa ce s8ocCiiaHOBU cebecu KAKO HYNMCeH
cybjexili Ha ceoellio coliciligeHO olly2dysare - HA
TpaHcuenOeHyujaitia. JTOKOJKY peaslHOTO € UAEHTHU-
TETOT-BO-KpajHa-WHCTAHIA HA KOja U Zja OMJI0 U Ha ceTa
PEATTHOCT, MOKEME /1A ja PeIJIOKUME XUIIOTe3aTa JIeKa
TOKMY PeajylHOTO e OHa KOEIIITO cexoz2aill gexe ce PUIBU-
’KyBa cebecu KOH COIICTBEHATa - MAaKO, BO KpajHa
MHCTAHIIa, HEBO3MOXKHA - TPAHCIIEHEHIINja. 3a/yIIyBay-
KaTa caM0o-00TpaJIEHOCT Ha PEATTHOTO Ce CTPEMH KOH TOa
Jla ja Ha/IMUHE CBOjaTa COIICTBEHA HEM3DEXKHOCT - IIPEKY
(cebe-)oTyryBame, IpeKy cebe-TpaHCIeHAUPAbE.

Taka, renepupameTro Ha Taa ,CeHka“ - Ctpanenor, e
BKOPEHETO BO HYKHOCTA UMILTAIIPaHa Bo PeasrHOTO /12
ce pe-tmpoaynmpa cebecu Bo (1 3a) CBeroT. U 10KOJIKY
O0Baa IMpUHYyZA 32 OTylyBame MOTEKHYBa OJi U3BECHA
M3BOPHA HeJarofgHocT Ha PeanHoTo (BO HajMasa paka,
ox Taa kiIayctpodobUUHa caMo-00rpajieHoOCT), ToTalll,
HAYMHUTE HA apTUKYJallhja HA HETOBOTO - HABUCTUHA -
OTyT'eHO MO3UIUOHUPaEhe BO CBETOT - U rpeKy CTpaHeIoT
- He MOXaT Jja OuaT CymTecTBeHO IMpOou3BoOIHU. Vako

instance, it is essentially indifferent to the linguistic
pretensions for its re-appropriation.

However, if the real is not to be taken as a certain “meta-"
or/and “idealistic” locus, if it is always already parti-
cipating in the life of the Stranger, deprived of any
potentiality to “live an independent life”, then - in another
instance - it cannot be entirely linguistically indifferent.
The non-philosophical discourse implies the constitutive
entanglement of the Real with the Transcendental. In
other words, it allows us the possibility for a legitimate
assumption about the self-generated compulsion of the
Real to re-appear, re-establish itself as the necessary
subject to its own alienation — to Transcendence. If the
real is the identity-in-the-last-instance of any and all
reality, we can venture the hypothesis that it is the Real
that always already propels itself toward its own —
although, in the last instance, impossible — transcendence.
The suffocating self-enclosure of the real strives to surpass
its own inescapability — through (self-) estrangement,
through self-transcendence.

Thus, the generation of that “Shadow” — the Stranger — is
rooted in the necessity implicated within the Real to re-
produce itself into (and for) the World. And if that
compulsion for estrangement originates from a certain
genuine discomfort of the Real (to the least, from that
claustrophobic self-enclosure), then, the ways of
articulation of its, indeed, alienated positioning into the
World — and through the Stranger — cannot be essentially
arbitrary. Even though the processes of articulation (the




Identities ) Journal for Politics, Gender and Culture, Vol. III, No. 1, Summer 2004

MIpOIeCUTE Ha apTHUKYyJanyja (aejcTByBamaTa Ha TpaHe-
LIEHJIEHTAJTHOTO) Ce OJIUTPyBaaT Ha JIpyrO PaMHHUIIITE,
IIpeKy JIpyra MHCTAHIIA - OHAaa Ha OTY['YBaWmeTO, caMaTa
norpeba 3a apTuKyjanuja, Ou pekse, e 3aUHATA OJ
peanHoTo (07 TOj He-pedeKTUPAaH UIEHTUTET-BO-
KpajHa-uHcTaHIa). Flako apTukysnanujara (mpoayKijaTa
Ha TpaHCIeH/IEHTaJTHOTO) 3al0YHYBa €JHHCTBEHO CO
BOCTAaHOBYBAHETO HA MHCTAHIATA HA OTylyBameTo (Ha
PeasiHOTO OZ1 HETO CaMOTO), U €JUHCTBEHO IIPEKY HETO,
3a4eTHUKOT Ha OBHE (OTYIeHHU) IIPOIeCH He MOXKe J1a Ouzie
- BO HEIIITO ,,JIPYTO-0CBEH-KPajHAaTa-UHCTAHIA" - HATIOJTHO
HEKOMIIETEHTEH BO O/THOC Ha HUB.

NmeHo, kako PeastHOTO, KaKO OHOj HAEHTUTET-BO-KPajHA-
WHCTaHIIA KOj He OMJ1 OTyTeH, ,,Eroro” (Bo He-aHATUTHIKHU
TEPMHHU) OCTaHyBa HHAV(EPEHTHO KOH JIejCTBHUjaTa Ha
unentudukanuja Ha HUBO Ha CtpaHenot. Cemak, KaKo
OHAaa KOHCTUTYTUBHA - U OCBEH TOA, 3aCeTrHATa COCTOjKa
BHaTtpe CrpaHenoTt, PeastHOTO MMIIMIIUpA U3BECHA
cBoe(BuHA) o3HaUyBauka kKommnereHnuja. Co dpyau
36oposu, dypu u ako He 20 36opyea ja3ukoili Ha
TpaHcyeHOeHTaNHOTIO oA Modice - U HYHCHO 00208apa
- Ha He2o.

Hajmocse, ceto oHa koemTo GuI0 d0oXdCUBEAHO OF
CTtpaHenor, Aypu U HA OHA CEHYECTO PAMHUIITE Ma
xymaHuCTHYKOTO YoBeuko (TpaHCHeHIeHTaTHOTO), ja
Haofa cBojaTa KpajHAa WHCTAHIA HA UJIEHTUTET - KaKO
doxcusearno(To) - BO pamkuTe Ha PeasHoto. Ciie/icTBEHO,
MO2Ke J1a ce TBpAH Zieka PeasrHoTO ocTaHyBa nHAMMEPEH-
THO KOH XyMaHHUCTUYKHUTE HECTIOKOjCTBA OKOJIY TOA ,,KOU
cMe HHe BO 0BOj CBeT“, KOH OHUE TPIIKH U TPEOKYTIAIUN
KOHW U mpumaraaT Ha BUCTUHCKAaTa TEPUTOpPHja HA
TpaucnenaenTanHoTo. Cemnaxk, jac 61 UCTaKHAIA IEKa TOA
e cekoraiil Beke JoilipeHO - U OCBEH TOa 3ace2Haillo H
UMTAUYUPAHO - O] , TPAHCIIEH/IEHTATHOTO KOEIITO €
doxcuseaHo tipexy oHoj ,,IanoT koj cme Hue” (JIapyei),

workings of the Transcendental) are taking place on
another level, through another instance — that of the
estrangement, the very need for articulation, we would
argue, is begotten by the real (of that non-reflected
identity-in-the last-instance). Even though the articu-
lation (the production of the Transcendental) begins only
with the establishing of the instance of estrangement (of
the Real from itself) and solely through it, the Begetter of
those (alienated) processes cannot be — in an “other-than-
the-last-instance” — utterly incompetent in relation to
them.

Namely, inasmuch as the Real, inasmuch as that identity-
in-the-last-instance that has not been estranged, the “Ego”
(in non-analytical terms) remains indifferent to the
workings of identification on the level of the Stranger.
Nevertheless, inasmuch as that constitutive — and,
moreover, concerned - ingredient within the Stranger, the
Real implicates a certain signifying competence of its own
(kind). In other words, even though it does not speak the
language of the Transcendental it can — and necessarily
does — respond to it.

After all, everything that has been lived by the Stranger,
even on that shadowy level of the humanist Human (the
Transcendental), finds its last instance of identity —
inasmuch as (the) lived — within the Real. Therefore, one
can claim that the Real remains indifferent to the
humanistic anxieties over “who we are in this World”, to
those concerns and affairs that belong to the territory
proper of the Transcendental. However, I would argue that
it is always already touched — and furthermore, concerned
and implicated — by the “transcendental” that has been
lived through that “Idiot that we are” (Laruelle), the
Stranger. In that sense, I will venture the claim that my
malaise as a “Woman” thrown into this “World” carries
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Crpasnernor. Bo Taa cmucsa, jac ro mpezjiaraM TBpAEHETO
JleKa MojaTa Hejaroja kako . Kena“ ¢psena Bo oBoj
»CBeT“ r0 HOCH 3PHOTO Ha HEYZAOOHOCTA HA PEATTHOTO, U
HEroBOTO COYYECHHUIITBO IIOCKOPO OJOIITO UHAUDe-
PEHTHOCTa KOH MojaTa IMOBpeZieHa CUTYHPAHOCT BO OBOj
cser ,,CBet®.
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benewku

1 ,Ceetor” BOo cmuciya Ha JlapyesnoBata He-pumocoduja:
»,CBeTOT* Ha Muciara, TpaHCIleHJeHTaITHOTO, Ja3HKOT,
Juckyp3uBHOCTA - Hajuoce, ,dunocodujara® (TepMUH BO He-
¢dunocodujara koj HacTojyBa Aa ru oraTH CUTE OBUE TIOUMU/
MMUA).

2 “C’est son auto-position fondamentale; ce que 'on peut
appeler aussi son auto-factualisation ou son auto-fétichisation
— tout ce que nous rassemblons sous le Principe de philosophie
suffisante (PPS)” (Laruelle, Philosophie et non-philosophie: 17)

the grain of the discomfort of the real, and its complicity
rather than indifference to my inflicted situating within
this world/”World”.
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Notes

1 “World” in the sense of Francois Laruelle’s non-philosophy:
the “world” of Thought, the Transcendental, Language,
Discursivity — finally, “Philosophy” (the term in non-philosophy
that seeks to encompass all these notions/names).

2 “C’est son auto-position fondamentale; ce que 'on peut
appeler aussi son auto-factualisation ou son auto-fétichisation
— tout ce que nous rassemblons sous le Principe de philosophie
suffisante (PPS)” (Laruelle, Philosophie et non-philosophie: 17)
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3 Bugere: JlapyenoBoto fesno Le Christ futur: Une lecon
d’hérésie (2002), ocobeno: morasjero “La derniére prophétie
ou '’homme-messie.”

4 “[...] ‘Humanité’ proprement dite, dont nous dirons qu’elle
n’est pas habitée d’Ego — ’Ego n’habite pas — mais uniquement
d’Etrangers.” (Laruelle, Théorie des Etrangers: 77)

5 “I1 est le vécu indivis (de) la douleur — celle-ci ne le
déterminant pas — comme le vécu indivis de la joie, mais
nullement leur synthése, méme immanente [...]” (Laruelle,
Théorie des Etrangers: 225)

¢ “Le Joui-qui-n’est-que-Joui n’est pas le résultat ou le produit
de l'opération transcendante de la jouissance, il est Joui-en-
Joui ou immanent (a) soi plutét qu’a la jouissance qui le
donnerait ou le constituerait.”

7“[...] c’est que le Joui n’a pas besoin de cette symbolization, le
Réel excluant par essence et positivement le signifiant [...]”
(Laruelle, Théorie des Etrangers: 224-225)

3 See: Laruelle’s Le Christ futur: Une lecon d’hérésie (2002),
in particular: Chapter “La derniére prophétie ou 'homme-
messie.”

4 “[...] ‘Humanité proprement dite, dont nous dirons qu’elle
n’est pas habitée d’Ego — ’Ego n’habite pas — mais uniquement
d’Etrangers.” (Laruelle, Théorie des Etrangers: 77)

5 “I] est le vécu indivis (de) la douleur — celle-ci ne le
déterminant pas — comme le vécu indivis de la joie, mais
nullement leur synthése, méme immanente [...]” (Laruelle,
Théorie des Etrangers: 225)

¢ “Le Joui-qui-n’est-que-Joui n’est pas le résultat ou le produit

de l'opération transcendante de la jouissance, il est Joui-en-
Joui ou immanent (a) soi plutét qu’a la jouissance qui le
donnerait ou le constituerait.”

7“[...] c’est que le Joui n’a pas besoin de cette symbolization, le
Réel excluant par essence et positivement le signifiant [...]”
(Laruelle, Théorie des Etrangers: 224-225)
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