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Alex Dubilet

1. NON-PHILOSOPHY AND THE RADICAL
IMMANENCE OF MAN-IN-PERSON

One of Frangois Laruelle’s key interventions has been to question the status
of immanence in contemporary theoretical thought. Laruelle has argued that
philosophy has always remained preoccupied with an ersatz immanence,
repeatedly confusing immanence with the encompassing One-All or an
object to be constructed and determined by thought.! In contrast to the philo-
sophical drive to determine or “legislate” the radical immanence of the Real,
Laruelle’s thought “holds itself in the radical immanence of the Real.” As
John Mullarkey has put it, “Non-philosophy is presented as an immanent
thought precisely because it does not try L0 think of the Real but only along-
side or ‘according to’ it.”* Here, thought no longer takes immanence as its
object, its result, or even its milieu, but as the foreclosed Real or the One
from which it comes. Radical immanence names what precedes and remains
foreclosed to philosophy as it produces the “World” or “Thought—Wo.rl'd” if’
its own self-image, through first splitting the Real and thf—:n resypthesnzmg it
or demanding that it be resynthesized. Laruelle’s non—phllosophlca! practice
seeks to undermine the production of doubles, the very structure of the Two
needing to be made into One, which he

philosophy and religious discourse across ' : Zitim
themse]ves.* The causation of radical immanence is that of determination-

in-the-last-instance in which identity 18 asserted as that Wthl: mc}nﬁerenqy
precedes the various discursive splits produced by Phl_IOSOPhY ; Th_‘S identity
s not a synthesis of a duality, nor 2 transcendent point to b'e achleved, bt‘t
is, like the “the Real” and “the One,” another name for a radical immanence

has diagnosed as characteristic of
their varied attempts to legitimate

31



Alex Dubilet

) B s i —_— .

B is to be synthesized, unlllu.l. or accompligheg

; reds ; -~ deactivale | ,

i Iml (ether us 1© labor are deactivated by being el
ations that & . .

s of IhL‘nl'ClICiﬂ discout o - |
o | lexicon, however radical immanence, which ;4
4w Id. has another “firs” name, that of “Mgy»
o, Ndy ¢ ;
has sometimes written recently, Human.jp,.

that affirms I|§‘.ll.
hecause the destin
4 hallucinatory P
‘ aelle's theore

Laruclle's Al
. o the Thnughl-\\ ol

oreclosed i
s *or, as he

S
or “Nan-in-Person.

in-pers irr
o Insofar as Man-in-person M

he is fundamentally " bf‘iﬂg-scpnmlcd or forecloseg»
11 even if the World and its discourses repeatedly [r"‘_p and
from the Wor . o bicct into themselves.” Taking the human as unilaer.
interpellate him as d sl} \l; 11d. following the logic of radical immanence, i
ally separated lml}]ll-ht, -|l'1im shi\ [hout.‘i“ to be generic and human, but noy
what ulhlo\\‘-\ lwr;:{iAllzj\-lnth?ic;If \\'hcnfus I‘I;il"s“l’|]i°“l definitions of the human
ff::f:::l;:;:\!m,m the Whole or the |'Ii)l'i/0]'l of the World, }rying to find man
a place that is generally subordinatc, § (h§ |1nn-!1i)11|0mph|ﬁal appr().ach 1S a
thought of man “as having lost all his attributes. Indeed, “Non-philosophy
dnc.;nnl know what or who man is, only that man is indefinite.”""
Non-philosophy’s struggle against the reduction of Man-in-person to
any philosophical definition constitutes its ethical directionality. Indeed,
Laruelle’s thought is presented as human rather than humanist at least in
part because rather than seeking to define the human as such, it inverts the
relation between discursive and philosophical materials and humanity. “Man-
in-person is the condition under which philosophy and its ethics are placed.™"!
Philosophical, metaphysical, and religious traditions become mere materials,
the products and functions for human use,
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only the World, but the system of organization offered by theology, philoso-
phy, and humanism. The intimate nudity of the human can undcr(;ielcrm}ne
and render illusory transcendence in its various forms: it can “topple all
transcendences, those of the earth and of the sky, into a more radical imma-
nence.”'* Or, put differently: “Un-clean and un-worldly [/im-mondes), human
beings defeat the main adversary, the coalition of God and Logic in transcen-
dence, whose onto-theo-logy is ultimately an idealist and Greek version.”'®
The figure of Man-in-person construed along the logic of radical immanence
undermines the philosophical transcendence of the World, of being and
logos as much as the religious transcendence of God. Laruelle critiques onto-
theology neither to think of ontological difference (as does Heidegger), nor in
order to uphold the transcendence of the Other (as does Levinas), but in order
to affirm a radical immanence of the human as generic.

2. NON-HUMAN IMMANENCE

Having briefly described the contours of Laruelle’s human rather than
humanist thought, I want to raise several questions. How can we be sure that
once transcendence, be it worldly, philosophical, or religious, is debased,
that out of the rubble of those authorities emerges something that indeed
can be called Man-in-person? What if, by contrast, from the realm of radi-
cal immanence there emerges, or remains hidden within (or “insists in™") that
immanence, something no longer easily recognizable by a familiar name,
such as the human? In non-philosophy, we do not know what the human
is at least in part because structures of recognizability and intelligibility
themselves pertain to the epistemological apparatus of the World. We might
say that we do not know what Man-in-person is because such knowledge,
as Judith Butler has reminded us in other contexts, is always mediated by
structures of appearing and intelligibility. In this respect at least, the One has
the same problem as the Other: it cannot appear without some mediation and
determination by the World. This is why, for Laruelle, we do not know what
the human is, but only that it is, a quasi-apophatic and indexical gesture llhat
equates the human with the immanence of the Real. The question remains,
though, how can we still be sure of this naming as such? Simply, how do we
know that what is foreclosed to the World should retain Man-in-person as
the first name, which “symbolize[s] the Real and its modes according to its
radical immanence or its identity™?'” If philosophy is always only concerned
with abstract problems instead of human ones, arc we cclrtain thgt the Man-m-
person of non-philosophy, even when stripped of his philo.sgphlcal attributes,
remains something concrete? Being radically without quahncs...lzxow does that
X nevertheless remain a man without qualities? Or, slightly differently, what
is it in the status of the human in particular that allows it to retain its somechow
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the insistence on the human dimcnsion' of t.he theory. Indec.:d, I .Would sug-
oest that the text enacts a thought of radical immanence 'and 1depllty that is at
once radically non-humanist and non-human. As we will see, in Lispector’s
novel. the human is not allowed to name radical immanence at all, and it is
this difference that will illuminate the stakes. the effects, and the limitations
of the Laruellean coupling of radical immanence with the names of Man or
Man-in-person. It will thus also put under a critical light Laruelle’s insis-
tence that there are no other paths forward, found in such observations as:
“We no longer have any other solution in the desert that man has become
but to put him forward as the object of a prior-to-the-first axiom for a theory
of the victim and a deduction of the intellectual’s acts of protection.”" The
tradition is no doubt ravaged, but it is still worth questioning whether there
rea].ly are no other routes than to reactivate man as axiomatic, but stripped of
attributes. [ want to suggest that Lispector’s novel points toward a thought
that Fiecouples radi-ca] immanence from human names, while still upholding,
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that is below the world as constructed and ordered, an
said to come under and yet remain indifferent to ’lha[
identity or radical immanence, in Lispector as in La
challenges and breaks apart the sufficiency of the
enclosed in that world, and the hallucinatory relat
subject and the world, together.

For Lispector, how.cver, and this is key, humanity itself must ultimately be
understood as partaking of this apparatus. As the novel declares reflectin
on the revelatory nature of the collapse that has occurred: “Befor;, I lived ii
the humanized world, but did something purely alive collapse the morality
I had?™ The encounter with the cockroach is a moment of recognition, not
of the mutual human recognition much debated in neo-Hegelian and neo-
Frankfurt School discourse, but a unilateral recognition that breaks apart
one’s personal identity, one’s human identity. It is a moment that breaks
apart the field of recognition and representation, announcing, one could say,
the very identity that disarticulates the human self as such. What predated
humanity was not simply something outside of G.H., but that neutral imma-
nence of life that made her and the cockroach, in-the-last-instance, identical.
“Because I’d looked at the living roach and was discovering inside it the
identity of my deepest life.””" Or, encapsulating the strange logic of this
common identity revealed in the encounter: “But if its eyes weren’t seeing
me, its existence was existing me.”? There is no reflexivity or reflection (no
specular doubling of conceptual sight), but only a unilateral destitution of
G.H.’s identity in the world and an assertion of identity that precedes and
exceeds her own proper individuation and personalization. This immanence
of life, of the living, collapses human identity, her identity as a person, as
much as the stability of the world, by displaying its utter indifference to that
world and to its histories and to her personal existence. But, and again in the
context of Laruelle this is significant, identity itself is never given up on as a
term; rather, it is seen as another name for radical immanence itself: “Idfan-
tity—identity that is the first inherence—was that what I was sun§ndqnng
0773 One could say that what is playing out here is a perspejclwal ‘shlft,_trom_
an existence in-the-world to an insistence or an inherence in the identity of

iving indiff o that world. T
lhe’[‘]lll‘:?rirlx‘?:r:grlcc:r:nl;x;l shatters the enclosure of the world cannot be 1ficr}£.1—
fied with the human on this account precisely because the human ‘ljlcrselt[ k:;
formed historically and materially through afld by, as Lar;:c”ef;ou:hcszﬁhan
history-world. For Lispector, as for others like Georges Bataille, o e
does not exist as such, but always partakes in an anthropogenetic process:
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perhaps determines-in-the-last instance, the wo‘rld..‘i‘ts hlSlOfleS;-';d gods, and
its humanities? What names are apphcable. to it, if 1t l? severe from human
names, to which it is consistently linked in Larue]le S non-Phllos‘ophy‘.l? In
the first instance it is precisely that which rejects the operation of naming,
iLis the unnamable: “That thing. whose name I do not know, was that thing
that, looking at the roach, I was now starting to call without a name. Contact
with that thing without qualities or attributes was disgusting to me, a living
thing with no name, or taste, or smell was repugnant.”*® And yet this material
immanence is not out there; without a name, without qualities, it is precisely
what, taken immanently, one has always been. “And I too have no name,
and that is my name. And because I depersonalize myself to the point of not
having my name. I reply whenever someone says: 1.”*° But of course, the
ynnamable does accrue names: to each apophasis, a kataphasis. It is called
fdepp_ly and immanen_ce. but also the inexpressive neutrality, the grandiose
o s g s s e e e
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attempt to re‘lafe‘ the arximal to lh§ human, or produce another philosophically
operable dehmtiqn of human-animal relationality. The cockroach can name
the Real b'GCHU_SF it evokes a powerful resistance (o the construction of defini-
tions ar}d 1dez%hzat10ns. Instead, it names the site of immanence that subverts
the self-standing nature gf the worlq and history, of philosophy and the gods.

Tq understand what is at stake in the movement from the name “man”
to th.lS name of Fhe COCkFO_aCh, let us return to the status of individuation in
relation to Man-in-person in Faruellc’s thought. Simply, how does one theo-
retically understand the relation between individuation and Man-in-person?
There seem to be two possible directions: individuation can be taken as a
product of the World and therefore not directly relating to the in-person. In
other words, the World individuates as it subjectivates and produces some-
thing like a symbolic grid populated by individualized life. As, Laruelle says:
“But it was, and always is, individuated by transcendence, by no means by
itself.”®® There is much in Laruelle’s thought that suggests an understand-
ing of generic humanity as preceding the domain of individuation enforced
by the World. But, alternatively, one can ask: Is the Man-in-person already
somehow individuated in itself, in a non-worldly way? The recurring stress
on the solitude of Man-in-person and perhaps the very name *“Man-in-person”
in the singular pushes Laruelle’s thought in this direction. This is supported
by the fact that in past writings, Laruelle equates Man-in-person with the
individual, as the undivided and real One. Is there not a kind of apophatic,
indexical element lodged in the in-person, one that implies it is more than
mere abstraction, another concept, or phantom, pointing instead to the
most intimately real human, indifferent and unconquerable by philosophy?
Laruelle would insist that this entire question is philosophical, effacing the
very logic of radical immanence. And yet, 1 would suggest that Lispector’s
novel forces us to think about this tension more explicitly, and puts into doubt
the ability of thinking it away by fiat.

Passion is unequivocal: individuation pertains to the world alone. “But
that, as far as humans are concerned, would be destruction: living life instead
of living one’s own life is forbidden. It is a sin to enter the divine matter.
And that sin has an irremediable punishment: one who dares to enter this
secret, in losing individual life, disorganizes the human world."z‘{To lose
one’s own proper individuated self is to abandon the very process of hum_a'n-
ization, rendering it meaningless by depriving it both of its agent and of its
goal.* Out of immanence arise modes of living free from grounds, reasons
or teloi, rather than individuated entities populating a world and seekmg to
achieve something, to synthesize, (0 labor. Lispector forces a i_hgoretncgl
choice: either we make radical immanence human and thereby individuate 1t
or we have to admit that what radical immanence reveals is no longer some-
thing that can easily be named human. There is a radical divide between the
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Is the Real a human Real. a Real in-person? Or can we say, slightly alter.

ine the formulation, that the real is what 1s in.—perS(‘)n \-Nhi.le at the-same time
rc;naining impersonal. Is there not a n_cccssny of thinking the ‘mP€T§0nal
of the in-person? For the impersonal points to whal cannot be persc.mahzed,
appropriated, subjected o laboring demands and instrumental circuits of the
worldly and divine reasons. And, by contrast, my person and_ personhood is
always imbricated. as Roberto Esposito has remmded‘ us, with the all-too-
worldly reality of modernity and liberalism.*" If one follows this path, one
could even imagine beginning to write, if one gave oneself the license, the
im-person, changing but one letter, from an n to an m.

3. A JOYFUL SUBVERSION OF HOPE

If non-philosophy is a variable practice of radical immanence, then I would
suggest that decoupling immanence from human names should not be mis-
taken for an external critique, but rather be seen as another, mutated trajectory
in the non-philqsophical practice.”> This would, at least in part, be sup-
ported by John O Maoilearca’s recent suggestion that the non-philosophical
hgman 'has something fundamentally nonhuman about it.*® Indeed, while
diagnosing the human as implicated with the transcendent structures of the
wo_r]d, Passion does not entail abandoning the ethical implications of non-
philosophy, but rather mutates and enriches them. After all, Lispector’s novel
upholds the logic of radical immanence as a way of subverting the mecha-
I»]\:(S)Ir?; a;i lgl:ef?:l?lg% tha; Subjiect life and exhaustively interpellate it into the
of neutral lfe suggost Ihere for transcendent goals. The radical immanence
false metaphysions s oo~ Of not only extracting the human fror?
salvation that positio nh DIES, b _also abandoning the structures of hope 28
encounter with ;;nd IE erm relfttlon o transcendence. More specifically. =
sion of the logic of [e dm.m]aF]on of radical immanence entails the subver”
illusion of tran;cendenl?: ZL:: ?1?5’ as striving and self-overcoming and [EZ
for and accomplished. “B f 08 1o be reached, as something to be ]abe ]
the neutral gaze of the roa;():ause It was no longer about doing SOmC‘hmg‘:
1L Only I couldn’t begy just Was telling me it wasn’t about that, and ! kﬂj(")
Pomg would he ‘fﬂnscendiﬁ snung [hCrf: and being, and so I wanted 0 re'
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life that indifferently undermines the or ‘ :
immanence of the Real is always alread(;re:h(::iéh;r::;é?nand ];S Su‘bjeCFS' The
logics of history and the ontological ﬂrmness,of the wfrl? u?x&.eedf ne {h_e
onl)./ to ceas_»c to hallucinate it as transcendent from the posi’tioneoqfut;:lg:zs
subqect, which has severed itself from that immanence and was convincedlti
_desxre as at?sent what has been there anterior to the original act of interpellat-
ing subjectivation. “My whole fraudulent struggle came from my not wanting
to own up to jthc promise that is fulfilled: I did not want reality.”* Against all
transcendent ideals that form life according to their image, there remains only
a vector of life that insists within immanence, without ever redoubling itself
or being specularly captured by the world. Passion and non-philosophy both
give voice to a form of living-in-immanence that erupts in the world while not
being of the world, a living no longer subjected to the machine of conversion
or produced as a new transcendent horizon.*

What is revealed through this abandonment and subversion should not
(or not only), however, be equated with the mystical lexicon of darkness or
the desert.’” What Passion pushes us toward is something already known by
mystics like Eckhart and Porete, that the radical immanence, which subverts
the mechanism of futurality and hope, uncovers a joy in excess of all subjec-
tivity. “What I was struggling against was a vague first joy that I didn’t want
to perceive in myself because, even vague, it was already horrible: it was a
joy without redemption . . . a joy without the hope.”** A horrible joy, one that
could be said to coincide with “the neutral and the inexpressive in me,” but
one no longer premised on the hope for a redemptive future, an ('after)life.
For redemption to come is redemption rendered tran§cen(.ient,.whlch opens
up the gap in which the moral-economic a?pgratu.s of subjugation can func-
tion again.” Rather, if there is redemption, it is an immanent r;d?mPfIO” that
discloses the world’s hallucinatory objectivity by ﬂPPf‘?a_Ch":g ‘} from the lt)ierc-l
spective of radical immanence of impersonal joyful living.* “T want to fin
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ruct a narrative, but once each time figures thig
back into the stabilities of meanings and goa]g
absence of a narrative arc within the nove]

-+ ooins after the event, and only recounts it Subshcqucmly as a quasi-mem-
. bb-g“hf:n:]al enactment of a state that results from the breakdown of a
?r;yn)s;r?dem teloi and progressive 1'rameW0fk5 in which o‘ne must labor and
s meaning, but also of the fact that radici}I immanence must be th(.)ugh(
and embodied once each time and not as reflexively caught up in the logics of
the world, precisely as Laruelle’s thought has repeatc?dly stressed. As a result,
Passion should be seen as an aesthetic practice of thought and of writing
from immanence and not simply about it. It singularly m_akes audible a voice
coming from immanence rather than a language describing and theorizing
it. To trace anew this trajectory of radical immanence through an encounter
with Lispector’s Passion is to suggest, more generally, that there are hidden
archives of texts—aesthetic, literary, religious—that have, in various times
and under various conditions, thought according to radical immanence and
that can be reactivated as sites of struggle and theoretical experimentation,

thereby enriching what non-philosophy can do.

Radical immanen
decouples it from
Such a decoupling.
powerful reminder O |
h does not const
immanence, without entering
of the humanized world. The ncar

voice, whic
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