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“Realizing that a talent for speaking differently, rather than for arguing well, is the chief instrument of cultural change.” 

 [Rorty, R. Contingency, Irony, and Solidarity, pg. 7]

Although the quote above has at first sight an interesting proposition, one must wonder to what extent Rorty has it wrong.  Should Rorty be pointing to the importance of changing tropes perhaps he isn’t far off from Wittgenstein’s concern to ‘cure the ills of society’. To change tropes is to change words or concepts that have exhausted themselves in modern day society, i.e. sovereignty.  Doing so would involve perspicuity---speaking clearly by thinking differently or through multiple meaning, attention, and focus.  In the time of the sophist, speaking differently and arguing well was an act of the art of persuasion.  Although many philosophers found sophists of Plato’s time inimical, sophists have today shown us something very important about the art of persuasion; and as such, about the concept of belief.  Sophists held that the art of persuading came down to the concept of “belief” as it is constituted by feeling (sensation) and thought.  Without these two elements of, if you will, the body and mind, one gains only half of the world, its individual culture, reason, and grammar.  In other words, as Wittgenstein would say: “That we use the sentence is clear, How we use it is the question (PI, §366).”  

Sophists found many ways of manipulating sentences, words, concepts, and ideas that would allow the average person to have access into what until them, only the elite class had access, education.  Through the sophists, education became a commodity on wheels, going from door to door of every person’s house that was willing to barter “food for thought.”   As such, the art of thinking became sensationalized, manipulated, and as many intellectuals from there on experienced, a dangerous thing.  But the capacity to manipulate language isn’t always a bad thing, for in moments of teaching different aspects of learning such a skill becomes crucial to a child’s way of trying to understand his/her world.  The art of manipulation involves a world of skill, or the general good that can be captivated in the moment of individual grammar.  Such a skill plays an important role on how a child comes to be an adult, and with which words she chooses to identify herself, politically, ethically, and philosophically.  This, in essence, is what determines the attitude a student will incur over time about the world at large.  Language as culture comes down to one’s attitude of meaning, or character of judging. Philosophers like Jean-Luc Nancy and Wittgenstein pay close attention to the aptness of language, and the importance of changing tropes.   Their main goal is to pull language out of its passive role, and bring it into its active role.  Actively, language can serve a political, ethical, and educative function via its manipulated senses---through which it can hide, share, and compromise elements of the world of politics, ethics, education, etc.  Today, I would like to work with these same concerns that govern Wittgenstein’s investigations in Remarks on the Philosophy of Psychology, volumes I and II, and Jean-Luc Nancy’s Being Singular-Plural.  I shall work on three very close themes that thematically connect Wittgenstein’s aspect learning and Jean-Luc Nancy’s singular-plural.  These themes shall work around the importance of internationalization in the development of human persons.
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Introduction

In Jean-Luc Nancy’s 1991 Postscript of Being Singular Plural,
 Nancy states that abandoning identity and independence in a world of globalization, and for which proper names function, as a sign, is not a final goal.  The goal is rather to see the extant to which these highly valued concepts, i.e. sovereignty (of self, other, nation-state, etc.], have become exhausted in the ongoing battles of civilization.  If sovereignty as a concept has exhausted itself through its broken history, then it is necessary to reconsider the nature and function of signs.  This way of thinking, which is similar to Wittgenstein’s concept of identification and agency, does not diminish one’s identity as self, but supports the creation of one’s identity in light of what nouns, as vocatives, can offer the symbolic understanding of one self.  Talk of signs with respects to objects, tropes, ideas, etc. is to show, via the mind’s eye, that objects, tools, words, etc. need not be tied to any one particular meaning or signification, just as identities of selfhood need not be so restricted.  

Some sense of selfhood as a transitive notion is obviated through aspect learning, which can i.e. show multiple ways of looking at things and seeing how the changing dynamism of, say, tools, words, tropes, etc. can enliven certain realizations about the world.  This is a way of realizing that the world, by previous thought regimes, do not accounted for, i.e. the concept of being human or what it means to be a “people---of war, of a culture, or a civilization, etc”.  To make this issue more clear, Nancy asks: “What is people?”  The Iraqi “people”, the Corsican “people”, the Chicano people, the Zulu people, the Serbian people, the Japanese people---is it always the same concept?  If there is a “concept”, then does it imply “sovereignty?”  What about the “people” of Harlem, or those of the shanty towns in Mexico, or the populations of India or China?  What is an “ethnicity”?  What is a religious community?  Are the Shiites a people?  And the Hebrews and/or Israelis and/or Jews?  And the “ex-East Germans”?  What are the relations of a “Sovereign” people to a “popular” people?  Where should we place clans, tribes, and brotherhoods?  Where should we, for that matter, place classes, levels, margins, milieus, and social networks?  

Nancy poses these questions to show that neither the sovereign model nor the authority of law models, are able to address such numerous multiplication of questions.  The concern for a “global” reality would appear to be a concern for the proliferation of “identity” that has no end or model.  For Nancy, this is not a problem for as long as one realizes that heterogeneity of ideas does not necessarily lead to loss of identity of an unheard-of kind.  As such, this is a matter of “technology” as “techne of a new horizon of unheard-of identities,” which arises out of the natural play of aspect learning.  Aspect learning is a way of learning that sets one’s focal meaning “in-between” description and explanation, which Aristotle describes as, homonyma, viz. the expressions “homonyma”, “koinos”, and “logos tes ousias” (Anton, pg. 142).  

The concept of focal meaning as homonyma is therefore a direct denial of Richard Rorty’s statement below, which suggests that the talent of speaking differently is prior to arguing well.

“Realizing that a talent for speaking differently, rather than for arguing well, is the chief instrument of cultural change.” 

 [Rorty, Contingency, Irony, and Solidarity, pg. 7]

In contrast to Rorty’s view above, much of what is explained in this paper is an attempt to show that speaking differently is a prerequisite to arguing well, in a non-tautological sense of arguing well.  Scholars like Martha Nussbaum share this same view in their understanding of proximate philosophy.  Nussbaum believes that good argumentation arises out of one’s ability to group information, to consider multiple issues that work towards a common theme, and to show one’s knowledge of a general concept by manipulating such knowledge across [academic] fields---from music to political philosophy.  As such, the differences of such fields work towards broadening one’s horizons, which in turn, prepare a student for a wider [international] audience whose talent is speaking differently.  

Reflexively, then, the talent of speaking differently arises out of the various ways of ordering information, different styles of presentation, and thus, through one’s transitive talents in speaking differently.  For Wittgenstein the decision-making process of one’s own is like an empirical proposition that does not necessarily follow from others that are in accord with a schema we call “a law of logic”.  The decision-making process does not require a rule stimulated by a governing body of intellectuals to follow a particular path of reason instructed by their institutions.  Individual agency via the decision-making process requires an array of view points from which one can decide what to do next (RFM, 315).  For Wittgenstein, this involves being clear on the matter, and thus, on what is involved in a concept of perspicuity or clarity of speech.  

A return to agency that involves clarity of speech places cultural changes qua changes of tropes, hand-in-hand with the talent of ‘learning how to speak differently’.  Learning how to speak differently in light of globalization involves one’s awareness of the connection between sensations, emotions, and actions in the process of making judgments and decision.  This process is what Jean-Luc Nancy calls “practical deliberation”, and what David H. Finkelstein calls “logical space of beings”.  With this in mind, I now turn to a version of the private language argument whose focus is on vocatives, sensation language, and aspect learning.  One way to understand how it is that one’s individual grammar in connection with the grammar of a society can determine the political ramifications of hegemony is to see how it is that different ways of teaching and multiple ways of thinking funnel down to perspicuity of international grammar.  As such, this is a fore thought of how the moving trends of globalization can benefit multidisciplinary education of civic education, language, and the arts. 

I. 
Tautologies & Misconceptions of Truth Table Logic

From “Leibniz’s Law” to the philosophical superlatives of modern logic, it is believed that an expression of a rule, as the fundamental ‘ought’ structure of thought, comes from the universality of tautological principles.  However, philosophers like Frege brought out different elements of denotation that led philosophers like Wittgenstein, Merleau-Ponty, and Jean-Luc Nancy to redeliver the ‘ought’ structures of agency in a new light, by freeing the concept of practical deliberation from any tautological principle.  They propose an act of the understanding, that lays outside any universal structure; for the gulf between order and its execution is “understanding”, and “only the act of understanding can mean that we are to do THIS (PI§ 431).”

A similar view is taken up by Wittgensteinean scholars like David H. Finkelstein in Expression and the Inner
, and Charles Altieri in Subjective Agency whom believe that the activity within the teaching of ostensive meaning runs tangent to a concept of mimicry, which is not conducive to teaching the inner depths of word use.  Altieri and Finkelstein believe that the teaching of ostensive words, as a concept of mimicry, is a sort of reflection that terminates in some settled assessment of behavior, per se.  For this reason, they enliven a concept different from mimicry, which points to the concept of deliberative reflection as a form of practical reflection.  Practical reflection takes into consideration multiple senses of meaning that can be implied in the diversity of ordered forms, styles, and mental manipulations of concepts.  As such, practical reflection does not conclude with normative judgments about what would be best to do, as if our actions were pure copies of copies of the rest of society.  

Common to all the aforementioned scholars is henceforth the view that particular decisions are made through the timbre of one’s style---of fashioning one’s sense of order via contextual meaning.  The concept of ‘with’, as practical reflection entails what is often known in music as, the timbre of one’s playing, or the style of one’s playing.  Such styles arise out of the sense one gets in their approach to a particular musical, literary, or socio-political, and philosophical pieces.  This is an approach to ordering thought that goes as far back as Aristotle’s concept of homonymy.  Aristotle’s concept of homonymy is an idea that captures the nuance of differentiated speech acts, which lead one to multiple senses of meaning; which leads one to clear and ordered thought structures because: 1) it makes the distinctions between ostensive definitions and vocatives unique, while, 2) the concept of focal meaning that belongs to homonymy can help in re-ordering and organizing the differences of ordered pairs.  As such, 3) it helps point one in the direction of how in-depth descriptions of words, that contain more than ostensive definitions, can be equally had.  

Homonymy as a concept that works in relation to focal meaning is akin to Wittgenstein’s concept of perspicuity, or, as clarity of meaning that helps in the re-organizing of ordered pairs previously thought to be part of a Kantian pre-categorical element of language.  Whether or not Aristotle intended for the concept of homonymy to be a pre-categorical notion remains questionable.  However, it seems reasonable to believe that Aristotle could have meant for homonymy as a non-categorical/un-classified element of thought.  Should the later be the case, Finkelstein and Aristotle would agree in their belief that a Kantian pre-categorical concept of language cannot be spoken about in philosophy, at least, not beyond mere hocus-pocus (the concept of intuition as a non-socially constructed concept fits therein).  

The pre-categorical elements of language for Finkelstein cannot be spoken about.  It is for this reason best to consider the points by which language can be described or explained via a non-categorical concept of language.  One way he proposes to do this is by taking notice that ostensive teaching is inadequate for young learners in light of the fact that this approach to teaching requires a stage setting not implicit therein.  The first sense of the ‘ought’ by this account therefore gives one a sense of meaning by which one is said to give themselves instruction on what is required to asses the ‘ought’ structures of life.  This is done with an eye toward making up one’s mind about whether one should fear and act in accord with one’s decision.  Such assessments allow one to see how it is that within the first sense of ‘ought’, there lays a subtle difference of choice as sensation and as attitude.  A non-categorical concept of language in the second sense of the ‘ought’ is therefore observed as multiple meaning through the mood of language---as the timbre, fashion, style or habit by which an individual orders their world, which.  The sense of the ‘ought’ in the latter sense occurs as part of the interactive meme operators that occurs in the in-between element of Mitsein.  

This is what Charles Altieri, author of Subjective Agency, and Jean-Luc Nancy call ‘practical deliberation’.  The building of language concepts for Finkelstein, Altieri, and Nancy, involves “the multiple moods of language” that is acquired through a clear sense of meaning.  The concept of mood for Finkelstein, as Wittgenstein’s ‘patterns of life’, involves the use of avowals and expressions that constitute the difference(s) between what one “ought to do” vs. what one “ought to fear”.  As an example, Altieri shifts one’s attention from “belief and desire” to say “regret and loathing”, so as to show one how a different dimension of “deliberative reflection” can be achieved in thought.  As such, the mood of language is captured in deliberative reflection of thought.  

Deliberative reflection is a process by which one builds a case for certain demands placed on oneself, as a human being with agency that is aware of one’s responses, and the ramifications of such responses, towards a particular occasion manifested therein.  It is a way of thinking that helps one see how one ‘ought to’ respond to, say, historical instruction of religious wars, death and destruction, television and violence, etc.  Deliberative thought as a “proximate philosophy”, explains the mimetic relation a speaker has with one’s own sense of meaning.  It is an in-between moment of thought that terminates in a response or executive decision.  These responses and activities of mind and body therefore work through one’s own fashioned style(s)---as the fashioning of ideas via one’s sense of the ‘ought’, with respects to the compulsory notions of the ‘ought’.  
A.  The Role of Vocatives and Avowals: Praxis of Meaning in Mimesis 

As stated above whatever the shift, one’s dealings with the various cases of ‘ought’ requires that one grapple with at least two forms of “ought”: that which is derived from judgment and that which is compulsory (coercive pressures of bandits, sanctions of the law, threats of punishment by a teacher or ‘regulating body’). But regardless of which form of ‘ought’ is grappled with, one cannot, says Finkelstein, avow something if one does not have good reason to fear it or do so.  An individual cannot avowal something without knowing why they avowal certain reactions towards the world.  This is in part because avowals function as meme operators within concomitance of ideas, sensations, and belief systems embodied in the present within one’s socio-historical context.  It is for this reason that Altieri’s and Nancy’s ‘meme operators’, in conjunction with Finkelstein’s ‘logical space of persons’, involve more than the simple normative appraisal of basic instruction. 

In similar spirit, Carl Ginet, in The Philosophical Review, Vol. 77, No. 1 (Jan., 1968), 3-24, in his article How Words Mean Kinds of Sensations, analyses the functions of avowals through the pretend/is forms.  For Ginet, avowals are constituted by ‘this’ and ‘that’, which explain the subtle changes in one’s behavioral reactions to a sensation. Observed here by Ginet is a very important difference between behavior and a bodily condition portended by a sensation.  Ginet believes that bodily conditions that are portended by sensations speak naturally of a person as taking one’s sensation as evidence that the bodily condition or behavior will be or is present.  On the basis of one’s sensation, an individual believes s/he is about to sneeze or vomit, feel faint, feverish or pale.  Behavioral reactions, on the other hand, and perhaps like Wittgenstein’s “expressions of sensation”, does not tell one that s/he takes her/his itch as evidence that s/he is about to scratch, or that her/his intense pain is evidence that s/he is crying out.  

The distinction Ginet makes here lays in a difference between first person evidence and third person evidence of the is/pretend forms of thought.  When one sees that the first/third person grammar evinces a silence about anything beyond the subject, one sees that anything that is real can be perceived.  One’s perceptions of anything “outside” them, including other individuals, are noted through one’s own perceptual experiences, in accordance to words used to understand those experiences.  As such, the difference between an idealist and a realist is in the differences of grammar used to express that experience.  What this suggests is that the use of words do not show a theory but a concept of what we perceive.  As Ginet suggests, our normal expressions of sensations do not contain a theory by which we can turn over to fact and evince the connection between a bodily reaction and the sensation itself, i.e. itch-scratch/pain-cry relations.  Hence, at no level of one’s investigations can one say: “Aha! We have now reached the real thing in itself!”  

The pretend/is distinction is a subtle switch of one’s gaze from the question: “what is ‘mind’?” to the question “how do we use the word ‘mind’ to designate what we believe is mind?”  Changing our gaze in this way does not ask the question of whether or not natural expressions of pain, say, could not be confused with what is actually learned expressions of pain.  This is so because the quality of sensation is not always measured on the natural reaction of the body to the sensation, i.e. a certain cry, wince, and attention to an affected part of the body as a natural reaction to a certain kind of sharp, intense pain; for one cannot deny that there are learned verbal reactions to sensations that connect memories of sensations from a present experience of one, to one in the past.  But “projectionist” philosophers and academicians, be it empiricists or intellectuals, go too far in presupposing just what they try to explain, and for Maurice Merleau-Ponty, this is a grave mistake.   

Merleau-Ponty in The Structure of Behaviorism, with his analysis of vital structures, states here that most projection theories tend to take our feelings into the visible behavior of animal behavior as an automatic reduction of learning schema.   From this, we then draw the conclusion that our own gestures resemble the same terminating point of meaning about the gestures of other persons.  Human behavior is far more complicated than this say Merleau-Ponty and Jean-Luc Nancy.  Human behavior entails an in-between plan of understanding that falls outside of a subjective-ego, which is made clear by Jean-Luc Nancy’s dismissal of the term “intersubjectivity”.  

The in-between for Nancy is a state of being singular-plural, which is a state of self-order obtained through the generality of being in one’s way of apprehending and organizing one’s world.  Jean-Luc Nancy believes that the in-between moment is not about what lays between subjects, as a subject of the ego, which for Nancy does not exist.  Having intersubjectivity without subjects is important for Nancy because it points to a concept of self that is prior to a self that contains the property of an ego.  The ‘as’ structures of self, by Nancy’s account, is not about ownership of identity, neither that of one’s own nor that of the other.  Through the ‘as such’ structure of self, the ‘I’ as a self that owns an ego, gets displaced as follows: Ego sum=ego cum, being-with=thinking-with.  As such, one’s presentation of self is exposed through a community, in being with others.  This is in essence what Nancy is trying to do in revising the Cartesian logos as “Cogito Ergo Sum”, “I think, therefore I am”, which changes the gaze of one’s in accordance to rule following and execution of order.  So if “order of thought” is what determines “order of execution”, then multiplicity of meaning encased in one’s experiences of the different as “praxis of meaning”, requires a non-subject-descriptor of the in-between that makes certain notions of behavior less mechanical while at the same time, less mysterious.  

Unlike the old metaphysics, the concept of the in-between does not take the resemblance of gestures to indicate the expressive value of latter behavioral gestures.  The old metaphysics of Plato, for example, leads one to make a claim that by observing a child’s own smiles and joyous behavior, one can see how it is that a child understands the joyful meaning of a smile long before one learns to recognize his/her own image in a mirror.  As Merleau-Ponty would agree, the child does indeed recognize the slashes of menacing or melancholic behavior that is portrayed by others around them through its mimicry of behavior he/she observes (The Structure of Behaviorism, pg. 156).
   But to be clear on this issue, says Merleau-Ponty, one must be clear on what a child is really “understanding” by doing through mimicry; and therefore one must ask:  Do infants “innately” understand, in the metaphysical pre-categorical sense, something about what they mimic that cannot yet be put into words, and that the content of their own experiences cannot tell them anything more about?  
For Merleau-Ponty the answer to this question would be “no”, because the response to this question comes down to signification, which for Merleau-Ponty, falls outside table logic as some normative structure that portends a view or activity.  For Merleau-Ponty, ‘“signification” is to the final cause what the relation of function to variable is to the “producing cause”.  What this tells us is that  “the logical space of persons” within which deliberative reflection occurs for Merleau-Ponty, is not necessarily an inward look but one that can still avowal intention of choice based on first person authority and experience.  It is, rather, a looking “outward” in search for reason that can work toward or against one’s own final decisions, judgments, and choices in life that occurs between spontaneity and receptivity.  

B.  Perspicuity of Autonomous Beings: Freeing Caged Tropes of the Past
Under the rubric of globalization and internationalism, Jean-Luc Nancy’s Being Singular-Plural, discusses the non-subject-self that looks “outward” in search for reason as an exercise of agency and contingency via the politic of personhood. The singular-plural concept is a stylized technique that Nancy believes leads to the unique distinctions of self-order, which is accommodated in multiple ways through the particular “this” and the particular “that”. As such, the Singular-Plural is an intimate relationship one has between self and other, in times of communication, exchanges of ideas, or in any case in which one is asked to express themselves, deliberatively and with complete understanding of the self-other relation that keeps an eye on world matters.

As such, the particular ‘this’ and ‘that’ form certain methodology of historical instruction.  Through the singular-plural a teacher or administrator is granted right of passage into a world of questions about the other: For what are we intending to train our children?  Responses to such questions enliven new customs, new concepts or tropes that we need to make for a future society that is slowly amalgamating into the global stratus of modern systems.  The question-response approach to education than lays in custody of each individual’s way of thinking how our local networks could eventually principle world order relative to, i.e. Merleau-Ponty’s ‘human order’ [entelechy].  

In lieu of this, Jean-Luc Nancy suggests that by making propositions of logic perspicuously autonomous, one will see how it is that although the laws of logic indeed express thinking habits of a society, or what they call thinking, human beings need not be locked to one form of logic, i.e. the logic of sovereignty that carries with it, or a logic of subjects.  Studying how a society thinks can expose the manner by which the laws of logic have staggering freedom that one’s society does not put to use within their meta-logical structures of law.  The meaning-body concept of symbolic meaning does not constrain us to apply it in the absurd sense of double negatives, which rationalizes or makes sense of the rules of inference---which have no right or wrong that constrains us.  

Echoing in the footsteps of Nancy and Wittgenstein, G.P. Baker and P.M.S. Hacker, in Wittgenstein: Rules, Grammar, and Necessity, vol. 2 of an Analytic Commentary on the Philosophical Investigations, claim that “the apparent harmony that exists in a society is the echo of a grammatical orchestration” within institutions (pg. 86).
  The merit of act and rule accordance lies in compliance and to rule as expression within institutionalism.  The focal point of philosophical confusion for Baker and Hacker, however, lays between what is conceived as something in the world that satisfies a desire or a wish, fulfills an expectation, complies with an order, makes true a proposition, and something expressed in words (83).  The concern here is not institutionalism itself, but what structures we care to institutionalize.  The concern is rather in how caged tropes of the past make a society overlook some crucial differences between some important uses of expressions in empirical discourse and in the a priori domain.  For Backer and Hacker this is quite a concern because confusions of the past subsequently distort and misconstrue the nature of (the grammar of) “necessary propositions” with respects to the ‘ought’ structures of life, a way by which further law is made manifest.  

Backer and Hacker qua Wittgenstein show us that there are alternative forms of representing thought that can enliven different ways of looking at the world, different ways of determining what one ought to do, and what one ought to appropriate in future techniques of the understanding.  Hence, if we are going to partake in the act of change and propagation, we must consider how freeing logic from the view that a truth table explanation of logical constants is sufficient to explain logical syntax, can obviate our past biases.  For Backer and Hacker, a perspicuously free logic can free the propositions of logic into a perspicuously autonomous world of meaning that is obtained through a world of description, as an equivalent of ‘giving detailed explanations’.  Proof of logical semantics establishes not the truth of a logical proposition but simply, that our formal structures of inference are tautological.  

This is another way of looking at how we position ourselves with the world, and what methods/techniques/relations we establish with the world for the purpose of getting to know it in a clear and meaningful way.  There is no question that our techniques/methods/relations determine our habitus or way of living.  This is an idea that Michael Peters and James Marshall adopt from Charles Altieri’s 1994-’95, in their rendition of Wittgenstein’s phenomenology.  In Wittgenstein, Styles, and Pedagogy, Peters and Marshall explain that clarity is an aesthetic and ethical ideal that requires courage to go beyond the playing of ‘clever games’ (pg. 19e).
  What this alludes to, in agreement with Richard Rorty, is that arguing well involves more than following rules or being clever.  It involves a transition from a thick to the thin reading of truth conditions, which earmarks a transparent form of practical reason---as an integral part of deliberative thought that determines one’s ‘ought’ structures of thought: what one ‘ought to do’ or what one ‘ought to fear’.  

However, what Peters and Marshall qua Wittgenstein also evince are the merits of mental exercises that go beyond one way of thinking, through what Wittgenstein calls ‘aspect learning’ and Jean-Luc Nancy calls ‘ecotechnics’.  Ecotechnics for Nancy includes elements of Wittgenstein’s description of thought and attention, as so described through his duck-rabbit example, in “looking”, i.e. attention, focus, imagination, thinking, etc.  The duck-rabbit example serves as a tool by which careful analysis of common language can reveal what goes into a shifting of thought, meaning, and action---but not as a pistol of force for one who is right in their claims and accusations of life’s predicaments.

Mobilization through “deliberative thought”, as indicative of a non-pistol approach to endorsing Nancy’s concept of ecotechnics, is characterized by pivotal moments of reflection.  An example of a pivotal and non-pistol approach is observed through the change in focus that Wittgenstein undergoes in the transition from writing on tautologies in the Tractatus, to his phenomenology of language in his Philosophical Investigations.  The phenomenology of Language serves as an alternative to any “meta-language” theory that attempts to escape “common language” theories.  As such, Wittgenstein’s concept of perspicuity is an example of an advisory concept that helps a clear-headed autonomous being reconsider debunking tyrannical notions of ideas and concepts.  Wittgenstein is therefore not necessarily setting up another theory of language that takes a unilateral approach to language once again. Wittgenstein’s general approach is rather to study common language and its aptness to communication by understanding the differences in the way people express themselves, what it means to follow a rule in the process of communication.  Wittgenstein’s study of the aptness of language has therefore no patent answers about what constitutes language.  His investigations and philosophical remarks on psychology are just advisory comments on what concepts need further attention, and which elements of certain concepts have exhausted themselves in application, i.e. the thick reading of truth conditions. 

C.  Thin vs. Thick Reading of Truth Conditions: A Picture Theory Imagined

Cautioning our understanding of logic, via Tarski’s theory of truth, is one proposed way of seeing how truth propositions are imbedded structures in the phenomenological perceptions of aspect learning.  This thin reading of truth propositions is meant to help improve individual and world order qua language structures of an engaged literacy program that puts to use the concepts of “attention” and focus.  It is an important notion for a global reader that undergoes a world of change, for it also includes one’s attention to cautious understanding of the logic under girding the inner play of the senses---through attention, focus, mood, sensation, etc.  Through the inner play of the senses, Wittgenstein’s duck-rabbit example is meant to bring out the concerns for vagaries in perception, which in turn, influence the connections we make between images and the imagination.  

The vagaries Wittgenstein evinces between images and the imagination act as counterexamples of the picture theory of language posited in connection to Plato’s theory of forms.  Plato’s theory of forms is a metaphysics of forms that has been found to make 1st person authority, i.e. the concept of pain, “inner sense”, and instinct—or, “intuition”, look mysterious.  This in part comes from the view that reflexivity of words come from the basic identity structure of ‘a=a’.  In recognizing Frege’s work, Wittgenstein recognizes this same point when he explains that the reflexivity of meaning as tautologies don’t inform the individual of what one ‘ought to do’ or ‘ought to fear’ because our mental structures need not be purely composed of a one-to-one relation between concept-form, name-object, and meaning-sensation like a name refers to a person, or an “apple” refers to the object apple. The name-object approach to language is thought to “identify” language as an ostensive definition of a name-object relation that is not conducive to a robust and multi-formed language of a global world.  

This is similar to Frege’s philosophy on language, and although it remains questionable whether sense and reference ought to be split up, scholars found Frege’s intuitive play of ideas useful when he began to differentiate sense from reference.  By doing so, Frege began to consider the multiple ways number concepts can be expressed in variable mathematical statements, “2+4”, “2+5”, “2+6”, ad infinitum.  The possibility of infinite number of possible expressions gave way to other concepts, ad infinitum, i.e. the concept of color.  When color concepts came into observance by this view, the ROYGBIV spectrum of color became just a point by which one could begin the discourse on color.  Slowly, the concept of color began to influence other concepts:  concepts within sentential meaning, propositional phrases, and finally speech.  All such shifts in meaning led one to the greatest shift of all---that of the imagination.  

The shifts of the imagination is a multiple gaze of the world, through which we make claims about the world, to include the claims philosophers make about assertability conditions---from the assertability condition that obtains in mathematical logic to the concept of expression within the philosophy of language.  Thus, in recognizing that the very language one uses to express one’s science, religion, philosophy, etc. has infinite possibilities for expression, one can see how much more one can do with language---and one’s gaze changes from a unilateral concept of method to multiform techniques of the understanding.  What this allows is for one to either conceive of assertions differently from the old tautological concept, and/or, allows one to go beyond assertability conditions of language that in turn question the logic of grammar, truth, and knowledge.  And although one could conceive of language and what it creates, alongside an abstract mathematical calculus that, say, abstracts virtual art in a computer, it is not quite to the point to say that this relationship between mathematical concepts and its virtual image can fully describe the complex relationship of language and its abstract creations.  Yet, is it altogether inconceivable that such abstract mathematics can have the level of perspicuity that Wittgenstein searches for?  Could we not, for example, have perspicuity in abstract mathematics as the key goal for language?  

All that aside, it is nevertheless fair to say that the problems of image, which like a sample or example however abstract, forms for Wittgenstein a specifiable condition of thought that perhaps language (to include abstract mathematics) and its articulations (in picture form or otherwise) in speech cannot specify.  In this light, the abstract mathematical form is not feasible in expressing the multiple senses of language that Wittgenstein ascribes to, in the same fashion that such an idea is not getting to the main point of Aristotle’s proposed concept of homonymy.  This is so because in both Wittgenstein’s and Aristotle’s accounts of language and thought, numeric concepts cannot reveal what lies beyond itself, within a mathematical phrase or even beyond what such phrases articulate in language form(s).  And although abstract mathematics can express themselves in image form, it remains questionable the extent to which its mathematical principles can express the same symbolic weight as, i.e. poetry.  

In comparing literary concepts with mathematical concepts, for example, one arrives at the importance of expanding language via the conceivable merits that symbolic meaning qua language can provide to a wider scale of concepts, which arises out of the ongoing ideological battles of growing civilizations.  Unique to literary and musical symbolism, is that it can use of mathematical concepts to express what only arithmetic sequences can within art.  Prose writers like Dante, for example, used simple mathematics to mobilize concepts across stanzas (in triadic form).  But the mathematical setup of Dante’s stanzas is only one of the many elements that make Dante’s Inferno complex with meaning and instruction.  Equally, music takes heed of the virtues of mathematical sequencing in the way that such sequences can keep track of time and melody, expressed in a quadratic equation.  But once again, the numeric disposition of music is not what gives music its character, or its melodious expressions.  Such expressions are achieved through the timbre of a musician.  Timbre, like the color, composition, texture, etc. of the Cubist painter, connotes a depth and girth of expression that goes beyond simple mathematics.  The expressivity of thought does not formulate ideas and concepts in mathematical form that makes viable the picture, image, or homunculus form---even if we can call what a painter creates “an image”.  

Instead, thought remains more abstract than any image-form originally proposed by a mathematical logic, and it is for this reason that language gains more scope about the world that goes beyond mathematical expression.  This is rather achieved through the distinctions between the “pretend” and “is” forms of life, which the arts play well with to create their own styles of expression through a breach of limit(s) and a rapturous understanding of expression.  This is in essence what Jean-Luc Nancy had in mind when he distinguishes the form(s) of math with the forms of expression, and the way by which the latter has a better hold on explaining how one’s depth of vision is more viral and accessible in the world.  This is a difference that changes one’s two-dimensional cognitive sense of the world to a three dimensional concept of the world that opens up what some scholars now phrase, ‘the fragility of meaning’. 
II.
Jean-Luc Nancy & Wittgenstein on Practical Deliberation

A.  Praxis of Meaning in a Global World

Samuel Huntington in The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order
 had concluded his chapter on multicivilizations with the view that a ‘lingua franca’ does not have to entail loss of identity.  He gives three reasons: 1) the use of English across the world is changing English itself.  People who speak English throughout the world have helped in indigenizing and colorizing the language that no longer has its roots in the British or American English traditions.  Huntington also states that although identity arises out of a multiplicity of experiences, having a ‘lingua franca’ does not entail, 2) the displacement of bilingualism.  Moreover, says Huntington, 3) language has always been found to realign itself and reconstruct itself in accordance to identities and contours of civilizations (pg. 64).  

Huntington does not believe distribution of language throughout the world adequately reflects the distribution of power.  And although this is a debatable point, what is interesting to note through Huntington’s political science view on the moving trends of civilizations is that he fundamentally embraces Jean-Luc Nancy’s sovereignty of the “with” through motives or attitudes one gains in time towards the world.  This is a curious similarity between them because although Huntington’s views are highly regarded in some political science circles, views of a lingua franca push many scholars on the edge.  Yet, it is not unlikely that private language philosophers could disagree, mainly because private language philosophy holds that individual agency comes from an element outside of language that is learned in one’s own community.  By this account, linguistic commonalities do not necessarily diminish one’s agent accounts of what one ‘ought’ to do in the decision-making process.  It is therefore conceivable that Huntington’s view of a lingua franca indulge Nancy’s view of the “with”, as a non-violent symbolic structure that need not depend on any transcendental position on meaning.  The decision-making process of deliberative thought through a lingua franca can still collapse mythical meaning that is attached to productive causality into its functional dependence of variables, without enforcing singularity of cultural habits.  

As such, these new variables of thought can be a result of different points of view and alternatives to reality, which in turn, displace ideas across time through the battle of forces inherited therein.  These variables can recondition laws in such a way that laws are no longer seen as engendering the existence of facts.  The rise of new concepts can still point to the ‘with’ structures of moving civilizations via self-law---as it ‘becomes contemporaneous with all existence, as it is with all thinking a sovereignty of praxis of meaning’ (pg. 41).  The sovereignty of praxis of meaning, according to Nancy, eventuates the “history of events” beyond reciting dates of wars, victories, and treaties.  It is an Event that suspends and reopens the course of history as a sovereign-event.  This is another way of saying that the approach to political understanding of a nation-state must in time recognize the thin reading of truth conditions, which do not fall prey to tautological manipulations of past dominant civilizations.  In this regard, Nancy reminds us that the mode of instituting law as its own “origin” or its own “foundation”, whether it fall under “natural right” of humanity or within an irreversible sedimentation of experience of “positive law”, is forced back into analysis.  Through such practical deliberation, “positive law” becomes unacceptable to analyzing other concepts, such as that of “just war”.  The concept of war, which is now at a standstill with its inbred politico-juridical concept of sovereignty (pg. 108), is displaced and displaces other concepts in turn, i.e. the war/police action pair.  As such, the war/police action pair no longer allows itself to be easily manipulated into some course misconception of “just war”. Deliberative thought as a concept for “globalization” does this by displacing concepts that lead to change in meaning across civilizations.  As such, deliberative thought helps institute a human order within the guidelines of world order. 

What Nancy is attempting to show here is that the movement of multi-civilizations as warring thoughts of mobilizing ideas, carries with it, an empty space that stretches between the always weak and troubled schema of the “war of law (police action)” and a reactivated (warmed over?) schema of “sovereign war (pg. 109).”  This empty space is not, the space of a “peoples’ war” [“guerre des peoples”].  Rather, it is the space of a moment created by two poles intersecting in one’s mind and imagination---the pole in the museums of the Revolution and the folklore of a museum recounting a political happenstance.  This two-pronged process of the imagination is an exercise of the mind that grapples with real-life issues of ecological concern through the art of expression via the logos or multiple forms of logic that runs tangent with the concept of multiple senses.  As such, a student of history or politics can recognize how it is that endemic war and the proliferation of seditions, contested sovereignties, and multiple and conflicting police forces (economic, religious, and international rights and interests, as well as those of the state, of minorities, and so forth), is a process produced by a mixture of war and police action, that our traditional biases of the mind constantly tries to reduce one down to the other (pg. 108).  

Without such political exercises qua aspect learning, says Nancy, one grows irresponsible to the extreme urgency that the sterile dominant humanism is producing in the globalizing spurts of arrogance across nation-states.  As such, the politic of thought commits moral suicide when one places concepts in a juridical-moralism that is without sovereignty of logos that partakes in recognizing the world through the merits of difference.  This is particularly so when such course of action is an attempt to re-gild its sovereign shield [qua specified language structures—the art of manipulation in the negative sense], in order to facilitate their domination of others (pg 111).  Moral suicide is by Nancy’s estimation imparted by an ambiguous sovereign-entanglement with economics, whose logic makes an economic war appear as a sovereign war, and vice versa.  In one simple shift, such moral suicide turns the pleasures of honor and glory of what is right or democratic into a showcase act of not giving up in front of one’s comrades.  “Honor” and “glory” is diminished by the order of the “spectacle” which takes simulation as a generalized, commodification of epic heroes dressed in uniforms, whose images are saturated with symbolic weight.  And although there are many others whom suffer equally, if not worse in time of war, only a few decorated soldiers get recognized as the epic heroes of a written history about that impact of past civilizations.

What such domesticated “ideals” say to Nancy is that human beings resemble a commodity similar to the commodification of technology qua language and manipulation of symbolic meaning.  Human beings and their ideals will remain as mere commodities of the state for as long as discourse about “meaning” or “value” gets entangled in the thorny patches of “righteous wars” that deploys images of saturated symbolic weight as mere constituencies of a supposed sovereign war, and which settles down with an epic finish fought by an elite few.  Concerning Nancy here is the lack of careful attention a society places on the study of political/historical works and how hegemony works in discourse, i.e. the explicit and gruesome discourse of sovereignty that lays in the symbolic weight of the instruments and machinery used in war.  

Counteracting this instrumentalism of life are the explicit uses of symbolic difference across various contexts.  This is for Nancy an example of an important exercise of the mind/imagination that goes outside spoon-feeding supposed facts to students.  Instead, it puts to work both their imagination and thought-provoking assessments about real-life issues, etc., without appeal to some patent display of truth and falsity that is supposedly a demonstration of the differences between fact as the ‘is’ form and fiction as the ‘pretend’ form of the what is ‘not’.  Aspect learning as an exercise that conjoins the act of attention with the act of focus through language is therefore the work of the imagination.  One mental exercise Nancy uses to describe this approach to learning is the analyses of how concepts of a particular object change in various circumstances.  The concept of “tool”, for example, changes when used to make instruments and machinery vs. when they function as mere daily life’s tools.  The meaning of industrial or productive tools like “sickle”, “hammer”, “a set of gears”, or “a circuit board”, within the functions of war, become “destructive” as opposed to “constructive” tools.  What this shows in the mind’s eye is that the symbolic character of objects gets displaced as the “technicity” of such objects spread across civilizations.  Equally, in the case of the epic hero, dissimulation and denial help shape an aesthetic of warlike spectacles that denounce the travesties of such inventions.  And as such, a symbol of technology becomes a strategic force that borders on art as crafty, but not as the “art of war”.  

Deliberative thought thus must entail awareness of crafty allusions to what is right and just.  One must be made aware of when crafty regimes are utilizing an aesthetic appeal to “just war” that is more so, a ‘police action’.  Showing such differences in meaning between concepts in light of life events that stand before an individual, and that perhaps is ignored when in focus of another intend pretended by a social construct, in due course, makes one diligently aware of when such manipulations are just another convention that continues to follow old techniques in a dogmatic fashion.  These mental exercises help one be more sensitive to the techniques of manipulation that give little regard to the terrible possibilities offended by the creation of new technologies, i.e. the vitriolic possibilities of producing biochemical weapons, and thus endorse creation without consideration to the repercussions of such acts.  It helps one see how these technologies can act as modes of execution or accomplishments that arise from the old techniques of thought Deus ex machina.  Integrating literature with politics, one can see how literature can give a different dimension of this same theme.  

By looking at the story of Faust, for example, one can see how this concept of Deus ex machina can be conceived as a sovereign Power that the most habitual tendencies of our ways of representing the world leads one to designate as a Diabolus ex machina.  As such, Deus, which no longer acts as the “technician of nature” or the “Natural Technician”, broadens one’s understanding and sense of meaning of concepts that go beyond their old descriptions institutionalized by certain religious or political affiliations.  As such one can see how old terms can be seen in a new light, i.e. the concept of idolatry in lieu of the dangers involved in making, i.e. technology, a focal point of production, which through this mental exercise is realized as just another “artificial” means to an end.  

Mental exercises of this type thus help one see how meaning and signification is placed on the world of objects.  It is a mental exercise, which helps one see the difference between sovereignty of nation-states and sovereignty of the self.  Aristotelian notion of Phusis (birth) and techne (art) is another way of making the mind more nimble.  Doing so can in turn help one gain understanding of Nancy’s concept of ecotechnics.  Phusis and techne, by Nancy’s account, are concepts that explain the way one carries ideas to a finish or an end, by carrying out something to the limit of its own logic and its own good---the extremity of its own Being (existence/reality/effectivity).  Phusis and techne are therefore two modes of executing order that are achieved through mimesis, which Nancy nicely describes as, “a replay [of a] play of the end or ends [of the other], [as] the art or birth of the finish” (pg. 118).  The sovereign finish of war is rather a finish into a dominion that collapses the other into a mirror image of self, which is motored by the sadistic structures of identity, nationalism, and imperialism.  The “art or birth of the finish” is rather an opening of space, as an “intersection,” that liberates techne, as ecotechnics, from “technology,” “economy”, and “sovereignty”. 

B.  “Being-with”, Eco-technics, & Sovereignty of Nations

This proposed mimetic relationship that existence in Nancy’s first philosophy belongs to the activity of thought he calls, “techne as a revolutionary essence” of dis-placing, or a re-placing of existence as finite with infinite possibilities that lie in Mitsein.  Using some element’s of Heidegger’s concept of Mitsein, Nancy describes this concept of the “in-between” as a space within which concepts get displaced, i.e. the concept of sovereign nations, by the logos as techne.  This logos as techne is what Nancy calls the ecotechnics of word concepts that function within a “singular intersection” among people whose conversations force a substitution of a different sort.  It is a formative displacement of the finite, which allows people to function within the ecotechnical word “singular intersection” that substitutes a completely different logic from the sovereign sacrificial One of ancient metaphysics.  

To understand this displacement within the concept of globalization, one must understand the concerns of a form of sovereignty that fosters nationalist concepts that does symbolic violence to the culture of the “with”.  Such violence comes from the Leibnizean model of truth (Leibniz’s Law), which is also know as the thick reading of truth conditions.  This is a concept of truth that holds tautologies as the singular form of truth.  To parody Hegel, Nancy uses Hegel’s concept of global (or world) singularity, which has the right without right to say the law of the world (pg. 141).  What is important to note in this statement is the concept of having ‘right without right’ in Wittgenstein’s sense of the phrase and what this suggests for rule following.  Through Nancy’s concept of ecotechnics one sees how singularity of being is different, from the more sovereign concepts of being that imperialism and nationalist constructs within the world of politics have, in the past, endorsed through colonialism.  Ecotechnics is a general concept of agency, as a global concept, that refers to Wittgenstein’s phenomenology of language.  One must be cautious not to be thrown aback by the use of the world technology.  For although Nancy’s rendition of technology does include technology as the insurgence of industrialization, which Wittgenstein does not directly discuss in his philosophical investigations, Nancy and Wittgenstein are still speaking of an “in-between” space that marks the place of decision-making---as a war between nature and technology, and as a coexistensial analytic of self ‘as such’.  

The co-existensial analytic of self ‘as such’ is a place in which the craftiness of the logos/logic, which is used as a means to an end, functions as a philosophy of self ‘as such’.  This proposed philosophy of self ‘as such’ does not fall prey to some form of methodological individualism or to the disasters of sovereignty that “steals one’s innocence”.  Instead, it focuses on the permutations of the ‘with’ through thought, meaning, reason, etc.  The ‘as such’ philosophy is the co-essence of “being-with”, which operates through the collective powers of a community that is neither internal to a member of that community, nor external to each one of its members.  It is an intersubjective existence without subjects that gets manifested as a per se phenomena of communication. 

This new concept of ‘self’, a non-subject-ego, is said to better explain the relation of the “civil” historical movement of civilization, as opposed to the “imperial” forms of imperialism.  For it is a self that moves and is moved by alterity.  As Nancy states, “it is a mediation without a mediator [that] mediates nothing: it is the mid-point [mi-lieu], the place of sharing and crossing through [passage], that is, it is place tout court and absolutely (pg. 94).”  This displacement of meaning of ‘self’, is a dispersal of there, and therefore is equal to what ex-ists as such.  It is a “being-there” (Dasein) that contains only a correlate relation of “matter” and “subject”, as a transitive verbal value of a dis-position.  Such dis-positions serve in the redeployment of new concepts, such as that of habitus.  Habitus, in this new context of being is different from a disposition of mores, an ethos, that affirms a ‘righteous war’---by which one is said to have a ‘sovereign right’ to decide that another sovereign nation is its enemy, and therefore feel in the right to subjugate it, destroy it and relieve it of its own sovereignty and make it “my own”. 

The concept of self as “civil” is contrasted by Nancy with ‘Self’ as ‘empire’ or property.   “Empire” is conceived as having no sovereignty (without the elaboration of such a concept); and 2) the distancing, spacing, and plurality opposed to the concentration of interiority that is required by political sovereignty (pg. 36).  In a global world where there is no empire, this concept of a sovereign ‘ought’ is to be demolished in place of the ‘civil’ and “world order” that connotes self-order as ‘human order’ [entelechy], via the concept of the logos and techne.  This is Nancy’s very point about what makes the greatest battle of all.  For as a creator and activist, human beings utilize their own agency when helping to form new institutions that, i.e., embrace globalization through a positive concept of self, as self and other, in being singular plural.
C.  The Ecotechnic of Mimetic Relationships

Existence, for Jean-Luc Nancy is creation, it is the beginning and end that we are.  As the 19th century scholars of Germany often did, the manipulation of words lead to different concepts that French scholars like Nancy took to further scrutiny.  In doing so, scholars like Nancy develop Heidegger’s notion of Dasein to explain this concept of existence, or what philosophers like Hegel refer to “Being qua being”.  Being of being is an existential concept that takes one in a step-wise manner, through the antics of language and phenomenological experiences of world existence, mental images, and thought structures of Wittgenstein’s language-games.  This process allows the imagination to swim in a world of possibility that eventually opens the portals of thought into another possible structure of world order that parallels “word” order---or grammar.  

Through this portal, the individual recognizes itself through the world, and not just in-and-of-itself.  The opening of such portals begins with putting idolatry aside for a more social concept of “the creator”.  As such, the creator no longer lives in isolation, but is the totality of what we create in our lived moments of existence, in and through our infinite singularity that shapes us and makes us ‘singular plural’.  As explained below, Nancy’s philosophy is therefore not an anthropocentric concept of world order, for it includes the relationship humans have with stones, dogs, etc.:

A stone is the exteriority of singularity in what would have to be called its mineral or mechanical actuality.  I would no longer be a “human” if I did not have this exteriority “in me,” in the form of the quasi-minerality of bone: I would no longer be a human if I were not a body, a spacing of all other bodies and a spacing of “me” in “me” (pg. 18). 

As Nancy goes on to explain, singularity is always a body that make themselves time-space sensitive in the experience of all elements of life.  Henceforth, even if all bodies are singularities---to include their states, movements, and transformations---they embody a concept of existence that is a singular complex of being.  This meaning that singular is exposed only through the singular plural of Dasein.  Dasein is therefore this singular plural by which one exposes oneself to the world through the mimetic relationship of “self and other” that Wittgenstein’s concept of perspicuity is to enliven through the notion of a world’s access to concepts qua the singular [i.e. the individual person being clear to an audience with s/he partakes in a discourse, as opposed to a soliloquy].  

This is an important concept for Nancy’s description of “humanity”.  For Nancy, humanity is not “in the world” and the world is not a milieu. This means that the world is the “exposure of humanity” that all mimetic relationships of “self and other” express.  The world is neither the environment nor the representation of humanity.  In this way, there is no “Other” (with the capital O).  As such, “creation” signifies precisely that there is no “Other”.  Not having an “Other” is what allows relations between persons to occur.  Such relationships are an integral part of the concept of exposure.  Exposed mimetic relationships help one understand what is humane through exposure of what is nonhuman.  We identify ourselves as human in relationship to what is exterior to us, which we call nonhuman.  In observing the differences between human and nonhuman we come to understand “humanity”.  

Some of these differences, which Nancy refers to as “alterity”, are bizarre/curious to a singular being because it leaves one intrigued by the “ever-renewed alterity of its origin” (par excellence, pg. 20).  Whether an “other” is another person, animal, plant, star, it is an irrefutable other that exposes itself to the self in the origin of “between us” or “between all beings”.  When battles between people occur, however, says Nancy, is when one doesn’t have access to the other in the mode of curiosity.  As such, the positive sense of being curious becomes entangled in the negative sense and one raptures into violating the other by forcing it to mirror oneself.  Some of this negative transition from a positive sense of curious to the negative sense is partly due to the limits of knowing the other.  The inevitable limits between persons, says Nancy, make all human beings prone to doing violence towards the other.  

Violations of the other occurs through what Nancy calls an appropriative or destructive rage that makes a mockery of alterity, which in turn, enlarges a distance leading to appropriative or destructive rage, as an intensified desire or hatred of the “Other”.  Adopting or rejecting this “Other” is therefore decided on the extremes of uniqueness and exclusivity of origin that either vanquishes the “Other” or highly validates it and makes it divine; and therefore, worthy of our servitude.  The “Other” in comparison to ‘other’ is therefore differentiated by intensity of emotion and belief.  This concept of “Other” is what Edward Said calls “fetishism” and Pierre Bourdieu calls “symbolic violence”.  When one falls to the ground of difference as “Other”, there is no dis-positioning (dispersal and disparity) or co-appearance of a society, because one is hyper-focused on the Position itself (i.e. capitalization of power).

The target of capitalized consumption fixes origins that eventually become the historical exigency of being that does symbolic violence to the other by positing the other as an “Other” via identification or ostensive definition.  As such, the fixing of origins caps any further scrutiny and hope for more robust description that any lateral alterity could provide concepts.  Philosophical politics, when playfully following a surreptitious appeal to a metaphysical one-origin concept, i.e. exposes, at the same time, volens nolens, the situation of the dis-position of origins that makes dis-positions a politic of exclusion: of class, order, “community”, and “people” (pg. 24).  As such, philosophy and politics is for Nancy the disjunctive exposition of a situation that arises between people, which has no common origin, and therefore, is a non-categorical expression of being, a not yet categorized element of symbolic meaning.  This disjunctive exposition of differences as explained through the exposition of philosophy and politics sheds light on the demand for equality.  It is explained through the necessary, ultimate, and absolute gesture of the debased people in a community.  

When an “egalitarian demand [is] founded upon some generic concept of identity,” the concept of equality never does justice to singularity, [let alone,] “recognize the considerable difficulties of wanting to do so (ibid).”  One such way that this concept of the “Other” does injustice to singularity is by reducing one’s imagination to image and idolatry.  This reduction comes from the desire to fix the origin once and for all, and in one place for all.  Nancy describes this fixation or desire for extremes as an equivalent of the desire for murder, a desire for increase cruelty and horror, mutilation, a carving up, relentlessness, meticulous execution, and the joy of agony (pg. 20,1).  In opposition to this view, Nancy’s first philosophy of the singular-plural is about a history that does not re-absorb a singular circumstance as singularity through some notion of universality---what Marx and Nietzsche referred to as “universal history” explained through the concept of Mitsein (being with).  Mitsein as such is observed in Dasein, a one in the being with one another in each other as meaning. 

The minimal ontological premise of Nancy’s first philosophy is henceforth the philosophy of “with”, which recognizes that “one” or “it” never falls outside of “we”.  As such, Dasein is the exhibited relation between singular beings, which is made manifested in “communication”, speech, or activity of existence.  This approach to meaning allows one to reconsider historical accounts in a more holistic sense.  It is a philosophy that articulates the subjective of the city as the dominant logos, where the city is the space of such articulations.  So if someone wants to give a historical account of “capital”, says Nancy, starting from the very first moments of history that began in the merchant cities, it is necessary for one to remove the history of ‘capitalism’ from its own representation in linear and cumulative history, as well as from the representation of a teleological history of its overcoming or rejection. 

The logos, embodies the common foundation of community, as reciprocity of community, where community is the foundation of Being.  Being Singular-Plural is, in short, a general idea that is meant to help one understand agency in light of institutionalism and alterity without feeling the ego of the “I” in a consumptive relation with the other, which leads to one’s desire to violate the other.  The concept of being singular-plural helps explain why it is that communicable forms contain no determinate syntax and therefore no fixed predicative form of Being.  As such, the proposed philosophy is not theory-laden, and does not in turn, manifest any patent answers about questions of existence.  Similarly, Wittgenstein’s duck-rabbit example manifests concepts, like sovereignty, as a way of recognizing how other concepts, like “revolution” faces a space that is a “nothing” of sovereignty.  It does this through different ways in which one can execute a plan of action, without relying on some model or end to keep one on their tracks.  This is a philosophy of doing that does not depend on prescriptions, models, or additive inventions of more theory on top of theory that is to be followed along the straight and narrow.  It does this in the form of suggestion and advice obtained through Nancy’s concept of ecotechnics, which includes the concept of the logos as techne, mimesis, and the multiple possibilities that lie in Mitsein.

Conclusion

Proximate philosophy as such leaves open for further discussion how double negatives play into the picture.  Merleau-Ponty suggests that the concept of double negatives have to be thrown out for it assumes an irresolvable difference between self and other that leads to a singular conclusion of a dominant form.  But how can one conceive of the double negative in light of what is to be understood about not violating the other, in lieu of what ought to be “accepted” as different for what it is.  Would one have to accept the concept of double negatives, at least in the sense of: don’t be disappointed in your disappointment, so as to embrace alterity unconditionally.  I venture say that proximate philosophy does not have to accept the concept of double negatives in this sense.  This concept of double negatives allows the other to be as they are in their own difference with respects to one’s own relative difference to the other, which takes the form of a negative that becomes a negative or the positive into the positive by mathematical substitution.  And although the give-all of being there with alterity entails a freedom from the rigid self, it is not a replacement of one’s own sense of being in light of who they are, what ever that may be in its temporality, alongside the difference of the other.  This concept of embracing alterity is a philosophy that helps one understand or see the world through various concepts, by which the other chooses to identify oneself.  This allows one to get a better sense of how one’s own difference in light of the other may enliven different forms of expectation that arise out of one’s way of being alongside the other’s rigid self.  

Such difference can cause stress, confusion, and tension for oneself.  This tension produces a struggle within oneself when one faces others whose differences do not mend well with one’s own.  Such differences among people appear quite irresolvable between them, just as theory and application appears in the practical sciences.  This state of difference is part of the task in building world beings, which is no easy task, but is one that must be dealt with in one’s own sense of being singular plural.  These difficulties of such transpersonal relations are innumerably stated in Nancy’s Being Singular Plural.  Nancy speaks about the relationship of language and identity that makes more obvious what sort of questions ‘ought’ to be asked within the battle of ecotechnics in light of this tension between self and other.  

Sophists had this idea in mind in their concept of ‘persuasive speaking’, or the art of manipulation.  This craft, as developed by the sophists, made philosophy more open to a wider audience, and therefore more exposed and more accessible to a variety of people.  Through the sophists, education became a commodity on wheels, going from door to door of every person’s house that was willing to barter “food for thought.”  They found many ways of manipulating sentences, words, concepts, and ideas that would allow the “the common folk” to have access into what until them, only the elite class had access, education.  As such, the art of thinking became sensationalized, manipulated, and as many intellectuals from there on experienced, a dangerous thing.  But the capacity to manipulate language isn’t always a bad thing, as is often connoted with the negative concept of ‘sensationalism’.  In moments of teaching different aspects of learning, such a skill becomes crucial to a child’s way of understanding his/her world, which involves a world of skill, or the general good that can be captured in a moment of individual grammar.  It is an important skill that helps shape a child into adulthood, through the process of word use---how a child uses words to describe the world, and how such words are mimetically connected with how a child identifies oneself politically, ethically, and philosophically.  As such, it is in this close connection of self-expression and identity that one’s attitude towards the world is an attitude expressed of one self in the singular-plural. 
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