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         Truth and Reality

         
      

      
      This book investigates the historical and logical bonds between the notion of truth
         conceived as “creation” and the revelation of the world beyond any constraints of
         truth, beyond meaning and sense, ultimately the world of indifference toward man.
         In the twentieth century, the century of the linguistic turn, language began to disintegrate
         and lose its center in order to still be able to enclose and permeate every joint
         of reality; it was designed as a means of everyday concerns, the practices of life
         forms, social customs, information transfers, communications, and metaphorical and
         metonymical shifts. For the purpose of undercutting any impulses of idealization of
         linguistic signs, it exhibited a tendency to become an essentially ordinary language. The price to be paid for allowing no reality outside language was that language
         was also not permitted to surpass the weight of reality, to create events of truth,
         posit contextually immune ideas, and produce more truth than the situations of this
         world have given reason to. In contrast, the object of this treatise is precisely
         the fundamentally nonordinary, excessive life of language and its unrecognized relation
         to realism. It is our aspiration to establish a correlation between the emergences
         of truth and the revelations of the untruth of reality, between the operations of
         idealization and the processes of desymbolization.
      

      
       We live in a time of many new realisms. The otherwise highly heterogeneous philosophical
         movement known as speculative realism seems to share one basic diagnosis in particular,
         from which everything else is derived: with Kant, Western philosophy lost any contact
         with the outside world—an interpretation that could be considered one-sided, to put
         it mildly. It is supposed that ever since Kant encapsulated the whole of reality within
         the borders of transcendental subjectivity, the modern, post-Kantian subject is incapable
         of stepping outside the totalizing horizons of consciousness and language. As a consequence,
         the philosophy of and after Kant has become almost synonymous with antirealism. Contrary
         to this simple equation, we would like to point out the necessary realist side of the philosophical endeavors of Kant, Hegel, Nietzsche, Heidegger, Wittgenstein,
         and others. This book sets out to retrace another tendency in Western philosophy,
         according to which the possibility of realism has always been there, and to locate the subtle eventualities in which realism is provoked, facilitated,
         and harbored by philosophy itself, and where it no longer represents a threat to the
         philosophical grasp of reality. After all, today one is hardly aware of the fact that
         the original opponents against whom the philosophies of consciousness and linguistic
         turn were conceived were not realists but antirealists. Kant explicitly developed
         his stance against Berkeley’s idealist immaterialism and Hume’s agnosticism, the confrontation
         with Schulze’s skepticism provided an important incentive for the formation of German
         Idealism, large parts of Wittgenstein’s and Heidegger’s arguments are a result of
         the opposition to solipsism or skepticism, and so forth.
      

      
      The history of modern philosophy exhibits a certain paradox. On the one hand, it seems
         undeniable that Kant opened the door to antirealism, and philosophy after Kant only
         deepened this tendency and even lost its way in the labyrinths of subjective idealism,
         perspectivity, existential projects, language games, and discourses. As Graham Harman
         puts it: “Inspired ultimately by Immanuel Kant, correlationists are devoted to the
         human-world correlate as the sole topic of philosophy, and this has become the unspoken
         central dogma of all continental and much analytic philosophy.”[1]   But there is a side to Kantian and post-Kantian thought that remains somewhat overlooked
         and unaccounted for: philosophy after Kant began increasingly to emphasize the smallness
         of man and downright relish in his contingency and cosmic insignificance, and, in
         small but continuous steps, elaborated the notion of the world lacking any signs of
         human or divine reason. The question might be raised: Is reality as thought by modern
         philosophy now all-too-human, or is it rather basically inhuman? Does the modern subject
         enclose the world in his mind, or is he vanishing at the edge of a foreign universe?
         This impasse perhaps demands another concept of truth—in other words, the paradox
         must be recognized as a necessary equilibrium.
      

      
      Thus, to accuse post-Kantian philosophy of antirealism is rash and inaccurate, to
         say the least, and we only have to read in the texts of modern philosophy with a trace
         of subtlety and nuance to find that in them the epistemological self-inauguration
         of the subject goes hand in hand with his anthropological dethronement, that the god-like
         centrality of the “ego” is constantly counterbalanced with his creatural marginality,
         that the activity of the constitutive subject is juxtaposed with the growing indifference
         of the world, and that the linguistic appropriation of the world simultaneously performs
         operations of the de-symbolization of reality. However, with these precarious equilibria,
         the conditions of possibility of realism have become more complex and intricate. It
         is therefore the goal of this treatise to demonstrate how the paradigms of consciousness
         and language are not necessarily incompatible with realism, but rather open new and
         broader possibilities for the world behind and beyond consciousness and language to
         disclose itself.
      

      
      The book’s thesis that realism is a necessary possibility and an unacknowledged companion
         of modern reason is based on three main argumentative complexes, which could be titled
         shortly as (1) alleviation of the truth constraint from reality and the invention
         of indifference toward the world, (2) the possibility of proving the existence of
         the world from the spirit of its untruth, and (3) the revelation of the world beyond
         the limits of language. We discuss each of these points in a separate chapter.
      

      
      The first chapter will offer a new reading of the development of philosophy from rationalism
         and empiricism to Kant and Hegel—not as a one-way road toward antirealism, but as
         a movement of allowing and releasing new dimensions of realism unthinkable in the
         ontologies of pre-Kantian philosophy. Based on three possible forms of truth value,
         three possible relations of knowledge to its outside, we will distinguish three ontologies
         within the progress from early modern to contemporary philosophy. The first is the
         “ontology of adequation,” extending from Descartes’s dualism, Malebranche’s occasionalism,
         Spinoza’s monism, and Leibniz’s monadology, to Berkeley’s immaterialism and Hume’s
         agnosticism. Second is the “ontology of totalization,” which originates from Kant’s
         transcendental philosophy of the conditions of possibility, but whose traces can later
         be found in Heidegger’s analysis of Dasein, Wittgenstein’s pragmatic life form, or Derrida’s text. And, finally, the third is
         the “ontology of release” or the “ontology of de-totalization,” whose first rudiments
         may have been provided by Hegel and his concept of Gleichgültigkeit, indifference. This operation of release is, in our view, one of the underestimated and unnoticed maneuvers in the history
         of philosophy; even Hegel did not recognize it as a “method.” And it is this operation
         that offers the best prospects for realism.
      

      
      First, the neglected realist side of Kant’s transcendental turn will be indicated. We claim that there is such
         a thing as Kant’s “realism,” and that it does not consist in the possibility of directly
         touching the thing-in-itself, but must instead be understood historically and relatively
         to the philosophies of the rationalists and the empiricists. Kant’s theoretical move
         was to retract the forms of reason to the realm of transcendental conditions in order
         to liberate reality from the compulsion of directly representing ideas and to detach
         ideas from being directly perceivable in the immediate reality. Bluntly put, Kant
         constructed a philosophy that would secure the normal and necessary existence of the
         world behind our backs. As opposed to Descartes’s piece of paper being doubted in
         its existence, as opposed to Malebranche’s occasional cause being invariably induced
         by God, as opposed to Leibniz’s substance or monad being an immediate embodiment of
         its individual concept or idea, as opposed to Berkeley’s table vanishing when not
         perceived, and as opposed to Hume’s game of billiards lacking causal necessity, Kant
         in a way philosophically warranted a world that does not have to be perpetually verified
         and can therefore exist devoid of God’s ideas and outside the intensive constancy
         of the human gaze.
      

      
      Second, against the common understanding according to which Hegelian absolute idealism
         is merely an intensification of Kant’s antirealism, we will, again, point out the
         ignored realist side of Hegel’s philosophy. Hegel was one of the rare philosophers
         capable of thinking the radical meaninglessness of immediate reality, the nonanthropomorphism
         of the world; he even considered nature to be the realm of a “lost God.” Thus, instead
         of flatly accusing him of antirealism, we should examine which counterweight he deployed
         in the balances of truth in order to be able to afford such a disillusioned, antihumanist,
         effectively realist outlook on reality. A re-reading of “Sense certainty” from the
         Phenomenology of Spirit will reveal that Hegel’s new conceptualization of truth which is first conceived
         of as a representation of the given, but then, in its tenacity, exhibits a certain
         enduring surplus of truth, logically justifies the indifferent stance toward the immediate reality originally referred to. Behind these seemingly
         trivial operations there is a method at work, a somewhat overlooked method of indifference not fully recognized and developed by Hegel himself, although it is operative at every
         level of his thought, from epistemology to social theory and the philosophy of history.
         The crucial acquirement of this “indifference” is the possibility of releasing the
         world into a state of untruth without bereaving it of its existence. If there is such a thing as Hegel’s “realism,”
         it lies in the ability to consider reality as existing without also being the carrier
         of any truth. The gist of Hegel’s move consists in establishing an emergent realm
         of a higher standing, from where the facticity which was once under its jurisdiction
         is “released” into a periphery beyond any claims of truth. The self-reflexivity of
         Hegel’s concept can only be realized if it simultaneously points to its necessary
         outside, which is not conceptually pre-determined. This balance between self-positing
         entities and their outside losing the stamp of human forms, this basic equation in
         all its many variations, is the main logical form around which our treatise is built.
      

      
      The second chapter will further elucidate the stance of the “untruth of reality.”
         The correlation will be investigated between reality subsisting in “a state of least
         pretension” and truth assuming the form of surplus, creation, emergence, and the new.
         It is our intention to discern and expose a certain inherent fallacy of the concept
         of truth inasmuch as it derives its “value” from reality and demands to be verified
         by it. Following in the footsteps of the three famous “ontological proofs” of Kant,
         Heidegger, and Wittgenstein, we will show that the possibilities of proving the existence
         of the world arise when the frame is first set up in which the truth constraint can
         finally be alleviated from reality, that is, when reality no longer needs to represent
         and embody an idea. These “ontologies of totalization” all made use of the same method
         of a shift of emphasis from this individual thing to the framework of experience that encompasses a multitude and,
         potentially, the entirety of things: Kant’s context of experience, Heidegger’s totality of involvements, and Wittgenstein’s
         life form. Now, this method of the alleviation of truth must be carried out to its utmost consequences. The enigma of reality unfolds where
         the “truth constraint” is applied, where the idea is supposed to be incarnated. To
         put it simply, where truth is expected from reality, reality becomes precarious. Within
         the frame of the “ontology of adequation,” it is the immediate thing to which the
         imposition of embodying an idea is applied, so the thing becomes an object of doubt,
         needs to be closed off within the boundaries of a monad, or vanishes behind our backs.
         The existence of the singular thing, however, becomes less opaque if the perspective
         of a totality preceding it is assumed. Nonetheless, the “ontologies of totalization”
         could outplay the impasses of the “ontologies of adequation” only by assuming another
         “ideal surplus” holding the world together, a surplus called “conditions of possibility,”
         “significance,” “meaning.” The correlate of the “idea” striving to be incarnated is
         now no longer a singular object but a mediation of totality. And, by extension, the
         operation of presupposed totalization produces its own illusions, which, instead of
         unsettling singular things, befall the whole of being and end up in Kantian dialectic,
         Heidegger’s wonder of Being, or Wittgenstein’s mysticism of the fact that the world is. Thus, in order to transcend the impasses of this second ontology, we
         will go even further in severing the bond between truth and reality; we will consider
         the possibility of a reality resisting any ideal over-determination and offering no ground for ideas to be incarnated within it. As an object of truth,
         reality is problematic; as an object of untruth, it becomes unquestionable again.
         Hence, a new proof for the existence of the world will be proposed, an attempt to
         prove it by first making it untrue. We are aiming at a new concept of truth, which
         will ascribe a different status to reality and disclose an entirely other dimension
         of being whereby something exists while at the same time not being true, and whereby it represents its own untruth only by the fact that it simply exists.
      

      
      By maintaining the irreducible duality of truth and reality, the third chapter will
         pursue the truth processes not insofar as there is a reality that they refer to directly,
         but only insofar as truth must first emerge in order to reveal reality beyond the constraints of meaning and sense. We have grown accustomed to regarding
         language as a “prison house,” “a limit to our world,” “an obligatory rubric,” but,
         again, the other, realist side of the possibilities offered by language must finally
         be acknowledged and explored. It could be shown how discourses themselves trigger
         and motivate the processes of de-symbolization that enable an egress from the culturally
         adopted, socially mediated, pragmatically embedded, linguistically structured world.
         And it is our view that only these processes, which take place throughout the history
         of philosophy, can lay the foundations for a long-term and viable realism. A series
         of examples will demonstrate that philosophy has always known how to force discourse
         into disclosing the world beyond human forms, the world without man, and to exceed
         the limits of language by means of language itself.
      

      
      To this purpose, a new relation between idealism and realism must be devised. Interestingly,
         although Kant is now considered an enemy of realism, he at other times faced accusations
         that were exactly the opposite. Hegel criticized him less for positing the inaccessible
         thing-in-itself than for the fact that he robbed the German people of metaphysics.
         In Kant, we are not only incapable of stepping out of ourselves, we are also prohibited
         from going beyond the limits of possible knowledge; things-in-themselves escape us
         as much as ideas do. And the same could be said about the various “language philosophies”
         of the twentieth century and the linguistic turn in particular. The brute, nonanthropomorphic
         reality outside of the human gaze is not the only casualty of the linguistic usurpation
         of reality; any kind of idealist production of language, irreducible to Heidegger’s
         locus of truth, Wittgenstein’s pragmatic point of the situation, or Derrida’s differential context, falls victim to it as well. Perhaps the far more elegant, accurate, and effective
         approach to surpassing the horizon of language and breaking free from the constraints
         of conceptual meaning consists of first realizing that all the implicitly or explicitly
         “linguistic” ontologies repressed the possibilities of realism as much as they did
         the possibilities of idealism. It is this idealist side which, in present-day realism,
         remains underexposed. Therefore, an attack from both the realist and the idealist side may be needed. While the philosophies of the twentieth century were consumed by an
         incessant effort to restrict any spontaneous idealism of language and abolish the
         arising idealities in concrete, pragmatic, contextual, and metaphorical uses, it is
         our belief that only idealist productions of language emerging in diachronic, historical
         speech acts, deemed truth creations, are capable of bringing the symbolic function
         to its collapse, thus releasing the gaze to a de-symbolized periphery of being and
         finally to a world that no longer needs to presuppose the existence of man.
      

      
      
      NOTE

      
      
      
         
            1. Graham Harman, Quentin Meillassoux: Philosophy in the Making (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2011), vii.
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 1

      Three Ontologies

      
         
         
         Three Variations on the Possibility of Realism

         
      

      
      Let us venture to identify the necessary, albeit nowadays unacknowledged, realism
         in the philosophies of Kant and Hegel. It is a realism which is at all times functional,
         but remains somewhat “underplayed” under the banner of Kant’s “transcendental” and
         Hegel’s “absolute idealism.” We will show how realism in these philosophies works, how it is always at play, and why Kant and Hegel are nevertheless considered (and
         misunderstood) as champions of antirealism.
      

      
      Before accusing modern philosophy of anthropomorphism, of losing contact with science,
         of locking us up in the prison of consciousness and language, one must keep in mind
         the other side of its inherently “idealist” aspiration. It is a mistake to assume
         that with the progress of philosophy the world became in any way more human or humanized.
         If anything, with Kant philosophy began to discover, sometimes almost exaggerate and
         well-nigh feast on the inhuman qualities of the universe and the cosmic contingency
         of man. A certain “poetry of planetary meaninglessness” of the world in which we live
         was not alien to Kant, Schopenhauer, Hegel, Nietzsche, or Heidegger.
      

      
      Thus, instead of straightforwardly equating post-Kantian thought with antirealism,
         a different type of question must be asked: what is needed for the modern subject
         to become aware of his own “creatureliness?” A surprisingly precise answer was given
         by none other than Kant. When, at the famous ending of the Critique of Practical Reason, the moral subject raises his eyes to the night sky, his gaze opens to the regions
         of being as yet unknown. Suddenly, the starry heavens do not seem to belong to him.
         From the point of view of the immensity of “worlds upon worlds,” the alleged Kantian
         monster of anthropomorphism starts appearing to himself as an “animal creature”:
      

      
      
         The first view of a countless multitude of worlds annihilates, as it were, my importance
            as an animal creature, which after it has been for a short time provided with vital force (one knows not
            how) must give back to the planet (a mere speck in the universe) the matter from which
            it came. The second, on the contrary, infinitely raises my worth as an intelligence by my personality, in which the moral law reveals to me a life independent of animality
            and even of the whole sensible world, at least so far as this may be inferred from
            the purposive determination of my existence by this law, a determination not restricted
            to the conditions and boundaries of this life but reaching into the infinite. (KpV 289–90)[1]  
         

         
      

      Here, a disengagement of two “regimes” takes place. On the one side, the human finally
         realizes his material negligibility, and on the other, his intellectual capability
         enables him to gain immunity from his material conditions. After constituting the
         world in the synthesis of understanding, Kant’s subject discovers within him the moral
         law which bestows upon him the function of a free agent. At this point, the human
         being could just as well succumb to delusions of grandeur when looking at the stars,
         which, after all, he himself had (theoretically, epistemologically) constituted, but
         he opts for insignificance instead. If, in the pre-Kantian philosophy of Hobbes, Descartes,
         Leibniz, Locke, and Hume, he bore the names “man,” “soul,” and “rational creature,”
         now, after this final inauguration on the throne of transcendental subjectivity, he
         adopts the name of “animal.” The rationalist and empiricist subject was a necessary
         central point of the world, the point at which the logical activity of cognition and
         the anthropoid empiricity of its bearer could still overlap; in Kant, however, the
         two entities go separate ways, and only after the subject experiences a moment of
         pure self-determination can he surrender his body to radical contingency. In short,
         the subject must have accomplished a kind of self-posited independence from the world
         in order to be able to fully admit and comprehend his own utter worldliness. As we
         will see, even Kant’s theoretical subject will have to acknowledge that his incarnation
         is not (cosmically) necessary, but it is not until the new, practical subject is overwhelmed
         by the sudden inclination of moral feelings that he can finally afford to wholeheartedly
         experience his fleshly pettiness. For while the theoretical subject still deduced
         the world from his cognitive activity, it is only the practical subject who recognizes
         that the world could do well without him.
      

      
      There is a certain slight and still vague coincidence to be detected here. With Kant,
         the rationalist subject of innate ideas and the empiricist subject of passive perceptions
         are replaced with the subject of the primary synthesis of understanding, spontaneity,
         and, finally, even freedom. This tendency is of course only strengthened in post-Kantian
         philosophy: the former epistemological subject is succeeded by the subject of self-positing
         (Fichte), self-reflexivity (Hegel), labor (Marx), power (Nietzsche), care (Heidegger),
         life-form (Wittgenstein), and so forth. An originary practical energy of the subject inhabits his former stable, immobile theoretical nature. But this “autopoietic” autarchy
         of the modern subject triggers an exhaustive rearrangement of the status of reality;
         effectively, it sets in motion the slow process of its devaluation. It seems that
         in his “practical invention” the subject gains sovereignty over his own truth procedure,
         which, simultaneously, releases the constraints with which, in his theoretical approach,
         he still held facticity hostage. Historically, there is a development to be observed:
         as soon as the “truth value” shifts from the mode of representation, correspondence,
         and adequation to the mode of synthesis, activity, and creation, the “outside world”
         starts displaying entirely nonhuman qualities.
      

      
      Contrary to the common opinion, it was German Idealism that, in a way, invented and
         developed this interrelation. Perhaps, traces of such unforeseen equilibrium go back
         as far as Kant. On the one hand, the Kantian subject is endowed with spontaneity and
         freedom, on the other, the concepts of totalization begin to lose their constitutive
         grip and become regulative. But it was Fichte who made the reciprocity between the
         two poles definite. In Fichte, the object-correlate even receives a negative prefix,
         the “not” of the not-I, and the world is being reduced to a place of a lesser truth:
      

      
      
         All the things included in this appearance—from, at the one extreme, the end that
            is posited absolutely by myself, to, at the other extreme, the raw stuff of the world—are
            mediating elements of the same, and are hence themselves only appearances. Nothing
            is purely true but my self-sufficiency [Selbständigkeit].[2]  
         

         
      

      The self-generated self-sufficiency of the subject is being balanced with the untruth of the world. Here, an interesting controversy ensues between overt idealism and covert realism.
         Within the idealist, “normative” perspective, everything is posited by the “I” and
         therefore consists only within the mind of the rational being. But this Verichlichung of the world has been given the status of an aspiration, an infinite task, thereby
         implying that the world “as it is presently” (since, technically speaking, there is
         no world “in itself”) subsists in a state of rawness lacking any signs of human rationality.
         Fichte’s not-I is an ontologically negative entity insofar as it possesses neither rationalist substances nor empiricist qualities. In
         other words, the normative, idealist, active, practical design of being releases by necessity the factual world from the human grasp. Because the not-I is something which must
         be formed normatively, because it is yet to be conquered and belabored, it is momentarily something precisely not yet formed by the “I.” Within the normative “loop-hole” of Fichte’s I, a certain logically modest
         landscape of realism can unfold. Fichte assigns to reality an ambivalent status swaying
         between idealist positedness and realist formlessness: “It is therefore an infinitely
         modifiable originally given stuff external to ourselves (‘originally given,’ i.e., posited by thinking itself, through
         its very form).”[3]   It is worth stressing that the realist side of this flagrant idealism is not a
         matter of sophistry, but actually functions as such: it is only because of Fichte’s
         idealist design of the rational being that the existence of its material bearer could
         be recognized as completely contingent. The “necessity” of a rational being is entirely
         self-produced and consists only in the act of its self-positing:
      

      
      
         Originally, that is, apart from its own agency [Zutun], it is absolutely nothing; through its own doing [Tun] it must make itself into what it is supposed to become.—This proposition is not proven, nor can it be proven.[4]  
         

         
      

      Since no one can prove the existence of rationality, since the rational being can never be deduced from any
         state of affairs, there is no cosmic Providence according to which the human must
         enter the stage. Because the subject is all about the “become,” his “is” is allowed
         to lack any metaphysical necessity—something even Hume’s subject as “theater of the
         mind” is incapable of conceding.[5]   The Fichtean self-sufficiency of the “I,” who posits himself in order to set himself
         a task of conquering the not-I, finally allows us to think the sheer inhumanity of
         the world, to the point that the human being itself is merely a contingent emergence
         within this otherwise malleable, wholly humanizable universe.
      

      
      Thus, if there is any realism in German Idealism, it can only be vouched for as an
         equilibrium correlate to its idealist claims. And while the idealist project deepens
         progressively, becoming Schelling’s or Hegel’s absolute idealism, certain possibilities
         of realism seem to increase as well. Fichte’s formlessness of the not-I becomes Schelling’s
         chaos as the abyss of freedom or Hegel’s nature as the otherness of the idea. We cannot
         go into the detail of Schelling’s too complex philosophy, but, to touch on one example
         alone, his famous Philosophical Investigations into the Essence of Human Freedom is nothing but an extensive account on idealism being incessantly counterbalanced
         by the remainders of realism, and it is precisely the surplus of free will which compels
         the system to acknowledge the chaotic reality as its necessary other. Finally, Hegel’s
         fundamental distinction between Spirit and nature brings this disruptive tendency
         to a climax. Hegel is one of the rare philosophers to have founded the strict and
         axiomatic de-anthropomorphization of nature upon a tenable logical ground. Spirit
         assumes the form of “the other of itself” and “the return from the otherness,” thus
         achieving a certain self-reflexive autonomy, which enables it to release nature out
         of itself as its absolute exteriority. Nature is no longer a cosmos, a world of order and beauty, and it never represents a structure of concepts and
         judgments. Already in his early work Faith and Knowledge, Hegel quotes Pascal’s “‘la nature est telle qu’elle marque partout un Dieu perdu et dans l’homme et hors de l’homme.’ [Nature is such that it signifies everywhere a lost God both within and outside man.],”[6]   while in his Encyclopedia, nature is defined as “the Idea in the form of otherness,”[7]   (i.e., something that does not directly incarnate an ideal image). Hegel is a crucial
         advocate of the meaninglessness of immediacy; in this sense, Marx and Nietzsche could
         be regarded as his heirs.
      

      
      As we can observe, German Idealism provided a matrix of two regimes emancipating themselves
         from each other. There is always a “creative” surplus required on the part of the
         subject, so that the object-correlate can be released into nonhuman otherness. This
         pattern has unconsciously been adopted time and again in the history of philosophy.
         For instance, it was only Nietzsche’s Übermensch who was capable of living in a thoroughly contingent world, a world that is itself
         a mistake, and only the centered, almost demiurgical Heidegger’s Dasein could be thrown into the facticity that never awaited its arrival.
      

      
      Certainly, these swiftly presented examples scrape only the surface of the possibilities
         of realism; they are circumstantial evidence at best. However, one could insist that
         a theory is needed that would somehow elucidate the fact that suddenly in Western
         philosophy purposelessness, formlessness, chaos, otherness, meaninglessness, and facticity
         have become the new predicates of the immediate world. It is here, perhaps, that realism
         may find its greatest impulses.
      

      
      To account for this development, to find a logic behind these enigmatic equilibria,
         three possible ontologies will be discussed in this chapter: the ontology of immediacy,
         stretching from the rationalists to the last empiricists, the ontology of totalization,
         beginning with Kant, and the “ontology of release” or “de-totalization,” the first
         rudiments of which may have been provided by Hegel. We will try to outline the process
         in which the issue of immediate reality ceases to represent the issue of truth—to
         this purpose, those conditions will be examined under which the two emblematic methods
         of modern philosophy, Cartesian doubt and Kant’s “absolute totality in the synthesis
         of phenomena,” slowly resign the function of the criterion of truth.
      

      
      Truth as Adequation

      
      To be able to estimate the reach of Kant’s realism, we must know how to place it in
         the logical environment in which Kant made his moves. We will hardly claim that Kant
         was an accomplished and straightforward realist. Realism is a stance that could only
         be achieved progressively and should therefore be evaluated relatively, that is, historically.
         Like atheism, which never stands on its own feet, but consists of an intersubjective
         contest of who dares to articulate more godlessness than the others, realism is a comparative liberation of reality from the
         forms of human consciousness and language. Kant made one, indeed important step toward
         this goal. He relieved reality from the constancy of the ideal and perceptual constraints
         of the rationalists and the empiricists. It is against this background that Kant must
         first be interpreted.
      

      
      In early-modern, pre-Kantian philosophy, there seem to be two principal foundations
         of truth. According to the rationalists, empirical knowledge is uncertain due to sense
         deceptions, which is why clear and distinct ideas cannot be achieved externally, but
         only by way of rational argument. This a priori reduction of the senses comes at a price: in order to secure the content to cognition,
         the existence of innate ideas must be postulated. The repudiation of this rationalist
         hypothesis later constitutes the basis of empiricist philosophy (Locke opens An Essay Concerning Human Understanding by stating that there are no innate principles in the mind) and consequently all knowledge
         now derives from definite, immediate perceptions. This, however, raises the issue
         of structures in the mind that enable the formation of compound, abstract, universal,
         intelligible ideas. The famous third step of this development is of course the Kantian
         turn, which, according to the well-tried and now trivial definition, represents a
         synthesis of rationalism and empiricism. Kant’s philosophy posits the existence of
         general operations of the mind that implement a synthetic supplement to the content
         of knowledge, thus representing a common characteristic of all experience.
      

      
      But why do we retell this well-known tale? Even though the proceedings of the rationalists
         and the empiricists are exactly the opposite, they are still bound by a common belief,
         a tacit assumption that truth exists in the form of immediacy. Therein lies the reason why Descartes, in his celebrated opening act of modern thought,
         posits doubt as his primary method: a simple, immediate thing in the outside world must be doubted
         precisely because it could potentially sustain a truth deep enough to lay the foundation of the system of certainty.
         If the Cartesian subject, possibly by an act of epistemological mercy from a benevolent
         God, were absolutely certain of one of his sense perceptions, then the “grand truth”
         could by all means be founded on this concrete sense perception, without the additional
         need to prove the incontestability of his own self-consciousness. Following merely
         the literal surface of Descartes’s argument, one can see that at the beginning there is, in principle,
         no more truth to the ego than to the famous this piece of paper that Descartes holds in his hand in the room of his winter refuge in Neuburg an der
         Donau. Potentially, in line with the truth form itself, even a piece of paper could
         figure as the Archimedean point. The difference between the piece of paper and the
         ego is not ontological, but only epistemological: as a subject of knowledge I am only
         capable of being certain of myself, while due to the nature of my senses I cannot
         recognize the existence of a piece of paper clearly and distinctly. I cannot be sure
         of this piece of paper, but a piece of paper could at any rate be a place of truth. Even though Descartes was a dualist and his
         philosophy marks the beginning of a tradition that subsequently gave rise to modern
         phenomena such as subjectivism, existentialism, individualism, solipsism, the perspectivity
         of truth, and so on, the argument itself does not, in its reasoning and proving, explicitly
         write out any a priori ontological priority of the concept of the ego to the concept of any other thing.[8]   And it is precisely because everything is potentially equally “true” that the method
         of doubt (i.e., a procedure of sorting and picking immediacies one by one) is needed to distinguish the ego from all other facts and
         entities in the world.[9]  
      

      
      Therefore, within Descartes’s system there can be no criterion of differentiation of facts that would sustain more or less truth. All things (i.e., hands, feet, the fireplace, and this piece of paper) that have
         fallen victim to doubt, remain a guilty conscience in the memory of the subject of
         doubt and demand the very same truth value as the ego possesses at the moment of self-certainty. To put it crudely, because
         every single thing aims at the same amount of certainty as the ego has it, a transcendent
         dimension must finally be introduced in order to guarantee the truth of the outside
         world. For this reason, Cartesian nature bears the immediate stamp of God and is, accordingly, no less true than the subject himself.[10]  
      

      
      The fact that the ego, the bearer of all certainty and truth, and this piece of paper,
         the object of the ego’s methodical doubt, are of the same ontological order, so to
         speak, is possibly the reason why, subsequently, the great tradition of modern rationalism
         resorted to argumentative structures that are as odd and unusual as Malebranche’s occasionalism, Spinoza’s parallelism of attributes of extension and
         thought, or Leibniz’s monadology.
      

      
      In Malebranche, for instance, the prosthesis of God as an occasional cause is inserted
         into the pure immediate contact between mind and body, between spirit and matter,
         into each representation that the mind perceives and each movement that the body performs.
         In order to sustain truth in the form of immediacy, every natural thing is now redoubled,
         both having a physical existence outside the human mind and being an idea incepted
         to the mind by God. The Malebranchean ontology would rather endure a redundancy of
         this magnitude than deprive things of their ideal correlates, warrants of their immediate
         evidence. Or, from the point of view of God, it is the ideas that cannot afford to
         be deprived of their real correlates.[11]   Hence, because every single entity, be it an idea or a material thing, must be
         “directly verified,” as it were, everything in this world comes in redundant pairs.
      

      
      The same could be said about Spinoza’s parallelism, where the “order and connection
         of ideas is the same [. . .] as the order and connection of things, and, vice versa,
         the order and connection of things is the same [. . .] as the order and connection
         of ideas.” (E V., P1)[12]   Because of these invariant parallel authentications and substantiations between
         ideas and things, being is constructed exclusively within the framework of pure self-affirmation
         of its smallest parts. Typically, the finite modes (i.e., the rudimentary unities
         of being, the conati) are designed as strivings “to persevere in its being,” that is to say, entities
         not beset with any inner negativity. It was Leibniz who took this notion of indivisible
         intensive magnitudes to the extreme.
      

      
      Leibniz’s system is probably the most trenchant attempt to demonstrate how this piece of paper already stands in for an undiminished certainty and truth. Monads seem
         to be a symptom of Descartes’s self-evidence, an extrapolation and generalization
         of the Cartesian form of truth: the absolutely immediate and punctual self-awareness
         of the ego set the criteria of truth so high that now only the entities stand the
         trial of it, whose self-certainty is experienced within the absolute punctual immanence
         of their being. Because truth bears the form of utmost immediacy, the world disintegrates
         and unitizes in a vast multiplicity of pure self-evidences, the simple substances
         or, later, the monads. The fact of certainty is thus not restricted to the subject
         alone (in the sense of the Kantian condition of possibility of all reality), but dissolves
         in innumerable cells and populates the entire universe—something that after the Kantian
         turn becomes obsolete, since now the ego, the “I think,” is structurally detached
         from any possible phenomena.
      

      
      Both rationalism and empiricism advocated truth in the form of common sense, of immediate
         evidence and adequation, or, to put it in German, in the form of Verstand, understanding, as opposed to Vernunft, reason. In the rationalist doctrine, only the immediacy that is a carrier of truth is recognized. As a consequence, God now stands at the beginning of every movement
         and every idea (Malebranche), the world is an order of things immediately being the order of ideas (or even an assembly of positive conati as “modes of God”) (Spinoza), and, in a more pointed manner, is parceled out and secluded
         into monads (Leibniz). In a surprisingly similar way as Malebranche, Spinoza, and
         Leibniz escalated the basic ontological frame of Descartes, so Berkeley and Hume could
         be regarded as, rightfully and justifiably, bringing Locke’s empiricist setting to
         its extremes. Thus, in its outcome, the empiricist doctrine, recognized only the truth that is a bearer of immediacy. Any entity that cannot become an object of immediate perception is now subtracted
         from the world: first primary qualities fade away (Berkeley), then substances, and
         finally even laws of causality (Hume). In rationalism, things must be idealized instantaneously; in empiricism, ideas must be realized on the spot. Empiricists are finally prohibited from assuming an ideal structure which would
         enable reality to exist beyond perception and allow time lags in our presence of mind.
      

      
      For this reason, empiricism, not unlike rationalism, develops ontological constructions
         unusual to common sense, such as the Berkeleyean world extinguishing behind our backs
         and the Humean world without cause and effect. Just like in Descartes, there is no
         possibility of differentiating or even hierarchizing the “truth value” of phenomena.
         If primary, and not only secondary, qualities could be perceived immediately, things
         would possess a substance and would continue to exist behind our backs. If cause and
         effect could be perceived immediately in the movement of bodies, the world would follow
         the laws of causality. Hume is incapable of transferring cause and effect to the transcendental
         level and rather plays with the idea of detecting them in situ. What separates Hume’s agnosticism from Kant’s transcendentalism is the fact that
         “Hume’s experiment,” if there is one, strives to perceive the causal relation directly,
         thus presupposing that cause and effect either exist on the same ontological level
         as sensations, or that we remain, if we do not perceive them, eternally ignorant of
         their existence.[13]  
      

      
      Now, the question arises: why is it that a period of slightly more than one hundred
         years witnessed an emergence of systems of philosophy that, in the spirit of defending
         common sense, resort to such profoundly noncommonsensical constructions as, for instance,
         an erection authored by God himself (Malebranche), Julius Cesar in whom his death
         by the hand of Brutus is already inscribed (Leibniz), a table that disappears when
         we avert our eyes from it (Berkeley), and billiard balls that only accidentally always
         move in expected directions (Hume)? Common sense, so it seems, tolerates even the
         most extreme noncommonsensical conceptions of the world, rather than renouncing its
         truth form whose place value is bound to the pure, immediate evidence.
      

      
      Truth as Totalization

      
      Early-modern, pre-Kantian philosophy apparently suffers from the condition of absolutization
         of the common-sense form of truth, the truth as an immediate adequation of idea and
         thing. As a result of this rigid equation, “unintelligible” redundancies and reductions
         occur on both sides, on the side of the idea as well as on the side of the thing.
      

      
      In this sense, rationalism subjects the idea to something we might call acute realization. Since an idea can only be apprehended as immediate self-evidence, on the other side
         of its correspondence some kind of crystallization of the world of things takes place, condemning things to exist as sequestered incarnations
         of ideas. In a way, the form of truth being strict adequation, the order of ideas
         and the order of things become morcellated,   parceled out, and finally placed one on top of the other, so that, in Malebranche, each contact
         of a mental event as a cause with the physical event as an effect (or vice-versa)
         is an immediate explication of the idea within the time frame of a bare occasion,
         whereas in Leibniz, for instance, every substance possesses its complete individual
         concept from where its body can be derived, and, as such, it represents a distinct,
         indivisible, complete world, a mirror of God and the whole universe.[14]   A rationalist idea is, in a manner of speaking, redoubled and thus acutely verified within the thing, most famously in the monad. The logical reduction is here performed
         on the side of reality, which thereby relinquishes its own autonomous, continuous,
         indiscreet causality, its nonideal fluidity.
      

      
      In contrast, the basic, most authentic operation of empiricism is an acute idealization of every sensible entity. The thing is perceived in its absolute immediacy and is
         translated into its ideal correlate so straightforwardly that a perception can no
         longer be apprehended outside the form of a pure sensual instantaneousness. Not unlike
         Muybridge’s chronophotographs, reality is now “instantiated” or, to coin a new word,
         “momentized,” and is incapable of egressing the form of its smallest un-intermediateness.
         In Berkeley, one cannot detect primary qualities behind the secondary ones, which
         is why there is no perseverance in being beyond the immediate intensiveness of perception,
         whereas in Hume, behind the momentary images of sense objects the principles that
         mediate between them can no longer be realized. It is now reality that is acutely verified, being thoroughly and radically transformed into its most instant ideal correlate:
         a mere perception. Hence, the logical reduction is performed on the side of abstract,
         ideal entities. A world without substance, cause, or effect appears before our eyes.
      

      
       Leibniz’s monad has neither windows nor doors, and in Malebranche no hand is moved
         without God being inserted between the mental and the physical event; in rationalism,
         reality is parceled out. In Hume, no causal connection can be ascertained and no boundaries drawn between
         things; what remains are only windows and doors through which an uninterrupted current
         of phenomena is flowing, while this peripheral continuity refuses to be halted and
         allocated in a discreet entity; arguably, reality is infinitesimalized. On the side of rationalism, the idea is progressively incapable of discharging and
         allowing the fluid of being, and on the side of empiricism, the fluid of being is
         increasingly unfit to fixate an (abstract) idea. There, things are broken down into
         monads ad infinitum, here, ideas are narrowed down to evermore fleeting perceptions. Because truth is
         condemned to immediate adequation, the “truth quanta” are fading toward infinite smallness
         and fugacity. These hysterically verified worlds are so punctualized that often a God’s perspective must be introduced in order
         for the world to remain consistent and enjoy its usual breadth. The universe, so it
         seems, must become a spectacle for the eyes of God instead of the human being. In
         Malebranche, the ideas are so self-sufficient that the human mind has no need for
         reality; the corporeal world is created on account of God’s truthfulness alone. In
         Leibniz, the concept of a monad contains all its determinations including the entire
         universe, so one monad is sufficient unto itself; it is to God’s purpose that all
         the others are created. In Berkeley, the perceptions are so auto-verifiable that things
         behind our back need not persevere; so it is only God that gazes upon them, when the
         humans choose to look away. Because every single entity is consistently and invariably
         “true,” we are suddenly doomed to live in a thoroughly incomprehensible world. Common
         sense, thought through to the end, becomes something utterly nonsensical. It is here,
         precisely, that Kant makes his entrance.
      

      
       The philosophy of Kant may in this respect be regarded as an attempt to return to
         the normality of common sense. However, this return is possible not by conferring
         more truth on reality, but, in a way, by alleviating the truth-constraint from the immediacy of things. On the basis of the (not fully overlapping) differences
         between the noumenal and the phenomenal, the Apriori and the Aposteriori, the transcendental
         and the empirical, Kant succeeds in relieving the rationalist substances of the form
         of “acute” self-evidence and transfers them into the transcendental realm of conditions,
         thereby releasing the phenomena from being the forthright derivations of ideas. As
         opposed to Leibniz’s “object” knowing itself only a priori, since all its a posteriori perceptions are deduced from its own concept, here, a priori knowledge of a single, individual object is no longer possible:
      

      
      
         Now since no existence of objects of the senses can be cognized fully a priori, but always only comparatively a priori relative to another already given existence, but since nevertheless even then we
            can only arrive at an existence that must be contained somewhere in the nexus of experience
            of which the given perception is a part, the necessity of existence can thus never
            be cognized from concepts but rather always only from the connection with that which
            is perceived, in accordance with general laws of experience. (KrV A 226–27/B 279)
         

         
      

      No concept alone can vouch for the necessary existence of a thing. The concepts are
         no longer “programs of necessity,” so to say, but only “conditions of possibility”;
         they are not embodied in reality directly, piecing it up in occasions or monads, but
         rather subsist as “pure concepts” in the latency of general forms of thought, by means
         of which the immediacy of experience is synthesized in the first place. This transition
         from the rationalist immediate verification of things (as in Spinoza’s parallelism or Leibniz’s monadology) to Kantian a priori conditions fundamentally alters the constitution and conceptualization of reality.
         In Kant’s argument, we lose the thing as substance and gain the thing as a state:

      
      
         Thus it is not the existence of things (substances) but of their state of which alone
            we can cognize the necessity, and moreover only from other states, which are given
            in perception, in accordance with empirical laws of causality. (KrV A 227/B 279–80)
         

         
      

      By “fluidifying” reality, on the other hand, cause and effect, space and time, the
         object-form and the logical unity of the subject, all being general conditions of
         possibility of knowledge, regain the certainty and the necessity that they forfeited
         in the time of empiricism. Reality is no longer verified within the temporality of
         a momentary sense impression, but seeks to establish a connection of phenomena and
         the mediation between them. In short, the truth value is transferred to the form of
         the whole.
      

      
       In Kant, “understanding” undoubtedly reclaims its former everyday sense of life.
         And this shift of truth value from immediacy to conditions of possibility at the same
         time ascribes the conditional to the unconditional (i.e., the absolute, thus unfolding
         the sphere of “reason”). On account of this, the form of truth is no longer committed
         to “morcellate” the order of ideas and the order of things and to parcel, crystallize,
         and infinitesimalize the contacts between the two orders, but rather it besets the
         form of adequation with some sort of deferral toward totalization. The old forms of reality and truth, such as self-evidence, occasional cause, monad,
         secondary quality, and perception, are now substituted by a new form, the “absolute
         totality in the synthesis of phenomena.”
      

      
       Within the Kantian universe, every phenomenon already asserts a claim to be constituted
         within the totality of phenomena of which itself is only a part.[15]   There are no Leibnizean “individual substances” and no “complete individual concepts”
         in Kant. Now, concepts are universal representations common to many objects. Instead
         of the old relation of a concept conforming to an object, which usually poses as the basic formula of realism, Kant offers the new
         correlation of all objects, that is, of experience, conforming to the synthetic activity of the entire
         system of concepts. This turn seems antirealist at first sight, since the objects
         conform to the concepts rather than vice versa. But there is a realist edge to this
         manifest antirealist move: while experience in its entirety is synthesized by way
         of concepts, each object individually is relieved from the compulsion of representing
         or embodying a definite, individual idea. Things are embedded in the context of other
         things, and the ideas no longer assume the form of self-evidence. The highly restrictive
         parallelisms of rationalism and empiricism are thus alleviated.
      

      
      Of course, Kant did not invent such “coherence arguments.” Interestingly, Descartes
         even concludes his Meditations claiming that it is the connection of a perception to the whole of life that distinguishes
         being awake from a dream: “But when I distinctly see where things come from and where
         and when they come to me, and when I can connect my perceptions of them with the whole
         of the rest of my life without a break, then I am quite certain that when I encounter
         these things I am not asleep but awake.”[16]   However, this argument is only possible after the certainty of the ego and the existence of God has already been proved. In ordo cognoscendi, the system of certainty is still founded upon an immediate evidence of one of the facts (as mentioned earlier, this fact could potentially even be a piece of
         paper). Leibniz carried this self-evidence of a single entity to extremes: from ordo cognoscendi to ordo essendi. Early in his life, he also made use of a “coherence argument” when differentiating
         dreams from being awake,[17]   but then he managed to seclude entire biographies, entire “coherent waking states,”
         within substances and monads to which it makes no difference whether they are alone
         in the world or not. In Kant, these thought experiments, these parcellations of the
         world, no longer make sense, since a thing in its singularity can never be “verified”
         by its individual concept, but only by the context in which it coexists with other
         things. On the other side, the “I” can never become a res cogitans and experience the punctual Cartesian self-certainty; he is rather the “sum of all
         representations,” a “synthetic unity of apperception” accompanying perceptions, thus
         a “condition of possibility” of all experience. There is no “parallel verification” between concepts and things piece by piece; the concepts are now transcendental, the subject lacks any concept and is a mere
         “accompanist,” and the things must join hands outside the constant control of subjective
         perceptions and ideal determinations.
      

      
      In one move, Kant overcomes the impasses, or rather, the extravagances of both rationalism
         and empiricism. On the one hand, no self-evident and self-sufficient entities populate
         the space. The “thing” is no longer a Leibnizean monad, which suffices to deduce from
         it the world. Instead, the whole world is needed, from which a single thing is to
         be deduced. On the other hand, no perception separated from other perceptions is directly
         translated into its idea. Primary qualities, causes, and effects are no longer chased after and then missed behind each perception separately; they are rather forms which structure the whole
         experience and connect one perception to the other; they are essentially forms of the whole, in order for its parts to be perceptible at all. A “synthetic unity of appearances”
         replaces the “rhapsody of perceptions” (KrV A 156/B195).[18]   Not one monad, but all of them are needed for the one to be real. Not one collision of two billiard balls, but the whole context of experience is needed for
         cause and effect to cease to be mere illusions or habits of the mind. The whole, so
         to speak, over-determines the part.
      

      
      In this sense, Kant reestablished both the connectedness and the soundness of the
         world. Facticity, once corroded by doubt, occasion, sequestration, immateriality,
         and lack of necessity, now seems to be able to exist solidly and at ease. Figuratively speaking, Kant restored the “taken-for-grantedness” of Descartes’s
         winter dressing gown and fireplace beyond the necessity to doubt their existence,
         Malebranche’s movement of the hand without the need to insert in it the occasional
         cause, Leibniz’s monads whose windows finally open, Berkeley’s table that vanishes
         no more when we avert our eyes from it, and the causal interaction of Hume’s substances
         in space and time that are no longer subject to radical contingency. The traditional
         truth coordinates, such as Descartes’s dualism, Malebranche’s occasionalism, Leibniz’s
         preestablished harmony, Berkeley’s idealism or even immaterialism, and Hume’s agnosticism,
         are all a result of a certain too agitated truth-compulsion: it is not enough to move
         a hand, God himself must be present at it; it is not sufficient for Brutus to kill
         Caesar, Caesar must also be killed by Brutus; one should not content oneself with
         relying on the existence of a table, God must also look upon it all the time; it does
         not suffice to assume causality, cause and effect demand to be perceived as well,
         and so forth. However, with Kant, these unusual landscapes of truth values become
         antiquated, and, what is more, start losing their grip on reality. Only through Kant
         are we finally capable of beholding particular things without expecting too much truth
         from them.
      

      
      For this reason, the methodologies of rationalism and empiricism are suddenly obsolete.
         The sorting out, selecting, parceling, and infinitesimalizing of immediacies is replaced
         by the mediations of syntheses, conditions, and totalizations. It can be said, heuristically,
         that Descartes, sitting in his winter quarters, took in hand one phenomenon after
         the other, piece by piece, and discarded each individually before he got hold of the
         next. In Kant, however, along with every phenomenon one always already takes into
         account the whole world. Cartesian doubt, as a method of the successive reduction of uncertain facts, forfeits
         its relevance, and it is not because with Kant the phenomena would attain some additional
         certainty, but because the noumena shift to another domain, no longer verified through
         immediate evidence. This is the crux of the matter: the issue is not that within the Kantian world this piece of paper, this winter dressing gown, this fire, could never become an object of deception, but rather that the truth form is
         now “invested” in a different sphere, so the system no longer needs to assume and presume that immediate outer things invariably hover over the abyss of nonexistence. It is
         not the case that things got more certain; the point is rather that the fact of them
         being incessantly doubted adds nothing to the truth form itself. Kant did not invent
         a procedure to guarantee more truth in things; rather, he allowed the immediate objects of experience to be less true, and with carrying this “lesser truth” things also got rid of being unceasingly suspected.
         The concepts of falsehood, doubt, and prejudice no longer represent an entrance test
         for admission to the system of certainty. In the Kantian world, optical illusions
         do not cease to exist, they only forfeit the function of a truth criterion. Because
         truth is now in a way upgraded, the sense perceptions of the lower level need not be scrutinized as assiduously as before. Therefore, the senses stop lying as notoriously as they did in the times of Descartes,
         and, subsequently, optical illusions, hallucinations, and severed limbs do not represent
         the touchstones of philosophical arguments any longer.
      

      
       The Functional Interpretation
 of Kant’s Realism
      

      
      What was said about Kant until now is hardly contestable. And it is on these grounds
         alone that a realist reading of Kant’s philosophy is perhaps made possible. If we are prepared to read Kant not
         only “according to the letter,” but also “according to the spirit,” if we dare to
         indulge in some slight over-interpretation, Kant’s alleged antirealism may soon prove
         to be only a means of unleashing new possibilities for realism. Kant’s position did
         not arise in a vacuum and cannot simply be downplayed as antirealist. Rather, it sought
         for solutions to very definite problems of its time, and one of the great goals Kant
         set out to achieve was precisely to identify the principles which would increase our
         knowledge of the physical (not metaphysical!) world and to provide philosophical foundations
         for scientific realism. And, one might add, if this approach is about to expose the
         human race as cosmically insignificant and even contingent, then Kant’s program of
         the growth of knowledge must be recognized as an act of realism.
      

      
      Moreover, revolutions should perhaps be evaluated historically, not sub specie aeternitatis. Their value lies not in their literal form but in the shift that they perform relative
         to their predecessors. The Copernican system itself was empirically highly flawed;
         its predictions of the movement of celestial bodies were defective even under the
         standards of their own time and at first fell behind the accuracy of the Ptolemaic
         system. Therefore, the significance of Copernicus lies not in the performed calculations
         themselves, but in breaking the horizon of traditional cosmologies and setting up
         a new frame of possible future calculations. Kant himself could only think within
         the limitations of his time, and not all the implications of his revolution were as
         clear to him as they can be today. Thus, the real worth of the Kantian move lies in
         its relative realism by contrast with the stances of pre-Kantian philosophy. And the issue is not whether
         Kant is realist or antirealist per se, but rather whether his philosophy opened new dimensions of realism as compared to
         the philosophies of rationalism and empiricism.
      

      
      First of all, the strongest case for Kant’s assumed realism could be made on the grounds
         of the relation that he allotted to philosophy with regard to science. Today, we are
         frequently made to believe that Kant somehow estranged, perhaps forever, the reach
         of philosophy from the domain of science. Meillassoux claims that “at the precise
         moment when modern science was trying to give us diachronic knowledge about ‘the nature
         of a world without us’ in which ‘the truth or falsity of physical law is not established
         with regard to our own existence,’ Kant returned humans to the centre of epistemology.”[19]   And Harman, recapitulating Meillassoux, mentions that “At the precise historical
         moment when science was leaping forward and seizing the absolute, Kant enslaved philosophy
         to a model of finitude that still dominates philosophy today.”[20]   All too easily we succumb to the illusion that there was more realism in the time before Kant. It appears to some as if in the period between Descartes
         and Hume the relation to science was somehow more honest, complementary, and productive.
         However, it would presumably be more accurate to celebrate Kant as one of the most important figures in the history of this dramatic affair: with
         him, the liaison between philosophy and science begins to be defined anew.
      

      
      Pre-Kantian philosophers may have sounded more “scientific” at times, although rarely,
         but this was because they still formulated their own narratives and constructed their
         own “world pictures” directly competing with scientific theses of the time. Descartes, for example, criticized Galileo’s concept of cause, the occasionalists
         developed their own theories of causality and replaced physical with occasional causes,
         the empiricists, especially Berkeley, relegated Newton’s efficient causes to “secondary
         causation,” while Leibniz subordinated them to the final causes and derived them from
         these. All these controversies were played on the same field, as if their object were
         exactly the same: namely, the immediate reality. For instance, Leibniz never understood
         his monadology as a discursive product, an exaggeration of the intellectual constraints
         of rationalism, an argumentative extravagance of idealism being thought to the end,
         but rather as a theory of physical reality claiming enough confidence to risk a head-on,
         frontal dispute with Newtonian mechanics. Before Kant, philosophy still had the audacity
         to provide an alternative and, what is more, universal physics. But suddenly the rivalry
         between philosophy and physics came to an end. Ray Brassier’s assessment of the Kantian
         turn is negative: “Ultimately, it is the Kantian dispensation of empirical and transcendental
         regimes of sense, and the concomitant division of labor between the ontic purview
         of the sciences and the ontological remit of philosophy, which needs to be called
         into question.”[21]   But these lines seem to misconstrue the very extent and purpose of the Kantian
         move: the only aim of transposing the truth value from immediate adequation to the
         total horizons of categorical conceptuality was to secure that philosophy will no
         longer tread on the toes of science. With Kant, a trivial but peculiarly overlooked
         development occurs: from a certain point onward, philosophy stops intervening in the area of jurisdiction
            of science and no longer opposes it with competitive positive ontologies of reality. Kant is possibly the first prominent philosopher who was aware of the fact that
         outside of his field of competence there already stands a figure of science which
         philosophy can no longer challenge with its own ontology. Kant had his Newton, and
         he had him in a different way than Descartes had his Copernicus or Galileo. He could
         no longer oppose Newtonian physics with his own “theory of immediate reality,” in
         the same way the rationalistic dualists, monists, occasionalists, and monadologists,
         or the empiristic immaterialists and agnostics had done. Right from the outset of
         his philosophical endeavor, Kant knew all too well that philosophy is no longer due
         to constitute its own structures of reality in the style of pre-established harmony,
         occasional causes, secondary properties, and so forth. All that is left for philosophy
         to do is to retreat to the transcendental level and, speaking from this conceptual
         verge, provide an a priori foundation of natural science, leaving the arena of tangible reality to Newton’s physics.
         Kant’s Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science can thus be read as a sort of capitulation of philosophy before the essentially ontological reach of science.
      

      
      However, it is not our objective to investigate the relation of Kant’s philosophy
         to science, but rather to determine the philosophical conditions of his realist incentives.
         After all, this new relation to science can only be a consequence of Kant’s “realism”
         as defined and redeemed within philosophy. As we have shown, Kant’s crucial merit,
         placed within the historical perspective, was to construct a philosophy that would,
         bluntly said, secure the normal existence of the world behind our backs. He drafted
         a reality that exists beyond the need to be doubted, permeated with God’s interventions,
         sequestered in ideal entities, a reality that can continue to be while not perceived
         and follow the laws of physical causality. This Kantian “normalization” of the world
         was not performed by means of providing a direct answer to the dilemmas of the rationalists
         and the empiricists; instead, Kant made their questions and queries obsolete. Cartesian
         doubt whether this piece of paper, my winter dressing-gown, the fireplace, or even
         my arms and legs really do exist, Descartes’s and Malebranche’s concerns about how
         minds and bodies act on each other, Berkeley’s inquiry into what happens to the table
         when I avert my eyes, Hume’s speculation on how to detect cause and effect in the
         clash of two billiard balls—all these questions do not receive a straight answer in
         Kantian philosophy, but rather lose their point. Kant did not supply Descartes’s dressing gown and fireplace with any additional
         clarity or distinctness; he did not locate the seat of the soul in the extensional
         body of man, put eyes on the back of the subject to constantly gaze at Berkeley’s
         table, or find a new way to immediately perceive Hume’s cause and effect. He merely
         transferred the truth value onto the level of the conditions of possibilities of all experience, where the methods of partial antinomies of the rationalists and the empiricists no longer apply. The true grip, the pivot
         of his revolution therefore lies in the significant displacement of the mind frame in which certain philosophical questions can be asked at all. And it is solely within
         this new frame that we must look for the origins of his being more realist than the previous philosophies. In what way?
      

      
      Kant considered himself to be a transcendental idealist and empirical realist (see
         KrV A 370), and to this day interpretations usually point out two residues of realism
         in his otherwise predominant antirealist stance: first, the assumption of the thought-independent
         thing-in-itself, second, the insistence on constructing “objective reality” (i.e.,
         the necessity and regularity of phenomena for all knowing subjects as opposed to the possibly illusory representations of one subject
         alone). On the side of reality, Kant still posited a “thing” that eludes our grasp.
         And on the side of subjectivity, he posited a necessary conceptual structure that
         is resistant to particular subjective inclinations. According to most interpretations
         and even, to some extent, according to Kant himself, all the rest is antirealist.
         However, we claim that it is possible to offer an even more realist reinterpretation of Kant’s minimal realism, perhaps to show that he was a realist
         without being fully aware of it.
      

      
      First, a different, functional reading of the infamous thing-in-itself may be proposed. Usually, the thing-in-itself
         is understood as the inaccessible outside of our grasp of reality, the deepest ground
         of being, the ultimate, albeit unknowable reason of our knowledge. However, when properly
         placed within the historical perspective, this thing-in-itself may show to have performed
         a downright contrary logical operation. Before Kant, the thing in its singularity has always been suspected of being the “carrier” and,
            hence, the “maker” of truth. Every entity of the material world has always already been a priori idealized: a rationalist substance was an embodiment of its eternal concept, an empiricist
         perception of the object was a mere idea of the mind, and so forth. In contrast, Kant
         defines the thing-in-itself as an entity to which no forms of knowledge, be it space,
         time, or categories, can be attributed. Against the background of Leibniz’s substance
         being entirely deducible from its complete individual concept, of Berkeley’s object
         being a mere idea and nothing beyond it, Kant’s thing-in-itself appears to be, contrariwise,
         a thing with no Damocles’ sword of parallel idealization hanging over its head. Viewed
         from this, intrinsically historical, angle, the thing-in-itself receives a different
         function: it may be regarded as a thing which represents nothing but its own nonidealizability. It stands for reality inasmuch as it resists piecemeal ideal verification; hence, it is an anti-thing.
      

      
      As we have seen, the “absurdities” of rationalism and empiricism ensued from the fact
         that the smallest quanta of reality suffered under the constraint of being most immediately
         true; every infinitesimal entity needed an individual idea to be verified by it. For
         this reason, the things were occasionalized, monadized, immaterialized, decausalized.
         Kant, on the other hand, strived to relieve the field of reality from these direct,
         parallel, lateral idealizations. And it is precisely because the “thing-in-itself”
         can exist without a concept immediately verifying it that all the other “things” of
         reality, the perceptible and knowable things, such as tables and chairs, trees and
         roses around us, can displace the frame of their verification from individual to universal concepts, from perceptions to relations, from necessary
         incarnations to conditions of possibility of all experience. While the thing-in-itself
         assumes the role of the symbol of nonidealizability, the empirical things of the phenomenal
         world can afford to transfer their truth value from a sequestered singularity to the
         context with all other things. Paradoxically, in traditional readings, the thing-in-itself
         is the beacon of Kant’s realism, the guarantee of “deep reality.” In our reading,
         on the other hand, this thing is a realist assumption not because it was “in itself”
         something profoundly real, but because it assumes the function of an instrument of
         liberating thingness from idealization. In short, the thing-in-itself is a logical,
         not a real entity.
      

      
      There is another way to make this same point. In the doctrine of the thing-in-itself,
         one could recognize a radical break with the most successful theory of truth, the
         correspondence theory. As Lee Braver beautifully states, this theory
      

      
      
         views the world as “prepackaged,” so to speak: reality comes to us already organized
            into discreet facts or states of affairs which have [. . .] determinate states [.
            . .] independently of us. We simply follow after nature, trying to reflect the facts
            adequately, cutting nature along its own joints. Kant undermines this conception;
            [. . .] The world does not come prepackaged, allowing us only passive mimesis. Instead,
            the phenomenal realm is formed by the subject: “We give orders.”[22]  
         

         
      

      In Braver’s view, of course, this turn from “picturing” the prepackaged world to constituting
         it actively is a straightforward case of antirealism. However, the same operation,
         viewed from a different angle, could turn out to be a realist one. True, Kant did
         invert the usual sequence of concepts conforming to objects to objects conforming
         to concepts. But, by doing that, he also introduced an overlooked, but logically most
         consequential operation: instead of a concept corresponding to an object, all objects must now correspond to the synthetic activity of concepts. In short, what
         Kant did was to relieve the world from the form of being prepackaged. The thing loses its ground both in the eternal concept of Spinoza and Leibniz as
         well as in the perceptive immediacy of Berkeley or Hume; neither eternity nor instantaneousness
         can constitute its time frame. Rather, the thing must spatially, chronologically,
         and causally cohere and blend with other things, precisely because the thing as it
         is in itself cannot be reached and can, by extension, no longer serve as the ultimate
         place of truth. By means of this logical retraction of the thing-in-itself, the world can finally become less dinglich (i.e., less complying with the forms of substances, conati, monads)—which might be considered to be a realist move.
      

      
      Let us give another illustration. The thing-in-itself has no positive quality and
         thus represents nothing except its own lacking within the phenomenal realm. And by this pronounced absence, it starts symbolizing the shift of truth value from particular things to their all-encompassing
         context. This truth-displacement may remind us of Heidegger’s famous tool-analysis
         in Being and Time, where Dasein suddenly faces unusable, damaged equipment. The key characteristic of Heidegger’s
         totalized world is its unobtrusiveness, its inconspicuousness, its normality, so to
         speak. However, when Dasein seizes a piece of equipment in a state of disrepair or reaches for the hammer but
         fails to grasp it, that is when the thing “becomes conspicuous.” And the sole function
         of this sudden presence-at-hand of the broken, or even absent, tool is to make visible
         the thing’s a priori connectedness to the totality of readiness-to-hand:
      

      
      
         Pure presence-at-hand announces itself in such equipment, but only to withdraw to
            the readiness-to-hand of something with which one concerns oneself—that is to say,
            of the sort of thing we find when we put it back into repair. This presence-at-hand
            of something that cannot be used is still not devoid of all readiness-to-hand whatsoever;
            equipment which is present-at-hand in this way is still not just a Thing which occurs
            somewhere.[23] (SuZ 103)
         

         
      

      Here, Heidegger’s presence-at-hand corresponds to Kant’s in-itselfness, and his readiness-to-hand
         to Kant’s context of experience. The sudden presence-at-hand does precisely not represent
         a thing in its truth but in its untruth: “it is still not just a Thing,” as Heidegger
         says. So if in this “ontology of totalization” there appears a “thing as thing,” it is only to
         prove the impossibility of its pure thingness more properly. The tiniest, unexpected
         void unfolds only to suggest that the real “object of truth” is not a separate thing,
         but the totalizability of the world. In this view, Kant’s thing-in-itself may not
         signify the ultimate, yet inaccessible fountain of truth, but only the irrelevance of the in-itselfness of a thing as a singular entity. It is not the thing that was unreachable, it is its in-itselfness that is untrue! The logical form of a thing-in-itself being a priori excluded from the realm of knowledge indicates that we will never encounter a rose
         “in itself,” a table “in itself,” but always only a rose in a vase on the table at
         which we are sitting: this, precisely, is the nowadays unacknowledged side of this
         controversial concept.
      

      
      In short, the logical gist of the “thing-in-itself” does not necessarily lie in the fact that there is something
         about reality that is eternally unattainable for us. Instead, this thing functions
         as a conductor to a reality that consists sooner in the contextuality of the whole than in the ideality
            of its parts. Kant’s presumed realism consists not in conceding to some thing-in-itself outside
         our perceptive and conceptual reach, but rather in establishing a picture of reality
         relieved from the constraints of permanent conceptual verification, a reality no longer
         morcellated into a mere aggregate of embodiments of ideas. The true formula of Kantian
         realism may go as follows: Contextualization is de-idealization.
      

      
      And from this new status of a no longer segmented, but totalized reality a new function
         of the subject could be deduced. The same method of “reading against the background
         of traditional stances” in order to discern the true scope of an operation can now
         be applied to the reinterpretation of Kant’s notorious subject. The transcendental
         subjectivity is frequently considered as the great, historically perhaps even the
         most momentous proponent and guardian of anthropomorphism. With Kant, it is claimed,
         everything became the correlate of the finite human thought. But with this simple
         reduction of Kant’s subject to human finitude, the complex structure of the transcendental
         subjectivity is overlooked. The “critical” subject consists of two “Is,” the empirical
         “I,” who is the object of the inner sense and as such appears in the world of phenomena,
         and the pure “I,” who itself does not appear but only represents the logical unity of consciousness. The pure consciousness is neither an intuition nor a concept;
         its identity is purely logical.
      

      
      This type of duality in the heart of the ego was (more or less) unknown to the consciousness
         of rationalism and empiricism. There was no structural division between the empirical
         and the logical subject within the self-evidence of Cartesian res cogitans, the monadic “soul” of Leibniz, within the mind theater of Hume, or, to a limited
         extent, the tabula rasa of Locke.[24]   In these pre-Kantian subjects, either their logical concept was already a program
         of their empirical perceptions, or the empirical constancy of perception was itself
         a logical category. Descartes states it clearly: “It could even happen that, if I
         were to cease thinking for a moment, I would also completely cease to exist.”[25]   In Locke, similarly, one must be awake all the time in order to re-identify one’s
         soul; but, since we fall asleep occasionally, our original soul may be lost, and our
         consciousness can be transferred to another soul. And Hume claims that “[w]hen my
         perceptions are removed for any time, as by sound sleep, so long am I insensible of
         myself, and may truly be said not to exist.”[26]   Thus, Hume’s mind theater may have no center, but, for this reason precisely, its
         doors must always be open and its stage is always giving performances. As seen within
         this “historical juxtaposition,” Kant certainly made reality dependent on the forms
         of thought which are accommodated by the subject, but with this move he also replaced
         the traditional “psychological” subject of conceptual intensity and perceptive continuity
         with the logical subject of making judgments. With it, he made the world independent
         of the ideas of the mind and the constancy of the perceptive gaze, and further made
         self-consciousness independent of the constraint of being awake. The transcendental
         subjectivity no longer proves to be a form that encloses the outside world within
         the “psyche” of a finite human being; it is rather the form that opens the logical possibility of liberating the subject from believing that the reality of things is somehow deducible
         from his individual concept or dependent on his empirical presence of mind. If the subject can provide the logical forms to conceptualize reality, its constant, frantic “attendance” to this world and
         to itself may become unnecessary. Sleeping certainly was a problem for an early modern
         consciousness, and, as such, it played a part in the arguments of Descartes, Leibniz,
         Locke, and Hume. Kant’s subject, however, retrieves the right to fall asleep from
         time to time.
      

      
      But the pure “I” does not only relieve the empirical “I” from his rationalist and
         empiricist constraints, he also shifts the frame of verification of empirical objects. The only point of this “logical displacement” of the subject is to open and warrant
         a different landscape of truth, in which a new kind of objectivity can take place. Kant’s subject is not a being in whom the world just lies enclosed,
         in the same way as the whole universe already subsists within the concept of a single
         monad. It is, likewise, not a passive receptacle of impressions, a gradually filling
         tabula rasa or the eternally open, never closed mind theater. For a passive subject focuses his
         attention on one object at a time, and because he is bound to the form of perceptive
         immediacy, sooner or later he attempts to perceive primary qualities, causes and effects
         in the here and now. It is in this predicament exactly that the Kantian move exerts
         its firmest grip. Against the perpetually concentrated and aware traditional subject,
         the basic disposition of Kant’s subject is his synthetic activity, his primordial
         spontaneity. To put it heuristically and in too simplified terms, Kant only strived
         to solve the problem of the perceptibility of primary qualities. Instead of looking
         for them behind every object separately, he realized that they can only be assumed as predicates of the whole rather than its singular parts. And as the predicates of the perceptive totality, they could no longer be ascribed
         to this or that object, but only to the guarantor of the whole—that is, to the active,
         spontaneous subject. Thus, the “aggrandizement” of the subject is only there to play
         a crucial and necessary logical role: because Kant refused to idealize singular objects,
         to verify them by way of a concept, he invented a sphere of some sort of “collective
         verification.” This sphere, in turn, had to assume a different form, a form of the
         “spontaneity of understanding,” for only an immanently subjective activity could prevent truth values from being extracted passively from each object separately. The irreducible activity of the subject is therefore
         anything but an agent of anthropomorphism. Being a mere “vehicle of all concepts whatever”
         (KrV A 341/B 399), its logical function is exactly the contrary: it performs the “decoupling”
         of concepts from being immediately embodied, replicated, and transcribed into discrete
         entities.
      

      
      Kant’s subject is not a self-evidence, a self-certain concept, a self-sufficient soul,
         a complete individual concept, a passive opening toward the world, an idealist of
         a single perception, an agnostic of the clash of billiard balls, a private dreamer,
         an intimate fantasist, hence, the “Grand Human” in the midst of things, but the only logically conceivable agent of assurance that the new object of truth is not a single thing, but rather their totality. To
         grasp the logical scope of the Kantian move, it is important to remember that he did
         not transpose the “things” of empiricism into the mind of a subject, but only the
         form of their relationality. What lies in his “mind” is not the heavy reality of things, but their essential
         contextuality, their spatial, chronological, causal relations (i.e., all the logical
         inventory which distances this very thing here from being “by itself” true).
      

      
      In other words, the great “unity” of the subject here functions as a safeguard against
         the subject being parceled in singular acts of attention and the objects being parceled
         in singular expressions of truth. Therefore, within the manifest subjectivization
         of the world (i.e., within Kant’s universally known antirealism) a logically preceding
         operation has always already been carried out: the totalization of the object of knowledge
         that, as seen from the historical perspective, should be recognized as intrinsically
         realist. With Kant, the conditions of possibility of reality have become subjective,
         because it is only within an active, spontaneous, synthetic subject that the predicates
         of the context of experience may finally over-determine the qualities of its parts.
      

      
      In summary, the true value of Kant’s move consists in the fact that the thing in its
         thingness is no longer the carrier and maker of truth, and the subject in his subjectivity
         is no longer the agent of a certain existential and perceptive perseverance. In our
         reading, the thing-in-itself does not symbolize the unattainability and inherent finitude
         of knowledge, but functions as a “logical instrument,” which keeps things from being
         invariably idealized. And the subject is not designed as the “mind” in which the world
         is enfolded, but rather represents the possibility of a “logical distance” to the
         obligatory innate intensity and empirical attentiveness of the traditional consciousness.
         Or, to put it differently, Kant’s objectivity is a precaution against things being
         immediately true, and his subjectivity is a precaution against consciousness being immediately there. “In itself,” Kant may give the appearance of someone who “humanized” the world
         by way of the transcendental subjectivity, but, from the historical point of view,
         his “paradigm shift” is presumably more about de-psychologizing myself, the individual, self-evident ego, and, simultaneously, in de-idealizing this or that thing. The ontology of adequation always aimed at an immediate correspondence between
         the singularity of the thing and a certain intensity of the mind: in Leibniz, there
         is the perfect correspondence between the soul of the substance and its body, in Berkeley,
         the idea of the mind is the object. In Kant, however, the idealized thing is replaced by the contextualized
         thing, and the psychological subject is replaced by the logical subject. The res corporea, the body, the perception now become reality. The res cogitans, the soul, the presence of mind convert into a synthetic unity. And this is precisely the function of Kant’s transcendental turn: the concepts that
         were once “laterally” redoubled in real entities, are now retracted into the logical
         subject of knowledge, while on the other side of this epistemological retraction,
         reality can start living its nonoccasional, nonmonadic, nonperceived physical life.
      

      
      Finally, there is another issue that must be addressed. In order to ensure the “contextual
         conceptuality” of reality, the Kantian subject lost a great deal: his self-evidence,
         the “human empiricity” of his experience, and, as we shall see, even his creatural
         necessity. Kant invented a new mind frame and cannot be interpreted as being an idealist,
         subjectivist, or correlationist within the old one. Why is this important? Perhaps
         it could be shown that the recent reproaches to Kant’s philosophy are actually made
         within the mind frame of pre-Kantian philosophy and somehow neglect the true point
         of the Kantian revolution. For instance, the typical Meillassouxean (pseudo-Berkeleyean)
         argument for the epistemological (not ontological) necessity of correlationism goes
         like this: “If I try to think something beyond thought, this is a contradiction, for
         I have thereby turned it into a thought.”[27]   But this reasoning is based on the equation: “something equals thought,” which
         is essentially pre-Kantian; it is a scene depicting Descartes beholding a piece of
         paper or Berkeley directing his haze toward a table. In Kant, there is no “something”
         as a primary object of truth and no “thought” as a primary empirical experience. There
         are only things in their experiential context and only thoughts in their synthetic
         activity.
      

      
      Meillassoux’s concept of “arche fossil” was designed in order to expose a limit of
         the Kantian world, but this singular thing, which must be gazed upon at least idealiter, by an “ancestral witness,” that is, in the potential presence of one’s mind, or else the whole system collapses, is actually an early-modern,
         Cartesian notion that does not necessarily touch upon the Kantian design of reality.
         The whole idea of testing the system of truth with a deliberately atypical entity is pre-Kantian. Cartesian optical illusions, his fantasies of attending his own funeral
         or of occupying the amygdala of another person (an idea later seized upon by Berkeley),
         Locke’s notion of waking up in another soul, the blind and the deaf in the philosophies
         of the eighteenth century, or even the Lebnizean leave, which should not resemble
         another leave—all these thought experiments could not pose as a Kantian touchstone
         of truth. The critique of reason made these kinds of attempts to comprise the precarious
         experience of truth into a single impression redundant. Since Kant, we no longer have
         to “be there” to perceive a thing, not even in potentia. It suffices that we send our concepts back to the past. And these concepts are designed
         precisely as “logical distances” to our empirically given nature. Kant did not believe
         in Berkeley’s esse est percipi, but in the possibility of the world being conceptualized. Today, this may still seem to be an antirealist
         position, but in its time, the transcendental turn only used the conceptual structure of the subject in order
            to liberate him from regarding his empirical existence as pertinent to the issues
            of truth.
      

      
      In other words, the thought experiments of traveling to the distant past before the
         advent of humanity do not seem to undermine Kant’s position. Meillassoux writes,
      

      
      
         Consider the following ancestral statement: “Event Y occurred x number of years before
            the emergence of humans.” The correlationist philosopher will in no way intervene
            in the content of this statement [. . .]. No—he will simply add—perhaps only to himself,
            but add it he will—something like a simple codicil, always the same one, which he
            will discretely append to the end of the phrase: event Y occurred x number of years
            before the emergence of humans—for humans (or even, for the human scientist).[28]  
         

         
      

      However, Kant’s method presumably claims something else: everything in this Newtonian
         universe could be conceptualized, and it is for this very reason that it does not need to be humanized as well. The
         necessity for the scientist to be human would only apply if the empirical and the
         logical subjects were the same. But by means of the dissociation of the empirical
         and the pure I, the logical forms within the human subject were detected that open
         the possibility of de-humanizing his cognitive faculty.[29]   It is precisely this difference that allows Kant to rationally conceptualize the
         world without making any particular rational being necessary:
      

      
      
         But I cannot say “Everything that thinks, exists”; for then the property of thinking
            would make all beings possessing it into necessary beings. Hence my existence also
            cannot be regarded as inferred from the proposition “I think,” as Descartes held.
            (KrV B 422)
         

         
      

      Here, an argument is being conducted which may at first seem counterintuitive: It is the very logical necessity of concepts that makes their bearers and conferrers
            empirically contingent. No natural qualities can ever be deduced from the pure “I”:
      

      
      
         About the I in the first sense (the subject of apperception), the logical I, as a
            representation a priori, one can by no means know what kind of a being it is and what his natural constitution
            is.[30]  
         

         
      

      This indicates that the contingency of the emergence of humanity is not unthinkable within Kant’s philosophy. In the first
         Critique, Kant speaks freely of the pre-human past, of other worlds, of stars so distant that
         likely “no human being has ever perceived them or ever will perceive them” (KrV A 496/B 524). And, what is more, when discussing their experience by the knowing
         subject, he repeatedly uses the word possibility and never actuality. He points to the “possibility of prolonging the chain of experience”
         (KrV A 495/B 523), the “reference to possible experience” (KrV A 496/B 524), and the “possible progress of experience” (KrV A 493/B 521).[31]   Consequently, this tarnishes the necessity of the empirical existence of humanity.
         Kant always assigned merely a relatively superior role to the human race in comparison to other known living beings. For instance, he
         called the human being “the only rational creature on earth”[32]   and allowed for the possibility of “the inhabitants of other planets.”[33]  
      

      
      It could be said that Kant’s transcendentalism is the logical apparatus of his antihumanism.
         The conceptual emancipation of the subject from his biological conditions is the very
         lever that allows the disclosure of his empirical insignificance. From the higher
         ground of the “person,” the homo noumenon, which is in no sense a biological or anthropic determination, the cosmic position
         of the homo phaenomenon, the appearing human being, can be pitilessly devalued: “In the system of nature,
         man (homo phaenomenon, animal rationale) is a being of slight importance and shares with the rest of the animals, as offspring
         of the earth, an ordinary value (pretium vulgare).”[34]   Therefore, it would probably not contradict Kant’s system to assume another, nonhuman
         being of conceptual faculties; as long as this being’s mind would exhibit a transcendental
         logical structure, its empirical provenance would be beside the point.
      

      
      In his arguments of “ancestrality,” Meillassoux seems to, perhaps not mistakenly confound,
         but nevertheless unmistakably identify the empirical conditions of manifestation of
         the transcendental with the transcendental conditions of manifestation of the empirical.
         He claims that the correlation cannot “exist by itself, independently of its incarnation
         in individuals,”[35]   and that “the transcendental subject is localized among the finite objects of its
         world in this way, this means that it remains indissociable from its incarnation in a body.”[36] In his view, a thing prior to the advent of humanity, for instance a fossil, thus
         shatters the very foundations of man’s relation to the world, because it exposes the
         correlation itself as a mere (contingent) product of time, an emergence within its
         cosmic history. However, by deducing correlation from its historical incorporation,
         the original duality of Kant’s subjectivity is reduced to a plump unity. For the great
         innovation of Kant was to implement a schism in the correlation itself, a rift between the transcendental and the empirical regime. And only because the
         human being is capable of becoming aware of the transcendental structure of his reason,
         can he now begin to consider his empirical, bodily incarnation as accidental. Of course,
         the question remains, what would Kant’s world be without the occurrence of any of the rational beings—this might, from the vantage point of the present, in fact
         present an impasse, or at least a problem, of Kant’s thought. According to the Slovene
         Kant scholar Zdravko Kobe, the transcendental subjectivity possesses its “intelligible
         body,” which must be incarnated at one point, without there being a necessary point
         at which it must be incarnated. Even though this body of the transcendental subject
         “is spatial and temporal, it is not bound to a specific space and time.”[37]   This means that a rational being must emerge sometime and somewhere within the
         universe, but not necessary in a human being.
      

      
      However, perhaps Kant gave a slight hint on how to surpass this dilemma, thus allowing
         us to bring his thoughts a step further. The transcendental structure that the subject
         finds in himself as nonappearing, even as detachable from the permanent vigilance
         of the consciousness, is also a means to realize the contingency of the (biological)
         embodiment of this consciousness—a means that pre-Kantian philosophies did not yet
         have at their disposal. And since transcendentality poses as the very lever of the insight into the contingency
            of its own empirical embodiment, it itself perhaps becomes something that may or may
            not be personified somewhere in the history of time. Doubtlessly, the system of concepts possesses its inner necessity, but if this “pure
         I” simultaneously discredits the necessity of his own “empirical I,” then the incarnability of the pure I itself becomes fortuitous. From this it may follow, not to Kant himself,
         but to us, his readers, that there is no inherent urgency within the otherwise rational
         universe to give birth to a rational being in order to be known by him.
      

      
      To evaluate both Kant’s realism and his antirealism, a certain distinction must be
         introduced. Today, the paradigms of consciousness and language are usually lumped
         together. But in Kant, the empirical and the logical side of subjectivity must be
         held apart. One of the great merits of Kant was to offer possibilities of trespassing
         the horizon of rationalist and empiricist consciousness. But he did still believe
         in the thoroughly rational, conceptual world. So he might be called a cosmic realist
         and a conceptual antirealist. His antirealism does not lie in the mandatory humanity
         of the mind but in the conceptual structure of the transcendental subject. Within
         the Kantian frame, it is at least possible to think the human race as contingent,
         but the concepts are always necessary. Or, to put in other words, Kant’s philosophy
         already provided some rudiments of the de-anthropomorphization of the world, but not
         of its de-symbolization. For this, another step is needed.
      

      
      Truth as Release: Gleichgültigkeit, 
Hegel’s Overlooked Revolution
      

      
      So far, we have differentiated two different ontologies—with all their “ontological”
         consequences. On the one hand, there was the ontology of immediacy, first embodied
         in the form of Cartesian doubt, on the other, the ontology of totalization, following
         the form of Kantian conditions of possibility. And now the possibility of a third
         ontology may be considered (i.e., the ontology of release and de-totalization). Traces
         of this new truth procedure go back at least as far as Hegel. It could be said, somewhat
         catechistically, that after the truth of understanding, based upon the correspondence
         form, and the truth of reason, based upon the coherence form, a third kind of truth
         form was invented, the truth of Spirit, Hegel’s Geist, which consists in creating a new, “institutional” sphere of truth, thereby releasing its other, the immediacy
         of nature, from the realm of its jurisdiction. This conception opens an entirely new
         landscape of truth values.
      

      
      Today, we live under the impression, or even under a Zeitdiagnose concerning all aspects of our condition, that the modern subject has lost its way
         in the prison-house of language, in manifold language games, discourses, communications,
         metaphorical and metonymical transfers, or even wordplays. On the other hand, however,
         the human being has supposedly never felt as foreign and as homeless in this cold
         universe as he does today. The world seems all-too-human and inhuman at the same time.
         Thus, against these too simple pronouncements, another tendency can be observed. For
         illustrative purposes only, a certain shift can be seen in entirely heterogeneous
         areas of modern science, in psychoanalysis, sociology, biology, and even in philosophy.
         For it was precisely the science of the previous century that witnessed the emergence
         of a form of thought relating to an ontology of two orders of being: the first being caught within its own self-referential circuit, and the second representing
         the pure, relatively indifferent facticity.
      

      
      Stephen Jay Gould’s biology can be considered as one of these “new ontologies,” since
         he never became weary of stressing that many, or even most, of the traits of living
         beings had never been the object of selective, evolutionary pressures. Against what
         we might call “Darwinian pan-adaptationism,” Gould points out how large quantities
         of life are reproduced, or even dragged along, without holding any specific, transparent,
         biological function.[38]   The other “scientific ontology” of this type is Niklas Luhmann’s sociology, his
         systems theory, the first axiom of which is not based on substance, but on difference, a difference between the system and the environment. Hence, this theory does not
         ensue from some presupposed uniformity and totality of being, but rather thinks the
         emergence of systems that, once established and reproducing themselves, surrender
         their claim about the rest of reality. The systems, so to speak, release their environment into a state of de-totalization. The idea of systems lies expressly
         in the fact that they essentially do not presuppose the existence of a super-structure that could totalize the environment.
         So, systems theory is not an “immediate theory of everything,” but a theory of difference,
         according to which the systems in their reproduction (which can be autopoietic and
         self-referential) gain the right to overlook and ignore, but also to admit and, with
         a certain amount of ease and casualness, allow the existence of outer reality. Luhmann’s
         sociology, as an ontology of difference, is therefore in the true sense of the word
         an ontology of the right to indifference. And, finally, the greatest example of such a “new ontology” may be Freudian sexuality,
         his celebrated and infamously misinterpreted pan-sexualism. Freud has always been
         an adversary of something we might call “total interpretationism” in psychoanalysis,
         where everything is bestowed with meaning, every character trait reveals a collective
         history, every object is sexualized, and so forth. The difference between Freud and
         Jung lies precisely in Freud’s ability to limit sexuality to a specifically human
         experience, whereas Jung perceived the flowing of sexual energy everywhere, even in
         animals and plants. For it was Freud who discovered a closed causality within sexuality
         that somehow underpins the whole human existence, and, by encasing this drive within
         a self-reflexive circuit, he could discharge the outside natural world from the realm of sexual desire.
      

      
      So, in the end, the point in common to all these scientific ontologies is the discovery
         of a sort of pivot that finally allowed the world to lose its meaning, as opposed to Lévi-Strauss’s famous remark that “either everything, or nothing,
         makes sense.”[39]   Gould, for instance, could afford not to recognize a bearer of biological meaning in every trait of a living being; Luhmann
         felt no need to presuppose systemic order in the environment of the system; and Freud
         was no longer bound by the necessity of perceiving immediate sexual energy in the
         objects of the external world.
      

      
      Based on this simple premise, one is tempted to set off on a quest for the origins
         of these ontologies of de-totalization. Their birthplace will be located in one of the earliest documents of genuine Hegelianism,
         in the famous “Sense certainty,” the first chapter of the Phenomenology of Spirit, where Hegel first developed his concept of indifference, Gleichgültigkeit. At first, it is a small and seemingly negligible operation, but, as we will see
         below, it permeates all domains of Hegel’s philosophy and perhaps even represents
         a “method” of a new ontology. Hegel could well prove to be the founding father of
         a momentous and consequential shift.
      

      
      The only reason why “sense certainty” is placed at the beginning of the Phenomenology of Spirit, a work representing the first part of the System of Science, lies in an attempt to expose the truth to the test of immediacy. For “this is the
         essential point for sense-knowledge, and this pure being, or this simple immediacy, constitutes its truth” (PdG 58–59).[40]   Language can pin down immediacy with a demonstrative pronoun (just as Descartes
         asked himself whether this piece of paper existed), and so the world now divides into “one ‘This’ as ‘I,’ and
         the other ‘This’ as object” (PdG 59). To the question, “What is the This?,” Was ist das Diese?, Hegel responds: “the Now and the Here,” das Jetzt and das Hier. And he continues:
      

      
      
         To the question: “What is Now?,” let us answer, e.g. “Now is Night.” In order to test
            the truth of this sense-certainty a simple experiment will suffice. We write down
            this truth; a truth cannot lose anything by being written down, any more than it can
            lose anything through our preserving it. If now, this noon, we look again at the written truth we shall have to say that it has become stale.
         

         
         The Now that is Night is preserved, i.e. it is treated as what it professes to be, as something that is; but it proves itself to be, on the contrary, something that is not. [. . .] This self-preserving Now is, therefore, not immediate but mediated; for
            it is determined as a permanent and self-preserving Now through the fact that something else, viz. Day and Night, is not. (PdG 60)
         

         
      

      In Descartes, this piece of paper is an object of doubt, its victim; in Hegel, however, the paper becomes a means of his method: as a place of preservation of the written, it assumes the role of the
         Archimedean point investing the world with a new value. Here, it is the I that is
         uncertain of himself, while the piece of paper is able, as it were, to say: “It is
         written, therefore it is,” thus becoming a bearer of some sort of self-evidence, of
         certainty that, irrespective of the changes in the immediacy, one and the same statement
         can always be read from it. Hence, the simple contraposition of the I and the world
         is now transferred into a new arena, which no longer perpetuates the naive opposition
         of outside and inside, but rather opens a new front between the written sentence and
         the referred fact already beginning to elude adequacy.
      

      
      In a way, Hegel here implements Berkeley’s method of “turning one’s back.” However,
         the subject now actively turning away is the world of day and night, while the truth
         of the I, pinned down to the temporal adverb “now,” has, as Hegel points out, already
         become stale. It is the “I” that, so to speak, starts extinguishing behind the back
         of the world. Nevertheless, the Hegelian subject is, at this point, no longer confined
         to being a mere “I” of sense-knowledge, a tabula rasa of a sort, but rather he already embodies a certain schism between the I and the piece
         of paper, that is, he disposes of a leverage point from which the truth becomes increasingly
         less dependent on its outside:
      

      
      
         As so determined, it is still just as simply Now as before, and in this simplicity
            is indifferent to what happens in it; just as little as Night and Day are its being,
            just as much also is it Day and Night; it is not in the least affected by this its
            other-being. (PdG 60)
         

         
      

      At this point, the subject of knowledge assumes a new function, the importance of
         which should not be underestimated: he is given the right to become indifferent, gleichgültig, to night and day. Generally, one imagines the empiricist subject to incarnate intensity
         and constancy of his presence of mind, a continuity of perceptions. Berkeley’s subject
         may avert the eyes, but he is not allowed to hide behind indifference, since his perception
         immediately produces the being of things. Hume’s subject is merely a bundle of perceptions,
         and if he were indifferent to his impressions, he would presumably dissolve himself.
         Kant liberated the subject from this fixation to immediate perceptions, but within
         the horizon of totality, the experience still needs the subject of Ich denke as a logically continuous accompaniment of his representations. Of all these subjects it could be said that
         they are the being of night and day, and without them there is neither night nor day.
         Hegel, on the other hand, invents a new realm, in which the subject is finally permitted
         to become fundamentally indifferent to the content of his cognition. However, in order
         to open the “logical space” for this indifference to emerge, he must first endow the
         subject with a certain surplus, with which his indifference is kept in balance. The “now” of the sentence is neither
         this nor that, and, as a “not-this,” becomes a universal, a unity not of reality, but of language. And, as Hegel famously concludes, “But
         language, as we see, is the more truthful” (PdG 60).
      

      
      The indifference does not come free of charge; it is counterbalanced by the fact that
         at the place of the subject a truth-surplus is produced, the “greater truthfulness”
         of language. Of course, Hegel’s early masterpiece, the Phenomenology of Spirit, is at times somewhat unclear and as such perhaps allows freer interpretations. Hence,
         there is most probably no mistake in reading this “now” as something which preserves
         itself as the negative focal point of the change of night and day (i.e., a universal
         concept of language which becomes truer than its mere correspondence to either day or night). Night and day are not its being, Hegel says. In the face of the universal of language, an immediate certainty, an
         empirical adequacy, does not guarantee truth.
      

      
      But Hegel does not stop here; he also adds, just as much also is it Day and Night. And the second half of this sentence is of even greater importance, representing
         the necessary correlate to the Hegelian turn. The “now” is a point of coincidence
         of two subjects, the subject of judgment (that is, the grammatical subject) and the
         deictic function through which the subject of perception is inscribed into language.
         And since the subject of perception, signified by the “now,” produces a linguistic
         surplus value whose truth no longer derives from the (empirical) immediacy of the
         world, on the reverse side of this shift the world likewise gains independence from the attention of the subject of knowledge. Night and day acquire an ontological license to change in their own right, according
         to a mechanics that does not adhere to the logic of cognition, certainty, and truth,
         and, consequently, the alternation of day and night makes no further claims on the
         subject in whose eyes it would come to exist. In a sense, the world now not only relinquishes
         the need to be gazed upon, either actually or at least potentially, but it also shows
         itself as eluding the conceptual structures of the subject.
      

      
      This at first glance inconspicuous shift is of most far-reaching consequence. Since
         Hegel is never weary of repeating the term, the Gleich-
gültigkeit, indifference, seems to play an essential role in this cognitive situation. The subject is relieved
         of the task to either constantly perceive or conceptually constitute the objects,
         but, symmetrically, the outer world, the cycle of day and night, gains independence
         from the cognitive activity of the subject. The reverse side of this new attitude
         toward the world is an unimpeded, continued existence of the external world. And in
         view of our naive notions about the nature of truth and philosophy that we have grown
         accustomed to under Cartesian influence, this may represent a certain revolution.
         If the subject is entitled to become indifferent to his outside, then the world is
            free to lose its meaning; it is allowed to exist behind our backs, and it need not be totalized into a transcendental
         idea. Indeed, immediacy no longer plays the role of the truth-maker, neither in the
         form of adequation nor in the form of totalization. Even if this thing in front of us is exceedingly certain, we haven’t thereby achieved truth as
         yet. And even if we sum up and resume all the things and facts of the world, we are
         still not capable of conceiving of the concept of the “world.” Or, seen from the other
         perspective: the moment the outer world slips out of the focus of truth, it no longer
         needs to disappear and become null. There is no necessity for the things of the world
         to become objects of Cartesian doubt, Berkeley’s turning of the back, Hume’s agnosticism,
         or, in the perspective of totality, of Kant’s logic of illusion. Here, Hegel almost
         argues for some sort of unconscious anti-Berkeleyianism: in Berkeley, when one averts
         his eyes from the thing, the thing vanishes, while in Hegel, one quasi must face away to release the thing in the facticity, to enable its emergence as a purely
         factual existence outside the framework of the subject of knowledge. The tables fade
         behind our backs as symbols and meanings, so to speak, and only behind our backs do
         they resurface as facts.
      

      
      Now, the following thesis can be proposed. Hegel’s Gleichgültigkeit is not an accidental disposition of the subject of knowledge, but rather a method, la méthode, which is as strict, relevant, and far-reaching as Cartesian doubt. Gleichgültigkeit is a foundation of a new ontology that may contain and implicate some of the most
         important precursors of modern thought.[41]  
      

      
      Correctness and Truth

      
      Above, we have indicated the instruments with which Kant made Cartesian doubt trivial:
         the singular object of one’s attention is no longer a place of presumed full truth,
         but, at the utmost, a place of a lesser truth. Even though doubts may still turn up
         here and there, they lose the paramount position in the truth processes which always
         favor contexts to particulars, relations to relata, the whole to its parts. Hegel,
         however, invented a new junction between subject and object, between inside and outside,
         between the “I” and the world. He showed that all the precarious issues with the external
         world can be suspended by assuming a new level of truth which surpasses any correspondence
         to a given immediate reality. The things outside us, such as day and night, begin
         to exist beyond any doubt or synthesis by the sole virtue of being untrue.
      

      
      In Berkeley, the night is “true” as long as it is gazed upon. In Kant, it is “true”
         inasmuch as it forms a regular, causal interval with the day. And in Hegel, the night
         becomes simply “untrue,” not because it did not exist, but because by now the subject
         of its perception already holds in his hands something truer: the creative surplus of the emergent truth. In rationalism and empiricism, the object
         of the senses must be immediately verified; in Kant, it must be integrated in the
         context of experience; and, finally, in Hegel, it is released from the jurisdiction of truth. It starts representing the “other of the idea” (i.e.,
         something that will later be referred to as the untruth of nature in the face of the
         self-reflexivity of Spirit). Perhaps, Kant’s subject was no longer haunted by doubt
         and could look away from things at any instant, but everything that he perceived was
         still a product of his synthetic activity. Yet similar to Kant rendering Cartesian
         doubt obsolete, Hegel makes the assumption of reality coming to existence within the
         spontaneous synthesis of the subject of cognition unnecessary and even impertinent.
         Instead, he opens the possibility of a reality falling out of the process of truth
         and thus withdrawing from the conceptual grasp (of the human being). The sensible immediacy of things is not totalized in the experience, but released
            from it. It is not assimilated into the program of the growth of knowledge, but left behind
         on the path of its progression. Thereby, the objects of the senses cease to represent
         the conceptual structure of the mind. In this subchapter, we will demonstrate how
         the mechanics of this somewhat delicate operation of release work.
      

      
      One way to describe this entirely new design of truth value is by Hegel’s terminological
         difference between correctness and truth, Richtigkeit and Wahrheit.[42]   Hegel’s correctness is constituted on the line between representations and outer things and is the truth
         about the empirical facts of the world. Truth, however, is the truth of the explicated concept.[43]   The concept is no longer a form of representation, of empirical adequacy, of Kantian
         synthesis of experience, but rather a form of discourse.
      

      
      Let us briefly return to sense certainty. We wrote down the sentence “Now it is Night” on a piece of paper, meanwhile it has
         become bright, and we find that it is now day. But the sentence on the piece of paper
         persists. At the empirical level it became untrue, that is, incorrect, but at the
         same time it produced its own irrevocable “truth,” a permanence of a sentence, in
         the face of which the immediate outside world, a former warrant of truth, proves untrue.
         There is therefore the sentence “Now it is Night,” and there is a reality that, by
         refuting the sentence, is itself refuted. “Night” and “day” are in the moment of “now”
         sometimes correct and at other times incorrect, but the truth has already passed over from the sphere of facts to the realm of universality of language.
      

      
      And the question might be raised, what does this new “truth” consist of, what is its
         surplus over mere correctness? Taking into account the subsequent development of Hegel’s
         theory, let us imagine that besides the sentence “Now it is night” we write down on
         the piece of paper the sentence “Now it is day.” From both statements a law of discourse
         can be deduced, by which the (grammatical) subject is constituted within the symmetrical
         opposition between its two predicates (namely, the “now” within the opposition between
         “day” and “night”). Hegel himself defines the “now” as a not-this which can be both
         this or that (see PdG 60). Hence, an ideality of the “now” is produced within the discourse as determined by the interplay between
         the concepts “day” and “night.” As a not-this, the “now” does henceforth not have
         to consider the present state of the world to verify its content. It is a typical
         reversion of the subject and the predicate that later became one of the hallmarks
         of Hegel’s philosophy. In the processes of truth rather than correctness, there is
         no substantial subject to which accidental predicates are being attributed; there
         are only predicates that, by way of binary oppositions, create the subject in the first place. The soul, for instance, is not a “thing” but a product of two consecutive judgments “The soul is simple” and “The soul is complex.” Likewise,
         the world is “both infinite and finite,” and thus a result of the dialectical process between the concepts of “infinity” and “finitude” (see
         Enz I., § 28, § 32). Here, the concepts of “night” and “day” enter into a speculative
         opposition and produce an ideal subject, the “now,” which is no longer bound to the
         immediacy of experience.
      

      
      But the crucial point of this idealist trickery, which may seem superfluous and self-indulgent
         to some, is a realist one. As soon as the meaning of the concepts is determined within
         discourse, Cartesian doubt and the Kantian unity of experience are no longer required: the birds are singing, the grass is growing, night and day are changing, and there
         is no longer any need to apply to them the operation of reduction or totalization.
         Once we begin laying claims to something truer than the mere immediate experience, the criteria for assessing this very experience
         retroactively unwind and get released. It is a seemingly paradoxical situation. Modern
         science operated within the paradigm of truth as an induction of empirical data from
         the outside world, and yet it is precisely the Cartesian method that according to
         Heidegger “has the tendency to bury the ‘external world’ in nullity ‘epistemologically’”
         (SuZ 250). With Hegel, however, the truth value is transferred from the realm of representations
         to the realm of ideas, and, yet, it is this new truth that now becomes indifferent
         to (or even “at ease” with) the entire area of correctness, therewith allowing things to exist in their own right—as long as they come to terms
         with being untrue.
      

      
      Within this Hegelian disposition, immediacy is always something untrue, or, to use
         a slightly more convenient term, something naïve. If Hegel’s Gleichgültigkeit is capable of claiming straightforwardly, “just as much also is it Day and Night,”
         this does not mean that some sort of naïve realism once more assumed the function
         of a truth criterion. On the contrary, in this perspective it is not the belief in
         the existence of independent outside reality (hence, naïve realism) that is naïve,
         but rather it is the stance that has now become naïve whereupon the front between
         the object and the subject, the question of correspondence between reality and representation,
         is by itself already a focal point of truth. Or, to put it in another way, when the
         truth form was still determined by correspondence (i.e., when it assumed the form of naïve realism, one was in incessant need of doubting the content of one’s representations). However, the moment this naïve realism no longer defines
         the coordinates of truth values, the world regains its former reality, albeit at a
         price: reality as such may now be real, but is itself something utterly naïve.
      

      
      It is in this “untrue-ization” of immediate reality that we will recognize the most
         prolific incentives to a new realism. The standpoint of truth is no longer constituted
         by a suspension of the realist stance, but by reaching a point of indifference to
         it. In the methodological sense, Hegel’s system offers the possibility of a two-fold
         evaluation of “truth,” now being either richtig or wahr. And since for Hegel the external, empirical reality of the natural consciousness
         is unwahr , untrue, there is no need to deprive it of its correctness as well, its immediate reality, its facticity[44]   (in opposition to actuality, Hegel’s Wirklichkeit, which is structured by reason and therefore always already wahr). This thought complex of instituting a self-referential “truth” in a localized area
         that now becomes indifferent to the very reality it referred to in the first place
         is, after all, a long-exploited and well-wrought form. For a clearer image, let us
         resort to a few examples.
      

      
      Lacan famously declared that, even if a jealous man was correct about his wife cheating
         on him, his jealousy was still pathological. This argument may rest on the following
         intuition: the moment jealousy becomes pathological, the psychological system itself
         becomes indifferent to the fact whether the wife’s lover existed or not. If the real reason for the patient’s
         ailments were false perceptions, then the analysis could in fact endeavor either to
         confirm or refute the existence of people that the patient hallucinates about. But
         if the analyst, as in the case of our poor cuckold, finds that the patient revolves
         around his own jealousy, then the wife’s lover automatically loses the status of a
         figment of imagination. A pathological emotion exhibits a sufficiently proper, self-referential
         investment of energy, so now, in a way, Cartesian doubt, whether the lover really
         exists, or Kant’s context, in which the lover is only one of the several causes of
         the patient’s ailments, yields to the Hegelian indifference to this reality. The wife’s
         lover may be correct, he may exist as a fact, but, as for the therapeutic “actuality,” the lover is simply
         untrue, for the truth of the patient’s state is not “saturated” around the wife’s affair but around his
         jealousy. Or rather, since the existence of the lover is untrue with regard to the patient’s pathology, it is a matter of no consequence whether it
         is correct or not; thus, he may very well exist. Similarly, in Descartes, the fireplace and the
         winter dressing gown are potentially true, so the question incessantly arises whether they are also correct, whether they exist as facts; however, with Hegel, the day and the night become untrue, which entitles them to exist “at ease” in all the correctness of their facticity.
      

      
      To take another example, one of vulgar psychology, let us imagine a case of someone
         making every effort to escape the social environment in which he was born, marked
         with poverty, backwardness, and so forth. As long as a person of this sort is still
         caught within the dynamics of his social advancement, he does everything in his power
         to downplay his humble origins. However, when he finally obtains a position of rank,
         reputation, and stability, when his assets start reproducing on their own, this summit
         ascent often goes hand in hand with a certain “release” of his biography, which was
         thus far held under quarantine. Suddenly, he overcomes the reluctance to publicly
         indulge in reminiscences of his destitute childhood, and so forth. Here, we witness
         an analogy to the Cartesian paradox in which the subject, under the constraint of
         the form of immediate adequation, doubts the existence of the immediate world itself:
         until someone believes that his modest origins serve as an incentive for his striving
         for higher social rank, he is compelled to disguise these origins at any cost; yet,
         as soon as his position is secured and maintains itself, he becomes indifferent to
         the unveiling of the path of his becoming. The reason why someone socially well-established
         exhibits his inglorious roots so easily appears to be quite simple: he managed to
         make his own past untrue, is no longer determined by it, and because of it, he can
         finally let it be seen in all its unobscured “correctness.” To make this case even
         more pointed, people often feel the desire to “tell the truth in the end”; and if
         this truth is traumatic, it can only be conceded when first being made untrue. What
         one can undo retroactively are not the facts of the past but only their truth. And this new untruth of those facts can only be asserted by declaring their factual correctness. All the
         attempts to doubt or conceal something only preserve it within the regime of truth.
         Thus, at some point, the only way to make something untrue is just to confess to it.
      

      
      Let us turn to our last example. Psychologizing great personalities was without doubt
         one of the maladies of the twentieth century. The fictitious philosopher Botul wrote
         about the sexual life of Immanuel Kant, about his vast asexuality, Gustave Flaubert
         was, according to the famous analysis by Sartre in his monumental work L’idiot de la famillie, possibly even a submissive lesbian, and we keep hearing about the sexual preferences
         of Adolf Hitler. The first and most common reaction to such conjectures is usually
         mistrust, suspicion, disagreement, or perhaps even a remark that Kant had nevertheless
         had an appointment with a lady in some garden or other. For it seems to us that the
         reality of an effect, such as critical philosophy, Madame Bovary, or the holocaust, is of such magnitude that it cannot be explained simply from the
         “codomain” of the reality of the cause. But according to our thesis, the best way to make something untrue is to admit that
         it is correct and to acknowledge its factual existence. Indeed, when something is
         exactly what it seems, it is inhibited in its truth. What we have here is an antiskepticism
         of a sort: while a skeptic negates every possible stance, we affirm it in order to
         take the wind out of its sails. And, consequently, it is probably the reason why,
         in the end, we nevertheless come to terms and reconcile with these seemingly shortsighted
         psychological explanations. If we were to doubt and suspect them, we would tacitly
         continue to assume that a famous oeuvre could in fact be psychologized, save that for the time being we did not possess a
         sufficiently complex knowledge of all the diverse causes to draw an outline of the
         real causality. By doubting the existence of a thing, as we have seen with Descartes,
         one simultaneously imposes on it the truth form of adequation; and by doubting the
         psychological reconstructions, one may in fact belie the specific analyses by Botul
         or Sartre, yet still remain within the realm of assuming that Kant’s and Flaubert’s
         work is reducible to a meanwhile unknown, but potentially reconstructible biography.
         The only way to release the emergence and irreducibility of their work from their
         private biographical psychism is to approve and condone the latter as entirely appropriate—hence
         correct and irrelevant. The moment these attempts of “psychologizing” are fully recognized,
         they are neutralized and in this way put in their place, in their indifferent field
         of competence. It is perfectly possible that there is a real psychological continuity between Kant’s asexuality and the concepts of the thing-in-itself, transcendentality,
         the categorical imperative, the beautiful, and the sublime; likewise it is at least
         probable that in order for critical philosophy to be invented, an author was needed
         who slept in tightly wrapped linen; and finally, we can even imagine that the three
         Critiques would have never seen the light of day, had a man in the midst of a drab and flat
         Königsberg not preserved his chastity into old age. But in Kant’s philosophy something
         else has arisen, something that transcends and is entitled to dissociate itself from
         its factual history. It is the truth of the Kantian philosophy that emerged along the way and can only be emancipated
         from the “reality” of its emergence when this reality is acknowledged as essentially
         correct.
      

      
      The Functional Interpretation 
of Hegel’s Realism of Release
      

      
      Gleichgültigkeit is a small, almost inconspicuous operation placed at the very outset of Hegel’s “epistemology.”
         Hegel himself never recognized it as a method, but he did use it on practically all
         levels of his thought. Or, to be more precise, in his system there was a method of which the “indifference” in Sense certainty is only its first manifestation. And it is precisely this somewhat neglected method,
         and the broader implications of its ostensibly innocent move, that must now be discerned
         and examined. The final task of this chapter is thus to observe how the mechanics
         of release function not only logically, but in actu, and thereby to pinpoint where the scope of Hegel’s realism can best be measured
         and felt.
      

      
      Perhaps the best way to assess the somewhat concealed possibilities of Hegel’s realism
         is to read it against the backdrop of Kant. Thus far, we have demonstrated how Kant
         surpassed the form of immediate adequation by transferring the truth value to the
         horizon of postulated totalization. Now, we will investigate Hegel’s break with these
         Kantian dialectical postulates of totality. If Kant’s philosophy was interpreted as
         a gain in “relative realism” with respect to the philosophies of rationalism and empiricism,
         our next effort will be to get hold of the increase in realism that Hegel’s philosophy facilitated. We have placed Kant within a perspective in which
         his moves seem to have been at their most operative. And now we will try to situate
         Hegel within the prospect in which his shifts and maneuvers make the greatest sense.
         In our reading, Kant detected the aporias and paradoxes of the previous philosophies,
         such as doubt, mind-body interaction, the perceptibility of primary qualities or causality,
         and established a frame in which they start losing their grip. But Kant’s avowedly
         remarkable overcoming of rationalist and empiricist chimeras just relocated them to
         a different level (i.e., to the realm of reason, which, in turn, can only be conceived
         as the transcendental dialectic, the “logic of illusion”). Hence, our aim is to demonstrate
         that the most fertile ground of Hegel’s moves, the true vantage point of his operations,
         consists in the detection and transgression of these “transcendental illusions.”
      

      
      In order to set the stage for the appearance of Hegel, a slightly more lengthy presentation
         of certain deadlocks and dilemmas unfolding at the farthermost horizon of Kantian
         thought is needed. In Kant, understanding is placed in the horizon of reason, and
         the truth value is shifted from the realm of immediate evidence to the realm of the
         totality of conditions. However, this semantics of reason, which is compelled to use
         quantifiers such as “the whole,” “entire,” “universality,” “allness,” and “totality,”[45]   has a price to pay. Now, the solidity of the representations of understanding is secure, because it is no longer grounded
         in the immediate evidence of ideas or perceptions, but rather in their embedding under
         the reason’s scope of totality. However, this solidification of representations opens
         an abyss at the other end of the size scale: the concepts of reason, such as “world,”
         “soul,” and “God,” no longer correspond to the objects of experience, thereby forfeiting
         the function of expanding our knowledge. In a nutshell, the metaphysical concepts,
         and the judgments that are being made on them, are essentially illusory; they form
         paralogisms, antinomies, and an ideal.
      

      
      In this way, the Kantian scheme represents a crucial and decisive rearrangement of
         “ontological values” as opposed to traditional stances. Within the historical perspective,
         it could be said that, between Descartes and Kant, as it were, certainties and uncertainties
         change places. To put it pointedly, Descartes rounded out the potential deceptiveness
         and inconstancy of sense objects within the realm of the certainty of the ego and
         then within the proof of the existence of God, while with Kant, in contrast, the soundness
         of the syntheses of understanding finally dissolves into the illusions of the judgments
         of reason. In Descartes, the doubt about this or that thing is comforted in the secure
         lap of God; in Kant, however, the firm ground of the things of understanding liquidates
         in the hazy mist of the idea, in uncertainty whether God exists or not. The self-evidence
         of the “I” in the inner sense is no longer possible, the empirical knowledge of the
         world as a whole cannot be synthesized, and one is no longer capable of proving the
         existence of God. In short, the partial issues of Cartesian doubt are converted to
         the total impasses of Kantian dialectics.[46]  
      

      
      The threat of illusion, of nonbeing, always appears at the level where the truth value
         is, so to speak, “invested” or “saturated.” With Descartes, truth aimed at the immediate
         thing in the form of adequation, and thus the truth’s method could only be doubt (i.e.,
         the dilemma about whether this thing exists or not). With Kant, on the other hand, truth is conceived in the form of totality, of conditions
         of possibility, the unconditional, the absolute. Therefore, it is the realm of reason,
         the transcendental dialectic, that is affected by nothingness. The entities whose existence becomes precarious are now the “I,” the world, and
         God.[47]   The repression of negation in the domain of understanding witnesses a “return of
         the repressed” in the domain of reason. The undecidability of being and nonbeing,
         which was cultivated by pre-Kantian philosophers in the scope of minor and limited
         phenomena, such as my hands and feet, mental and physical events, determination and
         negation, Brutus and Caesar, the table behind one’s back, or the collision of billiard
         balls, overleaps with Kant to the level of “everything.” Rationalist and empiricist
         alternatives of being and nothing start eroding the totality itself. Kant’s “totalizing
         compulsion” thus manifests a negative edge; by displacing the truth value from imminent
         adequacies to mediated contexts, the Kantian universe becomes dialectical, illusory,
         and, in its final horizon, the Humean predicate of “agnostic” is occasionally still
         ascribed to it.
      

      
      Kant thus offers a world that is partim more “real” and more “commonsensical” than the rationalist or empiricist universe,
         yet in toto this same world becomes undecidable as to the alternative of truth and falsehood.
         We can be certain of our hands and feet, a rose can stab us in the back, and all pragmatic
         assumptions in the game of billiards are ontologically justified, but we are not in
         a position to be sure whether the world as a whole really exists On the level of totality, the question why is there being instead of
         nothing seems to be slightly out of place, and it only remains for us to ask, are
         we really confident that there is being instead of nothing? Kant himself wrote in
         the Critique of Judgement, “Perhaps nothing more sublime has ever been said, or any thought more sublimely
         expressed, than in the inscription over the temple of Isis (Mother Nature). ‘I am all that is, that was, and that will be, and my veil no mortal has removed’”
         (KU 194).[48]   Isis is “all that is, that was, and that will be,” and the reason why no one ever
         took a glance behind her shroud may well lie in the fact that being itself, at the
         very moment it is bestowed with a universal quantifier, turns into a mere veil.
      

      
      Now, the stage is set, and Hegel can enter the scene. First, a remark is due concerning
         the Kantian and the Hegelian operation of totalization. Admittedly, the ill repute
         of totality has haunted Hegel much more than Kant. After all, it was Hegel who declaratively
         stated, “The True is the whole” (PdG 11) in the preface of the Phenomenology of Spirit. In Hegel, Kant’s thing-in-itself is abolished, the sensitivity is “sublated” within
         the sphere of understanding and reason, nature shows itself to be a mere by-product
         of the self-movement of Spirit, and so forth. It seems that nothing was left outside
         this idealist frenzy. But Hegel’s “totality,” as we shall see, is always a complex
         operation introducing highly sensitive equilibria between the realm of the achieved
         whole and the realm of the respective release. One of Hegel’s “basic operations” is
         to institute an emergent causality of higher standing in order to release from it
         the facticity that was once under its jurisdiction. To give a few examples as a foretaste,
         in Hegel’s political philosophy, the state is a viable structure of reason only if
         it maintains a civil society in its midst that is indifferent to the particular interests of its members; the state, in a way, releases the sphere
         of finance, profession, or economy, surrendering it to the “invisible hand” of the
         market and other civil relations. The system of right and justice is only functioning
         if it is capable of disregarding the psychological motives of the offenders; it releases the constraint of considering
         circumstances, personal histories, family backgrounds, and so forth. Finally, in Hegel’s
         theory of aesthetics, the artistic beautiful, das Kunstschöne, should not depict or imitate the beautiful of nature, das Naturschöne, but rise above it; the beauty of Spirit releases all natural forms from its field
         of interests. And the examples are many more.
      

      
      Perhaps, this relation between Kant and Hegel could best be explained in terms of
         the difference between their respective idealisms. Again, Kant’s “frame of verification”
         is no longer direct perception but the entirety of experience, and the conceptual
         form of this totality is an “idea.” In Kant, an idea is not an empiricist immediate
         representation, but a “pure concept,” which extends beyond the limits of possible
         experience and to which no sensible object can conform. As such, it is a “focus imaginarius” (KrV A 644 / B 672), “only a projected unity” (KrV A 647 / B 675) (i.e., a regulative, and not a constitutive principle). The final
         horizon of truth within which things can be real at all is thus something both necessarily
         whole and eternally elusive. And it is this “presumptuous” openness of the totality,
         this “bad infinity,” in which Hegel intervenes with his specific idealism. Kant shifted
         the meaning of “idea” from the immediacy of representation to the totality of conditions.
         Now, Hegel shifts it from the never achievable allness in the synthesis of phenomena
         to the establishment of an emergent sphere, which both actualizes within reality and
            releases this reality from its domain. In rationalism and empiricism, an idea was the correlate of a thing (in Berkeley,
         it directly was the object). In Kant, its correlate is the totality (i.e., the world, the soul, God,
         or the ideals of the highest purpose or the highest good). And, finally, Hegel conceives
         the idea as a complex balance between its self-reflexive emergence and the release
         of its otherness. The idea must always step out of itself, alienate itself in its
         other, and only then return to itself, leaving its other behind as something untrue.
         Most notably, Spirit releases itself into nature in order to constitute itself in
         its “second nature,” as a self-reflexive movement free of any “naturalist” restrictions.
         An idea is thus neither bound to any particular immediacy nor does it remain open
         and incomplete in its infinite process of totalization. It is an emergent entity,
         which achieves its ultimate definitiveness precisely in the movement of rendering
         its original, immediate object untrue. God, to put it pointedly, is no longer an intangible
         Kantian ideal, but someone who reveals himself once and for all; but he does it by
         being crucified and dying on the cross.
      

      
      Thus, Hegel reshuffles and displaces the landscape of truth values once again, for
         it has already been repositioned and displaced by Kant. Against pre-Kantian immediate
         adequation, Kant conceives his ultimate concept, the idea, as a form of accumulation
         and regulation. Kant’s Weltanschauung is always governed by something that might be called a program of addition. The concepts of “world,” “soul,” “morality,” and “history” are all matrices of summation
         of the entirety of empirical phenomena in their respective areas of discretion. Because
         of this inherent claim to totalization, Kant’s philosophy is all about infinite tasks
         and asymptotic approaches. Inversely, Hegel offers a philosophy of definite actions
         and concrete actualizations, of stepping behind the veil of the phenomena, jumping
         into the water,[49]   committing the act, and even of ending history. However, these ideally activated
         “definite breakthroughs” always represent complicated balances between creating an
         emergent truth on the one side and unveiling the area of untruth on the other. Instead
         of the Kantian timeless, all-encompassing frame of infinite growth and approximation,
         Hegel provides a matrix of ideas being embodied here and now, within the nonideal
         sphere of immediacy. And yet, there is always a “realist remainder” to this process:
         the given world suddenly reveals itself in its untruth. The subject can express his
         morality only in a pathological act (he must even, as it is said in the Phenomenology of Spirit, acknowledge his evil); the state can only actualize itself in the exteriority of
         the finite human will, its particular, mundane interests; and, most famously and picturesquely,
         God comes to earth to die in the worldly body of his human son.
      

      
      Ideas have always been devised as instruments of control over reality, of holding
         it in the reins of truth. Before Kant, ideas immediately seized reality and cut it
         up into truth-quanta. In Kant, first, the concepts were detached from being directly
         incarnated, and then, they were submitted to the jurisdiction of ideas as their final
         regulation. Only ideas can guarantee a unity of experience, in which every piece of
         reality stands for the part of the truth of the whole. In contrast, Hegel’s idea is
         designed as an instrument of alleviation of either immediate or totalizing ideal constraints
         imposed upon reality. First, the Hegelian incarnations of ideas in the midst of reality
         do not represent a return to the pre-Kantian mind frame and have nothing to do with
         the rationalist and empiricist equations of ideas and objects. The object in which
         the idea incorporates (for instance, “the being of Spirit is a bone” (PdG 208), from the Phenomenology of Spirit) is not its verificator, but the representative of its own untruth in the face of which an idea can only verify itself by its own self-detachment from
         its material bearer.[50]   The object enjoys the status of the “necessary other” and as such performs a very
         precise function: by its blatant inadequacy, it represents the fact that the idea
         is not given, but must first make itself to be in the process of burning its fingers
         on its own incarnation. Or, as Hegel puts it, “The Idea is thinking, not as formal
         thinking, but as the self-developing totality of its own peculiar determinations and
         laws, which thinking does not already have and find given within itself, but which it gives to itself.” (Enz I., § 15) Hegel thus displaces both ends of the equation: on the one end, the bond
         of adequation between the thing and the idea is dissolved, and, on the other, the
         idea becomes itself only by means of this break and did not exist before. In brief,
         the idea becomes a processual entity, while the thing is released from the compulsion
         to represent an idea. As opposed to Kant’s perennial horizon of totalization, Hegel’s
         idea is only as good as its historical actualization. An idea must thus stumble upon
         its other, experience the latter’s inaptness, and then establish its truth as a virtual movement of surpassing any immediate reality.
      

      
      Here, the ill-famed “totality” of Hegel enters a subtle relation with its other, the
         de-totalized rest of its self-reflexive process. The truth’s “whole” is not a static,
         Spinozist substance, an inventory of the present state, a claim about the givenness
         of the world, but signifies solely the accomplishment of the journey traveled: a journey which does not allow us to take a step further until we are capable of
         gaining indifference to things originally intended and leaving them behind. The realm
         of truth is totalized merely in the sense of a path being walked through, so that
         the realm of pretended adequations may reveal itself as fundamentally de-totalized.
         Hegel’s method of the whole is thus only a means to finally be able to behold the
         given world as essentially unwhole. If, before Kant, the idea verified its immediate real correlate, and if, with Kant,
         it verified the summation of all its correlates, now, in a way, it falsifies its immediate correlate, which, in turn, releases the need to sum up all the phenomena
         of its domain. To put it illustratively, because the transcendent God reveals himself
         here on Earth and then dies in the mortal body of Christ, human beings may cease to
         represent the “image of God” individually and henceforth constitute God only by way
         of the daily actions of their spiritual community. Man’s body is thus freed from its
         ideal over-determination, and God becomes merely a process of his earthly actualization.[51]   Or, to use another example, Spirit may embody itself in the bone, but only to realize
         that the bone cannot express and carry its truth, so, in the end, it no longer needs
         to totalize nature under its discretion; in fact, it can release it and make it its
         untrue other. Ideas are emergent entities which produce themselves only concomitantly
         with producing, so to speak, the untruth of the world.
      

      
      While Kant’s ideas were ethereal horizons of holding the world together, the veils
         of Isis that secured and thereby cloistered the solid existence of particular things,
         Hegel sends the ideas to earth, he confronts them with the brute reality of things,
         folds them back onto themselves in the movements of self-reflexivity, and thereupon
         surrenders all immediate reality to the state of untruth. Just as Kant, having established
         the reason’s dimension of totality, no longer needed the old, rationalist and empiricist
         methods of truth, which parceled out and infinitesimalized immediacy, Hegel, positing
         the productive autonomy of the concept, simultaneously relieved it of the obligation to cumulatively summate all its intuitive
         content. And just as Kant did not provide Cartesian objects with more truth, but simply rendered the method of doubt in them less truthful, Hegel does not accomplish the endless progress of experience, but rather institutes
         a truth form that surpasses the framework of Kant’s postulates of totality. Instead
         of fulfilling Kant’s infinite tasks, he establishes a structure of the actual applicability
         of ideas. Thus, Kant’s and Hegel’s totality are not the same thing: Kant’s is a regulative,
         summative, and, finally, necessarily transcendent horizon, and Hegel’s is a normative,
         virtual, and, as such, active and actual force. More figuratively speaking, Kant’s
         “whole” is always surrounded by an aura of holiness, of zealous and devout daily struggles
         to achieve the unachievable immaculateness, while Hegel’s Ganzes is rather a novelesque endeavor of taking the next step and bidding goodbye to the
         old one.
      

      
      And it is precisely in this fundamentally deferred method of self-posing truth and
         released reality that we will recognize the greatest possibilities of realism. If
         there is such a thing as Hegel’s realist stance, it consists in the fact that he recognized
         in the thing’s inadequate representation of the idea a lever to surpass the Kantian
         confines of imposed totality. Kant’s idea endorses the (albeit infinite) accumulative
         and additive design of the world, while Hegel’s, on the other hand, performs the operation
         of its release from the jurisdiction of truth. In Kant, the idea posits a world laying claims to total value, a world in which (potentially) nothing will escape the endless progressions of knowledge.
         In contrast, Hegel’s move performs an ontological release of the value of the world. Since the idea requires neither immediate verification nor totality in the synthesis
         of phenomena, immediate being is freed from the compulsion of meaning, rationality,
         or truth. An idea that exists solely in the movement of its actualization and never
         in any parallel mapping or postulated enclosing of the given world opens the view
         to a landscape of its otherness, of the world lying outside the ideal constraints
         of possible synthetization and conceptualization. Consequently, not every single piece
         of being is suspected of signifying something, nature is allowed to discard the seal
         of reason, and the world no longer bears testimony to its higher calling. Although
         traditionally Hegel has always been read as an old metaphysician still able to totalize
         the world into a single teleology, it is the merit of his philosophy that it lays
         the groundwork for thinking the nonsense of immediacy. The order of nature, be it the arrangement of the planets,[52]   the biological diversity of the earth, the shape of our bodies, or the impulses
         of our particular interests, are always a place of untruth.[53]  
      

      
      In short, from Kant to Hegel, the whole range of what is true and what is real, of
         what must be taken into account and what can be disregarded, undergoes a fundamental
         modification. Perhaps this altered status of the ideal in its relation to the real
         can best be seen in the divergence of the “dramaturgical curve” of the two great works
         of German idealism, the Critique of Pure Reason and The Phenomenology of Spirit. Kant aimed at laying the foundations of the scientific appropriation of the world
         and Hegel at elaborating a “philosophical novel,” an education of a philosophical
         subject who will appropriate the world by means of labor, cultural forms, and history.
         While Kant’s propaedeutic approach is all about including all reality into one idea, Hegel’s Bildungsroman, as The Phenomenology of Spirit is sometimes called, follows the path of developing, overcoming, and leaving behind
         those portions of reality that have become untrue. In short, Kant’s Critique implements the program of a comprehensive noumenal definition of the phenomenal, while
         Hegel’s Phenomenology provides a narrative of the “noumenal” structures of reality being constituted on
         a path along which they gradually separate from their own immediate phenomenal content.
         What is at stake here is thus no longer the Kantian case of how to infuse the idea
         with all its possible content, but the issue of what the idea can afford to release on this passage toward its constitution.[54]  
      

      
      As a consequence, upon the contrasting status of the idea, two unconditionally disparate
         worldviews are built. The initial logical divergence, which, at first sight, might
         seem negligible, does not remain limited to the sphere of its theoretical competence,
         but starts permeating all levels of concreteness of Kant’s and Hegel’s thought, from
         morality, to society, to history. Let us then examine a few of these practical implications
         of the altered status of truth.
      

      
      For instance, Hegel’s concept of morality is established upon entirely different grounds
         than that of Kant. On the one hand, there is the morality of totalization and, on
         the other, the ethics of actualization. Kant advocates a slow and steady one-way program
         of the strictest purgation of the soul, while Hegel allows a constant re-invention
         of the subject amidst the taint of things. Since, in Kant, an idea always computes
         and adds together, when assessing the “morality” of man, the entire, comprehensive picture of his incentives for action needs to be taken into account,
         the sum of his motives performed. Morality is thus an essentially gradual and necessarily
         infinite task of the purification of pathological impulses. The concept of “the highest
         good” has to totalize man’s biography under the ideal of “holiness,” and any good
         action, no matter how small, can only be accomplished within the dimension of time’s
         infinity: “This endless progress is, however, possible only on the presupposition
         of the existence and personality of the same rational being continuing endlessly (which is called the immortality of the soul)” (KpV 238). The moral law condemns the subject to a continuous, eternally unfulfilled, and
         therefore totalizing aspiration. In his ultimate scope, Kant’s subject is designed
         as an infinite effort to rectify his own interior; it is a beautiful soul in becoming.
         In Hegel, this “bad infinity” of time is no longer needed. The value of the act’s
         “morality” is not defined by the perpetually deferred purity of the subject’s intentions,
         but by the effect of his doings here and now. In the Philosophy of Right, to give perhaps the most obvious example, the concept of “morality” is superseded
         by the concept of Sittlichkeit, or “ethical life,” which shifts the Kantian moral dilemmas of pure will to the externalized
         and particular area of legal and social relations. Hegel’s “ethical life” does not
         actually perform and complete the Kantian process of moral maturation; Sittlichkeit is exactly not a totalization of Moralität. Instead, it endows the subject with a surplus that allows him to distance himself
         from his own internal impulses—the surplus of concrete action. Against Kant, Hegel
         notably stated, “What the subject is, is the series of its actions.”[55]   And only retroactively, with respect to the act committed within the impurity of
         the present moment, does an individual becomes a subject (i.e., an actualized ideal
         being). Accordingly, while Kant pursues the totalization of one’s existence, the immortality
         of one’s soul, the ideal of holiness, Hegel, if anything, propagates the interruption
         of one’s biographical continuity. In Kant, everything counts; and in Hegel, it is
         always possible to leave one’s nature behind. While Kant’s subject still “nurtured”
         his biography and carried it along eternally, while he entrapped the soul in the process
         of the infinite approach, Hegel releases the space of possible practicability and
         allows the subject to constitute himself alongside his actions against the untruth of his primary instincts.[56]   However, below the threshold of the ideal becoming of the subject, his original
         nature is released, which might be recognized as a realist move. The base instincts,
         the lowly drives and urges are always preserved with Hegel and remain operative as
         minimal conditions of every actual activity, as long as they abjure any truth.
      

      
      The very same relation between the Kantian and the Hegelian design of reality can
         be expanded to the field of the philosophy of history as well. Kant conceives of the
         concept of “history” as a totalizing explication of the concept of “nature.” The following passage is a good example of Kant’s inherent
         “pathos of totality”:
      

      
      
         The history of the human race as a whole can be regarded as the realization of a hidden
            plan of nature to bring about an internally—and for this purpose also externally—perfect
            political constitution as the only possible state within which all natural capacities
            of mankind can be developed completely.[57]  
         

         
      

      When natural capacities achieve the degree of allness, the human race as a whole realizes its historical mission. Thus, the institutional, even cultural, concepts
         of “purpose,” “development,” “progress,” and “history” can only emerge at the point
         at which the subject of “nature” assumes the universal quantificator: as the “hidden
         plan of nature,” the development of “all natural capacities,” and finally, and primarily,
         as “mankind.” Of course, this “totality” is bound to remain an infinite task, seeing
         as “morality,” “the good,” “history,” and “the objective teleology of nature” are
         only postulates and ideas. Conversely, it was Hegel’s great achievement of liberating
         the concept of “history” from its naturalistic constraints. History, as Hegel contrives
         it, is precisely not a Kantian pretended teleological totalization of nature. Instead, it is an actual sequence of events, encompassing, for instance, in one of these nowadays hopelessly
         outdated reconstructions, the Greek polis, the Roman law, the Christian state, and
         the Germanic realm. It is not a development of the natural capacities of mankind,
         but an emergent process of man’s facility to escape and transcend his organic constitution.
         This actualization is intensified to the point of presupposing that history has actually already come
         to its fulfillment, its end. Even though the concept of the “end of history” has gained
         some notoriety throughout the years, especially in comparison with Kant’s seemingly
         more modern open-endedness and infinite improvability, it should rather be interpreted
         as an antithesis to the fallacies of Kant’s infinite tasks—the same infinite tasks
         that forever tie mankind to its natural conditions. Hence, the “end of history” must
         also be read as a notion that shifted the concept of “history” from being a derivation
         of natural predispositions to unfolding only within an emergent sphere of the Spirit’s
         definite emancipation from nature. Thus, world history has already ended because, in Hegel,
         the totalization of a self-reflexive movement is always a precondition of de-totalization
         of its other (i.e., of releasing man’s biology into the state of untruth).
      

      
      To draw a line, we have only adopted this course of investigation in order to examine
         the possibilities of broadening the dimensions of realism. And Hegel’s operations
         and shifts, if understood correctly, prove to be manifestly realist. Kant’s idea (i.e.,
         his ultimate truth form) cumulates, expands in an upward direction, but in the end,
         because of its ingrained infinity, remains incomplete, and as such holds the whole
         world hostage in the anticipation of future fulfillment. In reverse, Hegel’s idea,
         his maximum truth, emancipates itself from its content, achieves self-reflexivity,
         but in its actualization also allows itself to be indifferent to what remains below
         its nominal threshold, what it can, in a way, outplay and leave behind. With Kant’s
         phrase “beyond the limits of possible experience” in mind, it seems that Kant delimits
         the area of possible experience upward, toward the final limit, while Hegel delimits it downward, toward the irrelevance of immediacy. While Kant’s
         concept basically trembles and suffers in the dialectic of an open ending, Hegel’s concept actualizes and enjoys the indifference to its origin—for instance, the indifference to the sense content
         of the concept “now,” to the form of the skull, to the pathological incentives of
         the practical subject, or to the natural capacities of mankind. In Hegel, the problem
         of immediacy is not that it might not exist or that we might not complete its synthesis,
         but in the fact that it is the least interesting, the least meaningful (i.e., that
         it represents the state of the least truth).[58]  
      

      
      In other words, Kant’s agnosticism always unfolds on the grandest possible scale. It is the final, the ultimate, the
         unconditional which is unknowable on principle. In his great systemic books, the unintelligible,
         the indefinable, the antinomic always comes last and belongs in the chapter titled
         “Dialectic.” In Hegel, on the contrary, the ineffable is now no longer the ultimate
         horizon of totality that awaits us in the end, but rather the small and negligible
         periphery of the beginning (i.e., that which the concepts left behind en route to
         their constitution). One could call Cartesian doubt, which scrutinizes pieces of paper,
         dressing gowns, hands, and feet, an agnosticism of the medium-sized. Comparatively, Kant’s infinite totalization, which reveals the concepts of God,
         world, soul, good, or purpose, as illusions, comes down to an agnosticism of the grand. In this respect, we could perhaps refer to Hegel’s misgivings with respect to reality
         as an agnosticism of the small (i.e., a stance that claims an ontological right of indifference toward immediacy,
         a prerogative to gloss over small, nondiscreet continuities of the fluidity of being).
         And it is precisely this postulate of indifference which renders Cartesian and Kantian
         methods obsolete and finally avoids the “immediate illusions” of Descartes and the
         “transcendental illusions” of Kant. The indifferent world might be small, naïve, and
         poor, but it exists factually, not because someone secured it with truth beforehand,
         but because it is allowed to be untrue. Surprisingly, it is only Hegel’s “virtual idealism” of Spirit and its actualizations
         in the world of society and history which makes the truly realist move. It was not
         until Hegel that idealism could finally afford to elaborate a concept of nature which
         no longer needs to be brought under the banner of any preestablished, teleological
         reason, pregnant with its future order. Hegel thus took us one significant step further
         in the direction of the “growing realism” of Western thought. He granted an insight
         into the other of the idea (i.e., into the untruth of reality where no man has threaded before and
         no concept squared away the order of things).
      

      
      The purpose of this short walk through the modes of the three ontologies, based on
         the three irreducible forms of truth value, was to play out the variations of a possible
         realism. Kant’s transcendental subjectivism procured us with the common-sense normality of the world, but only Hegel’s absolute subjectivism could give us the first glimpses
         into the radical meaninglessness of facticity. Kant provided the solidity of things behind our backs, while it was
         not until Hegel’s logic of indifference that an egress of the circle of Kant’s totalization
         was made possible. This releasing the facticity, however, is not to be obtained straightforwardly, but only by way of ever-more-complex
         equilibria. Hegel had to “intensify” his idealism and start producing ideal entities
         in self-reflexive circuits in order to be able to reveal reality outside any human
         purpose, rational order, or conceptual grasp. To define these sensitive balances between
         emerging idealities and released facticities deprived of any meaning and sense will
         be the topic of the following two chapters.
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      Chapter 2

      Toward an Ontological Proof for 
the Existence of the World
      

      
         
         
      

      
      One of the questions that philosophy is ardently committed to solving, although no
         one else is in need of an answer, is whether reality exists. Thus, philosophy often
         seems to oscillate between great triviality and utter incomprehensibility, giving
         the impression of being an exercise in splitting hairs. When hearing philosophical
         arguments, ordinary people sometimes react by saying at once “But we already know
         that” and “I do not follow,” for the greatest speculative efforts must be employed
         to prove the existence of something which is self-evident to anyone except the philosophers.
      

      
      Now, imagine sitting on a beach with a friend, who in our presence caught some of
         this philosophical malady, while a boat comes sliding by across the sea. The friend
         asks: “You are a philosopher. Tell me, is this boat real or not?” One way of answering
         would be to say, “Save your doubts for when they are more called for and make more
         sense. You are fully justified to utter them when confronted with mirages in the desert
         or vague perceptions in the dark, but not here.” This is something Wittgenstein, and
         perhaps Kant and Heidegger, would say to the everyday skeptic: doubt is only possible
         after we have already known how to use the world in its (potential) entirety. Our response is thus based on a prior assumption
         of far greater magnitude. We can point to doubt making more sense elsewhere only in a world which is presupposed to make sense everywhere. And this “presupposition of meaning” will, sooner or later, take its toll. It comes
         as no surprise that this method of referring doubt to its proper place opens another
         dilemma on a totally different level. If our friend takes the lesson of not questioning
         the existence of a boat driving by seriously, it may very well happen that later,
         as the night falls, he will look up into the starry sky and wonder: “Why, do you think,
         is there Being instead of nothing?” For in order to downplay our doubts as practices
         with limited applicability, the world itself has to be hyperbolized in a thoroughly
         meaningful whole, and suddenly it is Being as such that begins to justify itself in the face of nothingness. Small doubts seem to lose
         their grip only in a world that itself becomes a grand mystery. Descartes’s method
         presumed that this or that thing might be a complete and exhaustive maker of truth;
         hence, he doubted its existence. Heidegger, however, to take the most pointed counterexample,
         shifted the frame of verification from a single object of doubt to a “totality of
         involvements”; but, as if by way of compensation, he placed the world within the interplay
         of concealment and unconcealment and ended by repeating the famous “Leibnizean question.”
         In other words, the Seinsfrage always seems to be posed against the background of the assumption that this world
         is somehow predestined or even obliged to make our lives meaningful, that there is
         an almost transcendent guarantee of things in it making sense.
      

      
       Now, our task is not only to invalidate Cartesian doubt, but also to suspend the
         existential kitsch of the Heideggerian question of Being, not only to surpass the
         pretension of clarity and distinctness, but also to overcome the pretension of meaning.
         If Heidegger claims that it is “a scandal of philosophy” that proofs for the existence
         of things outside of us “are expected and attempted again and again” (SuZ 249), then we might hazard a guess as to whether it is not also a scandal of philosophy
         that it still poses the question of Being—if it really does so. And if Heidegger says
         that we understand the hammer most adequately if we grab it and use it to hit a nail,
         we could claim that the world is most adequately comprehended when the question of
         Being is no longer asked at all. It is perhaps high time to aim at a theory of truth
         that strives to reach a point of indifference to the total alternative of being and nothing and thus achieve complete resistance to the sublime miracle of Being. Our realism
         will no longer gaze at the stars with awe and wonder; instead, it will aspire to bereave
         our immediate world of meaning and truth. Therefore, a far more elegant answer to
         the first question might be proposed. “The issue is not,” we could reply to the friend,
         “whether we are sure about the existence of this boat or not. However, if we were
         to doubt it, we would already project truth in it and reveal ourselves as those who
         expect from reality nothing less than being true.” As we will try to show in this
         chapter, it is precisely this argument which avoids the antinomies and the mystifying
         consequences of previous solutions to the existence of the world: for it never considers
         Being as something that is only questioned in order to be marveled at. The existence
         of the boat becomes even more “common-place” than in the worlds of Heidegger and Wittgenstein,
         but with the catch that it exists merely for the purpose of not assuming a truth. Being, it might well be said, is not there because it is rather than nothing, because it nurtures a desire to be and needs an additional boost of cosmogonic energy to appear; there is no rather, no plutôt or lieber in Being. It is there, because only as existent can it occupy the space of least meaning
         and express the state of least truth. Or, in other words, Being is not a cosmic credit
         that must be repaid by meaning and awe; it is an untruth that should be endured with
         indifference.
      

      
       Thus, in this chapter we shall try to elucidate why the “question of reality” is
         so persistent, and to define the operations which make it into an object of a certain
         (almost existential) capriciousness and instability. Our aim will be to analyze the
         somewhat hazardous and ambiguous relation between truth and reality and to place it
         on new ground. The first impetus of our examination is the detection of a certain
         inherent impasse, which arises when the concepts of truth and reality cross paths   and collide. The issue could be addressed in all clarity and bluntness: Why is it that reality
         starts feeling bad about itself the moment truth gazes upon it? What happens that,
         to Descartes, even his hands and feet suddenly forfeit their clarity and distinctness?
         And why should we first suffer the vexations of everyday life and then, in addition,
         wonder at the gift of Being? As we will hopefully succeed in demonstrating, these
         deadlocks of reality assuming ever more enigmatic qualities and of truth being preferably
         expressed in the form of questions rather than answers are a consequence of a certain
         intrinsic fallacy of the concept of truth and its philosophical appropriation.
      

      
      Already the pre-philosophical mind, living in a world full of meaning and holding
         it together only by means of this presupposed significance, seems to believe in some
         sort of natural affinity between truth and reality. And this is the first apple of
         discord. By putting reality under the strain of needing to represent truth, by reason
         of this truth expectation alone, even the everyday world always motivates and provokes
         a certain lack of reality. An enigma of Being is a constant threat unfolding at the verge of common sense.
         But it is philosophy which overvalues this predicament into conveying the impression
         as if reality was in itself nothing but a primordial craving to become true and as
         if truth had no other ambition but to correspond to a given a reality and be affirmed
         and verified by it. However, the necessary outcome of this assumption is that, when
         being suspected of truth, reality, in return, begins to elude our grasp, be it in
         any of the variations of Cartesian doubt or in any of the versions of Kantian transcendental
         ideas. Philosophy hence elevates the slightest unevenness of common sense into the
         ultimate criterion of its method, thereby completely reversing its original value;
         it takes hold of two ordinary concepts and brings them ad absurdum. Paradoxically, truth, instead of making things and facts feel more real, tends to
         function as an instrument of doubting whether reality exists in the first place and,
         at the extreme, even of rendering Being miraculous. Only by having had the concept
         of truth applied to it too strictly and straightforwardly does the previously self-evident
         and taken-for-granted world forfeit all its natural solidity. So now, it must be considered
         if it were not preferable to finally alleviate reality of all compulsions and presumptions
         of truth.
      

      
      To overcome these philosophically induced idiosyncrasies, the question is long overdue
         by what means, what powers and warrants, the institute of truth enters the guileless
         world, which in itself never seems to harbor a desire to be the carrier of some distinct
         “truth.” Here, the first contours of a new definition of truth will slowly begin to
         take shape—an endeavor we will continue in the final chapter. As the analyses might
         show, truth will appear to be a supplemental entity, which sets in by virtue of the
         spontaneous processes of idealization within consciousness and language, that is, an entity which, being suddenly faced with these unanticipated ideal surpluses,
         first reacts by “suturing” them back to reality in order to cultivate and neutralize
         them then and there. Truth is a disposition provoked by ideas striving to be incarnated, and, failing to do so, it renders its intended object, reality, itself precarious.
         When truth expects to be verified by real things or states of affairs, this only means
         that it is incapable of acknowledging its irreducibly ideal nature, which can never be fully absorbed and compensated by the given world. Thus, we will
         embark on a quest for a new concept of truth, whose aspiration will be to finally
         detach itself from reality, to cast off the values and constraints imposed upon it,
         and to establish itself as a realm of ideas, insofar as they operate precisely as
         safeguards against their own immediate and adequate incarnation. Perhaps the possibility might be touched upon whether truth could not elude the
         paradoxes of its impositions and pretenses better when it no longer relied on being
         verified by reality, but rather conceived of itself as a process of revealing its
         untruth.
      

      
      In the first two of the three ontologies we have differentiated, the enigma of reality
         arises exactly at the spot where a “truth constraint” is applied, where the idea is,
         so to say, supposed to be embodied. The unstable element in the first one, the ontology
         of adequacy, is therefore the immediate thing, which, alternately, becomes an object of doubt, needs to be closed off within the
         boundaries of a monad, or vanishes behind our backs. The existence of this immediate
         thing, however, becomes much less opaque if we assume the perspective of a totality,
         which precedes it. The essentially indirect and mediate proof of the existence of things could well be performed by the shift of emphasis
         from this individual thing to the framework of experience, which encompasses a multitude and,
         potentially, the entirety of things. This operation, this method of “outplaying the partialities from the vantage point
         of totality,” forms the basis of what are probably the three most famous, and structurally
         very similar, proofs for “the existence of things outside us”: Kant’s proof in the
         Critique of Pure Reason, Heidegger’s proof in Being and Time, and Wittgenstein’s proof in his short treatise On Certainty. Kant, Heidegger, and Wittgenstein all asked the question of how to step out of ourselves
         in order to grasp the world; and they answered it by showing that it is always already
         done: we are within-the-world before we can even start inquiring about its existence. Heidegger’s and Wittgenstein’s arguments
         explicitly advocated a regression from the philosophical approach of questioning reality to the pre-philosophical attitude
         of never having needed to do so. But even this second ontology is not free from its logical compulsions and impossibilities. In its utmost
         consequences, it produces its own illusions, which, instead of unsettling singular
         things, befall the whole of being and end up in Kantian dialectic, Heidegger’s wonder
         of Being, or Wittgenstein’s mysticism of the fact that the world is. The reason for these “transcendental illusions” is, of course, quite
         clear: the ideal surplus holding the world together is now called “conditions of possibility,”
         “significance,” and “meaning,” so the correlate of the “idea” striving to be incarnated
         is no longer an immediate object but, instead, a mediation of the totality. The operation
         of totalization can only be performed if it transforms the world into a place of full
         meaning and places it under the constraint of uniform sense. The things are now firm
         and real, but the world becomes unreal and illusive under the ideal supposition of
         meaning—and the enigma of reality persists. Thus, in order to transcend the impasses
         of the ontology of totalization, we will consider the contrary possibility, a reality which resists any ideal over-determination and offers no ground for ideas to be incarnated within it. While Heidegger and Wittgenstein
         endeavored to suppress the effects of specifically “philosophical” idealization by
         regressing to the always already functioning, essentially pre-philosophical ordinary
         language and everyday world, we will rather pursue a progressive method, a method which will acknowledge the value of ideal surpluses and simultaneously
         regard the impulses of idealization as irreducible to and unredeemable within reality.
         There are perhaps two fallacies to be diagnosed and overcome, the pre-philosophical
         and the philosophical. Already the pre-philosophical grasp of reality revolves around
         its necessary idealist claim. But it is philosophy which turns this ideal surplus
         decidedly against reality and makes reality seem unreal, as, most notably, in Cartesian
         doubt. Now, we should pinpoint the fallacy of this philosophical operation as well.
         We must realize that reality proves enigmatic only because something too ideal is expected from it. Thus, instead of using idealities in order to scrutinize, restrain,
         and unsettle reality, they must be recognized as primary instruments of revealing
         the world beyond any ideal constraints.
      

      
      We will try to show that the existence of the world cannot be proved as an object of totalization but only as an object of release, thereby dissolving the “self-evident realism” of totalization toward an “indifferent
         realism” of a de-totalized world. In other words, we will try to prove the world from
         the spirit of its untruth.
      

      
      The Ontological Argument for 
the Existence of the World in 
Kant, Heidegger, and Wittgenstein
      

      
      It is frequently the case that the most eminent philosophical questions, questions
         concerning the existence of the world, God, the meaning of Being, and so forth, are
         not resolved by a direct answer, but by a shift of emphasis that displaces the issue itself from the domain of truth and renders it impertinent.
         Even the greatest questions eventually become stale and lose their previous charge.
         As we have shown in the previous chapter, the aporias of the rationalists and the
         empiricists became Scheinprobleme in Kant—so-called pseudo-problems, as Kant referred to the dilemma of body and soul.
         In this vein precisely, the horizon of Cartesian doubt was most often broken and outweighed.
      

      
       To this day, our thinking is somewhat spontaneously governed by the idea that Cartesian
         doubt represents a paradigm of the beginning of philosophy, a philosophical opening
         gesture par excellence. In our instinctive, perhaps immature minds, we still believe that the first and
         most fundamental philosophical question is whether the outer world exists or not.
         It seems as if doubt itself cannot be doubted. It may be that previously we led a
         fairly comfortable and efficient practical life, but once we enter the domain of philosophy,
         we are filled with a pretentiousness of a sort, so that even the most common objects
         of use are suddenly beset with an aura of untruthfulness and falsity. The instantaneous
         philosophemes start sounding like platitudes: “Everything is an illusion,” “Nothing
         is what it seems,” or “The truth does not exist.”
      

      
      Even though (Cartesian) doubt represents some kind of “rite of passage” to the path
         of truth, in itself, like any method, it combines a number of prejudices and presumptions.
         It tacitly implies, first, that clear and distinct representations are a full truth
         by themselves; second, that the “I” assumes a preliminary, isolated, extramundane
         position from where the world can be subjected to doubt in the first place; third,
         that the outer world is the primary object of seeking truth; fourth, that the boundary
         between the “I” and the outside world is previously defined, and so on. For instance,
         if one finds the things perceived to be false, then one presupposes at least one truth:
         that one knows where exactly the line is to be drawn between the otherwise potentially
         true, yet structurally inaccessible reality and the subject of knowledge, equipped
         with imperfect, unreliable, and deceptive senses.
      

      
      Nevertheless, we can now imagine a different approach to reality by posing the following
         alternative. To believe that the outside world exists and is approximately the same
         as the senses reproduce it, is admittedly presumptuous, since an irrefutable proof
         for it is missing; strictly speaking, this kind of proof is most probably unthinkable.
         Yet to believe that the outside world is different from what the senses reproduce,
         that our representation of it is in fact false, is even more pretentious, since this alleged falsity, first, by default assumes that we are in full possession
         of a truth criterion that could disqualify the content of sense perceptions, second,
         it automatically ascribes to the outside world a distinctive, unattainable existence
         of a “truth-maker,” and, finally, it also presumes that we know exactly where to draw
         the line between the outside and the inside, which the truth is then incapable of
         trespassing. In this new alternative, the truth is not decided by comparing the reality
         of the outside world and the content of our inner representations of it, but by weighing the two pretentiousnesses and deciding that the one is more aloof and superfluous than the other. Thus, it
         is an act of choosing between the assumption that the world can never be known adequately
         and the assumption that we don’t have any discriminative criterion at our disposal
         according to which the ego and the world should a priori be unattainable to each other.
      

      
      Let us then look at the two famous “proofs for the existence of the world” within
         the ontology of totalization, Heidegger’s and Wittgenstein’s.[1]   Heidegger’s Being and Time is perhaps the most famous document of the “method” of choosing the least presumptuous stance from the selection of many (the Leibnizean, Berkeleyean, Humean, the scientific, inductive,
         experimental, quantifiable). The terms of Dasein’s concern, Besorgen (or, in a broader sense, care, Sorge) and the “tool-character” of things stand precisely for the fall of the modern boundary
         between inside and outside. If the primary relation to the world was once expressed
         by the “theoretical” coordinates of representation, perception, induction, abstraction,
         and so forth, it can now be conceived through life-world concepts such as “average
         everydayness,” “ready-to-handedness,” “proximally and for the most part,” and the
         like. Heidegger’s “practization” of the theoretical world, his normalization of objectivity,
         does certainly not function as a “direct proof of the existence of the world,” but
         can only be defined as a choice of a lesser pretentiousness. It is therefore not the case that Heidegger’s world was in any way truer than that of Descartes, the point is rather that the Cartesian method and all its
         skeptic variations are more presumptuous, which is precisely the pivotal point of
         the argument.
      

      
      Thus, Heidegger’s “proof” of the existence of the world is even more mediate than that of Kant, expressly relying on a shift-of-emphasis argument. If, in Kant, “the scandal of philosophy” was the fact that the proof of the world
         is missing (see KrV B xl), in Heidegger, the need alone, the mere claim to such a proof is scandalous,
         since it relies on a fundamental incomprehension of the nature of the entity which
         does the proving (see SuZ 249). Heidegger does not answer the question of the existence of the world directly
         (despite the many neologisms and neographisms he does not invent any kind of new,
         even more immediate index, through which the thing would fall out from his book),
         but only relativizes the question itself with regard to its suppositions:
      

      
      
         Being-in-the-world, in turn, is bound up ontologically in the structural totality
            of Dasein’s Being, and we have characterized care as such a totality. (SuZ 252)
         

         
      

      The point is that the very question of the existence of the world has no point to
         begin with. It can only be posed because Heidegger’s subject is always already a “Being-in-the-world.”
         Consequently, when this subject inquires about the world, he does not realize that
         he inquires about something which requires no inquiry and, thus, he undercuts his
         own preconditions. Heidegger’s method neutralizes these seemingly primary and essential philosophical questions (Is this thing true?
         Does the world exist?) within the realm of a prior self-evidence: worldhood, average
         everydayness, care. Along with the Being of Dasein, the world is always already there.
      

      
      Heidegger’s ontology is situated in a fine equilibrium between un-totality (as expressed
         by the concepts of facticity, the thrownness of Dasein, its natality) and the attempt to define the point from which totality could be achieved.
         His so-called “fundamental ontology” is thus an ontology of cosmic un-totality as
         a condition of possibility of the totality of (human, mortal) existence.[2]   Seen from this perspective, Heidegger’s extravagant concepts, such as his apriorisches Perfekt, the “perfect tense a priori,” Je-schon-haben-bewenden-lassen, “having already something be involved,” Sich-vorweg-sein, “Being-ahead of itself,” and so forth, should all be interpreted as matrices of
         a prior and presupposed totality. From the standpoint of Dasein as the “Being-in-the-world,” everything automatically undergoes totalization; the
         entities are vorerschlossen, “disclosed beforehand,” and the world exists only within the “totality of Dasein’s involvements”: “As the Being of something ready-to-hand, an involvement is itself
         discovered only on the basis of the prior discovery of a totality of involvements”
         (SuZ 118).
      

      
      With respect to this or that thing, Heidegger is therefore a “realist”;[3] things do exist, but not as things. They exist as taken-for-granted equipment:
      

      
      
         The hammering [. . .] has appropriated this equipment in a way which could not possibly
            be more suitable. [. . .] the less we just stare at the hammer-Thing, and the more
            we seize hold of it and use it, the more primordial does our relationship to it become,
            and the more unveiledly is it encountered as that which it is—as equipment. (SuZ 98)
         

         
      

      Here, Cartesian doubt no longer applies, because we seize hold of and use the hammer
         before we have had a chance to doubt it. What Heidegger wants is to prevent us from
         using the idea of the “hammer” to scrutinize this hammer. Within the world working like clockwork any ideal impulse must be strictly
         inhibited. On the front between ideas and things, the relation of absolute correspondence
         should never constitute itself, which is why the hammers of this world start existing
         beyond any ideally induced doubt. However, if Descartes was satisfied with the “winter
         dressing-gown” or the “fireplace” separately, in the case of the hammer, Dasein must suddenly take into account all other pragmata as well: “Taken strictly, there ‘is’ no such thing as an equipment. To the Being of any equipment there always belongs a totality of equipment,
         in which it can be this equipment that it is” (SuZ 97).
      

      
      Wittgenstein’s “proof for the existence of the world” does not differ significantly
         from Heidegger’s, since both are grounded in the premise of “the world” as a self-evident
         background of our practical attitudes. His famous text On Certainty could arguably be read as a response to Descartes’s Meditations[4]   and his method of doubting the existence of “this hand.” But he did explicate a
         turn which in Kant and Heidegger was implicit at best. He showed consistently that
         the shift of emphasis from an individual thing to the “totality of involvements” can
         only be performed within the prior assumption of the constitutive ontological function
         of language. As we have already seen, in Kant, substances are replaced by relations,
         the static thing translates into dynamic causality, and every analytic entity always
         already presupposes the act of synthesis. And it could be shown that these inversions
         of hierarchy between substantiality and relationality, the static and the dynamic,
         analysis and synthesis, the part and the whole, are possible only against the background
         of one specific operation: beneath the manifest argument of “real causality,” which connects
         all phenomena, lies a latent process of the total languaging, Versprachlichung, of the world. Kant’s categorical apparatus bears connotations of linguistic operations in a much
         more straightforward manner than the innate ideas of the rationalists’ or the empiricists’
         acts of the mind. Experience is constituted via the concepts as functions of the spontaneity
         of understanding and, more specifically, via the categories (i.e., the pure concepts
         of understanding) which stem from judgments as connections of representations. While
         Aristotle’s categories may be oblique renditions of the grammatical rules of language,
         Kant’s categories translate the table of judgments forthrightly and collaterally.
         Thus, the things of reality acquire their existence only by means of an array of judgments
         applicable to them (i.e., by way of the forms of general, particular, individual,
         categorical, hypothetical, disjunctive judgments, etc). Indeed, Kant himself did not
         yet venture to indicate the essential linguistic nature of these “concepts” and “judgments,”[5]   which he considered to be only basic forms of human thought, immune to variations
         of historical consciousness and cultural relativism. Herder, however, when criticizing
         Kant’s Sprachvergessenheit, his ignorance of language, seems to have already suspected that transcendentalism
         constituted an implicit linguistic turn. It was only with Hamann, and even more so
         with Humboldt, that the transcendental dimension of language was finally identified,
         perhaps even bringing Kant’s suppressed linguistic turn to completion. Kant thus stands
         at the beginning of a movement that was reinforced in Hegel, continued, although with
         critical emphasis, in Nietzsche, and reached its peak in Heidegger’s, Wittgenstein’s,
         and Derrida’s philosophies of language. Whereas Kant entered this universe only soft-footedly,
         language soon became an increasingly pronounced means of the totalization of the world.
         The Heidegger of Being and Time hinted at this argument and perhaps even partially formulated it, but never with
         the forcefulness and clarity it deserves. Only his later philosophy will think the
         true “ontology of language,”[6]   while the move of positioning reality within the explicit horizon of language will
         finally be brought to completion by Wittgenstein.
      

      
      To return to his proof, Wittgenstein’s argument shifts focus from the partial object
         of doubt (i.e., the hand) to the totality of language practices, which are a prerequisite
         for “doubt” to exist and have a point at all:
      

      
      
         “I don’t know if this is a hand.” But do you know what the word “hand” means? And
            don’t say “I know what it means now for me”. And isn’t it an empirical fact—that this word is used like this? (OC 306)[7]  
         

         
      

      The question of the (pseudo-Cartesian) doubter is thus transferred to the level of
         language use, where it becomes nonsensical. Wittgenstein poses a question that Descartes
         had not thought of yet: “Can I be making a mistake, for example, in thinking that
         the words of which this sentence is composed are English words whose meaning I know?”
         (OC 158) Thus, while Descartes still lived in a world of things being represented by
         ideas for me, Wittgenstein finds himself in a world of words being usable in the context of other
         words for all of us—a world with a radically altered ontological structure. In the world of things, Descartes
         could still seize hold of “one thing after another,” since the ideas isolated and
         separated them from one another. He did not yet have the concept of, to paraphrase
         Heidegger, the linguistic totality of involvements at his disposal. Within this totality, however, it is no longer possible to seize
         one word after another, each separate from the next, and thereby sequester the things these words refer
         to. In order for the words to mean, other words must mean too. Words are no longer Platonic models with a propensity to be incarnated,
         but signs, signals, or indications, which make reality more utilizable and exploitable.
         In Wittgenstein’s theory of meaning, all effects of idealization of words are thoroughly
         and principally obviated; there is no “hand in itself,” but only a word “hand,” which,
         in most situations, means this or that hand. And suddenly one cannot doubt the existence
         of this thing without the whole system of words meaning things falling apart. The world is
         now always already constituted within a language practice, and the Cartesian retreat
         from the common belief in the existence of the world into private doubt is not possible
         without also destroying the possibility of language use itself:
      

      
      
         114. If you are not certain of any fact, you cannot be certain of the meaning of your
            words either.
         

         
         115. If you tried to doubt everything, you would not get as far as doubting anything.
            The game of doubting itself presupposes certainty. (OC 114–15)
         

         
      

      Since we use the word “hand” within the same system of language in which we also use
         the words “doubt,” “I,” and “think,” to doubt “this hand” would render meaningless
         the method of doubt itself, which, after all, operates within the same set of language
         games that are in use when we buy bread or order a cup of coffee. Doubting a self-evident
         fact, such as the existence of “this hand,” would invalidate the word “doubt” as well,
         which must nevertheless play a certain role in the totality of language games: for
         example, “doubt” falls into place when facing the questions of the existence of extraterrestrials,
         the yeti, the meaning of Being, and so forth. Or, if we prefer to take Wittgenstein’s
         own example, doubting this hand would devalue the concept of “mistake”:
      

      
      
         It’s not a matter of Moore’s knowing that there’s a hand there, but rather we should not understand him if he
            were to say “Of course I may be wrong about this.” We should ask “What is it like
            to make such a mistake as that?”—e.g. what’s it like to discover that it was a mistake?
            (OC 32)
         

         
      

      The argument thus performs a series of shifts of emphases: from the hand as an object
         of theoretical inquiry to the hand as an instrument of a certain practical activity,
         from the archetypal idea of the “hand” to the word “hand,” which we know how to use;
         from the method of doubt, which parcels out things, to language games, which automatically
         totalize the world; from the Cartesian solitary “I,” who inquires about the truth
         of things, to the Wittgensteinian “us,” who try to comprehend a certain statement.
      

      
      In Wittgenstein, “the world” as a foundation of any and all certainty therefore requires
         no proof, because it exists in a declaratively anti-Cartesian fashion, in a demonstrative antithesis to all the requirements of la méthode:
      

      
      
         But I did not get my picture of the world by satisfying myself of its correctness;
            nor do I have it because I am satisfied of its correctness. No: it is the inherited
            background against which I distinguish between true and false. (OC 94)
         

         
      

      The “foundation of reality” is thus an inter-subjectively shared, conventional background
         of a set of beliefs, only as part of which individual doubts, or even optical illusions,
         make any sense at all. “In order to make a mistake, a man must already judge in conformity
         with mankind” (OC 156). Together with the language games of the community into which we are born, we
         adopt an entire system of propositions which we never submit to the Cartesian method of doubt—in fact, the
         application of any kind of doubt is possible only on the basis of their taken-for-grantedness.
      

      
      So while Descartes retreats from the colorful world into the darkness of his own room, from “long-standing opinions”
         to the immediate queries of certainty and uncertainty, Wittgenstein’s method chooses
         the opposite route, leading from the secluded, private space of partial doubts out
         into the public sphere of prejudices and opinions. It is a regression from the philosophical
         world of idealities scrutinizing realities to the pre-philosophical world of reality
         preventing any ideality from arising and stabilizing in the first place. This method
         positions the game of “doubt” into a wider social web of language games, thereby placing
         “this hand” among the manifold certainties of the world. The entire argumentation
         of On certainty could be summarized as an anti-Cartesian path of leaving the enclosure of doubt and
         entering the world of prejudice. Descartes’s “long-standing opinions” now become the
         very safety net that captures the partial doubt in the existence of the fireplace,
         the dressing gown, or this piece of paper, overrules it, and consoles it in the bosom
         of a more total self-evidence. That is why Wittgenstein does not answer the question of doubt into the existence of one’s own hand by formulating a clearer
         and more distinct notion of this hand (“It’s not a matter of Moore’s knowing that there’s a hand there”), but precisely by bereaving the word “hand” of
         all its idealist veneer, of its clear and distinct notion. The operation is emphatically
         not performed on the side of reality, but on the side of ideality. For reality is
         already all right; we must only relieve it from the need to embody or represent an
         idea and thus finally release it into its unquestionable presence. In other words,
         instead of establishing an indubitable bond between the idea of the “hand” and this
         hand, Wittgenstein rather assumes a broader perspective, which totalizes the world
         as a silent, self-evident presupposition of all language games, including those of
         doubt and mistake.
      

      
      Therefore, in Heidegger and Wittgenstein, as well as in Kant, the existence of things
         can only be proved at the expense of the entire world. It seems as if we only tried
         to prove the existence of the dressing gown and the fireplace, but in turn we took
         hold of the whole universe; instead of this or that thing, we are now dealing with “everything.” However, in the process of bestowing
         its existence with self-evidence, we also made the thing lose its epistemological
         autonomy. Kant said that “it is not the existence of things (substances) but of their
         state of which alone we can cognize the necessity,” Heidegger claimed that to “the
         Being of any equipment there always belongs a totality of equipment,” and Wittgenstein
         remarked in Philosophical Investigations, “Suppose that, instead of telling someone ‘Bring me the broom!’, you said ‘Bring me
         the broomstick and the brush which is fitted on to it!’—Isn’t the answer: ‘Do you
         want the broom? Why do you put it so oddly?’” (PI 60),[8] or, before that, in Tractatus, “It is essential to things that they should be possible constituents of states of
         affairs” (TLP 2.011).[9]   Ergo, there are no singular entities to be found in these worlds, since the things
         disintegrate into a web of causal conditions, the totality of equipment, and states
         of affairs. What is can only appear within syntheses, involvements, and relations.
         It comes as no surprise, then, that Heidegger and Wittgenstein adopt the semantics
         of tools and equipment: what once were simply things, now become hammers, brooms,
         nails, saws, and boards. We have thus proved the existence of the world, gained Kant’s
         causal relations and the weight of bodies, Heidegger’s usefulness of the hammer, Wittgenstein’s
         self-evidence of the hand, but we have lost “the thing as thing,” the thing that would mean nothing, that would not partake in the totality of the syntheses of understanding, concern,
         or language games. It is perhaps the “things of indifference” that have lost the right
         of domicile in this world of total meaning.[10]  
      

      
      Kant may have pursued the “de-humanizing” propensity of the conceptual totalization
         of the world, as we have already pointed out, but Heidegger and Wittgenstein seem
         then to have brought the transcendental structure back to ordinary language, thereby
         “re-humanizing” the Kantian totalizing operation. The ideal constraint of pre-Kantian philosophy, operating between the idea and the thing, the concept and
         the monad, the perception and the object, is imposed upon a totality, and now a certain
         “grand human” must stand behind the whole world in order to infuse it with meaning
         and sense. Thus, the argument can now be put as a paradox. By warranting the independent existence of the world, we have lost the existence of
            the world outside man. Heidegger’s care and Wittgenstein’s life-form did “prove” the independent existence
         of things, which now escape doubts, persist behind our backs, will survive our deaths,
         and existed before we were ever born. However, this “proof” receives its liability
         only in the assumption of an a priori pre-understanding or an inherited background. The world exists outside the gaze of
         man only insofar as the horizon of its totalization is always already human. Things actually exist “outside us,” but only in a world that is assumed or expected
         to exist within us.[11]  
      

      
      However, while the perspective of totality prevented the ideas from needing to incarnate
         at the spot and thus procured us a self-evident certainty and even normality of things
         in the outside world, it concurrently drew a new unsurpassable boundary: transcendental
         forms, linguistic structures, cultural practices, and social conventions. Here, perhaps,
         the “argument of language” gains some necessity. It is precisely language that is
         usually construed as the paradoxical operator of the realism of things and the idealism of the world. It wants things to exist outside of us, but at the same time it can only ensure their stability
         within the horizon of the world that exists inside of us. Only within the linguistic
         perspective can inhuman things be merely a partial effect of the always already human
         world. Language is arguably the most important means of totalization of reality after God. Yet, if God guaranteed the meaning of every entity individually,
         language performs a subtle and ingenious turn: it a priori seizes hold of the “world” in which things are still unclaimed and in want of a master.
         Therefore, if within the ontology of adequacy the truth front was constituted between the “I” and the world, so that it was impossible for the subject
         to step out of his body in order to touch the thing, within the ontology of totalization
         the truth front is situated between conceptuality and reality or, in the last instance,
         between language and the world. In the final instance, it is language which sets the
         limits of our world, and the consequence is the impossibility of egressing its domain.
      

      
      Irrespective of whether the philosophies of Kant, Heidegger, and Wittgenstein are
         intrinsically linguistic or not, they could be brought together under the common heading
         “ontologies of normalization.” Following the peculiar worlds of rationalism and empiricism,
         Kant enabled us to live in the usual world again, while Heidegger and Wittgenstein went even further in this respect and
         explicitly made use of the arguments of normality and ordinariness, of “average everydayness”
         and “conformity with mankind.” However, as shown in the previous chapter, the perpetual
         “abnormal” interventions in the philosophies between Descartes and Hume eroded every
         quantum of reality, whereas in Kant the indeterminacy of being and nothing was transferred
         to the level of totality. The Cartesian idea makes pieces of paper, hands, and feet
         tremble, while the Kantian idea unsettles the universe. In its greatest scope, the
         world had become “antinomic,” the self-evidence of the “I” “paralogical,” and the
         existence of God impervious to proof. In Kant, things outside us might exist more
         normally and commonsensically than before, but the world as a whole moves to hover
         above the abyss of nothingness. And it could perhaps be shown that this final negative
         edge is a necessary outcome of all “ontologies of totalization,” of the totalizing
         operation itself, as embodied in the credit of language, in the assumptions of meaning,
         significance, and sense. For some sort of Kantian “transcendental dialectic” is precisely
         the malady which, à grande échelle, befalls the otherwise normal, pragmatic, ordinary, and disenchanting worldviews
         of Heidegger and Wittgenstein. While these two did everything in their power to diminish
         the effects of idealization at the frontline between words and things, the ideal imposition
         began to menace the world. In their philosophies, the facts may have gained considerable
         certainty, but only against the backdrop of a totality that is never verifiable or
         present and can never become an object that could be perceived, explained, or proved,
         but remains a concept necessarily lacking intuition. Perhaps it is not an exaggeration to say that Heidegger and Wittgenstein could not
         express the “ultimate domain” other than by means of antinomies in the Kantian sense
         of the word. Heidegger, for instance, claimed that “[i]nsofar as being essentially
         comes to be as ground/reason, it has no ground/reason. [. . .] Being qua being remains groundless.”[12]   And Wittgenstein: “At the foundation of well-founded belief lies belief that is
         not founded” (OC 253).
      

      
      Let us define this thesis more precisely. As soon as Heidegger shifts focus from individual
         equipment to its context, from the part to the whole, so to speak, the latter starts
         assuming contradictory predicates. “The world” is a condition of possibility of the
         accessibility of things as equipment, but is itself, as a totality, inaccessible. It discloses itself to Dasein only within a dialectic of revealing and concealing: “If it is to be possible for
         the ready-to-hand not to emerge from its inconspicuousness, the world must not announce itself” (SuZ 106). In Heidegger, the broader and the more “generalized” the frame of verification
         of a particular object becomes, the more it can only be described by means of negative
         predicates, such as “inconspicuousness,” “unobtrusiveness,” “non-obstinacy” (see,
         for instance, SuZ 106).[13] Again, the things are highly normal, but the horizon of their whole is necessarily
         dialectical.
      

      
      A structurally very similar dialectic opens up on the final frontier of the otherwise
         firm, self-evident, and essentially ordinary world of Wittgenstein. Sure enough, “this
         hand” exists because doubting its existence would suspend the differentiation between
         the true and the false. The totality of all things, however, does not exist in the
         mode of self-evident presence—it exists only by virtue of our decision and belief:
      

      
      
         I may indeed calculate the dimensions of a bridge, sometimes calculate that here things
            are more in favour of a bridge than a ferry, etc. etc.,—but somewhere I must begin
            with an assumption or a decision. (OC 146)
         

         
         Must I not begin to trust somewhere? (OC 150)
         

         
      

      Thus, the existence of things is certain, normal, and naïve; however, this dull normality
         of things can only be ensured within the horizon of presupposed meaning, which has the ontological status of a presumption, a credit, as it were. For this
         reason, Wittgenstein’s a priori marriage of language and reality will always be tantamount to a somewhat uneasy, almost
         conceited amalgam of partial realism and total mysticism.[14]  
      

      
      In short, although Heidegger and Wittgenstein restored the full and indubitable self-evidence
         of useful things, effectively freeing this or that thing from being gnawed on by doubt,
         the undecidability of being and nothing now afflicts the whole, which suddenly requires
         a different, pathetic verification. The world may be “inaccessible,” “inconspicuous,” “groundless,” “unfounded,” but
         as such, as an object of “negative ontology,” being fathomed by negative predicates
         alone, it also becomes worthy of mystical veneration. The pathos of Heidegger, conceptualizing
         Being by means of the categories of Gabe, Geheimnis, Geschick, Sage, and so forth, might be an expression of the attempt to finally picture this both
         necessary and impossible, dire but intangible whole. It seems to be the very method
         of the pragmatic “self-evident realism” to expose the old procedures of falsification
         as “presumptuous,” but then, somewhat automatically and as if unwittingly, to transpose
         this same “pretentiousness” to the level of totality. In Heidegger, it is considered
         scandalous to doubt the existence of the hammer, the nail or the slab, but it is apparently
         not scandalous to ask, “Why is there Being instead of nothing?” The mere form this
         question takes suggests that Being must be justified in the face of nothing, undergoing the very procedure which was out of bounds when considering the hammer.
         While we instinctively grab the hammer without even looking at it first, the only
         thing we are left with when confronted with Being is to stare in awe. Although we
         should never glare at the hammer but use it to hit a nail, Heidegger was evidently
         not capable of applying this pragmatic sanity and sobriety to the whole of beings.
         The hammer-Thing should not be stared at, while the Being-Thing must be. Or, in other words, while the word “hammer” is never
         allowed to pose as an ideal constraint of the hammer we grab, the idea of “Being”
         may well be used for weighing the world. We can guarantee the existence of a thing
         only as part of a whole that subsequently eschews self-evidence and instead assumes
         the aura of gift, mystery, or fate. The fascination with reality that the occasionalists,
         monadologists, immaterialists, and agnostics felt when looking at one thing or another
         moves from the level of finite modes, monads, objects of perception, and causes and
         effects onto the level of the cosmic and the existential. From diurnal things, it
         shifts right beneath the nocturnal starry heavens. The thoroughly pragmatic human
         being, who totalized things in their usability, suddenly becomes the subject of a
         grand revelation: “Of all beings only man, called by the voice of Being, experiences
         the wonder of all wonders: that Being is.”[15]  
      

      
      This correlation between the brute reality of things and the epiphany of their whole
         seems to coincide with Wittgenstein’s stance to the letter. His Tractatus is perhaps the greatest hereto known document of demystification, claiming, for example,
         that “The riddle does not exist. / If a question can be framed at all, it is also possible to answer it” (TLP 6.5). But one line prior he nevertheless says, “Feeling the world as a limited whole—it
         is this that is mystical” (TLP 6.45). Wittgenstein never omitted ascribing an “oracular” verge to the whole of being,
         and though he spoke of it increasingly less toward the end of life, it is by this
         very silence that he truly paid its tributes. In his A Lecture on Ethics, he described the “ethical value” as an experience that “when I have it I wonder at the existence of the world. And I am then inclined to use such phrases as ‘how extraordinary that anything should
         exist’ or ‘how extraordinary that the world should exist.’”[16]   Of course, logically speaking, this wondering only indicates a misuse of language,
         for “it is nonsense to say that I wonder at the existence of the world, because I
         cannot imagine it not existing.”[17]   And yet, Wittgenstein preserved and even nurtured precisely this sense of half
         devoted and half incredulous fascination, this interplay of gratitude and fear that
         the whole of being actually quivers at the edge of nothingness and must at all times
         be wrested from it only by means of the greatest cosmic reverence.[18]  
      

      
      Sometimes it occurs that a vast cloudiness gathers in the sky and rises slightly,
         so that the entire edge of the horizon is ablaze with sunlight. Then, the things beneath
         our feet look dark and heavy, while the whole world seems to hang in the air with
         lightness. This is how we can picture the ontological plight that Heidegger’s and
         Wittgenstein’s subject finds himself in. On the one hand, he lives the bitter life
         of hopelessly fragmentary daily efforts, and on the other, the more wholesome spheres
         of existence present themselves to him as a cosmic mystery, inspiring in him wonder
         and appreciation. But beautiful images may not also be the most intelligent. Therefore,
         we should finally point out the limits of “the ontology of totalization.”
      

      
      As we have already demonstrated, being finds itself above the abyss of nothing precisely
         at the point where the “front of truth value” runs, where the idea aspires to be incarnated.
         In the “ontology of adequation,” where the frontline ran between idea and thing, Descartes
         inquired whether this thing was true, and Berkeley asked what happened to it behind
         our backs. In contrast, the “ontology of totalization” did not prove the existence
         of things directly—it certainly did not cause a pencil or a chair to emerge from the
         book—but it did relativize, restrict the jurisdiction of, and dispose of the methods
         of partial falsification employed by rationalism and empiricism. Doing so, however,
         it merely shifted the front of truth, which now extends between transcendental consciousness, significance,
         or the practices of a language community on one side, and the whole of the world on
         the other. The “ideal surplus” now demands the entire reality to be a meaningful whole,
         so it is no longer the thing (i.e., Descartes’s dressing-gown or Berkeley’s table)
         but “being qua being” which requires justification in the face of nothing and can only be vouchsafed
         by means of pathetic verification. This correlation can, of course, also be read as
         a double-bind. Viewed from the opposite perspective, the point at which the indeterminacy
         of being and nothing arises is likewise the point which defines and fixates the form
         of truth and inhibits all other possible truth values. With Descartes and Berkeley,
         where nothingness eroded this piece of paper or this table before me, truth was bound
         to take the form of adequation and was limited to this immediate correspondence, whereas
         with Kant, Heidegger, and Wittgenstein, where the world becomes antinomic and mystical
         in its entirety, truth is bound to the form of totalization (i.e., the form of enclosing
         the whole of reality in an epistemic or pragmatic praxis of a judging and speaking
         subject). Now, all the time lags, deferrals, sweeping evaluations, imprecisions, and
         inattentions of the practical orientation toward the world are allowed, but one is,
         in compensation, caught within another ideal constraint, the grand and all-encompassing
         horizon of meaning and sense. Just as the rationalists and the empiricists could not
         break the tight frame of their conscious, perceptive attention, now, a new unsurpassable
         boundary is outlined, the boundary of the spontaneous conceptuality of reason, of
         pragmatic significance, and, most of all, of linguistic meaning. The totalizing operation
         tends to tie three themes into a single knot: first, the natural, self-evident, taken-for-granted
         realism of things; second, the wonder of being; and third, the unsurpassable horizon
         of a certain significative structure—that is, most evidently, of language itself.
         It is here, perhaps, that we encounter the major trauma of philosophy of the past
         two hundred years: at the expense of the realism of things—(i.e., since they could
         not be proved directly but only from their background, which can in turn only be guaranteed
         linguistically)—suddenly, it no longer seems to be possible to egress from language.
      

      
      To return to the beginning, our ultimate goal is to open possibilities of surpassing
         the restrictive horizons both of attentive consciousness and of linguistic meaning.
         In order to do that, we should identify the impasses of both ontologies, their inner
         fallacies and pretenses, and, perhaps, bring them to collapse. As we can see, both
         ontologies exhibit certain similarities when unfolding their own metaphysical illusions.
         At one point, the ideal constraint of adequation as well as the ideal constraint of
         totalization produce a structurally analogous instability of their real, intended correlates. In simple terms, the truth form of adequation makes singular things into objects
         of parallel idealization and commits them to doubt, while the truth form of totalization
         transforms the entire world into an object of meaning and commits it to antinomy.
         Where clarity and distinctness is expected from a thing, this thing proves doubtful
         and, as a consequence, seeks its authentication in God; on the other hand, where meaning
         is expected from the world, the whole world shows itself to be impalpable and, as
         a consequence, demands a transcendent, almost mystical affirmation. It seems that
         the predicaments and dilemmas of both truth forms could be brought under the same
         denominator. In both cases, it is the intrusion of the truth value which turns its own object into an ontologically
            unstable entity. Where an idea strives to be incarnated, its real correlate starts throwing the dice
         of being and nothing. In other words, on the basis of bringing the forms of adequation
         and totalization ad absurdum, one could realize that it is the very imposition of the truth form which makes reality
         precarious. Hence, in order to free ourselves from the constraints of both ontologies,
         a broader approach is now needed, which must endeavor to define the relation between
         truth and reality anew.
      

      
      To make a long story short, the deadlock of both adequational and totalizing truth
         forms may be an impasse inherent to the concept of truth itself and its relation to reality. It is only after the institute of truth intervenes in reality that reality begins to draw back, appear
         mysterious, and become the carrier of pretentious predicates. Thus, the concept of
         truth must itself be put in question. In the next subchapter, we will investigate
         specific symptoms that the philosophical application of truth has a great tendency
         to develop.
      

      
      A Certain Symptomatology of Truth

      
      Cartesian doubt is arguably the best, most textbook case of how it is the constraint
         of truth which makes reality feel unreal. When facing the “great unanswerables” of
         philosophy, one should always keep in mind that our primary, pre-philosophical existence
         hardly provides any ground to doubt the existence of things or, more precisely, to
         elevate the occasional vagueness of sense perceptions into a negative criterion of
         truth. For this operation, some sort of “philosophical supplement” is needed. In Descartes,
         the argument why reality as depicted by the senses may lack any realness is set in
         motion by the thinking subject himself. For this subject can have no knowledge of
         the outside world except by way of the ideas he has within him. It is not reality
         which acts erratic, it is rather the mind that produces a surplus against which reality
         shows itself to be less than it was before. Because truth sets in from the vantage
         point of the ideal surplus over reality, the argument selects and hinges on the phenomena
         which precisely lack any real correlate: optical illusions, prejudices, or, most notably,
         dreams:
      

      
      
         I shall apply my mind to the task of doubting whether I have not been dreaming all
            my life, and whether all the ideas I thought capable of entering my mind only by way
            of the senses were not in fact formed by themselves, just as similar ideas are formed
            whenever I am asleep, and I know that my eyes are shut, my ears closed, and in short,
            that none of my senses help to form them.[19]  
         

         
      

      The reason for reality to be doubted lies not in itself but in our own too proliferous
         mind. It is only after the mind compares its own parallel worlds with reality, and not before, that the immediate world proves inadequate. Suddenly, something is expected from
         reality which it is not meant or willing to give. It would almost appear as if, because
         we feel remorse for dreaming too much, we now consider ourselves compelled to open
         our eyes and extort from the presence of reality some sort of double, intensified
         trueness. But this is our own mistake. For the world never wanted to be true; it only wanted to be real. This piece of paper and this fireplace had no desire
         to “flare up” in some additional “clarity and distinctness,” isolated from other things
         and beheld in their imposed ideality. All they ever hoped for was not to be stared
         at under the auspices of truth.
      

      
      In brief, reality appears unreal only because a truth too exacting, too ambitious
         was projected upon it. The modern subject is capable of creating new worlds out of
         ideas alone. Out of guilty conscience for his reveries, he now devises a concept of
         truth which downright urges its own immediate embodiment within reality. Consequently,
         under the Cartesian gaze, reality finds itself under the strain of too great expectations.
         Here, the paradox of the very concept of truth may come to light most vividly: it
         is as if the Cartesian subject was an idealist who, for some reason, peered at reality
         too eagerly. He dreamt too much, and all of a sudden he is too awake. First he closed
         his eyes, now he stares. In other words, because he looked away, he now insists that
         reality redeems his sin of having looked away. And between truth and reality, nothing
         is as it used to be.
      

      
      It is the ideas that defined the form of truth to which reality never gave any occasion
         and was never meant to conform. And since the truth form fails to be incarnated then
         and there, it condemns the world to doubt.[20]   One of the consequences of this operation is, of course, the differentiation of
         two substances, the spiritual and the material, of which the latter is of a distinctly
         lesser value. The course of the argument shows that, first, the mind indulged in too
         many fantasies, then, it invented a concept of truth which misses the point of reality,
         and, as a result, the world starts feeling unreal or, in an act of false reconciliation,
         becomes the site of a second, inferior substance.
      

      
      This was a typical reproach to Descartes by the likes of Heidegger or, indirectly,
         Wittgenstein. To a skeptic who raises his hand and asks, “Is this a hand?” an everyday
         pragmatist could always answer, “Why do you stare at it? If you stop looking at it
         and instead grab a cup of coffee with it, then, yes, it is a hand. The moment you
         cease to expect an incarnation of truth from this or that thing, the world regains
         all the reality it has ever hoped for.” Thus, the message is clear: reality is always
         all right; it is our concept of truth which is usually pretentious.
      

      
      But Heidegger and Wittgenstein themselves do not seem to have learned the lesson they
         taught others so resolutely. In the end, what they expected from reality were precisely
         the epiphanies of truth, although on a level much more elevated and sublime. Heidegger
         in his admirable intellectual force was capable of taking truth to the very heights
         where it became interchangeable with untruth. He demonstrated, probably more explicitly
         than any thinker before him, that it is the truth form which provokes its own experiences of untruth and creates them
            in the first place. In his philosophy, the reality of this or that thing can, of course, only be “cashed
         in” within the “totality of involvements” of the caring Dasein. The primary object of truth is thus no longer a particular thing, but the central
         subject himself. He is unambiguous about it: “What is primarily ‘true’—that is, uncovering—is
         Dasein” (SuZ 263). However, by suspecting Dasein to be true, by transposing “truth” to the modes of disclosedness, discoveredness,
         clearedness of Dasein, to its holistic openness toward the world, the Pandora’s box of untruth opens and,
         at the apogee of this totalization, the dialectics of truth and untruth unfolds:
      

      
      
         To be closed off and covered up belongs to Dasein’s facticity. In its full existential-ontological meaning, the proposition that “Dasein is in
            the truth” states equiprimordially that “Dasein is in untruth.” (SuZ 265)
         

         
      

      The battle of truth and untruth, once fought along the frontline between thoughts
         and things, now spreads over the entire world, which begins to fade away and feel
         unreal, but this time not partially, as with Descartes, but as a whole. Truth “is
         something that must always first be wrested from entities” (SuZ 265), from their primordial hiddenness, and only when the whole world becomes a stage
         for the reciprocation of concealment and unconcealment, can we speak of truth. Later,
         Heidegger will even claim that “Truth, in its essence, is untruth.”[21]   And it is in this final indeterminacy of truth and untruth that reality begins
         not to be just as much as to be, to unfold its nonbeing along with its being. Or,
         as Heidegger himself puts it, “the clearing center itself encircles all that is, as
         does the nothing, which we scarcely know.”[22]  
      

      
      Heidegger could resolve and outplay the fallacy of the Cartesian truth form only within
         the horizon of presupposed “significance,” Bedeutsamkeit, as the apparatus that discovers, discloses, clears, and structures the world. But
         because it is a credit bestowed upon the world on the part of Dasein, because it is an (intentional, projective, perhaps even normative) ideal surplus
         to no avail to reality itself, it can also quickly turn into the very instrument of
         reducing the world to nothingness. Just like Descartes inserted doubt between idea
         and thing, in Heidegger a structurally similar phenomenon can be found, of course
         operating on a larger scale: what doubt was to this piece of paper, Heidegger’s anxiety,
         Angst, is to the world. Because the “frontline of truth” has been transposed to more total
         horizons, all of a sudden we are facing the “nothingness of the world.” Das Wovor der Angst (see SuZ 230) (i.e., what one feels anxiety about) is not any of the beings in the world,
         but the being-in-the-world as such. In doubt, a piece of paper quivers over nothingness.
         In anxiety, however, the totality of involvements “collapses into itself; the world
         has the character of completely lacking significance” (SuZ 231). But the logic behind this twilight of the world is the same as in Descartes:
         it is the truth form itself, the idea striving to be incarnated, which induces reality
         to become something potentially unreal.
      

      
      Wittgenstein, without directly referring to Descartes, took Heidegger’s resolution
         a step further. The argument of Heidegger’s “significance,” which some interpret as
         pre-discursive and others as always already linguistic, becomes expressly an argument
         of language in Wittgenstein. He demonstrated, circumlocutorily, that the (pseudo-Cartesian)
         consciousness directing its gaze at a thing and doubting its existence can only do
         so if it lives in a linguistically structured, uniformly meaningful world. Before
         the simple correlation “idea—thing” crystallizes, the entirety of language must have
         already been functioning. Or, as Wittgenstein puts it, “When one says ‘He gave a name
         to his sensation,’ one forgets that much must be prepared in the language for mere
         naming to make sense” (PI 257). However, as we have seen, Wittgenstein’s presumed meaning of everything, this
         totalization of the world by means of language, develops in its grandest scope unequivocally
         dialectical qualities. In Tractatus, where Wittgenstein could still dare to write out the “ontological” consequences
         of his linguistic moves before sacrificing them to silence, there unfolds the dialectic
         of the sayable, das Sagbare, and the unsayable, das Unsagbare, on the logical level (see TLP 4.115), the dialectic of the expressible, Aussprechliches, and the inexpressible, Unaussprechliches, on the ontological level, touching upon the mystical (see TLP 6.522), and, finally the dialectic of speaking and silence on a level which is arguably
         ethical (see TLP 7). Somewhat ironically, Wittgenstein’s Tractatus, the work on the complete and exhaustive describability of the world, ends with an
         appeal to silence. It is a dialectic that governs Wittgenstein’s thought throughout
         his life: in order to make everything within the world sayable, the whole world must
         withhold being put to words. His theoretical program was to thoroughly demystify truth
         and utterly disenchant reality, a program construed precisely for the purpose of ideas not being able to be incarnated within the world. “God does not reveal himself in the world” (TLP 6.432), “The sense of the world must lie outside the world. In the world everything
         is as it is, and everything happens as it does happen” (TLP 6.41); however, at the extreme verge of this endeavor, truth seems to become aware
         of its own credit, its own unworldly value, and reality as a whole starts appearing more and more as a wondrous, fateful, perhaps
         even God-given entity. Truth, in its attempts to differentiate itself from falsity,
         gravitates toward the final frontier where senselessness is indiscernible from sense,
         facticity from value, indifference from meaning, and, perhaps, being from nothingness.
         Thus, what Wittgenstein was capable of holding together between the single object
         and its particular meaning now falls apart between the world and its sense.
      

      
      Heidegger and Wittgenstein seem to have suspected that it is the ideal surplus, or
         what we call truth, which represents the “original sin” of our troubles with reality.
         Descartes subjugated the world to a certain scrutiny of truth. As a result, reality
         became doubtful, which, in turn, made the concept of truth itself somewhat dubious.
         As Heidegger and Wittgenstein showed, things by themselves do not tend to arouse doubts
         in us; only our various concepts of truth[23]   can make them look obscure. Therefore, it was their endeavor to downplay the abstract,
         unnatural Cartesian incision of truth into the guileless field of reality by replacing the theoretical subject of posing
         philosophical questions with the pre-philosophical subject living a concrete life
         of his practical meaning. Both Heidegger and Wittgenstein, although the latter more
         explicitly within the perspective of language, seem to have attempted to return the
         modern, Cartesian truth form back to the world before the question of truth was asked at all. They leveled down the presumed “true world” of Descartes to the “pre-true world”
         of everyday life.[24]   But this method of “drowning” the theoretical method of doubt in the practices
         of caring and speaking takes out another credit, the giant credit of meaning. If language
         (or, more modestly, significance) is to remedy the wounds of truth and reality, a
         “silent” totalization has already been performed. Because meaning would mean nothing
         if everything did not mean something,[25]   it is, at the outer limits of its sense, forced to recognize its ontological mortgage,
         which pushes the world to the verge of nothingness, of cosmic mystery and pathos,
         where reality forfeits its normal, indifferent realness once again. Heidegger and Wittgenstein did everything to suppress and dissolve the Cartesian
         unworldly “incision of truth,” but they only succeeded in transferring this ideal
         surplus to the outermost brinks of being in an almost poetic attempt to reconcile
         truth and reality on the grandest possible scale. It is there that the antinomies
         became visible. The phantom of truth, stifled in the midst of the world, returned
         as the greatest incision of all: as a gift, a mystery, a “hypothec” of this world
         itself. In the end, truth became either interchangeable with untruth or started revealing
         itself in silence, and reality, again, became the tremulous puppet on its string.
      

      
      Heidegger’s and Wittgenstein’s moves, as well as, indirectly, Kant’s before them,
         did teach us an important lesson. On one hand, they manifested clearly that if the
         world shows itself to be enigmatic, it is because something has been expected from
         it which surpasses its authentic role. The world becomes an illusion only after the
         institute of truth with its ideal impositions enters the scene. On the other hand,
         Heidegger’s dialectic of truth and untruth and, to some extent, Wittgenstein’s dialectic
         of speaking and silence are only the most extreme escalations of a paradox which seems
         to be inherent to the very notion of truth. Perhaps, at this point, a slightly broader,
         more general discussion on the misgivings between truth and reality may be permitted.
         What will be practiced here is not a theory of truth, but only a certain symptomatology of the concept of truth. We will not address and differentiate the vast numbers of these theories, but merely
         outline a particular impasse that arises when the process of truth is carried to its
         end.
      

      
      There is an incongruence of truth and reality, which, at one level or another, tends
         to befall many (if not all) doctrines of truth. Originally, the concept of “truth”
         may have been devised in order to ascertain reality, to make it more evident and actual,
         to render its foundations more sound, its processes more regular, its laws more repeatable,
         its promises more satisfiable, its credits more repayable. And yet, the moment the
         abstract question, “What is true?” is asked, nothing seems or feels real anymore.
         It almost appears as if we only possessed the concept of truth so that reality would
         be one step ahead of us eternally, persisting in its intangibility. Is it not a matter
         of some irony that “reality” (i.e., the concept which should manifest the greatest
         self-evidence of all) becomes the beacon of an almost existential unattainability?
         Before the “pretense” of truth comes into play, everything is at its proper place,
         but once we throw the coin of truth in the pool of reality, neither truth nor reality
         seem to know what they really mean. And if truth is there only to produce the experiences
         of untruth, and reality is only there to provoke the feelings of being unreal, then
         the reason for this “infinite delay of truth” and this “infinite lack of reality”
         cannot lie elsewhere than in a certain inherent fallacy of the concept of truth itself.
      

      
      How, then, to define the fallacy of truth? The issue is too universal, too extensive,
         and too abstract to allow anything but humble guesses. Here, we limit ourselves to
         one particular tendency in the heterogeneous uses of this concept, whose history alone
         already exhibits all its intrinsic pretenses and paradoxes. In Ancient Greece, before
         and outside philosophy, truth was a predicate of the verbs of speech and probably
         only possessed the meaning of inter-subjective nonconcealment, of not deceiving someone
         else, as in the Homeric ἀληθείη­; hence, the alpha privativum, the negative prefix. But the first consequence of philosophy seizing the term was
         the emergence of an insurmountable gap between the aspirations of truth and the actual
         reality at hand. In Heraclitus, Parmenides, and Plato, the truth of logos, Being, and ideas was set against the opinions of ordinary people and the appearances
         of the sensible world. Truth became something essentially disappointed with reality, thus withdrawing from it and making reality withdraw from its grasp. In other words,
         the concept of truth was used (and abused) by philosophy to debase reality, but, vice
         versa, some concept of reality or other was also used (and abused) to make truth exalted,
         esoteric, and, by the same token, suspended and deferred to regions unknown.
      

      
      Here, perhaps, ancient history teaches us something about the nature of truth, and
         its first historical appearance may only be a stark exaggeration of certain tensions
         in its function. It is safe to say that the common sense definition of truth is usually
         based on the correspondence form or one of its variations. In the beginning, the purpose
         of truth is most certainly not to doubt reality; reality is a given, it is a starting
         point from which truth can make sense at all. What truth must do is to correspond
         to it, to reproduce it, and to approximate it. But, at one point and for no apparent
         reason, the direction of this correspondence reverses. Truth seems to be unable to
         conform to reality without creating an ideal surplus, against which it suddenly begins to measure reality. At first, reality was the original
         value of truth and truth only its secondary reproduction; now, truth becomes its own value, which devalues reality itself. Truth only wanted not to lag behind reality too much;
         but, in the end, it made reality lag behind the ideals of truth. Thus, reality becomes
         the object of Greek doxa, Cartesian doubt, Kantian transcendental dialectics, or even Heideggerian anxiety.
         So, if we were to define the one symptom of truth, it would be this: a change of direction of the correspondence form due to spontaneous,
         unsolicited idealization.
      

      
      Presumably, the institute of truth has always had this quality of an incision in a
         previously smoothly functioning reality; truth stood for a surplus that reality never
         needed, an inter-subjective divergence of someone knowing something more than someone
         else, of withholding something, and so forth. And when philosophy took hold of the
         concept of truth, paradoxes ensued. Wittgenstein was never inclined to face them,
         so he claimed that in the world “no value exists—and if it did exist, it would have
         no value” (TLP 6.41). But truth is precisely this: it is a value incarnated, a scandal entering the order of being and seeking to be remedied by reality itself.
         Truth is a wound inflicted upon the world hoping to be obliterated by real things,
         which, in addition to being real, must now express truth as well. And things rather
         sacrifice their reality than their claim to truth. As a consequence, neither truth
         nor reality are ever really “there.” In the most extreme case, truth becomes an object
         of almost godly inspiration, sometimes even transposed to pre-birth and postmortem
         experiences, and reality begins to wane before our eyes.
      

      
      This primordial divergence has, of course, lost its excessive idealist edge throughout
         the millennia, but it still governs even the most current discourse on truth. One
         of the most average, most general, most overarching notions of “truth” conceives it
         as an ideal point of the total correspondence with reality. Here, truth seems to stand on two grounds. It is fatally tied to reality,
         which alone can fill it with truth value. And it preserves the ideal status of never
         being definitely filled. Truth thus sways between its normative aspiration and its
         correspondence form. It condemns reality to being true, but it always withholds its
         final verification in order to maintain its regulating momentum. Because of this inherent
         divergence between norm and correspondence, reality is never real enough, and truth
         never as true as it could be.
      

      
      To put this point in another way, it seems to lie in the very nature of truth to finally
         assume an ideal, regulative, sometimes imaginary function of a process that was either
         accomplished in the absolute past of our lives, as in Plato’s anamnesis and a large part of medieval philosophy, or, as principally in modern times, a process
         to be accomplished in the absolute, constantly deferring future of our cognitive effort.
         The “spontaneous ideology” of truth presents it as something continually suspended
         and postponed, a focus imaginarius of our endeavors, which are usually so exhaustive that they are no longer individual
         but collective. Even the consensus theories of truth, where the possibility of achieving
         the final stage should not be logically contradictory, where finality should even
         be promoted and required, always warn us: “There is no such thing as the ultimate
         truth!” And absurdly enough, because the concept of truth is conceived as never being
         satisfied with reality here and now, reality itself, solely by being suspected of
         truth, becomes a dialectical entity, perpetually seeping down in the process of its
         cognition.
      

      
      In brief, the common symptom of truth theories is that, in the furthermost horizon,
         truth is defined as an infinite task of grasping and cognizing reality, and reality as the object of an infinite, asymptotic approach on the part of truth. On the one hand, what poses as a truth here and now is never
         truth itself but, at best, a step toward the final, yet never reachable truth. Thus,
         every instantiated truth is in fact, by its very definition, untrue. On the other hand, what feels real here and now, is only a provisory screen
         of illusion gradually disappearing before the ultimate, yet eternally elusive reality.
         Hence, every reality is, by its very definition, unreal. Or, to put the impasses of truth under a common denominator, the following
         rule might apply: When truth is expected from reality and when reality is supposed to fill out the value
            of truth, truth becomes untrue and reality unreal.
      

      
      And yet, when we look back at the history of knowledge, a completely other life of truth imposes itself, not that of infinite tasks and asymptotic approaches but, instead,
         a life of definite creations of truth and ultimate revelations of reality. Truths of the most definite form are in abundance, and there is no point in overlooking
         them anymore. Perhaps they even deserve a new theory. There are great events throughout
         history, the Greek pre-Socratic revolution, Plato’s idealism, the Copernican revolution,
         the Cartesian inauguration of the modern cogito, Kant’s institution of the transcendental
         ego or Hegel’s institution of Spirit, Nietzsche’s invention of the Übermensch and Heidegger’s of Dasein, to name but a few. In philosophy, a number of concepts have been established as
         precedents that operate as discursive events of the greatest consequence and open
         a new space of possible “truth values” without offering either a “program of falsifiability”
         or any room for gradual improvement. For their most essential hallmark is precisely
         the fact that they were construed in order to maintain a distance to their full incarnability: the Cartesian ego, for instance, remains a methodic effort, the transcendental subjectivity
         is a logical and Spirit a self-reflexive entity, the Übermensch is an ideal and Dasein an existential project, and so forth. Hence, they are irreducible and indelible artifacts
         of history, carved out of a single stone, as it were, and not caught within any process
         of infinite approach to something lying beyond or behind them. As “absolute creations,”
         they cannot be in any way optimized or progressively adjusted with respect to the
         given world, because there is nothing out there to which they should correspond or
         approximate in the first place. Nevertheless, as ideal surpluses with no substantial
         equivalents or material representatives within the field of real things, they were
         only conceived in order to rattle and undercut the conventional structures and discriminations
         of reality and allow a new perspective on the world. For the history of knowledge
         is also brimming with events where reality suddenly consolidates before our eyes in
         the form of previously inconceivable realness, as the ultimate screen of a uniform
         facticity behind which there is nothing left to which one could still protrude or
         approach. There is the pre-Socratic release of a no longer mythically structured empiricity,
         the Augustinian suspension of the Manichean dualism of good and evil, the Copernican
         fall of the boundary between heaven and earth, the Darwinian biological or the Nietzschean
         philosophical fall of the distinction between man and animal. Revolutions in knowledge
         tend to perform a breakthrough of the symbolic barrier, thereby releasing the established
         frames of meaning into a de-symbolized world. When, for instance, Copernicus suspended
         the Aristotelian separation between the supralunar and the sublunar realms, reality
         was all there at once, and all of it was at the forefront, with nothing lingering
         behind. It is in these sudden events of condensation and concretion that the concept
         of reality achieves its most pertinent, definite, and nontrivial meaning. Therefore,
         against the presumptuous metaphysics of delayed truth and ethereal reality, one could
         always observe that realism is already happening; it is only a theory of its processes
         that is missing. In order to do them justice, a new relation between truth and reality
         might be conceived.
      

      
      And here, we must turn to philosophy. The first inkling of how to overcome the fallacy
         of truth remaining permanently empty and unsatisfied, and reality forever eluding
         our grasp, was given by the insight that it was only the institute of truth that made
         reality seem unreal, and that if it hadn’t been for truth expecting to be saturated
         with reality, reality would be just as real as it ever could be. In the past, as we
         have shown, philosophy gave us some clues on how to, in a way, renormalize these abnormalities
         induced by truth constraints themselves. The lesson it taught us, mostly between the
         lines, was that when truth is projected directly onto reality, reality withdraws;
         when, however, the truth constraint is relieved, reality focalizes and solidifies
         again. However, Heidegger and Wittgenstein could override the pretenses of the abstract,
         Cartesian, theoretical concept of truth only by regressing to a universally meaningful
         world, which still preserved truth and reality in a relation of “saturation,”[26]   thereby rendering reality unreal, so to speak, on the level of totality. Thus,
         in order to break the spell that truth cast over reality, even this totalizing truth
         constraint must now be alleviated. In other words, for the purpose of relieving reality
         from the pathos of wonder and nothingness, an attempt should be made to prove the
         world disclosing itself outside the constraints of signification, that is, to prove
         it from the spirit of untruth. It is our thesis that only by defining truth as and uncalled-for incision into reality,
         as a surplus which emancipates itself from all attempts of being “verified” and cannot
         be remedied by being grounded in reality, that is, only by producing something which
         is truer than reality, can reality relinquish its doubtful, enigmatic aura. Just like a substance,
         an impression, a monad became a state in Kant, an involvement in Heidegger, and a state of affairs in Wittgenstein, another “shift of emphasis” could be performed, which will release
         the thing from being the substantial support of empirical syntheses, concerns, and
         practices into an insignificant facticity, where it will be the bearer of no other
         meaning but its own meaninglessness. Against regressive arguments, we will pursue
         progression toward a world beyond meaning and sense disclosing itself in discursive creations no longer directly verifiable by reality.
      

      
      Thus, from the impasses of truth and reality, a redefinition of these two concepts
         can be proposed. On the grounds of an anticipated new relation, two tasks will be
         set. The first task will be to prove the existence of reality as an object of untruth.
         It will be shown that reality stabilizes in its uncircumventable realness when it
         loses the ambition of embodying truth. Only as untrue can reality become indubitably
         real. The second task will be to investigate the relation between the creation of
         ideas, which function precisely as safeguards against their own incarnations in reality,
         and reality, which is thereby released from the previous conceptual constraints; in
         other words, to pursue the processes of the de-symbolization of reality. Thus, truth
         will not be conceived as a redundant supplement to reality, which must simply be eliminated
         in order to make reality reveal itself, but as the very process of idealization revealing
         reality in its untruth. The first task will be the topic of the next subchapter, and
         the second will be approached in the final chapter.
      

      
      Ontological Proof for the Existence of 
the World as an Object of Untruth
      

      
      As long as reality lives under the watchful eyes of truth, it must fear for its existence.
         When, however, truth produces something so new that it no longer lays claim to being
         verified by the given reality, the latter is released to the inertia of its indubitable
         presence. As an object of truth, reality is problematic; as an object of untruth,
         it becomes unquestionable again.
      

      
      As a matter of fact, this argument has been intuitively, somewhat underhandedly tried
         and performed many a time throughout the history of philosophy. But it was Hegel’s
         thought which had at least an obscure, hardly elaborate hunch of the relation between
         emerging idealities and released facticities. Because, in Hegel, truth is not a form
         of correspondence to the given world, but rather an explication of ideas, on the side
         of reality the typical Cartesian and Kantian predicaments of doubt and dialectics
         go out of style. At first glance, one would expect that the Hegelian “greater truthfulness”
         of language will “bury the reality in nullity,” but in fact the opposite happens.
         Reality (of day and night, for instance) is no longer the content of a concept’s truth,
         a phenomenon partaking in the whole of experience, an entity fulfilling the meaning
         of a Dasein, a state of affairs of the complete description of the world. Instead, it is an indifferent external, which, in its untruth, provides a contrasting background against which truth can emerge
         in the first place. But as the background to this emergence it must precisely exist. The claim of this new proof for the existence of the world is thus to think a world that exists solely for the purpose of being untrue. It is a world to which a “realistic” existence is ascribed because its nonexistence
         would lay too large a claim to truth. What will be proved is the positive existence
         of reality as a negative condition of possibility for the emergence of truth.
      

      
       Certainly, proofs for the existence of the world are only logical expressions of
         the theories of truth values that stand behind them. Within the “ontology of adequation,”
         the thing must be verified in the immediacy of its presence. Hence, its existence
         can be vouched for by the direct act of consciousness, while, in the grand scheme
         of things, the world tends to be created by God. The “ontology of totalization” shifts
         the entire landscape of truth values. Just like Kant did not put eyes on the back of Berkeley’s subject, Heidegger never
         experienced an epiphany of the “hammer,” and Wittgenstein not of “this hand.” Wittgenstein
         could warrant its existence only from the point of view of the fact that language
         games are useful and exhibit certain regularities. He, in a way, claims, because language
         works so well, things must exist. The center of gravity of the proof lies not in the
         thing itself but in the utility of language. Yet, for the existence of the whole of
         reality a transcendent argument is still needed, or even, if we could hazard a guess,
         an unspeakable god. By contrast, the original incentive of our proof was, first, a
         detection of a certain impasse of both ontologies, manifesting itself in the (either
         partial or total) antinomies of being and nothing, which, in our view, expose the
         fallacy of the concept of truth itself. If our thesis, according to which the precarious
         status of reality is induced by the claims of truth, is correct, then the conclusion
         is to be drawn that reality can only be proved as an essentially   secondary object, that is, no longer as an object of either immediate attention or totalizing usage,
         but only in the process of being relieved from all impositions of truth. In the proposed proof, there will be no staring at the hammer-thing, but there will
         also be no gazing into the sky. It is our intention to display that the world is secure
         in its existence only inasmuch as it ceases to be attended to by our consciousness or involved in our practices—if it discards
         the claim to embody anything ideal.
      

      
        There is another aspect which might perhaps be addressed here. By and large, every
         truth form is only operative within its metaphysical setting. The adequation form
         expresses the world being, in a way, pre-packaged in truth quanta by God. The totalization
         form manifests itself in the world being posited and held together by a synthetic,
         pragmatic, speaking subject, by the original spontaneity of reason, Dasein, or life form. The truth form of idealization and release, however, expresses the
         world as an indifferent outside of the creations of truth, which reveal it as an object
         of untruth. Our tacit “metaphysics” thus points to a neglected side of Western philosophy,
         in which realism is always already happening at the outermost, most excessive edges of our
            language use—something which we will perhaps be able to substantiate in the final chapter. The
         intuition behind our endeavor assumes that realism is already there, we only need
         to learn how to recognize its results and, most of all, how to underpin it with a
         theory. Again, the first, implied premise of Descartes’s argument was the clarity
         and distinctness of an idea. The underlying assumption of Wittgenstein’s proof was
         language already functioning and meaning already inhabiting the world. The tacit premise
         of our proof is, however, the existence of emergent truths, truths that cannot be
         deduced from and reduced to any particular reality. Heidegger and Wittgenstein demonstrated
         to the skeptics that we are living our everyday lives before we ask philosophical questions at all. This was indeed an important, sorely needed
         shift, but there is perhaps another “before” to be taken into consideration, another
         procedure, which precedes even these seemingly primary “normality horizons” of phenomenology
         and ordinary language philosophy. If the inhabitation of the world by means of significance
         and language is to be successful and pervasive, there are two boundary conditions
         of this “languaging” of reality, which have been somewhat unusually left unaccounted
         for: on the one hand, the emergent truths and, on the other, the processes of de-symbolization
         of reality activated by those truths precisely. Common sense without science, life
         without philosophy, language use without creations, average everydayness without revolutions—without
         their excessive surpluses, all these normalizing agendas would most likely never be
         able to render reality as measurable, calculable, observable, knowable, and, finally,
         conquerable to the extent that they did. Here, it could be hinted at the fact that
         Heidegger and Wittgenstein provided only logical forms for cultivating the proximate
         environment and inhabiting the everyday world; this explains the regressive, at times
         provincial imagery of their thought. What is lacking are the logical forms of language
         itself providing means and stimuli to shatter its structures and opening the view
         that extends beyond its own limits, of a culture suddenly acquiring the capacity to
         expand the confines of its habitat, of a discourse provoking revolutions in thought
         and imagination, and so forth. Just like staring at the hammer is only possible after we have settled in a certain life form and occupied a particular environment of equipment,
         so, presumably, the pragmatic occupation of the world by means of language can only
         be facilitated and expanded after discursive processes have already allowed surplus events to emerge, release reality
         from the conceptual grasp of language, surpass the constraints and boundaries of traditions,
         mores, and habits of respective communities, and make the world into an indiscriminate
         field of new utilizations. By structuring reality into discreet unities of meaning,
         language certainly increased our capability of adopting, handling, and populating
         the world; however, by allowing truth to emancipate itself from reality and let reality
         be seen outside the constraints of language, it increased the cognizability and cultivability
         of the world even more. Undoubtedly, language must have previously been invented in
         order to enable the creations of truth; however, truth creations must have already
         been occurring in order to make language into a tool of world appropriation as spectacularly
         potent as it has proved to be. And it is precisely this essentially nonordinary, unconventional, and extravagant life of truth that remains, as far as we know, underexposed, perhaps even completely ignored in
         all current theories of truth, and to which this treatise is dedicated.
      

      
        Thus, our proof is a consequence of the landscape of truth values having fundamentally
         shifted again. In pre-Kantian philosophies, the subject assumed a theoretical, abstract
         position, from where it could make judgments, such as “The hammer is heavy.” With
         Heidegger and Wittgenstein, the subject becomes entangled in his work, his involvements,
         standing in the middle of an “environment of the ready-to-hand equipment” and uttering
         propositions such as “‘Hand me a slab,’ ‘Bring him a slab,’ ‘Bring two slabs’” (PI 20), or “Hand me the other hammer!’” (SuZ 200).[27]   Our starting point, however, are utterances that are irreducible to these practical
         and pragmatic uses of language. Instead, we are interested in the emergence of the new in discourse, the rare and memorable truths of the most far-reaching discursive consequence and
         impact; it will be the task of the final chapter to at least open the door to the
         possibility of analyzing these higher, emergent truth values, which no traditional
         theory of truth could define or explain. Thus, the pragmatic utterances of Heidegger
         and Wittgenstein will be replaced with higher “truths,” that is, with historically
         unique, pivotal, influential theorems, definitions, and aphorisms. And it is their
         decidedly different relation to outside reality which is of our interest. If hearing the exclamation “Give me a hand!,” Wittgenstein
         needed the existence of a real hand in order to fit this proposition into the language game
         of a life-form and have it mean something, Hegel’s infinite judgment “The Spirit is
         a bone,” to take only one example, requires the existence of a bone for an entirely
         different reason: it needs it to represent the untruth of facticity, against which the Spirit has yet to constitute itself as an ideal truth that cannot be derived from and is irreducible to the inert thingness of the bone.
         The constructed “truth” of Hegel’s Spirit does not provide a direct proof of the existence of its
         outside, to which it refers to, it only refrains from submitting it to doubt and involving
         it in the precarious totalities of meaning. By placing the outside world in the second
         row, so to say, it allows it to show itself as what it realistically is: an indifferent, untrue facticity.[28]   The need for external reality is thus purely negative and relies on the requirement not to embed it in the horizon of (epistemic or pragmatic) significance, but to mark with it the difference to truth.
      

      
      Now, let us proceed to the proof itself. To repeat, one of Wittgenstein’s decidedly
         indirect “proofs” of the world outside of us goes as follows: “32. It’s not a matter
         of Moore’s knowing that there’s a hand there, but rather we should not understand him if he
         were to say ‘Of course I may be wrong about this.’” (OC 32) Here, the hand does not exist by virtue of being itself. Rather, it is only from
         the perspective of language use that we realize how a sentence employing the word
         “hand” would be incomprehensible if this hand did not in fact exist. The thing is an entity “positively deduced” from
         the meaning of an utterance, and this meaning is dependent on and integrated in the
         comprehension of all other utterances. The world is thus nothing but the horizon of
         explication of the pragmatic form of truth. Wittgenstein could perform this proof
         only in a thoroughly rearranged universe, where the Cartesian question “What if this
         hand does not exist?” is replaced by forthright imperatives, such as “Give me your
         hand,” while Descartes’s somewhat abstruse retreat into his room in a snowy Neuburg
         an der Donau gives way to toiling hammers across workshops and construction sites.
         The argument could be summed up as follows: If we doubted the existence of this hand, we would subvert the more general process
            of truth, which makes doubt possible in the first place. It is not about considering “this hand” to be the ultimate truth-maker—as did Moore
         and, figuratively, Descartes—but about transposing the measure of truth to a higher
         level, where “this hand” is only one among a plethora of eventualities. A hand is
         thus not a “truth value” too large to be captured by the certainty of our ideas; it is rather too small to warrant any kind of special attention—and herein lies the proof of its existence.
         This hand, as the place of a lesser truth, must exist in order not to disturb the broader truth process, that is all.
      

      
      Now, a somewhat different argument for the existence of “this hand” might be formulated.
         The first premise is the realization that doubting this hand only expresses and fixates
         the idea of the “hand” as an entity striving to be embodied. Wittgenstein could outplay
         this doubt because, in his view, the words of our language never achieve any definite
         ideality and, as such, harbor no ambition whatsoever to be incarnated, which is why
         their referents may begin to exist beyond the need to match any ideal claims, that
         is, beyond doubt. Nevertheless, by proving the existence of the hand from the higher
         vantage point of language, he only shifted the “ideal constraint” from the ideas of
         the mind to the compulsory significance of the world. And if we recognize the greatest
         fallacy of truth to consist in the claim of ideas being incarnated, we must transcend
         even this ultimate ideal horizon of meaning. Thus, the existence of the hand should
         no longer be proved from language being useful and the world being meaningful, but,
         more strictly, from the mere possibility of not giving any ground to ideas to gain a foothold in reality. And the argument could claim: If the word “hand” did NOT name the real hand, the process of truth would be brought
            to a halt at that exact point, where it would present us with a riddle, thus condemning
            truth to the form of its solution. The moment we succumb to the enigma whether this hand exists or not, we have already
         monopolized a certain very specific truth form and, arguably, presupposed that there
         is no other truth than that which is dependent on the reality of a thing, such as
         this hand. If we doubted the adequation “hand”—hand, we would have to assume that this is the frontline that
         is, so to speak, invested with truth. And we would have to believe that for truth to emerge, the existence of
         a reality alone would already suffice. In other words, as long as we assume the possibility
         of the nonexistence of reality, as long as we doubt its existence, as long as it fills
         us with reverence, a sense of wonder and mystery, we already presuppose that its potential
         existence is in itself some kind of truth.[29]   Thus, for the very reason of salvaging some other, higher form of truth, this hand
         here should now no longer be doubted; and for this reason alone it exists.
      

      
      To illustrate, let us suppose that upon hearing Hegel’s proposition “Now it is night,”
         we questioned our senses and doubted whether it was really night. This doubt would
         only initiate a search for an adequate content to fill this sentence form; it would
         bind it to the correspondence with some other sensible reality which would make it true: for instance, with “day,” “evening,” “morning,”
         or “noon.” But Hegel wants to show something else: “the greater truth” of this sentence
         does not reside in the immediacy of the night, but in the conceptual structure of
         the sentence inasmuch as it is capable of emancipating itself from the possible content
         of this immediate day or this immediate night. Doubting the reality of the “night”
         would condemn the “now” to a search for the final adequation with some other part
         of the day, thus preventing it from using the interplay of day and night as an opportunity
         to start producing new truths within discourse independently of intuition. Only by
         recognizing this night as both beyond doubt and beyond relevance, hence, both real
         and untrue, may the succession of judgments using “now,” “day,” and “night” become
         a speculative truth. The real, immediate day and night are now released from the conceptual field and begin to exist factually, but only insofar as they in
         themselves do not represent a truth.
      

      
      At first sight, it may seem that our argument is only that of Wittgenstein thought
         through to its conclusion. But the crucial point of our proof is that it accrues to
         reality an entirely different status. Although Wittgenstein did perform a shift of
         focus from a single, individual thing to its inclusion in the totality of language
         practices, he finally nevertheless posited a firm, existing thing as a partial “value” of a totalizing truth. If the hand was not where we named it, truth would
         lose its function and crumble as a system of all other statements; propositions would
         become unintelligible. Our argument, however, relies on an inverted ground. If the
         hand was not where we named it, truth would fixate its process at the site of the
         hand’s absence and saturate it at this point precisely. In this case, truth would
         still remain tied to the inherently fallacious form of an ideal surplus needing to
         be incarnated in situ. While Wittgenstein succeeded in somehow “snatching away” this hand from the constraint
         of its ideal representation, vouched for by the word “hand,” he still held it hostage
         within the broader scope of the ideality of the practices of meaning. This hand existed
         at the cost of still needing to signify something. And it is in order to relieve it
         even from this most general, mediate, and diffuse compulsion that we have devised
         our own proof. Now, the hand does not exist because some broader process of signification
         is dependent on its nonideal “inconspicuousness,” its less-true “normality,” but for
         the sole reason of not pampering whims and fancies of any of the ideal impositions
         whatsoever. In other words, if it did not exist, it would still mean too much and
         thus play into the hands of ideas; therefore, it exists because only as existent does
         it offer no grounds for their incarnation.
      

      
      To make the same point in a different way, Heidegger and Wittgenstein did not prove
         the existence of external reality directly, but only through a “shift of emphasis.”
         Their argument could be called the argument of self-evidence, or, perhaps more precisely, even the argument of taken-for-grantedness. Here, however, an additional “shift of emphasis” is made, transposing the proof
         into what could be called the argument of unpretentiousness. The “grip” of the proof does decidedly not rely on making reality more clear or
         distinct, more pragmatically usable or linguistically or existentially meaningful.
         The whole proof is based on a “less-argument”: its purpose is to render reality less
         problematic, less elusive, less cryptic, and, finally, less pertinent to the issues
         of truth. The proof is not about inventing instruments of turning to reality, but about gaining the right to turn away at any moment. Similar to Heidegger and Wittgenstein’s “hand,” our proof also does
         not make “this hand” any more certain or firm, but whereas with them the hand becomes
         more taken for granted, with us it becomes less presumptuous—and there is a difference between the two. Whereas they desired to make the proximate
         reality more significant, convenient, consumable, palpable, inhabitable, we only want
         to render it less worthy of posing as an object of any ideal scrutiny, that is, of
         meaning something and being true. Hence, the proof itself is expressly negative: the crux of the matter lies precisely not in claiming that things do exist outside us, but rather in claiming that in case they did not exist, they would “cement” the very truth form that would make them look true if they did exist. It is worth repeating that our
         proof does not straightforwardly make any affirmative judgment about the existence
         of the world. Its starting point is emphatically conditional and negative: if this hand did not exist, the ideal constraint of “this-ness” and “hand-ness” would still hold reality
         hostage. Or, in other words, reality is essentially an object of double negation;
         one should never claim that it exists, but merely that it should never be assumed
         that it doesn’t. If Wittgenstein expected the hand to make his utterances meaningful,
         we want to earn the right to look past it, because we only expect from it not to appropriate
         truth, enclose it within the boundaries of its limited form, and thus inhibit it.
         From the formal point of view, the argument is very simple: the hand can accomplish
         the assignment of not fixating the truth form and of not indulging its ideal constraint
         only in the state of least pretension, that is, by simply existing.
      

      
      Thus, our proof is essentially not an answer to the question whether the world exists; instead, it relies on the possibility of
         this question never having arisen in the first place. Why is it important not to doubt this hand? In order for the existence of the hand to be questioned, it must
         have previously been made into an object of truth. A hand must first be singled out, named, its boundaries must be delineated, and
         only subsequently can its existence prove questionable. Doubt is a symptom of an ideal
         surplus overstepping its discretion and descending to the real world. The ideas of
         the mind and the meanings of words determine the limits and the range of the truth
         form, which then awaits verification from real things and makes them tremble under
         its gaze. The idea of the hand, in addition to being a simple depiction of a sense
         impression, also idealizes “hand-ness” itself (or, at least, “this-hand-ness”). The
         word “hand,” along with posing as a useful verbal tool in utterances, automatically
         develops its ideal meaning. And, suddenly, the real hands of this world pale in comparison
         with their ideal equivalents. It is therefore not the impossibility of an answer to
         the question of the existence of this hand, but this question itself, which is antirealist.
         Hence, realism must not look for an answer, but for a means to undercut the question.
         On this ground, a new kind of realism can be conceived, a realism which does not consist
         in finding new ways to directly approach, examine, muster reality, but which is practiced
         as a technique of eliminating the methods of questioning reality.
      

      
      Therefore, it is the very gist of our argument that it strictly and on principle never addresses reality but only unhooks truth from its fallacious expectations. We have detected a certain
         coalition between the instability of reality and the demands of truth. It almost seems
         as if the enigma of reality has only been invented in order to counterbalance the
         ideal form of its scrutiny. Reality must withdraw to an obscure background, because
         only as such can it hold a candle to the ideal pretenses of truth. In this view, Cartesian
         doubt may no longer be regarded as a mere accidental inconvenience of our imperfect
         cognitive capacity, but rather shows itself as a necessary correlate of truth being
         an imposition to no avail to reality itself: the uncertainty of reality is something
         we must place upon the aloof altar of truth. And, vice versa, by experiencing the
         existence of this hand as uncertain, we also confirm and fortify the very truth form
         that elevated this hand into an object of truth.[30]   By doubting the existence of this hand, we involuntarily corroborate that the ideal
         form of the “hand” precedes and over-determines its reality. This is why Heidegger
         advised us not to stare at the hammer but rather use it, because only by hitting a
         nail can we dissolve the abstract ideality of the “hammer-ness.” However, by urging
         us to pose the question of the meaning of Being, to wonder at its miracle, he exploited
         the very same presumptuous precariousness of reality for the purpose of buttressing
         the most ideal constraint of all, the totalizing truth form of meaning and sense. Hence, Heidegger’s argument must
         be carried to its utmost consequences: in order to bring the alliance between the
         enigma of reality and the constraint of truth to its definite collapse, one must shift
         the “burden of proof” from focusing on immediate reality to engaging in the processes
         of truth.
      

      
      It is thus not for the sake of reality, but for the sake of not confining truth to the forms of adequation and totalization, that we presume the
         unquestionable existence of the world. Reality, in itself, is not interesting; it
         is untrue, as it were. Only the processes of its becoming untrue might be of interest.
         The first incentive for elaborating this proof was therefore the realization that
         doubting the existence of things and imbuing them with an aura of mystery has always
         been abused for the purpose of inaugurating and instituting ideal measures of reality,
         which, as a quid pro quo, reciprocally restricted ideas to seeking fulfillment only in reality. Doubt and
         wonder put reality under the constraint of truth, but, vice versa, they also freight
         truth with the burden of reality. Ideas seeking embodiment likewise need reality to
         ground and justify their emergence. Thus, we behold a hand as objectified by the idea
         of our consciousness and as named by the word of our language. And if we now abstain from doubting or wondering at its existence, from fearing its
            possible withdrawal into nothingness, we are undermining the very power of the truth
            form that singled it out to begin with. Only by sustaining reality in its least enigmatic state can we make truth forms,
         which expect reality to be true, start losing their grip on the world. If the absence
         of a thing strengthens and fixates the idea of its scrutiny, its indifferent, indubitable
         presence will, on the contrary, reveal a certain impotence of the idea to further scrutinize reality. In other words, when reality starts existing beyond any possible doubt or illusion,
         the ideas will be inhibited in their desire to be incarnated. Heidegger’s and Wittgenstein’s
         horizons of normality and “taken-for-grantedness” maintained reality as a value of
         truth and thus still designed it as an inventory of usefully namable things. It was
         a world structured by significance, a world waiting to be named by words and sorted
         out by their meanings. For this reason, it was nevertheless streaked with a residue
         of nothingness, with a constant threat of falling into utter insignificance, as in
         Heidegger’s anxiety. In our “horizon of the least pretense,” however, the existence
         of the hand must remain undoubted in order to lose meaning, for only as meaninglessly existent will it no longer offer its surfaces to the grasp
         of ideal entities of consciousness and language. In other words, because truth is
         a constraint imposed upon the world by the spontaneous idealizations of representations
         and linguistic entities, and because it is these idealities which compel reality to
         feel unreal, the first step to detract reality from the forms of consciousness and
         language is to grant its indifferent existence.
      

      
      In short, reality is proved in its principal distance to truth. The world can become
         an object of realism only where issues of its truth no longer emerge: where it can
         neither become discriminated into unities of meaning nor totalized into a unity of
         sense. If a realist inquired, “How can I prove your existence?” reality could answer,
         “By not asking me this.” And if he continued, “But how can I know that you are real?”
         reality might reply, “By making me assume the least amount of ideality and the least
         amount of meaning. Perhaps, you should learn to look past any parts of me that could
         be named by you.” It seems, thus, that a realist never stares at reality but only
         renders it less worthy of being stared at. He realizes that reality is only real because
         there is no instance left to question it, no ideal measure to comb and probe it, and
         no meaning striving to manifest itself within it. In other words, this hand does not
         exist by virtue of being there more poignantly or intensely than before. It exists by virtue of the question of its
         existence being prevented from arising. To put it succinctly, reality is an answer
         to the question of reality not being posed at all. This might, in fact, be one of
         its least trivial definitions.
      

      
      As we have shown, Kant’s “realist move” secured the stability of the things behind
         our back beyond the need of being perceived. We have ventured a step toward another
         “nontrivial” shift, a step toward learning to perceive the objects before our very
         eyes without regarding them as embodiments of truth. “I behold you, my hand,” an accomplished
         realist might say, “but I refuse to elevate you into an experience of truth!” And
         this, arguably, requires an even greater discipline in relation to reality; realism
         is a stance of a unique intellectual effort. Let us suppose, from the opposing angle,
         that, in order to solve Moore’s riddle, an angel descended from the sky and demonstrated
         to us clearly and distinctly that with the word “hand” we really do name this real
         hand. Let us imagine that he would grant us an out-of-body experience of the intuition
         of the hand’s reality. What is to be gained by that? What would be the benefit? Of
         course, nothing more than a hand—a thing in its singular, banal presence, in what
         we might call its untruth. We would finally step outside of ourselves, but only to
         witness an ordinary piece of reality. Would we, by this sudden infallible intuition,
         realize something new about the world? Would we know reality any better? Would this
         be a realist experience? Should we define realism as a stance of securing and proving
         the existence of things, or rather as an instrument of increasing the knowledge of
         the world? For the real dilemma might lie elsewhere. The question is not whether this
         hand exists or not, but rather how to prepare, consolidate, and unify reality as an
         object of knowledge. And, to settle reality into a field of possible cognition, we
         should rather contemplate how to relieve it from being discriminated upon the form of our doubts (i.e., the form of our straightforward acts of attention and significance directed
         at it). Thus, the issue of realism is not the existence of a hand, but precisely the
         process of surpassing the boundaries the question of this existence draws. This is
         why our realism does not advocate a return from the specific “philosophical antirealism”
         of doubt and illusions to the “pre-philosophical naïve realism” of the indubitable
         and meaningful givenness of reality. It is rather interested in progressing toward
         a “philosophical realism” that strives to organize truths into trespassing the horizons
         of the thinkable and revealing a reality behind which there is no residue of possible
         approximation left. This realism does not consist in focusing upon reality, but in
         redefining the status of truth, that is, in shifting focus to the processes in which
         the possibilities of knowing the world increase.
      

      
      Of course, whichever way we turn, we live in a reality tainted with the expectation
         of representing more than it bargained for, that is, of being true. This is the burden
         of our pre-philosophical existence, which philosophy, instead of alleviating it, only
         deepened and intensified. The drab inertia of simple presence is always already marked,
         permeated, and traversed with the ideas of our minds and the meanings of our languages.
         One is caught within the habits of perceiving, naming, using, and inhabiting reality,
         and cannot simply step out of oneself and subtract this ideal supplement from reality.
         The only thing left to do is to think through the impasses of truth and reality to
         their utmost consequences and set the relations and the balances between the two upon
         a new ground. It is by this operation that the possibilities of rendering the very
         forms of perceiving, naming, using, and inhabiting inoperative will emerge. What we
         can do is liberate reality expected to be true into a reality revealing itself as
         untrue in the processes of truth. The disengagement is, by all means, reciprocal.
         As reality is relieved from the constraints of truth by assuming the state of least
         pretense, the ideal truth forms are themselves detached from referring to and meaning
         any part of the given reality, and are thus freed from the compulsion of being incarnated
         within it. In a word, our effort is not to grant a new kind of truth to reality, but
         to pave the way for an unfolding of reality that would allow the emergences of truth
         in its midst, a reality no longer vegetating under the suspicion of truth and dragging
         truth along under its weight, but affording to be untrue in the face of the emerging
         truth, which is truer than itself. It is a double release. By not making an enigma out of the existence of the outside world, by sustaining it in this
         lesser state, we can allow truth to assume the form of surplus, event, emergence,
         and the new. And, in reverse, as soon as we presume that truth is yet to be produced
         and created, its outside (i.e., the reality “out there,” in hindsight casts off its
         enigmatic aura and automatically ceases to be a possible illusion). Or, in still other
         words, reality can only be placed beyond any doubt and mystery as a counterpart of
         something which is truer, something which, since it cannot rely on anything pertaining
         to reality, can only exist as a surplus, a creation of truth.[31]  
      

      
      A new kind of reality emerges in front of our eyes, a reality that is real only insofar as it never inhibits the creation of truth. In order to recognize and
         appreciate truth in its creative and eventful excess, reality must “subsist” in the
         state of not violating the truth’s turf. And the only way to subsist outside of truth is to exist. Reality can signify its untruth only if it simply is, and only things that really
         are can become objects of our indifference. This “indifferent realism” could therefore
         also be referred to as the position of the untruth of reality (i.e., of a being that does not have to not exist in order to be untrue).
      

      
      The Argument of Unpretentiousness

      
      If this argument of unpretentiousness and indifference still appears confusing, it
         can be illustrated quite intelligibly with an example taken from the functioning of
         legal systems.
      

      
      It could be shown, for instance, that the judicial process of assigning guilt and
         pronouncing sentences does not posit the real and factual existence of the accused
         and the victims in the same way as Wittgenstein presupposes the existence of the hand
         to make the proposition “Give me your hand!” comprehensible. Instead, the argument
         is more complex and the status of reality in it more precise. The legal system possesses
         its own “truth” insofar as it attains a certain internal systemic solidity and self-referentiality,
         from which point on the empirical existence of legal persons becomes irrelevant, so
         that it essentially does not matter whether we are factually solipsists or social beings, monads or real interactors,
         occasionally or autonomically motivated subjects.
      

      
      One could argue that the legal system works if, for example, upon being summoned,
         a person in fact makes an appearance in court. The occasionalist as well as the causalist,
         the monadologist as well as the interactionist, the solipsist as well as the realist
         would all have an equal opportunity to do this. The occasionalist would be transported
         to the courtroom by God, the monadologist would derive his presence from his eternal
         concept, the solipsist would attend the trial within the inner world of his mind,
         and the realist would take the material paths of this world. The legal system itself
         is, of course, indifferent to the factual status and immediate reality of legal persons and could also pass judgment
         on monads, bodiless minds, or via occasional causes. But perhaps the problem of the
         occasionalist, the monadologist, or the solipsist arises in the fact that every “ontic” de-normalization is always already accompanied by some kind of “ontological”
            presumptuousness. The fact that they have chosen a reality that deviates from normalcy usually prompts the feeling of complacency, which leads them to believe
         that the immediate reality of their existence is already a legally relevant “truth.”[32]   Suppose somebody is on trial for murder. If that person was an occasionalist, he
         might argue that he did not really pull the trigger, since it is God that commits
         all acts; if he was a monadologist, he would claim that his action against another
         monad was derivable from his own concept as much as from the concept of the other
         monad; and the solipsist might take solace in the knowledge that the other, whom he
         had killed, never existed in the first place. Such concerns would effectively bring
         the operation of the legal system to a halt and interrupt the performance of its “truth.”
         The courtroom might actually remain empty, even if only within God, a monad, or one’s own exclusive mind.
      

      
      In response to the “abnormal ontologies of immediacy,” the taken-for-granted realism
         of “normalizing ontologies of totalization” might be expected to solve these issues
         of participation in legal procedures. But the doctrine of totalization still fatally
         ties truth to reality, even though their final “correspondence” has shifted from single
         entities to their totality. In Kant, reality is a totality of natural causality; in
         the Heidegger of Being and Time, it is a totality of involvements; in the Wittgenstein of the Tractatus, it is “all that is the case” (TLP 1). Therefore, it comes as no surprise that, in these totalized worlds, legal concepts
         assume a highly precarious position. Immediate reality may have become taken for granted,
         but, in the worlds of Kant, Heidegger, or Wittgenstein, it is far from clear where
         to find a place for concepts such as “freedom,” “guilt,” or “responsibility.” Kant,
         for instance, could not prove the existence of freedom within the impermeable causal
         chains of nature, so he derived it from the transcendent factum of the moral law.
         In Being and Time, Heidegger advocated some sort of fatalism of moral concepts; freedom is not freedom
         to commit this or that act, but a form of totalization of Dasein, its authentic potentiality for being, its primordial choice of authenticity; ethics,
         if there is one, is only thinkable as an existential project, fraught with the ballast
         of being-toward-death, that is, with the pathos of totality. And, finally, Wittgenstein
         considers any ethical, any value judgment a priori meaningless, but instead of abolishing it, he transfers ethics to the realm of the
         unspeakable, which we must remain silent about but nevertheless, in our moral rectitude, devote
         our lives to; hence, only ethical transcendentalism remains possible. Consequently,
         the moral philosophies of Kant, Heidegger, and Wittgenstein, as opposed to that of
         Hegel, tend to gravitate outside the area of social institutions. From the outset, they are conceived in opposition to the very possibility of legal
         formalization. The subject is thus utterly submerged in the environment of his immediacy
         (i.e., natural causality in Kant, everyday life in Heidegger, habits, customs, institutions,
         and practices in Wittgenstein) and is unable to step out of it. If, for example, the
         Kantian subject were to appear in court, he could perhaps still defend himself by
         claiming that his action was a consequence of causal chains that precede him and reach
         back to the beginnings of the world. Dasein could perhaps still pass the buck and blame its destiny. And, as a consequence, the
         subject of “the ontology of totalization” is less committed to defending himself before legal, social authorities than before the absolute,
         almost cosmic tribunal: before the moral law, before the meaning of being in the face
         of his own death, or even before the obscure demands of the mystical ethics of the
         unspeakable.
      

      
       Thus, to the two ontologies one could ascribe two typical “false defenses” before
         the court respectively, both signs of a realism that is in itself insufficient. We
         are familiar with the case of the defendant first denying all the accusations, but,
         when factually proven guilty, claiming something along the lines of “I do not remember
         the deed itself, I wasn’t myself when it happened, and if I pulled the trigger, it
         most certainly wasn’t with the intention of killing anyone.” Presumably, this defense
         would be consistent with the position of an “adequational realist,” who might admit
         to using the gun, but never take responsibility for its true reason, namely the intention
         to kill. “Temporary insanity” is a typical defense of this type of “realism,” confessing
         only to a reality so immediately idealized and so directly assigned to truth (“True,
         I pulled the trigger”), so that there is still room for an idealist doubt (“I have
         no recollection of it”) in order to undercut the ideal truth itself (the intent to
         kill). The other classic “false defense” is the enumeration of a number of mitigating
         circumstances, all irrelevant to the determination of guilt: “True, I did it, but
         I had an unhappy childhood, then I got in trouble, which eventually led to where I
         am today.” This defense shows some affinity to the position of the “totalizing realist,”
         who shifts the blame for the act onto a net of circumstances that is as wide as possible.
         He delegates the responsibility from one element of reality to its whole (“Killing
         the victim was an expression of my unhappy life”), thereby placing reality beyond
         his area of accountability (“I cannot be held responsible for everything that happened
         to me”), while still reserving the right to distance himself from it (“Deep down,
         I am still a good person”).
      

      
      Now, in order to break the deadlock of false defenses, a “third realism” could be
         engaged. For only the position of “indifferent realism” enables a way out of this
         predicament between the “truth” of a committed act and its (untrue) “reality.” One
         is never convicted for “pulling the trigger,” but for “committing a murder,” and only
         the realism of indifference is able to distinguish strictly between the two levels.
         On the one hand, the indifferent realist admits to the existence of his body, the
         body of another, the gun, and the moment the trigger was pulled, but on the other
         hand, he never makes the mistake of considering the admittance of these realist existences already legally relevant. He does not, in a way, translate realities into
         truth. In his defense in court, he does not embed the pull of the trigger into a broader
         and more sophisticated structure of immediate reality; he neither delegates his act
         to an “occasional cause” (in the sense of temporary insanity) nor attempts to reconstruct
         the chain of all causes and effects preceding the act. The indifferent realist is
         not allowed to resort to additional excuses and has to take responsibility for what is legally speaking true and not just real. He might have had a difficult childhood, and maybe he did stumble into an unfortunate
         situation, but although this is factually correct, the indifferent realist knows that within the scope of the judicial process it is
         simply untrue. Even the pull of the trigger is only correct, but not also true. Before the court, there is merely the truth of the fact that the person committed a premeditated murder. And in this truth, which is essentially irreducible to its reality, lies the true argument of realism: only once we admit to the event of pulling the
         trigger in its full realist extension will we be able to transfer truth to its actual
         domain, where our deed acquires the status of an act of free will. The first and the
         second realist falsely believe that there is a truth to pulling the trigger, so the deed itself must somehow be neutralized or explained
         away; because the act of pulling is a potential “truth-maker,” a distance to its reality
         is always maintained by means of temporary insanity or mitigating circumstances. Since
         reality is suspected to be true, it must necessarily keep open the possibility of
         being disavowed. But the third realist knows that the only truth here is the intent to kill. Because the mere act of pulling the trigger is effectively
         untrue, it cannot be robbed of its immediate reality as well, and it manifests itself as
         what it is: an indifferent facticity of the act committed.
      

      
      Ergo, the ultimate realism is achieved solely by the ability to make reality untrue.
         In a word, this third realism never professes straightforwardly that there is a reality
         and it is thus and thus. Rather, it maintains reality in the state of least meaning
         (i.e., a reality which in itself is so far from being translatable into truth that
         it, nolens volens, must exist).
      

      
      The Truth Creation and 
the Untruth of the World
      

      
      Perhaps, the concept of truth as exemplified in this chapter could be read against
         one development in modern philosophy in particular, namely the movement riding under
         the banner of “speculative realism.” After decades of reign of the linguistic turn
         and poststructuralism, as well as their offshoots in the form of postmodernism, deconstruction,
         semiology, and cultural studies, philosophy now demands a breaking out of the realm
         of language games, out of the endless text with no outside, consisting merely of a
         constant flux of referrals, the metaphorization of notions, and shifts and displacements
         of the signified, a breaking out into a reality that is not linguistically mediated
         and is not part of the representational world of the subject of cognition. One specific,
         not entirely generalizable tendency of this movement is an attempt to secure the contact
         with the “Great Outdoors” through a reduction of discursive forms and a regression
         into an abundance of what we might call “new positive ontologies.” According to Quentin
         Meillassoux, for instance, the primary qualities can only be grasped mathematically;
         mathematics is now the only theory of being of the nonhuman world.[33]   Even further go the so-called “flat,” nonhierarchized object-oriented ontologies (OOO), which include Graham Harman’s “metaphysics of objects,”[34]   Levi Bryant’s “onticology” or even “onto-cartography,”[35]   Timothy Morton’s “hyperobjects,”[36]   or Ian Bogost’s “alien phenomenology.”[37]   Since reestablishing contact with reality is a nigh impossible task, ever more
         extravagant theories of being must be invented in order to break through the post-Kantian
         barrier of consciousness and language. However, this sudden thriving of spectacular
         designs of reality may not be an indication of a new and original philosophy, but
         is most probably a symptom of a crisis of philosophy, which lacks a revolution in precisely the field that it is authorized to grasp, that
         is, in discourse.
      

      
      Against this development, an entirely different point could be made. It seems that
         speculative realism is trying to restore and reassure us with a reality that is already
         there. Science, for instance, upholds its own concept of reality taken for granted
         within everyday research work, and scientific realism is viable on its own. Thus,
         the task of philosophy is not to direct its gaze straight to reality, but to shift
         focus to the processes of truth. What we can do, is to investigate the methods and
         procedures that reveal reality in new dimensions, to detect and examine the historical
         junctures and occasions in which the logical space for thoroughly new appropriations
         of reality has been opened or released. What is lacking in contemporary philosophy
         is an investigation of the processes of de-symbolization that triggered the formation
         of the greatest mind shifts, cultural changes, and scientific revolutions. Instead
         of inventing spectacular and extravagant theories of immediacy, it might be better
         to define the conditions of possibility of truth performing the breakthrough of the
         symbolic barrier. The thesis proposed in this book is that there exist discursive
         creations in which the symbolic function collapses, thereby releasing the established
         structure of meaning into a de-symbolized field of fresh and increased availability.
         In the final chapter, we will try to hint at some still utterly humble and rudimentary
         possibilities of how to think these “truth creations,” insofar as they are capable of naming reality in the moment of its egress from the linguistic horizon
            of totalization (i.e., in the moment of being released into the absolute periphery of being).
      

      
      In the steps of our proof, the “argument of truth” categorically preceded any experience
         or intuition of reality. It was our intention to prepare the ground for demonstrating
         that the original object of philosophy is never reality but only truth. Hence, reality
         must be made to be seen as an “essentially secondary object.” Along with it, our claim
         was to establish the logical space of being which evades the forms of adequation and
         totalization and can no longer be embedded in the traditional horizons of epistemic
         or pragmatic meaning. However, with the theorem of “the untruth of reality,” we have
         merely deduced the negative condition for the emergence of truths. Now, we are obligated to define a concept of “truth”
         capable of validating and, in a way, realizing this “untruth of reality” and thus making it a feasible, valuable, and comprehensible
         notion. Reality has been proved as an object of not offering any surface and adhesion
         for the embodiment of ideas, but the sole purpose of this proof was to liberate ideas
         from the unholy compulsion of being exemplified, incorporated, and tied to the weight
         of things. Now, we have to shift focus to the processes of truth insofar as they keep
         ideas from being incarnated within reality.
      

      
      
      NOTES

      
      
      
         
            1. The presentation of Kant’s proof will be omitted. It is based on the temporal aspect
                  of the consciousness of my existence, which must presuppose something persistent in
                  perception (i.e., a thing outside me) (see KrV B 275–79). The proof itself is commonly regarded as slightly unfortunate, but it
                  is worth stressing that it is embedded in the chapter “The postulates of empirical
                  thinking in general,” the argument of which ultimately hinges on the shift of leverage
                  from the reality of an individual thing onto the totality of all things.
               

            

         

         
            2. The ultimate lever of totalization is, of course, the phenomenon of “death.” First
                  experienced as the death of the other, it is the only way “of getting a whole Dasein
                  into our grasp” (SuZ 281), so Heidegger uses the terms “Being-a-whole” and “Being-towards-death” almost
                  synonymously. Death is some sort of vanishing point which stitches together two correlations,
                  the un-totality of the world, its fragmentation and cosmic futility, which bestows
                  us with mortality, and the anticipation of death, which in advance guarantees the
                  totality of our existence. Only in a world that does not anticipate our arrival can
                  we truly possess our own death, and solely a thrown existence can complete its Being by the consciousness of its mortality—this is arguably
                  the great wager of Heidegger’s existential philosophy.
               

            

         

         
            3. Except that Heidegger would never call himself by this name. As he claims, the Being-in-the-world
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      Chapter 3

      Sententious Realism

      
         
         
         Or the Non-Incarnability of Idea

         
      

      
      Outside philosophy, there is as much reality as there could possibly be. And its existence
         does not rely on carrying any particular truth, but solely on the circumstance of
         not being questioned. Thus, philosophy must ask itself something else: Why is it that
         it has so often been regarded as near synonymous with antirealism? Instead of trying
         to grasp reality, philosophy should probably first seek to find its proper reach of
         competence, its function. It must realize that its object is not reality but truth.
         For a pre-philosophical mind, reality is mostly something natural, normal, and self-evident,
         but within the scope of its own imagination it can never be established to what extent
         the forms of consciousness and language are construed and shaped by reality, and to
         what extent it is rather reality which is formed by human practices, habits, and social
         institutions. And this is where philosophy must intervene. If we made an effort to
         consider the human mind from the most sober, distanced, impartial perspective possible,
         we would probably have to observe that it is, on the one hand, caught within the biologically,
         culturally, linguistically mediated patterns of its thought, but that it has, on the
         other hand, nevertheless and miraculously always been capable of performing acts of
         realism. However, these acts are occurring spontaneously, unconsciously, almost underhandedly.
         Therefore, the task of philosophy is to offer instruments and matrices with which
         to analyze how these processes of alleviation of reality from the constraints of human
         meaning are motivated, initiated, and operated. In other words, its task is to posit
         a theory of truth as essentially irreducible to and not deducible from reality.
      

      
      Axiomatically, let us state three boundary conditions of this new truth form.

      
      First, truth emerges and did not exist before. Realism could also be defined as a
         stance according to which reality can never predict the emergence of truth. If it
         could, reality would already be comprised within the frame of certain truth expectations
         and thus relinquish a portion of its independent, indifferent realness. Reality is
         always there, but it can never know or infer from itself at which point precisely
         it will consolidate in its ultimate screen behind which there is nothing “more real”
         still waiting to surface.
      

      
      Second, the original means of truth, its lever and handle, is the sublimation of a
         representational concept into an idea. And this idea is only “anointed” in order to
         pose henceforth as protection against its own incarnation within reality. We do not
         posit a creatio ex nihilo, an emergence of something material within the world,[1]   but only a creation of truth by way of idealization.
      

      
      Third, this idealization sets in motion the process of de-symbolization of reality,
         the breakthrough of the symbolic frame of the traditional, sometimes pre-philosophical
         consciousness. If an act of idealization is irreducible to reality, it is only its
         realist merit and scope that makes it nonarbitrary.
      

      
      Now, these three conditions can be primarily read against the truth form of the second
         ontology we have differentiated, the ontology of totalization. If we were to reduce
         the philosophy of the twentieth century to the lowest common denominator, we could
         say that it placed reality under the constraint of totalization which could finally
         only be secured and supported by language. It was the era when reality began to disclose
         itself explicitly, declaratively, exclusively, and inflationary within the total horizon
         of linguistic forms, with Wittgenstein claiming “The limits of my language mean the limits of my world” (TLP 5.6); Heidegger announcing “Language speaks. / Man speaks in that he responds to
         language”;[2]   Derrida stating Il n’y a pa de hors-texte, “There is nothing outside of the text [there is no outside-text]”;[3]   and Barthes saying that “it is language which teaches the definition of man, not
         the contrary.”[4]   However, if, against the post-Kantian philosophies of the linguistic turn, today’s
         realists raise the accusations of depriving us of the contact with pre-discursive
         facticity, these charges seem to overlook a rather simple line of argumentation: if there is no reality outside language, then it is reality, and not language, that
            constitutes the ultimate foundation of truth. The other, neglected side of the linguistic turn shows that, when the limits of
         our language become the limits of our world, our world in turn begins to set the limits to our language. Every categorical “languaging of reality” activates a necessary reciprocal “realization
         of language.” Scholastic ideas residing in the other world and claiming God as their
         warrant could still afford to regard this world as “less true,” but when language
         is made to be the total framework of the manifestation of earthly reality, it is simultaneously
         reduced to a mere means of inhabiting and disclosing the world. It assumes the perspective of the whole in
         order to enable parts of reality to fill out and saturate its truth form. This is
         particularly apparent in early Wittgenstein, where language is both master of totality
         and slave of its parts. For the right method of philosophy is “to say nothing except
         what can be said, i.e. propositions of natural science” (TLP 6.53) and to remain silent about everything else: language may govern the world, but
         it is only allowed to speak up when referring to external facts, just like Kant’s
         concept spontaneously constituted the world and was at the same time bound to being
         fulfilled by intuition. Even though nature exists within the limits of language, language
         should not dare to speak except of this very nature. The matrix of mutual restraint
         between language and reality defines most of the subsequent theories of language use.
         In late Wittgenstein, every meaning is confined to the pragmatic point of the situation, in Derrida, meaning is produced only through contexts and never
         outside of them, and even in the most “ironic” and anarchic postmodernism, language
         seems to be a mere tool of creating an infinity of situations, points of view, moves
         in a game. Extra-linguistic reality is thus not the only sacrifice made by the linguistic
         turn; noncontextual language uses fall short as well. Every “idealist” production of language that cannot be substantiated,
         fulfilled, or, so to speak, “cashed in” in references, contexts, and situations, becomes
         utterly unthinkable. As we will seek to demonstrate, all the great twentieth century
         programs of over-determining reality with language were conceived for the purpose
         of suppressing the effects of idealization.
      

      
      There is thus a downside to elevating language into the supreme horizon of reality,
         be it in an ontologically Heideggerian, pragmatically Wittgensteinian, or metaphorically
         Derridean vein. This hypostasis of language also heralds an inability to think and
         organize a “truth creation,” that elusive surplus of language of which Hegel says
         that it is the more truthful. Against the accusations that with the linguistic turn (in the broadest sense of
         this term) “reality” was somehow lost, it must be stressed that the turn itself was
         invented and realized only as an attempt to regain reality and once again provide
         it with a foundation. As we have seen Heidegger and Wittgenstein, the “argument of
         language” was adopted and explicated primarily to prove the firm existence of the
         world in opposition to skepticism, solipsism, and immaterialism. However, the linguistic
         turn does deprive us of two things: on the one hand, the possibility of creating truths
         that are not deducible from or reducible to usages, concerns, and intents within reality
         and, on the other hand, the possibility of a reality that does not signify anything,
         a reality beyond the discretion of meaning and language. This is why a critique of
         the linguistic turn must fight on two fronts simultaneously: on the front of truths, the “value range” of which is no longer “saturated” by reality,
         as well as on the front of reality, which is no longer caught up in the truth values
         of language forms.
      

      
      Now, to return to our tripartite structure, we have differentiated three ontologies,
         to which three different truth forms could be ascribed respectively. According to
         the traditional and most common definition, truth is the relation between subject
         and object appearing as adequation. Through a shift of emphasis, the realism of Heidegger
         and Wittgenstein—who themselves arguably only explicated the dispositions already
         latent in Kant’s project—abandons the conception of truth as immediate adequation,
         transferring both subject and object into the horizons of totalization. Hence, this
         small shift involves a number of considerable transformations. The solitary subject
         of cognition is replaced by Heidegger’s Mitsein and Mitdasein (i.e., Being-with and Dasein-with), and Wittgenstein’s Sprachgemeinschaft (i.e., the language community). The subject, once facing an isolated epistemological
         object, such as “the rose,” “the cannon ball,” or “the rock,” is situated in his practical
         daily routines, in the so-called Zeugzusammenhänge or equipmental contexts. Intersubjectivity now ontologically precedes the individual subject, the environment ontologically predetermines singular objects, and the bond between the subject- and the object-correlate
         is no longer epistemological, perceptual, or sensual, but practical and pragmatic,
         while at the same time becoming increasingly language dependent.
      

      
      Yet still, each of these two realisms collides with a certain impossibility, itself
         a consequence of their respective approaches. The realist of immediate adequation
         can famously never step out of his own body in order to touch the thing, while the
         realist of taken-for-granted totalization shifts truth from immediate adequation to
         the realm of praxis, work, speaking, and communication, thereby establishing a horizon
         of language that can no longer be crossed in order to experience prediscursive facticity.
         Here, it is our aim to hint at a third option (i.e., the possibility of a realism
         that transcends even this “second” limit of truth as totalization and replaces the
         self-evident reality of linguistic “meaning” with the realism of indifference). The
         realist of indifferent release is now allowed to retreat into language to the point where the production of surplus truths dissolves the traditional, established,
         totalized horizons of meaning and discloses a reality released from representing a
         truth value. The correlates of these three ontologies can be deemed the following:
      

      
      
         	
            Adequation: subject—object

            
         

         
         	
            Totalization: inter-subjectivity—pan-objectivity

            
         

         
         	
            De-totalization: truth creation—release of facticity

            
         

         
      

      
      Our endeavor is to become aware and sensitized to truth in the form of emergence of
         the new insofar as it enters an entirely different relation to its outside. It is
         a truth which no longer considers the outside world to be the primary and exclusive
         truth-maker, but rather brings reality to the point of losing its meaning and becoming
         untrue.
      

      
      Egress from Language via Retreat
 into Language: Kant’s Synthetic Judgment
 and Nietzsche’s Aphorism
      

      
      We stand before the daunting task of pinpointing the logical space in which language
         reveals possible avenues of egress from itself. The first step consists of procuring
         circumstantial evidence: we will compare the propositional form in relation to reality
         in Kant and Nietzsche. It is certainly not our intention to develop a Nietzschean
         theory of truth,[5]   but only to outline a very specific development in the conceptualization of “truth
         value” from the still academic and restrained eighteenth century to the more free-spirited
         and excessive late nineteenth century. In our view, Nietzsche never devised a tenable
         truth doctrine, since his philosophy lacked any binding concepts of words, propositions,
         ideas, and the like. However, his intuitions may be a goldmine of incentives for pushing
         the limits of the processes of truth. Thus, we will only try to discern a particular
         correlation within his technique of creating truths and enduring reality. Nietzsche
         was the greatest poetical creator of language and a man who could withstand the vastest
         dimensions of the meaninglessness of facticity. And it is precisely this balance between
         emphatically emergent truths and programmatically devalued reality which we consider
         to be an expression of a certain logical necessity.
      

      
      Kant’s philosophy of the conditions of possibility may well be serving as a paradigm
         of truth conceived under the form of totalization. The existence of things can only
         be proved from the context of the entirety of experience, the conditions of possibility concern all phenomena, and the table of categories is complete and total. With its basic coordinates (i.e., the forms of time and space as well as the categories,
         schemes, and principles) this system of “total control over reality” constitutes a
         sort of stabilizing environment for the things and events in it. This world, latently
         perhaps already displaying a structure intertwining the linguistic and the real, offers
         a suitable basis and venue for the reign of classical Newtonian mechanics. Kant posits
         a world where human understanding prescribes principles to nature and, at the same
         time, prohibits any part of nature from eluding the grasp of these human forms. The
         principles of pure understanding, the synthetic judgments a priori, thus represent the conditions of discovering nature and subsuming all phenomena under
         its laws. The purpose of these principles (which ascribe extensive magnitudes (see
         KrV A 162/B 202) and an intensive magnitude to intuitions (see KrV A 166/B 207) and establish necessary connections between perception (see KrV A 176/B 218)) is to set up a framework that would enable a scientific investigation
         of phenomena (i.e., the entire apparatus of measurement, quantification, and the definition
         of causal links). The central aim of Kant’s first Critique was to provide the natural sciences with a philosophical foundation. In contrast to
         current allegations of Kant’s antirealism, one should always remember that transcendental
         philosophy must first and foremost be read as an attempt to develop a scientific program
         of cognizing the world as definable and measurable according to the criteria of quantities
         (distance, numbers, forces), qualities (weight, temperature, solidity), and causation.
         Nature, as constituted by these forms, presents an image of causal, quantitative,
         and qualitative totality, contiguity, and fullness. In mundo non datur hiatus, non datur saltus, non datur casus, non datur fatum. In the world there are neither gaps, nor leaps, nor chance, nor fate.[6]  
      

      
      A relation of tight reciprocity is established between the forms of understanding
         and the scientific empiricity of the world. Although experience is structured by way
         of concepts and judgments, this form of repression also works in reverse. On the one hand, in Kant’s world one cannot stumble upon a
         piece of being not constituted in the act of spontaneity of the transcendental subjectivity.
         But, on the other hand, the transcendental subjectivity is also not allowed to exceed
         the boundaries of its (possible) knowledge. Kant’s understanding might rely on the
         act of spontaneity, but “truth” itself is still, so to speak, epistemologically grounded (and can never assume the form of creation, divination, artistic production, etc.).
         Understanding is eternally bound to constitute objective reality, thereby merely reconciling
         concepts with intuitions—as the famous saying goes, “[T]houghts without content are
         empty, intuitions without concepts are blind” (KrV A 51/B 75). It is a double bind of a sort. Being is constrained by concepts, to be
         sure, but understanding is constrained as well—by intuitions. “Objective knowledge”
         does not designate only the conceptual structuring of sensibility, but also a sensible inhibition of the conceptual form.
      

      
      Kant’s philosophy of the conditions of possibility of knowledge is, of course, a highly
         restricted system of reciprocity between form and content, understanding and sensibility, figuratively
         speaking also between language and reality, and it is because of the reciprocal restrictions
         that this system is only sustainable within the horizon of postulated totality. It
         is not only the concept that gives form to the intuition, it is primarily the intuition
         that imposes constraints upon the concept. Roughly speaking, Kant distinguishes between
         two types of concepts: empirical concepts, which are constituted through a comparison
         of the objects of experience, and pure concepts, which originate from the understanding
         and are independent of experience. So, on the one hand, we have the empirical concepts
         of “the table” or “the rose” and, on the other, the pure concepts that are not abstractions
         from sense perceptions but forms of objects in general (i.e., categories). Nevertheless,
         claims to the fulfillment of the conceptual form by intuition also hold for the latter
         (i.e., for the notios, and, as a special case, for ideas). For every pure concept
         possesses its schema, which “realizes” the content of the concept through a common representation, thus
         restricting the categories to the conditions of sensibility. Of course, the sense
         content of the concept “table” is self-evident enough, but categories, by contrast,
         require a transcendental schema whose only function is precisely to restrict their
         competence to the objects of possible experience.
      

      
      This nuance needs to be emphasized because we are mostly governed by a deep-rooted
         prejudice that sensibility is something discriminated against in the long-lasting
         reign of metaphysics, which sets the conceptual structures as limits and barriers
         of the multitudinous, heterogeneous, infinitely rich sensible reality. Nietzsche’s
         Gefängnis der Sprache, his so-called prison house of language, or Barthes’s rubriques obligatoires, obligatory rubrics, point to this tradition. The concepts seem to be the natural
         enemies of the manifold. But we cannot thoroughly understand Kant if we do not acknowledge
         the restriction running in the opposite direction as well: not only does understanding put constraints on sensibility, but it is primarily
         in the domain of sensibility to prevent understanding from fleeing into the areas
         that exceed its capabilities; this, after all, is the meaning of the word “critique.”
         We must not ignore the fact that at the beginning of this long process of the world
         assuming the structure of the spontaneous conceptuality, later language, Kant did
         not use the term restringieren (i.e., to restrict) in the sense of conceptual form restricting sensibility, but,
         quite the opposite, in the sense of the content of intuition limiting the use of the
         pure concepts of understanding:
      

      
      
         [A]lthough the schemata of sensibility first realize the categories, yet they likewise
            also restrict them, i.e., limit them to conditions that lie outside the understanding
            (namely, in sensibility). (KrV A 146/B 185–86)
         

         
      

      A category thus receives its meaning, its “significance,” only “from sensibility,
         which realizes the understanding at the same time as it restricts it” (KrV A 147/B 187). Hence, one must at all times keep in mind that the realization of a concept is in equal measure its sensual restriction.
      

      
      It is not only the case that the limits of my language mean the limits of my world,
         but apparently also that the limits of my world mean the limits of my language. The prison house of language is simultaneously and conversely a prison house of reality in which language is thrown, and all the conceptual obligatory rubrics are likewise obligated to seek their fulfillment
         in something other than themselves. The limits of sensibility, objective reality,
         and scientific practice are thus the shackles clasped around our use of concepts,
         our potential spontaneity in forming judgments, finally also our linguistic creativity.
         To this day, Kant’s philosophy is regarded as a stance according to which “conditions
         of the possibility of experience in general are at the same time conditions of the possibility of the objects of experience” (KrV A 158/B 197), that is to say, a stance which locked the world into the mind of the
         transcendental subjectivity and threw away the key. But Kant was also met with criticism
         from the other side. Rather than to his subjective idealism, Hegel objected to his
         sacrifice of metaphysics at the altar of the limits of possible knowledge. The fact
         that Kant’s philosophy systematically denied us direct contact with the thing-in-itself
         is only half the truth; it reciprocally also denied the concepts the right to an authentic,
         speculative, ideal, metaphysical, perhaps even metaphorical production. Just as it
         is impossible to acquire any intuitive, immediate knowledge of objects outside the
         form of a concept, so it is impossible to indulge in the creation of the new without
         the restrictions of intuition and beyond the context of experience.[7]  
      

      
      Thus, there are losses on both sides. In Kant, not only is the possibility of contact
         with the thing-in-itself lost, but equally delicate problems arise when trying to
         conceive of and contextualize the concepts of “freedom,” “purpose,” “organism,” “soul,”
         “world,” or “God.” To put it illustratively, Kant’s concept, if compared with Hegel’s,
         will never open to the intrusion of its absolutely other, the arrow wounding the otherwise
         impenetrable body of Achilles. But, inversely, Kantian intuition does also not allow
         the concept to ascend from the cave and enter a heaven of ideas populated by Platonic
         forms, Hegelian concepts, or, as we shall see, Nietzsche’s metaphors. It is this constant
         weight of intuitions which denies the concepts the right to break free from their
         copies, from being mere forms of a given sensibility, and define their meanings within
         discourse. In sum, Kant’s restrictions necessarily operate both ways, so it is neither
         possible to descend to intuition without concept nor ascend to a concept devoid of
         intuition.
      

      
      This tight reciprocation of form and content, this world without accidents, leaps,
         and gaps, could still set the stage for the unfolding of Newtonian classical mechanics,
         a theory almost a hundred years old by the time the Critique of Pure Reason was published. However, Kant was capable of absorbing only physics into the conditions
         of possibility of philosophical knowledge. It seems as though he allowed only the
         amount of “scientific realism” he could cultivate in the total framework of his transcendental
         method. Even the science of Kant’s era, “chemism” and “organism” (i.e., the findings
         of Lavoisier’s chemistry and the biological theories of the time), could not participate
         in the principles of understanding a priori.[8]   And in the period to come, new scientific discoveries were made, giving rise to
         the first serious theories of evolution, electrodynamics, magnetism, and so forth.
         Perhaps a new type of realism was needed, a post-Kantian release of facticity. With
         acknowledging Newton, Kant performed a “philosophical release of the area of jurisdiction
         of science” and thus opened a certain wound never to be mended, a certain division
         of labor. And in the nineteenth century, this augmenting rift between the scope of
         philosophy and that of science becomes deliberate, pronounced, and programmatic. Marx
         and Nietzsche were its most vocal proponents.
      

      
      The stance that Kant’s system assumed toward Newton’s physics, the philosophies of
         Marx and Nietzsche were forced to assume toward the new prevailing and paradigmatic
         science of their time: the theory of evolution. What Newton was to Kant, Darwin was,
         without a doubt, to Marx and Nietzsche, although with an important distinction: the relation between philosophy and science was no longer constituted within the
         horizon of totalization, but at best within the horizon of release. In the self-understanding of philosophy, science now played a slightly different
         role than in the time of Kant: it became an object of a specific enjoyment. Marx and
         Nietzsche, in a way, indulged in their frequent references to the merciless findings
         of scientific realism and sometimes almost feasted on them. The evolutionary theory,
         in particular, was their preferred negative metaphor of the smallness, insignificance, and animality of the human being in a purposeless,
         indifferent universe. However, this “act of reverence” that philosophy pays to science
         is only an outer reflex of the inverse operation which grants autonomy to philosophical
         concepts that were previously still bound by the weight of the immediate, “naturalistic,”
         reality. The key concepts of Marx and Nietzsche, such as Marx’s “surplus value,” “class
         struggle,” and the method of dialectic materialism, or Nietzsche’s “transvaluation,”
         “nihilism,” the argument of “power,” and the genealogical method, were developed precisely for the purpose of freeing the philosophical domain from the constraints
            of biologisms. Philosophy now finds itself in a paradoxical situation: while it does accept and
         absorb science, it also emancipates its own truth value, putting it out of science’s
         reach. The concomitance of two divergent operations must be thought here. Marx, for
         example, was a great admirer of Darwin and even thought of dedicating his Capital to him, but his greatest theoretical aspiration was to pose a social theory relieved
         of the bonds of organicism which had still permeated the spirit of Hegel’s Sittlichkeit and his theory of the state. Biological evolution thus becomes a “released” foundation,
         Marx’s naturhistorische Grundlage[9]   or naturwissenschaftliche Unterlage,[10]   a scientific substratum on top of which and against which “truth,” for instance the truth of political action, has yet to emerge and be
         produced. It is this fundamental disruption which must be accounted for. In comparison
         to Hegel, for example, Marx can allow more animality to the human being while, at the same time, conceding less biologism to his social theory. Hence, while Darwin debases the human being into an
         ape, Marx, inversely, elevates him into the subject of labor, society, and history;
         while Darwin shoves him back into the bosom of nature, Marx rips him out of it, without these two operations contradicting each other—they are, in fact,  correlative, equilibrated, and, most of all, necessary.
      

      
      Thus, Marx affirms and surpasses Darwin in one move; or, more precisely, because he
         is capable of exceeding the limits of his theory, he can afford to accept it fully.
         When the nature of the human being was still “expected to be true,” it needed to be
         denied and embellished. When, however, man began to produce its own “truth values,”
         his forms of recognition, economy, machinery, and so forth, his body could finally
         become that of an ape. In other words, because philosophy “released” the space of
         science into the sphere of untruth, it was no longer committed to doubt, disregard,
         or revise its findings. 
      

      
      It is here that the arguments of truth, reality, and indifference between the two
         become most insightful and feasible. Philosophy acknowledges science in its indifferent
         outside, even exhibiting a great negative need for its realism, so that it could produce its own, emergent truth values against it: Darwin’s “animalization” of the human is a necessary negative condition of possibility for Marx’s political or Nietzsche’s heroic notions to truly
         become concepts and ideas and not just representations of the given. Marx’s revolution or Nietzsche’s saying
         “Yes,” for instance, are programs only to be performed by a man recognizing its inhuman
         origins. If man was originally something more than animal, his humanness would lose the quality of being a produced
         rather than given or found entity (i.e., of being an active, processual, or projective
         endeavor), which is precisely what Marx’s and Nietzsche’s “normative” disposition
         of man requires. Thus, the emergent truth of man’s self-generation is only possible upon a realist foundation, which is established by the regression of the human being into an animal. The Übermensch needs Darwin’s ape not as his actual truth, but rather as the untruth against which, as against an indifferent, factual outside, he can first make himself into something true.
      

      
      Therefore, philosophy acknowledges the realism of science only to the degree it can
         experience it as an untruth. It is a striking, yet hardly noticed, fact that philosophy, as represented by Kant,
         Marx, Nietzsche, Heidegger, and others, recognized scientific realism only insofar
         as it, so to speak, salvaged and uplifted a specifically philosophical truth value that exceeds the powers of science. Ironically,
         Kant, if we compare him to the empiricists, thus stands both for the recognition of
         Newton providing the exclusive theory of reality and for the de-physicalization of cognition. Marx and Nietzsche stand for the inclusion of evolutionary theory as the only possible
         account on the genealogy of the human species as well as for the de-biologization of history and society. And it is precisely this principal disengagement of philosophy from science that
         accomplished the acceptance of its realism.
      

      
      Along with this detachment of philosophy from science, which, at first sight paradoxically,
         effectuates the coincidence of increasing indifference and expanding realism, the
         history of philosophy itself describes a path of the disenchantment of the world.
         While, in Kant, the bond between concepts and intuitions still warranted the total
         truth value of the world, this totalization finds its perfect opposite in Nietzsche’s
         poetry of de-totalization of being. It could be argued without exaggeration that Nietzsche is the first philosopher
         after Heraclitus who indulged in a veritable enjoyment of the untruth of the world. When he claims that there is no such thing as a “true world,” this arguably does not mean that there is no world, but only that the world as
         it is is untrue. To qualify Nietzsche in Kant’s terms, one could say that he was the thinker who knew how to set a stage for “the descent from concept to intuition.”
         The key to our argument, however, lies in the fact that he could implement this descent
         only in a refined act of balance, since Nietzsche is not only the principal advocate
         of the inconsistency and untruth of immediacy, but also the most talented poet among
         philosophers. He is the greatest critic of language that we know of; and yet, he could
         arrange truth and make it expressible only by means of literary forms, rhetorical figures, and sententious
         effects. Consequently, the only philosopher who knew how to enact “an ascent from intuitions to concepts” was once
         again none other than Nietzsche. In a word, Nietzsche’s philosophy can perhaps only
         be understood through this logic of disruption between concepts and intuitions, progression and regression, truth and reality.
      

      
      Nietzsche gives a first taste of the reciprocity between the movements of descent
         and ascent in his short, posthumously published essay On Truth and Lying in a Non-Moral Sense, his early attack on the conceptual constitution of truth. The short text begins
         with an almost poetic, quoted ad nauseam, revelation of de-totalization: knowledge is an illusion of a marginal animal species
         called “human,” who invented it so he could feel central to the world. He is banished
         and enclosed “within a proud, illusory consciousness,” and, what is worse,
      

      
      
         [n]ature has thrown away the key, and woe betide fateful curiosity should it ever
            succeed in peering through a crack in the chamber of consciousness, out and down into
            the depths.[11] (OTL 142–43)
         

         
      

      The aspiration of Nietzsche’s philosophy is thus to wake up the human being from the
         dream of “anthropomorphism.” While Kant’s scientific realism (in the form of Newton’s
         physics) can only unfold within the boundaries of a conceptual system—(i.e., in the middle of a circle whose circumference
         was still drawn by philosophy)—Nietzsche, inversely, strives to conceive of the possibility
         for another kind of realism—a realism that finds behind the bush something it had
         not put there itself, something that the concepts had not pre-formed, and the discovery
         of which they could not anticipate:
      

      
      
         If I create the definition of a mammal and then, having inspected a camel, declare,
            “Behold, a mammal,” then a truth has certainly been brought to light, but it is of
            limited value. (OTL 147)
         

         
      

      Instead of Kant’s total control of reality, Nietzsche opts for a realism structured
         as the release of reality, indeed, as a surprise. The major imperative of his early
         philosophy is to step out of the “prison house of language,” “the chamber of consciousness,”
         “a mathematically divided firmament of concepts” (OTL 147), and “the rigid regularity of a Roman columbarium” (OTL 146–47). At first glance, it seems obvious what should be done: eliminate language forms.  For people “merely glide across the surface of things and see ‘forms’; nowhere does
         their perception lead into truth” (OTL 142). In Kant, judgment is a meeting point between thought and reality, between the
         subjective and the objective, and it is this conjunction of concepts and intuitions
         that constitutes the basis of objective reality. Nietzsche, by contrast, considers
         the bond which is constitutive in Kant to be coincidental, figurative, and illusory—in short, metaphorical:
      

      
      
         The stimulation of a nerve is first translated into an image: first metaphor! The
            image is then imitated by a sound: second metaphor! And each time there is a complete
            leap from one sphere into the heart of another, new sphere. (OTL 144)
         

         
      

      Hence the famous definition of truth:

      
      
         What, then, is truth? A mobile army of metaphors, metonymies, anthropomorphisms, in
            short a sum of human relations which have been subjected to poetic and rhetorical
            intensification, translation, and decoration, and which, after they have been in use
            for a long time, strike a people as firmly established, canonical, and binding; truths
            are illusions of which we have forgotten that they are illusions, metaphors which
            have become worn by frequent use and have lost all sensuous vigour, coins which, having
            lost their stamp, are now regarded as metal and no longer as coins. (OTL 146)
         

         
      

      The concept of “truth” is an effect of language which has forgotten its metaphorical
         past and recognizes in conceptual boundaries the structure of the real world. Language
         is a tool employed by human beings as members of a community, as herd animals. As such, it is a symptom of man’s weakness. The drive to truth comes from “the obligation
         to lie in accordance with firmly established convention, to lie en masse [schaarenweise; in some versions: herdenweise, i.e., in flocks, in herds] and in a style that is binding for all” (OTL 146; comment added). Language is thus essentially a language of the herd. It appears to be the case that a language of the master could not even exist—except
         that it does.
      

      
      If language is not only an illusion but also the breeding ground of our philistinism,
         we could, of course, assume that Nietzsche will now subscribe to a program of pure
         contemplation, intuitionism, pre-symbolic imagination, and corporeal or even incorporeal
         experiences of facticity. Although in this early text Nietzsche had not yet formed
         a systematic stance on the matter and even his argumentation vacillates at this point,
         some hints and emphases would certainly point in the suggested direction. When he
         talks about “being swept away by sudden impressions and sensuous perceptions” (OTL 146), or about how “every metaphor standing for a sensuous perception is individual
         and unique and is therefore always able to escape classification” (OTL 146), it seems as if he is advocating preconceptual, intuitive, immediate modes of
         experiencing truth. But, one might object, if this strategy of immersing oneself in
         the undreamt-of fashions of intuition was to be taken literally, Nietzsche would have
         to stop speaking altogether—which is the one thing he does not do. Rather than a man
         of reticence, profound experience, and honest intuition, Nietzsche opposes the herd
         animal with an unusually loquacious, nigh garrulous being, a being not unlike himself.
         While Nietzsche was, indeed, a proponent of the philosophy of the body, he was also
         never able to remain silent; and this must be considered as an almost logical balance,
         an equilibrium of a certain necessity. It seems that the true motivation behind this striving to “egress from the conceptual structure” is not supplied by
         already existing intuitions, impressions, gut movements, and collisions with facticity,
         but rather by a certain unexpected enjoyment of reproducing the inherent, autonomous metaphorical forms of language, its essentially
         illusory surfaces:
      

      
      
         That drive to form metaphors [. . .] is in truth not defeated, indeed hardly even
            tamed, by the process whereby a regular and rigid new world is built from its own
            sublimated products—concepts—in order to imprison it in a fortress. The drive seeks
            out a channel and a new area for its activity, and finds it in myth and in art generally.
            (OTL 150–51)
         

         
      

      It is perhaps this passage that holds the key to the entire, even if at times rather
         inconsistent argumentation of this short essay. The drive to form metaphors can never
         be overcome; we cannot step out of language, which is why we can only seek specific
         elements and situations of discharge and release within itself. Nietzsche seems unequivocal
         on this point: language does not permit an immediate egress and descent to things
         themselves; only an “upward egress” is possible (i.e., an ascent to linguistic creativity as facilitated by myth and art). There is no way that opens
         down from concepts to intuitions; only a way up is possible, leading from concepts to metaphors.
      

      
      Thus, the focal points of the argument shift decidedly. Nietzsche introduced this
         treatise with the images of contingency of the human species, with a vast disclosure
         of the world of quantities and meaningless peripheries which conceptual systems tend
         to suppress and overlook. For a while, it seemed as if it was the pressure of brute
         reality itself that motivated us to question language forms. Then, however, behind
         the bush, Nietzsche does not seem to encounter the thing-in-itself but rather something
         else. He witnesses another kind of revelation, an unexpected supplemental, autonomous,
         automatic life of words which disengages from the thing and finds enjoyment in its
         own unworldly creativity, untethered from the constraints of immediate reference.
         Instead of things without words, he finds words without things, as it were. Rather
         than immediately perceiving a reality not yet formed by the constraints of language,
         he experiences a life of language miraculously unburdened with the weight of reality.
         And it is this emancipation of language production, and not the raw reality of immediacy, which now gives leverage to deprive language
         of its constitutive, “objective,” Kantian function, disclosing, on the one hand, the
         metaphorical origin of words and, on the other, a reality finally released from their
         rigid forms. In a manner of speaking, the logical space of the initially tried “argument
         of intuition” is taken up by the surprisingly discovered “argument of the concept.”
         Rather than descending to pre-discursive reality, Nietzsche postulates a sort of “upward”
         retreat into pure discourse:
      

      
      
         It constantly confuses the cells and the classifications of concepts by setting up
            new translations, metaphors, metonymies; it constantly manifests the desire to shape
            the given world of the waking human being in ways which are just as multiform, irregular,
            inconsequential, incoherent, charming and ever-new, as things are in the world of
            dream. (OTL 151)
         

         
      

      The consecutive order of argumentation, of premises leading to a conclusion, seems
         to be inverted. It is not the case that we found behind the bush something we had
         not put there ourselves, whereupon, facing this sudden epiphany of facticity, language
         crumbled before our eyes. Instead, it was language itself that first enabled us to retreat into it to the point where
            concepts are no longer inhibited by the weight of intuitions, where we can play spontaneously with its transcendent possibilities, while extra-linguistic
         facticity disclosed itself only on the backside of this experience of the nonconstitutive quality of language, as its released remainder. Only after dissolving the hierarchies of language systems
         by way of exclusively discursive strategies, do we even become capable of catching
         a look at and recognizing behind the bush a periphery of being that is no longer pre-formed
         linguistically. To paraphrase Kant, it seems that “the limits of possible knowledge”
         must first be surpassed, in order for the “thing-in-itself” to be raised to the surface.
         And, in Nietzsche, this being-in-itself does precisely not assume the object-form,
         but rather appears as a reality that can no longer be organized into things: it is
         a revelation of a nonreifiable periphery of being. The first step is thus not a surprising,
         disconcerting collision with the thing, but rather an experience of words casting
         off the constraints that compel them to name things and becoming the objects of their
         own, metaphorical enjoyment. The release and unfolding of irreducible facticity is
         only a secondary consequence of this dissociation of language from reality.
      

      
       This transition developing between Kant and Nietzsche is a consequence of a radically
         dislocated frame of functions and expectations which philosophy is supposed to fulfill.
         Kant’s basic philosophical claim was to define the coordinates for the infinite expansion
         of knowledge of the world; reality was still something essentially safe, benign, almost
         benevolent, which we can keep under control by means of cognition. Nietzsche’s perspective
         is shifted from the outset. The categories of his pseudo-epistemology are merely derivations
         of the fundamental question asking how much facticity we can bring ourselves to bear. Nietzsche’s subject does not set out to cognize the world straightforwardly; he
         rather searches for and clings to levers that would allow him to endure it: there
         is no direct and innocent epistemological openness toward reality, but only an interplay
         of powers between the subject striving to govern it and reality’s entitlement to obliterate
         his existence. Hence, man no longer apprehends the world; he only knows it in the slipstream of surviving it. Nietzsche’s unknown thing hiding behind the bush is thus never an
         object of cognition, perception, experience, or intuition, but first and foremost
         an object of release, a secondary object a priori, which can only be suffered in its facticity after a certain retreat into oneself has taken place; here, in this text, it is a retreat
         in language. The attitude toward reality therefore no longer unfolds in the medium
         of theoretical domination over the world. Instead, reality acquires the status of
         a released remainder of our hard-won indifference to it. In this sense, the knowledge
         of the world is essentially secondary, post rem, so to speak. Reality, it could be said, is merely a “resultant” of a certain contest
         that we are engaged in with the world of how much meaninglessness are we capable of
         withstanding without perishing. And it is in these contests that the possibilities
         of realism presumably increase.
      

      
       Kant’s system does not allow playing with language; judgments are constantly made
         to synthesize objective experience. Nietzsche’s latent argument, on the other hand, which we have reconstructed ourselves and even somewhat
         forced on him, might claim the following. If language is capable of a sort of “metaphorical
         alienation,” if concepts can be disengaged from intuitions, words from things, and
         judgments from knowledge, then this also means that the function of language forms
         is no longer objective and constitutive and has ceased to represent the conditions of possibilities of the existence of objects.
         By playing freely with concepts, we realize that they are metaphorical, transferrable,
         and overvalued, which in turn releases reality from the compulsion of expressing the structure of concepts and judgments.
         Admittedly, the argument is at this point weak and self-indulgent. Only later will
         we put some meat on its bones or, preferably, some bones in its meat, but Nietzsche
         apparently aims to show how only an artist, a master of metaphors, will be able to
         “discover” a world that exists outside the jurisdiction of language. If, for the time
         being, we settle for correlations instead of causations, we must make and effort to
         think the two most disparate elements, creativity and facticity, reaching a state
         of equilibrium.[12]  
      

      
      Here, an inversion in the eternal discursive balances of the history of philosophy
         is taking place. Kant’s subject is a naturalist walking the ground of the conceptual
         world, a physicist, so to speak, whose feet tread the path made entirely of words.
         Nietzsche’s subject, by contrast, is an artist, a poet, perhaps even a rhetorically
         gifted “prattler,” who treads the ground of subverbal periphery, nothingness, and
         nonsense dissolving underneath the limits of language. He is a Zarathustrian rope
         dancer, capable of looking down, gazing into the abyss beneath his feet, and enduring
         the inconsistency of being. The secret of Nietzsche’s discursive moves relies on the
         claim that only “a man of words” will be able to stand on the ground of the disintegrating
         world which itself has never expected to be cognized and hence in fact exists realistically.
      

      
       Therefore, it seems that Nietzsche’s argument is only sustainable within the frame
         of equilibrium and release rather than immediate contact with the thing. The concept
         of “truth” might prove to be illusory, but this does not endorse an abandonment of
         its forms and a surrender to the intuitions of the body and the facticity of reality.
         If language is itself a lie, there is, on the other hand, no truth in silence. The
         way out of the inherent lie at the heart of truth can only be shown by the discovery
         of the inherent truth at the heart of the lie. In the end, the critic of language,
         who at first strived to escape its prison house by advocating a life of pure intuitions,
         does not become a man of action (i.e., Hegel’s “world-historical individual”), a contemplative
         monk, or a dancing god, but a rhapsodist, whose identity relies on nothing other than language:
      

      
      
         Full of creative contentment, it [the intellect] jumbles up metaphors and shifts the
            boundary stones of abstraction, describing a river, for example, as a moving road
            that carries men to destinations to which they normally walk. (OTL 151–52; comment added)
         

         
      

      In order to discover a world beyond language, one must first become a master of words.
         Just as Kant needed the subject of morality to supplement the subject of the syntheses
         of understanding, so he could at least for a while release the starry heavens into
         pure objectivity not constituted within the consciousness of the transcendental subjectivity,
         Nietzsche must posit not one, but two subjects: the subject who sustains the synthesis
         of intuitions within the boundaries of the conceptual systems and the subject who
         can step out of this “pyramidal order based on castes and degrees” (OTL 146). Nietzsche, engaging explicitly with the metaphors of “mastery” and “servitude,”
         opposes the herd animal with the Herrenmensch, a member of the master race. The postulation of these two subjects is vital to the
         operation of truth effects; their duality is irreducible. On the one hand, the servant,
         caught up in the herd mentality, is needed for the construction of conceptual systems
         as expressions of the will to truth—without the herd, there would be no language and
         hence no possibility of metaphors. On the other hand, the master assumes the role
         of a mere supplement possessing the capability to indulge in a free and unheeding
         play of words which the servant still tethers to the substance of things. In fact,
         Nietzsche seems to reiterate Hegel’s master-slave dialectic, the difference being
         that the element of the “more truthful” is now all throughout represented by the master.
      

      
       At this point, however, his argumentation starts to drift toward a final indeterminacy.
         He is unable to decide which function to assign to the new master. On the one hand,
         he distinguishes between “the man of reason” (i.e., the servant) and “the man of intuition”
         (i.e., the master) (OTL 152), while on the other, the essence of the master’s “intuition” seems to rest solely
         on his magical way with words.[13]   Nietzsche begins vaguely to ascribe to the master contradictory attributes, profound
         intuition on the one side and superficial eloquence on the other:
      

      
      
         [H]e will speak only in forbidden metaphors and unheard-of combinations of concepts
            so that, by at least demolishing and deriding the old conceptual barriers, he may
            do creative justice to the impression made on him by the mighty, present intuition.
            (OTL 152)
         

         
      

      The master, so it seems, is a paradoxical figure. He must transcend language, but
         he nonetheless clings to it and exploits its possibilities. Apparently he is a heroically
         silent raconteur. But it is well possible that, at the site of the greatest contradiction,
         Nietzsche is unknowingly only tracing a new concept of “truth.” It is a concept which
         plants a centrifugal force between the poles of language and reality. And it is not, as Nietzsche would have
         us believe in the concluding, almost uplifting words of his short text, a force of
         joyful, creative unification. Perhaps, the only way to bestow Nietzsche’s irresoluteness
         between concepts and intuitions, metaphors and instincts, with any logical stringency
         is to place both correlates in a relation of indifference and release.
      

      
      There is thus an originary divergence at the heart of the new truth value, with intuitions feeding on abstractions and a
         silence unable not to speak. In this context, Nietzsche’s philosophy develops two
         massive programs, which are in balance with each other only to the extent that they
         are contrary and centrifugal. The first is the program of language surplus, announced by phrases such as “forbidden metaphors,” “unheard-of combinations of
         concepts,” “the radiance of metaphorical visions,” and “a playing with earnest things”
         (OTL 152–53).[14]   The second is what we might call the program of the devaluation of reality. There was hardly a thinker before Nietzsche who advocated the total de-causalization
         of the world and deprived nature of its truth value as thoroughly as he did. If we
         were to comprise Nietzsche’s “immediate ontology of reality” in one dictum alone,
         we could merely inverse Kant’s a priori laws of nature, now reading, In mundo datur hiatus, datur saltus, datur casus, datur fatum. In the world there are only gaps, leaps, chance, and fate. Or, to cite a famous
         posthumous fragment:
      

      
      
         Man, this little eccentric animal species, which—fortunately—has its time; the life
            on earth a mere moment, an incident, an exception without consequence, something of
            no importance to the general character of the earth; the earth itself, like every
            star, a hiatus between two nothingnesses, an event without plan, reason, will, self-consciousness,
            the worst kind of necessity, stupid necessity.[15]  
         

         
      

      Where Kant is only capable of conceiving of the world in the frame of cohesiveness,
         contiguity, necessity, and rationality, Nietzsche detects only gaps, contingencies,
         purposeless events, and the stupidity of necessity; “a hiatus between two nothingnesses”
         and above it “the sky chance,” der Himmel Ohngefähr.
      

      
      As such, Nietzsche’s “epistemology,” as far as it can be reconstructed on the basis
         of his unpublished notebooks, endorses a method of discovery and advocacy of the subverbal peripheries of being. It might seem unusual, but it is precisely Nietzsche, perhaps the greatest magician
         of language in modern philosophy, who also passionately argues for the necessity of
         acknowledging and enduring the fragmentariness of being that escapes all linguistic
         schemes. The project of subtracting the supplement of language from reality is so
         overwhelming that even the ideas of truth and the real world must finally be abandoned:
         “The most extreme form of nihilism would be that every belief, every holding-to-be-true, is necessarily false: because there simply is no true world.”[16]   There is no outside world, because not even a minimal amount of discrete entities, providing
         a basis for judgments with a truth value, could be differentiated within it: “We never
         encounter ‘facts,’”[17]   Nietzsche says, and “our ‘outer world,’ as we project it at every moment, is suffused
         and indissolubly bound up with the old error of the underlying reason: we interpret
         the outer world with the schematism of the ‘thing.’”[18]   In this fashion, Nietzsche gradually and almost systematically abolishes all the
         constitutive forms of Kant’s epistemology (i.e., concepts, categories, schemas, and
         principles). This reduction of “qualities” lays a foundation for an ontology of quantities,
         becoming, and the manifold. “Logic,” for instance, is only an illusory fixation of
         identical examples in the becoming of the dissimilar: “words” are a violation of reality
         under the form of “things;” “laws,” “ideas,” “causes,” and “effects” impose the form
         of “oneness” onto the continuity of the manifold, and so forth. Qualities are thus
         merely “the artifices of the ordering, overwhelming, simplifying, abbreviating power
         called life.”[19]  
      

      
      Nietzsche seems to follow two diverging but countervailing and correlative programs:
         the program of the self-referential creativity of language and the program of the
         release of reality from the constraints of language forms. Where there was once being,
         only nothing reigns, and the place formerly occupied by religion is now taken by art.
         It becomes the new religion, since only art can transcend the perspectival limits
         of “the will to truth.” From the point of view of the artistic creation, the world
         can suddenly become untrue. This new relation of the subject- and object-correlate
         is a straightforward antithesis to Kant’s theory of judgments as conceptual subsumptions
         of intuitions. On the one hand, Nietzsche likes to pride himself on writing books
         of aphorisms instead of treatises in the form of judgments of understanding, while
         on the other, he flatters himself that he is able to recognize and endure the illusion
         of the world. On one side, a prestigious form of judgment emancipates itself from
         the epistemic and pragmatic uses of language, while on the other, the world is released
         from the constitutive power of judgment. Formally, we could outline Kant’s and Nietzsche’s
         conceptions of the truth process as a structure of four analogous parts:
      

      
      
         	
            Thing-in -Itself—Intuition—Concept—Idea

            
         

         
         	
            Quantities—Qualities—Language of the Herd—Metaphorical Visions

            
         

         
      

      
      Nietzsche released Kant’s “thing” into a becoming of quantities with no delimited
         identities. The discrete objects of our perception are always already organized through
         the units of qualities provided by the conventional, conformist language of the herd
         animal. However, these qualities also supply the material for a specific additional,
         emergent, superficial play with its forms which the master race can partake in. To
         put it pointedly, Kant’s regulative “logic of illusion” is replaced by “the will to
         illusion,” which is, as it were, more true than “the will to truth.” If we now compare these two four-part sequences, the Kantian
         and the Nietzschean, the bonds between the individual parts are exact opposites. In
         Kant, the thing-in-itself and the idea are excluded from the process of truth, being
         merely its external, marginal conditions, whereas the real truth value lies in the
         strengthening of the bond between intuition and concept. In Nietzsche, however, what
         disintegrates is precisely “the will to truth”—(i.e., the operation that connects
         the middle two parts and, by way of conceptual forms of the herd race, creates the
         appearance of qualities). And with this severance of the bond between intuitions and
         concepts, in effect with the revelation of the illusion of reality, the outer, most
         disparate parts become the carriers of a new truth value which now combines and juxtaposes
         the meaningless world of pure quantities on the one hand and the metaphorical brilliance
         of language use on the other. Kant’s transcendental dialectic is replaced by “a playing
         with earnest things,” which goes beyond the limits of possible knowledge, while the
         Kantian thing-in-itself is replaced by quantities, finally liberated from the qualitative
         constraints.
      

      
      Perhaps Nietzsche deems it necessary to produce excess enjoyment of speech in order
         to break apart the middle pair of concept and intuition, releasing reality into a
         nonconceptual quantifiable periphery. Consequently, the formula of truth changes from
         Kant to Nietzsche according to the following schema:
      

      
      
         	
            Kant: Objective Reality—Judgment

            
         

         
         	
            Nietzsche: Inconsistency of the World—Aphorism

            
         

         
      

      
      With this shift, the dash in both correlations acquires a contrary function, respectively.
         With Kant, the relation between the two parts is one of conditioning, implication,
         and totalization, whereas Nietzsche’s formula sets up a relation of dissociation and
         release.
      

      
       In Kant’s endless syntheses, the symbolic discloses and constitutes its real, while
         Nietzsche’s autarky of sententiousness discloses the real as released from the symbolic forms. Here, perhaps, the slightest hint of a possibility of egress from the ontologies
         of the linguistic turn might present itself. Compared to Kant, Nietzsche obviously
         takes a step up within the domain of language, so he could take a step down within the domain of reality. He ascends to the heaven of ideas in order to descend
         to the reality of untruth. And here he seems to give us a crucial lesson: a descent
         toward reality outside language can only be administered by first taking a step in
         the opposite direction. In other words, surpassing the horizon of language is initially
         possible only by going up, not down.
      

      
       What we are following here are perhaps the footsteps of a broader historical transformation.
         In the transition from Enlightenment to Romanticism and beyond, from academics to
         existentialists, from Kant to Nietzsche, the concept of “truth” seems to have induced
         a disruptive movement between language and reality. Once philosophers were natural
         scientists, and yet the world was full of meaning. Then they became poets, and the
         world found itself in a state of doom. However, by solely tracing this development,
         by remaining merely on the surface of discursive shifts between Kant’s and Nietzsche’s
         judgment forms, we have done nothing more than pinpointed a historical coincidence.
         To put it starkly, we have detected a correlation according to which Nietzsche happened
         to write aphorisms while also arguing for the ontology of quantities, but we have
         proved nothing. Still, in his “production of truths,” Nietzsche provides us with a
         basis, a point of departure, from where we could break through the surface of discourse
         and establish a logical bond between the methods of idealization of linguistic entities
         and the processes of de-symbolization of reality, its release from the constraints
         of language. Following Nietzsche’s intuitions, which were never thought through by
         him, the language form of sententiousness could be recognized as the minimal discursive space of possible realism. Our final task will be an analysis of specific remarkable statements in the history
         of philosophy.
      

      
      Fear of the Originality of Propositions

      
      In our view, the largest part of the language philosophy of the twentieth century,
         from Heidegger to Wittgenstein and ordinary language philosophy, from Saussure to
         Deleuze and Derrida, was constructed around a single effort: to trim the spontaneous
         impulses of idealization and thus to deprive language of producing more truth than
         it could be vouched for and redeemed within the partial, particular, local, and more
         or less provincial frameworks of speech acts, circumspections, customs, pragmatic
         intentions, contexts, and situations. And in order to downplay the surplus of truth
         arising within discourse, one instrument in particular was employed: the method of
         pinning down the proposition to the “place of enunciation” and thus utterly over-determining
         it with the circumstances of its emergence. These immense attempts to cultivate and
         neutralize sentences and statements come from the justified fear that the proposition
         form is an extraneous element which makes the world itself unstable. In Hegel, as
         we have seen, the greater truthfulness of language enters the scene by means of an
         in itself most modest proposition, a protocol sentence; the slightest supplement is
         added to the world to which the world gave no cause. And nothing is as it used to
         be.
      

      
      In other words, the proposition is the minimal form of linguistic novelty; with it, something occurs and an effect is produced. According to Benveniste and
         Ducrot, every utterance unfolds a universe of its own and institutes a historical
         event in which something previously nonexistent enters the world. It was perhaps Fichte
         who was the first to give a name to this authentic, self-generative, supplemental,
         and emergent truth value of the proposition as proposition. In Fichte, the entire world relies on the point of new origin, new beginning, uttered
         through the judgment I am which is not synthetic and does not refer to a fact or describe an experience, but
         rather represents an emergence of a fact by virtue of being uttered. Fichte calls
         this ontological scope of the proposition thetisches Urteil, “thetic judgement.”[20]   Propositions now set the conditions of their own truth value—they make themselves
         true by the sole fact of being pronounced; the function that was later named performative by Austin. Fichte thus discovers the production of truth beyond the principle of sufficient reason, and it is this invention that might represent the first and principal impulse of German
         idealism. If German idealism had its own gospel, it would probably start with “In
         the beginning was the Sentence, and the Sentence was with the Being, and the Being
         was the Sentence.”[21]  
      

      
      As Fichte already suspected, at least to a degree, every proposition also contains
         a thetic surplus over its content, so it does not merely refer to a fact but is itself a fact, the emergence of a “case”
         that was not there before. The world could be comprised within the total matrices
         of language only by means of propositions, but this empowerment also opens up a Pandora’s
         box that gives language the right to develop its own poetic autarky. The proposition
         may be a form of domination over the world, but it also becomes a hazard which must
         be restricted at all times. In the last two centuries, language has become the second
         skin of the philosophical subject; however, this absorption of language was countered
         by a fascinating and up until this point, as far as we know, undetected symptom, a
         sort of defense reaction of the philosophy of the past two hundred years: a fear of original propositions. It is precisely the form of the sentence which the totalizing ontologies, in their
         restrictive programs of reducing language to reality, treat most shabbily and aim
         to suppress and neutralize its spontaneous creativity.
      

      
      Heidegger’s early concept of “truth” was conceived precisely in opposition to treating
         judgments as the incentive and the foundation of truth. So, according to Heidegger,
         it is not proposition “that is the locus of truth, but rather truth is the locus of
         proposition.”[22]   Challenging the analytical philosophy of Bolzano or Frege, where it is possible
         to distinguish between true and false only after uttering a judgment, he says,
      

      
      
         Assertion is not the primary “locus” of truth. On the contrary, whether as a mode in which uncoveredness is appropriated or as a way of Being-in-the-world,
            assertion is grounded in Dasein’s uncovering, or rather in its disclosedness. (SuZ 269)
         

         
      

      Although a proposition can be true or false, it cannot be a truth per se. And the whole shift of emphasis from propositions to the place of their enunciation
         was only introduced in order to secure that under no circumstance could an utterance
         produce more truth than the external conditions of its uttering.
      

      
      In a similar vein, Wittgenstein in his Tractatus implements a strict program of the factic cultivation of the utterable. A proposition,
         a Satz, has a projective relation to the world, hence, its “sense” always lies in its outside:
         “A proposition, therefore, does not actually contain its sense, but does contain the
         possibility of expressing it. / [. . .] / A proposition contains the form, but not
         the content, of its sense” (TLP 3.13). All statements are reducible to elemental propositions, so it finally stands
         that they are all “of equal value” (TLP 6.4), and that they “can express nothing that is higher” (TLP 6.42). Although Wittgenstein composes the most notorious aphorism of twentieth century
         philosophy, “What we cannot speak about we must pass over in silence,” (TLP 7) this maxim is only an explication of the program according to which philosophical
         propositions should be forgotten once their sense has been grasped. The reader “must,
         so to speak, throw away the ladder after he has climbed up it” (TLP 6.54). Thus, the most memorable philosophical statement of the century actually advocates
         a doctrine of amnesia of philosophical propositions. It seems that Wittgenstein could
         only allow himself to write sententiously pointed, performatively constructed, and
         esthetically polished sentences, representing an ideal foundation for endless citation,
         insofar as he assured himself in advance that philosophy was surpassable and abolishable,
         and that within its framework every aphoristic surplus is destined to be forgotten.
         Contrary to Nietzsche, Wittgenstein dared to indulge in linguistic enjoyment only
         in the face of the promise of oblivion. In  On Certainty, he, in an admittedly somewhat different context, even claimed, “The propositions
         which one comes back to again and again as if bewitched—these I should like to expunge
         from philosophical language” (OC 31).
      

      
       Intriguingly, the same “fear of the originality of propositions” can likewise be
         perceived on the other pole of organizing linguistic meaning, in structuralism, semiology,
         and deconstruction, although their strategy of the suppression of its creativity is
         diametrically opposite to the one employed by Kant, Wittgenstein, and Heidegger who
         reduced the meaning of the proposition to its outside, to its epistemic or pragmatic
         context. In post-structuralism, with Derrida or Barthes, the context can no longer
         be fixed in a presence of fact or intention, which is why the utterances can never
         be fully realized but only relinquished to the processes of the perpetual, infinite metaphorization of the linguistic sign. And, interestingly enough, a casualty of this new foundation
         of meaning is once again the sentence form. Structuralism opens the proposition’s
         boundaries, makes it interminable, and deprives it of the right to a full stop at its end.
      

      
       In classical structuralism, in Saussure and Benveniste, the proposition is an element
         of parole and not langue, of discourse and not system, while Derrida and Barthes reintegrate the elements of
         discourse into the domain of language. By doing so, however, they once again surpass
         and skip the proposition as the function of fixating and producing meaning and rather
         dissolve it into the wider web of the text. The knots of “meaning” are now located
         either beneath the level of the proposition (i.e., in metaphorical transfers among
         words, in anagrammatic and phonemic play), or above it (i.e., in the infinite text)—for
         instance, in Barthes’s idea of atopic and inexhaustible writing and reading. Derrida’s
         style becomes increasingly fluid, diffuse, and paratactic. It seems as though he is
         adamant in employing precisely those language tricks (homonyms, rhymes, paragraph
         indentures, collages, grammatical peculiarities, and graphic effects) that could deprive
         the proposition form of its innermost productivity, its most autonomous truth. Still,
         structuralism’s most pronounced antipropositional ressentiment was professed by Barthes:
      

      
      
         I myself was a public square, a sook; through me passed words, tiny syntagms, bits of formulae, and no sentence formed, as though that were the law of such a language. This speech, at once very cultural
            and very savage, was above all lexical, sporadic; it set up in me, through its apparent
            flow, a definitive discontinuity: this non-sentence was in no way something that could not have acceded to the sentence, that might have
            been before the sentence; it was: what is eternally, splendidly, outside the sentence.[23]  
         

         
      

      While positivists, pragmatists, and phenomenologists displaced the “sense” of the
         proposition to its outside, in structuralism—because there was no outside left!—the
         sentence itself had to be ravaged and dissolved in either words or interminabilities.
         According to Barthes, the “completed” sentence is a weapon of social power, and as
         such becomes one of the primary objects of his critique of ideology:
      

      
      
         There are languages of the sentence and all the other kinds. The first are marked
            by a constraining character, an obligatory rubric: the completion of the sentence.[24]  
         

         
      

      At its close, structuralism turns more and more to stuttering, murmuring, hesitation,
         slips of the tongue, the openness of the structure, the incompleteness of the process
         of writing and reading, the endlessness of metaphoric and metonymic transfers—in short,
         to all that prevents the sentence from being fixed in its conciseness and pointedness.
         Suddenly, meaning has to be freed from the obligatory rubric of the full stop.
      

      
      Nietzsche’s invention of the metaphorization of the linguistic sign released the boundlessness,
         the playfulness of language, and somewhat loosened the space of meaning. With Barthes,
         language began to “rustle,” and with Derrida, every sign became subject to dissemination,
         leading to a number of postmodern theories on the infinite open-endedness of language
         production. Rorty started to promote “irony” and Lyotard “paralogy” (i.e., language
         games in which we make unexpected “moves” for the “sheer pleasure of invention”).[25]   However, it is our belief that these generalized imperatives of linguistic creativity, this joyful postmodern wordplay which occasionally even goes so far as to command
         aphoristic production, render the sentential fundament impotent: the proposition no longer extends between the capital letter and the full stop,
         but instead opens its borders, exposes itself to extensions, and loses its sentential
         and sententious distinction. After all, the Greek aphorismos stems from horos, boundary, and means “definition.” An aphorism is by definition a finished sentence.
         Hence, against these postmodern dictates of perpetual metaphorization, ironization,
         and even aphorization, it is our claim to regard the sententious organization of the
         proposition precisely as a closed structure of the greatest determinacy and fixation
         of its semantic units. As such, it may be the most relevant tool for transcending
         all the “bad infinities” of postmodernism.
      

      
      We have observed specific systems of “neutralization of the proposition form,” reaching
         from epistemic and pragmatic realizations to metaphoric shifts. The twentieth century
         was a century of the linguistic turn as well as a century of a certain “infinity of
         language.” Reality disclosed itself exclusively within the horizon of language, but,
         in return, language lost its center and any possibility of ever assuming a systematic
         form. Wittgenstein induced a movement of its dissolution into a plurality of language
         games and Derrida into an infinite play of differences, a text with no outside or
         boundary. Finally, the ontologies of language were brought to the point of an almost
         Humean disintegration, because this was the only possibility left to still maintain
         the tight reciprocal restriction of reality being permeated with language and of keeping
         language tied to the weight of reality. Perhaps it is now time to conceive of another life of language, a life of infusing this plural, polycentric, unending field of language games and
         plays of differences with a kind of higher, Kantian order.
      

      
      Against the postmodern “infinity of language,” we will inquire whether it is possible
         to locate and identify language productions that refuse to be reduced to their context, be it Wittgenstein’s pragmatic point of a specific situation, its Witz, or Derrida’s trace of difference that imbues the linguistic sign each time with
         a different meaning, and whether it is possible to define the processes of idealization
         inasmuch as they resist any possibility of being grounded in everyday references,
         practical instructions, and shifts of meaning. Instead of striving to dissolve any
         “truth surplus” in usages and metaphors, we will sift out and nurture precisely these
         emergent, ideal, definite, and no longer pragmatically or differentially soluble truths.
         Thus, to the infinite corrosion of meaning framed by the linguistic turn and postmodernism,
         we will oppose the theory of certain distinctive and remarkable “truth creations”
         (i.e., propositions) not insofar as they express a specific truth, but insofar as they produce more truth than the context in which they arose. It could be said that, against Heidegger, we
         will posit the proposition as the originary locus of truth, and, against Barthes and Wittgenstein, the basis of our analysis will be the “essentially
         completed” sentences “which one comes back to again and again as if bewitched.”
      

      
      Therefore, the “excess value” of the proposition form can perhaps be taken up again
         and exploited anew. By applying abstract words to concrete situations, a proposition
         brings into play an irreducible ideality, which is why it is traditionally censored
         and repressed. Instead of being able to withstand its surplus, philosophy pins it
         down to contexts and simultaneously opens the semantic boundaries of its concepts
         to the infinite indeterminacy of meaning. To this correlation of contextualizing propositions
         and de-idealizing concepts, we will oppose the fragile and subtle relation between
         propositions achieving a certain trans-contextual immunity and concepts idealizing
         in order not to be incarnated again. Thus, in order to provide some logical security
         against the (infinite) processes of linguistic pragmatics and deconstruction, against
         constraining the idealities to be realized in a given situation, to be pinpointed
         to an object, to become mere tools of communication and mere signs and signals in
         the practices of speech, a new logical space must be established. One possible instance
         of this new dimension, especially appropriate because of its elementary, heuristic,
         basic qualities, is something which might be called the “logical space of sententiousness.”
         It is a space in which surplus speech forms are produced, transcending the circumstances
         of their own emergence and reproducing themselves with a certain amount of semantic
         indemnity with respect to their context.
      

      
      Repression of the Proposition and 
the Monovalence of the Word
      

      
      We are examining the forms and instruments deployed in order to keep the effects of
         idealization of linguistic signs at their minimum. As we have seen, one strategy was
         to bereave the proposition form of its context transcending poignancy and to the horizons
         of open-endedness and utility. Now, another, strictly correlative, method can be explored,
         the method of reducing all concepts to a common value, making them all basically referential,
         all semantically open due to their manifold pragmatic usages, or all metaphorical
         due to their various differential contexts.
      

      
      According to the schema subject-predicate, two values of the concept could be distinguished,
         as in the case of Frege’s complete and saturated objects and incomplete and unsaturated functions. But the unsaturatedness of Frege’s concepts simply means that they are in need of completion and saturation. The function “x conquered Gaul” is completed when the proper name “Caesar” fills
         its empty place. Frege may have been a Platonic idealist, but a “concept” possesses
         an empty place at its core that can only be filled with spatio-temporal things of
         this world. It is as if, in the end, all words dream of referring to something substantial,
         to being simple names for simple things. And philosophy seems to be incapable of tolerating
         this dualism of empirical and pure concepts, of names and ideas, and puts some effort
         into brushing off the ideal surface of every conceptual entity.
      

      
      As we will see in Wittgenstein and Derrida, ideas are constantly crumbling in order
         to maintain contact with the conceptually structured and linguistically controllable
         world. It seems that they avoided the possible idealist connotations of incomplete
         concepts by simply blurring Frege’s strict and exclusive distinction. In early Wittgenstein,
         the meaning of every word must be reducible to its object, in his mature phase, it must be reduced to its
         everyday use, and in Derrida, every sign is differential and, as such, it can never “saturate” the given context, but
         it can also never simply transcend it. Generally speaking, a grand leveling of the
         conceptual values is performed which is utterly unsusceptible to the difference between
         subject and predicate and works equally well on both of them. It seems that the methods
         of both ordinary language philosophy and deconstruction were designed to cut through
         the differentiations of classical logic and offer a general, monovalent theory of
         the linguistic sign.
      

      
      In this vein, it was already Kant who burdened the concept with what we described
         as “the constraint of intuition.” Although Kant sets up a hierarchy of concepts, dividing
         them into concepts of understanding and concepts of reason, even the latter make an,
         albeit unattainable and infinite, claim to fulfillment by intuition. And since intuition
         is a necessary element of realizing the concept, this also means that, on the semantic level, the hierarchy of reason
         and understanding is suddenly inverted. The concept of reason is admittedly superior
         to the concept of understanding because it expresses the latter’s total determination,
         but it is the concept of understanding which represents the semantic measure of the
         concept of reason insofar the constraints of the intuition are in the end applied
         to the ideas of reason as well. The famous dialectical “illusion” of transcendental
         ideas consists solely of the fact that, in Kant, it is actually the empirical concept that sets criteria of verifiability to pure concepts, notios,
            and ideas—as opposed to Hegel, where the concept can emancipate itself in discourse, enter
         the realm of speculation, and begin to conceive of itself by use of the logic of negation.
         Hence, Kant’s concept may enjoy some speculative, dialectical freedom, but only to
         realize that it is forever chained to the ground of intuition.
      

      
       Perhaps, it is no exaggeration to say that the control of reality by way of language
         has always gravitated toward a final monovalence of concepts. This leveling of the value of concepts is thus a recurring motive in the theories of truth and language after Kant. Finally,
         it is also the operation that survives and bridges the greatest break in Wittgenstein’s
         philosophy, the transition from his early “naturalistic” to his late “pragmatic” phase.
         The program of the Tractatus is, of course, based on an absolute reduction of propositional elements to objects
         of thought, and, indirectly, to facts of the world:
      

      
      
         3.2  In a proposition a thought can be expressed in such a way that elements of the
            propositional sign correspond to the objects of the thought.
         

         
         3.201  I call such elements “simple signs,” and such a proposition “complete analysed.”
            
         

         
           3.202  The simple signs employed in propositions are called names.

         
         3.203  A name means an object. (TLP 3.2–3.203)
         

         
      

      A proposition is thus “completely analysable”; one can separate it into “simple signs”
         that refer to objects of thought, and these, in turn, refer in their projective relation
         to the world to the objects of reality. The realist basis of each proposition is the
         relation “name–object.” All propositions are reducible to elementary propositions
         which consist of names only: the aim of Wittgenstein’s (and before him Russell’s)
         undertaking is precisely to abolish the Fregean “dualism” of functions and arguments
         as two irreducibly different entities. “One name stands for one thing, another for
         another thing, and they are combined with one another” (TLP 4.0311). So, if we claim “the rose is red,” the names “rose” and “red” both represent
         things (i.e., individuals). And when verbs, and not just copulas, come into play,
         Wittgenstein invents a theory of logical forms in order to show, in his antiidealist claim, that even universals are to be treated as objects. If we say “I pick a rose,” there are three, not two objects involved: “I,” “rose,”
         and “picking,” whereas the proposition’s syntactic form expresses the arrangement
         of this state of affairs. In short, there is no universal entering the stage at any
         point. And a great effort was taken to overcome the inherent Platonism of Frege, or,
         more broadly, the spontaneous idealism of language. Certainly, Wittgenstein’s method
         of “complete analysis” has one primary consequence: the expulsion of metaphysical,
         ethical, esthetical, or any kind of normative or value-related vocabulary from meaningful
         language use.
      

      
       The early Wittgenstein of elementary sentences and natural facts is followed by a
         seemingly more open, multifarious Wittgenstein of language games and the inter-subjective
         constitution of meaning. It was this Wittgenstein who was so famously exploited by
         postmodernism. If previously all words were reducible to a “name for the object,”
         the concept now acquires “blurred edges” and forfeits its simple grounding in a thing:
      

      
      
         But we are inclined to think that the general idea of a leaf is something like a visual
            image, but one which only contains what is common to all leaves. (Galtonian composite
            photograph.) This again is connected with the idea that the meaning of a word is an
            image, or a thing correlated to the word. (This roughly means, we are looking at words
            as though they all were proper names, and we then confuse the bearer of name with
            the meaning of the name.)[26]  
         

         
      

      Against this naïve claim that everyone carries in their heads a small version of Plato’s
         heaven (i.e., a permanent set of “universals”), Wittgenstein postulates a “softer”
         logic of “family resemblances,” reducing the words to their multiple uses in various
         situations. We learn the meaning of words through specific, always partial, and never
         definitive examples. The ideality of the signified of a word thus opens to increasingly complex, yet unknown possible
         uses: 
      

      
      
         If on the other hand you wish to give a definition of wishing, i.e., to draw a sharp
            boundary, then you are free to draw it as you like; and this boundary will never entirely
            coincide with the actual usage, as this usage has no sharp boundary.[27]  
         

         
      

      Whereas in the Tractatus the proposition used to be completely analyzable, now it is no longer possible to
         provide words with any conclusive definitions. But why is it impossible to define a word in the way Socrates was still capable of doing it in Plato’s dialogues? If we were
         to define it, we would claim that in addition to its possible referent(s), the word
         also has its ideal representational image that diverse language usages cannot defer and shift—what is called “the signified”
         in another tradition. And it is precisely this model of idealization that is the object of Wittgenstein’s most careful reductions and inhibitions: the word is deprived of the right to any signified which could, in its ideality, transcend
            its meaning being defined by its uses. In too simple terms, words should never assume more meaning than they can express
         in their practical references to things. Thus, Wittgenstein’s intention to dissolve
         the closed semantic image of the word in a plurality of family resemblances is hardly
         an expression of some kind of postmodern love of language, of enjoying its play, but,
         quite the opposite, an attempt to restrict the autonomous productivity of language. The theorem of “family resemblances” should rather be described as a program of
         a total and unrelenting effort of realizing the ideal.
      

      
      For a moment it seemed as if Wittgenstein opened up toward Derrida and deprived the
         word of what would later become the much “forbidden” referent; it seemed as if he
         broke apart the rigid equivalence of “name–object” and softened it into a fluid and
         plural system of non-totalizeable practices of speech in which language breaks free
         of the weight of things and surrenders to the ease of Lyotard’s language games. However,
         there is a restrictive side to Wittgenstein’s semantic détente to be accounted for.
         The “name–object” bond from the Tractatus did not foresee, but nevertheless subconsciously allowed the idealization of the signified, the fixation of the final “image of the object”
         (since “to the objects of the thoughts” correspond “the elements of the propositional
         sign,” which means that the “object” is as much an element of the world of thought
         as an element of the factual world), whereas the true impulse behind the transition
         from early to later Wittgenstein might lie in an attempt to accomplish the task of
         relieving the word of the ideal aura of the signified.
      

      
       Virtually everything changed in passing between Wittgenstein I. and Wittgenstein
         II., except the program of the de-metaphysicization of words which, in itself, is
         nothing but the program of leveling the value of concepts. It seems that Wittgenstein
         II. in fact intensified his endeavor to inhibit the effects of idealization, even
         though this meant that he had to forfeit all semantic fixations:
      

      
      
         When philosophers use a word—”knowledge,” “being,” “object,” “I,” “proposition/sentence,”
            “name”—and try to grasp the essence of the thing, one must always ask oneself: is the word ever actually used in this
            way in the language in which it is at home?—What we do is to bring words back from their metaphysical to their everyday use. (PI 116)
         

         
      

      Words such as “being” or “I” must simply be voided of the belief in any essence which
         would allow an ideal hypostasis. Wittgenstein’s theory of language expanded and gradually
         included all kinds of linguistic products, even metaphors, puns, or joke. But this
         apparent breadth of scope, this pragmatic fluidization of meaning, is only there to deprive language of its ideal fixations and, consequently, of its
         metaphysical connotations. In Wittgenstein, our speech is only an incessant process
         of ripping the words out of the system of ideal definitions. Ironically, it is now the ideas that have become
         sworn enemies of this linguistic usurpation of the world. For an idea—as Plato may
         have already sensed—might begin to enjoy the fact of not being incarnated, of having
         its meaning defined and fixated precisely because its name can no longer be pragmatically
         used.
      

      
      At this point, we can trace a path to Derrida whose theory of language seems to be
         symmetrically opposite to Wittgenstein’s. What these two, very much dissimilar, thinkers
         have in common is primarily a certain logical bond between the un-totalizability of
         language and the totalization of the world. On the one hand, they discovered language
         in its heterogeneous, plural, diffuse unsystematicity, while on the other, they recognized
         in this disintegration the only remaining means for the total interpenetration of
         being and language. In order to infiltrate every joint of reality, language has become
         humble. Wittgenstein and Derrida had to dispossess it of its center, its constant,
         unchangeable order, its systemic synchronicity. In Wittgenstein, language is “an ancient
         city: a maze of little streets and squares, of old and new houses, of houses with
         extensions from various periods, and all this surrounded by a multitude of new suburbs
         with straight and regular streets and uniform houses” (PI 18). In Derrida, the fact that language lacks a center is precisely the reason why
         it occupies the totality of being: “This was the moment when language invaded the
         universal problematic, the moment when, in the absence of a center or origin, everything
         became discourse.”[28]   However, this method of the totalization of being through language describes a different trajectory in
         each case. Wittgenstein reduces the entire field of linguistic meaning to the pragmatics
         of language use with its fixed and definite anchor in the practical context of this
         or that utterance. Inversely, Derrida’s theory of language exercises a critique of
         the metaphysics of presence and, consequently, follows the program of deconstruction
         of meaning and dissemination of the linguistic sign. It could perhaps be said that
         Wittgenstein, with his plural, communal language games, enthroned, to make use of
         Nietzsche’s terminology, the Herdensprache, the language of the herd, as the measure of truth. But in Derrida, every linguistic
         sign is already minimally idealized and as such de-contextualized, caught in a web
         of absences, deferrals, and citations, so, with the concept of différance, the producer of linguistic meaning now becomes the Herrensprache, the language of the master (i.e., the never entirely useful or utilizable play of
         metaphors).
      

      
      Thus, the differences between the two paradigms are almost schematically oppositional.
         To Wittgenstein, ordinary language is the only language there is:
      

      
      
         It is wrong to say in philosophy we consider an ideal language as opposed to our ordinary
            one. For this makes it appear as though we thought we could improve on ordinary language.
            But ordinary language is all right.[29]  
         

         
      

      For Derrida, by contrast, the only available language is the language of metaphysics:

      
      
         There is no sense in doing without the concepts of metaphysics in order to shake metaphysics.
            We have no language—no syntax and no lexicon—which is foreign to this history; we
            can pronounce not a single destructive proposition which has not already had to slip
            into the form, the logic, and the implicit postulations of precisely what it seeks
            to contest.[30]  
         

         
      

      Wittgenstein tried to reduce the metaphysical use of words to the ordinary, while
         Derrida showed that every word is always already metaphysical, even if used in the
         most ordinary of contexts. Idealization is an automatic consequence of the iteration
         of the sign, and metaphorization is its necessary effect, an effect of “archi-writing,”
         and therefore concerns every linguistic sign. To put it in a simplified manner, Wittgenstein’s
         objective was to bring “being,” “I,” and “knowledge” into the mode of “table” or “chair,”
         whereas Derrida claimed that even “table” and “chair” were caught in the same system
         of metaphysical connotations as “being,” “I,” and “knowledge”; in the end, even a
         proper name is laced with a web of differences.[31]   If in Kant the empirical concept, being filled out by intuitions, prescribes the
         semantic measure of pure concept and, finally, of the idea, we could now claim that
         with Derrida, it is the idea and the pure concept that sets the semantic measure of
         any possible empirical concept. The ideality of language permeates even words as immediately
         applicable as indexical signs and pronouns. Linguistic meaning thus merely scrapes
         at the metaphorical surface of every word, extending between the phonematic and graphematic image of the signifier and what
         we referred to as the “ideal aura of the signified.” Precisely the element which Wittgenstein
         wanted to remove from language, Derrida considers to be its most originary raw fabric,
         the primary impulse of the production of meaning. But the outcome is, on some level,
         the same. Ideality is always differential, and this differentiality is only a means
         of the obligatory contextualization of every sign. The sole purpose of Derrida’s shift
         of emphasis from presences to metaphors, from realities to idealities, from pragmatics
         to metaphysics, is to sew in in every ideal entity a trace of the context through which it is gliding with the
         appearance of intangibility, that is, to find ways to stitch down the ideas to textual
         circumstances and to deprive them precisely of their ideal immunity.
      

      
      Wittgenstein and Derrida presumably represent the most extreme opposites of the organization
         of linguistic meaning in the twentieth century. But from the perspective of the twenty-first
         century, they can be seen as part of the same structure, even though they assumed opposite poles within it, and the trajectories of their
         reductions proceeded in reverse directions. It was the aspiration of both to establish
         a “general theory of language,” and in order to achieve that they generalized the
         linguistic sign under a single value, although in each case the contrary. Both in
         Wittgenstein and in Derrida, the “concept” is finally monovalent. Wittgenstein reduces every abstract, universal, metaphysical concept to the context
         of its ordinary use, so the linguistic sign in its ultimate meaning is the carrier
         of a certain pragmatic attitude, the paradigm of which is some sort of practical reference, the “projective” impulse of the executability of a given order, anchored in the
         “outside reality” it invokes: e.g. in the hammer we grab upon hearing “Bring me the
         hammer!”[32]   Derrida, by contrast, shifts every context into a web of transfers and metaphors,
         which is why even the most immediate reference (by a demonstrative pronoun or a proper
         name) is always already deferred into a system of differences. Just by calling out
         someone’s name (e.g., “Jacques!”), we trigger an entire process of metaphorization
         that can no longer “saturate” a given situation. To simplify in the extreme, Wittgenstein
         reduces possible ideas to either present facts (Tractatus) or present situations (Investigations), while Derrida reduces present facts and situations to always already minimally
         idealized metaphors. Although Wittgenstein could conceive of a reality in its presence,
         he always included it in a prior horizon of linguistic meaning. And while Derrida
         could conceive of a concept in its ideality, a trace of difference kept passing through
         it, endlessly constituting new contexts. The claim of their general theories of language was of course to warrant meaning for all speech acts, every part of reality, and each linguistic sign. Both theories are to an extent successful in their totalizing aspirations.
         Wittgenstein convincingly demonstrates that words, by being used, obtain a multitude
         of dispersed meanings with regard to a given situation. And Derrida is persuasive
         in showing how the inherent ideal metaphoricity of the sign displaces every possible
         situation or fact. But every generalization of a field of competence creates its own
         blind spot which necessarily eludes it. It seems that, in the end, the entire system
         architecture of the philosophies of Wittgenstein and Derrida comes down to one single
         claim: to prevent an idea to arise, stabilize, and gain immunity to any given context.
      

      
      Thus, what Wittgenstein and Derrida are finally incapable of detecting and establishing,
         are reactive idealizations of concepts, discursive events of re-sharpening their meaning which lost its semantic edges in everyday discourse or the play of differences.[33]   Their strict, “monovalent,” reductions might be the reason why their theoretical
         frameworks make it impossible to conceive of the higher life of truth we are in search
         of (i.e., a life of truth which posits and exploits the correlation between the processes
         of idealization and the revelations of reality outside the constraints of language),
         the correlation of ideas posing as levers for the release of reality in its realistic
         dimension.
      

      
      In sum, Kant, Wittgenstein, and Derrida each offer their own “general theory of the
         linguistic sign.” In Kant, it revolves around the concept that must not remain without
         an intuition, in Wittgenstein around the word that must be usable in everyday language,
         and in Derrida around the sign that is only a contextual difference to other signs.
         Moreover, each theory makes necessary claims to the totality of a linguistically construable
         reality: in Kant, the world is the absolute totality of phenomena, in Wittgenstein,
         the world is the “sum-total of reality” (TLP 2.063), and Derrida sometimes refers to “all reality” being enclosed within a web
         of differences and, in the final scope, even becoming a text with no outside. There
         is, of course, some reciprocal constraint at work here between the aspiration to generalize
         language under the same value and totalize the world. All these projects, despite
         their stark differences, in the end produce a similar inhibition of philosophy as such. Even the names chosen by Kant, Wittgenstein, and Derrida for their respective philosophies
         betray a specific philosophical sterility common to all three of them. Kant’s project bears the methodological name “critique,”
         meaning a critical restriction of metaphysical concepts, an endeavor to tie down all concepts to intuitions. This antimetaphysical, purely critical stance is not unlike that of Wittgenstein
         who conceived philosophy as a therapy of language. “All philosophy is a ‘critique of language’” (TLP 4.0031), he states, and “Philosophy aims at the logical clarification of thoughts”
         (TLP 4.112), which is why it must finally be surmounted by the reader, recognized as senseless,
         and thrown away as “the ladder after he has climbed up it” (TLP 6.54). Ideally, philosophy has the sole function of self-abolition.[34]   And, finally, Derrida’s addresses his own philosophy as “deconstruction,” a concept
         which could be defined as an exact inversion of Kant’s critique: the deconstructive method is nothing but a constant effort to reduce intuitions to concepts, presences to metaphors, and experiences to absences and differences. In the outcome,
         philosophy no longer possesses an origin of its own but is merely a deconstruction
         of previously constructed stances.
      

      
      Therefore, it could well be argued that Kant’s critique, Wittgenstein’s therapy, and Derrida’s deconstruction are three possible methods that make philosophy forfeit the capability of producing truth. Kant deprives philosophy of speculative metaphysics; Wittgenstein bereaves it of
         all its idealist aspirations (i.e., of ethics) of aesthetics (and of all spiritual,
         religious elements as well), and eventually even relinquishes philosophy as such;
         while Derrida, symptomatically, even renounces the concept of “truth.”[35]   We could thus establish three possible correlations between the totalization of
         the world and the sterilization of philosophy:
      

      
      
         Kant: absolute totality in the synthesis of phenomena—philosophy as critique

         
         Wittgenstein: representation of the whole of reality—philosophy as therapy of language

         
         Derrida: text with no outside—philosophy as deconstruction

         
      

      In our view, these three correlations function precisely as systemic inhibitions of recognizing a truth surplus which cannot be further contextualized. If we limit this diagnosis to the linguistic
         turn, it could be said that its final effect is, surprisingly, a self-inflicted impotence of language. The consequence of this total languaging of the world is a certain de-potentialization
         of concepts which ultimately divests language of the right to create and fixate truth.
         Wittgenstein reduced the spontaneous metaphysics of concepts to the contexts of concrete
         usage, while Derrida dispersed the impulses of idealization into a diffuse game of
         a plurality of differences. Outside of this methodology of family resemblances and
         disseminations, however, there remain two worlds that these theories are unable to
         grasp: the realm of producing ideal truths which no context can saturate with its own meaning, and the released world lying outside the constraint of always signifying something. Illustratively
         put, both Wittgenstein’s therapy and Derrida’s deconstruction suffer from two inabilities.
         On the one hand, they are incapable of conceptualizing a surplus of truth that is
         irreducible to possible contextual uses or shifts. On the other, they are incapable
         of stepping out of language and witnessing the revelation of a world without meaning
         and sense.
      

      
      Even though their methods run in opposite directions, this is the point at which Wittgenstein
         and Derrida coincide. There can be no ideality beyond the context and no reality outside the sign. This may very well be the essential poverty of all philosophies of the linguistic
         turn. Derrida claims: “The phrase which for some has become a sort of slogan, in general
         so badly understood, of deconstruction (‘there is nothing outside the text’), means
         nothing else: there is nothing outside context.”[36]   Every produce of the ideal, every “ideality” ensuing from the iterability of the
         sign, has always already been placed within a context that imbues it each time with
         a slightly different meaning.[37]   But on the other hand, Derrida also says, “every referent, all reality has the
         structure of a differential trace.”[38]   While idealities are constantly being dispersed in real contexts, realities, on the other hand, have always already been placed within the
         ideal relations of language signs. 
      

      
      Putting down the sequence,

      
      
         	
            Reality—Context—Sign—Idea,

            
         

         
      

      
      it could be claimed that the world in which language sets up the horizon of being
         is caught up within the relation between contexts and linguistic signs (the only difference
         being that in Derrida every context is over-determined by the sign, its differences
         and absences, whereas in Wittgenstein it is the simple presence of the context, its
         Witz, that over-determines every usage of the linguistic sign), while both boundary elements,
         reality and the idea, drop out of the truth process. The system seems to expel, on the one hand, reality
         insofar as it escapes being contextualized within a possible language use but rather
         discloses itself in its realism, and, on the other hand, the idea which emerges in
         the process of truth, transcends the pragmatic and differential contexts of its emergence,
         and achieves a certain immunity of reproduction.
      

      
      Put differently, the fact that “the limits of my language mean the limits of my world”
         and that there is “nothing outside of the text,” skims off the ideal as much as the real. Nowadays, there is a wide consensus that realism was the greatest victim of the
         linguistic turn. However, by restricting the possibilities of realism, the possibilities
         of idealism[39]   run dry as well. The ontologies of totalization may fail to trespass the horizon
         of meaning, but they are just as incapable of acknowledging the effective autonomy
         of the “ideal” sphere.[40]   A typical symptom of these attempts to restrict and neutralize the emergent idealities
         is that the metaphysical and normative concepts are steadily pushed to the edges of
         the unspeakable, their full meaning being usually shifted to a never attainable future.
         Kant infers the meaning of ideas solely from their regulative function, Wittgenstein’s
         philosophical project is all about omitting the elements that cannot be expressed
         by language, such as good and evil, the beautiful and the ugly, death and God, while
         Derrida in his later work elaborates on the notion of “undeconstructibility,” itself
         a sort of unacknowledged regulative idea that, always deferred to an eternally suspended
         future, reigns over the field of constructions and their incessant deconstructions.[41]   In these ontologies, the sphere of the “ideal” represents the presumed but never
         present totality, an endlessly postponed limit which can never be produced in a truth emerging here and now.
      

      
      To sum up, the twentieth century philosophy seems to have strived to establish an
         all-encompassing, dense, and impermeable relation between circumstantial situations
         and diffuse meanings of words, between particular contexts and disseminating signs.
         In contrast, the question might be posed whether it is not possible to distinguish
         a new correlation between the emergence of contextually immune ideas and the revelation
         of reality beyond linguistic constraints. The starting point of our investigation
         will be specific discursive products, “truths” in our vocabulary, of such mnemic poignancy
         that no context could saturate them with additional sense, no usage bestow them with
         its own point, and no situation shift and dissipate their meaning. Perhaps certain
         rudimentary utterances could be isolated insofar as they exceed the limits of possible
         experience, transcend the context in which they emerge, and produce more truth than
         can be guaranteed by the intention of the speaker, the rules and customs of a language
         community, or the web of differences to other signs. Hence, it is our goal to identify
         “truths” whose emergent meaning could bracket the processes of pragmatics and deconstruction
         and, so to say, put their “semantic infinity” on ice.
      

      
      For heuristic and simplicity purposes, the limited object of our investigation will
         be certain propositions that succeed in enclosing within their boundaries two irreducible
         conceptual valences, emergent idea and reality revealing itself through the fall of
         a symbolic barrier. Truth, in our definition, will be capable of, on the one hand,
         salvaging the ideality of a discursive entity from its manifold uses and webs of differences
         and, on the other, relieving reality from any context of significance or situational
         point. Let us take a look, then, at how truth in its ideal surplus could perhaps coincide
         with the revelation of a world no longer structured by way of human forms. It is precisely
         this reciprocity between the creation of truth and the disclosure of a reality beyond
         meaning and sense that is the object of our effort.
      

      
      The Idea and the Untruth of Reality

      
      Few generalizations can be made, but in today’s realism there are two slight tendencies
         to be observed. What some of the speculative realists seem to suggest and perform
         is a certain descent from the traditional philosophical discourse, from its metaphysical conceptual systems
         consisting of “human” valuations and differential hierarchies, to perhaps more immediate,
         but certainly extra-linguistic ways of referring to reality, as in Meillassoux’s mathematics
         or Brassier’s eliminativism. And, as a consequence of the attempts to subtract the
         “human touch” from reality, these same realists proceed by sending us on journeys
         to the edges of time and space, as if some kind of “truer reality” is experienced
         on exotic, speculative expeditions. They seem to believe that the ultimate realist
         foundation of their theories will only be found in places and times where the human
         being has either not yet existed or will cease to exist. Meillassoux looks for the
         innermost reality of being in eras preceding the emergence of the species homo sapiens,[42]   Brassier in the stretch of time following its extinction.[43]   However, these strategies both disillusioning and adventurous could be reversed.
         Perhaps the touchstone of realism does not lie in geological antiquity or the cooling
         stars but in the ability to recognize phenomena of inhuman reality even in the cultivated
         environment around us, finally perhaps even on the imperfect surfaces of our own anatomy.
         When, for example, we fail to symbolize and give social value to the decay of our
         physique, the waning of its power, and the advancing signs of aging, the human body
         starts to sink and dissolve into the continuum of the very nature that is unaware
         of the concept of “man.” Thus, as opposed to descending to pre-discursive ways of
         grasping reality, we might want to dare to enter the metaphysical heart of discourse
         instead and investigate the operations which, unknotting the knots at the top of conceptual
         hierarchies, release the reality of the world of here and now.[44]   On the basis of several examples from the history of philosophy, we will demonstrate
         that its discursive procedures have always known how to perform operations of de-symbolization
         of reality. Realism has always been there, but it has come at a cost of instituting
         ideas. Instead of trying to grasp reality-in-itself directly, we will rather examine
         the delicate equilibria of paying the price of idealization for the revelations of
         reality. In other words, it will be our objective to determine the unacknowledged
         idealist surplus in the always already functioning processes of realism, and to recognize
         the so far uncharted realist releases in the mechanics of idealism. As we might be
         surprised to discover, these discursive procedures were practiced by philosophy, albeit
         somewhat unknowingly, ever since the pre-Socratics and Plato.
      

      
      Spinoza’s Re-Idealization of Relativized Concepts

      
      Language is not necessarily a solid obligatory rubric and an impenetrable prison of
         thought, but could at all times be one step away from falling apart. Those who (either
         affirmatively or critically) present language as something which possesses no outside
         can all too easily imagine it as some sort of ordo idearum incarnating in ordo rerum in an immediate and parallel manner. But language is no reservoir of names for the
         objects, of words straightforwardly falling down on things and clinging to them. Instead,
         words have a tendency to achieve a level of abstraction, to spontaneously idealize
         and preserve their ideality only by entering in relations with other words, thereby
         forming a system of differences and equivalences. Yet even this system never achieves
         a harmonious, neutral, eternal, Saussurean synchronicity. Therefore, language should
         rather be conceived of as an unfinished, crumbling set of systemic dependencies, syntactic
         proportions, and logical compulsions, which can only be sustained and upheld with
         enormous inputs of unduly partial, biased, necessarily prejudiced semantic energy.
         Perhaps the best way to describe this suspense at the core of language is to say that
         differential symmetries are always held together by asymmetries of value. Good, for
         instance, can only be defined against evil if it assumes the role of the better, more valuable, more ideal part. Or, to take another example, the world divided into
         Heaven and Earth will maintain this polar division only by investing it with stark
         hierarchies, making Heaven into a semantic attractor of positive connotations of eternity
         and perfection, and Earth into a depository for negative contents of fleetingness
         and deficiency. And because the synchronic balances of meaning are constantly being
         upholstered by the diachronic imbalances of valuations, the system itself seems to
         strive for a resolution of its inner structural tensions. The twentieth century considered language either in terms of restrictive limits
         and obligations or, in postmodernism, as a stage for haphazard, free, and open-ended
         play. But language is neither oppressive nor arbitrary; it exhibits a propensity to
         constantly bring its repressed prejudices to the surface and thus to trigger and operate
         the production of its own necessities. There are processes of logification taking
         place which are affected precisely by means of ideal relations gaining independence from their correspondence to external facts. We are used to regarding language as something suffusing and blending with reality,
         but it is also a force that constantly elevates its forms from it. Thus, language
         could be observed from another perspective: as something which itself motivates the
         fixation of ideas as no longer being incarnated, something which pushes them to their
         trans-contextual definitions, thus making them appear precisely as ideas detached
         from the function of referring to a given reality. In the highest manifestations of
         its life, in its most seminal discursive shifts and events, language shows itself
         as an array of dormant impulses just waiting to stir its own conceptual hierarchies,
         establish them on a new ground, and thus dissolve the very boundaries and discretions
         that laid out the coordinates of their incarnability.
      

      
      It is in this manner that we will risk a re-reading of a few of the most prominent
         and persuasive semantic moves in the history of philosophy. In its theoretical, critical,
         and conceptual work, philosophy often, more or less unconsciously, performs two operations
         simultaneously. First, it singles out some metaphysically highly invested and exploited
         concept, such as “good,” “evil,” “happiness,” “man,” or “truth,” recognizes its inherent
         illusion, and, as a consequence, attempts to relativize and reduce it to the “lower”
         mechanics of bodily urges, utilitarian aims, perspectival distortions, or scientific
         de-sublimations. It, so to speak, reduces the metaphysics of the concept to a physics
         of its empiricity. But then, on the reverse side of its implementation and without
         being fully aware of it, this operation establishes an ideal, normative horizon which
         is a prerequisite for the former relativization to be possible in the first place.
         And finally, the ideal sphere, under the horizon of which this degradation of the
         concept took place, is usually assigned the very same name as the unmasked and now
         seemingly abolished concept: the illusion of the concept of “good,” for instance,
         reveals itself only to the ideal stance of the “highest good.” Or, as we will see
         in Nietzsche, the overman is the only figure able to realize the complete hollowness
         and falsity of the concept “man.” So, in order to dispose of the conceptual constraint
         of “goodness,” as monists, utilitarians, or materialists have aimed to do, it is not
         enough to be bad; first, one must become better than good, and only from there is it possible to witness the fall of a symbolic boundary,
         the disclosure of indifference between good and bad. Philosophers often enjoyed being
         cynics, trans-valuators, and immoralists; but they tend to fail to recognize that,
         by doing so, they inadvertently adopt the attitude of nevertheless valiant and moralizing
         idealists. There is no disenchantment without heroism and no demystification without
         an aura of holiness.
      

      
      Spinoza’s philosophy is a classic case of this sort of disruptive method between pronounced
         relativizations and unaccounted for idealizations. It was his declared program to
         dispense with the categories of scholastic philosophy. However, he accomplished this
         “critical effort” of the secularization of metaphysical concepts only within a previously
         constituted framework of the absolutization of the higher life of truth. Behind the
         famous Spinozistic “realizations” of concepts lies a concomitant constitution of their
         necessary reactive idealizations. Spinoza, for example, constantly proved that good and evil have no real existence
         in the world, and yet he could not abandon the ideal semantics of the concept of “good,”
         which, as a summum bonum, represents the ideal limit of our fulfilled philosophical lives. The concept of “good”
         thus obtains two semantic valences, the “real” and the “ideal,” so to speak.[45]   In the order of the real, “good” is merely an illusion of our limited perspective
         on the world; nonetheless, this voidness of “good” can only be detected and recognized
         from the viewpoint of some higher, “ideal” good to which our intellect aspires. It
         is precisely this divide between the real and the ideal semantics of a given concept
         that underlies the fundamental structure of Spinoza’s philosophy and is crucial to
         understanding his argumentation. It could perhaps be referred to as his “basic operation.”
         Spinoza’s short Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect even begins by drawing a line between the two possible “goods”:
      

      
      
         After experience had taught me the hollowness and futility of everything that is ordinarily
            encountered in daily life, and I realized that all the things which were the source
            and object of my anxiety held nothing of good or evil in themselves save insofar as
            the mind was influenced by them, I resolved at length to enquire whether there existed
            a true good,[46]   one which was capable of communicating itself and could alone affect the mind to
            the exclusion of all else, whether, in fact, there was something whose discovery and
            acquisition would afford me a continuous and supreme joy to all eternity.[47]  
         

         
      

      The concepts of good and bad are relative, entirely affective, and therefore misguided
         ways to make distinctions in the world—they are merely forms of the perspectival illusion
         of a finite, human being. However, this trivialization and downplaying of good and
         evil begets an aspiration for a “higher good,” transcending the discrete boundaries
         of our effects, which run between seeking comfort and avoiding discomfort, between
         the love and hate of things, between prescriptions and prohibitions of social prejudice.
         The “real” good is only an affective (i.e., illusory), opposite of evil whereas the “ideal” good sets up an emergent sphere
         underneath within the old discriminant between good and evil in the real world collapses.
      

      
      Perhaps one could almost be tempted to assume that this vector, pointing from the
         critical “realizations” of metaphysical concepts to their normative idealizations,
         also determines the structure of Spinoza’s Ethics, the trajectory of its development. While in the first three, possibly four parts of
         the book, we gradually cast off the prejudices of humanness, freedom, happiness, purpose,
         or goodness. This movement slowly builds up to the forth and the fifth part where
         the final (idealist) aspiration of educating a free, happy, purposeful, and good human
         being unfolds. Spinoza’s expressly nonteleological ontology is finally framed by a
         great normative teleology. In the fourth part, for instance, Spinoza first takes a
         Hobbesian approach to relativizing both of the highest moral concepts of metaphysics:
      

      
      
         As for the terms “good” and “bad,” they likewise indicate nothing positive in things
            considered in themselves, and are nothing but modes of thinking, or notions which
            we form from comparing things with one another. For one and the same thing can at
            the same time be good and bad, and also indifferent. For example, music is good for
            one who is melancholy, bad for one in mourning, and neither good nor bad for the deaf.
            (E IV., Preface)
         

         
      

      Still, even though “good” and “bad” in reality only bear a relative, affective, and
         perspectival meaning, Spinoza himself recognizes the necessity of retaining both expressions as ideal limits which set up the framework for our gradual approaching or receding, respectively:
      

      
      
         However, although this is so, these terms ought to be retained. For since we desire
            to form the idea of a man which we may look to as a model of human nature, we shall
            find it useful to keep these terms in the sense I have indicated. So in what follows
            I shall mean by “good” that which we certainly know to be the means for our approaching
            nearer to the model of human nature that we set before ourselves, and by “bad” that
            which we certainly know prevents us from reproducing the said model. (E IV., Preface)
         

         
      

      Hence, good and bad are erroneous concepts in the order of the real, but they must be preserved, otherwise we will no longer be able to structure the order of the ideal, and without this ideal structure, a certain fundamentally realist dimension of the world would never come to the surface and would remain overlooked.
         In reality, the boundaries between good and bad constantly shift and diffuse, depending
         on the perspective, while there is nothing left in the world to correspond to any of the two. However, in order to realize this deflation, an ideal leverage
         point must first be defined from where this revelation of the world beyond good and
         evil can unravel in the first place. Thus, a representative of this “higher good”
         is free thought, characterized precisely by the inability to differentiate between
         the concepts of good and evil: “If men were born free, they would form no conception
         of good and evil so long as they were free” (E IV. P68). To put it in a paradox, “the higher good” ultimately denotes nothing but
         the ability to recognize the fact that there is nothing good in the world, and that
         the concept itself has no (immediate, referential) meaning whatsoever. In the end,
         the only aim of the ideal “good” is to achieve a stance which allows us to realize
         and endure the meaninglessness of exactly the concepts of which “good” is the primary
         example.
      

      
       This very procedure of relativization and concurrent normative idealization is performed
         by Spinoza on a series of metaphysical concepts, the most famous and systemically
         most significant being the polysemy of the concept of “freedom.” Although his monist
         system does not admit to the existence of free will (see E II., P48), Spinoza still devotes the fifth and final part of Ethics to the libertas humana, the freedom of man, which represents a godlike resistance to being defined by external
         reasons. The system of the monist causalization of the world thus already nurtures
         an ideal of being excepted from precisely those causal chains which are only designed
         in order not to permit any exceptions. The concept of “freedom” therefore begins to
         lead a paradoxical life, splitting into (at least) two disparate but nonetheless complementary
         senses, the “real” and the “ideal.” “Real” freedom is the illusion of a human being
         not fully aware of the complex causal network engulfing him, whereas “ideal” freedom
         represents a rigorous program of transcending “human bondage,” freeing us of all the
         prejudice of the human mind, such as purposefulness, good and evil, happiness and
         misery, and finally also free will. So, while freedom does not really exist, its nonexistence can only be conceived of in the ideal realm of the freedom of thought. In other words, the normative objective of philosophy
         is to achieve exactly the freedom of thought that enables us to recognize our own
         lack of free will.[48]  
      

      
      If there is a method behind the critical claim of Spinoza’s philosophy, it consists,
         first, in disposing of the binary conceptual pairs of traditional metaphysics. In
         order to do so, Spinoza, secondly, targets the concepts whose re-definition might untangle the entire discursive system of differences and oppositions from the
         top down, dissolving the conventional hierarchies of values which, for example, favor
         good over bad, happiness over misery, freedom over necessity, soul over body, and
         so forth. This disengagement of symbolic discretions holding reality in the clutches
         of binary structures describes two concomitant movements: a descent to the pre-discursive mechanics of affects and forces on the one hand, and an ascent to the refuge of an ideal perspective on the other.
      

      
      Only the concepts capable of performing both semantic processes in one move—critical
         abolition as well as idealization—can become the fundamentals of Spinoza’s system,
         because it is they that purport to simultaneously unknot all other metaphysically charged conceptual pairs. It is perhaps the concept of freedom which condenses all these semantic operations
         most beautifully: freedom in its immediate reality vanishes, while its ideal image,
         carried only by the ideal of the “free man,” heralds the dissolution of the binaries
         life/death, good/evil, man/woman, self/other, and finally, to some extent, even man/God.
         Propositions 67 and 68 of the fourth part offer the best testimony to this collapse
         of traditional conceptual oppositions under the ideal jurisdiction of the ideal of
         “freedom.” Let us quote a couple of passages:
      

      
      
         A free man thinks of death least of all things; and his wisdom is a meditation of
            life, not of death. (E IV., P67)
         

         
         He who is born free and remains free has only adequate ideas and thus has no conception
            of evil (Cor. 64, IV), and consequently no conception of good (for good and evil are
            correlative). (E IV., P68)
         

         
         [A] man should be free and should desire for mankind the good that he desires for
            himself. (E IV. P68, Scholium)
         

         
      

      Therefore, while freedom can never exist realiter, it nonetheless represents an ideal point at which the symbolic boundaries between
         good and bad, life and death, soul and body, and self and other falls, and the boundary
         between man and God begins to wane.
      

      
       And this is exactly where the relation between idealism and realism gets redefined.
         In Spinoza, the concepts that once structured the world and divided it into free men
         and slaves, men and animals, earthly existence and celestial life, virtue and vice,
         and so forth, irrevocably fall in ruins. However, the knowledge of this collapse can
         only be gained by assuming an ideal point which, in its carefully acquired and laborious
         emergent status, first of all builds a defense shield against having already been
         personified or substantiated anywhere in this newly de-symbolized world. The idea
         becomes an ideal, a processual, normative entity which, by virtue of its future efforts,
         maintains distance to possible past embodiments. And only from the vantage point of
         constructing ideas beyond the possibility of incarnation can the realism of reality
         reveal itself.
      

      
      Nietzsche’s Aphoristic Method

      
      We have embarked on this short walk through Spinoza’s discursive strategies to deduce
         the basic form on which Nietzsche’s aphoristic method relies. So far, to our knowledge,
         no one has ever proposed a conclusive, tenable theory of the aphorism, a theory capable
         of setting up a conceptual frame that would clarify and truly capture the elusive
         magic of these short, sententious productions. To venture a modest step in this direction,
         it might be possible to show how some of Nietzsche’s aphorisms are construed precisely
         on the ground of the aforementioned bivalent structure of the concept, extending between
         the idealization and the reciprocal de-symbolization of the area previously subject
         to binary discrimination through this concept and its opposite. What Spinoza achieved
         via a complex tissue of axioms, propositions, and proofs, Nietzsche was able to express
         in the concise form of a single proposition. As so often in history, an aphoristic
         condensation of the philosophical method was accomplished.
      

      
      In the same vein as Spinoza’s, Nietzsche’s philosophy is a balancing act between the
         critical work of the trans-valuation of old values and positing new idealities. Even
         Nietzsche could not suspend the constraints of the perennial discursive equilibria.
         Thus, even in his way of philosophizing with a hammer, every descent into facticity
         is juxtaposed with a correlative apotheosis. The examples are abundant. Although he
         was never weary of proving that man was in fact an animal, he was also bound to counterbalance
         this regression with the figure of the overman, the notorious Goethean Übermensch. Notwithstanding his contempt for all forms of social recognition, he still venerated
         the eternal glory of those rare giants who “justify the existence of whole millennia.”[49]   In spite of mocking the belief in the afterlife, he knew how to invest time with
         glimpses of eternity, to bring it to a halt at “[n]oon; moment of the shortest shadow.”[50]   And, last but not least, even though he considered all, even the smallest, language
         forms as a hotbed of illusions, he nonetheless wrote aphorisms. Let us then examine
         one of them and peer closer at the mechanics of its semantic operations.
      

      
      The aphorism might well be a minimum of the “truth creation.”[51]   If we take a look at one of Nietzsche’s most acclaimed statements, Der Mensch ist das noch nicht festgestellte Tier, we could recognize it as the prime example of a “truth” emerging by way of proposition
         and ascribing two irreducible values to two concepts respectively. “Man is the still
         undetermined animal,” goes the proper translation, or even “Man is the animal that
         has not yet been fixed.” Here, we have the “man” and the “animal,” and in between
         them some barely tangible aphoristic magic which carves this sentence, without its
         semantic core ever being altered, into the memory of centuries to come.
      

      
      It seems that it was Nietzsche himself who already turned this aphorism into a “quote,”
         since he repeated it at least three times, once in Beyond Good and Evil[52]   and twice in his Notebooks, known as Nachgelassene Fragmente:
      

      
      
         Principle: the same thing that secured a victory to the man in his struggle with the
            animals, entailed also the difficult and dangerous pathological development of the
            man. He is the still undetermined animal.[53]  
         

         
      

      What seems to make man “human” is his occupation of a bivalent position between pure animality and a certain surplus by means of which better chances
         of success entail a higher probability of failure.
      

      
      Nietzsche’s aphorism is a meta-definition, where not the definiendum but the defining form itself appears in the definiens, albeit in a negative manner. It is a definition of something which is defined by the
         fact that it has not yet been defined. Man is the still undefined animal, as it were, and his “indefiniteness” is also his differentia specifica. This “being defined” now arranges and distinguishes the values of both nouns in the
         sentence. The concept “animal” is already festgestellt, fixed, determined, defined, and assumes in this bon mot the role of the name, which
         refers to a certain immediate reality, the givenness of which is unproblematic. Within
         the bounds of this utterance, the “animal” perhaps represents the Kantian empirical
         concept, the Wittgensteinian everyday word, or even the forbidden Derridean transcendental
         signified which points to a simple presence of a definite referent. In this sense,
         it could almost be said that the concept “animal” is in this case completed and saturated, and it is also precisely why—and this is crucial—it cannot complete and saturate this proposition and provide it with a truth value. In its “saturated” presence through
         which no trace of difference is threaded, the animal in the aphorism represents the
         untruth against which truth has yet to constitute itself in the definiendum.
      

      
       The point of Nietzsche’s aphorism is that on the level of simple reference man is only an animal among animals, so that there is no immediate substance of “humanity” to refer to which would in
         any way transcend his animality. Man is ultimately “an aristocracy of cells,” “a center
         of the will to power,” “a perspective,” “a body,” nothing more. If this was all there
         is to it, the concept of the “human” should have been dispensed with long ago, leaving
         only animals to exist. But who are we now left with to apprehend the animal nature
         of man? The animals do not even know of their own, let alone human animality. So,
         it seems that we nevertheless need words in order to recognize a reality no longer
         structured by them. While animals can never know that they are animals, only man is
         capable of recognizing this fact, because it is only he who can disown his previous
         symbolic identity and return his mandate of being a “man.”
      

      
      A man can now perhaps begin to affirm and enjoy his animality—but it must be made
         clear that this enjoyment is a strictly discursive product, and the inhumanness of
         man can only be realized by means of words. All that now remains is to define the locus from which he could live to see the collapse of the boundary between
            man and animal. And this locus is finally not our immediate, fully lived animality but the ideal
         surplus over it. Elsewhere, Nietzsche will refer to this surplus as the Übermensch. It is worth stressing that Nietzsche never defined his Übermensch as something “all too human,” as an intensification of humanness, but rather precisely
         as a subject capable of relinquishing his humanity and acknowledging his animality:
         “Mankind is a rope fastened between animal and overman—a rope over an abyss.”[54]   The Übermensch is no substantial entity, he is an ideal limit, the view from which manifests that
         man has run out of the firm ground beneath his feet and that the tightrope on which
         he balances extends between the postulate of the overman and the reality of the animal.
         The overman, in other words, is the never immediately incarnated ideal point of realization
         of his entirely carnal nature.
      

      
      Hence, Nietzsche’s aphorism is not an ordinary utterance with a single reference,
         expressing one Fregean thought—rather, its sententiousness suggests two propositions at once:
      

      
      
         Man is merely an animal among animals.

         
         Man is more than animal, insofar as he is capable of recognizing his animality and
               thus becoming superhuman.

         
      

      It is here that the world splits in two. Within the order of the real, one of the key traditional metaphysical oppositions, the difference between man
         and animal, dissolves. But it is categorically not the animalized man who is privy
         to this dissolution. It is disclosed only to the one who observes it from the angle
         exceeding the perspective of man. Man must be “metaphorically” transferred into the order of the ideal, he must sacrifice the “real” substance of humanness, his given identity, and produce a superhuman nature from where, however, the view spreads only
         onto his own animality. Two operations are performed with a single brush stroke: the
         ideal construction of the concept “man,” now framed as overman, and the release of
         the symbolic barrier that separates man from animal. Idealism thus becomes the balancing
         correlate of realism.
      

      
      It seems as though the aphorism draws its semantic energy from very specific effects
         which general theories of language cannot account for. If, for instance, we were to
         interpret the sentence “Man is the still undetermined animal” within the scope of
         traditional, adequational theories of truth, we would have to prove that there exists
         a class of objects named “animal” and a class of objects named “man,” the latter encompassing
         a class of properties empirically displaying some sort of shortage compared to the
         properties of the class “animal.” But this would miss the crucial point of Nietzsche’s aphorism which hints precisely at the fact that no referent can be found on the human body that would designate its difference from the
         animal. The point is that there is no empirical, immediate, given difference between
         man and animal. The meaning of Nietzsche’s famous statement most probably lies in the fact that the concept “man”
         does not possess its own empirical saturation, that there exists no originary nature of man which could justify having its own concept
         to express it. Rather than a given thing, “man” resembles a metaphor in Nietzsche’s
         sense of the word. According to Frege’s theory, the subject of the proposition (“Caesar”)
         is saturated and its predicate (“conquered Gaul”) unsaturated. On the syntactic, logical
         level, this arrangement applies to Nietzsche’s proposition as well: “is the still
         undetermined animal” is an incomplete predicate only to be completed by “man.” But,
         on a “conceptual” level, if we may say so, the concept “man” shows itself to be utterly
         empirically incomplete, while the concept “animal,” comparatively, possesses some completion. But although
         it is the “animal” that here assumes the function of “conceptual” saturation, it represents
         within this proposition an element of untruth, while the empty, undefined, undetermined “man” is the one in whom the truth of this utterance saturates. In other words, there is nothing to which we can directly refer to as specifically
         “human”; there is, however, the concept of “man,” which signifies an empirically unsaturated but ideally saturated truth. And what does this “truth” truly signify? Arguably the fact that man, in the end,
         is nothing if not an effort to endure the inhumanity of the world.
      

      
      Even if we analyze the bon mot within the coordinates of Derrida’s effects of différance, there seems to emerge in it a surplus which perhaps eludes and surpasses the grasp
         of deconstruction. The aphorism relies on one of the prime metaphysical dichotomies
         (man/animal), but, by enveloping and internalizing this oppositional pair, it neutralizes
         the play of differences to the other signs among which it could appear. It is perhaps
         this internal tension of the binary man/animal and its resolution which assigns to
         the proposition a certain sententious conciseness, compactness, and solidity, granting
         it a relative immunity with regard to the possible contexts of its utterance.[55]   Therein lies the true magic of the aphorism, unthinkable within the frame of Derrida’s
         theory: it over-determines the situation in which it is uttered, rather than being
         permeated by it; it is always truer than any possible situation in which it is quoted. In this case, the essential asymmetry between the use of the two concepts, man and animal, may be believed to invalidate
         the effects of différance. If a trace of difference were still to thread through the concept “animal,” we would
         fail to address the crucial sense of the aphorism that builds its differential structure precisely on the determination
         of the basis that is already fixed and not differential in itself. Within this proposition,
         “man” defines himself differentially, by negating the definiteness of “animal,” which in turn does not require the same differentiality toward “man.” In Derrida, every sign is always open to metaphorical displacements. Here, however,
         the concept “animal” is a contrasting ground against which man himself must establish his own truth. As such, the animal represents a nonmetaphorical
         presence on the basis of which the metaphorical ideality of man can emerge in the
         first place. To put it differently, the meaning of the aphorism is not to create ever new differences, but to institute an ideal realm
         from where contextual reality can finally appear to be relieved from a differential
         structure. If Derrida’s endeavor was to suspend every possible presence into a web
         of differences, here, an operation of de-differentialization at the pinnacle of the expressive possibilities of language is being performed—a disclosure
         of reality no longer governed by one of the prime conceptual dichotomies. It is with
         these de-contextualized idealities that the aphorism attains its relative citational finality and definitiveness, no longer allowing Derrida’s shifts of meaning or Barthes’s extensions and catalyses.[56]  
      

      
      We have thus deduced a sufficiently rigorous structure extending between the subject,
         where the idealization of the concept takes place, and the predicate, where, collaterally,
         a liquidation of the symbolic barrier between two concepts is performed. Thereby,
         we might have established a basic matrix for the analysis of some of the most distinguished statements of our culture.[57]   An example is the following aphorism written by Nietzsche, perhaps more admirable
         than the previous one: “Love. —Love forgives the beloved even his lust.”[58]   The sentence is based on the opposition “love/lust” (Liebe/Begierde) and builds a specific asymmetry between the two concepts. It is often the case that
         the concept “love” has no other immediate content than sexual desire, while it also
         always makes a claim to being something more, to designating a kind of surplus that
         lacks a definite reference in the world of the real. The concept “love” now assumes
         two positions at once: on the one hand, it signifies the inability to pin down its
         difference to lust, on the other, it identifies an ideal perspective from where the
         boundary between the two dissolves. So, in the end, it is only this surplus of ideal love that is capable of forgiving the beloved his lust, love’s only reality, thus abolishing the traditional opposition between love and lust, amour and passion. Love may be a somewhat complicated emotion, and it seems that one only loves someone
         in whom the reason for being loved can never be definitely pinpointed, someone eternally
         withdrawing his or her lovable ground. In this case, love is precisely an idea eluding
         its final incarnation. Some define it as “the thing that remains after sex.” And in
         Nietzsche’s aphorism, love is perhaps only an idea which must first overcome desire
         in order to recognize that there is no such thing as a givenness of pure Platonic
         love, but only and incessant exertion of forgiving lust. In the same way, one could
         say: “Übermensch.—Only the Übermensch is big enough to forgive man his animality.”
      

      
      The true aphorism is presumably an inherently paradoxical language form, comprising
         both the idealization of the concept and the de-symbolization of reality. There are,
         however, other, less strict bons mots, perhaps not aphorisms per se, but more like parodies, which often resort to a different technique to achieve a
         somewhat similar effect: they perform a descent of a general concept into some small,
         almost laughable, outside particularity. One of Nietzsche’s most beautiful quotes
         goes along these lines: “Man does not strive for happiness; only the Englishman does that.”[59]   It is hardly a true aphorism, but it nevertheless manifests a two-part structure:
         there is the assertion that merely negates a platitude, followed by a witty addendum
         which calls by its name a particular contingent entity. In his (possibly inferior,
         somewhat ridiculous) specificity, the Englishman represents not only the facticity
         of the pursuit of happiness, but also its essentially partial aspect, hence, its untruth. There is a certain finesse to Nietzsche’s strategy: if he had simply said that man
         does not strive for happiness, we would be inclined to believe that it is in man’s
         nature not to pursue happiness. But the necessary empirical factor, “the Englishman,” suggests
         that man might well have an inclination to seek happiness, but that this drive expresses
         only his lower, primitive nature. Against this background, only a man who does not strive for happiness displays a higher disposition that asserts itself against the
         natural one. Referred to by proper name, manifesting the couleur locale of his empirical concept, “the Englishman” indicates that the pursuit of happiness
         might indeed be real, but it does not possess the dignity of truth. And perhaps the point of Nietzsche’s
         bon mot lies not so much in invoking the differences in national character, but rather
         in implying that the Englishman in question is merely a representative of that lowly aspiration typical of general human weakness, that Spencerian pragmatism of the pursuit of happiness, which makes all higher pursuits, for instance the “discipline of suffering, of great suffering,”[60]   all the more true. The Englishman stands for the fact that the nonpursuit is no authentic, inherent
         trait of the species homo sapiens, but an effort against his original “English” nature. A great deal of culture seems to be needed
         in order not to pursue happiness.
      

      
      Nonetheless, it would be wrong to assume that Nietzsche got rid of happiness altogether.
         Rather, the concept itself begins to fluctuate between two valences, the low, “English,”
         and the high, heroic value. Every relativization and empiricization of the metaphysical concept triggers a reaction
            of re-idealization on a higher level. Just as Spinoza, despite all the attempts at “utilization” of good and evil, cannot
         help but arrive at the contemplative life of the higher good, Nietzsche, despite all
         his mockery of the concept of happiness, cannot desist from its ideal, speculative
         semantics. It is not surprising, then, that he himself played through all the possible
         ways of specifying happiness and probably invented more definitions of it than anyone
         else. In other words, there is not one happiness, but two. The first, the dull contentment
         of the masses, is something utterly despicable: “The goal which the English set makes
         every higher nature laugh! It is not desirable—a lot of happy people of the lowest rank is an almost disgusting thought.”[61]   The other which only rare individuals can bear is not a given or intended state
         but an endeavor, a happiness which only exists insofar as it is constantly making
         itself to be: “To be nothing but desire [Wunsch] is happiness, and a new desire again
         and again.”[62]   Thus, the pursuit of happiness is replaced by the happiness of pursuit. A reality
         is being elevated into an ideality.
      

      
      Thereupon, Nietzsche begins to define happiness ever more frequently by an integration
         of opposites: “Formula for my happiness: a yes, a no, a straight line, a goal.”[63]   Or: “What is happiness?—The feeling that power is growing, that some resistance is overcome.”[64]   And it is this aphoristic coincidentia oppositorum that performs the most essential, most inherently philosophical operation of all.
         Before Nietzsche, we lived in a universe where the symbolic boundary between pleasures and displeasures was clear and immovable. After all, the
         modern, utilitaristic and materialistic remit to de-sublimate the old scholastic ideas,
         reducing them to a mere play of comforts and discomforts, was introduced due to the
         belief that this simple mechanism of attractions and repulsions, Leibniz’s appétit du bien and fuit du mal, was the only remaining dividing line along which the symbolic and the real still
         overlap and correspond, the only way of binarizing all the heterogeneous and chaotic
         phenomenology of human behavior in a world from which God had begun to abscond. Comfort/discomfort
         thus became the only consistent conceptual pair still able to organize, discriminate,
         and classify the once divine ideas of good and evil, truth and error, or justice and
         injustice. But, according to Nietzsche, this view is deemed to be the most naïve:
      

      
      
         Hedonism, pessimism, utilitarianism, eudamonianism: these are all ways of thinking
            that measure the value of things according to pleasure and pain, which is to say according to incidental states and trivialities. They are all foreground
            ways of thinking and naivetés, and nobody who is conscious of both formative powers and an artist’s conscience will fail to regard them with scorn as well as pity.[65]  
         

         
      

      It is against this backdrop that Nietzsche’s aphoristic revaluation of happiness must
         be read. The theorem of the two happinesses does not represent a dividing line within
         the order of the real, but rather a distinction between the real and the ideal realm.
         While the first happiness, the numb satisfaction of the servant race, believes that
         it can still distinguish clearly between comfort and discomfort, it is only the second
         happiness, emanating from the growing power of the master, which, in the course of
         its actualization, suddenly realizes its inability to draw a line between pleasure and pain. Happiness now begins to be defined by its opposite and to include in its content repulsion
         and suffering as well. The true purpose of Nietzsche’s correlative depreciation and
         heroic idealization of the concept of “happiness” is therefore to disclose the universe of the real, no longer structured by former symbolic boundaries.
            Only the ideal, processual happiness, which incorporates its opposite, suffering,
         pain, resistance, finally opens up a view beyond the binary pair of pleasure and pain.
      

      
      To conclude, our examples followed a certain semantic life of three concepts in Nietzsche’s
         philosophy, (over)man, love, and happiness. All three of them display the ability
         to idealize and, at one point, begin to nurture and enjoy their distance to being
         definitely incarnated. Man becomes a project, love an act, happiness a power still
         growing. And at this precise moment they can afford to recognize that their empirical
         origin is humble and plebeian: animal, lust, pleasure. And the binary symbolic discriminations
         which thus far structured the world are alleviated. 
      

      
      Good and Evil from Augustine to Schopenhauer

      
      The purpose of investigating these aphorisms was to trace a process of truth which traditional, general theories of language are unable to conceptualize. We ascended
         to the very top of the metaphysical hierarchies where concepts start living their
         sententious lives. Nigh exemplary instances of this subtle, volatile, speculative life of words are provided
         by two of the highest concepts in metaphysics, “good” and “evil” (or “bad”). The history
         of philosophy witnessed all the conceivable permutations of their reciprocal attempts
         to define one another, depending on which occupied the place of the “real” and which
         of the “ideal” correlate. With some audacity, one could, by merely following the changing
         of places of good and evil, by determining which defines the other in a given epoch,
         identify one of the vital tendencies in the history of metaphysics.
      

      
      Even at the beginning of philosophy, “good” was already torn between identity and
         difference. First, it was considered to be the epitome of pure presence. Plato’s ἀγαθόν, ἕν, the One, as well as πέρας, the definite, is the entity against
         which duality first delimits and differentiates itself, and as such represents the
         nondifferential in itself, the final basis of referentiality. But Plato nevertheless
         suspected that “good” cannot be defined outside its difference to “bad.” As Socrates
         remarks in the aporetic dialogue Lysis, 
      

      
      
         And it is on account of the bad that the good is loved. Suppose [. . .] bad were eliminated
            and could affect no one in body or soul or anything else that we say is neither good
            nor bad in and of itself. Would the good then be of any use to us, or would it have
            become useless?[66]  
         

         
      

      The good may be the “first beloved” with Plato, and yet, one loves it only through
         its absence, through the presence of the bad. But the question arises, is it the bad
         which represents the decrease of the good, or is it the good toward which one strives
         from the state of the bad? How to construct a sentence that would hold them together
         sententiously?
      

      
      It was Augustine who, in his short treatise De natura boni (contra Manichaeos), identified good with God: the highest good is God himself, and all other things
         are only from Him. Thus, from God a field of decreasing good is spread out, a field
         that knows no immediate evil:
      

      
      
         Every natural being, so far as it is such, is good. [. . .] All are not supremely
            good, but they approximate to the supreme good, and even the very lowest goods, which
            are far distant from the supreme good, can only derive their existence from the supreme
            good.[67]  
         

         
      

      All that can be referred to by language is a quantitative dilution of the first Good. Every being is good by tautology; if it were not good, it would
         not be a being at all. “All things are good; better in proportion as they are better
         measured, formed and ordered, less good where there is less of measure, form and order.”[68]   The good is thus a matter of proportion. De natura boni is the last of Augustine’s anti-Manichean writings, and it indicates a fundamental
         break with the world governed by and organized according to the binary principles
         of good and evil. While the Manichean universe was split into two symmetrical halves,
         the Augustinian world surpasses this symbolic boundary of the real and releases the world to the state of quantifiable continuity.
         The true purpose of this new arrangement of good and evil was to abolish their mythical polarity. Some even speak of Augustine’s “demythologization of evil.”
      

      
      But now the question arises of the place that evil can assume in this world:

      
      
         If we ask whence comes evil, we should first ask what evil is. It is nothing but the
            corruption of natural measure, form or order. [. . .] But even when it is corrupted,
            so far as it remains a natural thing, it is good. It is bad only so far as it is corrupted.[69]  
         

         
      

      The word “malum” denotes no discrete entity, but only a deficiency symptom of something that is good
         simply because it is. “Bad,” or “evil,” is thus per definitionem a word without reference, so its ontological justification can only lie in relation
         to an entity which is itself not relative.
      

      
      Ultimately, there is only one way out of this ontological asymmetry, out of this pseudo-existence
            of evil defined differentially to a nondifferential: namely, an aphorism. It seems as if an empty word which is not permitted to refer to a thing strives toward
         redemption through the form of the sentence. On this ground, Augustine’s adage is
         uttered: Malum est privatio boni, the notorious privation thesis that he was most likely the first to articulate.
         The birth place of the bon mot, one of the most prominent in the history of philosophy,
         is considered to be his Enchiridion: “What, after all, is anything we call evil except the privation of good?”[70]  
      

      
      “Good” and “evil” thus become asymmetric correlates. Instead of sharing a world, as was still the case with the Manicheans,
         one concept assumes the function of the “real” and the other of the “ideal” entity.
         Of course, at first glance, it is not entirely obvious which is which. If we interpret
         Augustine in a Platonic sense, “good” occupies the ideal realm, while “evil” indicates
         merely the imperfection of the real, concrete, and tangible world. Everything perceivable,
         every incarnated earthly being, bears the blemish of a lack of good, i.e., of evil.
         Therefore, all that we can refer to directly is de iure good and de facto already to some extent evil. On the other hand, however, the very form of the proposition
         “realizes” the good and “idealizes” the evil. It is evil which is defined by the lack
         of something most real, something good.
      

      
      Could it be, then, that this evil, which exists nowhere, which subsists only quantitatively, will at one time start having fantasies of becoming a universal, an all-encompassing
         entity? Because of the symmetrical opposition of both concepts, each of them struggling
         for asymmetry, Augustine’s adage becomes unstable and provokes its own inversion.
         Augustine’s definition was adopted by the Neo-Platonists, Thomas Aquinas, and Anselm,
         and it more or less determined the semantics of good and evil up until the seventeenth
         century. The concept of “evil” (or “bad”) is not even a real negation of good but
         only its privation, and as such it represents a mere quantitative delay, something
         that is entirely remediable. But in this differential liberation from the bonds of
         direct reference, in the ideal non-incarnability, there also lies the lever of its
         semantic emancipation: evil may become a metaphor undistorted by presence and not
         bound to any kind of origin. What Augustine had not reckoned with was the price to
         be paid for the abolishment of the ontological autonomy of evil and the subsequent
         quantification of the relation between good and evil: this price was the spontaneous idealization of evil. “Evil” does not refer to any particular thing, it is not defined in a separate principle,
         as was the case with the Manicheans, but, in return, it perhaps begins to reproduce
         itself metaphorically throughout reality and verify itself in its totality. It seems that evil can never be embodied in any single thing, except if this single
         thing becomes the universe. It may have started with some small “evil,” perhaps an
         illness or some bad luck, but then, suddenly, the entire world is transformed into
         a vale of tears. It is interesting that Augustine, following the same schema, defined
         sickness as the “privation of health,” since “the wound or the disease is a defect
         of the bodily substance which, as a substance, is good”;[71] but he did it on the threshold of an epoch fraught with leprosy, smallpox, and the
         plague (i.e., an epoch in which sickness ceased to be a private affair and grew into
         an epidemic). Evil, once incapable of being fixated in any immediate presence, thus
         occupies the world. Since “evil” is nowhere, gradually everything becomes malicious,
         sick, and bad.
      

      
      The effect of this instability between sententious idealizations and global realizations
         is a certain internal conceptual tendency of the definiendum and the definiens switching
         places at some point in history. In the late renaissance, the age of Deus absconditus, the divine good shrinks to private well-being, while good and bad swap places for
         the first time; Montaigne utters on occasion, Notre bien-estre, ce n’est que la privation d’estre mal. To the burgeoning atheists, it must have suddenly dawned that it is health that
         lacks a referent and can only be thought of as the privation of sickness. In utilitarianism,
         it became common practice to define “good” through “evil,” as its privation, although
         Bentham seems to have reached the stage of symmetric equilibrium by stating: “This
         may at first sight appear a paradox; but as the absence of good is comparatively an
         evil, so the absence of evil is comparatively a good.”[72]   This differential symmetry of definition seems to be the point in which the world
         is neither good nor evil. Both concepts obtain their content only relatively, whereby
         they alternate in assuming the “real,” referential function, pushing the respective
         other to the “ideal,” differential function.
      

      
      After this historic achievement of balance, however, the scales tip towards “evil.”
         From being mere privation, evil advances onto the position of natural law and occupies
         the place of the definiens. Most eminently, it was the great cosmic pessimist Schopenhauer
         who accomplished this inversion. His defiance of theodicy, his claim that we live
         in “the worst of all possible worlds,” makes evil into a referential concept designating
         a pure presence:
      

      
      
         In the long run, however, it is quite superfluous to dispute whether there is more
            good or evil in the world; for the mere existence of evil decides the matter, since
            evil can never be wiped off, and consequently can never be balanced, by the good that
            exists along with or after it.[73]  
         

         
      

      While it appears that good can still be counterbalanced, explained away, metaphorically
         shifted, evil represents an immovable presence of facticity, the fundamentally nonmetaphorical
         being. “Good” is, according to Schopenhauer’s own words, a “trivial concept,” a relativized
         entity:
      

      
      
         It follows from the above remarks that the good is according to its concept τῶν πρὸς τί, hence every good is essentially relative;
            for it has its essential nature only in its relation to a desiring will. Accordingly,
            absolute good is a contradiction; highest good, summum bonum, signifies the same thing, namely in reality a final satisfaction of the will, after
            which no fresh willing would occur; a last motive, the attainment of which would give
            the will an imperishable satisfaction.[74]  
         

         
      

      Good has no presence and is relative to a nonrelative evil. In this world of fluid
         boundaries of desire it can never exist factually. But, as we have seen, every relativization
         is only possible within a previously established frame of idealization. Even a pessimist
         as great as Schopenhauer could not abolish the semantics of good. While becoming void
         in the order of the real, the concept can be preserved at the metaphorical level of totality (i.e., as an ideal, a telos):
      

      
      
         However, if we wish to give an honorary, or so to speak an emeritus, position to an
            old expression that from custom we do not like entirely to discard, we may, metaphorically
            and figuratively, call the complete self-effacement and denial of the will, true will-lessness,
            which alone stills and silences for ever the craving of the will [. . .] the absolute
            good, the summum bonum; and we may regard it as the only radical cure for the disease against which all other
            good things, such as all fulfilled wishes and all attained happiness, are only palliatives,
            anodynes. In this sense, the Greek τέλος and also finis bonorum meet the case even better.[75]  
         

         
      

      In Augustine evil was relative, and in Schopenhauer it becomes absolute. Good, synonymous
         with God, was once absolute and is now, after the death of God, semantically relative.
         In the Augustinian world, evil was unreal and remediable in the fullness of the first
         and final good. Now, in the pessimist world of Schopenhauer, evil is the only thing
         that is real and, consequently and inversely, good, being unreal, can exist only within
         a process of the annulment of being, the dissolution into nothingness. No discourse,
         no margin call, no frame of meaning, can counterbalance the “mere existence,” bloßes Dasein, of evil, this milestone of the greatest cosmic asymmetry and deepest irreconcilability
         of being—except an aphorism. That is why Schopenhauer’s “inversion of the Augustinian privation theory” is often
         referred to, and the new definition now reads: Good is the privation of evil. It is here that the Augustinian paradox of whether the existence of evil is real
         or rather ideal is resolved: everything real is by definition evil, while good assumes
         the role of a produced, emergent ideality of our endeavor to eliminate evil.
      

      
      Here, it seems, the concepts have finally found their proper places. In Augustine,
         evil was semantically idealized, while good enjoyed the given, eternal, sacred reality
         of an otherworldly idea. Schopenhauer reversed these valences. Evil now stands for
         the facticity of the world in which the differences between good and bad things are
         thoroughly blurred. And the good represents an idea of recognizing this collapse of
         possible differentiations within reality, an idea never to be incarnated except in
         the nothingness itself.
      

      
      Hegel’s Infinite Judgment

      
      Examples such as those discussed above could be carried on indefinitely. There exists
         a number of philosophical propositions that draw their memorability from the very
         interplay between the semantic symmetry and the ontological asymmetry of a metaphysical
         binary. Engels ascribed to Hegel the famous saying, “Freedom is the recognition of
         necessity.” Here, necessity is cast in the role of the referent, of all there is,
         and freedom in the role of its dependent, most meagre and precarious differential.
         It seems that the sole function of freedom is to realize its own nonexistence. But
         this proposition nevertheless performs a momentous semantic operation. First, its
         purpose is to overcome and abolish any kind of (post-Cartesian) dualism. In the order
         of the real freedom does not exist, and therefore the boundary between matter and
         spirit collapses. And, inversely, it is only from the ideal vantage point of freedom
         that this monism of necessity announces itself. Second, the differential function
         of freedom thereby becomes semantically stronger than the referential function of
         necessity. It was never Hegel’s intention to construct a system of necessity, but
         rather a system of freedom. It is thus “freedom” that becomes an “idea,” whereas necessity,
         albeit being the only thing that exists “realistically,” starts representing its own
         untruth.

      
      Perhaps, one could accord a provisory common formula to the examples examined thus
         far. They all employ semantically symmetric oppositions, such as man/animal, good/evil,
         love/lust, freedom/necessity, and produce an asymmetry that, in turn, relieves reality
         from their binary code. There is the empirical concept that is mostly placed in the
         definiens; it is referential and, in this sense, saturated, since it can always refer
         to an object of the real word. And there is the differential, pure concept, usually
         occupying the definiendum and lacking any immediate reality. But the aphoristic magic
         occurs precisely in the trick of reversing the truth value of both correlates: in
         an aphorism truth saturates, so to speak, in the differential yet ideal concept, while the referential concept
         is released to an indifferent, untrue facticity. In this view, an aphorism performs
         an oblique act of realism. It is a discursive product that, by way of idealization, makes reality appear in
         its untruth and thereby reveals its eluding the grasp of language.
      

      
      Of course, these stark conceptual dichotomies of good and evil, man and animal, freedom
         and necessity, pleasure and pain are hardly a necessary precondition for construing
         truth. They are only the simplest instruments for making truth more pointed, for sharpening
         its impact. And because of their semantic lucidity and comprehensibility, they represent
         an ideal object of study for a theory still very much in its infancy.
      

      
      But the question might be asked, why does reality need to undergo a downfall of its
         symbolic structure in order for a concept to be idealized? Why do “words” achieve
         truth only by virtue of no longer having any things to refer to? Why is the untruth
         of reality a price to be paid for the emergence of truth? Why does good need to be
         defined through the absence of evil, and man through the indeterminacy of animal?
         And where does this strong inclination of truth for symmetrical oppositions and their
         circumventions come from?
      

      
      If we look into the matter, we might discover a logical bond between idealization
         and de-symbolization, between truth emerging and reality losing meaning. In order
         for truth to create its surplus, the world must show itself worthy of not offering
         any more ground for an idea to be incarnated. For this purpose, it must relinquish
         the very structures that could still accommodate ideal entities and maintain an illusion
         of the symbolic and the real realm overlapping. Of course, language does not provide
         a word for every singularity of the world. And this great imbalance of a limited number
         of abstractions and an unlimited number of facts and instances can only be overcome
         by reality itself adopting a more and more transparent, proportional, polar, symmetrical,
         and equilibrated structure. In other words, only wide generalizations and gross polarizations
         of symbolic operations can hold the reins of a heterogeneous, diffuse nature. Instead
         of every single thing expressing its own “individual concept,” the world begins to
         be organized by analogies and dichotomies. And this universe of clear polarities is the last resort for ideas being incarnated. It is presumably the ultimate warranty of reality having meaning. This is perhaps
         the reason why the mythical worldview was obsessed with the contrariness of heaven
         and earth, day and night, land and sea, life and death, and why it carefully secured
         the points and lines of their intersection. However, an idea in its surplus must precisely
         free itself from the possibility of being metaphysically, theologically, mythically,
         or ideologically “realized.” Its ideality needs assurance that it will never be embodied
         again. Thus, when an idea lives to see its de-finition, when it stabilizes in its definitive emergent status, the structure of its former
         incarnability must collapse. It is now that it must be defined with respect to its opposite, as its ideal vanishing point, because only through
         these “sententious,” oppositive determinations can reality be relieved of the boundaries
         by which it has formerly been structured and divided. Only now does reality cease
         to represent the fertile ground for planting the ideas. When, for instance, good is
         defined by the absence of evil, this definition obliterates the line between good
         and bad within reality in order to uphold it within the ideal realm. A certain “depolarization”
         of reality thus becomes the condition of possibility of idealization of language.
         Seen from this angle, language is no doubt a means of structuring, discriminating,
         polarizing, grouping, and aligning the world. But at the peak of its “linguistic immanence,”
         so to say, at the core of its spontaneous idealization, it also separates from the
         world and blurs the confines that it has imposed upon itself. Here, idealism and realism
         might coincide.
      

      
      Probably the most striking, most literal manifestation of this matrix, combining idea
         and released reality, is Hegel’s infinite judgment. It might be worthwhile to take a closer look at this most dicey proposition form.
         A recurring motif of Hegel’s thought is that speculative truth can never be expressed
         by a single proposition; instead, two successive judgments are needed, an assertion,
         immediately followed by negation. “The soul is simple,” for instance, must be complemented
         with “The soul is complex.”[76]   Still, in the barely traceable loops of his system, he nonetheless outlined certain
         forms that fit into one compact sentence and yet evoke the speculative dimension.
         These propositions are his illustrious “infinite judgments,” the paradigm of which
         is Der Geist ist ein Knochen, “The Spirit is a bone,” from the Phenomenology of Spirit.
      

      
      The infinite judgment is initially a parody of the judgment of understanding in the
         Kantian vein. Formally, it is an ordinary synthetic judgment with a subject and a
         predicate.[77]   But in terms of content, there is no universal predicate assigned to a particular
         subject—the general property of redness to a singular rose, for instance. Instead,
         it seems as though the judgment posits a (grammatically singular) subject of the utmost
         universality and then releases the predicate to its outside particularity. It is no longer the case of the smaller concept of the rose finding its refuge in
         the larger concept of redness, but the case of the absolute concept of Spirit somehow
         disgorging its most trivial exteriority, the bone. Following Hegel’s matrix of self-reflection,
         the concept must first lose itself in its irreducible otherness in order to become itself in the first place.
      

      
      Hegel’s parodic turn of phrase The Spirit is a bone is based on a popular contemporary theory, Lavater’s phrenology, according to which
         the vitality of spirit, its inner richness, is embodied in the shape of the skull,
         this so-called caput mortuum, as Hegel would say. Truth in the form of adequation, or, again in Hegel’s words, “the
         observing reason,” posits the simple relationship: “the actuality and existence of man is his skull-bone” (PdG 200). Nonetheless, the equation “skull equals character trait” turns out to be a
         colossally erroneous scientific hypothesis, confounding two dimensions that cannot
         be traced back to one another: the Spirit which can never be embodied in a single
         thing and which no judgment of understanding can express, and the bone, “the solid
         inert Thing” (PdG 197), which only exists in order to not represent a truth.
      

      
       Hegel’s move, the true infinity of his infinite judgment, is to invoke the irreducibility of two realms. On one side,
         there is the human self-positing individuality, the concept of which is not to be
         filled by Kantian intuition. Man is only what he becomes, his essence lies in surpassing
         his immediate being:
      

      
      
         The true being of a man is rather his deed; [. . .] the individuality, in the deed, exhibits itself
            rather as the negative essence, which only  is in so far as it supersedes [mere] being. (PdG 193–94)
         

         
      

      To the other side, however, an indifferent facticity is released, a bone that represents
         nothing but its own immovable presence. It almost seems that the bone is only there
         to resist any kind of Cartesian doubt, Kantian inclusion in the context of experience,
         Heideggerian or Wittgensteinian utilization as tool or equipment, and any kind of
         Derridean metaphoric deferral:
      

      
      
         [B]ut the skull-bone just by itself is such an indifferent, natural thing that nothing
            else is to be directly seen in it, or fancied about it, than simply the bone itself.
            (PdG 201)
         

         
      

      Hegel suggests that this tension of the excluding duality, this conspicuous nonidentity, can only be expressed in a judgment of identity, namely,
         “that the being of Spirit is a bone” (PdG 208). A judgment is uttered that claims two truth values at once: as a judgment of understanding, it is utterly nonsensical, but as a judgment of reason, it creates a truth that cannot be reduced to adequation. With considerable accuracy,
         Hegel identifies the three essential functions of this new judgment form: first, it
         must assert the truth of the un-real correlate (“Spirit”), second, it must profess the untruth of the real correlate (“bone”), and, third, it must show that the only way to express this nonadequacy
         adequately is a self-suspending judgment:
      

      
      
         This proposition is the infinite judgement that the self is a Thing, a judgement that suspends itself. [. . .] The given object
            is consequently determined as a negative object; consciousness, however, is determined
            as self-consciousness over against it; [. . .] consciousness no longer aims to find itself
            immediately, but to produce itself by its own activity. (PdG 209)
         

         
      

      The relation between subject and predicate is not one of inclusion and participation,
         but one of emergent emancipation and finally indifference. The “thing” becomes an
         impervious outside of the self-consciousness and in its “untruth” represents, by way
         of contrast, only the fact that Spirit is, to paraphrase Sartre, “nothing else but
         that which it makes of itself.” The function of the bone is still most necessary and
         nontrivial. First, Spirit exists nowhere else but in the matter inside the bone. Second,
         with its inert subsistence, the bone signifies that Spirit is not a given, but an
         emergent, self-reflexive, ideal entity. The indifferent background reality poses as
         a necessary condition of the self-creation of Spirit: “But objectivity proper must
         be an immediate, sensuous objectivity, so that in this dead objectivity—for the bone is a dead thing, so far
         as what is dead is present in the living being itself—Spirit is explicitly present
         as actual” (PdG 262).
      

      
      And therein lies the inherent realism of the infinite judgment. Hegel discloses a reality that is no longer structured by
         way of spiritual, conceptual, human forms, but in its dull presence maintains its distance to truth. An almost scandalous object of untruth emerges before our eyes, an object that seems to surpass the conceptual frames of
         all traditional theories of truth. The “bone” as an object of release is neither a fact that saturates the truth value of a judgment nor an entity that
         incorporates or expresses an eternal concept, a symbol that represents an ideal order
         of reason, a tool that constitutes Dasein’s environment or makes a language game work, a state of affairs in need of consensual
         justification, a referent that has the structure of a differential trace, or, finally,
         an exchange object that could be integrated within a structuralist value system. On
         the one hand, Hegel idealizes Spirit into something that no given thing can embody, and on the other hand, he relieves the bone of the obligation to represent something spiritual. Here, a transition takes
         place from a hyper-symbolized world of parallelism between the material and the spiritual
         into a universe of indifference between them, where Spirit becomes an emergent property,
         and matter is no longer required to be the bearer of any meaning.
      

      
      In this rearrangement, Hegel overturns the traditional values of mind and body. In
         the times of dualism, or even parallelism, spirit was a given fact, something immediately
         experienced in its self-evidence, while matter was invariably suspected of meaning
         something or embodying something rational. However, with Hegel, Spirit undergoes a
         disruptive transition. On the one hand, it forfeits the status of being a substance
         of its own, a creature of God, an eternal idea, and becomes a self-reflexive movement
         necessarily bound to its material substrate. It resides nowhere if not in the grey
         matter of the brain, enclosed by a skull—in this, Hegel is a materialist. On the other
         hand, because Spirit has no preexisting identity, no original sense of self, it is
         “condemned to freedom,” as Sartre would say, and must first become what it is: it
         must actualize itself in social, cultural, and historic forms. In this double act
         of superseding dualism, Spirit thus casts off its givenness and immediacy, and matter
         its meaning and sense. The semantic parallelism of two realities, mind and body, the
         symbolic and the real, character and skull, is replaced by the ideal realm of the
         spiritual releasing the reality of the material. Since Spirit has emancipated itself and now lives in
         the realm of social institutions, all the conventional foundations of its ideal existence
         (i.e., the material exclusiveness and superiority of the human being), the preformed
         virtue of his body, the cryptogram of his skull, are now obsolete. Because Spirit
         has the ability to make itself true, the human body can finally become an untruth.
      

      
      In Hegel’s confrontation with phrenology, a philosopher and a scientist come face
         to face, Hegel and Lavater, a speculative idealist and an empiricist. And yet, it
         is the philosopher who makes a scientific move in the truest sense of the word. Lavater (and other physiognomists before him) tried
         to project meaning onto the skull, translate every accidental curving of the bone
         into something significant, and overwrite every facticity with a symbol. But only
         the omission of this “total interpretability” of reality will release the skull to
         scientific appropriation. Only when the bone stops signifying a character trait can
         it become an object of quantification, measurement, and induction. The infinite judgment
         thus salvages Spirit from the realm of adequation and totalization (for instance,
         the Kantian realm of the “natural capacities of mankind”), and, concurrently, releases
         the bone from the compulsion of meaning, from the Procrustes bed of symbolic redoubling.
         The nose is no longer bound to “courage” and the lower eyelid to “language,” so their
         immediate nature may elude symbolic over-determination and become an object of empirical
         research; they can let themselves be disengaged from any significant form and fall
         into an indifferent formlessness. The natural man can finally be measured, for he
         has been freed from the yoke of the symbol.
      

      
      From this perspective, Hegel’s infinite judgment does establish a new relation between
         the ideal surplus of discourse and its outside, a relation no longer governed by reference,
         correspondence, signification, but by release, de-symbolization, and revealing the
         untruth. In its boundaries, in what we call the “logical space of sententiousness,”
         a discursive ideality is produced, and it emerges only for the purpose of being withdrawn from reality
         and reality being relieved from it. For heuristic purposes only, let us differentiate
         three possible judgment forms based on three possible relations between the real and
         the ideal correlate. The impulse for this distinction is of course altogether arbitrary:
         one could ascribe to each of the “three ontologies” a judgment that is quasi its trademark:
      

      
      
         Adequation: The rose is red.

         
         Totalization: Too heavy! Hand me the other hammer!

         
         Release: The Spirit is a bone.

         
      

      In the ontology of adequation, a specific entity, say, this rose, is subsumed under
         the domain of a general concept, in this case redness. The bond between the subject
         and the predicate can only hold because reality is still presupposed to manifest and
         ideal order. Redness is incarnated in the rose. Within the ontology of totalization,
         in comparison, the universal concept, as in the case of Heidegger’s famous example,
         already assumes a relative function (“heavy” turns into “too heavy”) and serves only
         as a conductor pointing from one thing to another. The universality of the concept
         regresses to a practical reference, converting the “heaviness” into a makeshift bridge
         between one hammer and another. This judgment from the “Analysis of Dasein” seems
         to be an almost pleasurable presentation of the dissolution of a universal concept,
         an idea. Heaviness is prevented from being fully embodied, but it can perform its
         function within the total horizon of ideal significance. However, the third example,
         the infinite judgment, utterly reverses the functions of subject and predicate. The
         relation between the two is now governed by release and indifference: the subject
         is no longer enclosed within the “value range” of the predicate and refers to no particular thing. The predicate
         is only ascribed to it in order to express the impossibility of the subject to be
         incarnated. An idea arises again, but it maintains its ideality only by virtue of
         never being merged in any reality. And it is this ideality striving not to substantialize which releases its original reality, the bone, to an indifferent
         facticity. While Heidegger’s hammer, figuratively speaking, presses the concept of
         “heaviness” down to the ground and debases it into a mere word-tool, but can only
         do so within the scope of the presupposed ideal meaning, here, Spirit makes itself irreducible to the bone as its material carrier, thus finally disclosing the meaninglessness of
         the world. Whereas the hammer expresses the essential nonideality of the universal concept of “heaviness,” it is the bone in its indifference that bestows
         upon “Spirit” the status of ideality no longer wrought with the weight of things.
         “Spirit” is an historical artefact, raised to a Platonic Idea, and the outside facticity
         of the bone is the price to pay for this self-produced apotheosis.
      

      
      In an era when the world seems to have lost its secret, the days of adequation are
         over. It may very well be that ever since God died and the Earth has been occupied
         to the last corner, truth can enter the scene only by way of a sententious surplus, and the only thing that renders this surplus nonarbitrary, is its ability to liberate
         reality from the constraints of truth. Reality can never predict or generate the emergence
         of truth; but truth’s primary necessity lies in its operation of making reality untrue.
      

      
      The Adages of the Pre-Socratics

      
      Our analyses so far could give rise to the impression that we are dealing with insignificant
         discursive shifts and coincidences at best. At first glance, Nietzsche’s aphorism
         or Hegel’s infinite judgment may look like minor linguistic extravagances, nothing
         more. But there is a stricter, tighter, more precise and historically well-documented
         connection between aphoristic production and the establishment of realism—the very
         realism that invented the empiricity of science in the first place. The most peculiar,
         perhaps even spectacular feature of Pre-Socratic philosophy is probably the coincidence
         of two seemingly incongruous, even contradictory phenomena: on the one hand, the ancient
         Greeks constructed the first models of reality which were no longer symbolic but quantifiable,
         and the world began to de-symbolize for the first time in history; on the other hand, it was also the Greeks who cultivated
         philosophy as an emphatically and almost exclusively discursive practice and, consequently,
         nurtured, more or less invented, or at least perfected the art of the aphorism. In
         these early days, the distinction between philosophy and the natural sciences did
         not yet exist, and the famous aphorists were also the only empiricists on hand.
      

      
       Already the first real “event” of Western philosophy can be treated as a key piece
         of evidence for the correlation that our treatise is about, the bond between the creation
         of truth and the release of reality from symbolic forms. The history of philosophy,
         and science in general, usually recognizes as its point of origin a single initiation
         figure—Thales of Miletus, “the first philosopher,” as he was addressed by many, including
         Aristotle and Hegel. What is less well known, but philology now finds to be the case,
         is that Thales’s famous thesis according to which everything originates from water
         was not a result of empirical scientific work and rational argumentation, but was
         formed and uttered as an adage. The first impulse of Western science was thus not a finding resulting from precise
         and comprehensive observations, measurements, experiments, hypotheses, and arguments,
         but merely a saying, an apophthegm, uttered by a political, publicly speaking being.
         Perhaps we are not sufficiently aware of it, but philosophy was not born within the
         framework of “normal science,” but by means of an act of rhetorical pointedness. Or,
         to put it aphoristically, something as grand as the history of knowledge may very
         well have begun with an aphorism.
      

      
       That Thales’s thesis came to be considered a great “event” is probably due to the
         fact that it was perceived as extremely counter-intuitive[78]   at the time it was pronounced. Neither Greek myths nor the practical and pragmatic
         knowledge of the period would likely posit water at the beginning of the world, which
         is why the utterance “All things are water,” as Thales’s adage may have read, has
         to be considered in light of the discursive possibilities conceded by the mentality
         of the given era. Thus, when the question arises why exactly the first substance of
         Western knowledge is water, we should probably not jump at the material qualities
         of this fluid element, but rather share Aristotle’s concern as to why the Pre-Socratics
         did not choose the most self-evident option out of all the elements, namely, earth.
         The real question might not be “Why water?” but rather “Why not earth?”:
      

      
      
         Yet why, after all, do they not name earth also, as most men do—for people say all
            things are earth. And Hesiod says earth was produced first of corporeal things; so
            ancient and popular has the opinion been.[79]  
         

         
      

      Hence, the statement “All things are earth” is, according to Aristotle, the most natural,
         self-evident, even vulgar expression of public opinion. Of course, this proposition
         does not claim that there exists nothing except earth, but merely expresses a spontaneous semantic valuation of the Greek world: everything comes from and returns to earth. Being a seafaring
         nation, the ancient Greeks, especially those in the colonies, most likely lived their
         everyday practical lives within the binary frame stretching between the inconstancy
         of the seas and the solidity of earth. And since all the early philosophers were inhabitants
         of the colonies in Asia Minor (and later Magna Grecia), philosophy can be, and has
         always been, regarded as a direct product of the spirit of coastal cities. If we commit
         “everything,” or even “the origin,” to the element “earth,” then the binary, polar,
         balanced symmetrical world of sea and land can still be hierarchized into the symbolic
         order of perilous sailing and safe harbors, uncertain voyages and solid ground under
         our feet. Within the value system of a seafaring city, the utterance “All things are
         earth” means that every sea journey has its anchorage, every expedition its end, every
         storm its shelter, every trade its profit. It means that there exists a presupposed
         symbolic warranty which organizes the real, “natural,” dichotomies into ideal benefits.
         This is probably the frame of mind in which Pittacus of Mytilene, one of the seven
         sages, declared, Πιστὸν γῆ, ἄπιστον θάλασσα, “The earth is trustworthy, the sea untrustworthy”
         (DK10a3).[80]  
      

      
      If on this discursive basis, within the scope of these semantic compulsions and anticipations,
         someone claims that “All things are water,” this statement could not, in any immediate
         sense, pass as a scientific theory on the (empirical) nature of the world. But that
         does not mean that Thales’s thesis is deprived of meaning altogether. Its purpose
         is rather, by a simple substitution of the predicate with its traditional contrary,
         to facilitate a dissolution of the boundary between the two most invested symbolic opposites, earth
            and water. With his notorious, to this day not entirely comprehensible thesis, Thales may have
         performed a very precise operation: by shifting the focal point from earth to water,
         he invalidated the hierarchy of values between the two elements and, thereby, revoked
         the symbolic constraints that order and organize reality. Before philosophy, the Greek
         world may still have been structured by the belief in the full overlapping of the
         symbolic and the real, in mythically guaranteed discreet boundaries between heaven
         and earth, earth and water, saltwater and fresh water, this and the other world. The
         coastline, for instance, was the exemplary site of this overlapping, and this most
         clear-cut of all boundaries was invested with many mythical connotations. But, suddenly,
         the “center of gravity” was transferred to the other, less stable, arguably inferior
         element—and the boundaries that made the symbolic and the real coincide began to crumble.
         It comes as no surprise that Thales’s proposition had a traumatic effect on the ancient
         Greeks who, later in history, persistently cast him in anecdotes of water sources
         springing from the ground, of rivers being prevented from flowing into the sea, of
         Thales, the great engineer, altering the river flow to enable the army safe passage,
         or, as is the case in the most famous philosophical anecdote, dropping into a well
         and falling victim to the laughter of the Thracian woman. Since Thales, earth seems
         to have forfeited its natural, steady, dependable solidity, and the symbolic values
         have lost their footing in reality.
      

      
      Hence, the thesis on water is not a testable, verifiable theory of immediate reality;
         it is so extravagant, so “out of this world,” that it is not even falsifiable. But
         it does execute an egress from a specific value system that encloses reality in conceptual discretions and makes empirical knowledge of it
         impossible. Until the present day, philologists keep wondering what in the world Thales
         had in mind with positing water as the original and supreme substance, and how it
         is possible that a respected, well-educated, rational man of such extensive technical
         and mathematical prowess could formulate a hypothesis as unfounded as this.[81]   But such reasoning neglects what he produced with his thesis, what truly emerged
         in it. The theory according to which everything originates from water probably never,
         not even in Thales’s mind, possessed a great amount of immediate adequacy, of “correctness,”
         and could never have passed any empirical experiment or rational justification. But
         we can nevertheless consider it a “truth” insofar as it has broken through and transcended
         the barriers of prior symbolizations. If it is true that Thales shifted the emphasis
         from earth to water in front of an audience that believed in the ontological primacy
         of earth, if he uttered “water” where others had expected to hear “earth,” then, although
         he might not have provided a scientific theory that could be proven true or false,
         he did produce a “discursive event” that overthrew and undercut one of the most essential
         symbolic hierarchies of a specific Lebenswelt, of the particular practical, pragmatic, and cultural environment of ancient Greece.
      

      
      And it is discursive moves like these that open the world to quantification. Only
         now the transition from a traditional, binary, polarized, and symbolically structured
         world of earth and water into a homogeneous universe is possible, where earth dissolves
         into water and water permeates the earth. If Thales, centuries later, earned the title
         of “first philosopher,” it was not because he posited the first empirical and rational
         theory of reality, but presumably because he was the first to dare to deprive the
         world of its symbolic meaning. “Water” is thus not the first substance of Western knowledge, but only the first idea whose purpose is not to refer to the world, to observe, describe, and conceptualize
         it, but to de-symbolize nature, to undermine the ground underneath, and to blur the
         boundaries to other, solid elements. Water is the ideal point of recognizing the realist
         inconsistency and porosity of the earth. Or, put differently, water might not be anything
         “true” in itself; its “truth” consists in making the most immediate element earth
         untrue. This may be the crux of Thales’s revolution.
      

      
      Greek empirical knowledge is an effect of the valediction to the “total significance
         of the world,” and the protagonist and elicitor of this movement was none other than
         philosophy. We are treading in uncharted territory, but it may be that every discovery
         in the realm of the factual is only possible if it is first triggered by a process
         of truth which is irreducible to and undeducible from reality, but nevertheless performs
         a release of facticity. If the history of philosophy teaches us anything, it is that
         only when a field of reality has been freed from the claim to truth, the facts, previously
         invisible within the symbolic frames, can be recognized at all. Ever since its beginnings,
         one of the most intuitive aspirations of philosophy seems to be to exhibit things
         in the process of losing meaning. And it was precisely the ancient Greeks who, by
         elevating speech to an ontological principle, simultaneously invented the subverbal real, whether it be the seeds of Anaxagoras, later called homoeomeries, or the atoms and
         the empty space of Leucippus and Democritus. One of the first, perhaps even the originary
         operation of philosophy is to establish an equilibrium of rhetorical effects of which
         Greek philosophy was never free on one side, and elementary particles that can no
         longer be organized, classified, and differentiated by words on the other.
      

      
      Concluding Remarks

      
      Perhaps the ultimate question of realism is, how to know reality, which only deserves
         this name if itself has no desire to be known. Why would the world disclose itself
         to a particular, localized point within it? And would a world actively striving toward such a disclosure be “realist” at all? Hence, we must always think reality
         as emphatically lacking any motive to become an object of knowledge. Something must
         therefore occur on the side of the knower, something spontaneous and supplemental.
         But what? Our answer is that a counterweight must first be placed against reality,
         a form created, which breaks the confines of its own local embeddedness and relieves
         its environment from conforming to its purposes. Something must emerge that can never
         be incarnated. We call it truth. Only someone who created truth can cease to expect
         it from reality. And reality reveals itself only to the one who can endure the fact
         that it never wanted to be true.
      

      
       Nowadays, two forms, consciousness and language, are most regularly and consistently
         accused of confining our mind and depriving us of contact with reality, of being a
         prison of our thought. In the course of the history of philosophy, we are supposed,
         first, to have lost reality to consciousness, and then language put the final nail
         in the coffin of realism. However, this typically philosophical prejudice could at
         the very least be challenged and infringed upon. Perhaps consciousness itself is already
         equipped with impulses and levers for the emergence of certain self-referential processes,
         for retreating into oneself and establishing distance to immediate perceptions, which
         arguably allows a more realist experience of reality than it is given by acts of direct
         attention; however, this was our subject only indirectly. For, in our view, it is
         only language and its idealist spontaneity which grants to consciousness the freedom
         of surpassing the limits of its momentary experience. Thus, all the efforts made in
         this book must finally come down to one single question: Does language increase our
         knowledge of the world or not? Can language be thought of as an instrument of realism?
         The answer should probably be affirmative. Animals may be equipped with consciousness
         and they certainly set up and inhabit an environment; but they are incapable of surpassing
         its boundaries, of replacing their Umwelt with the Welt. Only language provides the surplus forms that empower us to transgress these centered
         and totalized radii and reveal the world beyond the constraint of signifying something
         to someone, of representing utility or truth. It was our goal to unveil this other
         face of language, which promises to break the spell of meaning and perhaps offers
         some methods for transcending the blockages and limitations of consciousness.
      

      
      The treatise thus risked an attempt to follow in the footsteps of the higher life of language, which no longer serves any epistemic, significative, pragmatic, communicative, or
         metaphorical purposes, and to detect the overlooked but necessary other side of these
         linguistic functions. There are moments in which the very same culture that restricted
         reality into frames of pragmatic environments and linguistic structures is capable
         of producing acts of realism: suddenly, some sort of revelation of reality beyond the constraints of previous
         truth claims takes place. And these acts must be recognized and conceptualized.
      

      
       In some ways, we are repeating a tacit, almost subconscious argument performed many
         times in the history of philosophy. Hegel, for instance, in his Philosophy of Right, opposed the social contract theorists, who strived to explain the somewhat miraculous
         fact of the existence of the social bond by regressing in time to the act of entering
         into the social contract, with a progressive argument, demonstrating that we are inter-subjectively constituted even before we
         become rational subjects, that there was no historical moment of signing the contract,
         that there exists no exotic past of rational beings assessing the maximization of
         their self-interest and recognizing the benefit of cooperation, and that this alleged
         rationality is, if anything, a consequence and not the cause of socialization. The
         first premise of Hegel’s social theory thus only presupposes that society is always already functioning, and only from there is it able to determine its conceptual structures and regularities.
         Even more clearly, against the empiricists’ attempts to reduce rationalist concepts
         to the strict immediacy of the acts of perception, Kant assumed a more “holistic”
         perspective and, instead of asking himself how to apprehend and perceive the forms
         of understanding, proceeded from the implicit presupposition that the process of the
         scientific cognition of the world is already in full function. So it is not Kant’s endeavor to descend to the ultimate foundations of isolated
         entities in a regressive manner, but to progress to a comprehensive set of conditions
         of something already taking place. In this vein, the problem of realism should perhaps
         not be approached by regressive but by progressive methodology. We should not seek
         the ultimate ground of reality and try to reach it by inventing a reductive, eliminative,
         perhaps mathematical method, but rather assume a broader, holistic perspective, presuppose
         that realism has already been practiced and has led to distinctive results, and, accordingly,
         determine the conditions of its functioning and pinpoint the spot where reality truly
         discloses itself.
      

      
      For centuries now, at least since Kant, the task of philosophy has no longer been
         to render straightforward theories of reality; science undertook this work. It could
         also be anticipated that, in the future, the task of philosophy will no longer be
         to provide theories of cognition, language, signs, information, argumentation, or
         communication; these theories will arguably fall under the jurisdiction of other sciences,
         such as neurology, linguistics, semiology, sociology, and the like. Therefore, philosophy
         has been left with a highly limited jurisdiction and very little scope for action.
         In this restricted logical space for making moves, it can only endeavor to reconstruct
         the emergence of new truth values in the midst of already established discourses,
         already functioning sciences and social systems, and already accumulated knowledge.
         What remains for philosophy to do is to safeguard the irreducibility of truth over
         reality. Its task is to demonstrate that reality never discloses itself naturally,
         candidly, and openly to common sense or science, but does so only by the agency of
         complex discursive equilibria. It was our intention to give a few inklings on what
         these processes are, how they are discursively produced and semantically organized,
         and, finally, to offer some clues and pointers as to how these emergent truth effects
         may henceforth be investigated. In order to offer some conceptual framework, some
         theoretical program, for further analyses of the relation between truth and reality,
         we have established a correlation between the emergence of truth and the untruth of
         reality, between the impulse of idealization and the procedures of de-symbolization.
         Only an examination of the schemes and strategies of alleviation of truth from reality
         can prepare a foundation for a more lasting and sustainable realism.
      

      
      On a final note, let us repeat that it was our intention to distinguish a certain
         quality of truth whereby it is never completely merged and absorbed in the situation
         of its emergence. With truth, something always arises that transcends its context
         and inscribes itself in history. And, correspondingly, if truth is a historical artifact,
         then the ultimate reality is merely the one revealing itself in the course of the
         history of de-symbolizations. In other words, truth is but a process of the world
         becoming untrue.
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                  systems, isolating the supreme conceptual pairs structuring all those beneath, overthrowing their seemingly self-evident hierarchy
                  (by inverting it and putting lie before truth, becoming before being, evil before
                  good, war before peace, etc.), and thereby suddenly releasing the gaze onto the real
                  which now appeared free from traditional symbolic discriminations.
               

            

         

         
            45. Note that we do not use the terms “real” and “ideal” in a Spinozistic fashion. 
               

            

         

         
            46. Spinoza’s “true good” is what we call the “ideal good”; comment added.

            

         

         
            47. Baruch Spinoza, “Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect,” in Complete Works, 3.
               

            

         

         
            48. This elementary discursive paradox of Spinozism represents the focal point of Spinoza’s
                  political philosophy as well. Since the prime imperative of his political theory is
                  expressly freedom (freedom to philosophize, freedom of opinion, freedom of belief),
                  it could be said that Spinoza propagated the very social order that would guarantee
                  enough freedom for people to contemplate and advocate the refusal of the existence
                  of free will. So, paradoxically, free will is an illusion that is maintained only
                  by a social system of great unfreedom, whereas within the political system that allows
                  freedom of thought, the illusion of free will becomes obsolete; hence, the order of
                  the ideal and the order of the real enter a relation of disjunctive exclusion. After
                  all, there was no other great philosopher before or after Spinoza who denied the existence
                  of freedom more decisively, while also personally suffering more from being deprived
                  of it.
               

            

         

         
            49. KSA 11, 23 (16), (translation mine).
               

            

         

         
            50. Friedrich Nietzsche, “Twilight of the Idols,” in Nietzsche, The Anti-Christ, Ecce Homo, Twilight of the Idols, and Other Writings, trans. Judith Norman, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 171.
               

            

         

         
            51. We proceed here from the narrowest possible definition of “aphorism,” not including
                  paragraph essays that constituted Nietzsche’s All Too Human, but only the short maxims and pointed assertions that the French call bons mots and the Germans Sentenzen.
               

            

         

         
            52. “Even with humans, successful cases are always the exception and, since humans are
                  the still undetermined animals, the infrequent exception.” (Friedrich Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, trans. Judith Norman [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002], 55–56).
               

            

         

         
            53. KSA 11, 25 (428), (translation mine).
               

            

         

         
            54. Friedrich Nietzsche, Thus Spoke Zarathustra, trans. Adrian del Caro (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 7.
               

            

         

         
            55. Borges’s short story Pierre Menard, Author of the Quixote is about a man who creates a new Don Quixote for the twentieth century. Yet his version coincides with that of Cervantes word for
                  word. It is the new context, the new era, which makes the old text new and bestows
                  it with new, infinitely richer meanings. Cervantes’s phrase “truth, whose mother is
                  history” changes its sense completely, for “Menard, a contemporary of William James,
                  defines history not as a delving into reality but as the very fount of reality.” [Jorge Luis Borges, “Pierre Menard, Author of the Quixote”, in Ficciones (New York: Grove Press, 1962), 53.] However, our sensitivity to the life of truth
                  is altogether different and decidedly anti-postmodern: we claim that if a phrase is remarkable and striking enough, it is the context which
                  must adapt and change in order to preserve the truth value of the aphorism. The greatest
                  truths do not alter their meaning through time but make time alter, so that their
                  meaning may remain the same.
               

            

         

         
            56. On the other hand, the aphorism triggers some other life of truth. A “truth,” in our
                  view, always represents a certain congestion of meaning, it is a form of semantic
                  inertia, so to speak. However, although it might be immune to particular contexts
                  shifting its meaning directly, it also exposes its sentential surface to new variations.
                  If, for instance, “man” himself were to become a newly fixed substance (if, for example,
                  it was eventually in his power to exert total control over his genetic material, perfect
                  his existence, and become “relatively immortal”), this new outlook could see the concept
                  of “animal” slide into indeterminacy, and we might be inclined to say something like
                  “The animal is the still unoptimized human.” But this does not constitute a deferral
                  of meaning of Nietzsche’s statement—instead, it is a variation which retroactively
                  stabilizes its main theme.
               

            

         

         
            57. At this point, it is too early to tell whether this matrix could be extrapolated to
                  a “general theory of aphorism.” Our guess is that aphoristic magic always relies on
                  an interplay between the idealization of a concept and a correlative de-symbolization
                  of reality. An aphorism usually does not speak about things but about words; it rarely
                  (or never) refers to a given fact but rather offers a re-definition of a word. However,
                  with this hypostasis of the word, there unfolds a new dimension of meaninglessness
                  to our gaze upon reality. It is perhaps this balancing act between exaltation and
                  disillusionment that makes bons mots so thrillingly enjoyable. But we cannot pursue
                  this matter any further here.
               

            

         

         
            58. Friedrich Nietzsche, The Gay Science, trans. Josephine Nauckhoff (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 72.
               

            

         

         
            59. Translation mine. For a less word-to-word translation, see Nietzsche, “Twilight of
                  the Idols,” 157. 
               

            

         

         
            60. Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, 116.
               

            

         

         
            61. KSA 11 (210), (translation mine).
               

            

         

         
            62. KSA 10 (211), (translation mine).
               

            

         

         
            63. Nietzsche, “Twilight of the Idols,” 161.

            

         

         
            64. Friedrich Nietzsche, “The Anti-Christ,” in Nietzsche, The Anti-Christ, Ecce Homo, Twilight of the Idols, and Other Writings, 4.
               

            

         

         
            65. Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, 116.
               

            

         

         
            66. Plato, “Lysis,” 220c, in Complete Works, 705.
               

            

         

         
            67. Augustine, “The Nature of the Good Against the Manichees,” in Earlier Writings, trans. J. H. S. Burleigh (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2006), 326.
               

            

         

         
            68. Augustine, 327.

            

         

         
            69. Augustine, 327.

            

         

         
            70. Augustine, “Enchiridion III/11,” in Confessions and Enchiridion, trans. Albert Cook Outler (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1955), 342.
               

            

         

         
            71. Augustine, “Enchiridion III/11,” 343.

            

         

         
            72. Jeremy Bentham, “The Rationale of Reward,” in The Works of Jeremy Bentham, vol. VII, Edinburgh 1839, 194.
               

            

         

         
            73. Arthur Schopenhauer, The World as Will and Representation, trans. E. F. J.
                  Payne (New York: Dover Publications, 1966), 576.
               

            

         

         
            74. Schopenhauer, The World as Will and Representation, 362.
               

            

         

         
            75. Schopenhauer, The World as Will and Representation, 362.
               

            

         

         
            76. Or: “Thus, idealism will say, ‘The soul is neither just finite nor just infinite, but is essentially both the one and the other, and hence neither the one nor the other’” (Enz. I, § 28). 
               

            

         

         
            77. Hegel does not expressly engage Kantian infinite judgments, such as “The soul is non-mortal,”
                  but always prefers singular, affirmative judgments whose “infinity” will only flare
                  up on the level of content.
               

            

         

         
            78. This is a short summary of the thesis developed in detail in the following book, published
                  in the Slovene language: Jure Simoniti, Svet in njegov predikat II. Preizkušanje meja izrekljivega (The World and its Predicate II. Testing the Limits of the Utterable) (Ljubljana: DTP Analecta, 2014), 164–84.
               

            

         

         
            79. Aristotle, “Metaphysics,” 989a, trans. W. D. Ross, in The Complete Works of Aristotle, vol. 2, ed. Jonathan Barnes (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1984), 1563.
               

            

         

         
            80. Cited from Hermann Diels, Walther Kranz, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker (Zürich: Weidmann, 1985) (referred to by Diels-Kranz numbering system; translation
                  mine).
               

            

         

         
            81. Kirk and Raven conclude resignedly “Two things, then, have emerged from the present
                  discussion: (i) ‘all things are water’ is not necessarily a reliable summary of Thales’
                  cosmological views; and (ii) even if we do accept Aristotle’s account [. . .], we
                  have little idea of how things were felt to be essentially related to water.” [G. S. Kirk, J. E. Raven, The Presocratic Philosophers: A Critical History with a Selection of Texts (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1957), 93.] But the striking unfoundedness
                  of Thales’s thesis is only problematic if we are to understand it within the frame
                  of empirical rationality, if we assume that one always has to have reasons to claim this instead of that (i.e., that one always means something when saying something). However, we will presumably never understand Thales’s
                  water, if we apply to it Davidson’s “principle of charity.” The original impetus of
                  Thales’s thesis is more likely to be sententious than scientific and factual. The
                  meaning of Thales’s adage may not lie in what he meant by it, but in the meaning he created, and the quantity of meaning of which he deprived the world. The magic of this “first theory of the Western world”
                  resides not in its immediate reference to reality, but rather in its release of reality from the valuations of a certain cultural life form. Only secondarily can
                  this reality become an object of a realist, scientific appropriation.
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