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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

Being Singular Plural 95

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-




