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the existent opening that characterizes Dasein in the “instant.”** It
is necessary, then, to disconnect the most primitive layer of curios-
ity, the level on which we are primarily interested by what is inter-
esting par excellence (the origin), from this inconsistent curiosity
and also from the attention that takes care of others (Firsorge). At
this level, we are interested in the sense of being intrigued by the
ever-renewed alterity of the origin and, if I may say so, in the sense
of having an affair with it. (It is no accident that sexual curiosity is
an exemplary figure of curiosity and is, in fact, more than just a fig-
ure of it.)

As English [and French] allows us to say, other beings are curious
(or bizarre) to me because they give me access to the origin; they
allow me to touch it; they leave me before it, leave me before its
turning, which is concealed each time. Whether an other is another
person, animal, plant, or star, it is above all the glaring presence of
a place and moment of absolute origin, irrefutable, offered as such
and vanishing in its passing. This occurs in the face of a newborn
child, a face encountered by chance on the street, an insect, a shark,
a pebble . . . but if one really wants to understand it, it is not a
matter of making all these curious presences equal.

If we do not have access to the other in the mode just described,
but seek to appropriate the origin—which is something we always
do—then this same curiosity transforms itself into appropriative or
destructive rage. We no longer look for a singularity of the origin
in the other; we look for the unique and exclusive origin, in order to
either adopt it or reject it. The other becomes the Other according
to the mode of desire or hatred. Making the other divine (together
with our voluntary servitude) or making it evil (together with its
exclusion or extermination) is that part of curiosity no longer in-
terested in dis-position and co-appearance, but rather has become
the desire for the Position itself. This desire is the desire to fix the
origin, or o give the origin to itself, once and for all, and in one place
for all, that is, always outside the world. This is why such desire is a
desire for murder, and not only murder but also for an increase of
cruelty and horror, which is like the tendency toward the intensifi-
cation of murder; it is mutilation, carving up, relentlessness, metic-
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ulous execution, the joy of agony. Or it is the massacre, the mass
grave, massive and technological execution, the bookkeeping of the
camps. It is always a matter of expediting the transformation of the
other into the Other or making the Other appear in the place of
the other, and, therefore, a matter of identifying the Other and the
origin itself.

The Other is nothing more than a correlate of this mad desire,
but others, in fact, are our originary interests. It is true, however, that
the possibility of this mad desire is contained in the very disposi-
tion of originary interests: the dissemination of the origin upsets
laffole] the origin in “me” to exactly the same extent that it makes
me curious about it, makes “me” a “me” (or a “subject,” someone
in any case). (It follows, then, that no ethics would be independent
from an ontology. Only ontology, in fact, may be ethical in a con-
sistent manner. It will be necessary to return to this elsewhere.)

Between Us: First Philosophy

When addressing the fact that philosophy is contemporaneous
with the Greek city, one ends up losing sight of what is in ques-
tion—and rightly so. As is only fitting, however, losing sight of
what is in question returns us to the problem in all its acuity after
these twenty-eight centuries.

It returns us to the question of the origin of our history. There is
no sense of reconstituting a teleology here, and it is not a matter of
retracing a process directed toward an end. To the contrary, history
clearly appears here as the movement sparked by a singular cir-
cumstance, a movement that does not reabsorb this singularity in
auniversality (or “universal history,” as Marx and Nietzsche under-
stood it), but instead reflects the impact of this singularity in re-
newed singular events. Thus, we have a “future” [avenir] and a “to
come” [ venir]; we have this “future” as a “past,” which is not past
in the sense of being the starting point of a directed process, but
past in the sense of being a “curiosity” [“bizarrerie”] (the “Greek
miracle”) that is itself intriguing and, as such, remains still “to
come.” This dis-position of history indeed makes there be « history
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and not a processus (here as elsewhere, the Hegelian model reveals
itself as uncovering the truth by way of its exact opposite). One can
understand, then, Heidegger's “history of Being,” and understand
that our relation to this history is necessarily that of its Destrukzion,
or deconstruction. In other words, it is a matter of bringing to light
this history’s singularity as the disassembling law of its unity and
understanding that this law itself is the law of meaning,

This clearly supposes that such a task is as demanding and ur-
gent as it is impossible to measure. The task is to understand how
history—as a singular, Western accident—"“became” what one
might call “global” or “planetary” without, at the same time, en-
gendering itself as “universal.” Consequently, it is the task of un-
derstanding how the West disappeared, not by reciting the for-
mulas of its generalized uniformity, but by understanding the
expansion, by and through this “uniformity,” of a plural singularity
that is and is not, at the same time, “proper” to this “o/accident.”
And one must understand that this formidable question is none
other than the question of “capital” (or of “capitalism”). If one
wants to give a full account of “capital”—starting from the very
first moments of history that began in the merchant cities—then it
is necessary to remove it, far more radically than Marx could have,
from its own representation in linear and cumulative history, as
well as from the representation of a teleological history of its over-
coming or rejection. This would appear to be the—problematic—
lesson of history. But we cannot understand this task unless we first
understand what is most at stake in our history, that is, what is
most at stake in philosophy.

According to different versions, but in a predominantly uniform
manner, the tradition put forward a representation according to
which philosophy and the city would be (would have been, must
have been) related to one another as subjects. Accordingly, philos-
ophy, as the articulation of /ogos, is the subject of the city, where
the city is the space of this articulation. Likewise, the city, as the
gathering of the logikoi, is the subject of philosophy, where philos-
ophy is the production of their common /logos. Logos itself, then,
contains the essence or meaning of this reciprocity: it is the com-
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mon foundation of community, where community, in turn, is the
foundation of Being.

[t is within this uniform horizon, according to different versions
(whether strong or weak, happy or unhappy) of this predominant
mode of inquiry, that we still understand the famous “political an-
imal” of Aristotle: it is to presume that logos is the condition of
community, which, in turn, is the condition of humanity; and/or it
is to presume that each of these three terms draws its unity and
consistency from [its sharing] a communication of essence with the
other two (where the world as such remains relatively exterior to
the whole affair, presuming that nature or physis accomplishes itself
in humanity understood as logos politikos, whereas techné subordi-
nates itself to both).

But this horizon—that of political philosophy in the fullest
sense (not as the “philosophy of politics,” but philosophy as poli-
tics)—might very well be what points to the singular situation
where our history gets under way and, at the same time, blocks ac-
cess to this situation. Or instead, this horizon might be that which,
in the course of its history, gives an indication of its own decon-
struction and exposes this situation anew in another way.” “Phi-
losophy and politics” is the exposition [éroncé] of this situation.
But it is a disjunctive exposition, because the situation itself is dis-
junctive. The city is not primarily “community,” any more than it
is primarily “public space.” The city is at least as much the bringing
to light of being-in-common as the dis-position (dispersal and dis-
parity) of the community represented as founded in interiority or
transcendence. It is “community” without common origin. That
being the case, and as long as philosophy is an appeal to the origin,
the city, far from being philosophy’s subject or space, is its prob-
lem. Or else, it is its subject or space in the mode of being its prob-
lem, its aporia. Philosophy, for its part, can appeal to the origin
only on the condition of the dis-position of logos (that is, of the ori-
gin as justified and set into discourse): logos is the spacing at the
very place of the origin. Consequently, philosophy is the problem

of the city; philosophy covers over the subject that is expected as
‘community.”
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This is why philosophical politics and political philosophy regu-
larly run aground on the essence of community or community as
origin. Rousseau and Marx are exemplary in their struggle with
these obstacles. Rousseau revealed the aporia of a community that
would have to precede itself in order to constitute itself: in its very
concept, the “social contract” is the denial or foreclosure of the orig-
inary division [déliaison] between those singularities that would
have to agree to the contract and, thereby, “draw it to a close.” Al-
though assuredly more radical in his demand for the dissolution of
politics in all spheres of existence (which is the “realization of phi-
losophy™), Marx ignores that the separation between singularities
overcome and suppressed in this way is not, in fact, an accidental
separation imposed by “political” authority, but rather the consti-
tutive separation of dis-position. However powerful it is for think-
ing the “real relation” and what we call the “individual,” “commu-
nism” was still not able to think being-in-common as distinct from
community.

In this sense, philosophical politics regularly proceeds according
to the surreptitious appeal to a metaphysics of the one-origin,
where, at the same time, it nevertheless exposes, volens nolens, the
situation of the dis-position of origins. Often the result is that the
dis-position is turned into a matter of exclusion, included as ex-
cluded, and that all philosophical politics is a politics of exclusiv-
ity and the correlative exclusion—of a class, of an order, of 2 “com-
munity”—the point of which is to end up with a “people,” in the
“base” sense of the term. The demand for equality, then, is the nec-
essary, ultimate, and absolute gesture; in fact, it is almost indica-
tive of dis-position as such. However, as long as this continues to
be a matter of an “egalitarian demand founded upon some generic
identity,”? equality will never do justice [ne fait encore pas droit] to
singularity or even recognize the considerable difficulties of want-
ing to do so. It is here that the critique of abstract rights comes to
the fore. However, the “concrete” that must oppose such abstrac-
tion is not made up primarily of empirical determinations, which,
in the capitalist regime, exhaust even the most egalitarian will:
rather, concrete here primarily signifies the real object of a thinking

Being Singular Plural 25

of being-in-common, and this real object is, in turn, the singular
plural of the origin, the singular plural of the origin of “commu-
nity” itself (if one still wants to call this “community”). All of this is
undoubtedly what is indicated by the word that follows “equality”
in the French republican slogan: “fraternity” is supposed to be the
solution to equality (or to “equiliberty” [“égaliberté”])?” by evok-
ing or invoking a “generic identity.” What is lacking there is exactly
the common origin of the common.?

Itis “lacking” insofar as one attempts to take account of it within
the horizon of philosophical politics. Once this horizon is decon-
structed, however, the necessity of the plural singular of the origin
comes into play—and this is already under way. But I do not plan
to propose an “other politics” under this heading. I am no longer
sure that this term (or the term “political philosophy”) can con-
tinue to have any consistency beyond this opening up of the hori-
zon which comes to us both at the end of the long history of our
Western situation and as the reopening of this situation. I only
want to help to bring out that the combination philosophy-politics,
in all the force of its being joined together, simultaneously exposes
and hides the dis-position of the origin and co-appearance, which is
its correlate.

The philosophico-political horizon is what links the dis-position
to a continuity and to a community of essence. In order to be ef-
fective, such a relation requires an essentializing procedure: sacri-
fice. If one looks carefully, one can find the place of sacrifice in all
political philosophy (or rather, one will find the challenge of the
abstract, which makes a sacrifice of concrete singularity). But as sin-
gular origin, existence is unsacrificable.?’

In this respect, then, the urgent demand named above is not an-
other political abstraction. Instead, it is a reconsideration of the very
meaning of “politics™—and, therefore, of “philosophy’—in light of
the originary situation: the bare exposition of singular origins. This
is the necessary “first philosophy” (in the canonical sense of the ex-
pression). It is an ontology. Philosophy needs to recommence, to
restart itself from itself against itself, against political philosophy
and philosophical politics. In order to do this, philosophy needs to
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think in principle about how we are “us” among us, that is, how the
consistency of our Being is in being-in-common, and how this con-
sists precisely in the “in” or in the “between” of its spacing.

The last “first philosophy,” if one dare say anything about it is
given to us in Heidegger’s fundamental ontology. It is that which
has put us on the way [chemin] to where we are, together, whether
we know it or not. But it is also why its author was able to, in a sort
of return of Destruktion itself, compromise himself, in an unpar-
donable way, with his involvement in a philosophical politics that
became criminal. This very point, then, indicates to us that place
from which first philosophy must recommence: it is necessary to
refigure fundamental ontology (as well as the existential analytic,
the history of Being, and the thinking of Ereignis that goes along
with it) with a thorough resolve that szarts from the plural singular
of origins, from being-with.

[ want to return to the issue of “first philosophy” in order to push
it even further, but without claiming to be the one who can fully ac-
complish such an undertaking. By definition and in essence, the
above “first philosophy” needs “to be made by all, not by one,” like
the poetry of Maldoror. For the moment, I only want to indicate the
principle of its necessity. Heidegger clearly states that being-with
(Mitsein, Miteinandersein, and Mitdasein) is essential to the consti-
tution of Dasein itself. Given this, it needs to be made absolutely
clear that Dasein, far from being either “man” or “subject,” is not
even an isolated and unique “one,” but is instead always the one,
each one, with one another [[un-avec-l'autre]. If this determination
is essential, then it needs to attain to the co-originary dimension and
expose it without reservation. But as it has often been said, despite
this affirmative assertion of co-originarity, he gives up on the step to
the consideration of Dasein itself. It is appropriate, then, to examine
the possibility of an explicit and endless exposition of co-originarity
and the possibility of taking account of what is at stake in the to-
getherness of the ontological enterprise (and, in this way, taking ac-
count of what is at stake in its political consequences.)*

It is necessary to add here that there is a reason for this exami-
nation which is far more profound than what first appears to be a
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simple “readjustment” of the Heideggerian discourse. The reason
obviously goes much farther than that, since at its fullest, it is about
nothing less than the possibility of speaking “of Dasein” in general,
or of saying “the existing” or “existence.” What would happen to
philosophy if speaking about Being in other ways than saying “we,”
“you,” and “I” became excluded? Where is Being spoken, and who
speaks Being?

The reason that is foreshadowed has to do precisely with speak-
ing (of) Being. The themes of being-with and co-originarity need
to be renewed and need to “reinitialize” the existential analytic, ex-
actly because these are meant to respond to the question of the
meaning of Being, or to Being as meaning, But if the meaning of
Being indicates itself principally by the putting into play of Being
in Dasein and as Dasein, then, precisely as meaning, this putting
into play (the “there will be” of Being) can only attest to itself or
expose itself in the mode of being-with: because as relates to mean-
ing, it is never for just one, but always for one another, always be-
tween one another. The meaning of Being is never in what is said—
never said in significations. But it is assuredly in them thar “it is
spoken,” in the absolute sense of the expression. “One speaks,” “it
speaks,” means “Being is spoken”; it is meaning (but does not con-
struct meaning). But “one” or “it” is never other than we.

In other words, in revealing itself as what is at stake in the mean-
ing of Being, Dasein has already revealed itself as being-with and
reveals itself as such before any other explication. The meaning of
Being is not in play in Dasein in order to be “communicated” to
others; its putting into play is identically being-with. Or again: Be-
ing is put into play as the ‘with” that is absolutely indisputable.
'From now on, this is the minimal ontological premise. Being is put
into play among us; it does not have any other meaning except the
dis-position of this “between.”

Heidegger writes, “Daseins . . . understanding of Being already
implies the understanding of others.”' But this surely does not say
enough. The understanding of Being is nothing other than an un-
derstanding of others, which means, in every sense, understanding
others through “me” and understanding “me” through others, the
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understanding of one another [des uns des autres]. One could say
even more simply that Being is communication. But it remains to
be known what “communication” is.

For the moment, it is less important to respond to the question
of the meaning of Being (if it is a question, and if we do not al-
ready basically respond every day and each time . . .) than it is to
pay attention to the fact of its exhibition. If “communication” is for
us, today, such an affair—in every sense of the word . . . —if its
theories are flourishing, if its technologies are being proliferated, if
the “mediatization” of the “media” brings along with it an auto-
communicational vertigo, if one plays around with the theme of
the indistinctness between the “message” and the “medium” out of
either a disenchanted or jubilant fascination, then it is because
something is exposed or laid bare. In fact, [what is exposed] is the
bare and “content”-less web of “communication.” One could say it
is the bare web of the com- (of the telecom-, said with an acknowl-
edgment of its independence); that is, it is our web or “us” as web
or network, an #s that is reticulated and spread out, with its exten-
sion for an essence and its spacing for a structure. We are “our-
selves” too inclined to see in this the overwhelming destiny of
modernity. Contrary to such meager evidence, it might be that we
have understood nothing about the situation, and rightly so, and
that we have to start again to understand ourselves—our existence
and that of the world, our being disposed in this way.

Being Singular Plural

Being singular plural: these three apposite words, which do not
have any determined syntax (“being” is a verb or noun; “singular”
and “plural” are nouns or adjectives; all can be rearranged in dif-
ferent combinations), mark an absolute equivalence, both in an in-
distinct #nd distinct way. Being is singularly plural and plurally sin-
gular. Yet, this in itself does not constitute a particular predication
of Being, as if Being is or has a certain number of attributes, one
of which is that of being singular-plural—however double, contra-
dictory, or chiasmatic this may be. On the contrary, the singular-
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plural constitutes the essence of Being, a constitution that undoes
or dislocates every single, substantial essence of Being itself. This
is not just a way of speaking, because there is no prior substance
that would be dissolved. Being does not preexist its singular plural.
To be more precise, Being absolutely does not preexist; nothing
preexists; only what exists exists. Ever since Parmenides, one of phi-
losophy’s peculiarities has been that it has been unfolding this
unique proposition, in all of its senses. This proposition proposes
nothing but the placement [/z position] and dis-position of exis-
tence. It is its plural singularity. Unfolding this proposition, then, is
the only thing philosophy has to do.» )

That which exists, whatever this might be, coexists because it ex-
ists. The co-implication of existing [/exister] is the sharing of the
world. A world is not something external to existence; it is not an
extrinsic addition to other existences; the world is the coexistence
that puts these existences together. But one could object that there
exists something [which does nor first coexist]. Kant established
that there exists something, exactly because 1 can think of a possi-
ble existence: but the possible comes second in relation to the real,
because there already exists something real.’?

It would also be worth adding that the above inference actually
leads to a conclusion about an element of existence’s plurality [un
pluriel dexistence]: there exists something (“me”) and another thing
(this other “me” that represents the possible) to which 1 relate my-
self in order for me to ask myself if there exists something of the
sort that I think of as possible. This something coexists at least as
much as “me.” But this needs to be drawn out in the following way:
there does not exist just these “me’s,” understood as subjects-of-
representation, because along with the real difference between two
‘me’s” is given the difference berween things in general, the differ-
ence between my body and many bodies. This variation on an older
style of philosophizing is only meant to point out that there has
never been, nor will there ever be, any [real] philosophical solipsism.
In a certain way, there never has been, and never will be, a philos-
ophy “of the subject” in the sense of the final [infinie] closure in it-
self of a for-itself.
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However, there is for the whole of philosophy what is exempli-
fied in Hegel’s statement “the I is in essence and act the universal:
and such partnership (Gemeinschaftlichkeit) is a form, though an
external form, of universality.”* It is well known that dialectical
logic requires the passage through exteriority as essential to interi-
ority itself. Nevertheless, within this logic, it is the “interior” and
subjective form of the “Me” that is needed in order to finish the
project of finding itself and posing itself as the t7uth of the univer-
sal and its community. As a consequence, what is left for us to hold
onto is the moment of “exteriority” as being of almost essential
value, so essential that it would no longer be a matter of relating
this exteriority to any individual or collective “me” without also un-
failingly attaining [maintenir] to exteriority itself and as such.

Being singular plural means the essence of Being is only as co-
essence. In turn, coessence, or being-with (being-with-many), des-
ignates the essence of the co-, or even more so, the co- (the cum) it-
self in the position or guise of an essence. In fact, coessentiality
cannot consist in an assemblage of essences, where the essence of
this assemblage as such remains to be determined. In relation to
such an assemblage, the assembled essences would become [mere]
accidents. Coessentiality signifies the essential sharing of essential-
ity, sharing in the guise of assembling, as it were. This could also
be put in the following way: if Being is being-with, then it s, in its
being-with, the “with” that constitutes Being; the with is not sim-
ply an addition. This operates in the same way as a collective [col-
légial] power: power is neither exterior to the members of the col-
lective [collége] nor interior to each one of them, but rather consists
in the collectivity [collégialité] as such.

Therefore, it is not the case that the “with” is an addition to some
prior Being; instead, the “with” is at the heart of Being. In this re-
spect, it is absolutely necessary to reverse the order of philosophi-
cal exposition, for which it has been a matter of course that the
“with”—and the other that goes along with it—always comes sec-
ond, even though this succession is contradicted by the underlying
[ profonde] logic in question here. Even Heidegger preserves this or-
der of succession in a remarkable way, in that he does not introduce
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the co-originarity of Mitsein until after having established the orig-
inary character of Dasein. The same remark could be made about
the Husserlian constitution of the alter ego, even though this too is
in its own way contemporaneous (once again, the cum) with the
ego in the “single universal community.”*

To the contrary, it can also be shown that when Hegel begins the
Phenomenology of Spirit with the moment of “sense certainty,” where
it appears that consciousness has not yet entered into relation with
another consciousness, this moment is nonetheless characterized by
the language with which consciousness appropriates for itself the
truth of what is immediately sensible (the famous “now it is night”).
In doing so, the relation to another consciousness remains surrepti-
tiously presupposed. It would be easy to produce many observations
of this kind. For example, the evidence for the ego sum comes down
to, constitutively and co-originarily, its possibility in each one of
Descartes’s readers. The evidence as evidence owes its force, and its
claim to truth, precisely to this possibility in each one of us—one
could say, the copossibility. Ego sum = ego cum.*

In this way, it can be shown that, for the whole of philosophy,
the necessary successivity [/ successivité] of any exposition does not
prevent the deeply set [ profond ] order of reasons from being regu-
lated by a co-originarity [soit réglé sur une co-originarité). In fact,
in proposing to reverse the order of ontological exposition, I am
only proposing to bring to light a resource that is more or less ob-
scurely presented throughout the entire history of philosophy—
and presented as an answer to the situation described above: phi-
losophy begins with and in “civil” [“concitoyenne”] coexistence as
such (which, in its very difference from the “imperial” form, forces
power to emerge as a problem). Or rather, the “city” is not primar-
ily a form of political institution; it is primarily being-with as such.
Philosophy is, in sum, the thinking of being-with; because of this,
itis also thinking-with as such.

This is not simply a matter of clarifying a still faulty exposi-
tion. . .. It is just as much a question of doing justice to the essen-
tial reasons for why, across the whole history of philosophy, being-
with is subordinated to Being and, at the same time and according
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to this very subordination, is always asserting [de faire valoir] its
problem as the very problem of Being. In sum, being-with is Being’s
own most problem. The task is to know why and how this is s0.””

Let us take up the matter again, then, not beginning from the
Being of being and proceeding to being itself being with-one-
another [étant l'un-avec-lautre], but starting from being—and all
of being—determined in its Being as being with-one-another.
[This is the] singular plural in such a way that the singularity of
each is indissociable from its being-with-many and because, in gen-
eral, a singularity is indissociable from a plurality. Here again, it is
not a question of any supplementary property of Being. The con-
cept of the singular implies its singularization and, therefore, its
distinction from other singularities (which is different from any
concept of the individual, since an immanent totality, without an
other, would be a perfect individual, and is also different from any
concept of the particular, since this assumes the togetherness of
which the particular is a part, so that such a particular can only pre-
sent its difference from other particulars as numerical difference).
In Latin, the term singuli already says the plural, because it desig-
nates the “one” as belonging to “one by one.” The singular is pri-
marily each one and, therefore, also with and among all the others.
The singular is a plural. It also undoubtedly offers the property of
indivisibility, but it is not indivisible the way substance is indivisi-
ble. It is, instead, indivisible in each instant [au coup par coup),
within the event of its singularization. It is indivisible like any in-
stant is indivisible, which is to say that it is infinitely divisible, or
punctually indivisible. Moreover, it is not indivisible like any par-
ticular is indivisible, but on the condition of pars pro toto: the sin-
gular is each time for the whole, in its place and in light of it. (If
humanity is for being in totality in the way I have tried to present
it, then it is the exposing of the singular as such and in general.) A
singularity does not stand out against the background of Being; it
is, when it is, Being itself or its origin.

Once again, it is fairly easy to see to what extent these features
answer to those of the Cartesian ego sum. The singular is an ego that
is not a “subject” in the sense of the relation of a self to itself. It is
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an “ipseity” that is not the relation of a “me” to “itself.”*® It is nei-
ther “me” nor “you”; it is what is distinguished in the distinction,
what is discreet in the discretion. It is being-a-part of Being itself
and in Being itself, Being in each instant [ax coup par coup], which
attests to the fact that Being only takes place in each instant.

The essence of Being is the shock of the instant (le coup). Each
time, “Being” is always an instance [un coup] of Being (a lash, blow,
beating, shock, knock, an encounter, an access). As a result, it is
also always an instance of “with”: singulars singularly together,
where the togetherness is neither the sum, nor the incorporation
[englobant], nor the * ‘society,” nor the “community” (where these
words only give rise to problems). The togetherness of. singulars is
singularity “itself.” It “assembles” them insofar as it spaces them;
they are “linked” insofar as they are not unified.

According to these conditions, Being as being-with might no
longer be able to say itself in the third person, as in “it is” or “there
is.” Because there would no longer be a point of view that is exte-
rior to being-together from which it could be announced that
“there is” being and a being-with of beings, one with the other.
There would be no “it is” and, therefore, no longer the “I am” that
is subjacent to the announcement of the “it is.” Rather, it would
be necessary to think the third-person singular in the first person.
As such, then, it becomes the first-person plural. Being could not
speak of itself except in this unique manner: “we are.” The truth
of the ego sum is the nos sumus; this “we” announces itself through
humanity for all the beings “we” are with, for existence in the sense
of being-essentially-with, as a Being whose essence is the with.

(“One will speak . . . ”: Which one? We will speak: Who is this
“we”? How can [ say “us” for those of you who are reading this?
How can I say “us” for me? Although this is what we are in the
process of doing, how do we think together, whether we are “in
accord” or not? How are we with one another? All of this is to ask:
What is at play in our communication, in this book, in its sen-
tences, and in the whole situation that more or less gives them
some meaning? [This is the] question of philosophy as “litera-
ture,” which is about asking how far it is possible to take the third-
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person discourse of philosophy. At what point must ontology be-
come . . . what? Become conversation? Become lyricism? . . . The
strict conceptual rigor of being-with exasperates the discourse of
its concept. . . .)

T~

What is known as “society,” therefore, in the broadest and most
diffuse sense of the word, is the figure [chiffre] of an ontology yet
to be put into play. Rousseau presented [a glimpse of ] it by mak-
ing the poorly named “contract” the very event that “made a crea-
ture of intelligence and a man . . . from a stupid, limited animal,”*
and not simply an arrangement between individuals. (Nietzsche
confirms this presentation in a paradoxical way when Zarathustra
says, “human society: that is an experiment . . . a long search . . .
and not a ‘contract’”.*) Marx saw it when he qualified humanity
as social in its very origin, production, and destination, and when
the entire movement and posture of his thinking assigned Being
itself to this social being. Heidegger designated it in positing be-
ing-with as constitutive of being-there. No one, however, has rad-
ically thematized the “with” as the essential trait of Being and as its
proper plural singular coessence. But they have brought us, to-
gether and individually, to the point where we can no longer avoid
thinking about this in favor of that to which all of contemporary
experience testifies. In other words, what is at stake is no longer
thinking:

—beginning from the one, or from the other,
—beginning from their togetherness, understood now as the One,
now as the Other,

—but thinking, absolutely and without reserve, beginning from the

“with,” as the proper essence of one whose Being is nothing other than
with-one-another ['un-avec-’autre].

The one/the other is neither “by,” nor “for,” nor “in,” nor “de-
spite,” but rather “with.” This “with” is at once both more and less
than “relation” or “bond,” especially if such relation or bond pre-
supposes the preexistence of the terms upon which it relies; the
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“with” is the exact contemporary of its terms; it is, in fact, their
contemporaneity. “With” is the sharing of time-space; it is the at-
the-same-time-in-the-same-place as itself, in itself, shattered. It is
the instant scaling back of the principle of identity: Being is at the
same time in the same place only on the condition of the spacing of
an indefinite plurality of singularities. Being is with Being; it does
not ever recover itself, but it is near to itself, beside itself, in touch
with itself, its very self, in the paradox of that proximity where dis-
tancing [éloignement) and strangeness are revealed. We are each
time an other, each time with others. “With” does not indicate the
sharing of a common situation any more than the juxtaposition of
pure exteriorities does (for example, a bench with a tree with a dog
with a passer-by).

The question of Being and the meaning of Being has become the
question of being-with and of being-together (in the sense of the
world). This is what is signified by [our] modern sense of anxiety,
which does not so much reveal a “crisis of society” but, instead, re-
veals that the “sociality” or “association” of humans is an injunction
that humanity places on itself, or that it receives from the world: to
have to be only what it is and to have to, itself, be Being as such.
This sort of formula is primarily a desperate tautological abstrac-
tion—and this is why we are all worried. Our task is to break the
hard shell of this tautology. What is the being-with of Being?

In one sense, this is the original situation of the West that is al-
ways repeating itself; it is always the problem of the city, the repeti-
tion of which, for better or worse, has already punctuated our his-
tory. Today, this repetition produces itself as a situation in which the
two major elements [données] compose a sort of antinomy: on the
one hand, there is the exposure of the world and, on the other, the
end of representations of the world. This means nothing short of a
transformation in the relation [that we name] “politico-philosophy”:
it can no longer be a matter of a single communicy, of its essence,
closure, and sovereignty; by contrast, it can no longer be a matter
of organizing community according to the decrees of a sovereign
Other, or according to the felos [ fins] of a history. It can no longer
be a matter of treating sociability as a regrettable and inevitable ac-

AT S
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cident, as a constraint that has to be managed in some way or an-
other. Community is bare, but it is imperative.

On the one side, the concept of community or the city is, in
every sense, diffracted. It is that which signifies the chaoric and mul-
tiform appearance of the infranational, supranational, para-national
and, moreover, the dis-location of the “national” in general. On the
other side, the concept of community appears to have its own prefix
as its only content: the cum, the with deprived of substance and
connection, stripped of interiority, subjectivity, and personality. Ei-
ther way, sovereignty is nothing.“' Sovereignty is nothing but the
com-; as such, it is always and indefinitely “to be completed,” as in
com-munism or com-passion.

This is not a matter of thinking the annihilation of sovereignty. It
is a matter of thinking through the following question: If sover-
eignty is the grand, political term for defining community (its
leader or its essence) that has nothing beyond itself, with no foun-
dation or end but itself, what becomes of sovereignty when it is re-
vealed that it is nothing but a singularly plural spacing? How is one
to think sovereignty as the “nothing” of the “with” that is laid bare?
At the same time, if political sovereignty has always signified the re-
fusal of domination (of a state by another or by a church, of a peo-
ple by something other than itself), how is one to think the bare
sovereignty of the “with” and against domination, whether this is
the domination of being-together by some other means or the dom-
ination of togetherness by itself (by the regulation of its “automaric”
control)? In fact, one could begin to describe the present transfor-
mation of “political space™ as a transition toward “empire,” where
empire signifies two things: (1) domination without sovereignty
(without the elaboration of such a concept); and (2) the distancing,
spacing, and plurality opposed to the concentration of interiority
required by political sovereignty. The question then becomes: How
is one to think the spacing of empire against its domination?

In one way or another, bare sovereignty (which is, in a way, to
transcribe Bataille’s notion of sovereignty) presupposes that one take
a certain distance from the politico-philosophical order and from
the realm of “political philosophy.” This distance is not taken in or-

Being Singular Plural 37

der to engage in a depoliticized thinking, but in order to engage in a
thinking, the site of which is the very constitution, imagination, and
signification of the political, which allows this thinking to retrace its
path in its retreat and beginning from this retreat. The retreat of the
political does not signify the disappearance of the political. It only
signifies the disappearance of the philosophical presupposition of the
whole politico-philosophical order, which is always an ontological
presupposition. This presupposition has various forms; it can con-
sist in thinking Being as community and community as destination,
or, on the contrary, thinking Being as anterior and outside the order
of society and, as such, thinking Being as the accidental exteriority
of commerce and power. But, in this way, being-together is never
properly [brought to the fore as an explicit] theme and as the onto-
logical problem. The retreat of the political®® is the uncovering, the
ontological laying bare of being-with.

N

Being singular plural: in a single stroke, without punctuation,
without a mark of equivalence, implication, or sequence. A single,
continuous-discontinuous mark tracing out the entirety of the
ontological domain, being-with-itself designated as the “with” of
Being, of the singular and plural, and dealing a blow to ontology—
not only another signification but also another syntax. The “mean-
ing of Being”: not only as the “meaning of with,” bur also, and
above all, as the “with” of meaning. Because none of these three
terms precedes or grounds the other, each designates the coessence
of the others. This coessence puts essence itself in the hyphen-
ation—“being-singular-plural”—which is a mark of union and also
a mark of division, a mark of sharing that effaces itself, leaving each
term to its isolation and its being-with-the-others.

From this point forward, then, the unity of an ontology must be
sought in this traction, in this drawing out, in this distancing and
spacing which is that of Being and, at the same time, that of the
singular and the plural, both in the sense that they are distinct from
one another and indistinct. In such an ontology, which is not an
“ontology of society” in the sense of a “regional ontology,” but on-
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tology itself as a “sociality” or an “assc?ci'atior?” more origin:(i(ry than
all “society,” more originary than “indmduaht.y a.nd every esls)m}ce
of Being.” Being is with; it s 4s the wit/a.of I.Semg itself (ile coBellng
of Being), so that Being does not identlfx 1tse.lf as such (4:{5. eing
of the being), but shows itself [se posel, gives itself, o'ccurs,1 zs—{)ose.;
itself (made event, history, and world) as its own singular plura
with. In other words, Being is not without Being, whlc.h is not an-
other miserable tautology as long as one understands it in the co-
originary mode of being—with—being—'{tself.

According to this mode, Being is mmultan“eou.s. ]L}st’, o orce
to say Being, one must repeat itand say that Bemg is,” 50 e;lng is
only simultaneous with itself. The time of Being (the time t“‘at it
is) is this simultaneity, this coincidence th:%t presupposes (;n;l—
dence” in general. It assumes movement, dlspla?em'cnt, ?ré de-
ployment; it assumes the originary temporal derivative of Deing,

as, in order

ing. '
ltSISrE) icnegsense, this is all a matter of repeating the Aristotelian ax-
iom pollakds legomenon; Being is said in many ways. B'uf’ tofsa}};.lt
once more, according to the “with,” the “also,” the again” o af és—
tory that repeats this excavation and drawing out [tractza?] of Be-
ing, the singularity of Being is its plurz}l. But this plura l(;y is nlo
longer said in multiple ways that all begm'from a presumed, sing e
core of meaning. The multiplicity of the sz%ld (that is, c.>f the saymg(sl)
belongs to Being as its constitution. This oceurs with each sal.d,
which is always singular; it occurs in each S.ald, bfyond each said,
and as the multiplicity of the totality of being [/ eta;?t en toz{alzre].
Being, then, does not coincide with itself unless this comadzr.lce
immediately and essentially marks itself out {se rem'arq.ue]. according
to the costructure of its occurrence [ événement] (its incidence, en-
counter, angle of declination, shock, or discordant accord). Be'mgl
coincides with Being: it is the spacing and Fhe unexpected arriva
(survenue), the unexpected spacing, of the singular plurfil o
It might be asked why it is still necessary to c'all this “Being,
since the essence of it is reduced to a prefix of Being, reduced toa
co- outside of which there would be nothing, nothing but beings
or existences [les existants), and where this co-

has none of the sub- -
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stance or consistency proper to “Being” as such. This is, in fact,
the matter in question. Being consists in nothing other than the
existence of all existences [tous les existants|. However, this consis-
tency itself does not vanish in a cloud of juxtaposed beings. What
I'am trying to indicate by speaking of “dis-position” is neither a
simple position nor a juxtaposition. Instead, the co- defines the
unity and uniqueness of what is, in general. What is to be under-
stood is precisely the constitution of this unique unity as co-: the
singular plural.

(Incidentally, one could show without much trouble that this is
a question that has been taken up and repeated throughout a long
tradition: in Leibniz’s monadology, in all the various considerations
of the “originary division,” and, most of all, in all the various forms
of the difference between the in-itself and the for-itself. But exactly
what is important is this repetition, the concentration on and re-
peated excavation of the question—which does not necessarily sig-
nify some sort of progress or degeneration, but rather a displace-
ment, a fit of, or drift toward something else, toward another
philosophical posture.)

At the very least, and provisionally, one could try to say it in the
following way: it is no more a matter of an originary multiplicity
and its correlation (in the sense of the One dividing itself in an
arch-dialectical manner, or in the sense of the atoms’ relationship to
the clinamen) than it is a matter of an originary unity and its divi-
sion. In either case, one must think an anteriority of the origin ac-
cording to some event that happens to it unexpectedly (even if that
event originates within it). It is necessary, then, to think plural unity
originarily. This is indeed the place to think the plural as such.

In Latin, plus is comparable to multus. It is not “numerous”; it is
“more.” It is an increase or excess of origin in the origin. To put it
in terms of the models just alluded to above: the One is more than
one; it is not that “it divides itself,” rather it is that one equals more
than one, because “one” cannot be counted without counting more
than one. Or, in the atomist model, there are atoms plus the clina-
men. But the clinamen is not something else, another element out-

side of the atoms; it is not in addition to them; it is the “more” of
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origin: the singular plural as such. It is the wizh as such, which is
also to say the being-such as such: perfectly and simply—and im-
mortally—equal to itself and to every other, equal to itself because
and as it is equal to every other; it is, therefore, essentially with
every other equally. As is often said, this is a “common fate”: we
have nothing in common except our telling ourselves so (and I have
nothing in common with myself except in telling myself so); we ex-
change, and we do not exchange; we un-exchange [in-échangons]
this extreme limit of the saying in every spoken word, as speaking
itself. Language exposes death: it neither denies it nor affirms it; it
brings it to language, and death is nothing but that, that which is
essentially brought to language—and that which brings it there.

“Death speaks in me. My speech is a warning that at this very
moment death is loose in the world, that it has suddenly appeared
between me, as | speak, and the being I address: it is there between
us at the distance that separates us, but this distance is also what
prevents us from being separated, because it contains the condition
for all understanding.””® As such, then, “literature” is language
stretched out [en tension] toward birth and death, exactly because it
is, and insofar as it is, striving toward address, understanding [en-
tente], and conversation. And it is stretched like this since it occurs
as recitation, discourse, or singing. (Each of these, in turn, forms
the dis-position of language itself, language’s exteriority to/in itself;
each forms language’s sharing, not only the sharing of languages,
but that of voices, genres, or tones; it is a multiple sharing without
which there would be no “as” in general.) “Literature” means the
being-in-common of what has no common origin, but is originar-
ily in-common or with.

If, as Heidegger says, this is why the relation to one’s own death
consists in “taking over from [one]self [one’s] ownmost Being,” this
taking over does not imply, contrary to what Heidegger himself
says, that “all Being-with Others, will fail us when our ownmost
potentiality-for-Being is the issue.””® If being-with is indeed co-
essential to Being tout court, or rather is to Being itself, this own-
most possibility is coessentially a possibility of the with and as the
with. My death is one “ownmost” co-possibility of the other exis-
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tences own possibility. It is, or it “will be,” my death that says “he
is dead” in their speaking; in this way, my death is not, it will not
be, anywhere else. It is “my” possibility insofar as it withdraws the
possibility of the “mine” into itself: zhat is 10 say, insofar as this
“mineness” is returned to the singular plural of the always-other-
mineness. In “he is dead,” it is indeed Being that is in question—
and as being-with.

“Death,” therefore, is not negativity, and language does not
know or practice negativity (or logic). Negativity is the operation
that wants to depose Being in order to make it be: the sacrifice, the
absent object of desire, the eclipse of consciousness, alienation—
and, as a result, it is never death or birth, but only the assumption
of an infinite supposition. As such, then, Being is infinitely pre-
supposed by itself, and its process is the reappropriation of this pre-
supposition, always on this side of itself and always beyond itself; it
is negativity at work. But things work out completely differently if
Being is singular plural dis-position. The distancing of disposition
is nothing; this “nothing,” however, is not the negative of anything,
Itis the incorporeal by which, according to which, bodies are with
one another, close to one another, side by side, in contact and
(therefore) distanced from one another. This nothing is the res ipsa,
the thing itself: the thing as being-itself, that is, the being-such of
every being, the mutual exposition of beings that exist only in and
through this exposition. Such is a demonstrative; being-such is the
demonstrative essence of Being, the being who shows itself to an-
other being and in the midst of beings.

Moreover, whether they are aware of it or not, all the different
ways of thinking negativity lead to the same point (they at least
pass through it, even if they refuse to stop there). It is that point
where the negative itself, in order to be the negative (in order to
be the nihil negativum and not just the nibil privatum) must avoid
its own operation and be affirmed in itself, with no remainder; or
else, on the contrary, it must be affirmed as the absolute remain-
der that cannot be captured in a concatenation of procedure or op-
eration. (It is the critical, suspended, inoperative point at the heart
of the dialectic). Self-presupposition interrupts itself; there is a syn-
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copation in the process and in its thinking, a syncopation and in-
stant conversion of supposition into dis-position. Dis-position is
the same thing as supposition: in one sense, it is absolute an-
tecedence, where the “with” is always already given; in another
sense, it does not “underlie” or preexist the different positions; itis
their simultaneity.

The non-Being of Being, its meaning, is its dis-position. The 7:-
bil negativum is the quid positivum as singular plural, where no
quid, no being, is posed withour with. 1t is without (at a distance)
precisely to the extent that it is with; it is shown and demonstrated
in being-with, [which is] the evidence of existence.

In addition, evil is only ever [found] in an operation that fulfills
che with. One can fulfill the with either by filling it up or by emp-
tying it out; it can be given a foundation of plenitude and conti-
nuity or an abyss of intransitivity. In the first case, the singular be-
comes a particular within a totality, where it is no longer either
singular or plural; in the second case, the singular exists only on 1ts
own and, therefore, as a totality—and there too it is neither singu-
lar nor plural. In either case, murder is on the horizon, that is,

death as the operative negativity of the One, death as the work of

the One-All or the One-Me. This is exactly why death is [actually]

the opposite of murder: it is the inoperative, but existing, “with”

(such that murder inevitably lacks death).

The “with” is neither a foundation nor is 1t without foundation.
It is nothing except for being-with, the incorporeal with of the be-
ing-body as such. Before being spoken, before being a particular
language or signification, before being verbal, “language” is the fol-
lowing; the extension and simultaneity of the “with” insofar as it is

the ownmost power of a body, the propriety of its touching anothe
body (or of touching itself'), which is nothing other than its de
finition as body. It finishes itself there, where it is-with; that is, i
comes to a stop and accomplishes itself in a single gesture.

In this sense, “to speak with” is not so much speaking to onesel
or to one another, nor is it “saying” (declaring, naming), not is i

proffering (bringing forth meaning or bringing meaning to light
Rather, “to speak with” is the conversation (and sustaining) an
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con ing- 1

an.ts.of a being-exposed, which exposes only the secret of its own
.o Cm .

exposition. Saying “to speak with” is like saying “to sleep with,” “to

go out with” (co-77e), or “to live with”: it i i ’

: . , ot “to live with”: it is a (eu)phemism for (not)
?}”?g nothing less than what “wanting to say” means [/ “vouloir-
: 1re1 ) veut dire] in many different ways; that is to say, it says Being
itself as communicatio inking: tat i
et m ion and thinking: the co-agiratio of Being.

Language” is not an instrument of communication, and commu-

m(zmon is not an instrument of Being; communication #s Being

- . ’

aIL. Bemg- is, as a consequence, nothing but the incorporeal by
which bodies express themselves to one another as such.

Coexistential Analytic

The existential analytic of Being and Time is the project from

- which all subsequent thinking follows, whether this is Heidegger’s
_own latter thinking or our various ways of thinking against (;grg be-
: y.ond Heidegger himself. This affirmation® is in no way an admis-
sion of “Heideggerianism”; it completely escapes the impoverished
procl;‘u'nations of “schools.” It does not signify that this analytic is
definitive, only that it is responsible for registering the seismic
tremor of a more decisive rupture in the constitution or considera-
‘t‘lon'o.f meaning (analogous, for example, to those of the “cogito” or
Critique”). This is why the existential analytic is not complete
gnd why we continue to feel its shock waves. e

The analytic of Mitsein that appears within the existential ana-

!yt.lc.remams nothing more than a sketch; that is, even though Miz-
sein is coessential with Dasein, it remains in a subordinate position.

such, the whole existential analytic still harbors some principle

by which what it opens up is immediately closed off. It is neces-

3 tben, to forcibly reopen a passage somewhere beyond that ob-
ruc'tlircl1 whiclh lgiecido:d the terms of being-with’s fulfillment, and
s withdrawal, by replacing it with the “ ? ir

y.” This is not a matter (g;f saying that ie;)sprllic;zjr th‘?lr -
ny.” y “to com-
ete -the merely sketched-out analysis of Misein, nor is it a matter
etting up Mitsein as a “principle” like it deserves. “In principle,”
ng-with escapes completion and always evades occupying th,e
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place of a principle. What is necessary is that we retrace the out-
line of its analysis and push it to the point where it becomes ap-
parent that the coessentiality of being-with is nothing less than a
matter of the co-originarity of meaning—and that the “meaning
of Being” is only what it is (cither “meaning” or, primarily, its own
“precomprehension” as the constitution of existence) when it is
given as with.

There is no “meaning” except by virtue of a “self,” of some form
or another. (The subjective formula of the ideality of meaning says
that “meaning” takes place for and through a “self.”) But there is
no “self” except by virtue of a “with,” which, in fact, structures it.
This would have to be the axiom of any analytic that is to be called
coexistential.

“Self” is not the relation of a “me” to “itself.”®" “Self” is more
originary than “me” and “you.” “Self” is primarily nothing other
than the “as such” of Being in general. Being is only its own “as Be-
ing.” The “as” does not happen to Being; it does not add itself to
Being; it does not intensify Being: it is Being, constitutively. Tl.ler‘e—
fore, Being is directly and immediately mediated &y szseff; it is it-
self mediation; it is mediation without any instrument, and it is
nondialectic: dia-lectic without dialectic. It is negativity without
use, the nothing of the with and the nothing as the with. The with
as with is nothing but the exposition of Being-as-such, each time
singularly such and, therefore, always plurally such.

Prior to “me” and “you,” the “self” is like a “we” that is neither a
collective subject nor “intersubjectivity,” but rather the immediate
mediation of Being in “(it)self,” the plural fold of the origin.

(Is mediation itself the “with”? Certainly, it is. The “with” is the
permutation of what remains in its place, each one and each time.
The “with” is the permutation without an Other. An Other is al-
ways the Mediator; its prototype is Christ. Here, on the contrary, it
is a matter of mediation without a mediator, that is, without the
“power of the negative” and its remarkable power to retain within
itself its own contradiction, which always defines and fills in

[ plombe] the subject. Mediation without a mediator mediates noth

ing: it is the mid-point [mi-/ieu], the place of sharing and crossing
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through [ passagel; that is, it is place tout court and absolutely. Not
Christ, but only such a mid-point; and this itself would no longer
even be the cross, but only the coming across [/croisement) and the
passing though, the intersection and the dispersal [[écartement)
radiating out [étoilment] from within the very di-mension of the
world. This would be both the summit and the abyss of a decon-
struction of Christianity: the dis-location of the West.)

“Self” defines the element in which “me” and “you,” and “we,”
and “they,” can take place. “Self” determines the “as” of Being: if it
is, it is as [en tant que] itis. It is “in itself” prior to any “ego,” prior
to any presentable “property.” It is the “as” of all that is. This is not
a presentable property, since it is presentation itself. Presentation is
neither a propriety nor a state, but rather an event, the coming of
something; of its coming into the world, where the “world” itself is
the plane [la géomérral] or the exposing of every coming,

In its coming, that which exists appropriates itself; that s, it is
not appropriated, neither by nor into a “self” (which could only
preexist what exists by removing and neutralizing the coming in it-
self). What is born has its “self” before self: it has it there (which is
the meaning of Heidegger’s “Dasein”). There means over-there, the
distance of space-time (it is the body, the world of bodies, the body-
world). Its appropriation is its moving [zranspore] and being-moved
through [sranspropriation] this dispersal of the zhere; such is the ap-
propriating-event (“Ereignis”). But its being determined as such
does not signify that there is some event in which the “proper self”
would spring forth, like a jack-in-the-box, but thar the coming is
in itself and by itself appropriative as such. (As a result, differencing
(différans] is in itself the propriety that it opens.) This is why “self”
does not preexist (itself). “Self” equals what ex-ists as such.

Thus, insofar as “self.” or “ipseity,” means “by itself,” relation to
itself, returning into itself, presence to itself as presence to the
“same” (to the sameness of the “as such”), ipseity occurs or happens
w itself as coming; and such coming is anticipation, which is nei-
ther preexistence nor providence, but instead the unexpected arrival
[sur-venance], the surprise and the being-placed back [remise] into

" the “to come” as such, back into what is to come. “Self” is neither a
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past given nor a future given; it is the present of the coming, the
presenting present, the coming-zo-be and, in this way, coming into
Being. But there where it comes is not “into itself,” as though into
the interior of an determined domain; it is “beside itself.”® Beside
itself means into the dispersal of the dis-position, into the general
element of proximity and distance, where such proximity and dis-
tance are measured against nothing, since there is nothing that is
given as a fixed point of ipseity (before, after, outside the world).
Therefore, they are measured according to the dis-position itself.
From the very start, the structure of the “Self,” even considered as
a kind of unique and solitary “self,” is the structure of the “with.”
Solipsism, if one wants to use this category, is singular plural. Each
one is beside-himself insofar as and because he is beside-others.
From the very beginning, then, “we” are with one another, not as
points gathered together, or as a togetherness that is divided up, but
as a being-with-one-another. Being-with is exactly this: that Being,
or rather that o be neither gathers itself as a resultant commune of
beings nor shares itself out as their common substance. 7o be is
nothing that is in-common, but nothing as the dispersal where what
is in-common is dis-posed and measured, the in-common as the
with, the beside-itself of r0 be as such, zo be transfixed by its own
transitivity: o be being all beings, not as their individual and/or
common “self,” but as the proximity that disperses [écarte] them.
Beings touch; they are in con-tact with one another; they arrange
themselves and distinguish themselves in this way. Any being that
one might like to imagine as not distinguished, not dis-posed,

would really be indeterminate and unavailable: an absolute vacancy
of Being. This is why the ontological moment or the very order of '

ontology is necessary. “T0 be” is not the noun of consistency; it is the
verb of dis-position. Nothing consists, neither “matter” nor “subject.”
In fact, “matter” and “subject” are nothing but two names that are
correlates of one another; in their mode of consistency, they indi-
cate the originary spacing of the general ontological dis-position.

As such, then, “being-there” (Dasein) is to be according to this
transitive verbal value of the dis-position. Being-there is [the] dis-
posing [of ] Being itself as distance/proximity; it is “to make” or “to
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let” be the coming of all with all as such. Dasein (that is, humanity
as the index of Being) thus exposes Being-as-to-be.

Someone enters a room; before being the eventual subject of a
representation of this room, he disposes himself in it and to it. In
crossing through it, living in it, visiting it, and so forth, he thereby
exposes the disposition—the correlation, combination, contact,
distance, relation—of all that is (in) the room and, therefore, of
the room itself. He exposes the simultaneity in which he himself
participates at that instant, the simultaneity in which he exposes
himself just as much as he exposes it and as much as he is exposed
in it. He exposes himself. It is in this way that he is [a] “self,” that
he is it, or that he becomes it as many times as he enters into the
disposition and each time that he does. This “at each time” is not
the renewal of the experiences or occurrences of one self-same sub-
ject: so long as “I” am “the same,” there will still always need to be
an other time where I dis-pose myself according to this “sameness.”
- This, in turn, implies that another time in general—that is, other
times, indefinitely—are not only possible, they are real: the “each”
of the “each time,” the taking place of the there and as there, does
not involve primarily the succession of the identical; it involves the
simultaneity of the different. Even when I am alone, the room is at
- the same time the room where I am close to, next to, alongside of
all its other dispositions (the way it is occupied, how it is passed-
through, and so on). One is not in the disposition without being
with the other-disposition, which is the very essence of dis-posi-
tion. These “times” are discontinuous, but they are their being-
with-one-another in this discontinuity. “Each time” is the singular-
plural structure of the disposition. Therefore, “each time mine”
signifies primarily “each time his or hers,” that is, “each time wirh”:
“mineness” is itself only a possibility that occurs in the concurrent re-
ality of being-each-time-with.

- The world, however, is not a room into which one enters. It is
also impossible to start from the fiction of someone who is alone
and finds him- or herself in the world: in both cases, the very con-
cept of the world is destroyed. This concept is that of being-with
as originary. That is, if the meaning (of Being) is dis-position as
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such, then this is being-with as meaning: the structure of with is
the structure of the #here. Being-with is not added on to being-
there; instead, to be there is to be with, and to be with makes
sense—Dby itself, with nothing more, with no subsumption of this
meaning under any other truth than that of the with.

In being-with and as being-with, we have always already begun
to understand meaning, to understand ourselves and the world as

flexivity (to understand, for all understanding, that we understand
ourselves); instead, it is all these replayed together in another way:
as ethos and praxis.

To put it in Kantian terms, if pure reason is practical by itself
(and not by reference to and according to any reverence for some
transcendental norm), this is because it is essentially “common rea-
son,” which means the “with” s reason, as foundation. There is no
difference between the ethical and the ontological: the “ethical” ex-
poses what the “ontological” disposes.

Our understanding (of the meaning of Being) is an understand-
ing that we share understanding between us and, at the same time,
because we share understanding between us: between us all, simul-
taneously—all the dead and the living, and all beings.

meaning. And this understanding is always already completed, full,
whole, and infinite. We understand ourselves infinitely—ourselves
and the world—and nothing else.

T~~~

“With” is neither mediate nor immediate. The meaning that we
understand, insofar as we understand it, is not the product of a
negation of Being, a negation destined to represent itself to us as
meaning, nor is it the pure and simple ecstatic affirmation of its
presence. “With” neither goes from the same to the other, nor from
the same to the same, nor from the other to the other. In a certain
sense, the “with” does not “go” anywhere; it does not constitute a
process. But it is the closeness, the brushing up against or the com-
ing across, the almost-there [/4-peu-prés] of distanced proximity.

When we try to evaluate this closeness (as if in a marketplace or
railway station, or in a cemetery, we were to ask what are the mean-
ings and values of these hundreds of people, of their restlessness
and passivity), it comes out as frantic or distraught. But the mean-
ing of the “with,” or the “with” of meaning, can be evaluated only
in and by the “with” itself, an experience from which—in its plural
singularity—nothing can be taken away.

In understanding ourselves, we understand that there is nothing
to understand; more precisely, this means that there is no appro-
priation of meaning, because “meaning” is the sharing of Being.
There is no appropriation; therefore, there is no meaning. This is
itself our understanding. This is not a dialectical operation (ac-
cording to which “to understand nothing” would be “to understand
everything”), nor is it a matter of turning it into the abyss (to un-
derstand the nothing of this same understanding), nor is it a re-




