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MaxcBes KeHeJ e OKTOpaH/ Ha OZ/IEJIOT 32 PEJIUTHO3HU
cTyauu Bo YHuBep3uTeToT MexkMacrep Bo XamuiaToH, OH-
tapruo. HeroBoto ucrpkyBame e (HOKycHpaHO Ha BpcKaTa
roMery MeTadU3NKaTa U HACUJICTBOTO BO JlejlaTa Ha KOHTH-
HeHTanHUTe punozodu u nanudrcTUIku Teosao3u. Heroso-
TO TIOCJIEZTHO eI ,,ITocT-cekynapHa ucropuja“ (“Postsecular
History”) ke ce mojaBu Bo Studies in Religion / Sciences
Religieuses Bo 2017.

BoBep

MeraduzukaTta IOYHyBa €O OHTOJIOTHja. IIpe3eMameTo
MeTedu3nIKa pediiekcHja e MpBaTa U Haj3HaA4YajHA U3-
Be7i0a Ha OHTOJIONIKA pedJieKcja BO MOTIJIe ] Ha IOoCcTarl-
KaTa Ha WeHTU(PUKYBalbe Ha HEIITO KAKO UIEHTHUTET.
Cemnak, 1a ce adbupmupa uzejaTa Jieka OHTOJIOTHjaTa €
HajpIBUH MeTapu3UKa € KOHTPOBep3HO TBpAeme. Co
orJiesl Ha MMOCTMOZIepHAaTa KPUTHKA HAa MOKTA U MOZEMOT
Ha rocTMeTadU3UIKOTO MHUCIEHe, /ja ce 300pyBa Io-
3UTHBHO 3a MeTa(HU3UKaTa € /1a ce OJipeye /ieKa IIOCTOU
HY’KHO M PE3HIIPOYHO Kay3aJleH OJHOC Mely Hach-
CTBOTO U OHTOJIOTHjaTa. /la ce 360pyBa IMO3UTHBHO 3a 32
MeTadU3UKaTa U OHTOJIOTHjaTa JieHeC € Jia Ce HAaBEeCTH
nexka Metadu3UKaTa U OHTOJIOTHjaTa HE MOpPA HYXKHO
Jla ce HACWJIHM WJIM HY’KHO JIa Ce CTaBaar BO QyHKIHja
Ha HACHUJICTBATa Ha cBeTOT. CyIeZICTBEHO, OBOj TPY/L OY-
HyBa O7 IIPETIIOCTAaBKaTa JieKa He CeKoe MeTahU3UIKO
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Introduction

Metaphysics begins with ontology. The undertaking of
metaphysical reflection is first and foremost an exercise
in ontological reflection on what it means to identify a
thing as an identity. However, to affirm the idea that
ontology is first-metaphysics today is a controversial
claim. Given the postmodern critique of power and the
rise of postmetaphysical thinking, to speak positively
of metaphysics is to deny that there is a necessary or
reciprocally causal relationship between violence and
ontology. Tospeak positively of metaphysics and ontology
today is to suggest that metaphysics and ontology need
not be violent nor necessarily lend themselves to the
violences of the world. Accordingly, the present work
begins from the assumption that not all metaphysical
thinking is violent, and further assumes that the best
critique of the violent aspects of metaphysical thinking

H

B



100

Maxwell Kennel | Identity, Ontology, and the Two

MHCJIEEhE € HACHJIHO, a TIOHATaMy IIPETIIOCTaByBa JieKa
HajmoOpaTa KpUTHKA Ha HACWUJIHWUTE aclleKTH Ha MeTa-
(usmykaTa MHCIa MOXKe J]a ce IIPOHaj/ie BO 0OHOBEHU-
OT UHTEPEC BO OHTOJIOMIKHOT UAEHTUTET U IIOCTOjaHOTO
HcseayBambe off obsacra Ha MeTadu3HUKaTa.!

Bo nBmkemeTo 071 MeTahU3UIKOTO MUCJIEHHE KOH TI0CT-
MeTapU3UIKO MHC/IEHE TTOBUKAHU CME Jla TO OCTaBU-
Me 33j1 cebe JIOTOIEHTPU3MOT HAaCJIe/IEH OJf aHTHYKU-
te I'piu. 3a Jlepuza, Ha TIpuUMep, eeH HAa4YHMH Ha KOj
TPUYKHOT KOPEH Ha MeTadu3uKaTa pe3yJITUpall co Ha-
CWIHY HAaUYMHU HA MHCJIEHE € MPEKY HETOBUOT JIOMU-
HAaHTEH aKI[eHT Ha UCTOBETHOCTA (Sameness) U CUHTY-
sapHocra (singularity). 3a ga ce ogmaneyu ox oBa Ha-
CUJICTBO Ha CUHTYJIapHOCTA, Jlepuza riiena KoH JleBu-
Hac, u JIeBuHAcC 1Jiea oTajzie OUTHETO KOH PacIaioT Ha
OUTHETO, KOH €HAa MHCJA IITO ,IIOBUKYBa Ha €THUYKHU
OZHOC - HEHACUJIEH OTHOC KOH OECKOHEYHOTO, KaKo bec-
KOHEYHO JPYyro, KOH J[pyTHoT - KaKO €IMHCTBEHO CIIO-
coOHO 3a OTBOpA-€ Ha IPOCTOPOT HA TPAHCIeeHITHjaTa
U 3a ocimoboayBame Ha Meradusmkara.”> Tokmy oBaa
PEUHCKpPUIIIAja Ha eTHKaTa 32 HEHACUJICTBOTO BO KOH-
[ENTOT Ha OHTOJIONIKUOT UJIEHTUTET OBOj TPY/, ja Cyieaun
MPEKy CHCTeMaTCKa JIECHHTYJIapu3alyja Ha OHTOJIOII-
KUOT UJIEHTUTET - JIECUHTYJIapu3aIlyja IIITO He ce 00uIy-
Ba J1a TO0 pparMeHTHpPA UAEHTUTETOT, TYKY MOIPBO caKa

1 Bugnere Jean Grondin’s Introduction to Metaphysics kajie 1mto
TOj TBP/IE ZiEKa, IOMely OCTAHATOTO JIEKa € ,,HEBO3MOKHO, JIa ce
HasiMUHe MeTadusukara 6e3 Hej3UHO MPETIIOCTaByBamwe. Jean
Grondin, Introduction to Metaphysics: From Parmenides
to Levinas. Trans. Lukas Soderstrom (Chicago, University of
Chicago Press, 2012), xviii. Buzmete ucro: Gianni Vattimo, Of
Reality: The Purposes of Philosophy. Trans. R. T. Valgenti
(New York: Columbia University Press, 2016), 121-146.

2 Jacques Derrida, “Violence and Metaphysics: An Essay on the
Thought of Emmanuel Levinas” in Writing and Difference.
Trans. Alan Bass (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1978),
83.

can be found through a renewed focus on ontological
identity and the continued study of metaphysics.

In the movement from metaphysical thinking to
postmetaphysical thinking we are urged to leave behind
the logocentrism inherited from the ancient Greeks. For
Derrida, for example, one way in which the Greek root of
metaphysics has resulted in violent ways of thinking is by
its dominating emphasis on sameness and singularity. In
order to move beyond this violence of singularity Derrida
looks to Levinas, and Levinas looks beyond being to the
dismantling of being, toward a thought that “calls upon
the ethical relationship — a nonviolent relationship to
the infinite as infinitely other, to the Other — as the only
one capable of opening the space of transcendence and
of liberating metaphysics.” It is this reinscription of
the ethics of nonviolence into the concept of ontological
identity that this work pursues through a systematic
desingularization of ontological identity in light of its
many others — a desingularization that does not seek to
fragment identity, but rather seeks to show its form as
something radically in-between.?

1 See Jean Grondin’s Introduction to Metaphysics in which
he argues, among other things, that “it is impossible to
surpass metaphysics without presupposing it.” Jean Grondin,
Introduction to Metaphysics: From Parmenides to Levinas.
Trans. Lukas Soderstrom (Chicago, University of Chicago
Press, 2012), xviii. See also Gianni Vattimo, Of Reality: The
Purposes of Philosophy. Trans. R. T. Valgenti (New York:
Columbia University Press, 2016), 121-146.

2 Jacques Derrida, “Violence and Metaphysics: An Essay on the
Thought of Emmanuel Levinas” in Writing and Difference.
Trans. Alan Bass (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1978),
83.

3 Much like the idea of metaphysics itself, the idea that ontology
is first metaphysics is also contested. In particular, Levinas
critiques ontology for its insensitivity towards alterity, while
affirming the critical goals of metaphysics. He writes that
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Jla ja oKaske HeropaTa popMa Kako HEIITO PAJUKATHO
mo-Mery (in-between).?

OBOj Tpy/1 ' IPOMUC/IyBa OCHOBHHTE OHTOJIOIIKY KOH-
mentd (Kako IITO ce UAEHTUTETOT U TOTAJIUTETOT), I10-
TOA TH HUCTPa’KyBa HAUMHUTE HA KOW HJIEHTUTETOT CE
uHauBuayupa [is individuated] (xako ce co3naBa uueH-
tuTeToT). [I[prMapHa rpuska Ha OBOj TPY/ € Ja ce pas-
BHE€ OHTOJIOIIKHU KOHIIENT 3a HIEHTUTET BP3 OCHOBA HA
OJTHOCOT Mely-7IBe, MaKO 3aKJIyYOI[UTE MOKE Jla MMaaT
MMIUTAKAIIUY | 32 JPYTH MOJUTUYKUA M €TUYKU 00Jia-
CTH Ha HCTpa’kyBambe. 3a IeJIUTe Ha OBOj TPY/l, U3Pa30T
LAHIUBUJIyaIlja“ ce OHECYBa Ha TEKOBHATa paboTa Ha
ueHTHUKAIMja U WHAUBHUAyaau3anuja. bumysajku
ceKorarl BO IpOIleC Ha WHAWBHUyaIlHja, UAEHTUTETOT
He Ce MTOTIHPA BP3 CHHTYJIaPHOCTA, HO TIOCTOjaHO, U TOA
CO TMPaBO, ce BOBHEMHUPYBA Of] HETOBUTE MHOTY JAPYTO-
CTH, BKJIYYUTETHO U OJTHOCOT Mely JIeJIOBUTE O] Hero-
BaTa BHATPEIIHO IOZieJIeHa CTPYKTypa, KaKO U OJHO-
COT TIOMery UZIEHTUTETOT U MTOTOJIEMHUOT MeTa(pU3UUKU
KOHTEKCT Ha MHOIIITBOTO U Pa3JIMKaTa IITO IO KOHCTH-
TyHpaaT CBETOT KOj IO OMKPY’KyBa Ha IepIeNrupadKu-
OT ¥ TOJIKYBAaUKHOT CyOjeKT. VIJIeHTUTETOT € yTBpJEH
¥ KOHCTUTYHPAH MPeKy IIPOIECOT Ha WHAUBHAyaIlHja,
KOj CaMHOT ce BpIIM MHpeKy paborara Ha mozesnbara,
KOja He caMO IIITO TU eIl pabOTUTE exHa Of1 JIpyTa,
TYKY, UCTO TaKa, IIOCTaByBa €J[Ha CTBAap MPOTHUB JIpyTa.
Kako pesystar Ha Toa, UEHTUTETUTE CE CAMOHAapYIIe-

3 CJIM4HO KaKo U caMmara ujaejata 3a Metapu3uKara, ujejata
JleKa OHTOJIOTHjaTa € MpBa MeTabU3UKa UCTO TaKa €
npeausBukana. OcobeHo JIeBUHAC ja KpUTHUKYBA OHTOJIOTHjaTa
3a HEj3BUHATA HEUYBCTBUTEIHOCT KOH Pa3/IMYHOCTA, JA0JeKA
T'Y IOTBP/yBa KPUTHUKUTE IeJTH Ha MeTadusukara. Toj
MHIIIyBa JIeKa OHTOJIOTHjaTa ,r0 CBeIyBa IPYTHOT HA UCT U
Jeka MeTadu3uKara € ,,J00pezoj/ie Ha IPYTHOT O KCTOTO.
Emmanuel Levinas, Totality and Infinity: An Essay on
Exteriority. Trans. Alphnso Lingis. (Pittsburgh, PA: Duquesne
University Press, 1969), 42-43.
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This study examines the basic ontological concept of
identity and inquires into the ways in which identity is
individuated. The primary concern of this study is to
develop an ontological concept of identity based upon
the relationship between-two, although its conclusions
may well have implications for other political and
ethical areas of inquiry. For the purposes of this work,
the term “individuation” refers to the ongoing work
of identification and individualization. Being always
in the process of individuation, identity does not rest
in singularity, but is constantly and rightly disturbed
by its many others, including the relation between
the parts of its internally divided structure, and the
relation between identity and the greater metaphysical
context of multiplicity and difference that constitute the
world surrounding the phenomenologically perceiving
and hermeneutically interpreting subject. Identity
is determined and constituted through a process of
individuation, which itself is carried out by the work of
division which not only divides one thing from another,
but also sets one thing against another in a mutual
agonism. Consequently, identities are self-disturbed
precisely because the ongoing process of individuation
at minimum permits, and at maximum encourages the
interior contradictions manifested in the conflict of the
different aspects of an identity, as well as the identity
crises brought about by the confrontations that occur
between an identity and the surrounding multiplicity
of heterogeneous objects, ideas, institutions, narratives,
and individuals that constitute the world at large. This
means that the multiplicity of differentiated identities
in the world are not problems for individuation in a

ontology “reduces the other to the same” and that metaphysics
is “the welcoming of the other by the same.” Emmanuel
Levinas, Totality and Infinity: An Essay on Exteriority. Trans.
Alphnso Lingis. (Pittsburgh, PA: Duquesne University Press,

1969), 42-43.
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HU TOKMY IIOPaJIi TOA LITO IMPOJOJIKUTETHUOT IIPOIIEC
Ha WHAUBHAyalldja BO HajMasia MepKa go360.1yed, BO
HajrosieMa mMepa, ' 0xpabpyea BHATPEIIHUTE IIPOTHB-
PEYHOCTH IITO ce MaHU(pECTUPAHU BO KOH(PJIUKTOT HA
pa3jIMYHUTE ACIEeKTU Ha UIEHTUTETOT, KAKO U KpU3aTa
Ha UJIEHTUTET, U3BeJleHa CO KOH(POHTAIUUTE IITO Ce
jaByBaaT momery HIEHTHTETOT W OKOJIHOTO MHOIITBO
XeTeporeHu 00jeKTH, Ujer, UHCTUTYIIUH, HapaTUBU, U
MIOeTMHIIN KOU Ce JIeJI O] CBETOT BO IesinHa. OBa 3HAUU
JleKa MHOIITBOTO Ha JudepeHIUpaHU UJEHTUTETU BO
CBETOT He ce ITpobJieMU 3a MHAUBU/IyaIjaTa BO CTPOTO
HeraTHBHa CMHUCJIA, KAKO UIEHTUTETOT Jla 01 MOXKeJI Jia
ce TMOCTUTHE WJIN 3aI[BPCTU CO OfI3eMamhe Ha CceTa pas-
JINKA WU IPYTOCT Wiau pesanuja. Hamecro Toa, cBETOT
Ha [I0jaBUTE U UCKYCTBOTO, TaKa OZ[peJIeH O] peJIalfuUTe
Ha pasjIMKaTa U JIPyrocTa, € BUTAJIeH Jiel Ha MPOIecoT
Ha WHANBUAyatu3anyja. 1 mokpaj Toa 1mIto MHOIITBOTO
Ha Pa3JIMKUTE BO CBETOT ce MPUMAaPHU 3a CeKoj rocebeH
WJIEHTUTET, OIIITUOT IIOUM Ha CAMUOT UJEHTUTET, Ce-
TIaK, e BTeMeJIeH BpP3 oBaa Jipyroct. /[pyrocra, koja ja Ha-
pylIyBa U IIOCTOjaHO ja mpobsiemaTusupa paborata HA
WHAVUBUYIIMjAaTa € COCTaBeH JieJl Ha UCTHUOT TOj IPOIIeC
Ha nHAuBUyanuja. Kora ce pasriezyBa Bo KOHTEKCT Ha
Hej3MHaTa HEOIXOJHA BPCKA U CO JIBOjHATAa CTPYKTypa
Ha CaMUTe UJIEHTUTETU U CO [T033JMHATa HA MHOIIITBOTO
Y Pa3JIMYHOCTA, UHAVBUAYyalHjaTa UHUIIUPA COTIICTBEHO
caMOHapYIIyBambe U I' COJPKU COIICTBEHUTE HAJIPa3HYy-
BayM, OCUTYPYBajKU ro Ha CBOETO ITOCTOjaHO OJIBUBAHE
Y pa3Boj.

WNHauBuayalyja e mporecoT YHjIITO IPOU3BO/L € U/IeH-
TUTETOT, HAKO OBOj TPY/I ce OOMIyBa J1a ja OCIIOPH TOKMY
MHcJIaTa IeKa UIeHTUTETOT HEKOTalll 3aBPIIIyBa CO CBO-
HTe MpolliecH Ha HHANBUayarja. CaMHUOT UIEHTUTET He
e CHHTy/JapeH. VeHTUTETOT, YKaXKyBajKku Ha CTEIEHOT
Ha ceondaTHOCT WM 3aTBOpaibe, HE € builiue 80-egHO
[being at-one], monpso Toa € fiociiaHysare KaKo-egeH
[becoming as-one]. lofgeka 1moIyJIapHUOT KOHIIENT Ha

strictly negative sense, as if identity could be achieved
or solidified by the foreclosure of all difference or
otherness or relation. Instead, the world of appearance
and experience, so defined by relations of difference and
alterity, is a vital part of the process of individuation.
Although the multiplicity of differences in the world are
anterior to any particular identity, the general notion
of identity itself is nonetheless premised upon this
otherness. The otherness that disrupts and continually
problematizes the work of individuation is a constitutive
part of that same process of individuation. When
considered in the context of its necessary relationship
with both the double structure of identities themselves
and the background of multiplicity and difference,
individuation initiates its own self-disruption and
contains its own irritants, ensuring its continual
unfolding and development.

Individuation is the process of which identity is the
product, although the thought that an identity is ever
finished with its process of individuation is precisely
what the present text seeks to dispute. Identity itselfis not
singular. Identity, indicating a degree of encompassing
or enclosure, is not a being at-one, rather it is becoming
as-one. While the popular concept of being is often
understood as something singular and unchanging, upon
critical reflection the characteristics of becoming have
revealed more about the essential structure of identity by
challenging the static connotations of terms like essence
and structure. However, both the stability of being and
the dynamism of becoming remain vital determiners for
ontologies of identity precisely because of the interplay
between static fixity and unfolding development that
the two terms initiate. Wrought with inconsistent and
immeasurable proportions of excess and lack, gain and
loss, potentiality and actuality, futurity and historicity,
identity — this fundamental ontological concern - is
never only one. Instead, identity is always already (at
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O6uTHe YecTo ce pa3brpa KaKo HEIITO CUHTYJ/IapHO U He-
IIPOMEHJIMBO, 110 €HO KPUTHYKO ITPOMHUCIYBahe, KOH-
IENTOT HACIlaHY8ae OTKPUBA ITOBEKE 3a CYIIITHHCKATA
CTPYKTypa Ha UJIEHTHTETOT IPEKY OCIIOPYBaibe Ha CTa-
TUYKUATE KOHOTAIIUK HA U3Pa3H KAaKO CYIIITHHA U CTPYK-
typa. Cenak, u crabHUIHOCTa HAa OUTHETO U IMHAMH3MOT
Ha HACTAaHYBabeTO OCTAHyBaaT BUTAJIHU OIPE/EsIU-
TEJIX 32 OHTOJIOTUHUTE HAa UAEHTUTETOT TOKMY IOpaju
MHTepakKIfjaTa MMoMery cTaTH4KaTa HEeIpPOMEHIHBOCT
1 PasOTKPUBAYKHUOT Pas3BOj IITO OBHE JBa M3pasa Td
uHUIrpaaT. KoBaHO cO HEKOH3UCTEHTHU W HEMEPJIU-
BH pa3MepH Ha BUIIIOK U HEOCTUT, JOOUBKA U 3aryda,
MTOTEHIIUJAJTHOCT U MIOCTOJHOCT, UAHOCT ¥ KUCTOPHUYHOCT,
HUJIEHTUTETOT - OBaa 6a3WyHa OHTOJIOIIKA TPUKA - HU-
Koraii He e caMo efiHa. HamecTo Toa, UIEHTUTETOT €
cekorain Beke (HajMasiky) aBe. OBa e akcmomara Bp3
KOja OBOj TPY/l IIPOJIOJI?KYyBa, 3alI0YHYBajKH CO KPUTHU-
Ka Ha CUHTYJIAPHUOT UAEHTUTET U IPOJIOJIKYBajkH KOH
Metadu3uKaTa Ha OMHAPHUTE peJallMH, a MOTOA KOH
OTHOCOT TIOMery-Be, KOH KOj ke pedepupamMe Kako
,Kareropujara Ha /[BeTe,” WM eTHOCTaBHO, ,,/IBeTe.”*

[IpBara3azaua3a ceramrHata TeOpyja Ha UHAUBU/Iyallja
€ /a ce JEeCHHTyJapu3upa HIAEHTUTETOT, pa30bupajku
JleKa HAYMHOT Ha JIECHHTYJIapu3aldja MOoTpebeH 3a
WHAVUBUAYyalldja HE OJI TAaKOB BHJ IITO OM moberHas
I[€JIOCHO O] CHHTYJIADHOCTA 32 /Ia Ce CKpUe BO MHOIIT-
BOTO, TYKy, HaIIpOTUB, JECHHTYJIApU3alyjaTa Mopa J1a
ro pazbepe HIEHTUTETOT HUTY KAKO MUCKJIYYHUBO CHHTY-
JlapeH HUTY YHUCTO KaKO MHOIITBO (3a ceKoja o7 HUB €

4  Mladen Dolar, “One Divides into Two” E-Flux. Volume
33 (March 2012). Bo 0Boj ecej, Jlosiap nuiiryBa 3a
MPEeICOKPATOBCKOTO TIOTEKIT0 Ha EnHoTo 1 /[BeTe, U ru
HUCTPA)KyBa MAaTEMATUUKUTE, TIOJTUTHUKUATE U OHTOJIOIIKHUTE
acIleKTH Ha MAOUCTHYKHOT CJIoTaH ,,EqHOoTO ce enu Bo /[Ba,
JIBa He ce criojysa Bo Enno.“ Hamecro 1a cienu of oBaa
MU3jaBa ¥ UMIUIMKAI[ANUTE KaKO OpuruHapHo EjHo, 0BOj TPy
MpEeTIIOCTaByBa U TBPAH Jieka EgHoTo Beke e /IBe.
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least) two. This is the axiom from which this inquiry
proceeds, beginning with the critique of singular identity
and proceeding to the metaphysics of the binary relation
and then to the relationship between-two, which we
will refer to as “the category of the Two,” or simply “the
Two.”

The first task for the present theory of individuation is
to desingularize identity, understanding that the kind of
desingularization necessary for individuation is not the
sort that would run away from singularity entirely and
take refuge in multiplicity, but instead, desingularization
must understand identity as neither purely singular nor
purely multiple (for each of these is yet another kind of
singularity). Individuation then, refers to the manner
in which identities are divided out of the totality and
multiplicity of being, and into a state of being as-one.
Identity becomes itself via the process of individuation,
but never finally becomes a pure singularity (a being
at-one). Instead, individuation results in the troubled
singularity of identity (a becoming as-one), and this
‘result’ still cannot be considered to be a final product
that usurps its process, without betraying identity to the
violences of reduction, singularization, essentialization,
anachronism, exoticization, and  totalization.5
Appropriately then, individuation is where we will begin,

4  See Mladen Dolar, “One Divides into Two” E-Flux.
Volume 33 (March 2012). In his essay Dolar writes of the
presocratic origins of the One and the Two, and explores the
mathematical, political, and ontological aspects of the Maoist
slogan “One divides into Two, Two doesn’t merge into One.”
Instead of following specifically from this statement and it
implication of an originary One, the present work assumes and
asserts that the One is already Two.

5 T address these ontological violences elsewhere in two
presentations: “A Proposal for Nonviolent Metaphysics:
Examining Ontological Violence,” (TMTC/CMU, 2014), and
“Thinking Through Nonviolence” (Skylight, 2016).
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yIIITE €/IeH B Ha CHUHTyJapHOCT). UHAuBUAyalhjaTa,
TOTAlll, C€ OJHECYBa Ha HAYHMHOT Ha KOj HUAEHTUTETH-
Te ce IOABOEHU O, TOTAJIUTETOT U MHOIITBOTO Ha OHU-
THETO, U BO cocToj0a Ha OuTHero Kako-emHO (being
as-one). MIJIeHTUTETOT HacTaHyBa IIPEKY IIPOIECOT Ha
MHAMBU/Iyalfja, HO HUKOTAIll KOHEYHO He CTaHyBa Y-
cta cuHryJapHocT (Outue tpu-egHo) [a being at-one].
Hawmecto Toa, nHAMBHAyaIjaTa pe3yITUpa Bo mpobJie-
MaTHYHATa CHHIYJIAPHOCT Ha UIEHTUTETOT (CTaHyBaibe
Kxako-egeH [becoming as-one]), u 0BOj ,pe3ysarar’ ce
yIIITE HE MOJKE /ia ce cMeTa 3a (puHaIeH MPOU3BO/I, KOj
ke Tl y3ypIupa COICTBEHUTE Ipollecd, 6e3 mpeaB-
CTBO Ha HEHTUTETOT Ha HAaCHU/ICTBAaTa Ha PeAyKIIHjaTa,
CUHTyJIapHU3aIyjaTa, eceHIHjan3anujara, aHaxpo-
HHU3MOT, ersoTHI[U3alujata [exoticization] u ToTamu-
sanujata.” COOJBETHO Toraii, Ke 3aloyHeMe O/
WHAUBUAyalldjaTa, WJAEHTUTETOT Ke OwWJie Hamara
TpaeKTopHja, a KaTeropujara Ha J[BeTe € MECTOTO Kajie
Ke IPUCTUTHEME, M CeTO TOa UMAajKu MPEABUJT JleKa BO
IIOIITHPOKHMOT UHTEPEC HAa OBaa CTyAHja € NCTOBPEMEHO
1 OUTHETO Ha UAEHTUTETOT U UAEHTUTETOT Ha OUTHUETO.

UpeHTUTET

Bo cBojara kuura Cebecu kaxo gpye, I[Ton Pukep (Paul
Ricoeur) ja uctpakyBa JBOCMHUCIEHOCTA HA UJEHTUTE-
TOT IPEKY MOZBJIEKYBalbe Pa3JIuKa Mely uiice-UeHTH-
TeT U ugem-uzaenturer [ipse/idem].° Oxn exHa crpaHa,
3a UJIEM-UJIEHTUTETOT ,IIOCTOjaHOCTa CO BpEME T'O BOC-
TAHOBYBa HAQjBUCOKHOT p€Jl, HA KOj ke My Ce CIIPOTHB-
CTaBU OHA IITO C€ PA3JINKYBa, BO CMICJIA HA MIPOMEHA

5 32 OHTOJIOIIKOTO HACHJICTBO HMaM IHIIYBAHO BO CJIE/IHITE
npesenTtanuu: “A Proposal for Nonviolent Metaphysics:
Examining Ontological Violence,” (TMTC/CMU, 2014), and
“Thinking Through Nonviolence” (Skylight, 2016).

6  Paul Ricoeur, Oneself as Another. Trans. Kathleen Blamey
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992), 2.

identity will be our trajectory, and the category of the
Two will be where we will land, all while keeping in mind
that the broader concern of this study is simultaneously
for the being of identities and the identity of being.

Identity

In his book Oneself as Another Paul Ricoeur explores
the equivocity of identity by drawing a distinction
between ipse-identity and idem-identity.® On one hand,
for idem-identity “permanence in time constitutes
the highest order, to which will be opposed that which
differs, in the sense of changing or variable.”” On
the other hand, ipse-identity “implies no assertion
concerning some unchanging core of the personality.”
For Ricoeur idem-identity corresponds to sameness,
while ipse-identity corresponds to selfthood, and this
distinction necessarily resists the conflation of the two.’
Sameness is fundamentally distinct from that which is
“other, contrary, distinct, diverse, unequal, inverse,”
while selfhood is the focus of Ricoeur’s title “Oneself
as Another.”° The distinction between these two kinds
of identity assists Ricoeur in developing his concept of
identity summarized in the statement: “oneselfinasmuch
as being other.”" This formulation indicates that identity
relies upon that which it is not, but the exact nature of
this reliance is unique in Ricoeur’s work. For Ricoeur,
ipse-identity “involves a dialectic complementary to that
of selthood and sameness, namely the dialectic of self
and other than self.”* Through this dialectic Ricoeur

6  Paul Ricoeur, Oneself as Another. Trans. Kathleen Blamey
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992), 2.

7 Ibid.
8 Ibid.
9 Ibid.
10 Ibid, 3.
11 Ibid.
12 Ibid.




Identities

I TIpOMeHJInBa [Bapujabsal.”” Ox apyra cTpaHa, uil-
Ce-UJIeHTUTETOT ,MMIUIMIPA JIeKa HeMa TBPAEHE BO
BpPCKa CO HEKOe HEeINPOMEHJIMBO jaZpo Ha JudYHOocTa.”
3a Pukep ugem-uJIEHTUTETOT OJrOBapa HA WCTOBETHO-
cra [sameness], ogeka uiice-uAEHTUTETOT OATOBapa HA
cebnocra [selfhood], a oBaa pasyirika Hy>KHO ce TPOTHBU
Ha crojyBame Ha aBeTe.’ VcroBeTHOcTa € dyHAAMeEH-
TAJHO Pa3/IM4YHa OJf OHA INTO € ,U JIPYrO, CHPOTHBHO,
Pas3JINYHO, PAa3HOJIMYHO, HEeTHAKBO, HHBEP3HO , JTofie-
Ka ceOHOcTa € Bo (oKycoT Ha HacioboT Ha Pukep “Ce-
Oecu kako aApyr.”'° PaziukaTa momery oBue JiBa BUja Ha
UJIEHTUTET My IoMara Ha Pukep Bo pa3B0OjoOT Ha HETOBH-
OT KOHIIENT Ha UJIEHTUTET CYMUPAH BO HCKAa30T: ,cebecH
JIOKOJIKY ce 6uze apyr.”" OBaa ¢popMyJsiaiyja mokakKyBa
JleKa UJIEHTUTETOT ce IMOTIMPa Ha OHA IIITO HE €, HO TOY-
HaTa IPUPOJIa HA Taa 3aBHUCHOCT € YHHUKATHA BO pabo-
tata Pukep e. 3a Pukep, umnce-ujieHTUTETOT ,,BKJIYIyBa
JIMjaJIeKTUKa KOMIIEMEHTapHAa Ha OHaa Ha CeOHOCT U
HCTOCT, O/THOCHO JIMjaJIeKTHKATa Ha cebe U gpyauilie 0g
cebe.”* [Ipeky oBaa IujasIeKTHKa, PUKep MOKa)KyBa KaKo
JIPYTOCTA € Of] BUTAJIHO 3HAUEHe 3a WHAUBH/IyaIjaTa
Ha UJICHTUTETUTE, HaBelyBajKku JieKa ,,ceOHOCT Ha cebe
ja moapasbupa IpyrocTa 10 TAKOB MHTUMEH CTEIIeH IITO
He MO’Ke HUKOj Jla ce 3aMHCJIH 6e3 Jipyr.” "

U noxkpaj pakroT geka ¢pokycoT Ha Pukep e Ha TUYHHOT
Y HAPaTUBHUOT UJEHTUTET, OTKOJIKY Ha OHTOJIOIIKUOT
UJIEHTUTET CO KOj ce 3aHMMaBa OBOj TPYJl, OCTaHyBaaT
Ba)KHU U HEroBaTa pasJKa romery uiice U ugem uzeH-
TUTET U HETOBOTO TBPZEHE JleKa APYyrocTa € MPaBUIHO

7 Ibid.
Ibid.
Ibid.

10 Ibid., 3.

11 Ibid.

12 Ibid.

13 Ibid.
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shows how otherness is vital to the individuation of
identities, stating that “the selfhood of oneself implies
otherness to such an intimate degree that one cannot be
thought of without the other.”

Despite the fact that Ricoeur’s focus is on personal
and narrative identity, rather than on the abstract
ontological identity that concerns the present study,
both his distinction between ipse and idem identity and
his assertion that otherness is properly constitutive of
identity, remain metaphysically important. In order to
explore “the correlation between the self and the other
than self,” Ricoeur examines the hermeneutics of self-
reflection, the dialectic of selfhood and sameness, and
the dialectic of selfhood and otherness.** This threefold
concern structures the whole inquiry initiated in Oneself
as Another, leading Ricoeur through various ethical
and political reflections. However, we will maintain
a restrictive focus on the ontological ramifications of
Ricoeur’s distinctions.

Oneself as Another begins with a chapter on selfthood
in which Ricoeur examines the linguistic determinations
of self-identity. Ricoeur writes of “identification” as
the ability to make one thing “apparent to others,
amid a range of particular things of the same type, of
which one we intend to speak.”® Through the act of
identifying-reference we distinguish one identity from
another, and we thereby “consider it as an indivisible
example within a species.”® Betraying his hermeneutic
and linguistic predilections, Ricoeur states that it is
language that “contains specific connecting units that

13 Ibid.
14 Ibid., 16.
15 Ibid,, 27.
16 Ibid.
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KOHCTUTYTHBHA 32 UZieHTUTeTOT. CO 1IeJI J]a ja UCTPaXKU
LKopesanujara Mery cebe u co apyrure o cebe,” Pukep
ja mpoyuyBa XepMeHEBTHKAaTa Ha camo-peduiekcujarta,
JIMjaJIeKTUKaTa Ha ceOHOCTA M ICTOCTA, U IUja/IeKTUKATa
Ha cebHOcTa U Apyrocra.* OBaa TpOjHA 3arpHIKEHOCT
CTPYKTypHpa IieJjia efjHa ucTpara uHunupaHa Bo Cebe-
CU Kaxo gpye, 1ITO TO U3Be/lyBa PUKep MpeKy pa3indyHu
€TUYKU U TMOMUTUYKU pedrekcuu. Cemnak, Hue Ke 3a/-
PKMMe PECTPUKTHBEH (POKyC Ha OHTOJIONUIKUTE ITOC/Ie-
JIAIY Ha PUKEpPOBUTE JUCTUHKI[AH.

Cebecu xaxo /[pye 3amo4HyBa CO IOTJIaBjeTo 3a ceOHO-
cTa BO Koe Pukep ru npoyuyBa jasuuHUTE ONpeeon Ha
cebe-uneHTUTET. PUKep mulyBa 3a “uaeHtTuduramnuja’
KaKo 3a CIIOCOOHOCT J1a ce HaIlpaBH e/lHa paboTa ,,BU/I-
JINBa 3a IPYTUTE, BO YCJIOBU HA TOJIeM OpPOj Ha OApeeH!
paboTH O/ UCT THI, O] KOU CaMO 3a e€J[HaTa MMaMe Ha-
Mepa a 30opyBame.”*> IIpeKy akTOT Ha UIeHTU(PUKATIH-
ckara-pedepentHoct [identifying-reference] mpaBume
pasiuka Mery efieH U IpYyT U/IEHTHUTET, U, CO T04, ,I'0 CMe-
TaMe KaKo HeJle/IMB IIPUMepP BO pAMKHTE Ha efleH Buz,.”*®
Hamymrajku rv cBOUTe XepMEHEBTUUKY U jJA3UIHU TIpe-
depennun, Pukep Besu Jieka ja3UKOT € OHOj IITO ,,CO/-
pKU crieiuUYHY eIMHUIY Ha TTIOBP3YBabE LITO HU JI0-
3BOJIyBaaT Jla TH pasjinKyBaMe WHAUBHAyUTE.”” Pukep
BeJIN JIeKa ,,MHAUBHUAyaIn3aiyja” e 3aeITHUIYKa 3a CUTE
jasuny, u JieKa Toa IITO € 3aeJHIYKO 3a CUTE jJa3UIIH €
,paboTa” Ha MHAUBUAyaIN3alja, a He Ha “pesysrar.”®
CropoTHcTaByBajky ja MHAUBHUAyaIU3aljaTa Ha omepa-
IUUTe Ha KiacuduKalnujaTa U Ha Npeaukanujara, Pu-
Kep BeJU JieKa e WHIUBUAyaIU3UpaMe caMO aKO Ce

14 Ibid., 16.
15 Ibid., 27.
16 Ibid.
17 Ibid.
18 Ibid.

allow us to designate individuals.”” Ricoeur states that
“individualization” is common to all languages, and
what is common to all languages is the “operation” of
individualization rather than its “result.”® Contrasting
individualizationwiththeoperationsofboth classification
and predication, Ricoeur states that “we individualize
only if we have conceptualized.”® Emphasizing the
singularizing intentions of individualization, Ricoeur
writes that “to designate one and only one individual is
the individualizing intention.”*® This statement tells us
that Ricoeur’s placement of otherness within identity
is not the inscription of the other itself into the identity
itself, but the location of the necessary otherness
needed to designate an identity into the process of
individualization. Correspondingly, Ricoeur writes that
the “minimal otherness that is required designates this
element of the class, but not the rest of the class. A single
one set off from all the others.”

Later in the first chapter of Oneself as Another, Ricoeur
critiques the way in which “the logical force of the same
eclipses that of the self” by asserting that “there is no
self alone at the start; the ascription to others is just as
primitive as the ascription to oneself.”** This statement
reveals two things about Ricoeur’s concept of identity.
The first is that unity and self-equality ultimately
condition Ricoeur’s notion of identity more than the
forces of contradiction or interior division, and the
second is that otherness is linked to the act of recognition
in Ricoeur’s notion of identity. The “as” in Oneself as
Another does not indicate that oneself contains another

17 Ibid.

18 Ibid.

19 Ibid,, 28.

20 Ibid.

21 Ibid,, 29.

22 Ibid., 37 and 38.
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“MaMe KOHITUImupaHo.” " HarjacyBajku rv CHHTYJIapU-
3UpavYKUTe HaMepHU Ha WHJUBUAyaIu3alujara, Pukep
BeJIU JIeKa ,,J1a ce HA3HAYH €JIeH U CaMO eJIeH IIOeIUHEI]
€ HaMepaTa Ha WHAUBHAyanu3amujara.””® OBaa u3jaBa
HU Ka)KyBa Jieka PHKepOBOTO IOCTaByBame Ha JIPYyTo-
CTa BO WUJIEHTUTETOT HE € BIIUIIYBaFke Ha gpyauoill BO
CaMHUOT UgeHiliuilieill, HO JIOKAIlMjaTa Ha HyKHaTa I10-
TpebHA 3a J]a ce OIpe/IeId HIEHTUTETOT BO IIPOLIECOT Ha
nHauBuAyansanyuja. CooaseTHo, Pukep muinysa gexa
»,MUHIMAJIHA IPYTOCT IITO € TOTpeOHa 'O 03HAYYBa 080]
€JIEMEHT Ha KjlacaTa, HO HE W OCTATOKOT Ha KJjacaTa.
EneH cet o HUB ITOIaJIEKY OJ1 CUTE IpyTH. "

IToHaTamy BO MpO0/IKEHNE Ha MpBaTa riiaBa Ha Cebecu
kaxo /[pye, Pukep ro KpUTHKyBa HAYMHOT HA KOj ,JI0-
TUYKaTa CHJIa HAa MCTOTO ja 3aTCKpHUBA CHJIaTa Ha ceb-
HOCTa,” TBPAEJKU JleKa ,HeMa ceOHOCT YIITe HH OJf ca-
MHOT ITOYETOKOT, MPUIUIIYBAHETO HA JIPYTUTE € HUCTO
TaKa IPUMHUTHBHO KaKO ¥ MPUIIHUIIYBAIbETO Ha CAMHUTE
cebe.” OBaa m3jaBa OTKpHUBa JBe pabOTH BO BPCKA CO
KOHIIENITOT Ha uAeHTUuTeTOoT Ha Pukep. IIpBaTa e meka
€IMHCTBOTO U cebeeTHAKBOCTA HA KPajoT TO YCIOBYBa
PUKEPOBUOT IIOMM Ha WJIEHTHUTETOT ITOBEKE O] CHJIM-
Te Ha KOHTpaJUKIIMjaTa WX BHATpeIIHaTa Mozesoa,
a BTOpaTa € JieKa JIpyrocTa € IOBp3aHa CO YHHOT Ha
fipuaHasarse BO IIOUMOT Ha HAEHTUTET Kaj Pukep. OHa
~,Kako” Bo Cebecu kako /[pyz He 3HaUHU JieKa BO CAMUOT
cebe ce COAPIKU JPYT, HO JieKa cebecu ce MOTIHpPa Bp3
JIDYTHOT KaKoO IMOeAWHEl WIN cepuja Ha MOeIUHIH, a
Ha JIPyrocTa KaKo MPUHITAII Ha pa3/IMKaTa IIITO Ce CTaBa
cebe BO OZHOC KOH MHOIIITBOTO. PUKEPOBUTE YBUIU 32
ceOenIEHTUTETOT Ce CEKAKO BaYKHHU BO PA3BOjOT HA OBaa
OHTOJIOTHjaTa Ha UJIEHTUTETOT, HO THE HE Ce JJOBOJIHH 3a

19 Ibid., 28.

20 Ibid.

21 Ibid,, 29.

22 Ibid, 37, u 38.

Journal for Politics, Gender and Culture / Vol. 13 / 2016-2017

but that oneself relies fundamentally upon the other as
an individual or series of individuals, and on otherness
as a principle of distinction that places the one in relation
to the many. Ricoeur’s insights about self-identity are
certainly important in the development of the present
ontology of identity, but they are not sufficient for an
ontology of identity that gives due credence to the role of
the Two. The way in which Ricoeur’s concept of identity
is important is explained below through an examination
of the role of recognition in individuation (drawing upon
the work of Alexander Garcia Diittmann), and the way
in which Ricoeur’s work is not enough is evident in the
presence of non-identity within identity (as explored
below with reference to the work of Theodor Adorno).

Identity and Recognition

In his book Between Cultures: Tensions in the Struggle
for Recognition, Alexander Garcia Diittmann draws
upon the Hegelian idea of recognition and writes of the
role of recognition in the individuation of identities,
understanding identity as a concept that ranges from
the personal to the cultural (and by extension from
the singular to the multiple).*® Diittmann writes of
recognition in the context of both the individual person
and intercultural communication, but his reflections on
the concept of recognition in the first chapter of his book
have major consequences for the ontological status of the
concept of identity. Considering the role of recognition
in the formation of personal identity in particular,
Diittmann writes that recognition corresponds with
a claim to identity: “Someone wants to be recognized
as this or that because he or she claims to be this or

23 Hegel’s recognition certainly underpins Diittmann’s
description throughout Between Cultures, and is a significant
example of the dialectic of self and other that is common
to Ricoeur, Adorno, and Diittmann. Cf. G.W.F. Hegel,
Phenomenology of Spirit. Trans. A.V. Miller (London: Oxford
University Press, 1977), 111-119.
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OHTOJIOTHja Ha UJIEHTHUTET IIITO Ke ce mMa Bepba BO yJI0-
rata Ha /[Ba. HaunMHOT Ha KOj KOHIIENTOT HA UAEHTUTET
Ha Pukep e BaskeH e 00jaCcHET IO/I0JIy IIPEKY UCITUTYBAHE
Ha yJjorara Ha INpeNo3HaBake BO WHAUBHAyalldjaTa
(mamoBp3yBajku ce Ha paboTaTa Ha Astekcaugap ['apcuja
Jarman [Alexander Garcia Diittmann]), kako 1 3a Ha4Yu-
HOT Ha KOj paborara Ha PuKep He e 0BOJIHA € OUUTJIe-
JIEH BO IMIPUCYCTBOTO HA HE-UEHTUTETOT BO PAMKHUTE Ha
HUJIEHTUTETOT (KaKo IITO € HCTPaXKeHO II0/I0JIy BO BpCKa
co paborara Ha Teomop Anopuo [Theodor Adorno]).

WpeHTUTET M NnpU3HaHuja

Bo cBojara kHura Medy gee kyaiuypu: Teun3uuilie 80
bopbaitia 3a tipusHasare (Between Cultures: Tensions
in the Struggle for Recognition), Anexcanaap I'apcuja
JatmaHn (Alexander Garcia Diittmann) mumryBa 3a yJio-
rata Ha NMpU3HABale BO WHAWBH/yalMjaTa Ha WJIE€H-
TUTETUTE, Pa30MPajKN IO UAEHTUTETOT KAKO KOHIIEIT
IITO Ce JIBIJKU Of JIMYHOTO KOH KYJTYpHOTO (M €O
MPOIIMPYBAKE OJf CHHTYJIAPHOTO KOH MHOIITBOTO).*3
JlaTMaH MUIIyBa 32 MPU3HABake BO KOHTEKCT U HA WH-
MUBHIyaTa U HA MHTEPKYJITYypHATa KOMYyHHKaIHja, HO
HErOBOTO Pa3MUCJIyBakhe 32 KOHIIENITOT HA IPU3HABAKHE
BO IIPBOTO IOTJIAB]j€e O] HETOBAaTa KHUTA KMa rOJIEMH T10-
CJIEJTUIIV 32 OHTOJIONIKUOT CTAaTyC HAa KOHIIENITOT Ha U/I€H-
TUTeTOT. IMajku ja mpeABUjL ysiorata Ha IPU3HABAbE
(recognition) ocobeHo Bo GopMHUpameTO Ha JIMYHUOT
UJIEHTUTET, /laTMaH IUIIyBa JleKa MPU3HABAHETO KOpe-
CIOHAMPA CO iligpgerse 3a uneHTureT: “Hekoj caka ma
Ou/le IpU3HAeH KaKO OBa WJIM OHA, 3aIlITO TOj WJIM Taa

23 XereJjoBOTO cekaBame € BO I033/[HHATA Ha J]aTMaHOBHOT
omnuc npeky Between Cultures, u e ocobeH npuMep Ha
JHjajIeKTHKaTa 3a ceOHOCTA U IPYrocTa MITO IVIAaBHO €
3aeTHUYKO 3a Pukep, AnopHo u Jlatman. Cf. G.W.F. Hegel,
Phenomenology of Spirit. Trans. A.V. Miller (London: Oxford
University Press, 1977), 111-119.

that.”** For Diittmann the justification of recognition in
response to that claim can be that of accomplishment
or belonging, in the contexts of a culture, tradition, or
community.* He writes that,

Recognition must consequently establish and
confirm an identity. By constituting and authenti-
catinganidentity, recognitionis meanttoincorporate
a contingent I into the community of a deeply rooted
We, a We firmly anchored and clearly positioned.
The one who recognizes is both a witness and a
producer. He belongs to a presupposed community
or society which must first be formed by recognition.
But recognition never forms such a society or
community, given that the very moment it tries to
unite what it produces and what it witnesses, what it
produces in what it witnesses and what it witnesses
in what it produces, it must indicate its own splitting
into reception and spontaneity, confirmation and
establishment, witnessing and producing.>

For Diittmann, recognition takes on a series of double
forms, each of which demonstrate the impossibility of
the total completion of identity while retaining moments
of completion within its unfolding. The double forms of
recognition include establishment and confirmation,
the I and the We, production and witnessing, unifying
and splitting, and performance and constitution.”
Amidst its “double heterogeneous function and its
double heterogeneous effect,” recognition exhibits a
“destabilizing double character” that indicates “the
simultaneity of irreconcilable features” and the “tension

24 Alexander Garcia Diittmann, Between Cultures: Tensions in
the Struggle for Recognition. Trans. Kenneth B. Woodgate
(London: Verso, 2000), 3.

25 Ibid.
26 Ibid.
27 Ibid,, 4.
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TBP/IM JIeKa € oBa WK oHa.”** 3a JlaTMaH ompaBaHocTa
Ha IPU3HABAETO BO O/ITOBOP HA TOA TBP/EHE MOXKE Jla
Oue peas3aliijaTa Wi IPUIIATHOCTA, BO KOHTEKCT Ha
e/lHa KyJITypa, TPaJiuInja, Wiu 3aeauna.> Toj mumrysa
JleKa,

Kaxko pesysrar Ha Toa mpu3HaBame MOpa Jia BOCIIO-
CTaBU U MTOTBP/H UAeHTUTET. CO KOHCTUTYHUPAHETO
U aBTEHTUKAI[UjaTa HA UIEHTUTETOT, IPU3HABAKHETO
“Ma 32 IeJ /1a TO BKIYYH KOHTHHTEHTHOTO Jac BO
3aelHUIIATA Ha JIabOKO BKopeHeToTOo Hue, Hue
KOe e I[BPCTO BTeMeJIEHO U jacHO mocraBeHO0.OHO]
IITO NMPU3HABA € W CBEIOK u IpousBeayBad. Toj
mpuIara Ha MpeTIIOCTaBeHaTa 3aeHUIIaTa UIH OIl-
IITECTBOTO IIITO MOpa IPBUH J1a 6use ¢opMUpaHO
NpeKy npusHaBame. Ho, Mpu3HaBamETO HUKOTAIII
He co3JaBa TaKBO OIIIITECTBO WJIM 3aeqHUIIA, CO
orJiesl Jieka BO MOMEHTOT Kora ce oOujiyBa Jia ro
obelMHU OHA IIITO TO IMIPOU3BEYBa CO OHA IITO T'O
CBEJIOYH, OHA IIITO TO IPOU3BEAYBa BO OHA IIITO TO
CBEJIOYU U IIITO TO CBEJOYH BO OHA IITO T'O MPOU3-
Be/yBa, TOA MOpa /ia TO HaBeJle cBojaTa mojeada Ha
MpUEM U CIIOHTAHOCT, MOTBPJa M BOCTAHOBYBAIHE,
CBeJI0YErhE U IIPOU3BOJICTBO.

3a JlatmaH, TPU3HABAKETO IIPE3eMa ceprja Ha JIBOJHU
dopmu, o7 KOM cekoja ja MOKaKyBa HEMOIKHOCTA Ha
BKYIIHO JIOBpIIYyBalb€ HAa UACHTHUTETOT AOJEKA I'M 3a/-
p’XyBa MOMEHTUTE Ha [OBPILIyBalbe€ BO paMKUTe Ha
CBOjOT pa3Boj. /IBojHuTe HOPMHU HA MPU3HABAIHE BKIIY-
4yBaaT BOCIIOCTaBYBame U MOTBPZA, Jac u Hue, npous-
BOJICTBO U CBEJIOIITBO, 00EIMHYBahe U I0/1e10a, KAaKO U

24 Alexander Garcia Diittmann, Between Cultures: Tensions in
the Struggle for Recognition. Trans. Kenneth B. Woodgate
(London: Verso, 2000), 3.

25 Ibid.

26 Ibid.
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of a being-not-one.”*® Essential to identity, the concept
and act of recognition itself “is not one because it cannot
be identified and determined as this or that act.”*
Furthermore, it is not only the act of recognition that
is not-one (having been thrown ‘off balance’ by the
unforeseeable openness of the future), but also, that
which is recognized (the identity) is not-one. Diittmann
writes that “that which is to be recognized is not itself;
it is neither a contingent and isolated I, nor does it
belong to a stable We. Yet only if it is not itself, only if
it is not-one, only if it is at odds with itself, can it claim
recognition.”*

The way in which recognition links the I of identity
with the We of identity-with-otherness accords
with Ricoeur’s inscription of otherness in the
process of individualization, although Diittmann’s
desingularization of identity through recognition takes
a step further than Ricoeur’s still-too-unified concept
of identity. Diittmann writes that “Aiming for identity,
recognition brings about non-identity and is brought
about by non-identity.” The use of this terminology is
testament to the debt that Diittmann owes to Adorno,
whom he cites often throughout Between Cultures.
This connection to Adorno is evident when Diittmann
writes that “that which is to be recognized never simply
remains in its being or becoming as a self-same entity,
an identity identical to itself.”®* This means that identity
is, only insofar as it is individuated through recognition.
In recognition there are always two: that which is
recognized (the identity that is individuated), and that
which recognizes (the individual who individuates). The

28 Ibid.

29 Ibid.

30 Ibid,, 5.

31 Ibid. [Ttalics in original]
32 1Ibid,, 6.
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edukacHocra 1 koHCcTHTYIIHja.”” Cpene cBojara ,,IBOJHO
xeTeporeHa (QyHKIFja U HEj3UHUOT JIBOEH XEeTEPOTeH
edekT,” MpU3HAHUETO IMOKAXKYBa ,JIeCTAOMIU3HPaAUYKU
JIBOEH KapakTep” IITO O3HAYyBa ,CUMYJITAHOCT Ha He-
IIOMHUPJINBA OCOOMHHU~ W ,TeH3Wja Ha OUTHe-He-HEKOj
(being-not-one).”*® O CyIITHHCKO 3HAYEHHE 32 UAEHTHU-
TETOT, KOHIIENTOT U CAMHOT YHH Ha IPHU3HABambe ,HE €
e7IeH 3aToa IITO He MOKe J]a ce UAeHTU(HKyBa 1 J1a ce
ompezieslyBa Kako 0BOj WM OHOj 4uH.”* [Tokpaj Toa, He
€ caMO YMHOT Ha IpU3HaBame JleKa He-efieH (not-one)
(buayBajku M3MecTeHH ,0/1 PAMHOTEXKa“0j] CTpaHa Ha
HEeMpeIBU/INBA OTBOPEHOCT Ha HAHWHATA), HO, HUCTO
Taka, OHa IIITO € MPU3HATO (MIAEHTUTETOT) € He-eJleH
(not-one). /lTarmaH muIIyBa JieKka ,,0Ha IITO Tpeba aa ce
IIpU3HAae, He e caMo 110 cebe; Toa He € HUTY KOHTUHTEeHT-
HO HUTY U30JIUPAHO Jac, HUTY IaK Impumara Ha crabui-
Ho Hue. Cemak, caMo ako caMOTO He e caMo cebe, ako
TOa € He-eJleH (not-one), caMmo aKo Toa € BO CIPOTUBHOCT
co cebe, MOJKe J1a TBPAY IpU3HaBame. %’

HaunHOoT Ha KO IpU3HABAaWKHETO IO IOBp3yBa Jac
on uneHtureror co Hue Ha gpyrocra COOZBETCTBY-
Ba cO0 PukepoBuOT HaTmuc Ha /Apyrocra BO IIPO-
IleCOT Ha UWHAUBUAyaIU3alHdja, HWaAKO J[aTMaHO-
BaTa JeCUHTYyJapu3alija Ha UJEHTUTETOT IIPEKy
IIpU3HaBambe IpaByu €eH YEeKOP IIOHATaMy OJ yIITe IIpe
YHUPUIIUPAHUOT KOHIIENIT Ha UJEHTUTETOT Ha Pukep.
JarMan nuinryBa geka ,,L[e/lejréu KOM ugeHiliuitiettioi,
lipusHasareilio gosegyea He-ugeHuiuieil u e u3sege-
HO 0¢g cllipaHa Ha He-ugeHiiuttieiti.”*" Kopucremwero HA
OBaa TEPMUHOJIOTHja € HAC/IEeACTBO Ha AOJITOT Ha Jlat-
MaH KOH AJIOPHO, KOTO TOj IO HaBeJlyBa YECTO BO JIEJIO-

27 Ibid. 4.
28 Ibid.
29 Ibid.
30 Ibid,, 5.

31 Ibid. [utamuk Bo opruHa]

act of individuation in recognition wholly conditions the
identity that is recognized, and this conditioning occurs
soseverely that evenidentities conceived of in abstraction
are not merely determined by the double structure of
recognition, but they are that double structure. In this
way, Diittmann demonstrates that the Two structures
identity from its initial recognition onward.

Identity and Nonidentity

Appropriate to Diittmann’s concept of recognized
identity, the work of Theodor Adorno directly addresses
this double inner character of identities. Adorno
approaches the concept of identity by distinguishing
between identity and nonidentity, while simultaneously
emphasizing the place of nonidentity within identity.
In Negative Dialectics Adorno critiques treatments of
identity that diminish the unthought inner dynamic of
nonidentity, calling this over-singularizing tendency
‘identitarian.” For Adorno, identity unfolds through
a negative dialectic that challenges the reduction-to-
affirmation suffered by the dialectic.?® Adorno attempts
to “free dialectics from such affirmative traits without
reducing its determinacy.”* In this attempt to free
dialectics Adorno also frees identity from its reduction to
singularity and self-equality by introducing the concept
of nonidentity directly into the concept of identity.
Adorno writes that contradiction itself “indicates the
untruth of identity, the fact that the concept does not
exhaust the thing conceived.”> For Adorno, like Ricoeur,

33 For connections between the dialectical tradition and the
present philosophy of identity see my Dialectics Unbound
(Brooklyn: Punctum, 2013).

34 Theodor Adorno, Negative Dialectics. Trans. E.B. Ashton.
(London & New York: Continuum, 1995), Xix.
Cf. Adorno, Negative Dialektik. Jargon der Eigentlichkeit
(Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 2003), 9.

35 Ibid, 5. [17]
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To Medy xyaitiypu [Between Cultures]. OBaa Bpcka co
AztopHO e BU/IMBa Kora JlaTMaH IHIIyBa JIeKa ,,0Ha IIITO
Tpeba fa 6u/ie IPU3HATO HUKOTAIIl €THOCTABHO HE OCTa-
HyBa BO CBOETO OHTHE MJIM HACTaHYyBamhe KaKO HCTO-CO-
cebe CyIITeCTBO, UIEHTUTET UJEHTHYEH co cebe.”®* OBa
3HAYM JIeKa UIAEHTUTETOT e, CAMO aKO € MHAUBHUAYHPaH
IIpeKy Ipu3HaBame. Bo IMpH3HABAETO CEKOorall MMa
JIBE: OHA IIITO € MPU3HATO (MAEHTHUTET IITO CE€ UHIUBU-
JIyrpa), ¥ Toa IITO MpU3HaBa (MHAUBHAyaTa IIITO UH/IM-
BHAyHpa). YMHOT HAa HHAUBUAYaIlHja BO IPU3HABAIHETO
I[€JIOCHO TO YCJI0BYBa HAEHTUTETOT IITO € IPEI03HAEH,
a Toa yCJIOBYBAIbE CE CIIYUyBa TOJIKY CEPHO3HO IIITO IyPU
U u7eHTUTeTH chaTeH BO allCTPaKI[Hja He ce caMo oiipe-
ge/ieH cO JIBOjHA CTPYKTypa Ha MpH3HABaIbe, HO THE Ce
Taa BOjHA cTpyKTypa. Ha oBoj HaunH, J[aTMaH IOKaXKYy-
Ba 7ieka JIBa ro CTpyKTypUpa UAEHTUTETOT OJf IIPBUYHO-
TO IMPU3HABAIbE HABAMY.

UpeHTUTET U HEMAEHTUTET

Coo/iBETHO Ha KOHIIENITOT Ha MPU3HAEH WAEHTUTET Ha
Hatman, genoto Ha Teomop AOPHO AUPEKTHO ce Of-
HecyBa Ha OBOj IBOEH BHATpEIEH KapaKTep Ha W/IeH-
TUTETUTE. AZIOPDHO My IpPHOTa Ha KOHIENTOT Ha HJIEH-
TUTET IIPEKY Pa3INKyBakbe lomedy UAEHTUTETOT U He-
WUJIEHTUTET, ICTOBPEMEHO HArJIacyBajKu IO MECTOTO Ha
HEUJEeHTUTETOT 80 pamkuile Ha UeHTUTETOT. Bo He-
2aittiueHa gujanexiiuka, AJIOpHO TO KPUTHKYBa TPET-
MaHOT Ha UEHTUTETOT IIITO ja YHUIITyBa HEMHUCIEHATA
BHATpeIIIHA IMHAMHUKA Ha HEUIEHTUTETOT, HapeKyBajKu
ja oBaa mpe-CHHTYJIapU3UpavYKa TeHIEHIHUja ,UeHTH-
tercka“ (identitarian). 3a AZJOpHO, HAEHTUTETOT ce pas-
BHMBA MPEKy HeraTHBHATA JIUja/IeKTHKA IIITO TO IIPEIU3B-
KyBa peaylupameTo-Ha-apupMalija o Koe cTpaja
JnajyIeKThKaTa.>> AOpHO ce 00uayBa Ja ,ja 0cIo001u

32 Ibid., 6.

33 3a BpckaTa [oMery AujaJleKTUIKAaTa TPAAUINja U OBaa
dunozoduja Ha mpHeTHUTETOT IOBeKe Dialectics Unbound
(Brooklyn: Punctum, 2013).
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“to think is to identify.”*®* And yet, for Adorno, what is
identified is not interiorly one, but rather is interiorly
contradictory.

Adorno initiates his break with Hegel by rejecting
the principle of totality, and this is at least partially
because of the connection between (some versions of)
totality and the laws of logic (identity, excluded middle,
and non-contradiction). This means that because the
concept does not exhaust the thing conceived, identity
cannot be reduced to self-equality nor bound by the law
of non-contradiction. Adorno writes that “contradiction
is nonidentity under the aspect of identity; the dialectical
primacy of the principle of contradiction makes the
thought of unity the measure of heterogeneity. As the
heterogeneous collides with its limit it exceeds itself.””
For Adorno it is explicitly the case that “identity and
contradiction are welded [geschweifit] together,”
where Ricoeur and even Diittmann shy away from this
identification.?®

This brings us from a concept of identity understood in
terms of the One (a One arrived at through the Two or
the Multiple, such as in Ricoeur), to an understanding
of identity as interiorly divided into Two both through
recognition and in-itself (Diittmann), to a concept of
identity understood as explicitly being Two by containing
nonidentity within itself in an expressly contradictory
way (Adorno). Having demonstrated that the Two is
central to the processes of individuation, identification,
individualization, and recognition, we can now explore
how the category of the Two exhibits this escalating
double character, from the Two in identity (Ricoeur), to
the Two in recognized identity (Diittmann), to the Two
in identity in-itself (Adorno).

36 Ibid.
37 Ibid.
38 1Ibid., 6. [18]
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JIUjaJIeKTHKATa O/ TaKBUTe apUPMATHBHH CBOjCTBa Oe3
Jla ja peaynypa Hej3uHaTa oipeieHocT.”>* Bo 0Boj 00u/
3a 0cJI000/IyBaIbe Ha IMjaJIeKTHKAaTa, AZJOPHO MCTO TaKa
ja ro ocs060yBa UAEHTUTETOT OFf HEroBaTa peayKIuja
Ha CUHTYJIApUTET U caMo-eqHakBocCT (self-equality) mpe-
Ky BOBE/yBarbe Ha KOHIIENTOT Ha HEHUIEHTUTET JUPEK-
THO BO KOHIIEIITOTO Ha UAEHTUTET. AZIOPHO IIUIIIyBa JieKa
caMaTa KOHTPAJIUKIIHja ,ja MOKa’KyBa HEBUCTHHHUTOCTA
Ha UJIEHTUTETOT, (aKTOT JleKa KOHIIENTOT He ja UCIPILY-
Ba 3aMucJIeHaTa crBap.”® 3a AjopHO, Kako Pukep, ,71a
ce MHCJIH € Jia ce uaeHTuguKyBa.”® A cenak, 3a AJOpHO,
OHa IIITO He ce UIEHTU(PHUKYBA € THTEPHOPHO EHO, TYKY
€ UHTEPHUOPHO KOHTPAAUKTOPHO.

AJIOpHO TO 3aloYHyBa HErOBOTO pa3HyBame co Xe-
reJl TpeKy oTpdpiarme HAa MPUHIAIIOT HA TOTAJIHTET
JIeJIYMHO 3apajdi BpPCKaTa MOMely TOTAJIUTETOT U JIO-
THYKUTE 3aKOHU (MIEHTUTET, UCKJIyuyeHaTa CpeluHa, 1
He-KOHTpaAuKnujara). OBa 3HaUU JieKa, 3aIITO KOHIIEI-
TOT HE ja WCIPIyBa 3aMHCJIEHaTa CTBAp, UEHTUTETOT
He MOXKe /1a Oujie cBelleH Ha cebe-eTHAKBOCT HEBP3a-
Ha CO 3aKOHOT 3a He-TIPOTUBPEUHOCT. AJIOPHO ITHIIyBa
JleKa ,KOHTPAIUKIMjaTa € HEUJIEHTUTET IO/ aCIIeKT Ha
UJIEHTUTETOT; IUjaJIEKTUIKUOT MPUMAT Ha HAYeJIO0TO
Ha KOHTPAJIMKTOPHOCT ja MpaBU MHUCJIATa HA €IUHCTBO,
MepKa Ha xeTeporeHocT. Kako 1ITo XeTeporeHoTo ce Cy-
JIApa CO CBOjOT JIMMHT TOA ce HaJIMUHYyBa cebe cu.”” 3a
AJIOPHO EKCIUIMITUTHO € JieKa ,WJIEHTUTETOT U KOHTpa-
JIUKTOPHOCTA ce crioeHu [geschweilit] 3aeqHo,” momeka

34 Theodor Adorno, Negative Dialectics. Trans. E.B. Ashton.
(London & New York: Continuum, 1995), xix.
Cf. Adorno, Negative Dialektik. Jargon der Eigentlichkeit
(Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 2003), 9.

35 1Ibid,, 5. [17]

36 Ibid.

37 Ibid.

The Two

The category of the Two, or the figure of the Two, re-
mains the central concern of this study. Individuation,
as explored above, identifies identities in such a way
that fundamentally relies upon the category of the Two.
The thesis of this work is that the One is only as a result
of the Two, meaning that a particular identity can only
engage in its own becoming - its self-enclosure of interior
contradictions, and its encompassing of a multiplicity of
differing and deferring qualities, aspects, and elements
— because of its relation with and division from (1) itself
in contradiction, (2) others in relation to that identity,
and (3) from the background of multiple heterogeneous
identities from which it is discerned, distinguished, and
designated over and against. This means that in order to
extend the theories of individuation and identity outlined
above we must explore the various theories of the Two.

In deconstruction and in the postmodern critique
of power, binaries are understood as inherently
asymmetrical. This omnipresent asymmetry implies
a relation of power and dominance between the two
parts of the binary couplet in question (again, partially
reminiscent of the antagonistic recognition of Hegel’s
master and slave). Texts in the genre of deconstruction
tend to arrange lists of binary terms, separated by
backslashes, that indicate their relation of asymmetry,
in order to submit them to deconstructive critique.
Although deconstructive critique initiates an important
critique of violence in the ontological and epistemological
structure of binary terms, it risks over-emphasizing the
political and value-laden nature of all binary couplets
in such a way that reinforces their separation and
forecloses the possibility of their reversal, mirroring, or
intercontamination. In order to avoid neutralizing binary
terms (on one hand) and to avoid over-emphasizing the
asymmetrical power problems of binary terms in such a
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Puxep, na ypu u /[aTMaH ce KpHjaT 0/ 0Baa eKCTpeMHa
unenTudukanuja.’®

OBa HE HOCH O] KOHIIENITO HAa WJIEHTUTET pas3bpaH
Hu3 npudMmara Ha ExHoro (EZHOTO /10jAeHO TIpeky
JlBe win MHOIITBO, KaKO Ha mpuMmep Kaj Pukep), 3a
pasbupame Ha HIEHTUTETOT KAKO BHATPEIIHOCT IIO-
JleieHa BO JIBe M TIpeKy Iperno3HaBame M BO-cebe
(JatmaH), 70 KOHIENTOT Ha WJEHTHTETOT cdaTeH
KaKO EKCIUTUIIUTHO /[Be MpeKy /Ap:Kere Ha HEUIEeHTU-
TETOT BO cebe HAa H3PUYHO KOHTPAJAMKTOPEH HAUUH
(AzmopHo). JlemoHCTpHpajku Jieka [IBe e IeHTpasHO
Ha IIPOLIECOT HAa WHAUBHUyalHja, uUAeHTUDHUKALH]ja,
WHIMBU/IyaTu3aliyja v Mperno3HaBambe, cera MokeMe Jja
HCTpa’KUMe KaKo Kareropujara /[Be ro mokakyBa OBOj
eCKaJTMpayKu JIBOEH KapakTep, U Toa of /[Ba BO u/ieH-
tuteToT (Pukep), 10 /[Ba BO NMPENO3HATHOT UJIEHTUTET
(Jatmamn), 10 /IBa BO HAEHTUTETOT BO-cebe (AIOpHO).

lBeTe

Kareropujarta /IBe, wiu ¢urypara /IBe, ocTaHyBa IeH-
TpajiHa TPHKa Ha OBOj Tpy/A. VHIUBHAyalyjaTa, Kako
IITO € MPOMHCJIEHA MOTrope, TH UeHTU(PUKYBA UIeH-
TUTETUTE HA TAKOB HAYMH IITO (YHJAMEHTAIHO Ce
ImoTIupa Ha Karteropujata /[Be. TezaTa Ha OBOj TPyZ
e nexka EqHOTO e pesysirar Ha /[BeTe, Toa 3HAUU JeKa
OJIpe/ieH WJIEHTUTET MO’Ke Ja Oujie BKJIy4YeH caMO BO
COIICTBEHOTO HACTAHYBAIb€ - HETOBOTO CAMO-3aTBOPAHE
(self-enclosure) 3a BHaATpeInIHUTE MPOTHUBPEYHOCTH, U
HErOBOTO BKJIyUyBa-€ Ha MHOIITBO Ha Pa3JIMYHU U O-
JIO)KYBAYKH KBJIMTETH, aCIeKTU U eJIEMEHTH - 3allITo,
HerosaTa peJialigja co, u mojesbara oy (1) cebecu BO
KOHTPAJINKIMja, (2) IpyruTe BO pesanuja co TOj U/eH-
TUTET, ¥ (3) 071 T033/TUHATAa HA MHOIIITOBOTO XETEPOT€HHU
HUZIEHTUTETH O] KOUIIITO TOA € MU37IeJIeHO, PEM03HAeHO
¥ Ha3HAYyBaHO Nak U nak. OBa 3HaUM JieKa 3a Jia ce Mpo-
IIUpaT IOTOPEOHUIIIAHUTE TEOPUH Ha MHANUBU/yalnjaTa

38 1Ibid., 6. [18]
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way that reinforces them (on the other hand), we must
find a way to acknowledge the reality of the imbalances
of binary terms while maintaining the ontological dignity
of each side of the binary situation.

Similartothe critique of poststructuralist thinking offered
above, albeit in a much more nuanced form, Katerina
Kolozova advances a critique of binary thinking in her
book Cut of the Real: Subjectivity in Poststructuralist
Philosophy.?® Addressing the discourse on postmodern
feminist poststructuralism, Kolozova diagnoses the
common treatment of the binary form in the following
way:

One of the two elements of the binary is always
negative and excluded (as meaningless) from
the explanatory apparatus of what is deemed
and recognized as postmodern theory of
authority. It is excluded not only as meaningless,
irrelevant, inoperative for the postmodernist and
poststructuralist stance in interpreting reality but
also as a politically reactionary and morally wrong
notion.*°

In this critique, Kolozova effectively turns the critique of
binary reason against itself. Throughout Cut of the Real
she critiques the conflation of “the One” with totalitarian
thinking (with reference to Laruelle), the positioning
of “the Real” as unthinkable and other (with reference
to Lacan), and the reduction of access to reality ‘itself’
to the mediations of linguistic reality.#* Our particular
concern in Kolozova’s book will be for the parts of this

39 Katerina Kolozova, Cut of the Real: Subjectivity in
Poststructuralist Philosophy (New York: Columbia University
Press, 2014). See also my review, “The Recovery of the One,”
Parrhesia 22. (2015): 126-130.

40 Ibid., 7.

41 Ibid.

113 I




114

Maxwell Kennel | Identity, Ontology, and the Two

U UJEHTUTETOT MOpPaA Aa ' UCTPpaXHUMeE Pa3JINYHHUTE Te-
opuu 3a /IBeTe.

Bo JexoHCTpyKIlMjaTa M ITOCTMOJIEpHAaTa KPUTHUKA Ha
MoKTa, OMHapHOCTa ce pa3dbupa KaKo CYIITUHCKU acH-
MeTpuyHa. OBaa CempHCyTHA aCUMETPHja MMILIAIMPA
penaiyja Ha MOK W JIOMHHallKja mmoMery JiBa Jejia Ha
OMHAPHUOT Iap BO Mpaiiame. TeKCTOBUTE BO KaHPOT HA
JIEKOHCTPYKIIMjaTa ©MaaT TEeH/IEHIIHja /la OpraHu3upa-
aT JIUCTH Ha OMHAPHU M3Pa3U, OJJIEJIEHU CO KOCH IPTH
IITO ja HHAULIMPAaT HUBHATA peJialihja Ha acMeTpHja,
CO IIeJT /Ia ce TO/JIOXKAT Ha JEKOHCTPYKTHBHA KPHUTH-
Ka. Mako JIeKOHCTPYKTHBaTa KPUTHUKA 3aYHyBa BasKHA
KPUTHKA Ha HACHJICTBO BO OHTOJIOIIIKATA U EMHCTEMO-
JIOIIKATa CTPYKTypa Ha OWMHApPHUTE WU3Pa3H, Taa PU3HU-
KyBa IIpeHarjacyBame Ha IOJUTUYKATa U BPEIHOC-
HO-O/Ipe/ieHa MPHPOJIa Ha CUTe OMHAPHU KYIUIETH Ha
TAKOB HAYHMH IIITO ja 3aCHJIyBa HHUBHATA cemaparuja u
ja 3aTBOpa MOYKHOCTA 32 HUBEH MPECBPT, OTCIMKYBAHE
WM MHTEPKOHTaMUHAIMja (CO Toa M JIOMyINTa Ha Je-
CKPUIITUBHATA KPUTUKA JIa CTAHU CYIITHIHO IIPECKPUII-
tuBHa). Co IesT /1a ce u30erHe HeyTpaIHU3Upame Ha
OuHapHUTEe M3pasu (07 eHa CTpaHa) U Jja ce u30erHe
[peHaryjiacyBarbe Ha AaCHMETPUYHHUTE MpobeMHu Ha
MOKTa Ha OMHapHUTe u3pasu (of Apyra cTpaHa), Mopa
Jla HajeMe Ha4YMH /1a ja IpU3HaeMe peaylHOCTa Ha He-
paMHOTeKaTa Ha OMHAPHUTE U3Pa3U JI0/IeKa Ce OJIPIKY-
Ba OHTOJIOIIKOTO /TOCTOMHCTBO Ha CHUTE CTPaHU Ha OH-
HapHaTa CUTyaIyja.

CnyHO Ha KpUTHUKATa U3paMHeTa NPOTUB IIOCTCTPYK-
TYPUINCTHYKOTO MUCJIEEbE, IMOHY/I€HA IIOrOpe, HaKo
Ha MHOry nocyntwieH HauuH, Karepuna Kosososa
ja pa3BHBa OBaa KpPUTHKA Ha OMHAPHOTO MUC/IEHE 32
OMHApPHOTO MHUCJIeHhe BO HejduHaTta kHura Cut of the
Real: Subjectivity in Poststructuralist Philosophy.*®

39 Katerina Kolozova, Cut of the Real: Subjectivity in
Poststructuralist Philosophy (New York: Columbia University

critique that pertain to identity, and most particularly
her treatment of binary terms.

Whereidentityis concerned, Kolozova challenges a major
presupposition of poststructuralist thinking: “that of the
essentiallynonunitarynatureofthesubject.”#*Kolozova’s
critique highlights the reduction (essentialization) of
the subject to nonunity, fragmentation, and dispersion.
This reduction, present in poststructuralist discourse,
flies in the face of the opposition to essentialization that
characterizes that same discourse. Kolozova asks “[d]
oesn’t the stabilization of this particular truth introduce
binary, oppositional, and dualistic thinking into the
constitutivelayers, into the verytissue of the discourse?”+?
This dualistic thinking conditions the binary couplets of
“stability and fixity versus mobility, of the one versus the
multiple, and the real versus language, to mention just a
few.”# Instead of resisting binary oppositions, dogmatic
insistence on the nonunitary subject reinforces the very
binary oppositions that it set out to oppose.* Kolozova
problematizes binary thinking more fundamentally than
the discourse of poststructuralism because she calls into
question the “vicious circle” generated by the artificial
division between “metaphysical and unitary” thinking
and “nonmetaphysical and nonunitary” thinking.*

Following from her critique of the destabilization of the
subject, Kolozova critiques the ontological conceptions of
the One and the Multiple in the same way. The celebration
of paradox in poststructuralism, according to Kolozova,
has led to a poverty of resources for thinking the One.
The extension of this critique that I would like to make is

42 1Ibid,, 15.
43 Ibid.

44 Ibid.

45 Ibid., 17-18.
46 1Ibid., 18.
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OcBpHYyBajku ce Ha IUCKYPCOT HA TOCTMO/IEPHUCTHUYKH -
OoT (eMUHUCTUYKH MOCTCTPYKTypain3aM, Koso3oBa ro
JIMjaTHOCTUIIMPA 3aeTHUYKUOT TPeTMaH Ha OWMHapHaTa
¢dopma Ha cyIeAHUOT HAYMH:

Enmen o ;Bara esieMeHTH Of OMHApPHOCTA € CEKO-
rail HeraTUBEH U UCKJIydeH (Kako OecMUCIIEH) Of
00jacHyBauKHOT amaparyc OJ OHa IITO Ce CMeTa U
e MPU3HAeHO KaKO IOCTMOJIEPHA TeopHja Ha aBTO-
puteToT. Toj € UCKIIyueH He caMO KaKo OECMUCIIEH,
Oe3HauaeH, HEOIepAaTUBEH, BO MMOCTMO/IEPHUCTUAY-
KHOT U TOCTCTPYKTYPAJTHUCTHYKUOT CBETOIJIEZ, BO
WHTEPIIPETHPAbE HA PEATTHOCTA TYKY MCTO TaKa U
KaKO IMOJIUTHYKH PEAKI[MOHEPHO M MOPAJIHO II0-
rpemnrHo cakame.*®

Bo oBaa kputmka, KosozoBa epukacHO ja MmpeBpTyBa
KpUTHKAaTa Ha GMHApHUOT yM npotuB cebe. Hus Cut of
the Real, Taa TO KpUTHKYBa CII0jyBambeTO Ha ,EMHOTO®
CO TOTAJIUTAPHOTO MUCJEHE, MO3UIMOHUPAETO Ha
,PEaTHOTO“ KaKO HEMHUCIUBO U JPYTro, U peayKIujaTa
Ha IIPUEMOT Ha ‘caMara’ PeTHOCT BO MEAUTAIIMUTE Ha
JIMHTBUCTHUYKaTa peasHoct.* Hamr ocobeH mHTEpec BO
kHuraTta Ha Kosio30Ba ke OujaT AeJI0BUTE HA OBaa KpH-
THUKa IITO Ce OJIHECYBAaaT Ha UJEHTUTETOT, UMEHO, HA
TPETMAHOT Ha OMHAPHUTE U3Pa3H.

Kora cranysa 360p 3a uaeHTHUTETOT, KOJI030Ba ja peiu-
3BHKYBA €/lHa KJIyYHa MPETIIOCTAaBKA HA MOCTCTPYKTypa-
JIMCTUYKOTO MUCJIEHhE: OHAaa Ha CYWUHCKU HEYHUTAP-
HaTa Ipupoja Ha cybjextor.* Kputnukara Ha KosozoBa
ja mOTIpTyBa peaykiujaTa (eceHIMjasM3anyjaTta) Ha
cy0jeKTOT Ha HeeTMHCTBO, PparMeHTaI1ja i AUCTIEP3H]ja.

Press, 2014). See also my review, “The Recovery of the One,”
Parrhesia 22. (2015): 126-130.

40 1Ibid., 7.
41 Ibid.
42 Ibid. 15.
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such that the celebration of paradox has actually led to a
blindness to the inner dynamics of paradox, particularly
in relation to the One and the Two. Where Kolozova
resists the implication on the part of poststructuralism
that “the multiple is the truth of the one” (rather than the
inverse), the present work seeks to resist the suggestion
that discourses on the One and the Two must forever
swing like a pendulum between emphasis on the One
and emphasis on Multiplicity, when concerned with the
ontological constitution of identity.#” In contrast with
Kolozova, to privilege the Two, as the present theory
does, may indeed be a way beyond the pivoting effect of
alternating emphases. This is because by privileging or
emphasizing the Two we can simultaneously maintain
the dignity of both unity and multiplicity, in both
the concept of identity (descriptively) and the act of
individuation (prescriptively).

The Two is surely not sufficient for this task, but it is
a precondition for more developed configurations
that seek to exceed the tired back-and-forth of binary
thinking about the binary relation. Kolozova’s critique
is essential on the way to the sort of balance required
to rethink the Two via new configurations. In order to
move beyond the modern violence of essentializing and
over-singularizing identity, and beyond the postmodern
fragmentation and dispersion of identity, Kolozova’s
critique must be considered in full. Kolozova critiques
the fact that “oneness as singularity is conflated with
seclusion and exclusion,” instead suggesting a recovery
of the One.** This recovery, however, reasserts the
singularity of oneness in a way that risks reducing
the inner binaries and multiplicities of the One itself
to a state of self-equality. In an effort to free thinking
from the bounds of dichotomy, Kolozova writes that

47 1Ibid., 19.
48 1Ibid., 21-22.

115 I




116

Maxwell Kennel | Identity, Ontology, and the Two

OBaa peaykigja, IPUCYTHA BO MOCTCTPYKTYPATUCTAY-
KHOT JUCKYypC JieTa BO JIMIIETO Ha OIMO3HUIMjaTa KOH
eceHITjaTn3aIjaTa IITo To KapaKTePU3upa UCTUOT TOj
nuckypce. Kosto3oBa mpariyBa: ,Jaiu crabuin3anujata
Ha OBaa KOHKPETHa BHCTHHA HE TO BOBeJyBa OMHAPHO-
TO, OTIO3UITHOHOTO U AYAJTUCTUYKO MUCJIEHHE BO KOHCTH-
TYTUBHUTE CJIOEBH, BO CAMOTO TKHUBO Ha JIUCKyPCOT?“4?
OBue yC/IOBH Ha AyaJIMCTHYKO MHCJIEHhe Ha OMHAPHUTE
KYILIETH Ha ,,cTa0MTHOCT U (PUKCHOCT HACIIPOTH MOOMII-
HOCT Ha €JHOTO HACIIPOTH MHOIITBOTO, U HAa PEATHOTO
HACIIPOTH jJa3WKOT, Jja CIOMEHaM caMO HeKOJIKy.“** Ha-
MECTO Jla ce CIPOTHBCTaBM Ha OMHAPHUTE OIO3UIIUH,
JIOTMaTCKOTO WHCHUCTHUPAIe Ha HEYHUTAPHHUOT CYOjeKT
I'¥l 3aCHJIyBa caMUTe OMHAPHU OMO3UIIUH IIITO HABUAYM
ru onoHupa.* Koso3oBa ro mpobsiemarusrupa OMHApHO-
TO MHUCJIEEb€ MHOTY IIOTEMETHO OTKOJIKY JMCKYpPCOT Ha
ITOCTCTPYKTYPAIU3MOT 3AIIITO TO IOBEAYBa BO Mpalllambhe
,MarermcaHuoT KPyT* cO3/IaJIeH O/ BellITauKaTa moaeada
moMery ,MeTa(pU3UYKOTO M YHHUTAPHOTO® MHCJIEIE U
,2HEMeTapU3UUYKOTO U HEYHUTAPHO" MUCIIEbE. 4

[IpousseryBajku oji Hej3sMHATa KpUTHUKa Ha JecTabu-
jusanyjata Ha cyOjekror, KosozoBa wncTOBpeMeHO
M KPUTHKYyBa OHTOJIOIIKUTE KOHIenuuu Ha EnHO-
To 1 Ha MHomTBOoTO. [IpociaBaTa Ha mapasiokcoT BO
IIOCTPYCKTYpaIn3MoT, crnopesn Koso3oBa, noBene 10
CHPOMAIIITHja HA PeCcypcHUTe 3a MHCJIelme Ha ExHoro.
[TpomupyBameTo Ha OBaa KpPUTHKA IITO OU cakas Ja
ro HampaBaM TaKBO IITO IIPOCIaBaTa HAa IapafoKCOT
BCYIITHOCT JIOBEJIa /IO CJIENIMJIO Ha BHATPEIIHATa JIMHA-
MHUKa Ha [apaJioKcoT, ocobeHo Bo penanuja co Exnoro
u JIsete. Co oruies Ha Toa mTo Kosro3oBa ce mpoTrBH HA
MMIUIMKANjaTa OJf CTPaHA Ha IOCTCTPYKTYPATU3MOT

43 Ibid.

44 Ibid.

45 1Ibid., 17-18.
46 Ibid., 18.

the “minimal form of relationism is the binary” and
inversely that the “situation of non-relatedness is radical
solitude.”® Emphasizing radical solitude, Kolozova
follows Francois Laruelle’s statement that the One is
one of the “first names” of the real.’® By positing the
singular position as “absolved from any responsibility to
be relative” Kolozova shifts from being concerned with
the treatment of the Two in poststructuralist thinking to
being concerned with the One in Laruelle’s nonstandard
philosophy.>* This is where we part ways with Kolozova,
taking with us the critique of binary thinking that she
provides, but remaining expressly concerned with the
Two as characteristic of ontological identity.

The Two and the Double

The two great thinkers of the Two in contemporary
continental philosophy are the Slovenian philosopher
Alenka Zupanci¢ and the French philosopher Clement
Rosset. Despite their dissimilar perspectives, both
Zupanc¢i¢ and Rosset have each written incisively on
“the Two” (Zupancic) and “the double” (Rosset) in very
similar ways, albeit unbeknownst to the other (or so it
would appear).

In 1976 Rosset published a book called Le Reel et
son double: essai sur lillusion, followed by a further
development of its themes in 1979 in L’'Objet Singulier.
Although we will focus on the former work, both books
advance a theory of the doubling of the real, largely
by way of illustrations drawn from literature and
philosophy. In Le Reel et son double, translated by Chris
Turner as The Real and its Double, Rosset identifies the
figure of the double with the concept of illusion. Stating
that “the fundamental structure of illusion is, in fact, the

49 Ibid., 30.
50 Ibid., xxvi. Laruelle quoted from Future Christ.
51 Ibid., 31.
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JIeKa ,MHOIIITBEHA € BUCTHHATA Ha eTHOTO" (a He oOpat-
HO), OBOJj TPY/ Ce TPYAH JIa IIPY?>KU OTTIOP Ha CyrecTHjaTa
Jneka nuckypeute 3a EnaOTO 1 J[BeTe MOpa 3acekoraii ia
ce JIyJlaaT KaKo HUIIAJIO IToMely HarjlacyBamweTo Ha Eji-
HOTO W HarjlacyBalhe Ha MHOIITBOTO, KOTa ce 3aHUMa-
BaaT CO OHTOJIOIIIKO BOCTAHOBYBam€ Ha HUJEHTUTETOT."
IIpuBuiernjara Ha /[BeTe, KaKO IITO € BOCTAHOBEHO BO
IIOCTOjHATA TEOPHja, MOKE HABUCTHHA /1A € TaJIeKy OTazie
CTOKEPHHUOT e(peKT Ha aNTEPHUPAUKUTE ITOTEHIIMPAEhA.
OBa e 3aIlITO NIPEKy IPUBUJIETHPAhe UM HATJIACyBarbe
Ha /[BeTe MOKe CHMYJITAaHO Jia TO OJAPIKUME JIOCTOWH-
CTBOTO M Ha €AUHCTBOTO U Ha MHOIIITBOTO, ¥ TOA KaKO BO
KOHIIEIITOT Ha UIEHTUTETOT (JIECKPUTITUBHO) U BO aKTOT
Ha WHAUBUAyanyja (IpecKpUITUBHO).

VHcraHnnara Ha /[Be He e JIOBOJIHA 3a OBaa 33/1aya, HO
TOA € IPEAYCIOB 3a MOpa3BUeHa KOHUTYpalnuja IITo
cieny, ocobeHO AMjasleKTUKaTa U XHja3MaTa, Off KoU
obeTe MMaar MOTEHIMjasl /1a TH HA/IMHUHAT 3aMOPHHUTE
Harpez-Ha3a/ Ha GUHAPHOTO MHUCJIEEE BO BpCKa co Ou-
HapHara pesnanuja. Kputukara Ha Koso3oBa e ox cymi-
THHCKO 3HauUeme 32 BUJIOT Ha 6aJIaHCOT LITO € OTpeOeH
3a/1a ce MPOMUC/IN MHCTAHIIaTa Ha /[ Be I10 IaT Ha HOBUTE
KoHpuUrypamnuu. 3a 1a ce o1 0TaJie MOJIEPHOTO HACHJI-
CTBO Ha eceHI[jayIn3alyja U Mpe-CHHTYyIapu3anyja Ha
UJIEHTUTETOT, U 0Ta/ie IOCTMO/iepHaTa ¢pparMeHTanuja
U Jucliep3yuja Ha UJIEHTUTETOT, KpuTHKara Ha Kososo-
Ba Mopa /1a 6uzie pasrienaHa Bo IesnHa. Kosmo3osa ro
KPUTHKYBa (DAKTOT JIeKa ,,eJTHOCTA KAKO CHHTYJIADHOCT €
HM3MelllaHa co U30Jalyja U UCKIydyBame,  HaMecTo Ja
yKaKyBa Ha oOHoBa Ha Exnoro.** OBa 3aKkpenHyBambe,
Cerak, ja HaryacyBa IT0ceOHOCT Ha €IMHCTBO HAHAYH-
HOT Ha KO PU3UKyBa HaMaJyBalmhe Ha BHATPEIIHHTE
OMHAPHOCTH M MHOTYKPAaTHOCTH Ha caMoTo ExHO BO
cocTojba Ha camo-egHAKBOCT. Bo 06uz 1a ce ocimobonu

47 1bid., 19.
48 1bid., 21-22.
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paradoxical structure of the double,” Rosset understands
doubling to be fundamental to the perception of the real,
and therefore to its recognition.>> Our perception of the
real is a kind of deception or illusion in which we perceive
a paradoxical or doubled reality that is “both itself and
the other.”® For Rosset the real is double because of
the way our expectation of the real both does and does
not correlate with what comes to be in the real. Rosset
develops his theory through a reading of Sophocles’ story
of Oedipus, in which Oedipus is warned by the oracle
that he will kill his father and marry his mother, and in
an effort to avoid fulfilling the prophecy he unwittingly
brings about this end. This illustrates how the doubling
of the expected and the actual can become one in the
end, albeit in a surprising way that “does not consist in
the splitting of what is said into two possible meanings,
but rather in the way two meanings coincide — meanings
which we only retrospectively see are two in appearance
but one in reality.”* For Rosset the story of Oedipus
shows how the real is at once a “cunning, omnipotent
fate that thwarts all the means deployed to circumvent it”
and also an ambiguous event that “overwrites” the event
we expect with one that we never could have expected.®
This process of replacement is its own kind of illusion in
which the “event has taken the place of an ‘other’ event
but that other event is itself nothing.”*

For Rosset this ‘other event’ that overwrites and replaces
the expected event reveals that, despite the uniqueness of

52 Clement Rosset, The Real and its Double. Trans. Chris Turner
(Calcutta & New York: Seagull Books, 2012), xvi. For his
theory of perception and recognition of both self and other see
Chapter 3.

53 Ibid., xvii.
54 Ibid., 15.
55 Ibid., 15.
56 Ibid.
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MUCJIEEHETO O OTPaHUYyBamaTa Ha UxoToMujaTa, Ko-
JIO30Ba IHUIIIyBa JieKa ,2MUHUMaaHaTa ¢opMa Ha peJa-
IMOHU3aM e OMHapHOCTa“ M 00paTHO JieKa ,,CUTyarjaTa
Ha He-TIOBP3aHOCT € paJuKa/iHaTa O0CaMeHOCT.“¥
HarmacyBajku ja paaumkamHara ocameHoct, Kosiozo-
Ba ro cjenu TBpAewmeTo HA ®paHcoa Jlapyen neka En-
HOTO € €JIHO O] ,IIPBUTEe MMHIba“ 3a peasHoT0.’® Co
ITOCTaBYBAETO HA CHHTYJIapHATA ITO3UIIHja KaKo ,,0CJI0-
0o/1eHa 01 CeK0ja 0JITOBOPHOCT 71a buie pestatuBHA“ Ko-
JI030Ba MPEMUHYBA 07 3aTPUKEHOCT 3a TPETMAHOT Ha
JIBeTe BO MOCTCTPYKTYPATHCTHYKOTO MUCJIEIHE /10 3a-
rpukeHocT 3a ETHOTO Bo HecTaHmapaHaTa Guio3oduja
Ha Jlapyesn.®' OBa e MeCTOTO Ha KOe ce pasjieiyBamMe Cco
Kosi030Ba, 3eMajku ja co HAC KPUTHUKATa HA OMHAPHOCTO
MHCJIEHE IIITO Taa ja 00e30e7Bya, HO OCTaHYBajKU €K-
CINIMIOJUTHO 3arpyuKE€HHU 3a Z[BeTe KaKO KapaKTEpUCTUKA
Ha OHTOJIOIIKHUOT UJI€HTUTET.

NlBeTe u [lBojHOCTa

JIBa Hajro;leMu MUCIUTEN Ha TIOUMOT Ha /[BeTe BO co-
BpeMeHaTa KOHTHHeHTaHa ¢uio3oduja - obajmaTa pe-
JIATUBHO HEIO3HATU U HENPU3HAEHU - Ce CJIOBEHCKUOT
dmnozod Anenka Kynanuuk u ¢ppaHiyckuot Gpunozod
Knement Poce. ITokpaj pasjnvyHHUTe NEPCHEKTUBU, U
’Kynmanuuk u Poce nMaaT MHOTY HaIIMIIIAHO 32 IIOUMOT
Ha ,JIBe“ (OKymanuuk) u ,iBojHOTO“ (POCe) Ha CIMYHU
HauYMHU, UaKo Oe3 3Haeme eJleH 3a JIpYT.

Bo 1976 roguna Poce 06jaBus KHUTa UMEHyBaHa KaKo
PeannHoilio u He208010 geojCciligo: eceu 3a uaysujaiia
(Le Réel et son double: essai sur lillusion) pocieneHa
CO ITOHATOMOIIIEH Pa3BOj Ha OBHE TEMH BO KHUTATa O]
1979 L’Objet singulier. V1 mokpaj Toa 1ITO Ke ce hoKycu-
paMe Ha MPETXOAHOTO /IeJI0, IBETe KHUTH II0CTaByBaaT

49 Ibid., 30.
50 Ibid., xxvi. Laruelle quoted from Future Christ.
51 Ibid., 31.

singular identities, the real is fundamentally structured
by the double. He writes that “[t]here is, in fact, nothing
to distinguish this other event from the real event,
except for the confused conception that it is both the
same and another — which is the exact definition of the
double,” and which is evident in the fact that the story of
Oedipus ends in a way that is simultaneously prescribed
and unexpected, both predicted and unpredictable.”
And so it is the case, in a limited sense, that Rosset
privileges the One as a figure for the real. He writes that,
for Oedipus, “the fulfillment of the oracle ultimately
surprises insofar as it removes the possibility of any
duplication.”® However, the singularity of the real as it
happens is structured by the doubling of the real as the
real is recognized and individuated.

If we understand the process of individuation leading
up to the identification of the real to be a fundamental
part of the real itself, then we can see the limits of
interpreting Rosset as a thinker of the One. Rosset is a
thinker of the double, and although he gives singularity
its day by attributing it to the real that comes to pass,
he illustrates the ways in which the singular real that
happens owes everything to the doubling of the real that
leads up to the event. Rosset writes that the “recognition
and the disowning [of the real] are thus inseparable
and ultimately mean the same thing: a gazing upon the
structure of the unique.”> This concept of the unique is
deeply implicated in the double structure of recognition
already established by Diittmann, and for Rosset the
uniqueness of the real is implicated in a deeper kind of
double structure. The real doubles an other real that is
always evanescent and vanishing, almost unknowable,
“belonging to the order of the double, the copy, the

57 Ibid., 17.
58 Ibid.
59 Ibid.
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TeopHja Ha y/IBOjyBabe Ha PEaJTHOTO, TJIABHO IIPEKY WTY-
CTpanuy mpe3eMeHHU O] IuTepaTypara u ¢puao3odujaTa.
Bo Le Réel et son double: essai sur lillusion, mpeBefieHO
oxt Kpuc Tapuep kako The Real and its Double, Poce ja
neHTHGUKyBa ¢uUrypara Ha JBOJHOTO CO KOHIIEITOT
Ha Wiy3dja. 3alI0YHyBajKH CO Toa JieKa ,,(pyHIaMeHTasI-
HaTa CTPYKTypa Ha WIy3HWjaTa, BCYIIHOCT, € MapasoK-
cajlHaTa CTPYKTypa Ha JABOjCTBOTO,* Poce ro pasbupa
ygeojysarseilio Kako GpyHaMeHTaTHO 3a IepIenifjaTta
Ha peayiTHOTO.”* Harmara nepruieniiyja 3a peayiHoTO € efieH
BHJ] ©3MaMa WJIN WIy3Hja BO KOja HUE ja IepIUuupame
mapajioKcaTHaTa VI IyTUIMPAHATA PEATHOCT IIITO € ,,1C-
TOBPEMEHO camaila cebe u gpyea.“®® 3a Poce, peasrHo-
TO € AYIUIO 3apaJii HAUMHOT Ha KOj HAIIUTE OYeKyBarbha
3a PETHOTO U Ce U He ce BO KOopeJaluja co OHA IITO €
BO peaysiHOTO. PoceT ja pasBuBa cBOjaTa Teopuja IIpe-
Ky untamke Ha CodorseBuoTr Equil kayie Exun e npes-
yIpesieH o CTpaHa Ha IMPOPOIITBOTO JieKa Ke To youe
CBOjOT TaTKO U Ke ce O3KeHU CO CBOjaTa MajKa, ¥ BO 00U/
Jla To n30erHe MPOPOIITBOTO, HE CaKajKU IO OCTBAapyBa
uctoto. OBa WiIycTpUpa KaKO YZBOjYBAaHETO HA OUEKY-
BAHOTO U aKTYeJIHOTO MOXKE /Ia CTaHe eIHO Ha KPajoT,
HMaKO Ha U3HEHAJ[yBaYKU HAUWH OBA ,HE C€ COJIPKU BO
pasziesiyBalbe Ha KaKaHOTO Ha J[B€ MOXKHU 3HAUEHa,
TYKy IIOIIPBO Ha HAYMH Ha KOj /IBe 3HAYEHha KOUHITUIH-
paat — 3HaYeme IITO MOXKE CaMO PETPOCIIEKTHUBHO Ja
BHUIVIME JIeKa ce JIBE BO I10jaBa, HO €JHO BO peasTHOCTa. “%
3a Poce nnpukasHara 3a Equn nokakyBa Kako peajslHOTO
€ OJIeJTHAIII ,,JTyKaBa, CEMOKHA Cy/I0MHA IIITO TU TOKPHUBA
CHUTE CpeJICTBa IIITO Ce pacIpe/ieJIeH! 3a Jia ja 3a001KO-
JIaT® ¥ UCTO Taka € JBOCMUCJIEH HACTAH IIITO I'0 ,,II0OKJIO-
IyBa“ HACTAHOT IIITO T'O OUYEKyBaMe CO HEIIITO IIITO HUKO-

52 Clement Rosset, The Real and its Double. Trans. Chris Turner
(Calcutta & New York: Seagull Books, 2012), xvi.

53 Ibid., xvii.
54 Ibid., 15.
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image: it is the other which this real has struck out
that is the absolute real, the true original, for which
the real event is merely a deceptive, perverse stand-
in. The true real is elsewhere.”® For Rosset, “[t]his is
why every occasion is oracular (realizing the other of
its double) and every existence a crime (for killing off
its double).”®* Describing the real as both criminal and
oracular Rosset further illustrates its double character,
adding later on in The Real and its Double that “it is the
very notion of immediacy that appears rigged,” further
refiguring the notion of the real as a kind of fixed game
of chance.®®

Rosset’s conclusion is that “[t]hings are bearable only if
mediated, doubled: there is nothing in this world that can
be taken ‘just as it is.””% This means, in a certain sense,
that the event of the real is not only what it is (in the sense
of what has happened, or what turned out to be), but the
event of the real is also deeply implicated with what was
expected, what was predicted, what might have been,
and most importantly, what really should have been.
Rosset often describes this double structure in terms of
the real, but there is also a sense in which this double
structure is characteristic of ontological identity as such.
In the first chapter of L’'Objet Singulier, translated into
English in a 1982 issue of Social Research, Rosset writes
further of the paradox of identity, in the context of the
duplication of the real. For Rosset, identity can either be
thought of as the identification of one particular thing as
itself, or identity can be thought of as “the equivalence
of one term to another” in which one thing is recognized
as another thing.** Rosset makes this fine distinction

60 Ibid., 19.
61 Ibid., 21.
62 Ibid,, 31.
63 Ibid., 44.

64 Clement Rosset, “The Diversion of the Real” Social Research
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rai He Ou ro ouekByasie.”® OBOj IIpoliec Ha 3aMeHa € CBOj
BHJI Ha WIy3Hja BO KOja ,HACTAHOT IO IIPE3eJ MECTOTO
Ha “Zpyr’ HAcTaH HO TOj APYT HACTAH CAMUOT € HUIITO. “*°

3a Poce, 0BOj 'pyr HacTaH INTO T'O MOKJIONyBa U 3a-
MeHyBa OUYEKYBaHHOT HACTaH OTKPHBA JIeKa, IOKpaj
YHUKATHOCTa HA CHUHTYJIADHUTE WJIEHTUTETH, PeaTHO-
TO € (PyHJaMeHTaJHO CTPYKTypPHpPaHO KaKO JIBOjCTBO.
Toj Benu Jieka ,[H]ema HHUIITO /a TO pa3rpaHUYU OBOj
JIDYT HAaCTaH O] pPEJITHUOT HACTaH, OCBeH KOHQY3HaTa
KOHIIENIIHja JieKa TOA € UCTOBPEMEHO CaMOTO U JIPYTO
— IITO € TOYHaTa JAeUHUNIMjA HA JIBOJHOTO,” U IITO €
BHJIJIMBO BO (DAKTOT JieKa cTopujaTta 3a Exum 3aBpiryBa
Ha HAYMH IITO € CUMYJITAHO IPOIHIIIAH U HeOYeKyBaH,
HMCTOBPEMEHO U TNPEABUJIEH U HenmpeABUIuB.“” Ha T0j
HaunH Pocer ro nmpernounTta EqHOTO Kako durypa 3a
peasiHOoTO. TOj MMIyBa fleka 3a Enun, ,,MCIIOTHYBambeTO
Ha MPOPOIITBOTO YJITUMATHBHO U3HEHAJyBa ce  J0jie-
Ka ja Tpra MOXKHOCTa 3a OMJIO KAaKBO IOZBOjyBambe.“*®
CuHeyaapHocilia Ha peaJTHOTO, CellaK, € CTPYKTypHUpaHa
MIPEKY Ygeojysarse Ha PEaTHOTO CO TOA IIITO PEATHOTO €
MIPEN03HaeHO U UHIUBU/IYUPAHO.

Axko ro pasbepeme MpOIECOT HA WHAMBUAYyAI[HjA IITO
BOAU KOH HEHTHU(]UKAIMja Ha PEaJTHOTO Kako (yH-
JJAMEHTJIEH JieJI Off CaMOTO pPeaJIHO, TOTAIll MOXKe
Jla TU BUJAMME TPaHMIIUTE HAa WHTEPIPETHPAHETO Ha
Poce xako muciuren Ha EmxHoTto. Poce e mucimresn Ha
JIBOjCTBOTO, HAKO MY OTCTAIlyBa MECTO U Ha CUHTYJIapH-
TETOT MPEKY HETOBOTO U3€HAUYBAE CO PEATHOTO, TOj
'Yl WIYCTPHpPA HAUNHHUTE HA KOW CHHTYJIAPHOTO PEasTHO
IITO Ce CJIydyBa Cce My JOJIKH Ha IOABOjYBAHETO HA
PEeaTHOTO IITO JI0OBEZyBa JI0 TOj HAacTaH. PoceT muiryBa
JIeKa ,,[IPEMTO3HABAHETO U O/IPEKYBAHETO Ha [peasTHOTO ]

55 Ibid., 15.
56 Ibid.
57 Ibid., 17.
58 Ibid.

in order to illustrate the difference between being self-
same in a moment, and being identified with an other in
such a way that implies stability over time.

Contrasting between equality-with-self and equality-
with-another as different modes of individuation, Rosset
writes that “[w]hat makes the identity of a this remains
therefore foreign to the sum of its possible equalities,
foreign even to an equality with its own self considered
in another instant of time, the divergence in the present
of one of the two thises being the mark of a difference
which is enough to make of this identification an affair
of equality and not of identity. What makes the identity
of a this is to be this, not to be identical or assimilable
to that.”® Like the thinkers we have already explored,
Rosset discerns between two ways of individuating
identities. On one hand we can individuate through
identification with self, and on the other hand we can
individuate through identification with an other.*

Both kinds of individuation can be used to shore up
the singularity of the identity, the first by positing itself
as a unique and self-identical singularity (“identical
to nothing”) and the second by positing itself as an

49.2 (Summer 1982), 567. Being the first half of Chapter 1 in
Clement Rosset, L'Objet Singulier (Paris: Minuit, 1979).

65 Ibid., 568.

66 This resonates with Heidegger’s statement in his essay
“Identity and Difference.” He writes that identity is “expressed
in the common formula A=A,” indicating that “for something
to be equal we must have at least two items.” (13) Heidegger
then distinguishes, much like Rosset, between equality with
self and equality with an other. On one hand, for Heidegger,
A=A construes identity as equality with self, while on the other
hand “A is A” construes identity as a kind of sameness through
“a mediation, a connection, a synthesis: a unification into
oneness.”(14-15) Martin Heidegger, Identity and Difference.
Trans. Kurt F. Leidecker. (New York: Harper and Row, 1969),
13.
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CO TOa ce Hepas3/IBOjHU W 3HAUAT MCTa pabora: O/ieeme
Bp3 CTPYKTypaTa Ha yHukaiiHoiwio (unique).“”® OBOj
KOHIIENIT 32 YHUKATHOTO //1a00KO € UMILUTUIMpPaAH BO
JIBOjHATa CTPYKTypa Ha IIPEI03HaBahETO BeKe BOCIIOCTA-
BeHa Kaj /laTMa, u 3a PoceT yHUKaTHOCTa Ha PEATHOTO €
MMIUTAIIIPAHA BO MO/JIA00K HAYMH HA JIBOjHA CTPYKTY-
pa. PeasHOTO IO MOZBOjyBa APYTOTO PEATHO IIITO CEKO-
raiil € HCYe3HyBaYK0, CKOPO HEMHUCJIMBO, ,,IIITO IPHUIIara
Ha HEIIITO Pa3JIMYHO O] JBOJHOTO, KOIHjaTa, CAUKATA:
gpYy2oilio e OHa IIITO 0BAa PEAJTHO T0 OTPTHAJIO O] OHA IIITO
€ allCOJIyTHO pPeaylHO, BUCTUHCKHOT OPUTHHAJI, 32 KOj
peaJIHHOT HAaCTaH e caMo Jia’kKHa, U3BpTeHa 3aMeHa. Bu-
CTHHCKOTO PeaIHO e Ha pyro MecTo.“*° 3a Poce ,,[3]aToa
ceKoja IpUJINKa € opaKyJapHa (Ipu3HaBajKu ro gpyau-
Ol BO HETOBOTO JIBOjCTBO) ¥ CAMOTO IOCTOEHE Ha TIPEK-
PIIOKOT (3a yOMBameTo Ha CBOJOT ABOJHHK).“® IIpeky
OTIHCOT Ha PEAJTHOTO KCTOBPEMEHO U KAKO KPUMHUHATHO
1 KaKo OpakyJIpHO, PoceT moHaTaMy ro WIyCTpHpa OBOj
JIBOEH KapakTep, J0/IaBajku IOJIOIHO BO PeaaHoilio u
Hezosuoill geojHuk (The Real and its Double) nexka ,.ca-
MHOT ITOUM Ha HEIIOCPETHOCT Ce UMHU JIeKa € JIaKHUpaH,
MoHaTaMy peUrypupajku ro TBPAEHETO JIEKa PETHO-
TO € e/IeH BU/l Ha UKCHpaHa urpa Ha cpeka.®

3axmydyor Ha Poce neka ,[plaboTtuTe ce momHOCIUBHU
caMo aKo ce IOCpeAyBaHU, AyIUTHPAaH: HEMa HUIITO HA
CBETOT IIITO MOXKE JIa Ce CMeTa JIeKa € 'caMo KaKO IITO
e.“3 OBa 3HauM Ha HEKOj HAUMH JIeKa HACTAaHOT Ha pe-
aJIHOTO HE caMo IINTO € OHA IITO € (BO CMHUCJIA HA OHA
IITO Ce CJIYYWJIO, WJIU HITO CTAaHAJIO), TYKY HACTAHOT HA
PEeaTHOTO HCTO TaKa e /1J1ab0K0 UMJIMIIUPAH CO OHA IITO
€ 0YEKyBaHO, IITO OMJIO MIPEBUJIEHO, IIITO MOXKENIO /1A

59 Ibid.

60 Ibid,, 19.
61 Ibid., 21.
62 1Ibid, 31.
63 Ibid., 44.
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identity that is identical with another identity (“identical
to something”).”” However, for Rosset neither kind
of identity can properly describe the real. Instead:
“Comparable to the god Janus, whose double visage
looks in two diametrically opposite directions, the
thought of identity brings together and confuses the two
contrary ideas of the same and the other: designating at
once and contradictorily what is without equal and what
is equal to something else. Impossible, in short, to think
the same without thinking at the same time its own
contrary...”*® Although the double nature of the real and
the ambiguity of identity are not one and the same for
Rosset, the two doublings complement each other. He
writes further that “[t]he search for one’s own identity
is a vain enterprise in principle because it is impossible
ever to identify what is real, the real being precisely that
which, because it has no double, remains refractory to
any enterprise of identification.”®

For Rosset, we must approach identity with the very
same suspicion with which we approach the real. The
double is not just a figure of the real. It is the real. And
so, by extension, the doubling effects described above
challenge the singularity of the real that happens, which
therefore challenges the positing of any identity as a
singular being at-one. Rosset understands the real as
something that can only happen through the double,
precisely because the real that happens always happens
at the expense of the real that could have been or should
have been. This means that the real is double, and that in
some extended way, the identity of being and the being of
identity is structured in a double fashion. Furthermore,
Rosset understands identity as labouring under either
the reduction-to-self or the reduction-to-another. Given

67 Rosset, “The Diversion of the Real,” 569.
68 Ibid.
69 Ibid., 571.
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Ouze, U HAjBAXKHOTO, OHA IIITO HAaBUCTHHA Tpebaso Ja
O6uzme. Poce yuecTo ja omuiryBa oBaa JIBOjHA CTPYKTypa
BO KOHTEKCT Ha PeaJHOTO, HO HMCTO TakKa MMa U Ofpe-
JleHa CMHCJIa BO KOja OBaa JBOjHA CTPYKTypa € Kapak-
TEPUCTUYHA 3a OHTOJIOIIKHUOT WUIEHTHUTET KAaKO TaKOB.
Bo mpBoto moryasje ox L’Objet singulier, mpeseje-
HO Ha aHIJIUCKHA BO u3maHuero Ha Social Research op
1982 roguHa, Poce moHaTaMy muIllyBa 3a HNapajioKCOT
Ha WIEHTUTETOT BO KOHTEKCT Ha AyIUIMKAIlMjaTa Ha pe-
asHoTo. 3a Poce, naeHTUTETOT MOXe Aa Ouze MHUCIeH
WIN Kako uieHTu(dUKaIija Ha e/lHa mocebHa cTBap 3a
cebe, WIM HAEHTUTETOT MOKe Ja Oujie MPOMUCIyBaH
KaKo ,eKBUBAJIEHIIMja Ha €JIeH u3pa3 co APYr Kaje
e/IHa CTBAp € Ipelo3HaeHa Kaxko Hekoja apyra.*t Poce
ja mpaBu oBaa (pMHA pas3JiuKa CO IeJ /Ia ja WIyCTpupa
passirkara momery Toa jia ce 6uze camo-cebe (self-same)
BO MOMEHT, U J1a ce Ou/ie uaeHTu(UKyBaH KaKo APYyT Ha
TaKOB HAYHMH IIITO TOA UMILIMI[APA CTAOUITHOCT BO TEKOT
Ha BPEMETO.

[IpaBejku  KOHTpacT moOMery eJHaKBOCTa-co-cebe
U €eJHAKBOCTA-CO-APYTI KaKO pa3jIMYHH HAaYWHU Ha
WHAVBUAYaIUja, Poce Besu Aeka oHa ,[11]TO TO mpaBu
HJIEHTUTETOT Ha OBa OCTAHyBa CO TOa Tyl'o 3a cymaTa Ha
HEroBUTE MOKHHU €JHAaKBOCTH, TYI'O JIypU U 3a €JTHAK-
BOCTa CO COIICTBEHATa ceOHOCT CMeTaHa BO HEKOE JIpy-
rO BpeMe, IUBEPTEHIHja BO MPHUCYCTBO Ha €JTHO Of] JIBE
,OBa“KaKo 3HAK Ha pa3JIMKa IITO € JIOBOJIHA Jja ce Ha-
IIpaBu OBaa WAeHTHU(]UKaNHja cocToj6a HA eTHAKBOCT
a He Ha uyeHTHEeT. OHA IITO O IPaBU HIEHTUTETOT HA
oBa /1a OuJie Toa, He € UAEHTUYHO, HUTY aCUMUJIa0UITHO
(assimilable) Ha Toa.“% Kako 1 MUCIUTEIUTE IITO Beke
T'H UCTpakuBMe, PocTe pa3inKyBa moMery JiBa BHaa Ha
WHIBUAYU3UPAYKH uzeHTuTeTH. O] eJHa CTpaHa MOKe

64 Clement Rosset, “The Diversion of the Real” Social Research
49.2 (Summer 1982), 567. Being the first half of Chapter 1 in
Clement Rosset, L'Objet Singulier (Paris: Minuit, 1979).

65 Ibid., 568.

these reductions, Rosset sees the striving after singular
identity as an imposture. In order to say that something
is a this we must say that it is beyond both equality with
itself and equality with something else. Identity must be
deeper and richer than that. With this prescription in
hand, we now turn to Rosset’s Slovenian mirror, Alenka
Zupancic.

In 2003 Zupandi¢ published a book called The Shortest
Shadow: Nietzsche’s Philosophy of the Two, in which
she reads Nietzsche’s references to “midday” and his
desire to “split the world in two” as indicators of a much
broader philosophy of the Two (both within Nietzsche’s
work and beyond it). Zupancié creatively short circuits
Nietzsche’s work by focusing on the role of the Two in his
thought, using the Two as a minor concept with which
to radicalize his major concepts. Nietzsche describes
“midday” as “the stillest hour” in which “One turns to
Two,” and Zupancié understands this focus to be both the
statement of the event and the event itself.” Nietzsche’s
statement, according to Zupancié, will “break the world
in two” both by its declaration and in its declaration.”
Much like Rosset, with the Lacanian notion that the
real is impossible lurking in the background, Zupancié¢
states that instead of finding ourselves in the “endless
reflection of semblances... the duality or redoubling
that we are dealing with here is precisely an articulation
of the Real.””” Although both thinkers use different
resources for thinking the Two, the real is the double for
both Rosset and Zupanéic.

For Zupancié, this double nature “has nothing to do with
the dichotomies between complementary oppositional
terms (which are ultimately always two sides of the One):

70 Alenka Zupanci¢, The Shortest Shadow: Nietzsche’s
Philosophy of the Two (Cambridge: MIT Press, 2003), 8.

71 Ibid,, 9.
72 Ibid,, 10.
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Jla MHAWUBHUAyUpPaMe IpeKy uaeHTHdUKamuja co cebe,
U O] JIpyra CTpaHa MO’Ke Ja WHAWBHUAyHpaMe IPEKy
uzneHTuduUKanmja co gpyauoiu.*

JIBaTa BU/]a HA MHAUBUYAI[ja MOXKE J]a ce ICKOPHUCTAT
3a MOTTUKHYBame HA CHHTYJIApHOCTA HA HUJEHTUTETOT,
IpBara NpekKy ceberrocTaByBame KaKO YHHKATHA U ce-
Oe-uIeHTUYHA CUHTYJIAPHOCT (,,M/IEeHTHYHA HA HUIITO®)
U BTOpaTa Ipeky cebe MocTaByBame KaKO WUIEHTUTET
IITO € UJEHTHUYEH CO IPYTH UIeHTUTeTI (,iIEeHTUYHO CO
Hemro“).” 3a Poce, cenak, HUTY €/ieH BU/I Ha UIEHTUTET
He MOKe COO/IBETHO Jia TO omuiie peaysHoTo. Hamecro
toa: ,,Cropez6eHo co 60roT JaHyc, 4uj MITO JBOEH JIUK
IJIeZja BO JIBe IjaMeTPAJIHO CIIPOTHUBHU IIPABIY, MUCJIA-
Ta Ha UJIEHTUTETOT TU 00eIMHYBa U T IIOMEIIyBa JIBETE
CIIPOTUBHHU HJIEH 32 UCTOTO U JIPYTOTO: HA3HAUYBAETO
oJleZTHAII U KOHTPAIUKTOPHO OHA IITO € 6e3 egHaK80Cll
U IITO € egHAKBO €O Hewilo gpyzo. HeBo3aMOkHO, HA
KpaTKo, J]a ce MHUCJIM UCTOTO 6e3 Jja ce MUCJIN UCTOBpe-
MEHO HeropaTa CIpPOTHBHOCT...“® Mako BojHaTa mpu-
poJia Ha PAJIHOTO U JIBOCMHUCJIEHOCTA HA WUJEHTUTETOT
He ce eZlHO UCTOo 3a Pocer, /1BeTe /IBOjCTBA ce HAJOIMOJ-
HyBaaT MeryceOHo. Toj moHaTamy IpoI0JI’KyBa BeJIejKU
Jieka ,[mloTparaTa 1o cOICTBEHUOT U/IEHTUTET € TOIIyCT

66 OBa pe3oHHUpA CO XajerepoBara n3jaBa BO HETOBUOT €Cej
LAmeHTurer u pasnuka.” Toj Beu 1eKa HAEHTUTETOT €
»A3pa3eH BO 3aeAHUYKaTa popmysia A=A,“ uHIUIMPAjKkI
JleKa ,,3a HEIIITO /1a Ouzie eJHaKBO MOpa /1a UMa HajMaJIKy
JiBe pabotu.“ (13) Xajaerep Toraii paszJIMKyBa, CIMYHO KAaKO
u Pocer, momery eJHaKBOCTA CO CEBE U €JHAKBOCTA CO JPYT.
Op apyra ctpaHa, 3a Xajnerep A=A co3maBa HAEHTUTET KaKO
€ZTHAKBOCT CO cebe, To/IeKa o Ipyra CTpaHa, ,A e A“ co3aBa
UJEHTUTET KaKO €7IeH BU] Ha UCTOTCT IIPEKY ,MeHaInja,
KOHEKIIMja, CUHTEe3a: YHU(]HUKAIH]ja BO eqHOCTA. (14-15)
Martin Heidegger, Identity and Difference. Trans. Kurt F.
Leidecker. (New York: Harper and Row, 1969), 13.

67 Rosset, “The Diversion of the Real,” 569.
68 Ibid.
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this duality is not (yet) multiplicity either. It is perhaps
best articulated in the topology of the edge as the thing
whose sole substantiality consists in its simultaneously
separating and linking two surfaces.””® The real is double
like an edge is double, or better yet a seam in which
two parts are joined in a simultaneous separation and
connection, a coming together and a coming apart in
which the stitch that joins the two sides is its own thing,
with its own ontological dignity. Much like the real,
the human subject is also split for Zupancic, given that
Nietzsche’s event splits into two what was once thought
to be one, introducing a sort of self-alienation that
says “this is not me.””* She writes that “[i]t is not about
recentering the subject (via the effect of recognition), but
about decentering her radically, producing a subjective
split in its purest form.””

This splitting of the subject has consequences for the
ontology of identity with which we have been concerned
from the start. Where for Diittmann, identity is achieved
through the legitimation of recognition, for Zupancic’s
Nietzsche, identity is not recognition by the other
but instead identity means becoming the other.” For
Zupanc¢i¢ “the something else is the One becoming
Two,” which is a process in which the break or split is
the something else itself.”” Nietzsche’s philosophy of
the double serves as a sort of “linking or a holding that
maintains two things together at their extreme point.””®
The double, or the Two, is “the minimal difference
between two things, the exact measure or the shortest
path between two things,” and therefore the structure

73 1Ibid,, 12.
74 1Ibid., 14.
75 Ibid.

76  Ibid., 15-16.
77 Ibid., 16.
78 1Ibid., 17.
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noTdat, BO MPUHIUII, OU/IejKr HEBO3MOXKHO € IypH Ja
ce ueHTU(UKYBa OHA IIITO € PeaTHO, Ka/Ie IIITO PETHO-
TO € TOKMY OHA IIITO, OM/IejK1 HEMA JBOJHUK, OCTAHYBa
OTIIOPHO Ha ceKoj 06uz, 3a uaeHTUGUKa3uja.“*

3a Poce, Ha UJIEGHTUTETOT MOpA Jia My ce IpHora co uc-
Tara HeZoBepba cO Koja My mHpuofamMe Ha pPeayiHOTO.
JIBOjHUKOT He e camo ¢urypa Ha peaysHoTo. Toj e pe-
aHOTO. UM Taka, Co MPOJOJIKYBame, IOJBOjyBAYKHOT
eexT omuInaH NMPETXOTHO ja IpeAu3BHKyBa CHUHTY-
JIApHOCTA HAa PEaJTHOTO IIITO Ce CJIydyBa, IIITO 3aToa I'0
MIPEU3BUKYBA ITOCTABYBAHETO HA OWJIO KOj UIAEHTUTET
KaKO CHHTYJIapHO OuTHe Kako-ezieH. PoceT ro pasdupa
PEaJTHOTO KaKO HEIIITO IIITO MOJKe J]a ce CIyYU caMo Ipe-
KY JIBOjCTBO, TOKMY 3aIIITO PETHOTO IIITO Ce CIyIyBa Cce-
KOTalll ce CIy4yBa Ha IIITeTa Ha PeaTHOTO IITO MOKe Jja
om0, win Tpebasto na 6use. OBa 3HAUH JleKa PeaTHOTO
€ IBOjHHUK, U JieKa Ha HEKO] IIPOJIOJIKEH HAUWH, UJ€HTH-
TETOT Ha OUTHETO ¥ OUTHUETO HA UJIEHTUTETOT € CTPYKTY-
pUpaHO Ha IBOeH HauuH. PoceT, moHaTaMmy, ro pasbupa
HUJIEHTUTETOT Kako paboTa WU MO/ pelyKIHja-10-cede
WIN 10 peaykiuja-no-apyr. Co orjien Ha OBHE PeayK-
uH, PoceT cMera Jieka Te’KHEeHEeTO Ha CHHTYJIAPHHUOT
naerrurer e ndMmama. Co Ies1 1a ce Kaxke Jeka HeIlTo
€ 08a, MOpa J1a KasKeMe JieKa Toa € OTaJle U eTHAKBOCTa
co caM cebe U €JHaKBOCTa CO HEIITO Apyro. ViaeHTHTe-
TOT Mopa Jia 6uze moaytabok u moborar oz Toa. Co oBaa
MIPECKPHUIIIIHja, CEra ce BpTUME KOH CJIOBEHEUKOTO OTJIe-
nasio Ha Poce, AsieHka 3ynaHumKk.

Bo 2003, 3ynanunk o0jaBu KHHUTra co HacyioB The
Shortest Shadow: Nietzsche’s Philosophy of the Two, Bo
Koja Taa ru ynTta HuueoBUTe CIIOMEHyBama Ha ,ILIajl-
He“ U Herosara xeJyba za ro ,IO[eJd CBETOT Ha ABa“
KaKO WHUKATOPHU Ha MHOTY IOImupoka ¢puao3oduja Ha
IIBe (u ox cTpaHa Ha AenoTo Ha Huue, ¥ MOIIUPOKO).
3ynaHuMKk KpeaTHBHO ' 3a00MKOIyBa Jiesiata Ha Huue

69 Ibid., 571.

of ontology proper.” The real is double, or redoubled,
“as the co-positing of a two in the topology of minimal
difference,” in a way that is strikingly similar to Rosset’s
doubling of the real.® Zupand¢i¢’s account of the real
parallels her account of identity in a similar way, given
that “the event is precisely the ‘crystal’ of this duality; it
is the moment when the subject, encountering herself,
splits.”®

The example that Zupanci¢ provides of this splitting
effect is found in Chris Marker’s film La jetée, in which
a man revisits the site of a vivid childhood memory. The
memory is of a woman in distress, and a man stumbling
and falling to his death on an airport runway nearby the
woman. This childhood memory haunts the protagonist,
and he eventually meets and falls in love with the very
woman who he remembers from that day. Late in the
film, having discovered the airport runway from his
memory, the protagonist is seen running toward the
woman he remembered. As he runs a bullet hits him
from behind, and he stumbles and falls, realizing that
“what he had witnessed years ago, that distant day on
the walkway, was his own death.”®?

This story of doubling deeply resounds with Rosset’s
interpretation of Sophocles’ story of Oedipus. In both
stories there is a prophetic element: the oracle and the
childhood memory. Inbothstoriesthereistheunexpected
happening of exactly what was foretold: Oedipus marries
his mother and murders his father, and the protagonist
of La jetée falls to the ground on the runway and dies.
Zupanci¢ explains Marker’s film through a kind of time
loop in which the relationship between the subject and

79 Ibid.

80 1Ibid,, 18.
81 1Ibid,, 19.
82 1Ibid,, 20.
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mpeky (OoKycupame Ha yjaorata Ha /[BeTe BO HeroBmaTa
MMCJIa, yIoTpeOyBajku ro /[BeTe KaKo MOMasl KOHI[EIT
CO KOj ce paluKaJM3upaaT HErOBUTE IVIABHU KOHIIEI-
t. Hudue ro omuirysa ,IJ1aiHETO KaKO ,HAJTUBKHOT
yac“ kora ,ExHoTo mpemuHyBa Bo /IBe,“ u JKymanumk
ro pasbupa oBoj (GOKyC KaKO HCTOBPEMEHO M H3jaBa
3a HacTaH W caM HacrtaH.”” V3jaBara Ha Huue, criopen
JKymanunk, Ke ro ,paciuenyd CBETOT Ha JiBa“ W Upexy
HETOBOTO HMCKa)KyBakbe, 1 80 HETOBOTO HCKaXKyBarbe.”'
Canuno kako u Pocert, co JJaKaHOBCKOTO TJIEAUIITE BO
Io3aiiHa JIeKa PeaTHOTO € HEeBO3MOKHO, JKymaHuuk
BEJIM JIeKa HaMecTO Haorame Ha caMmute cebe BO ,0ec-
KOHeuHa pedJiekcHja Ha NPUBHAM ... JIBOJHOCTA Ha
MIO/[BOJyBAaKETO CO KOja Ce CIIpaByBaMe OBJle € TOKMY
aprukysnanuja Ha PeasHoro.“’* ako obata MucauTenu
yrnotpeOyBaaT pa3jindyHU PEeCypCH 3a MHCJIehe Ha J[Be-
Te, PEAJTHOTE € IBOjHO U 3a Poce u 3a 3ynmaH4uK.

3a 3ynaH4YuK OBaa /IBOjHA NMPHUPOJA ,HEMa HUIITO 3a-
€THUYKO CO JUXOTOMHUHUTE IOMely KOMILIEMEHTAPHO
OIIO3UIMOHUTE U3pa3u (KOU ce WITHMATHBHO CEKOTalll
JiBe cTpaHu Ha EAHOTO): oBa ABOjCTBO He e (ce yITe)
HUTY MHOIITBO. Toa e BepojaTHO Hajm06pPO apTHUKY-
JIIPAHO BO TONOJIOTHjaTa Ha paboT Kako CTBAap 4YHja
CYTICTAHIIMjaJTHOCT Ce€ COCTOM BO HETOBOTO CYMYJITaHO
pa3/iBOjyBalbe W IOBP3yBame€ Ha JBET€ MOBPIIUHU. "3
PeastHOTO e 1BOjHO KakKo IITO € paboT JBOEH, WJIU IOI-
PBO KaKO JKHI]a BO KOja JZ[BaTa Jieja ce CIIOEHU U ce
pasaBojyBaaT MpHU IITO YBOPOT IITO TH CIOjyBa JBETE
CTpaHMU e nocebHA CTBAp, CO CONCTBEHO OHTOJIONIKO JI0-
cTOMHCTBO. CJIMYHO KaKO U PETHOTO, YOBEUKHUOT CyDjecT
HICTO TaKa e IO7ieJIeH O] CTPaHa Ha 3yIaHuK, CO OIJIe]l Ha

70 Alenka Zupanci¢, The Shortest Shadow: Nietzsche’s
Philosophy of the Two (Cambridge: MIT Press, 2003), 8.

71 Ibid,, 9.
72 Ibid,, 10.
73 Ibid,, 12.
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the event is determined by a doubling effect of circularity
(This doubling effect is also found in a similar form in
the 2016 film Arrival, directed by Denis Villeneuve,
in which the real is doubled through the protagonist’s
memories of the future). Zupanci¢ writes that “the
event is always an encounter of the future and the past,
something that affects the past as well as the future.”®?
Nietzsche’s event, his “turning point” (Wendepunkt), is
where “One becomes Two.”® Zupan¢i¢ explains further:
“The event itself is precisely the conceptual name of the
something that simultaneously separates and links the
two subjects. It names the “in-between” or the “border’s
edge” between the two subjects. The event is the tension
that propels or drives the subject. The subject exists,
so to speak, along the two edges of the event. In this
sense, the only ‘proof’ of the event is the coexistence
of this double subjectivity.”®s The subject shares in the
splitting of the event because the subject is faithful to
the event: the protagonist of La jetée pursues the woman
in his memory, and Oedipus pursues the fulfillment of
the prophecy, each without knowing the full extent of
their fidelity to the event (the memory and the prophecy,
respectively).

Zupanci¢ summarizes her interpretation of Nietzsche
in three points: (1) “the dimension of separation, whose
logic is not that of the end, of achieving or finishing
(off), but the logic of subtraction, withdrawal, or split,”
(2) “the singular temporality of the event, implying a
curving of time as something like a temporal loop coiling
in upon itself,” and (3) “the shortest shadow” in which
the One becomes Two because at midday “[t]he thing (as
one) no longer throws its shadow upon another thing;
instead, it throws its shadow upon itself, thus becoming,

83 1Ibid, 21.
84 1Ibid., 24.
85 Ibid.
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TOA IIITO HacTaHOT Ha Huue ro pas3BojyBa OHa IIITO HEKO-
rali ce MUCJIEJNIO JieKa e €JHO, BOBEIyBajKH e/ieH BH/I Ha
cebe-aseHaIyja ITo BeJiu ,,0Ba He cyM jac.“7* Taa Besu:
»LH]e ce paboTH 3a IOBTOPHO IIEHTPUPahe Ha Cy0jeKTOT
(Bua edekToT Ha cekaBambeTo), TYKY 3a HEJ3BUHO pau-
KaJIHO JIelIeHTPUPahe, CO3/1aBajKu Cy0jeKTUBEH pacIiel
BO Heromara Hajuucra ¢popma.“’>

Pacuenor Ha cy6jeKTOT MMa [TOC/IeIUIY 32 OHTOJIOTHjaTa
Ha W/IEHTUTETOT CO KOja ce 3aHMMaBaMe YIITe Off IIoue-
ToKOT. OHaMy Kajie IITo 3a JlaTMaH, UJIeHTUTETOT € II0-
CTUTHAT IIpEKy JIETUTUMAIlFja Ha cekaBameTo, 3a Huue
Ha 3ynaHYUK, UJEHTUTETOT HE € ceKaBambe UpeKy Jpy-
THOT, TYKy HaMeCTO T0a, HIEHTUTETOT 3HAUU CTAByBamhe
apyr.”® 3a 3ynmaHuuk ,,HeIro Apyro € EAHOTO 1mrTo crany-
Ba /[Be,“ 11ITO € mpoIec BO KOj pas3/eyBamheTo UIN pac-
IIETIOT € caMOTO HellTo Zipyro.”” duno3zodujata Ha Huue
3a JIBOJCTBOTO CJIY>KU KaKO €JleH BUJ Ha ,I0BP3yBame
WIN 33/ip>KyBarbe IITO 33/Ip:KyBa JIBE CTBApU 3a€/THO
BO HMBHATa eKCTpPeMHa Todka.“”® JIBojerBoro, /[Bara e
,MUHIMaJIHATa Pa3/jfKa MoMely JBe CTBapH, TOYHA-
Ta Mepa WM HajKPaTKHOT IaT MoMery JiBe CTBapH,” U
3aToa CTPyKTypaTa Ha BUCTHHCKarTa oHToJiormja.”” Pe-
aJIHOTO € /IBOJHO, WX IOBTOPHO IIO/BOEHO, ,KAaKO CO-
IIOCTaBYBajKU JIBe€ BO TOIOJIOTHjaTa HA MHHUMAaJIHA-
Ta pasjuKa,” Ha HAYMH IITO € BOOWUIMBO CJIWYEH Ha
I0/IBOjyBambeTo Ha peasiHoTo Ha Poce.’® Onwmcor Ha pe-
aJTHOTO Ha 3yIIaHUYUK € IapasIeITHO Ha HEj3SUHUOT OIIHC
Ha W/IEHTUTETOT Ha CJIMYeH HA4yWH, CO OrJief] Ha Toa
IITO ,,HACTAHOT € TOKMY ‘KpUCTaJI Ha 0Ba /IBOjCTBO; TOK-

74 Ibid., 14.
75 Ibid.

76 Ibid., 15-16.
77 Ibid,, 16.
78 1Ibid., 17.

79 Ibid.

80 1Ibid,, 18.

at the same time, the thing and its shadow.”®® Through
her threefold radicalization of Nietzsche’s thought
Zupanci¢ emphasizes dividedness, the self-colliding of
the event, and the transition from the One to the Two.
By extension, the present work is concerned with the
inherent dividedness of identity, the self-contradiction
of identity, and not the becoming-Two of the One, but
the already-being-Two of the One.

The double is first and foremost defined by separation,
by the singularity of the event that that is disrupted
by its nonsingular other (which for Zupanci¢ is found
in circularity, and which for Rosset is found in the
overwriting of the expected real by its other), and by
the figure of midday in which the One becomes Two. For
Zupancic¢the “figure of the twois Nietzsche’s fundamental
invention” showing how “the Real exists as the internal
fracture or split of representation as its intrinsic edge on
account of which representation never fully coincides,
not simply with its object, but with itself.”®” This interior
disjunction of the real, and therefore (in a way) of the
subject, is the logic of identity provided by the Two and
the double.

Identity Between-Two

From identity that relies upon another (Ricoeur), to
identity that is divided in the process of recognition
(Diittmann), to identity that contains nonidentity
(Adorno), we have seen how identity is not One but Two.
Being Two, we have seen how identity is both helped and
hindered by the critique of binary thinking (Kolozova),
and how the double ontological structure of identity
unfolds in the real (Rosset and Zupancic). Given the
ontological status of identity as divided, as indicated by
the thinkers just examined, and being concerned with

86 1Ibid,, 27.
87 1Ibid., 27-28.
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My BO MHTOT KOra Cy0jeKTOT, COOUyBajKH ce co cebe, ce
paszaBojysa.“®

[TpumMepoT mITO ro AaBa 3ylMaHYUK 3a 0BOj edeKT Ha
pas/iBojyBame MOXKe /a ce Hajae Bo ¢riMor Ha Kpuc
Mapkep La jetée kajie IITO YOBEK 'O IOCETYBa MECTOTO HA
ZeTckata MeMopuja. MeMopujara e 3a 3keHa BO HEBOJIja,
U €7IeH MaXk Ce COIHyBa U 3aTWHYyBa Ha aepoApPOMCKa
nucra 6;1m3y 7o *keHaTa. OBa JIETCKO cekaBarbe ro Mpo-
TOHyBa IIPOTAarOHUCTOT U TOj HA KPajoT ce cpekaBa H ce
BJbyOyBa BO JKeHATa IIITO ja TaMeTH o] TOj ZieH. [lomorHa
BO GUIIMOT, OTKAKO ja OTKpUBA IIUCTaTa 0J] MEMOPH]aTa,
IIPOTAarOHUCTOT MOJKE /Ia ce BUAM KaKO TpYa KOH JKeHa-
Ta ITO ja nameTH. Kako IITO Tpua, KypIIyM ro morara
O]l TI03aJld, U TO] Ce COINHyBa U mara, chakajku JieKa
,OHa IIITO TO MMOCBEJ0YNJIe TOMUMHY HAaHA3a/, TaJIeIHU-
OT JIeH Ha IelllayKaTa rnareka, 6usia HeropaTa COICTBEHa
cMpT.“®?

[Ipuka3HaTa 3a IIOABOjyBamETO JIA00OKO OJEKHYBa
CO MHTEepIpeTanujaTa Ha mpukasHara 3a Exun ox Co-
¢doxe, oz ctpana Ha Poce. Bo aBere cropum mma mnpo-
POUYKH €JIEMEHT: MPOPOIITBO U JeTCKa MeMopuja. Bo
JIBeTe CTOPUU MMa HEOUEKYBAHO CJIyJyBarbe Ha TOKMY
oHa mTo O6wio mpenBuAeHo: Exun ce jxeHU co cBojaTta
MajKa U T0 yOuBa CBOjOT TaTKO, U IPOTAaroOHUCTOT 071 La
Jetée mara Ha 3eMjaTa Ha MaTeKaTa U yMHUpa. 3yMmaHYUK
ro objacHyBa GuiMoT Ha Mapkep IpeKy eleH BUJl Ha
BPEMEHCKA jaMKa BO KOja BpCKaTa ImoMery cy0jeKToT u
HACTAHOT € IPeJIoZIpeZieHa O/ IBOJHUOT e(PeKT HA IUp-
kynapHocta (OBOj ABOeH edeKT e UCTO TaKa IMPUCYTEH
¥ Bo cmuHa opma Bo GuiaMoT oz 2016 Arrival, pe-
skupaH o7 Jlenu BuieneB (Denis Villeneuve), Bo koj
PEaTHOTO € TOJBOEHO IMPEKY ceKaBamaTa Ha MpOTaro-
HHCTOT O] U/THUHATA.) 3yIaHYUK IMHIITyBa JieKa ,HacTa-
HOT CEKOTalll € CpeKaBarbe Ha UHUHATA CO MUHATOTOT,

81 1Ibid,, 19.
82 1Ibid., 20.
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the vain attempts toward singularity made by ordinary
approaches to individuating identities, the present work
suggests that the One can only engage in its own being
and becoming because of the Two. Furthermore, the Two
can only be two (become itself, maintain and remain in
its identity), not because the One is, but because the One
is always becoming divided, designated, distinguished,
and discerned from an other One, meaning that it is
never truly One. Consequent of this first principle is
the idea that pure singularity, defined as a One without
an Other or a One without a Two, is necessarily void,
untenable, and inoperative.

The binary relation, our temporary name for something
far deeper than is usually communicated by the term
‘binary,’ is always at issue in contemporary thought, but
its depth is rarely explored in any sustained or systematic
way. The binary relation forms a couplet, a grouping of
two concepts that at once opposes and includes its two
concepts, pointing further to what is between the two,
and what is beyond the two. A consequence of both
the between-two and the beyond-two is that an often
unseen third element determines the Two. This unseen
third aspect of the binary couplet is not merely a relation
that names a commonality or difference that connects
two identities. Instead, this third thing in the Two is a
simultaneously immanent (between) and transcendent
(beyond) determiner of the binary couplet that has its
own identity and dignity amidst the parts of the Two,
thereby determining both the identity of the parts of the
Two and the identity itself. Because the Two conditions
the ontological individuation of identities, identity
bears within itself not only the binary relation (always
of division and often of contradiction) but also this
interior relation that is present between and beyond
its constitutive relays of excess and lack, gain and loss,
potentiality and actuality, futurity and historicity. In the
midst of each of these conceptual figures that name the
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HEINTO IITO BJUjae BP3 MMUHATOTO U BP3 MAHWHATa.“®3
Hacranor Ha Hwuue, HeroBaTta ,IIpecBpTHa TOYKa“
(Wendepunkt), e mecroto kaze ,Eqaoro cranysa J[Be. 34
3ymnaHyuk moHaramy objacHyBa: ,,CaMHUOT HAaCTaH € TOK-
My KOHIIENTYaJTHOTO MMe€ 32 HEIIITO IITO CUMYJITAaHO TH
paszaBojyBa U T MOBp3yBa JBaTa cyOjekra. Toa ro nme-
HyBa ,,0Ha IMoMery“ wiu ,paboT Ha rpaHHUIaTa” TTOMery
JiBa cyOjexTa. HacTaHOT e TeH3UjaTa IITO 'Y MPUABIIKY-
Ba BoijuTe Ha cybOjekture. Cy0jeKTOT OCTOM, TaKa Ja
ce Kae, I0OJDK /iBaTa paba Ha HacTaHOT. Bo oBaa cmuc-
Jla, eINHCTBEH ‘7I0OKa3’ 3a HACTAHOT € CO-IIOCTOEHETO
Ha OBOj /IBOEH cyOjekTuBuTeT. % Cy6jeKToT croaeaysa
BO Pa3/IBOjyBambeTO HA HACTAHOT OHAEjKHU CyOjEKTOT €
JIocIeZleH Ha HACTaHOT: IMPOTAarOHUCTOT BO La jetée ja
cJle[Iy JKeHaTa Off CBojaTa MeMopuja, U Exaun ro cienu
HCIIOJTHYBAIbE€TO Ha IIPOPOIITBOTO, 0OaTa 6e3 j1a ja 3Ha-
aT COIICTBEHATa BEPHOCT KOH HACTAaHOT (MeMopujaTa u
IIPOPOIITBOTO).

3ynaHUYMK ja cyMHpa cBOjaTa WHTepIiperanyja Ha Huue
BO TpU TOYKH: (1) ,AUMMeH3HjaTa Ha Pa3/IBOjyBAIHETO,
YHjaIITo JIOTHKA HE € UCTa Ha KPajoT, 32 IOCTUTHYBAHE
WIN 3aBpIIyBame, TYKy JIOTHUKaTa HAa W33€Mambero,
IIOBJIEKYBAIHETO, WJIM paclenor,” (2) ,CHUHTyJIapHa-
Ta TEMIOPAJIHOCT HA HACTAaHOT, IITO UMILIHIPA
3aKpUBYBame Ha BPEMETO KAKO HEIITO KAaKO TeMIIO-
pajTHa jaMKa IIITO ce CBPTyBa OKOJIy camara cebe, u
(3) ,HajkpaTKaTa CeHKa“ BO KOja “qHOTO cTaHyBa J[Be“
3alllTO Ha IUIagHe ,[c]TBapra (Kako emHO) Beke He ja
¢dpia cBojaTa ceHKa Bp3 HEKOja JIpyra cTBap; HaMeCTO
TOQ, ja ¢psa ceHKaTa Bp3 cebe cH, Taka HACTaHYBajKH,
HCTOBPDEMEHO, CTBapTa U cBojara ceHka.“*® IIpeky
HEJ3UHOTO TPOJHO DPAMIKIN3HNpAEe Ha MHCJIAaTa Ha

83 Ibid,, 21.
84 1Ibid, 24.
85 Ibid.

86 Ibid,, 27.

inner life of identities, is the between and beyond of each
term.

Andsoidentityisnotsingular. Thismuchis clear. Instead,
identityis Two. Identity — being differentiated from itself,
from beings, and from Being — is fundamentally divided.
However, identity is not merely divided or reducible to
division, but identity is a being-in-division that is always
being configured in particular political and value-laden
ways.®® The metaphysics of the binary relation suggested
herein elevates and illuminates the importance of the
category of the Two in the ontological domain, and by
extension in the domain of language and discourse.
The binary relation, being the coupling of concepts and
the variety of relations that then occur between-two
and beyond-two, is given in our experience of being-
in-the-world (in the distinction between identities),
and also given in our experience of discourse (in the
dialogical rapport between discourses and individuals).
Our concept of world is conditioned by distinctions
between two, and our experience of communication
and discursive exchange is also conditioned by the call
and response, the question and answer, the critique and
the rejoinder — each of which is an example of the Two,
incarnated in the bodily form of conversation. From
the concept of world to the practice of discourse, the
binary relation is set in the context of a couplet, which is

88 An extended version of the present essay argues that the
major configurations of identity that appear throughout
the history of metaphysical reflection — binary, dichotomy,
duality, polarity, paradox, parallax, hybridity, and antinomy
— each contain untapped critical resources for rethinking the
concept of identity. These potentials, although present in the
aforementioned configurations, are most fully actualized in the
figures of the dialectic and chiasmus, precisely because these
two concepts most readily arrange, contain, and radicalize
the richer aspects of the aforementioned eight configurations
(“Being, Dialectics, and Chiasmus”).
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Hwuue, JKynanumk ja moprpryBa paszesieHocTa, cebe-
CyIUpameTo Ha HAaCTaHOT U TpaHaurujaTta oxa EgHo Bo
JIBe. IIpeky mpoirupyBambe, OBOj TPY/ Ce OJIHECYBa Ha
HacJiefieHaTa TIOJIeJIEHOCT Ha HEHTHUTETOT, Ha cebe-
MIPOTUBPEYHOCTA HA JIEHTUTETOT, M HE Ha HaCTaHyBakbe-
IlBa ox Enen, Tyky Ha Beke-OumyBajku-/IBa ox Enen.

JIBOJHOTO € NIPBEHCTBEHO U IIpef] ce AedUHUPAHO Ipe-
Ky Pa3/iBOjyBabETO, IPEKY CUHTYJIaPHOCTA HA HACTAHOT
IITO € Pa3HUIIIAH IPEKy HETOBUOT HECUHTYJIAPEH JIPYT
(rro 3ynaHumk ro Haora BO YupKyaapHocilia, U IITO
Pocer ro Haoa Bo lipetiuiysarseilio Ha O4EKYBHOTO pe-
aJIHO IIIPEKY HEeroBaTa JIPyrocT), U MpeKy durypara Ha
1a7HeTo Bo koja Exnoro cranysa /IBe. 3a 3ymaHumk
~burypara Ha nBa e pyHmamenrtaseH uzym Ha Huue®
MOKaXKyBajku Kako ,PeasHOTO mocTOM Kako BHa-
TpemHa ¢GpakTypa WIH pacliell Ha penpe3eHTalujaTa
Kako HEJ3UH BHATpellleH pab 3a 4uj IMITO IPEBUL
pernpe3eHTaIjaTa HUKOTall I[eJI0CHO He KOMHITUANPA,
HOTY €/THOCTaBHO CO HEj3UHHOT 00jeKT, TyKy CO camara
cebe.“” OBa BHATPEILIHO pa3/BOjyBalbe Ha PEATHOTO, U
co Ha (HeKOoj HaUMH) Ha Cy0jeKTOT, € JIOTUKATa Ha U/IeH-
TUTETOT 00e30e/1eHa oyt /IBata u JIBOjCTBOTO.

WpeHTUTETOT NOMEFY-ABE

O WAEHTUTETOT WITO ce moTmupa Ha Apyruot (Pu-
Kep), 10 UJIEHTUTETOT IITO € TOJ[eJIEH BO MPOIECOT Ha
npero3HaBame (/latMaH), 0 UIEHTUTETOT IITO COAPIKU
He-UJIeHTUTET (AZIOPHO), BUJIOBME KAKO HJIEHTHUTETOT
He e Exno tyky /IBe. BuayBajku /IBe, BUjOBME KakKo
WUJIEHTUTETOT UCTOBPEMEHO € MOMOTHAT M OINTOBAapEH
o/l KpuUTHUKaTa Ha OuHapHOTO Muciewme (Koso3osa), u
KaKO JIBOjHATA OHTOJIOIIKA CTPYKTYpa HA HIEHTHUTETOT
ce pasoTkpuBa Bo peasHoTo (Pocer m 3ymanuuk). Co
orJieZ; Ha OHTOJIOIIKHOT CTaTyC HAa HJAEHTUTETOT KaKo
pas3zBOEH, UHUIUPAHO O/ HABEJIEHUTE MUCIUTEIH, U
OuIyBajKU 3aTPHIKEHU 3a MOIyCTUTE OOUIY KOH CHHTY-

87 Ibid., 27-28.
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a grouping of two constituted by both the two concepts
themselves, and that which is between-two and beyond-
two.

To emphasize the importance of the binary relation and
to promote a theory of its centrality is certainly not to
affirm a hierarchical understanding of its significance
or to promote a hegemonic understanding of the Two
that would encourage the privileging of one binary
term over another. Instead, the ways in which the
binary relation conditions our thinking about identity
must be intentionally articulated in order to create
new approaches to configuring and transforming the
binary relation as it is encountered, produced, and
reproduced in both metaphysics and ontology, and the
discourse on metaphysics and ontology. In addition
to determining and being determined by the general
discourse on metaphysics and the specific concerns of
ontology, the binary relation serves as an active means
of categorization used in everyday reflection. Couplets
are employed in perception and individuation in a wide
variety of contexts, from the simple joining of terms for
ease of use, to the creative conjugation of concepts for
philosophical purposes, to discursive exchanges in the
public or private or scholarly spheres. Being the most
basic indication of both division and unification, the
couplet is defined as a categorical grouping of two parts
that are drawn out of the massive multiplicity of beings
and set in relation to one another. The fundamental work
of metaphysical theory and ontological theory then,
is to theorize ontological identity — i.e. what it means
to identify something as a thing. Theorizing abstract
identity, however, requires some kind of configuration
of the individuating couplet that assists us in fixing upon
that particular identity. These configurations depend on
whether that couplet is thematically associative (such as
the categories of theory and practice, or faith and reason),
or employed as a part of individuation itself (such as the
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JIapHOCTa HaIlpaBeHHU O/ OOUYHU TPUOAUA KOH UH/IUBH-
JIyUpauyKHUTE HAEHTUTETH, OBOj TPY/ IIpETIoJiara JieKa
Egnottio modice ga ce coouu co coiicilieeHOw oW buitiue u
HaciiaHysare 3apagu /[geilie. [lonaTamy, /IBeTe MOKe
J1a 6ujie /iBe (3aIITo caMOTO IO OAPIKYBa U MPOJIOJIKYBA
COTICTBEHHUOT UJIEHTUTET), He 3amTo EaHOTO €, TyKy 3a-
mto ETHOTO cexorar HacitiaHy8a MOABOEHO, 03HAYEHO,
U3/eJIEH0, U paclio3HaeHo o/ Hekoe Apyro EjHo, mTo
3HauM JieKa Toa HuKorani He e BuctTuHcku Egno. Cien-
CTBEHO HAa OBOj IIPB NPHUHIHI € U7ejaTa JleKa YHUcTaTa
CUHTYJIApDHOCT, eduHUpaHa kako EgHo 6e3 [Ipyr win
kako ExHo 6e3 /IBe, € HY)KHO IIpa3zHa, HEOAPIKJIUBA U
HEOCTBapJIUBA.

Bunaphara pesanuja, HallIeTo TEMIOPAJIIHO UMe 32 He-
IIITO MHOTY I10/17Ia00KO IIITO BOOOMYAEHO ce KOMYHHUIIH-
pa mpeky u3pas3oT ‘OMHaApeH,” e CEKOTalll TeMa BO COBpe-
MeHaTa MHUCJIa, HO Hej3uHaTa JIJIab0YhHA PETKO € HC-
TpajkeHa Ha OMJIO KaKOB OZIPKaH U CUCTEMATCKU HAUUH.
Bunapnara penanuja dopmupa KyIuieT, Fpynupame Ha
JIBa KOHIIENTA IIITO O/IeJTHAIIl Ce CIPOTHUBCTABYBaaT U I'U
BKJIy4yBaaT JiBaTa KOHIIEIITA, ITOCOUYYBajKU IOHATAMY
Ha OHA IITO e floMedy JiBaTa, ¥ OHA IITO € oillage /iBa-
ta. [Tocyequna Ha oBa moMery-ABa U OTa/ie-Z[Ba € Toa
IIITO HAjUeCTO HEBUJJIUBHOT TPET €JIEMEHT JIOMHUHHPA
Bp3 /IBaTa. HeBumyimBMOT TpeT acreKkT Ha OWHApHU-
OT KyIUIET He € O0MYHA peaayuja MTO I'M UMEHYBA 3a-
eTHUYKHUTE WIN PA3JIMYHUTE PAaOOTH INTO I'Ml IIOBP3Y-
Ba /iBaTta ujeHTuTeTa. CIIPOTHUBHO Ha TOa, OBaa TpeTa
cTBap e Bo /IBaTa e CUMyJITAaHO UMaHEHTeH (IoMery) u
TpaHCIe/leHTeH (0Tazie) oApeayBad HA OUHAPTHUOT Ky-
IJIET IITO MMa COIICTBEHU UJIEHTUTET U JIOCTOMHCTBO
mocpesie ZieJIoBUTe Ha JIBara, co Toa O/penyBajKu Io U
UJIEHTUTETOT Ha JIeJIOBUTe HA JIBaTa U caMHUOT U/EHTH-
TeT. 3apaju Toa mTOo JIBeTe ja ycJIOByBa OHTOJIOIIKA-
Ta WHAUBUAYyaIHja Ha UJAEHTUTETUTE, UJEHTUTETOT BO
cebe ja Hocu He caMo OWHapHarTa pesanuja (cekorarr
moJies1ba U 4ecTo KOHTPAJIUKIIHja) HO, UCTO TaKa, OBaa

predicative distinction between what a singular identity
is against everything that identity is not).

No matter its configuration, the binary relation is a
foundational precondition of perception and thought.
We know what we know because of the distinctions
encouraged by the binaryrelation, and yet our knowledge
exceeds this precondition for individuation. The binary
relation is given in perception and interpretation, as a
gift with all of its surplus and debt, and as a pharmakon
with its poison and cure. It is received when human
perception apprehends and interprets identities of any
sort, and the binary relation is assumed (or taken-on)
when the perceiver designates a particular identity as-
one, individuating it by dividing it out from and against
the backdrop of the radical and infinite multiplicity of
being, carving it from the multiple and into the one,
making it an individual by distinguish it from a proximal
other. When we identify an identity by picking it out of the
multiplicity of individuals, objects, ideas, and cultural-
institutional bodies that surround us then we have
always already individuated that identity by dividing it
from what it is not. In this way, alongside the theories
of the Two outlined above, identity is revealed to have a
structure that is more Two than it is One — a structure
that is not foreclosed by either the fragmentation of
multiplicity or the totalizing violence of singularity, but
rather, a double structure that (although it may resist the
formative aspects of perception) is still radically open to
our works of configuration.
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BHATpEIITHA peJlaliija IITO € MPUCYTHA MIOMery U OTajie
COIICTBEHUTE KOHCTUTYTUBHHU P€JICH Ha BUIIOK U KYCOK,
JIoOWBKa M 3ary0a, MOTEHIINjAJTHOCT U aKTYEJIHOCT, U/l-
HOCT U uctopuuHOCT. [Tocpezie cekoja o1 OBHe KOHIIEN-
TyaJIHA (PUTYPH IIITO TO UMEHYBA BHATPEITHUOT KUBOT
Ha UJIEHTUTETUTE, € TIOMely U 0TaJie BO CEKOj U3pa3.

Taxka, ueHTUTETOT He e cuHTy 1apeH. OBa e jacHo. Cripo-
THUBHO, HU/IEHTUTETOT € [[Ba. VimeHTHUTETOT — OUyBahe
pasnuueH of; cebe, oz butujara u oz butuero — e dyn-
JlaMeHTTHO pa3aBoeH. Cenak, HIEHTUTETOT HE € CamOo
IIOJIBOEH WIH CBEJIEH Ha JIUBU3Hja, TYKYy HUIEHTHUTETOT
e OuTHe-80-TUBU3Mja IIITO CEKOTall e JOH(PUTYPHPAHO
BO KOHKDETHU IOJUTUYKHU WJIN BPEJHOCHO-ONTOBAape-
uu HaunHu.®® Meradusukara Ha GUHAPHUTE PeJIAIK
OBJle CyrepHpaHa ja BO3/UTHYBA U OCBETIyBa BAXKHOCTA
Ha KaTeropujaTa /[Ba BO OHTOJIOIIKHOT JIOMEH, H, IO I1aT
Ha IIPOJI0JKEHNE, BO IOMEHOT Ha Ja3UKOT U AUCKYPCOT.
BunapnaTa pesnanuja, 6u/1yBajku € I0J[BOjyBabe Ha KOH-
[ENTUTE U PA3JIMYHOCT Ha peJIallUU IITO Ce I10jaByBaaT
nomery-7iBa M OTaJie-7Ba, € /1aJIeHa BO HAIIeTO UCKYCTBO
Ha OUTHeE-BO-CBETOT (BO AUCTHHKIIMjaTa IOMery uzeH-
TUTETUTE), U UCTO TaKa /IaJIeHa BO HAIIETO UCKYCTBO HA
JIUCKYPCOT (BO IUjJIONIKUOT PAropT HOMery IUCKypCH-
T€ ¥ UHAUBUIYUTE), U CO OIJIEJ Ha HAIIETO UCKYCTBO HA
JIUCKYPCOT (BO IUjJIONIKUOT PAriopT HOMery IUCKypCH-

88 Bo mpommpeHa Bepauja Ha 0BOj ecej ce TBP/HU JieKa rojgeMa
KOH (urypanuja Ha HJIEHTUTETOT LITO Ce II0jaByBa BO TEKOT
Ha ucTopujaTa Ha MeTadusnukara pediiekcrja — OnHapHa,
JIUXOTOMHUja, yaIuTeT, II0JIapUTET, IapazioKc, Iapajakc,
XUOPHUIHOCT U AHTHUHOMHM]ja — CeKOja COIPIKY HeJIOTIPEHH
KPUTHYKH PECYPCH 32 IPOMHUCIIyBabhe Ha KOHIENITOT
Ha uJeHTUTeTOT. OBHE NTOTEHITHjaJIN HAKO IIPUCYTHH BO
KOHIIENTOT Ha UeHTUTeTOT. OBHE ITOTEHITHjaIN, HAKO
IIPUCYTHY BO TOPeHaBeZieHUTe KOH(GUTYPAIMH, HAJMHOTY ce
OCTBapeHH BO (GUTypHUTe HA AUjasieKTHKaTa U chiasmus, TokMy
IIOpa/i¥ OBHE JBA KOHIIEIITH HAjJIeCHO Ce OPTaHU3UPa, COJPIKU
Y paZiKaIN3Kpa T0OOTaTH aCIIEKTH O] CHOMEHATHUTE OCYM
xoHpurypamuu (“Being, Dialectics, and Chiasmus”).
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Te U MHAUBUAYUTe). HalmuoT KOHIIENT 3a CBETOT € yC-
JIOBEH O] TUCTUHKI[MjaTa TIOMery /iBa, ¥ HAIIIeTO HCKY-
CTBO HAa KOMYHHKAIIMja U IUCKYP3UBHA pa3MeHa € UCTO
TaKa yCJIOBEHO O] TIOBUKOT U OJITOBOPOT, IPAIIAaEHETO
U OJITOBOPOT, KPUTHKATA U PAZiOCTa — CEKOU O HUB ce
nmpuMepH Ha J/[Ba, ”HKapHUPAHU BO TeyiecHaTa opma
Ha pa3roBopoT. O KOHIIENTOT HA CBETOT /IO MMPaKTHUKa-
Ta Ha JUCKYpCOT, OMHapHAaTa peJalifja e ImocTaBeHa BO
KOHTEKCT Ha Kyul1eil, IIITO € TPyIuparbe Ha JBa KOHCTH-
TYUPAaHU U 07 00aTa KOHIEIITA U O] OHA IIITO € ToMery-
JIBa U OTa/ie-/1Ba.

Jla ce HaryIacu Ba)KHOCTa Ha OMHApHAaTa pesanuja u Ja
ce IPOMOBHA TEOpHja 32 Hej3UHATA LEHTPAJIHOCT, ce-
KaKo, He 3HAYH JIa ce TOTBP/IU XUEPAPXUCKO pa3bupame
Ha HEj3MHOTO 3Hauele IWIN Ja ce IMPOMOBHUpA Xere-
MOHHCKO pa3bupame Ha /[Be IITO MOXKe Jja IOTTHKHE
IPUBWIETHpamke HA e/leH OMHapeH TEPMHU HaJ JIpy-
ruoT. CIIpOTHBHO Ha TOA, HAUMHUTE HA KOoU OMHAapHATa
pesanyja ro ycjoByBa HAIlETO MUCTIEHE 32 UEHTUTeE-
TOT MOpa /1a OU/IaT UHTEHIUOHAJIHO apTUKYJIUPAHU CO
IeJ1 /1a ce CO3/1aZlaT HOBU IIPHO/IU BO KOHPUTYPHUPALE U
TpaHchOpMUpame Ha OMHApHATA peJlanyja KakBa IIToO
ja cpekaBaMe, KaKBa IITO € IIPOYIIUPAHA U PETIPOAYIIH-
paHa u Bo MeTadU3UKAaTa U BO OHTOJIOTHUjaTa, U BO JIUC-
KypcoT 3a Metadusukara u oHTosorujata. Kako moza-
TOK Ha JIETEPMUPAHETO HA OUTHETO JIETEPMUHUPAHO OF
TeHEepAIHUOT JIUCKypC 32 MeTadu3ukaTa u cuenudud-
HUTE TPUKM HAa OHTOJIOTHUjaTa, OMHApHATa peJaluja
CJIy’)KM KaKO AaKTHUBHO CpPEJICTBO HAa KaTeropusaluja
yrnotpebeHo BO cekojaHeBHATa pedekcuja. Kymierure
ce BKJIyYEHU BO IeleNIyja U WHAUBH/Iyalja Ha pas-
JINYEeH BHUJI Ha KOHTEKCTH, Of OOMYHUTE BKJIyUyBarba
Ha UMUBATA 32 IoJiecHa ymnoTpeba, 10 KpeaTHBHOTO
IIOBP3yBale HAa KOHIENTHTE 32 GUI030(PCKU IETH, 10
JIUCKYP3UBHU Pa3MeHH BO jaBHUTE WJIU IIPUBATHU aKa-
nemcku chepu. Co Toa IITO € OCHOBAHA MHAWKAIUjA U
Ha /JMBU3UjaTa U Ha yHUUKanujara, KyIJIeToT € Je-
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(bvHUpaH KaKO KaTEeropuduko Tpymnupare Ha JaBa Jesa
IIITO Ce TTPOBJIEUEHU O/ MACUBHOTO MHOIIITBO OUTHja U
IIOCTaBEHU BO peJialifja eHO HACIpOTH Apyro. OyHaa-
MeHTaJTHaTa paboTa Ha MeTtaduU3UUKATa TEOPHja U OH-
TOJIOIIIKATa TeOpHUja, TOTAIIl, € JIa CE TEOPETHU3HUPA OHTO-
JIOIIKUOT UJEHTUTET — T.€. TOA IIITO 3HAYM J]a CEe U/IeH-
TU(UKYBa HEIITO KaKo cTBap. TeOopUTH3UpAIEeTO Ha
arCTPAaKTHUOT HAEHTHUTET, CENlaK, N3UCKyBa HEKOj BUJT
Ha KOHGUTypalyja Ha HHAUBUIYUPAUYKHUOT KYIIET IIITO
IoMara BO 3aI[BPCTyBame€ Ha HEKOj 0COOEH WJIEHTHUTET.
OBue KOHMUTYTpaIly 3aBUCAT O/ TOA JIAJTH KYILIETOT €
TEMaTCKU acoIlijaTUBeH (KaKO KaTerOPUUTE Ha TeOpHja
U TpakKca, WK Bepa W pa3yM), WA BKJIYYEH KaKO e
ol caMaTa WHAWBHAyanuja (Kako TIpeauKaTHBHaTa
JIUCTUHKIIMjA ITOMery OHA IITO CYHTYJIADHHUOT WUJIEHTH-
TeT e HACIIPOTH CE IIITO UJIEHTUTETOT He e).

Bes orsiex Ha KoHUrypanujaTa, 6MHapHATA pesanuja
€ TeMeJIeH IIPeJycIoB 3a IeplennyjaTa U MUCIATa.
3HaeMe OHa INTO 3HAeMe 3apaJyl JUCTHUHKIIUUTE OX-
pabpeHn oji cTpaHa Ha OWHapHaTa pesanyja, a ce-
[IaK HAIIeTO 3Haeme I'o HaJMUHYBa OBOj IIPEYCJIOB
3a MHAVBHAyanyja. buHapHaTa pesamyja e gaseHa BO
HepIeniujaTa U WHTepIpeTanyjaTa, Kako JIap CO CHUTe
BUIIOIY U JIOJIT, U KaKO (hapMaAKOH CO CUTE HETOBU
OTPOBU M JieKOBU. Taa e mpudareHa Kora 4oBeUKaTa
nepreniuja ru daka U UHTEPIPETHPA UIEHTUTETHUTE
o1 6WJI0 KOj BUJl, 1 OMHApHATa peJaliija € IPeTIoCTa-
BeHO (WIu Ipe3eMeHa) Kora OHOj IIITO MEPIUITNPA rpa-
1 0cOOEH UJIEHTUTET KaKO-e[leH, MHAUBUIYUPAJKU IO
IIPEKY HETOBO Pa3/ieslyBarbe OJf M HACIIPOTH I1033/IMHA-
Ta Ha PAJIMKTHOTO U OECKOHEUHO MHOIITBOTO OUTH]a,
H3/IBOjyBajKU O O/ MHOIITBOTO BO €JHOTO, IIPABEKU T'0
WH/IUBH/Iya IIPEKY pas3jIuKyBame 0/ OJIMCKOTO ZpyTo.
Kora ke mpeHTtndukyBame HUIEHTUTET IPEKY HErOBO-
TO W3/BOjyBal€ Of MHOIITBOTO WHAMBUJYU, O00jEKTH,
UJIeN, U KyJATYPHO-UHCTUTYIIMOHAJIHU TeJIa IITO He OI-
KpY’KyBaaT, TOTalll HHe Ke ro HMaMe ceKorall Beke HH-
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JUBHUAYUPAHO TOj UJIEHTUTET IIPEKY HETOBO U3/IETyBaHhe
0J1 OHa IITO TOj He e. Ha Toj HauWH, 3a€HO CO TEOPUU-
Te Ha /[Be U3JI0JKEHU TIOTOpE, OTKPUBE JIeKa UJIEHTUTE-
TOT UMa CTPYKTypa IITO e moBeke /[Ba oTKOJIKy EjHO —
CTPYKTYypa IIITO He € 3aTBOPeHA HUTY o] hparmMerarujaTta
Ha MHOIIITOBOTO HUTY O] TOTAJTU3UPAYKOTO HACHUJICTBO
Ha CHHTYJIADHOCTA, TYKy IOMIPBO IPETCTaByBa JIBOjHA
CTPYKTypa IITO (MaKO MOKe Jja ce MIPOTUBH Ha (GopMaJI-
HUTE aCIIeKTU Ha MePIENIjaTa) e YIIITe PaJuKaIHO OT-
BOpEHA 3a HAIIIUTeE Jiesia Ha KOHprypamuja.
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