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PREFACE

A project that has been carried out, in various stages and in different
places, for almost a decade will inevitably be indebted to a large number
of friends. At the same time, this makes it difficult to acknowledge ev-
eryone. Thus, only those with the most immediate impact on the book
can be mentioned here. Tina Weller’s help has been invaluable. Walter
Veit has offered wise counsel and support. Thanks to Gail Ward, Carlo
Salzani, and Sabina Sestigiani for their friendship. Leslie Hill has been
instrumental in forging the presence of Blanchot in these pages. Chris
Danta’s intellectual insights have always been highly valued. The input
by Stathis Gourgouris, David Ferris, and Ewa Ziarek has been crucial
in bringing this project to completion. An Alexander von Humboldt
Fellowship, undertaken at the Peter Szondi-Institut fiir Allgemeine
und Vergleichende Literaturwissenschaft, at the invitation of Winfried
Menninghaus, made it possible to complete a full draft of the manu-
script. The final draft was completed during a sabbatical that was or-
ganized by Peter Murphy and the School of English, Communication
and Performance Studies at Monash University. Sarah Anderson was a
supportive companion during the writing of this book.

Finally, this book was supported by the College of the Arts, Univer-
sity of Western Sydney.

The spelling of the German word “der Doppelginger” has been nor-
malized to the English spelling “doppelgénger,” except when German
texts are cited.

In the absence of a reference to a published translation, translations
are mine. On occasion, cited translations have been altered in order to
amend mistakes or to retain terminological continuity or the stylistic
tenor.

All references to Jean Paul’s works are to the Norbert Miller edition,
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unless otherwise stated: Jean Paul, Samtliche Werke, edited by Norbert
Miller (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 2000).

All references to the works of Alexandros Papadiamantes are to the
Triantafyllopoulos edition of the Complete Works (Hapanta), 2d ed.
(Athens: Domos, 1997), volume number followed by page number.

All references to the German edition of Walter Benjamin’s work
are to Gesammelte Schriften, edited by Rolf Tiedemann and Hermann
Schweppenhiuser (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1991), abbreviated
GS. All references to the English translations of Benjamin’s work are
to the Selected Writings, 4 vols., edited by Michael W. Jennings et al.
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1997-2003), abbreviated
SW. All references to The Arcades Project, translated by Howard Eiland
and Kevin McLaughlin (Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap, 1999), are given
by the number of the Convolute entry, which is identical in the English
and the German editions.



PREAMBLE, OR AN OTHER OPENING

What is proper to a culture is not to be identical to itself. Not to not
have an identity, but not to be able to identify itself, to be able to say
“me” or “we”; to be able to take the form of a subject only in the non-
identity to itself or, if you prefer, only in the difference with itself. There
is no culture or cultural identity without this difference with itself.

JACQUES DERRIDA, The Other Heading

According to Jean-Joseph Goux, the figure of Oedipus represents the
first philosopher. Oedipus can claim to launch the entire philosophi-
cal tradition of the West because he presents a subversion of the tradi-
tional mythic pattern of a hero’s trial in order to become king. Instead
of the hero’s using physical force to overcome the monstrous, Oedipus
uses only his mind against the Sphinx. As a consequence of Oedipus’
self-reflective act, the subject can aspire to self-identity. This represents
the humanist insistence on self-knowledge.' There are two dangers in-
scribed in this act that have accompanied philosophy ever since. First,
Oedipus’ use of ratiocination can set him apart from all other humans.
He can be called a last man in the sense that his reason creates a space
separate from his fellow humans, a space where he remains forever
trapped.> His bypassing of bodily combat with the Sphinx condemns
Oedipus to a desolate space of reason from which there is no escape.
Second, Oedipus’ revolutionary act of overcoming the Sphinx is not di-
rected merely against myth but also has profound repercussions for the
sovereign power that it bestows on him. That power is also supported
by the spilling of blood, initially the blood of his own father, and subse-
quently that of his mother, who was driven to suicide. Oedipus as a first
man cannot disengage himself from a founding act of violence. Sepa-
ration and its accompanying violence challenge the humanist assump-
tion of a self-consistent subjective identity—and this is a challenge to
the first philosopher no less than to the foundations of the philosophi-
cal tradition he inaugurates.

What would it be like to think of another opening to the philosophi-
cal tradition? How is it possible to think of the philosophical without
being seduced by the desire for self-identity? Henri Lefebvre suggests in
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the second lecture of his Introduction to Modernity that such an open-
ing consists in recognizing the inherently political dimension of Oedi-
pus’ answer to the riddle. Lefebvre presents the blind Oedipus groping
his way toward Colonus and wondering what he did wrong. Being fully
aware of his importance as a first philosopher, Oedipus is unable to see
his error. At this point the “voice of the Unseeable” intervenes to re-
mind Oedipus of his crime, the blood that he has spilled. It is because
of this crime, says the voice, that Oedipus is guilty. Lefebvre abruptly
concludes with the following statement: “The voice is lost in the tu-
mult. A cloud of dust rises from beneath the feet of soldiers marching
by. They laugh at the blind old man. They come from the little town to-
wards which Oedipus is groping his stumbling way: Athens.” What the
marching soldiers of Athens—the first colonial power in the country
that gave birth to the first philosopher—remind Oedipus, along with
the “voice of the Unseeable,” is that Oedipus’ crime was neither a mis-
take in the way he rationalized his circumstance nor the spilling of the
blood his action precipitated. Rather, his crime was that both his ra-
tiocinations and his actions ignored the structures of power. Oedipus
failed to take responsibility for the political, even though—or, perhaps,
because—he assumed sovereignty. Man’s self-knowledge cannot justify
or legitimate the use of this knowledge in perpetrating acts of political
violence.

Recognizing the emergence of the political in the discrepancy that
persists between any configuration of knowledge and power character-
izes, according to Lefebvre, modernity. The other opening to the philo-
sophical is made possible in modernity. What is, however, the nature of
this other opening? How is its political agenda to be understood? Dis-
cussing Oedipus at Colonus in his lectures on hospitality, Jacques Der-
rida suggests that this other opening requires an unconditional accep-
tance of the other. The stranger must be welcomed as the most intimate
friend, as the one whose unconditional acceptance is determinative of
the host’s identity.* This is both an ethical and a political responsibil-
ity. Through this responsibility, the individual can attain singularity,
which is to say, that it renounces self-knowledge; it is no longer “able to
say ‘me’ or ‘we,” as Derrida puts it in the epigraph above. As Derrida
further explains, such a subject does not renounce identity altogether
but can locate identity “only in the non-identity to itself or . .. only in
the difference with itself.”

At the same time, it is a responsibility that challenges the autonomy
of philosophy in modernity. If philosophy is to account for the oth-
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er, if it is to find another opening, then philosophy has to welcome its
own other, namely literature. Even more emphatically, the welcoming
of philosophy’s other is not a matter of choice for modernity but the
chance for philosophy to rise to its own potential. That potential can
be called “literature’s philosophy.” But it should never be forgotten that
“literature’s philosophy” would have been unthinkable in modernity
without Oedipus. The first philosopher—and this means, most emphat-
ically, the first subject also—cannot be summarily rejected, thrown in
the dustbin of the history of ideas. Modernity is called to respond to
the construction of self-identity. This response will be traced in the fol-
lowing pages through the figure of the doppelganger. The doppelganger
overcomes the sovereign, self-identical subject by disrupting the nex-
us of knowledge and power. As such, the doppelgdnger emerges as the
other that literature has to grapple with in order to give philosophy a
chance.
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Introduction, or The Reflections
of the Doppelginger

Mirroring is the primary phenomenon of ideology.

THEODOR W. ADORNO, Metaphysics

The doppelganger makes possible an ontology of the subject. This does
not entail a lapse into metaphysics. The doppelgénger, rather, eschews
attempts to reduce the subject to mere presence. A first thesis of this
book is that the resistance to presence indicates the doppelginger’s on-
tology, bringing literature and philosophy into productive and mutually
illuminating contact. The thesis about the doppelgdnger’s resistance to
presence does not entail a simple opposition to, or negation of, pres-
ence. Such a move would have resulted in an essentialization of absence
as constitutive of subjectivity. Instead, it will be shown that the subject
persists through its resistance to both presence and absence, and, there-
fore, what matters is the manner in which it persists. The subject’s per-
sistence is evidenced not only by the continuing use of the concept in
philosophy but also by the necessity of having characters in stories and
novels as well as by the necessity that criticism address those charac-
ters. The poststructuralist insistence on the death of the subject, the au-
thor, and so on does not entail equating death with complete absence.

The doppelgdnger, it will be argued, is an operative or effective pres-
ence to the extent that it effects the undoing of the framing of the sub-
ject by the opposition between mere presence and absence. Such an op-
eration indicates a function of relationality—the various relations that
structure the subject’s ontology. This relationality is what is called here
the doppelgianger. The relationality is formal, and for this reason the
doppelgianger will be referred to by the neuter pronoun, the “it,” despite
the fact that “der Doppelgénger” is a masculine noun in German. This
is not to deny that the relations established in the subject are gendered.
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On the contrary, it follows from the acknowledgment that the relations
are always gendered because they are always particular. Hence, the neu-
ter is preferable so that neither the masculine nor the feminine appear
privileged.

What are the doppelgdnger’s relations of? What is being related? The
problem of approaching the relationality proper to the doppelganger
by an inquiry into its “what” will always encounter the problem of es-
sentializing relationality itself. In other words, by starting with “what,”
relationality is already presupposed. The doppelgédnger is neither solely
a product of relations nor simply produces them, so that it unfolds out-
side the bounds of this neither/nor. The question is about the manner
in which the unfolding occurs. How is the doppelgénger operative? Or,
how does the subject figure as the doppelgdnger? The relations proper
to the subject should neither be equated with the aggregate of empirical
attributes of a specific subject nor lead to an abstraction of a subjectivity
as such. Rather, the relations will unfold in particular sites, which will
always be historically determined. Such determinations will be provid-
ed in this book by literary texts. This is not an arbitrary choice, given
that the doppelginger has been prevalent in literature. The focus on
specific literary texts means that the particular endures. There is always
a historical context. At the same time, the context is not occluded: the
literary contains immanently in itself possibilities for its criticism, and
both the literary and the critical are also organized by various protocols
that entail a propriety leading to the ontological and the philosophical.?
So long as relationality is an operative presence, it enables the staging of
different discursive fields (here, the literary, the critical, and the philo-
sophical) as well as that which is being staged by those fields. The dop-
pelgédnger is this double staging—or chiasmus—of relationality.

Tackling the doppelgdnger through literature is due to its historical
development, but still this approach should not be taken as exemplary.
A number of alternative approaches can be envisioned. For instance,
Debra Walker King summarizes the doppelganger as “the collision be-
tween real bodies and an unfriendly informant: a fictional double whose
aim is to mask individuality and mute the voice of personal agency. Al-
though this double is created and maintained most often by forces be-
yond ourselves (television, magazines, cultural mandates and myths),
we bear its markers on our bodies, particularly those of age, race and
gender. In this way, the fictional double is always with us. . . . Unfortu-
nately the informant they see, and to whom they are willing to listen,
lies. Instead of telling a story of individuals living in social reality, this
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cultural construction of racialized, gendered, or sexual body fictions
disfigures or conceals women beneath a veil of invisibility, threaten-
ing economic, political, emotional, and spiritual suffocation.”™ The first
thesis, stated above, about the doppelgdnger’s resistance to presence is
in accord with King’s assertion that the “double is always with us.” The
doppelgianger’s effective presence could be pursued from the point of
view of technology, the media, or feminism, as is suggested by King.
But this intimates a second thesis of the book, namely that the dop-
pelginger is in a process of construction—its effective presence is trans-
formative. Consequently, it is possible to thematize the doppelgénger
in different ways. There is no ipso facto privileged mode of access to
the doppelgdnger. However, this book diverges from King’s proposal
in one significant respect. It does not read the doppelginger as a symp-
tom of impotence or as an evil presence. Moreover, as it will be argued
throughout, a nostalgic restitution of the individual is not amenable to
the doppelginger, whose operative presence undoes individuality. The
doppelganger is neither good nor bad, but rather it is the element of for-
mal relationality that structures the subject’s ontology.

The distinction highlighted above between the “what” and the “how” of
the doppelgdnger can also be the starting point for distinguishing two
kinds of reflection vis-a-vis the subject, which bring to the fore litera-
ture’s import for philosophy. The first kind of reflection, which pertains
to the “what,” is instrumental for an understanding of the doppelgan-
ger insofar as it designates the relation that is reconfigured by it. (Cru-
cially, the movement from the “what” to the “how” is a reconfiguration,
not a rejection or an overcoming. As it will be argued later, there is no
sublation or synthesis to guarantee the reflection proper to the doppel-
ganger.) This first reflection can be called metaphysical and is linked
to the genesis of the word “Doppelganger.” It is the reflection between
a subject and the subjectivity underlying it. The subject is the phenom-
enal self, every single one of “us.” The subjectivity is that “us” itself, a
generalized notion of the subject—not a single man but humanity, not
an individual but the individuality of the people(s), not a human but
man in the image of God. The relation between the subject and sub-
jectivity is a self-reflection. As it will be shown, self-reflection always
requires a clear distinction between the two structural terms—the sub-
ject in its particularity and in its universality—but the doppelgédnger
always intervenes and destabilizes the distinction.
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The metaphysical self-reflection does not merely indicate that subject
and subjectivity mirror each other. What is also necessarily involved is
a reference to the “world.” Specifically, if this image is not to be simply
tautological, it requires the mediation of a third term. But to the extent
that what is enacted between the particularity of the individual and the
universality of subjectivity is a relation between the finite and the infi-
nite, then the third term would also be constructed by that relation. For
this reason, the third term is the setting of self-reflection, the “world”
or “reality” of the subject. If the reflections between a self and selthood
construct reality, then what tends to be forgotten is the ineliminable
web of interests on the part of the subject, which are refracted through
the reflection. No matter how many precepts are prescribed to regulate
action, self-reflection will always be aligned with self-interest. To re-
peat Adorno’s assertion from the epigraph, “mirroring is the primary
phenomenon of ideology.” Reflection’s import is that there is always a
politics of the subject.

Self-reflection, as a unilinear relation between the infinite and the
finite, can take two forms, depending on which term is given primacy.
First, the move from the infinity of reason to the particularity of ac-
tion characterizes the philosophy of Johann Gottlieb Fichte. Follow-
ing in the footsteps of Kant, Fichte developed a philosophy by posit-
ing apperception or a transcendental subject as a first principle from
which all the laws about the subject will be derived. As will be shown
in Chapter 1, the German author Jean Paul coined the word “Doppel-
ganger” to criticize Fichte’s “I-philosophy.™ Jean Paul’s Doppelganger
illustrates that the move from the infinite to an actual place or setting
is always curtailed, with the result that the subject is lost in the infin-
ity of reason—in an absolute loneliness. This is what Nietzsche calls
“the last man,” a placeless subject. Second, the opposite move can be
adopted, namely from the particular to the infinite. As it will be shown
in Chapter 2 through a reading of Alexandros Papadiamantes’ novella
The Murderess, this requires a continual negation of the particular in
order to attain to a complete self-reflection. Negating reality is, accord-
ing to Hegel, the solving of the riddle about the human by a “first man,”
who institutes the laws of subjectivity. Because the negations are end-
less, this self-institution is timeless. The legal framework of subjectiv-
ity will accord with the infinite. However, what dies in the progression
toward subjectivity is the particular subject—there is a murder of the
subject in that its future is foreclosed. This explains the often murder-
ous intention of doppelgénger characters and also shows another lone-
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liness operating here. It is the loneliness of the subject struggling for the
atemporal, which takes the guise of an accessible future. This struggle
is curtailed; the future cannot present a complete self-reflection; and
hence, just like the last man, the first man also fails.

This dual failure of self-reflection—the failure of the institution of
the subject through subjectivity and the failure of the subject to insti-
tute subjectivity—will make it possible to stage a different relation of
the subject to the law. It will be a relation arising out of a small re-
mainder in the law, a penumbra, which always destabilizes the law and
which cannot be identified with it. This taint in the mirroring of self-
reflection leads to a notion of justice—to the tain of the mirror, as Ro-
dolphe Gasché puts it A justice which is premised, on the one hand, on
the dismantling of individuality and subjectivity and, on the other, on
the blurring of the outlines of the autonomous and independent sub-
ject. In other words, justice cannot accommodate the distinct terms—
the empirical and the transcendental subject—that structure the meta-
physical self-reflection. The second notion of reflection will arise from
the failures of metaphysical self-reflection.

This second reflection, the doppelganger, will be a critique of infi-
nite subjectivity no less than a critique of the law. In the doppelgianger’s
reflection, both the subject and the law can only be present as absent—
that is, not framed by the opposition between presence and absence.
As it will be shown in Chapter 3, Jean Paul as this absent presence is
a collocutor of Maurice Blanchot. This allows for the operative pres-
ence of the doppelgédnger, which unfolds on the fault lines of literature,
criticism, and philosophy. The doppelgéinger arises at the points where
each inquiry reaches a limit, transforming itself into something else.
The collocution of Jean Paul and Blanchot entails that the canon is not
merely a list of authors compiled by the critic but arises out of the ab-
sent presence of the doppelginger. Thus, the doppelgdanger becomes a
medium of reading the work, and hence constitutive of writing. This
process of the mutual limiting and interacting between—the imbrica-
tion of—literature, criticism, and philosophy is, then, an initial feature
of the reflection proper to the doppelgénger.

To allow for the doppelgédnger’s reflection to exceed the laws of subjec-
tivity—the self-reflection of a particular and a transcendental subject—
is a political project. However, the political should not be assumed to be
given within the empirical. The finite and particular human activities
that comprise the sphere of politics should not be confused with the
political that enacts the excess proper to the doppelginger, and hence
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escapes the merely present. Nor should the political be equated with an
ideal. As already intimated, the doppelgédnger counteracts the attempt
to base the subject on a principle of infinity. The political comes to the
fore precisely as the mutual delimitation enacted between the finite and
the infinite. Or, to put it in another way, the political is the interruption
of the relation between the infinite and the finite.® In Chapter 4, such an
interruption will be shown to be associated, first, with the enactment of
judgment, as understood by Walter Benjamin’s materialist historiogra-
phy, and, second, with a notion of the cosmopolitical, independent of
the humanist ideal of an autonomous individual but rather, as is argued
with recourse to Alasdair Gray’s Poor Things, with intermingled auton-
omy and automaticity. The political is an interruption of metaphysical
self-reflection and hence a rupture of the politics of self-interest.

The doppelganger is political in the sense that it allows for an ex-
trapolation of the conditions of the possibility of action. The doppel-
ginger allows for a staging of the fissure between the two totalities of
the phenomenal and the universal—a staging that reflects the political
in the sense of not allowing the infinite and the finite to reconcile. What
matters is the staging of this fissure, not its bridging. Consequently, as
it will be argued in Chapter 5, theatricality—as that staging—is cru-
cial for an understanding of the doppelganger. Walter Benjamin’s work
on Franz Kafka is structured by the opposition between life and work.
However, this opposition offers three different stagings, or three kinds
of theater. Privileging the author’s work turns the subject into an ac-
tor on a cosmic stage where conciliation has been achieved. Opposed
to that is the privileging of life, which turns the subject into an actor
mired in the ambiguities of mythic contingency. The third staging is
an oscillation between the previous two, in which the subject is nev-
er allowed to find a resting place. Oscillation is important because, no
matter how seemingly opposed life and work are in the first two ex-
trapolations, they are ultimately allied. Their alliance is premised on
an insistence on sameness, the retention of an essential quality as that
which defines the subject’s self-identity. This shows that, at the end, the
self-reflections of the first and the last man have a common metaphysi-
cal foundation—the assumption that an equation between the empiri-
cal and the transcendental selves is possible.” Conversely, an interrup-
tion of the relation between life and work in the manner of a mutual
transformability or oscillation between them is an insistence on differ-
ence. This difference is due to the operative presence of the doppelgdn-
ger. The doppelgdnger figures the political in the sense that it enacts a
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configuration and disfiguration of that which seeks to deny difference.
The political figures as, or is reflected by, the doppelgédnger.

For such a figuration to take place, reflection cannot be expunged.®
A total rejection of metaphysical self-reflection will only result in the
sublation of the concept of subjectivity into something even more to-
talizing and into a sublimation of the subject into a higher entity. Rath-
er, owing to the interruption, reflection is to be retained. Interruption
resists the final synthesis of a sublation or a sublimation. The subject
persists in the figure of the doppelgidnger. But it is a persistence in a
process of formation, and hence a being as transformation. There is no
forma finalis; rather, form is constantly deformed and reformed. The
doppelginger is always in a process of construction, very much as the
discourses it reflects—literature and philosophy.

This endless transformation entails that the doppelganger is never
always already political. Rather, the doppelgénger is the interruption of
the “always already” in its relation to the political. In other words, in-
terruption has to be achieved; it does not simply exist—interruption is a
praxis. Thus, the doppelgdnger retains reflection but is not itself simply
a reflection: the interruption is not only creative but also created. The
doppelganger is the medium of reflection, that is, that which allows for
the interruption to take place. The doppelginger is this staging in the
interstices of the literary, the critical, and the philosophical. By being
the condition of the possibility of this staging, the doppelganger fol-
lows the political like a shadow but without ever being allowed to fully
coincide with it. Thus, as is argued throughout this book, the doppel-
ganger is always in a process of formation and hence transformation; it
remains to be elaborated; it is, but its being, its ontology, its presence, is
not only linked to a past but also laden with a future.

Some of the most important works directly dealing with the doppel-
ganger, such as Freud’s “The ‘Uncanny’” and Andrew J. Webber’s The
Doppelginger, will be discussed in their appropriate context later in the
book. It should be noted here, however, that these important works are
the exceptions to the two main approaches to the doppelgdnger. The
main approaches represent the two common and easy ways to miss
the significance of the figure of the doppelgdnger to present literature’s
philosophy.® The first approach bypasses the doppelgédnger’s transform-
ability altogether, whereas the second obviates the effort required by
the enactment of the interruption and transformation. In other words,
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these two approaches directly contradict the two theses about the dop-
pelginger indicated earlier—namely, that the doppelgédnger persists in
a process of construction and that its presence is effective. The result is
that both these approaches lead to thoroughly unbalanced relations be-
tween literature and philosophy.

The first approach posits the doppelginger as an immanently psy-
chological category by insisting on a syncretism between author and
character as well as between critic and analyst.® What is lost in the
gap between the two syncretisms is literature itself—or, rather, litera-
ture is discussed only in terms of self-reflections. Ralph Tymms, who
wrote one of the first and most influential studies of the doppelgén-
ger in English, offers a succinct and instructive example of this psy-
chological approach. The first sentence of Tymms’s book asserts that
“superficially, doubles are among the most facile, and less reputable
devices of fiction.™ This superficiality is dispelled, Tymms argues, so
long as the doppelgénger is seen as a representation of the author’s psy-
chic process.’> Thus, Tymms concludes, dark fantasies about subjective
doublings should “be treated with the objectivity of a psychiater’s case-
book.™ If that were so, then the literature of the doppelgénger would be
merely a manifestation of the author’s symptoms, and Tzvetan Todorov
would have been correct to say that, as a category of psychoanalysis, the
doppelgianger has lost its import for literature.* This approach posits
the doppelginger as exhausted, as having reached its end for literature.
The syncretism of this approach is premised on a notion of something
secret in the psyche of the human, which can be either fully confessed
or never revealed. Conversely, as it will be argued in various points in
this book, the doppelginger resists an equation of subjective identity
with either something entirely hidden or with that which is to be dis-
closed. Thus, the psychology allowed by the doppelginger focuses on
the staging of such resistances, no less that it is being staged by them.

Whereas the first way to miss the doppelgdnger’s significance for the
relation between literature and philosophy consists in a contraction of
the literary, the second way argues for its enormous expansion. Such an
expansion has two variations: The first renders the doppelgénger either
meaningless or theological. For instance, Hillel Schwartz defines the
doppelgianger as that which exhibits a duplicity. This allows Schwartz to
amass examples, having ignored all the while to specify what is meant
by “duplicity.” Everyone becomes a double of everyone else; everything
is a copy of something. There is no end to doubling and copying.” On
the contrary, taking the issue of the end seriously entails inquiring into
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what is meant by “everything.” The “everything” opens up a realm of
pure differentiation, a totality which seeks to deny that there is any-
thing outside, and hence it is a theological impulse. As it will be shown,
such a totality seeks to deny difference, but the operative presence of the
doppelganger always reinscribes difference as it counteracts the mys-
tique of reconciliation. The second way of broadening the scope of the
doppelgdnger tends to overlook the resistances offered by the figure of
the doppelgénger as well as the effort required for interruption and the
political to occur. What characterizes this approach is that there is no
beginning to the doppelganger. Typically, the canon of the doppelgian-
ger is pushed back to antiquity, evoking a series of more or less stan-
dard examples, such as the discussion of the “other half” by Aristo-
phanes in Plato’s Symposium, or the motif of Amphitryon, the myth of
Narcissus, comedies of anagnorisis, not to mention all the examples of
doubling and the shadow that anthropology has highlighted.’ This re-
sults in studies of the doppelgénger which are usually learned and often
contain astute readings of literary texts, but which completely miss the
doppelgianger’s philosophical significance.””

Once the doppelgéinger is effortlessly pinpointed in any canonical
text of its genre, then there is no scope for thinking about the resis-
tances that characterize the subject and which necessitate the interrup-
tions of the political. The present study avoids both a contraction and
an expansion of the doppelgdnger. The beginning of the doppelganger
is pragmatically determined by Jean Paul’s coinage of the word “Dop-
pelginger” in 1796. Yet given the ontological structure of the doppel-
ganger, its effective presence is not reducible to any pragmatic context
nor to any single historical narrative. Therefore, so long as the doppel-
ganger’s relationality—its being creative and created—is shown to be
operative in a text or discourse, the date 1796, is of secondary impor-
tance. This allows for the doppelginger to be discovered—that is, ac-
tively sought—in any text where the interruption of self-reflection can
be discerned. In other words, the doppelgdnger appears the moment a
text is shown to be political.

The doppelgdnger is not framed by an absolute beginning or an ab-
solute end. The approaches that miss the doppelganger—either by con-
tracting or by expanding it—have all in common an essentializing of
the limit. Conversely, the doppelganger does not end with psychoanaly-
sis; nor is it endless simply because there is an indefinite number of ex-
amples of it. Furthermore, because it eschews a metaphysics of origin,
the doppelginger does not have a beginning or many beginnings. Far
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from essentializing the limit, the doppelgdnger is an interrogation of
the limit and on the limit—its interruptive power consists in the neces-
sity of the limit as well as its equally necessary delimitation or trans-
gression. Therefore, unlike the approaches that essentialize the limit,
the doppelgianger puts the notions of beginning and end into question.
If there is an endlessness proper to the doppelginger, it is the infinite
possibility of interruption between an absolute beginning and an ab-
solute end. The doppelginger enacts the interruption between a first
and a last man, no less than the relation between the emergence and
the exhaustion of novelty. But this is enacted on sites historically de-
termined—the work of particular writers soliciting a response. Thus,
this book does not pretend to have identified exemplary instances of
the doppelgdnger because there are no texts that are canonical dop-
pelginger examples. The corpus of the doppelgianger is growing and
diminishing depending on the responses offered to particular texts.
The canon of the doppelgdnger does not have an end or a beginning
because the doppelgdnger does not have a measure—in the sense that
the doppelgéinger is that which interrupts the opposition between the
measurable and the immeasurable. The operation of the subject can no
longer be equated either with individual perceptions or with a general-
ized subjectivity. Rather, as both delimit themselves, they set in motion
a chiastic relationality between being creative and been created, that is,
the ontology of the doppelginger, the liminal subject.



CHAPTER ONE
The Critique of Loneliness

The Genesis of the Doppelginger

I call myself the last philosopher, because I am the last man. No one speaks
with me but myself, and my voice comes to me like the voice of a dying man!
Let me associate for but one hour more with you, dear voice, with you, the
last trace of the memory of all human happiness. With you I escape loneli-
ness through self-delusion and lie myself into multiplicity and love. For

my heart resists the belief that love is dead. It cannot bear the shudder of
the loneliest loneliness, and so it forces me to speak as if I were two.

FRIEDRICH NIETZSCHE, “Oedipus:
Soliloquy of the Last Philosopher”

ISOLATION: TOWARD A POLITICAL PLACEMENT
OF THE DOPPELGANGER

A consideration of the political has to start with a distinction between
politics and the political. This distinction, here, is drawn in relation to
the place of the subject. Both politics and the political require a locus
in which interaction between human beings occurs. Both terms require
that the subject is not isolated but that it is placed in an area where there
is contact with other subjects. The subject’s isolation, as the locus that
resists or counters sociality, is central in identifying the subject of both
the political and of politics. Isolation puts the subject in a place devoid of
other subjects. However, when subjectivity emerges as a crucial element
of human interchange, then subjective identity also leads to a differentia-
tion between the realms of politics and the political. The two questions—
who is the political subject? and who is the subject of politics?—receive,
then, divergent answers. For the subject of politics, the locus of human
interchange is the sovereign state within which the subject exists as citi-
zen. As such, the laws of the state define the subject of politics. Isolation
occurs when the subject is firmly outside the law—the law in the narrow
sense, the law as statute. In contrast, since the political subject is not con-
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fined to this or that sovereign state, its locus does not exist narrowly on a
phenomenal plane. Thus, for the political, isolation is not conceivable as
simple physical exclusion. Sociality is a regulative principle of the politi-
cal only if it is not reduced to content. Nor can isolation, as the opposite
of sociality, be equated with physical space. In relation to the political,
it is better to view isolation as a topos. A topos is not merely in the ser-
vice of oration (this would constrain it to politics). What is more, since
Aristotle in the Topics links it to the general opinions of humans, topos
brings along at least two interrelated aspects: a concern with argumenta-
tive strategy and the insistence of topicality. The former aspect is insepa-
rable from language, whereas the latter is tied to historical actuality. The
two aspects are interrelated since they presuppose an effective commu-
nity. In this sense, the topos has a genuine significance for the political.*

Isolation will be crucial in identifying the place of the political sub-
ject inasmuch as isolation—as a topos—affirms sociality even though it
seeks to disavow it. (Perhaps it is more accurate to say that isolation af-
firms sociality by seeking to disavow it. Thus it is made clear that what
isolation introduces is a distancing from an identitary logic and a move
toward a differential logic.) The significance of isolation for the politi-
cal is that since the place of the political cannot be defined as this or
that place, it brings along with it a problem, namely the danger of its
complete identification with the ideal. The spaces of politics and the
political would thus be completely segregated. The contention here is
that isolation, as the negativity of an ideal space, counteracts a meta-
physical conception of the place of the political. Or, to put it from the
perspective of the political subject: with isolation arises the question of
whether the subject is completely severed from particularity. It will be
argued that this threat of severance—a threat also to the very possibil-
ity of judgment and thus to the political as a site of conflict or debate—
is constitutive of the political subject.

The severance from particularity along with its implications is perti-
nent in order to broach the doppelganger. Not only is the doppelganger
as a conception of subjectivity in jeopardy, but the threat of isolation is
also as instrumental to the doppelgéinger as it is to the political subject.
Paul Coates has noted that the political, place, and subjectivity interact
and intersect in the doppelganger. Further, Coates identifies the sever-
ance from particularity as ideology, which “brings forth the Double.™
With ideology, at least two important elements are introduced: a sense
of community and a set of ideas held by that community. What governs
both elements, for Coates, is an internalizing movement.
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[T]he essence of ideology lies in the institutionalised bipartisanship of
the imperative to “see the other side of the question,” which transforms
the potential for change inherent in contradiction into a steady state of
balance. Ideology socialises the individual by bringing him or her to
internalise the dividedness of a class society in the form of the struc-
ture of “objective, value-free judgement”—thereby enabling the system
to rule the subject, by dividing it. The antithesis between the “here”

of the individual and the “there” of others is translated into internal
space. Perhaps its main agents are the media, which create a society
that is mediation and phantasmagoria, never encountered directly.?

What the doppelgianger presents, according to Coates, is a subject that
is permitted to make distinctions only internally. This inward direction
of thought is underpinned by a self-identical subject. One who says “I
am I,” thereby believing to be stating an objective judgment dictated by
the commands of reason, is also logically impelled to grant others the
same capacity. However, with regard to political praxis, such a logic of
the same further impels one to grant the other “the right to be right.”
This is not a premise of the political organization of a society, of a po-
lis—it has nothing to do with the articulation of the democratic nature
of the state. “The right to be right” remains internalized, granted on the
conceptual realm, where reality is still not an issue. The invidiousness
of such a phantasmagoria is obvious in its institutionalization, that is,
when the concept becomes an imperative regardless of the specific situ-
ation. The subject is under the sway of “the system.” The most signifi-
cant upshot of such a state of affairs is the disavowal of contestation.
The conditions of the possibility of conflict are replaced by “a steady
state of balance” as the condition of the possibility of self-identity and
ideology.*

The origins of the doppelgédnger testify to a similar concern with the
internalizing performed by the subject. The word “Doppelgidnger” was
coined by the German Romantic author Jean Paul’ In the doppelgin-
ger’s own words, the threat of the severance from particularity is iden-
tified as loneliness.

Around me an expanse of petrified humans. In the dark, uninhabited
silence glows no love, no admiration, no prayer, no hope, no aim. I, to-
tally alone, nowhere a pulse-beat, no life; nothing around me and with-
out me nothing other than nothing. There is consciousness in me only
of my highest Not-Con-sciousness. Inside me the mute, blind, con-
cealed and labouring demogorgon, and I am he himself. I came, then,
from eternity, and head into eternity——*¢
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The lonely subject is, in Nietzsche’s formulation from the epigraph, the
last man, a subject trapped in the kingdom of reason and unable to
reach the particular. Here, loneliness functions as the register of the
complex that isolation presents as a challenge to sociality. An explica-
tion of this citation, to be carried out in this chapter, will unfold this
complex under the rubric of the doppelgénger’s loneliness. After show-
ing the way that madness figures in the matrix of loneliness, the dis-
cussion will focus on the way that the “nothing” is understood in this
citation. This will disclose some of the issues that are pertinent to the
political constitution of the doppelgidnger. An examination of Freud’s
paper on the uncanny will not only give a historical perspective of the
doppelgdnger as understood by psychoanalysis, but it will also capture
the ontology of the subject it introduces. The final section of this chap-
ter shows the importance of technique in relation to the subject’s ontol-
ogy with reference to the “mute, blind, concealed, and labouring de-
mogorgon” that is identified with the subject. This has implications for
the reciprocal relation between philosophy and literature staged by the
doppelgianger.

The passage quoted above occurs almost at the end of a letter that
the doppelgéinger writes. The title of the piece in which this letter ap-
pears announces an initial differentiation from Coates’s conception of
the Double: the title is Clavis Fichtiana seu Leibgeberiana. The key or
cipher (clavis) to the thought of Fichte or Leibgeber. Leibgeber is one
of the names that the doppelginger dons as it transverses a number
of Jean Paul’s works, while Johann Gottlieb Fichte is the self-avowedly
Kantian philosopher who exercised an enormous influence on the for-
mation of the Romantic movement in Germany at the turn of the nine-
teenth century. Therefore, Jean Paul does not orient his doppelgédnger
toward a “critique of ideology” in general; rather, Jean Paul’s doppel-
ganger is specifically related to subjectivity as it was conceived by Kant
and by Fichte” The subject’s internalizing movement, the “I came, then,
from eternity, and head into eternity,” is Jean Paul’s way of questioning
the relation of reason and understanding as it is explicated by the two
transcendental or “critical” philosophers. In other words, Jean Paul is
arguing here against subjective autonomy (Selbststindigkeit), a defining
characteristic of the Enlightenment subject.

Besides the different context, there is another difference between
Jean Paul and Coates that is more pivotal in an understanding of the
place of the political that the doppelgdnger introduces. For Coates, the
double presents a concept of experience that is regulated by a constitu-
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tive loss or deficiency. The divided self’s experiences are always lack-
ing, since reality is “never encountered directly.” The subject is at an
impasse. For Jean Paul, the doppelgénger still retains the potential for
a release from this state of affairs. Jean Paul argues for a residual tran-
scendence inherent in the autonomous self. By conducting a critique of
loneliness Jean Paul shows that the space of loneliness, despite being the
other of the space of communicability, is nevertheless still related to a
place of sociality. The loneliness of the doppelgédnger exposes a lack in
the autonomous subject, but this does not mean that the subject as such
is rejected. To the contrary, the lonely subject, the last man, inscribes
the potential of its overcoming—the overcoming of lack and the over-
coming of autonomy. Thus, the doppelgdnger can be seen as an over-
coming of the idealist, autonomous subject, a subject that is premised
on the ability to have an immediate access to its internal functions.
Jean Paul’s critique of loneliness will be conducted, first, as a critique
of the function of place in Kant and in Fichte. Kantian epistemology
approaches experience and ethics by the division between the faculties
of cognition and reason. The subject that cognizes does not find itself
in a particular space, but rather in a space coordinated by the separa-
tion of reason and understanding—what will be called a limit spacing.
Fichte intensifies Kant’s lesson, arguing for the autonomy of reason that
in turn underwrites the autonomy of the subject. Thus, the absolute I is
placed firmly within reason—in what will be called the unlimited limit
spacing. Friedrich Jacobi, a close friend of Jean Paul’s, attacked tran-
scendental epistemology in his open letter to Fichte, which, as it will be
shown, exercised a decisive influence on the composition of Jean Paul’s
Clavis and thus the conception of the doppelgidnger. Departing from
a similar rejection of epistemology, it will be demonstrated that Jean
Paul’s second aspect of his critique of loneliness shows that loneliness
can be become the basis of critique, that is, loneliness opens up the pos-
sibility of the subject to make decisions and thus to become part of the
polis. The critique of loneliness is now the critique as the possibility
of meaning and judgment that loneliness enacts. The transfiguration
of loneliness from what leads to isolation to that which makes it pos-
sible for the subject to return from isolation is essentially an attempt
to give a place back to the subject. This is a place that is no longer sev-
ered from particularity, no longer the eternity of reason—rather, what
will be called a limiting space.® Jean Paul arrives at this alternative con-
ception of place by emphasizing the priority of art over epistemology.
Artistic expression is always related to specific linguistic use, and as
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such specificity is ineliminable in it. The political significance of place
is, then, linked to the political significance of art to the extent that the
critique of loneliness as it is carried out by the doppelgdnger returns to
the subject not only its argumentative power but also its positioning in
historical particularity.

However, as the discussion of the ontology introduced by Freud’s
uncanny will show, the placement of the subject is liminal. Neither the
finite nor the infinite is privileged, and neither the particular nor the
universal. Rather, what matters is the type of relation established be-
tween them. A relation that is not amenable to absolutism but ceaseless-
ly endeavors to retain openness. Further, as it will be argued in the final
section of this chapter, this relation has a transformative effect. Thus,
the critique of loneliness does not seek an overcoming as dialectical ne-
gation or sublation. Rather, what is introduced is a kind of denial that is
also an affirmation. This is crucial to the definition of the doppelganger.

HARRINGTON’S “FLIES”: KANT'S MADNESS

A presentation of Jean Paul’s critique of the space that loneliness opens
up in Kantian philosophy will be an explication of the doppelganger’s
expression of its own loneliness: “I, totally alone, not even a pulse-beat,
no life; nothing around me and without me nothing other than noth-
ing. ...I came, then, from eternity, and head into eternity.” What this
passage initially introduces is the problematic relation between reason
and madness. The confinement of the subject in a desolate place was a
standard metaphor for the state of the madman. As Foucault has ar-
gued, the connection between the place of exclusion of madness and
the eternal but empty space of reason had been established at least since
the Renaissance: “The ultimate language of madness is that of reason.™
A well-known example from the time of the genesis of the doppelgin-
ger in Germany attests to the use of loneliness as a metaphor for mad-
ness.” It comes from book 7, chapter 4 of Goethe’s Wilhelm Meister. The
doctor reports the Harper’s own description of his mental ailment: “T
see nothing before me, and nothing behind me,” he [the Harper] would
say, ‘nothing but the endless night of loneliness in which I find myself.
I have no feeling left. . . . There is no height or depth, no forwards or
backwards, nothing to describe this continual sameness.”* Loneliness
is the main characteristic that the madman uses to describe his condi-
tion. Although madness runs implicitly through the whole of the Leh-
riahre, its most explicit articulation is in relation to the figure of the
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Harper. Similarly, the doppelgénger’s behavior in Siebenkds is always
regarded as transgressing beyond the standards of “normal” behavior,
and, indeed, in Titan it ends up confined in a lunatic asylum.*

The evocation of loneliness is not made in the name of a phenom-
enal description of human nature; nor is loneliness construed by either
Goethe or Jean Paul as an existential condition. In addition, it should
not be forgotten that, as literary texts, they are not concerned with a
symptomatology or aetiology of madness. Rather, extreme loneliness is
a tropological description of the madman, in the first person, of his own
self-consciousness. Man soliloquizes, just like Oedipus the last man. As
such, what emerges as an issue is narration itself. Now, the nexus of con-
finement, internalization, and expression should not be seen to subsist
as a mere trope. The loneliness that madness demands is not just a turn
of phrase, but rather, it has a dual significance. First, internalization is
forced on the subject by contingency itself, or as Blanchot puts it in his
review of Foucault’s book: “The demand to shut up the outside, that
is, to constitute it as an interiority of anticipation or exception, is the
exigency that leads society—or momentary reason—to make madness
exist, that is, to make it possible.” Second, the linguistic manifestations
of this “exigency” do not allow themselves to be neatly distinguished
from works of art. Thus the work of art, instead of a demarcation, rather
“designates the point where there would be an exchange between aber-
ration and creation, where . . . all language would still hesitate.™ Not
only is, then, this internalization linked to the cognitive urgency. In
addition, the wavering between “aberration and creation” installs art
at the fault line between madness and cognition. This fault line will be
crucial for an understanding of the space of madness in Kant.

Apropos of the subject’s loneliness, Kant’s own definition of mad-
ness in the Anthropology is crucial. This definition leads to an interpre-
tation of the space of the autonomous subject, and thus to an interpre-
tation of the loneliness of the doppelginger as it is articulated in Jean
Paul:

The only general characteristic of insanity is the loss of a sense for ideas
that are common to all (sensus communis), and its replacement with a
sense for ideas peculiar to ourselves (sensus privatus) [Das einzige allge-
meine Merkmal der Verriicktheit ist der Verlust des Gemeinsinnes (sen-
sus communis) und der dagegen eintretende logische Eigensinn (sensus
privatus)]. ... It is in just this that illusion consists, something which

is said to be deceptive, or rather something whereby one is misled into
self-deception in the application of a rule. He who does not bother
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about this touchstone, but gets it into his head to acknowledge his own
private opinion as already valid without regard for, or even against,
common opinion, has submitted to a play of thoughts in which he pro-
ceeds and judges in a world not shared with other people, but rather (as
in a dream) he sees himself in his own little world.*#

Despite the lack of dramatic intensity, there is still here a clear state-
ment of the loneliness of the madman. The madman is enclosed in a
private world that resembles a dream. It is important not to confuse
the sensus communis here with the common sense (Gemeinsinn) of the
Critique of Judgement. Kant himself indicates the difference in section
20 of the Critique: while Gemeinsinn starts with a feeling, that is, with a
particular, the sensus communis is linked to the faculty of understand-
ing and thus to the cognition of objects. “The judgement of [the sensus
communis] is not one by feeling, but always one by concepts, though
usually only in the shape of obscurely represented principles.” Clearly,
the judgment of the sensus communis is an objective judgment, a judg-
ment about the cognition of objects. It is not a reflective judgment. With
regard to the subject, it would have been tautological to attribute the
loneliness to the lack of sensus communis if the latter indicated merely
the physical presence of others—in other words, it would have been
conflating politics with the political. Thus, contrary to Blanchot, Kant
holds to a very sharp demarcation between madness and art, which for
him follows from the cognitive faculty as it is related to sociality.*®
According to the Anthropology, madness misapplies the laws of un-
derstanding, while the Critique of Judgement makes the additional
point that the sensus communis is needed when the understanding ap-
plies obscure rules. Nevertheless, a parallel reading of Kant’s quick ex-
trapolation of sensus communis in the two books only generates ambi-
guities. For, despite the caveat of the Critique, the first example offered
by the Anthropology—the case of whether there is really a lamp on the
table or whether the lamp is an illusion—does not seem to warrant any
peculiar application of the categories. And a second example, provided
immediately after the passage cited above, not only tends to implicitly
remove any functional sense of community from the sensus communis,
but it also, if it is related back to the Critique of Pure Reason, creates a
significant strain within Kantian epistemology. Kant refers to the case
of James Harrington, who claimed that he was seeing “flies.” However,
Kant argues, the “flies” were not inexplicable hallucinations but rather
Harrington’s idiosyncratic way of referring to his beads of perspiration.
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The argument is that “terminology” that describes real perceptions can
be made to accord with the sensus communis of the understanding,
as long as it is realized that idiosyncratic expressions “point out only
the similarity” between the term used and the actual concept.” Thus
Harrington’s expression “flies” is merely a peculiar way of describing
the perspiration jumping off the skin. The crucial terms here are “ter-
minology” and “similarity.” They stand, so to speak, a step lower than
cognition and representation, but, Kant contends, this lower standing
can be amended by the cool-headed, terminology-neutral critical phi-
losopher. The problem is that, beyond mere conjecture, it remains im-
possible to decide whether an individual’s terminology is just a case
of private perception, of sensus privatus. Further, undecidability also
pertains to similarity, since only a few pages earlier Kant had defined
Wahnwitz or insania as a state “in which the mind is deceived by analo-
gies, which are being confused with concepts of similar things.”® These
are not merely pedantic observations about loosely used examples in
the Anthropology. Rather, Kant’s inability to find a proper example for
the madman’s use of the understanding discloses an imbroglio in the
demarcation between understanding and reason that is central to Jean
Paul’s critique.

To clarify this, what is required is a consideration of subjectivity as it
is conjoint with an implicit notion of place in the first Critique—a book,
incidentally, in which the deliberate abjuration of examples is striking.
From the opening of the Critique of Pure Reason, the Transcendental
Aesthetic, space is explicitly internalized: “Space is essentially one; the
manifold in it, and hence also the universal concept of spaces as such,
rests solely on [our bringing in] limitations.” The space of the Aesthet-
ic is given by the delimitations of the cognitive subject. However, the
function that this internalized space performs is gleaned by starting
from the subject itself. The Kantian subject is often described as “emp-
ty.” This intends to indicate that the subject is stripped of all content,
that it is pure form. This move is made in order that the subject be ca-
pable of cognizing objects through the use of the categories. Cognition
happens through the faculty of understanding that finds a concept for
the object. As for reason and metaphysics, Kant’s well-known comment
in the introduction contends that their fate is to easily go into a flight in
the air, irrespective of a secure foundation. This is nowhere more obvi-
ous than in the examination of the antinomies in the Transcendental
Dialectic. The descent from the universal to the particular is impossible
if thought is dealing with a transcendental idea. Such an idea is totally
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unconditionable, impossible to be determined by the subject, and thus
it can never become constitutive. The grounded cognition through con-
cepts and the flight of metaphysical ideas seem to make a distinct cut
between the two faculties, understanding and reason. What guaran-
tees such a neat division is a notion of subjectivity that is defined by
the use of rules. Not only is the subject “empty”; its defining function,
its potential to employ the categories, does not occur in a place that
has geographical coordinates. The rules that regulate the subject’s func-
tions create instead a spacing. The purpose of this spacing is to facili-
tate the subject’s application of the rules. More precisely, it is the rules
themselves, as a defining feature of subjectivity, that create a spacing
between subject and object. The epistemology of the Critique of Pure
Reason installs the subject in a place that is delimited by the rules of
understanding—a place that can be called limit spacing. In the case of
reason, this limit spacing leads to the conclusion that the rules are in-
applicable, or that metaphysical ideas are distinct from the concepts of
understanding. What is emphatically not permitted within this limit
spacing is specificity: the object is either placed at one remove, as a rep-
resentation that corresponds but is not qualitatively identical to it, or
the object is something ethereal, a noumenon, whose function is strict-
ly regulative.

Such a seemingly neat division between understanding and reason
remains, nonetheless, precarious. Examples such as Harrington’s “flies”
expose a fateful weakness to the whole edifice. Any word that does not
immediately, automatically conform to a concept—and, how often
does this happen? what is the nature of such a word?—any word that
is meant to be dealt with by the understanding but resists relinquish-
ing its particular subjective reference, creates a disturbance in the tran-
quil compartmentalization. The crucial terms, as already intimated, are
“terminology” and “analogy.” It is a characteristic of idiosyncratic ex-
pression that it resists divorce from the particularity of its enunciation.
Now, this would not be a problem, if its similarity to a concept could be
decided conclusively. If the word “flies,” as a metonymy, is a substitute
for “beads of perspiration,” then the understanding has indeed claimed
its province and has the power to say whether the experience is true or
an illusion. However, words are not always so pliant; words often offer
great resistance. What if the word “flies” is a metaphor? What if, instead
of a one-to-one substitution, a whole series of variant words is referred
to here? The word now, through its tropological function, has sudden-
ly acquired a peculiar characteristic: it becomes unconditionable; what
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falls under it can be potentially expanded or contracted infinitely as
much as one pleases.* This quality of resistance can, almost surrepti-
tiously, usurp for certain words the properties of universals, but with-
out thereby obliterating the word’s particularity. Precisely at this point
the metaphorical description of madness as loneliness is used by Jean
Paul as an argument against Kantian subjectivity and epistemology.

The word as image that has taken up the properties of the univer-
sal without thereby losing its particularity, its reference to the thing,
is Jean Paul’s weapon against Kant. The doppelgénger, in what may be
insane ravings induced by its submersion in critical philosophy, offers a
“proof” about the systematic coherence of its philosophy: “whatever the
human understanding cannot explain as mad is not pure philosophy
for us.”* Transcendental philosophy requires the indecision before the
object. At this moment the editor, that is, Jean Paul himself as one of the
dramatis personae, intervenes to offer “a few general philosophical ex-
ercises [Exercitationes]” for the purpose of clarifying metaphysical mis-
takes.”> The announcement, “Therefore I am of the opinion,” indicates
that the Exercitationes present a clear, direct, and damaging critique of
such illusions.” This task is pursued with a discussion of “language”
(Sprache). The crucial sentence states:

[E]ach image and each signification must be also something in addi-
tion, namely also itself a primordial image and a thing, which one can
repeatedly depict and signify and so forth.*

The force of the adverb “repeatedly” (wieder) is to indicate that particu-
larity cannot be eliminated, even in the infinity of the universal. What
is precluded here is a state in which the image and the sign will exist
in identity. The relation is not foreclosed; rather, the relation is repeat-
able. The power of the image, the metaphoric element of the word, con-
sists in an open relation that persists between the reality and the ideality
of the referent. The metaphor as image and signification contravenes an
epistemology that bifurcates subject and object. Such an epistemology,
which has to account for the separation between understanding and rea-
son in order to account for the validation of the object and the freedom of
thought, is unable to decide between the imagistic and the significatory
function of the word as universal. Kant’s wavering before Harrington’s
“flies” in the Anthropology shows that Kant’s own terms, “terminology”
and “analogy,” cannot be fitted to the subject or the object respectively.
It is only conjecture that will either assign the thing that such a word
signifies through the peculiar application of the categories as it is guar-
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anteed by the sensus communis, or assign madness to the subject whose
terminology is incommunicable because, since it lacks a community, it is
demoted to a sensus privatus. This wavering, due to the absence of a crite-
rion to distinguish between error and madness, puts the subject of limit
spacing in extreme uncertainty. For every time that the subject makes a
reference, every time that a word is uttered, there is the danger that the
thing signified is a spectral metaphysical idea. The subject may not be
physically alone, but loneliness still features as that which removes com-
munication—and thus sociality—as a possibility. There is no longer any-
thing to return the subject to the polis. Any possibility of action is pre-
mised on the subject taking its own actions as exemplary—regardless of
others.

Limit spacing places the subject in a region where its own autonomy
or “self-standing” (Selbststindigkeit) has become detrimental. Jean Paul
describes the conception of such a subject as an expanding membrane
that seeks to encompass reality, but language always indicates the mis-
take of such a procedure:

Now, if a philosopher wants to spread out his epidermic calculus and to
arrive thereby at a transcendent chain of calculation, then the language
alone shows him three certain ways to miscalculate.”

So long as particularity does not feature in the distinction between un-
derstanding and reason, there is always the possibility that the utter-
ances of the subject will never be guaranteed by an object and their
flight will not find a secure ground. And, so long as this guarantee is
wanting, the subject’s words remain hollow. From the three above-
mentioned ways of language’s miscalculations, the third, “the best piece
of art,” is to pose an “identity in language between the sign and the
object. In other words, the philosophy for which everything is “cut
to size out of the I's skin” is premised on the impossibility of a word as
universal, of a word where sign and object are never allowed to coin-
cide.”” However, it is precisely the unconditionality of the word—the in-
coincidence of word and sign—that is allowed by the repeatability of the
word, which in turn allows for the possibility of meaning, judgment,
and communication.

From here, it is easy to make sense of Jean Paul’s rejection of the
subjectivity and epistemology of transcendental philosophy due to that
philosophy’s inability to sustain the distinction between understand-
ing and reason. The doppelginger’s “proof” that “whatever the human
understanding cannot explain as mad is not pure philosophy for us” is,
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then, not at all a deranged raving, but the most accurate description of
limit spacing. The whole critical project was undertaken in the name
of the cognitive emancipation of the transcendental subject. However,
such a subject is only ever allowed at the limit spacing, where the rules
of understanding can only make tentative conjectures about the rela-
tion of “terminology” and “analogy.” If critical philosophy is to persist
on the identity of sign and object, this identity cannot be found in the
conjectures of the understanding. The identity ultimately rests on rea-
son alone, in whose eternal space the particular is absent and the differ-
ent can become the same. The limit spacing of understanding collapses
into the eternal monotony of reason. Or, to unravel Jean Paul’s own im-
agery, the subject spreads its skin from within eternity, but the price it
has to pay is that “words do not even outline a silhouette”; reality is not
even a representation of a representation.”® The subject can no longer
dispute about anything, it can no longer encounter any resistance, not
even from words.

If a characteristic of madness is arbitrary analogy, then the tran-
scendental subject is mad, since all its analogies are arbitrated by con-
jectures. What the closing of the doppelgéinger’s letter put at stake was
the relation between particular and universal. The faculty of reason in
the Kantian scheme is the movement toward particularity through the
universal. The articulation of the doppelgéinger’s loneliness as a sojourn
firmly within eternity, its entrapment in eternity (“I came from eternity
and head into eternity”), amounts to an admission that the universal
has failed to attain particularity. So long as the protoplast doppelgédn-
ger’s first step was taken inside the kingdom of eternity, there is no way
of stepping out of this region. The subject may be told by its categories
that it occupies a world of objects, but the subject (a last man, alone in
eternity) is still unfit to name any objects.

THE BLACK NOTHING AND THE WHITE NOTHING:
JEAN PAUL'S CLAVIS FICHTIANA

Yet, the last contention is not strictly true. As the doppelginger itself
puts it: “Around me nothing, and without me nothing other than noth-
ing.” The subject is unable to name any objects, except for one, the Noth-
ing. Nothingness may appear as a synonym of the space of loneliness,
and as such to reinscribe the madness of the autonomous subject. This
could be supported by the conclusion of the most influential writing on
madness of the first decade of the nineteenth century, Die Nachtwachen
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des Bonaventura. After describing a number of scenes where madness
unfolds, the book ends with the following evocation: “On the grave be-
yond, the visionary [Geisterseher] is still standing and embracing Noth-
ing! And the echo in the charnel-house cries for the last time—Nothing!
—7 Upon reading the Nachtwachen, Jean Paul believed that Schelling
(whom he assumed to be the anonymous author) had imitated his char-
acter Giannozzo, which is the name of the doppelgianger in the first ap-
pendix to Titan—one of the many names that doppelgédnger assumes
in Jean Paul’s works® However, the ability to name “nothing” is not
restricted to the madness that the autonomous subject is unable to dis-
pel. In addition, it is this naming itself—the naming of “nothing”—that
announces the possibility of finding a different place for the subject, a
place that attains particularity.

The relation of the “nothing” to Jean Paul’s doppelganger is multiva-
lent, and some of its repercussions will be demonstrated soon. Mean-
while, it should not be overlooked that what the “nothing” brings to the
fore is what has been indicated as the incoincidence of word and sign,
that is, the word as universal. Max Kommerell understands the impor-
tance of this point perfectly well and expresses it succinctly in his dis-
cussion of the Clavis by saying that Jean Paul is “based on an empty
magic-word [auf einem leeren Wortzauber beruhe].”* The word is empty
so long as it is uttered by a subject in the limit spacing of transcenden-
tal philosophy, where it cannot help but be threatened by its enclosure
in reason. However, the magic of the word consists in the recognition
that despite its emptiness, the word has nevertheless defined a particu-
lar place. What is needed to accommodate this is a contrary movement,
a reversal whereby the emptiness of the word forces a delimitation of
the space from which the subject speaks. It is a different metaphysics of
place, one that reduces space by moving out of pure infinity and into
particularity, one that can be described as limiting space. Rules no lon-
ger circumscribe the epistemological power of the subject. Rather, the
subject’s utterances resist a severance from particularity that limits the
subject to a space that could no more be the eternity of reason.

The result of this maneuver, whose execution still has to be demon-
strated, is that the subject is liberated from the hold of identitary logic.
In the eternity of reason a position and its antithesis are still mutually
inclusive precluding disagreement on specific situations. The limiting
of space, on the contrary, installs the subject in a specific place that is
agonistic. It is a place where decisions on language are offered as pos-
sibilities and where judgment, although still regulated by laws, is none-
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theless coextensive with those laws and not limited by them. The pri-
macy of the cognizing subject has given its place to the disputing, the
political subject. It is crucial that the transfer to a different place—a dif-
ferentiating place, the limiting space of the political—is achieved with
the Wortzauber. The doppelganger, then, undoes the autonomy of the
subject of epistemology with recourse to literature. Art becomes a priv-
ileged site for the enactment of the political. The move from literature
to art is solicited by the aporia indicated, in Blanchot’s way of putting
it, as the madness of the work: the indecision “between aberration and
creation” that creates a space where “all language would still hesitate.”
The point is that the hesitation does not have to be dispelled by draw-
ing generic differentiations, that is, by the imposition of a rule. Genres
can never be absolutely or definitively delimited—a point that will be
taken up in detail and in relation to the doppelgidnger in Chapter 3.
Rather, it is in this site opened up by hesitation, the site of art as such,
that the subject can find a place where decisions, meaning, and judg-
ment are germane. (Hesitation will be linked in Chapter 2 to justice.)
The word-magic is a political act to the extent that it allows for criti-
cism. Word-magic claims a place for the subject by making art possible.
And art creates a space that is not only linked to particularity but is also
not foreclosed. The political subject is thus given the conditions of the
possibility for dispute by overcoming the conditions of the possibility
of removing dispute as such.

The rejection of the static confrontation between subject and ob-
ject in favor of a dynamic coarticulation of subject and place is an ef-
fect of the presentation of the leere Wortzauber and the presence of art.
Art effectuates the limiting space that transfigures the presentation of
the emptiness of limit spacing. A return has to be made to Jean Paul’s
interconnection of presentation and presence in the citation from the
doppelgianger’s letter. This return is necessitated by Jean Paul’s own in-
sistence on the return or repetition of the relation between sign and
image, on the wieder that governs their relation. But this return has
to carry out a focusing on particularity, in this case, a focusing on the
way that loneliness in the Clavis effectuates the passage from an au-
tonomous subject to the political subject. “I, totally alone, not even a
pulse-beat, no life; nothing around me and without me nothing other
than nothing.” The magic in this instance is performed by the word
“nothing.” The resistance that this word offers, and which forces a re-
turn to it, is linked to the doppelgdnger. To explicate this subject is not
a straightforward task, since the torsions around the word “doppelgédn-
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ger” relate, on the one hand, to the composition of three works by Jean
Paul, Siebenkds, Titan, and the Clavis, and, on the other, to the history
of Jean Paul’s contact with the philosophy of Fichte.

The statement of paramount loneliness in the Clavis is the doppel-
ginger’s last word within Jean Paul’s chronology of publications. Prior
to the Clavis, the doppelgénger expired in Titan just after uttering “Ich
auch, Ich gleich Ich.”™ This statement can be translated either as “Me
too, I resemble myself,” or “Me too, I equals I’—and, as it will be dem-
onstrated, a lot hangs on the relation of the two possible translations.
The Clavis is an appendix to the first appendix of Titan. It consists of a
letter that the doppelgédnger sent to Jean Paul, in which it discusses the
implications of its conversion to the philosophy of Fichte. This conver-
sion was already announced in Titan, but it appeared in a somewhat
abrupt, almost ad hoc manner. Titan is the story of young Albano and
his search for his real parentage. Schoppe, one of Albano’s companions,
embarks on a trip to Spain in order to assist his master in his pursuit.
However, his route must have gone through Jena, since upon his re-
turn Schoppe suddenly declares that “der Ich kénnte kommen” (the 1
could come)?* Albano is puzzled about who this I, der Ich, might be—
not das Ich, not the personal pronoun in the neuter indicating a self,
but the personal pronoun in the masculine, as if the pronoun is flesh-
and-blood, one particular self. In response to Albano’s puzzlement at
such a strange terminology, Schoppe contends that he is not mad and
that it all makes perfect sense for someone like him, who is immersed
in the philosophy of Fichte. A student of Fichte’s, Schoppe contends,
can contemplate the possibility of der Ich appearing in all seriousness.
It is an expectation premised on the fact that “das Ich setzt Sich und
den Ich samt jenem Rest, den mehrere die Welt nennen.”™ It is better to
paraphrase this passage, since a literal translation is bound to be mis-
leading: The I, the neuter, impersonal I posits Itself, as a real entity, and
then posits also the I, the masculine flesh-and-blood I, and along with
it everything else that is commonly called the world. With the notion
of “positing,” the philosophy of Fichte is evoked. Suffice it to say here
that, for the doppelgéinger, the positing of the I does not merely intro-
duce a self that is separated from “the rest,” that is, everything but the
I itself, a space where the doppelgdnger stands alone. Further, the play
between the neuter and the masculine personal pronoun indicates that
what performs this topographic separation is a linguistic act.

All this, of course, is far from clear to Albano. Despite his perplex-
ity, Albano remains receptive to his friend’s idiosyncratic statements,
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but the rest of the world is not so kind. Schoppe is locked up in a lu-
natic asylum, where in isolation the fear of the impending arrival of
der Ich is further accentuated. His escape from the asylum turns tragic
when Schoppe suddenly encounters Siebenkais, the character of Jean
Paul’s previous novel to whom Schoppe looks identical. Der Ich has ap-
peared before him and Schoppe dies of shock, with the words “Ich auch,
Ich gleich Ich” escaping his mouth. The fateful meeting with Sieben-
kis reintroduces the doppelgianger. Siebenkés recognizes in Schoppe
his long lost friend Leibgeber, with whom he had previously exchanged
names. In the novel Siebenkds, the extraordinary similarity in appear-
ance between Siebenkés and Leibgeber means that an onlooker would
mistake one for the other. Indeed, they are so similar, that they are
“Doppeltginger.” They constantly feel each other’s presence; they are
constantly together, even though they might be apart. Indeed, the word
“Doppeltginger” is introduced when Leibgeber is going away, separat-
ing from his look-alike, his sosie3* Even though they are going their
separate ways, Siebenkis and Leibgeber are still united, like a wanderer
and his shadow or like a “double-walker.”

Fichte is not merely a name that is introduced as an aside to the rela-
tion between Siebenkds and Leibgeber at the end of Titan and its sec-
ond appendix. Fichte’s philosophy is inextricably linked to the con-
junction—so crucial for nothing and subjectivity—between das Ich and
der Ich posed by the Doppelginger, despite the fact that Jean Paul was
not versed in Fichte when he wrote the word “Doppeltginger” for the
first time in Siebenkds. In a letter to Jacobi dated 4 June 1799, Jean Paul
wrote that he had only read the “Outline of the Distinctive Character of
the Wissenschaftslehre,” a few bits of Fichte’s moral philosophy, and the
criticism of others.’” Jean Paul felt the need to inform Jacobi that he had
not read Fichte’s Wissenschaftslehre, since Jacobi had sent him his let-
ter to Fichte before making it public. Jean Paul agreed with Jacobi, but
he could not comment in detail. By the beginning of October, Jean Paul
had started going over Fichte’s writings, and a month later he admitted
to Jacobi that he studied Fichte long and hard, but “in disbelief.® On 10
November Jean Paul wrote Jacobi his criticism of Fichte’s philosophy;,
which contained in a nutshell all the points that were to be employed
against Fichte in the Clavis. Indeed, this second November letter was
followed on 22 December by Jean Paul’s sending Jacobi the first com-
plete draft of the Clavis. What this correspondence shows is the influ-
ence that Jacobi’s letter to Fichte had on Jean Paul, who thus turned to
the philosophy of Fichte, and, within a very short time—indicative of
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the intensity of Jean Paul’s immersion in Fichte’s philosophy—Clavis
was produced. At that time, Titan was in preparation, but its composi-
tion did not start in earnest until shortly after and was only fully pub-
lished a whole four years later. Meanwhile, Jean Paul initially published
the Clavis as a separate pamphlet in March 1800, that is, only months
after he started reading Fichte. Its connection to the doppelginger is
clear in relation to Titan, to which the Clavis was added as an appen-
dix to the appendix. In Titan Schoppe’s real identity is revealed—the
student of the “I-philosophy” was Leibgeber, that is, the doppelgédnger
from Siebenkds.

Since the Clavis is dedicated to Jacobi, and since Jacobi’s letter incit-
ed Jean Paul’s turn to Fichte, an examination of this open letter is indis-
pensable in understanding the nature of the doppelginger’s subjective
ontology.* It is precisely in this letter that Jacobi introduces nihilism as
an epistemological concern and thus the polemic with Fichte is linked
to the notion of the “nothing.” It may appear that polemic is not the
right word, since Jacobi seems to be laudatory of Fichte at the start: “I
consider you the true Messiah of speculative reason, the genuine son
of the promise of a philosophy pure through and through, existing in
and through itself.* However, the intention is certainly polemical, and
the word “Messiah” in this context is anything but unqualified en-
dorsement. For Jacobi, a clear either/or decision is unavoidable: either
“God is, and is outside me, a living self-subsisting being; or I am God.
There is no third.™ Clearly, Fichte has opted for the latter alternative,
he has posited himself as Messiah, while Jacobi stands for the former,
a staunch defender of Christianity. In other words, according to Jacobi
a choice has to be made between “either a rational skepticism or an ir-
rational faith.™* This is Jacobi’s unavoidable epistemological dilemma.
Fichte is a rationalist insofar as he trusts in reason and uses reason as
the primary instrument of his system. Jacobi is an irrationalist insofar
as he denies the primacy of reason. For Jacobi, a rationalist is forced to
a skeptical position since it is impossible for reason to underpin real-
ity as something other than itself—in other words, there is nothing but
reason. To avoid nothingness, one has to turn to faith, a belief in God
that is not premised merely on an internal law but also on an ontologi-
cal salto mortale.® The choice then is between “chimerism,” mysticism,
pietism on the one hand, and nihilism, atheism, egoism, on the other;
one is either an “Unphilosoph” or a solipsist.** For Jacobi, there is no
third option that can be discovered within philosophy itself.

Denying that a third alternative is possible strikes at the very heart



The Critique of Loneliness 29

of Fichte’s philosophy: it strikes at Fichte’s conception of the self, of the
Ich. Before sketching Fichte’s absolute I, it has to be recalled that Fich-
te is a transcendental philosopher. He regards himself as a follower of
Kant; he even implies that he has understood Kant better than Kant
understood his own philosophy.* Fichte’s aim is to unify the three Kan-
tian faculties. To do so, he reworks the conditions of the possibility of
experience based on the conception of subjectivity. Thus, the absolute I
is born. In other words, Fichte, on the one hand, regards the distinction
between cognizable object and noumenon as redundant; although this
point is not addressed in these terms, it is nevertheless made clear, for
instance, when he describes the activity of the absolute I as the original
or intellectual intuition of the I.#¢ On the other hand, Fichte attempts to
derive the rules of understanding, the power of judgment, and reason
from a single source, the absolute I. Thus, Fichte’s Ich has a transcen-
dental function; as such, it is not experiential (it cannot be encountered
in the world); it is simply something that is necessary for experience.

This transcendental function of the I is explicated in the Wissen-
schaftslehre in three principles or Grundsdtze. These principles are laid
out in the first three sections of the Wissenschaftslehre (§$1-3). The first
is the principle that the I posits itself absolutely. Fichte explicitly states
that this is a proposition which cannot be proved. Fichte also expresses
this principle by saying that the I is self-identical, or “Ich gleich Ich”
(I equals I), and even writes it as “I = 1.” (The “Ich gleich Ich” are, of
course, the very same words that the doppelginger utters before its
death.) The T’s self-reflection is the axiom of the existence of subjectiv-
ity. This positing also logically implies its negation, or Vernichtung in
Fichte’s terminology. The I counterposits the not-I. In other words, at
the moment that the I is posited as a logical necessity, it is logically nec-
essary to also posit its opposite. The not-I is, then, what is not the I, the
rest of the world as a logical necessity. Thus, the principle of negation
presents the “nothing” as that which is solely defined by the subject’s
rational function and yet in contradistinction to the subject itself. Ob-
viously, Fichte’s absolute I and not-I need to escape from these purely
formal relations and find a way of having a real experience. To explain
how this happens, Fichte has recourse to a third principle that is logi-
cally implied by the previous two principles. He argues that the abso-
lute I and the not-I interact with each other, or limit each other. Out of
this self-limiting activity, or the self-reflection proper to subjectivity,
the empirical self is formed.

Three observations are needed here: the first about what is a founda-
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tional claim in the Wissenschaftslehre; the second about the space that
the absolute subject occupies; and the third about an initial dissonance
between Fichte’s space and the space as it was explicated by his “stu-
dent” Schoppe, or the doppelgéinger, in Titan. All three elements will be
crucial for Jacobi’s rebuke of Fichte, as well as for Jean Paul’s rework-
ing of the concept of the “nothing.” First, then, Fichte’s three principles
are necessary but not experiential for a number of very good reasons,
one of which is that Fichte has to deny that the self is a substance, in the
sense that the self is neither an object nor a soul.# To avoid this conse-
quence, Fichte insists on the independence of reason. The three prin-
ciples are firmly within reason, a fact that accounts for the autonomy
of the self. The nonsubstantiality of the self, self-autonomy, and the au-
tonomy of reason are all indispensable for Fichte’s system to work. Sec-
ond, the limiting introduced with the third principle is the product of
negation, in the sense that the third principle is implied in the previous
principle. However, it will be deceptive to understand the terms nega-
tion and limitation as stages of a dialectic—or, at least, a dialectic in the
Hegelian sense. The autonomy of reason, within which the limitations
of the empirical self occur, does not introduce a movement between
subject and object. At this stage, cognition is still not an issue. More-
over, the absence of an object also distinguishes Fichte’s conception of
limit from Kant’s own limit spacing. Fichte does not merely internalize
space, as Kant does in the Transcendental Aesthetic. Fichte’s spacing
is also precognitive, that is, it has no relation to an object and is firmly
within reason itself. The internalizing of space means that for Fichte
there is a kind of limit spacing. But the inclusion of the limitations of
the empirical self—or, rather, subjectivity—firmly within reason makes
this spacing eternal: it is an unlimited limit spacing. This is the place of
the Fichtean subject—and it is not a coincidence that both the subject
and reason share for Fichte a common epithet: autonomous.* Third, if
the empirical self of Fichte’s third principle is compared with der Ich
whom Schoppe dreads in Titan, it will be noted that the two are not the
same. While Schoppe entertains the possibility of encountering der Ich,
and indeed he does so with fatal consequences when he meets his sosie,
it is still strictly impossible to come across the empirical self of the third
principle. The empirical self remains within reason, and differs from
the absolute I only in that it is derivable from the previous two prin-
ciples. Der Ich is differentiated from the empirical self, because der Ich
is dependent on language. While Jean Paul, as already intimated, cre-
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ates a linguistic space with the interplay of das Ich and der Ich, Fichte’s
strategy is to denounce any linguistic influence in pure philosophy.*
The first two aspects are directly addressed in Jacobi’s letter to Fich-
te. The dilemma between rationalism and skepticism is essentially deal-
ing with the way space is conceived by the subject. Either God is admit-
ted as separated from the human being, or the subject internalizes God.
The epistemological nihilism that this dilemma introduces undercuts
the spacing that the nonsubstantiality and autonomy of the self and
the independence of reason have assumed as a foundation to the Fich-
tean System. Jacobi’s indictment is essentially that the Fichtean self is
a substance, and this strikes at the heart of Fichte’s philosophy. What
propels Jacobi’s criticism is the placement of the absolute I in predialec-
tical negation, that is, the way space is conceived when the second and
third principles of the Wissenschaftslehre are deduced from the first ax-
iomatic principle of self-identity. This is made clear when the relation
between nothing and substance is examined. Although this relation in
1799 would have been viewed within the context of contemporary pub-
lic debates,* it is nevertheless more fruitful to examine Jacobi’s objec-
tion with recourse to the Aristotelian definition of substance. This is
not an arbitrary choice: Aristotle’s definition of substance had been ac-
cepted by the philosophical tradition and is still operative in both Jaco-
bi and Fichte.s* A substance, says Aristotle, “is that which is neither said
of a subject nor in a subject.”* What exists as a substance needs nothing
else in order to exist. Now, Aristotle did not formulate the problem of
substantiality in terms of the subject-object relation, and nor did Greek
philosophy. Yet, given the terms of Jacobi’s letter to Fichte, it is precisely
the subject-object relation that is involved in substantiality. In other
words, what is pursued by Jacobi is an examination of idealist episte-
mology in terms of substantiality. Jacobi’s term “nihilism” makes sense
as the topography that substance demands: nothing is excluded from
substance. Clearly, the word “nothing” here has a double significance. It
is a logical operator, an ancillary word that performs a function within
reason, that is, it shows what reason itself excludes with recourse solely
to its own rules. This is the meaning of “nothing” in Fichtean nega-
tion, where it performs the transition from the first to the third prin-
ciple. Besides the logical nothing, there is also the ontological nothing.
Nothing is that which is left out of the substance, that is, substance is
treated as a space whose existence is defined by what is excluded from
it. The theological implications of the ontological nothing are portrayed
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in Jacobi’s appropriation of the label “nihilism” to designate his episte-
mological theism. According to Jacobi, for the egoist the “nothing” is
nothing, while for the faithful the “nothing” is everything. From this
point of view, Fichte’s absolute I is substantial “in the concept of a pure
absolute exodus and return (from nothing, to nothing, for nothing, into
nothing).”* If the Is self-reflections are substantial, then the Fichtean
subjectivity needs an ontological negation, or, in other words, it is onto-
logically the same as God.>* Thus, self-reflection cannot be ontological.
Jacobi grants logical consistency and logical truth to the peregrinations
of the Fichtean I; but these peregrinations are forever banned from sol-
id ground, from the surface of the earth. To repeat the same point in the
terminology employed by the doppelgédnger, das Ich is forever a logical
function so that it is never possible to encounter der Ich.

The echo of Jacobi’s critique is audible in Jean Paul’s Clavis. “Noth-
ing around me and without me nothing other than nothing.” The lone-
liness of the doppelgénger is the loneliness of the absolute I that is en-
closed within the borders of the totally independent reason, that is, in
the unlimited limit spacing. The absolute I pretends to be a mere logical
necessity that posits the rest of the world. However, logic cannot eschew
the ontological implication that such an I, enclosed as it is within the
independent kingdom of reason, at bottom claims a similarity to God.
Yet being a reflection of God also means that absolute subjectivity can
never be particularized—it is a last man. Jean Paul explicitly appropri-
ates the distinction between the two “nothings” in the Clavis:

Reason as such cannot escape from itself. . . . After the crushing Kant,
who still left behind huge chunks, like the things-in-themselves, had to
rise up the annihilating [or, negating, vernichtende, the one who per-
forms the negation, or Vernichtung, of Fichte’s second principle] Leib-
geber . .. who also calcified them and left nothing standing except the
white Nothing [weifSe Nichts] . . . namely the ideal finitude of the infini-
tude. If that was also to be done away with (and Fichte gave certain in-
dications to that effect), then only the black Nothing [schwarze Nichts]
would still remain, the infinitude, and reason would need to explain
nothing else since reason would no longer be in existence.”

There is here an either/or operating. Nothing is either “white,” that is,
the ontological nothing that corresponds to the ideal finitude, the ev-
erything that is left out of the substance God. Or, nothing is “black,”
the logical nothing that resides in a metaphysical region, nowhere to
be found except in the nonexperiential infinitude of reason, “since nei-
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ther concepts nor intuitions belong or persist in this ether.”® Fichte has
indeed avoided the Kantian undecidability between reason and under-
standing. However, Fichte has done so by further radicalizing the in-
ternalization of space. Jacobi’s dilemma catches the Wissenschaftslehre
between either theology or solipsism. Both make a mockery of the ab-
solute I, the former by implying that it is no longer part of philosophy as
such, while the latter locates it in a region completely severed from real-
ity. These are the only placings admitted from Jacobi’s epistemological-
philosophical perspective.

The distinction between the “white” and the “black” nothing, a dis-
tinction that the doppelgidnger itself draws, reenacts Jacobi’s dilemma,
but not exactly” A difference emerges in the final sentence of the cita-
tion: with the “black Nothing . . . reason would need to explain nothing
else since reason would no longer be in existence.” The terms of refer-
ence are adjusted from the moment that explanation and existence be-
come correlated issues. What is propounded here is that meaning is
related to an existing place, a space of particularity. This adjustment
is gleaned by the curious positioning of the doppelginger, who does
not fully identify itself with either Kant or Fichte. Thus, the loneliness
at the end of the Clavis is not, strictly speaking, the loneliness that the
Kantian undecidability enforced as madness. Nor is it an unadulter-
ated affirmation of the independence of reason, a purely solipsistic po-
sition. The difference with Fichte is also implied in the encounter with
der Ich at the instant of the doppelgdnger’s death. Such an encounter
is, as already intimated, impossible within the purview of the Wissen-
schaftslehre. The “white nothing,” then, does retain the possibility that a
third alternative, pace Jacobi, might be achievable, an alternative that is
given by language s Jean Paul is not satisfied with Jacobi’s separation of
two realms, the logical one regulated by reason and the ontological one
where substances as well as substance as such—God—persist. Rather,
the “white nothing” undoes this opposition—and it is for this reason
that a nonessentialist ontology of the doppelgédnger is possible, as it will
be shown in the following section.

The new positioning of the doppelgianger as the subject that takes
seriously the “white nothing” can be approached with reference to
Schoppe’s exclamation at the moment he sees Siebenkis, the instant
before he dies. At that moment the doppelginger says: “Ich auch, Ich
gleich Ich.” The difficulty with a translation of this phrase has already
been noted. This is because the “Ich gleich Ich” implies both a purely
logical relation of subjective self-identity and a pure ontology inscribed



34 The Critique of Loneliness

in the self-reflexivity. Jean Paul’s expression frames both of these anti-
thetical possibilities, thereby making them impossible. It is, neverthe-
less, an impossibility which will yield a third possibility. The first alter-
native is to translate the expression “Ich gleich Ich” as “Me too, I equals
1.” Thus, the doppelgénger is seen to repeat Fichte’s first principle: There
is an axiomatic self-identity, which implies that there is something that
negates subjectivity but that is also definable from within that subjec-
tivity itself. The I is both an I and a not-I even though that negation is
still a repetition of the I. However, the “gleich” that the doppelgédnger
articulates in Titan cannot be the same as the sign of identity. It cannot
be a translation of the “=.” The translation cannot be “I equals 1.” The
scene of this utterance is very clear: The other I is present, it is standing
in front of Schoppe/Leibgeber in the shape of his lost friend and sosie
Siebenkis. Nevertheless, the alternative translation is equally unsatis-
factory. The phrase could also be translated as “Me too, I resemble me.”
The problem here is that the “gleich” stands for a cognitive function.
The meaning of the phrase is sustained only so long as the perception
of the “me” can be validated. But with the translation “I resemble me”
the issue of linguistic usage reemerges and with it the specter of the
Kantian undecidability. For who is, in this instance, das Ich and who
der Ich? Schoppe/Leibgeber or Siebenkds? Only conjecture could desig-
nate who is the subject and who the predicate. The similarity between
the two, their identical appearance, makes the decision on terminology
and analogy impossible. Both translations fail. The two possibilities are
both impossible. Yet, not all is lost. The third way of the doppelgén-
ger should be sought at the possibility that is announced by the two
impossibilities.

This new possibility, the possibility inherent in the white Nothing,
is not to be found within Jacobi’s dilemma, that is, it is neither with-
in philosophy nor in the subject-object epistemology. It is to be found
instead within the site of art. A site, a place, that is articulated by the
interplay of presentation and presence. This is an interplay in which
the two impossibilities are intertwined. On the one hand, the utter-
ance “Ich auch, Ich gleich Ich” presents the Fichtean impossibility of
immediate self-identity. On the other hand, the undecidability between
object and noumenon is written down in the doppelgianger’s enigmatic
phrase in Titan. However, the writing down, in a work of literature, is
no longer within philosophy—or, more accurately, within a philosophy
under the sway of representation (Vorstellung). What art makes present
is an undecidability that is removed from the epistemological concerns
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of Kantianism. This removal is made possible with the subject’s pas-
sage through the presentation of its formally functional self-identity.
What is conducted here is a maneuver with the help of language. This
maneuver is premised on Jean Paul’s insistence that the relation be-
tween image and sign is infinite. Infinity is retained as the presence of
the undecidability in the relation between image and sign. At the same
time, nevertheless, this infinity has to go through finitude, through the
thing (Ding) that sustains the relation—in this instance, the specific
philosophy that Fichte developed. That relation is the ineliminable pre-
sentation of particularity. This is achieved within language, the artistic
language that is based on a word-magic. Jean Paul is very clear on this
point: the white Nothing is “the ideal finitude of the infinitude.” Par-
ticularity is not simply part of infinitude, but is also implicated in it.
The interplay of presence and presentation enacted by the “white
nothing” can also be explicated from the point of view of the subject.
This is no longer the autonomous subject of transcendentalism. Rather,
it is the subject that the critique of loneliness augurs—it is the doppel-
ganger. The important point is that the subject retains its particularity
without relinquishing reason. Thus loneliness, as a topos, has the capac-
ity to present a historically conditioned position—in this instance, the
critique of loneliness presents the Kantian and the Fichtean subjects.
This, despite the fact that these subjects lose their foothold on reality
and are trapped within the infinity of reason. Loneliness simultaneous-
ly raises the issue of the site in which this presentation takes place, that
is, the site of art. Since the presentation has actually taken place in art,
and in ways that affirm this very presentation, the subject has thereby
acquired a place. What happens is that the relations of the subject qua
subjectivity are radically altered, but only by the use of what is already
there. The loneliness of the transcendental subject was its enclosure in
anonplace where it was merely placed in a spacing delimited by reason.
Loneliness had thus become absolutized, an absolute feeling. However,
it has had the potential to be related back to existence by focusing on
its linguistic expression. From within the spacing where the subject is
lost, this expression takes the guise of a critique of its own subjectivity.
The expression of loneliness with which the Clavis concludes is thus a
lamentation only to the extent that it is an indictment of the type of re-
lationality that put the subject in the position of the last man. However,
the expression of this critique from within loneliness itself enacts the
reversal of this relationality, because expression becomes co-implicated
in the relations that are thus established. What is denied is that there
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are any laws independent of the relations between universality and par-
ticularity, so that it becomes illegitimate to assert that the movement
from the former to the latter is either attainable or unattainable. Con-
sequently, the expression and its meaning are consupponible with the
laws that give meaning. In other words, expression depends on the sub-
ject’s finitude. The feeling—loneliness—is not absolute any more.
From this perspective, the doppelginger’s expression of loneliness
can no longer be taken at face value as a lamentation. The power of the
reversal—the power of particularity—is to introduce a logic that, by
calling attention to its own enunciation, raises contradiction as its gov-
erning principle. Thus, this final utterance of loneliness is transfigured
into an expression of mirth.»* Here is the doppelginger’s laughter at the
logic of identity that had sought to pin it down. It is a laughter in the
face of the forces that sought to remove its ability to communicate as
well as its joy in communicating by appropriating these very forces. The
detrimental has turned into something useful. Jean Paul indicates this
reversal in a comment that introduces the passage in which the doppel-
gianger makes the distinction between the “white” and the “black” noth-
ing: “The overall Clavis shines through with his [Leibgeber/ Schoppe’s,
the doppelgdnger’s] original intention to make fun of [Fichte’s] Science
of Knowledge; whenever he tries to expand and to present something
stylistically difficult, serious or sober, he soon reverses [wiederstellen]
(due to his amusingly grotesque nature) everything to such comedy,
that he downright stultifies simple readers.”™ What is essential to the
subjectivity of the doppelginger is this repositioning, the return of a
certain positioning that is simultaneously a resistance to give in to the
original positioning. This wieder-stellen of the doppelganger recalls the
wieder in the relation of image and signification that, according to Jean
Paul, gives meaning. Here Jean Paul indicates this return or repetition
in terms of the situatedness of the subject. The doppelgéinger is situ-
ated there where it can criticize what is already in place. In addition,
the doppelgédnger is situated so that it can express a meaning. These two
aspects, both already at work within Stellung (in wieder-stellen), which
implies placement as well as opinion, are united in the laughter of the
doppelginger. Criticizing by poking fun is in the nature of Leibgeber.
Although it may appear that he meanly ridicules “simple readers,” as a
matter of fact his disposition thrusts interpretation to the fore and rais-
es communication as an issue. Through this posturing, explanation be-
comes possible.” Additional implications of the doppelgédnger’s ironic
disposition will be adumbrated in terms of technique in the final sec-
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tion of this chapter. Suffice it here to say that the subject has gained the
capacity to express itself, to say something meaningful. Leibgeber (a
name which literally means the “giver of the body,” that is, the one who
gives the gift of corporeality) has given particularity to the subject. The
subject of the critique of loneliness is criticizing and judging because
loneliness has given it the topos to acquire meaningfulness.

The doppelganger is the divided subject. So far the subject has been
divided in three distinct ways. All these divisions contest the notion of
place. In Fichte’s unlimited limit spacing, the subject is divided within
itself, but it is also denied an exit, a foothold in reality. In the Kantian
limit spacing, the cognizing subject’s object is divided such that a deci-
sion cannot be made about it. Although these divisions are part of the
doppelgdnger, the decisive division of Jean Paul’s original doppelganger
is that enacted by the maneuver. This latter division is the twofold as-
pect of the critique of loneliness, that is, loneliness as the critique of the
Fichtean and the Kantian spacings as well as the appropriation of lone-
liness in order to engender critique. The loneliness of the doppelginger
gives a meaning to the words of the subject by emphasizing that judg-
ment and decision are intertwined with existence. As the “white noth-
ing” attests, reason can explain only if it is implicated with finitude.
Limiting the space of the subject gives the subject its particularity. The
subject has to pay with its autonomy. However, autonomy has proved an
illusion and a detriment. Moreover, the subject now is placed in a posi-
tion to make judgments: it is placed within a polis.

The disjunctive relation between the black and the white nothing
is then governed by the reversal. With the reversal the doppelgianger
has become a political subject. But more is at stake here: for, as it will
be shown with recourse to Freud’s understanding of the doppelgédnger,
the differential identity of the doppelgénger is crucial for its ontologi-
cal constitution. This differential identity has already been introduced
as the overcoming of the absolutism of pure loneliness. Thus, what is
opened up is the possibility of an ontology beyond the hold of identi-
tary logic, the logic of the same. This is an ontology that embraces con-
tradiction and the logic of the chiasmus.

»

THE RETURN OF NEGATION: FREUD’S “THE ‘UNCANNY’

In Jean Paul’s adumbration, the doppelgianger is the relationality that
establishes the subject’s identity and difference. Two points arise here:
First, regarding its definition, what the doppelgénger is, is given through
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and regulated by this relation. The critique of loneliness, as shown, rests
on relationality. It follows that the number of individuals or persons or
characters related is at best a secondary concern: the doppelgénger sub-
sists in a relation, regardless of whether this relation is enacted within
one, or between two, three, or a million persons. Thus, for instance,
novels that deal with the so-called multiple personality disorder do not
ipso facto form a subgenre of a doppelginger theme, and they might
even not be commensurate with the doppelginger insofar as the re-
versal is entailed therein.®® The second point comes at the heels of the
first one: the gift and organization of this relationality poses an onto-
logical problem. It concerns the nature of subjective experience that is
given by nothing, which, however, can never be an absolute nothing or
a pure loneliness. The doppelgdnger’s espousing of the “white nothing”
has this unavoidable implication: the subject is no longer determined
in terms of content, regardless of whether that content consists of the
representations that the subject organizes, or any affects or empirical
feelings. Instead, the ontological constitution of the subjectivity of the
doppelganger is formal. It is the openness that precedes the empirical
and makes the empirical possible.

It is crucial to hold these two points together. Without the caveat
introduced by the ontology of the doppelginger, the type of relation
taken to be the defining feature of the doppelgénger can slide from con-
tent to content, and its definition would then be not only capricious but
also, more importantly, occluded. This occlusion is precisely what has
to be avoided. For instance, if the definitive feature of the doppelgdn-
ger is taken to be autoscopy, following to the letter Jean Paul’s own ex-
planation of the term when he coins the word “Doppelginger,”™* then
the doppelginger would be both too broad a concept and at the same
time too narrow. It would be too broad because it would be applicable
to many different contexts, texts, or experiences; but it would also be
too narrow since its dependence on these specific contexts, texts, or
experiences would confine it to specific examples. Thus, anthropologi-
cal studies have shown that the notion of the double is deeply imbed-
ded in almost every “primitive” or “civilized” culture—e.g., James G.
Frazer’s Golden Bough (in particular the chapter titled “The Soul as a
Shadow and a Reflection”) did much to promote this awareness, and it
was taken up in The Double, by Otto Rank, who explained it in terms of
narcissism.® Ancient civilizations incorporated the double in their reli-
gious beliefs. Thus, the “Egyptians believed that not just humans but all
things—trees, boats, stones, and knives—had their precise duplicate,
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the ka.™ The myth of Narcissus from Ovid is a Greco-Roman mythi-
cal double. The youth’s face reflection in the water may be regarded as
self-seeing. But it should not be forgotten that doubles appear in Greek
literature much earlier. In his famous speech in the Symposium, Aristo-
phanes claims that everybody is a half and man’s destiny is to find his
other half.*® Todorov has argued that the doppelgédnger’s appropriation
by psychoanalysis and specifically Otto Rank has signaled its death for
literature.”” Todorov is perfectly correct insofar as the doppelgénger is
taken to be conclusively defined and usurped by a certain discourse.
However, since the very ontology of the doppelganger precludes its
narrow collapse into specific content, such an obituary is premature—
or even an obituary about the wrong doppelgdnger.®® The doppelgdn-
ger addressed here could only be “definitively defined” as lacking any
proper definition, as resisting definitive definition, not merely in the
sense that it negates or transgresses attempts to define it, but rather, as
the type of subjectivity that persists on the limits of definition, a liminal
subject whose formal frontiers are open.*

If the doppelgénger can escape occlusion by specific contexts or dis-
courses, it should also be able to avoid occlusion by specific persons.
Jean Paul holds a singular importance for the doppelginger because
he coined the name; however, this does not mean that his conception
was unique, unrepeated, and unrepeatable. If a turn to Freud’s paper
on “The ‘Uncanny’” is called for here, this is to show, primarily, an
instance of a similar conception of relationality vis-a-vis the doppel-
ginger. However, a secondary or implicit concern is to indicate that,
despite Rank’s appropriation, psychoanalysis still has the potential to
address the doppelginger without thereby foreclosing it. The analysis
of Freud’s article does not aim at a detailed exegesis. The aim, instead,
is to glimpse precisely the ontological relationality of the doppelgidnger
as it is developed by Freud, and thus any divergences that would lead to
either a close look at the paper as a whole or to its tributaries in Freud’s
system will be avoided as much as possible.

Prior to augmenting with Freud, it is useful to draw a brief outline
of the critique of loneliness. What Jean Paul’s doppelginger seeks to
efface is a conception of the subject that lends itself to absolutism. Ap-
perception and the absolute ego are rejected as mere abstractions that
ineluctably lead to a feeling of complete severance from the world: an
absolute loneliness. “Nothing” and “negation” have been the crucial co-
ordinates in the attempt to navigate through the polemic between Kant
and Fichte, on the one side, and Jacobi and Jean Paul, on the other.



40 The Critique of Loneliness

If transcendental philosophy sought to clearly distinguish the logical
nothing from the ontological nothing and its negating function, Jacobi
argued that the two are in fact completely severed, not just conceptually
distinct. However, Jean Paul went a step further. The Clavis also offers a
positive articulation of the absolute ego, or rather a rearticulation that
augments with the “ideal finitude of the infinitude” of the “white noth-
ing.” The infinitude of reason is retained as the inherent undecidability
of language. This infinity is premised on finitude, on particularity. It is
the doppelgdnger itself that supposedly composes the Clavis, and with
the act of writing the doppelgénger has managed to place itself; it em-
phasizes its very corporeality. This is the meaning of the reversal that
is at the core of the subjectivity of the doppelginger: the presentation
of the infinite through the finite. In other words, Jean Paul does not
throw out— expunge—the nothing from subjectivity; rather, he devel-
ops a notion of the subject that has to go through the transcendental
idealist conception of the absolute I; but this very passage and the resis-
tances that are encountered therein are experienced as particular and
individuating feelings—thereby overcoming abstraction, reversing the
relational priority between infinite and finite. The nothing, as a site of
resistance, is repeated, but not as a purely logical or ontological qual-
ity—rather, as that which makes interpretation possible through the ex-
cess, and simultaneous deficiency, of meaning.

Therefore, what the doppelgénger’s critique of loneliness rejects is a
conception of the absolute ego as a self that is, first, immediately self-
conscious since it has unmediated access to its own self-positing; sec-
ond, cannot negate its own content, given that Jacobi has shown that
the ontological nothing deifies the ego; and, third, admits of absolute
feelings. Conversely, what the critique of loneliness makes possible is
a notion of subjective difference that is not underpinned by subjective
identity—it makes possible a subject that is individuated but not purely
particular. Or, to put the same point in a formulation whose signifi-
cance will become apparent soon: the reversal that is enacted by the
doppelginger is all about a type of subjective relationality—not about
what the subject is related to. It is about the how, not about the what.

Negation offers a way of approaching Freud’s paper on the uncanny.”°
This is obvious from the word das Unheimliche itself, since “the prefix
‘un-’ is the token of repression,” as Freud puts it”* The nothing that per-
sists in the ego as repression is indicated by Freud in one of the case stud-
ies. When Freud confronts Dora with the supposition that she had been
in love with her father from an early age, she replies that she has no such
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recollection. And she immediately embarks on the anecdote of a young
cousin of hers whom Dora visited shortly after the cousin’s parents had
had a quarrel. The cousin whispered to Dora that she hated her mother
and that when her mother died she would marry her father. Such an as-
sociation, as Freud comments on the story, has no other function than
to affirm his original supposition. “There is no such thing at all as an
unconscious ‘No’,” contends Freud. And he elaborates a page later: “The
‘No’ uttered by a patient after a repressed thought has been presented to
his conscious perception for the first time does no more than register
the existence of a repression.””* In sum, repression knows of no negation.
The unconscious does not have “No” in its vocabulary. Further, in a short
paper that Freud wrote in the mid-1920s, negation is a hallmark of than-
atos7* and this directly links negation to the “return of the repressed.”
The “return of the repressed” which, according to Freud, is one of the
characteristics of the doppelganger, may, then, be paraphrased as the “re-
turn of negation.” The confrontations, in consciousness, of what the un-
conscious cannot deny. Negation does not merely signify an area of re-
sistance where the conscious self is unable to exercise judgment, and it
does not merely construct an excluded zone in the topography of the ego.
Rather, through ambiguous expression, negation facilitates relations be-
tween the different regions of the ego’s topography. The exercise of con-
sciousness, then, is a function of excess—consciousness is a response to
the challenge offered by the ego’s limits, the fluidity that partakes of the
components of the ego, through the use of language.

The contention here will be that there is an affinity between the
Freudian uncanny and the doppelginger’s formal relationality as it un-
folds in the reversal described in the Clavis. This affinity will be recog-
nized once the same structure of relationality is seen to operate in the
uncanny. The mediating term for the comparison is the nothing. The
possibility of negation is linked to the possibility of meaning. Nega-
tion makes interpretation possible. And this possibility is dependent
on the limits that negation draws. Just as the topography of Fichte’s ab-
solute self is inaugurated with the not-I, in the same manner negation
draws the line between conscious and unconscious in Freud. Meaning
becomes a function of the negotiation between those regions. The re-
versal performed by the doppelganger counteracts absolutism by mak-
ing excessive what seeks to become absolute. Excess undoes occlusion.
The limits of the conceptual immediacy that gives the absolute I is ex-
ceeded through meaning’s dependence on particularity. And the abso-
lutism of feelings is exceeded by the formalism of relationality that is
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not depended on the bifurcation between interiority and exteriority. By
enacting the reversal, the doppelgédnger is in excess of both aspects of
absolutism. The upshot is that the nothing has been transformed. The
nothing no longer draws sharp limits. Instead, the excessive nothing
of the doppelginger is constantly transgressive of the limits. (Its com-
pulsion is its insistence on transgression.) Freud will be shown to pres-
ent the formal relationality of the reversal in the form of a chiasmus,
which is to be found in a long footnote in the article “The ‘Uncanny’.”
The great value of this chiasmus would be that a positive articulation of
subjectivity will thereby be made possible. There will be an ontology of
the subject. The doppelgianger will no longer be the harbinger of abject
loss and failure.

Before turning to Freud, a digression is called for. It is necessitated
by Andrew J. Webber’s The Doppelginger: Double Visions in German
Literature. On the one hand, Webber’s book stands out as the most co-
gent investigation of the doppelginger in German literature. Webber
provides incisive analyses of the texts he is dealing with, usually with
the use of psychoanalytic theory, occasionally with recourse to philoso-
phy. And, the analysis of the doppelgdnger offered in this chapter agrees
in many respects with Webber’s argument, especially in his emphasis
on the doppelginger’s dialectic being non-teleological, which leads to a
narrative of interruptions and “frozen moments.”* On the other hand,
however, Webber places too much emphasis on the loss suffered by the
doppelgianger subject. For instance, Webber’s reading of Hoffmann’s
Sandman through Freud is mediated by a pervasive notion of loss.”s The
ontological precondition for such a notion of loss is a rift between re-
ality and fantasy: In the Sandman, the “reader remains split between
the lure of a fantasy world [seen] through the looking-glass and more
realist inclinations.””® This split between reality and fantasy in the dis-
cussion of the Sandman is, according to Webber, indebted to Héléne
Cixous”” However, while Cixous uses the distinction between reality
and fantasy that Freud himself draws in “The ‘Uncanny’” only in order
to deconstruct Freud’s attempts to sustain such a distinction, Webber
on the contrary makes it the linchpin of his extrapolation of the dop-
pelginger. As it is stated in the opening paragraph of Webber’s book,
the doppelgianger “represents the subject as more or less pathologically
divided between reality and fantasy.””® The problem is that such a dis-
tinction in criticism simply begs the question: a fictional character is
always already both real and fantastic. And the upshot of this prob-
lematic assumption is that the loss of reality ascribed to the pathology
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of the doppelgéinger is then given an ontological twist: the subject now
becomes “profoundly relative.”” It is too easy to speak about loss vis-a-
vis the doppelgianger, and criticism cannot gain much by insisting on
the distinction between reality and fantasy. The dialectic of loss can
be overcome with an insistence on the ontology of the subject that the
doppelginger presents, an ontology based on the relations established
by and with the subject. The possibility of such a positive articulation of
the doppelgdnger can be retained; and it has to be retained if criticism
is not to become a lament.

The crucial point for deriving from Freud an ontology of the subject
that adheres to Jean Paul’s doppelganger is to insist on the formal rela-
tionality of this ontology. The subject cannot be given in terms of con-
tent—it can neither be reduced to pure content nor be divorced from
content. Relationality is able to provide the conditions of the possibility
of thinking the subject without recourse to content. And, at first blush,
Freud would seem to be moving away from the forms of absolutism
that content gives rise to. After quoting Freud’s own summary in “The
‘Uncanny’” of Beyond the Pleasure Principle, which concludes by saying
that “whatever reminds us of this inner ‘compulsion to repeat’ is per-
ceived as uncanny,” Neil Hertz observes: “The feeling of the uncanny
would seem to be generated by being reminded of the repetition com-
pulsion, not by being reminded of whatever it is that is repeated. The
becoming aware of the process is felt as eerie, not the becoming aware
of some particular item in the unconscious.” The uncanny, then, is a
feeling in its becoming and it is not reducible to the what, to some spe-
cific content. Freud has also explicitly said as much by denying that the
uncanny is a “positive feeling,” or a feeling that arises from objects, and
hence it is not to be related to aesthetic beauty.**

It is important, at least for historical reasons, to consider Freud’s un-
derstanding of the doppelgénger, despite the fact that it would be pre-
cipitous to conclude that the Freudian structure of subjectivity and its
uncanny feeling can be unproblematically squared with the critique of
loneliness. Indeed, turning precisely to Beyond the Pleasure Principle
one is faced with Freud’s efforts to equate the compulsion to repeat with
biological causes and thus to derive an empirical teleology. This return
to content is attested in the essay on “The ‘Uncanny’” as well: “The fact
that an agency of this kind [conscience, Gewissen] exists, which is able
to treat the rest of the ego like an object—the fact, that is, that man is
capable of self-observation—renders it possible to invest the old idea of
a ‘double’ with a new meaning and to ascribe a number of things to it—
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above all those things which seem to self-criticism to belong to the old
surmounted narcissism of earliest times.”** Remarkably, despite having
avoided the idealist abstraction of the ego, the ego is still absolutized.
Conscience has an immediate access to the self, including the repressed
and thus the region governed by negation. The difference with tran-
scendentalism is that, while feeling for it is unlocalizable, the loneliness
of a nonplace, on the contrary the uncanny for Freud is too localized,
confined to specific feelings that arise out of narcissistic relations. Yet
the upshot is the same to the extent that there is a part of the self that
supervenes every other function. Relationality has lost its formalism;
absolutism has ensued.

It is not the place here to analyze the absolute subject as it is given
by the positing and negation of the empirical, that is, the obverse of the
opposite from transcendental idealism—this task will be taken up in
the next chapter. Suffice it to indicate here how this absolutization de-
velops. The ideal self is at the center of an infinite regress generated by
an endless mirroring of scientific fact and fantasy.*> A single quality,
empirical content, is attributable both to the ego’s observation of itself,
and to the ego’s connection to the outside. But if there is to be a super-
vening part of the ego such as conscience, then it can neither be solely
enclosed in the inside, making a figment of the subject, nor can it be
solely fastened on the outside, since such an observing subject would
lack conscience. Conscience has to include an apprehension both of
the outside and the inside. However, conscience cannot distinguish be-
tween the two different contents in a single moment or act without pro-
ducing more content, a further self-apprehension. Which, in its turn
would require a further observing ego to supervene on it, a further self-
apprehension—and so on and on. The upshot is an infinite number of
consciences, not a “double” but a multiple ego. It is not possible to cir-
cumvent this regress of self-reflection, so long as content is the common
denominator of all subjective functions. Leaving aside the tenability of
such a conception, the fact remains that the doppelgénger, as it has been
explicated thus far, is incommensurable with it. The numerical value of
the characters or the splits within one character (or however one wants
to indicate such a number) is totally irrelevant to Jean Paul’s concep-
tion of the doppelgdnger. Instead, what matters is the type of subjective
relationality established. The “return of negation” cannot be a return
of content—the doppelgénger is not a genetic explanation of the self.
However, Freud’s insistence on narcissism as the mechanism of what
provides the self with its subjectivity in terms of the outside/inside dis-
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tinction does precisely that: it derives the doppelginger from a causal or
teleological explanation; it generates a narrative of origin.*

There are clearly two contrary forces in the essay on “The ‘Uncan-
ny,” and it would be reductive to privilege either. There are at least
two reasons—ultimately interrelated—that demand this. First, what is
played out here are the different Freudian versions of repression and the
role that the castration complex and feeling play in it. Second, the ge-
netic explanation is still useful insofar as it provides a linear narrative
that gives the self its singularity. However, such a singularity must be
related to a site of plurality—to repetition—in order to avoid a regres-
sive infinity based on subjective identity. What the genetic explanation
necessitates, by the very threat that imposes on the subject, is precisely a
reinscription of the terms involved here—one that is akin to Jean Paul’s
reversal, an infinity of subjective difference. Moreover, it is precisely the
threat felt by the subject as the process of its differentiation that is the
uncanny.

Attending to the second point first—that is, the issue of retaining a
subjective singularity alongside an infinity that is not regressive—re-
quires attention to the movement of Freud’s argument, and the way it
is interrupted, even reworked, in a long, dense, and enigmatic footnote.
And to do so, it is crucial to show the context within which the foot-
note appears in “The ‘Uncanny.’” Freud starts his article by identifying
the uncanny as a feeling of repulsion and distress that is not, however,
aroused by intellectual or cognitive uncertainty.® Freud then moves on
to a lexical investigation that provides a definition from Schelling: the
uncanny is that which ought to have remained secret but has never-
theless come up. This is accompanied by the observation that the un-
canny is characterized by an inherent ambiguity so that it can coincide
with its opposite. Then follows a paraphrase of the Hoffmann tale of the
“Sandman,” which leads Freud to the conclusion that the ocular anxi-
ety that Nathaniel exhibits is in reality castration anxiety. The mecha-
nism of repression has been set in motion, and Nathaniel’s object ca-
thexis is infinitely displaced so that anyone he loves is being destroyed.
At this point Freud introduces a “complication,” namely that the object
that has produced the uncanny must not be merely something feared
but also related to an infantile wish. Thus primary narcissism medi-
ates between repulsion and appeal—in the coincidence of the opposites
canny and uncanny. From here on Freud adds details and examples to
his argument of the narcissistic origin of the uncanny. Thus, he invokes
the doppelgédnger, primitive narcissism, the split between conscience
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and the rest of the ego, the compulsion to repeat, and the animistic be-
lief in the omnipotence of thoughts. The final section of the essay ques-
tions whether the uncanny is a category proper to fiction or reality.

This précis shows the pivotal position that narcissism occupies in
Freud’s account. Narcissism is what facilitates the movement from in-
fantile or primitive wish to repression and fear, from the canny to the
uncanny. It is the sufficient and necessary cause that makes the genetic
account possible. It is the organizing principle of Freud’s linear para-
phrase of the Hoffmann tale. Finally, it gives the subject its subjectivity,
a subjectivity governed by a notion of identity between the subject and
its ideational content or inner representations.

At a crucial point, however, just as he has drawn his conclusions from
the “Sandman,” Freud inserts a long footnote whose force destabilizes
the teleological paraphrase of the tale. The footnote opens with a crucial
remark: “The material elements in the poet’s work of fantasy are not in
fact so wildly twisted, so that one could not reconstruct their original ar-
rangement [or, as the last clause can also be translated: so that one could
not repeat their original construct].”¢ Attention to the detail of Freud’s
expression is crucial. Freud does not claim that there is a foundation on
which Hoffmann has built, like a mechanic, a story and that an arrange-
ment of the material would render the foundation visible. Not only would
this deprive the uncanny of its quality as a secret, since a secret cancels
itself out the moment that an iterative foundation is found for it. More
important, the grammar and syntax of the phrase do not permit such a
reading. Three points will suffice: First, there is a startling evasiveness in
Freud’s formulation. The absence of proper names in the main clause and
the impersonal construct of the subordinate clause are linked by a double
negative. The moment that extrication is called for and even seems to be
announced in advance, Freud has recourse to a circumlocution that itself
is in need of extrication. This is not merely a remark about Freud’s inten-
tion, rather it indicates precisely what Freud does not intend: the secret
that organizes, but does not found, the extrication to come and which is
betrayed in the linguistic formulation. That this extrication is unfounded
in the context of the essay’s argument is made clear by the final remarks
of the footnote, which seek, on the one hand, to relate the extrication to
the narcissism that hovers in the text above the footnote and, on the other
hand, to relate the genetic explanation offered by that narcissism to Hoft-
mann’s biography. Freud initially hesitates before a risk and then at the
end seeks to deny that he has taken any risk at all. Second, the subjunc-
tive of the subordinate clause places the reconstruction in the realm of
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the possible. It would be possible to perform such a repetition of what is
original. This in turn leads to the third point: the original arrangement
is a potential, and not something performed conclusively. The originality
of the arrangement consists precisely in the possibilities that it opens up
and which function as the conditions of the construction of materiality—
but not solely of the material elements of the “Sandman.” The emphasis
is on the constructability, and not on the construct. These three obser-
vations already indicate that Freud’s reconstruction will be articulated
within a structure that passes from the material to the origin but with-
out equating the latter with content. The implications for the Freudian
system are enormous, and it is not here the place to present them. Rath-
er, what is relevant is that Freud secures a conception of infinity given
through finitude.

In this setup, repetition and subjectivity acquire a meaning that is
neither dependent on a logic of identity, as will be shown forthwith,
nor, as will be shown later, on the notion of narcissism that is opera-
tive in the paper on “The ‘Uncanny.” Repetition and subjectivity are
codetermined through a chiastic form of relationality. According to the
footnote, the split in Nathaniel’s father-imago generates a series of op-
positions. In his childhood, there is his “good” father and the “bad” one
who is the Sandman or Coppelius. At university, Professor Spalanzani
corresponds to the former, while the optician Coppola corresponds to
the latter. Now, since the professor created the automaton Olympia, it
follows that there is an identity between Olympia and Nathaniel. In
actuality, Olympia is, in Freud’s terms, a “dissociated complex of Na-
thaniel’s which confronts him as a person.” However, there is a crucial
complication. The father image is not split merely in terms of “good”
and “bad” father, or from the perspective of Nathaniel’s castration anx-
iety, his feminine and masculine attitude toward his father. In addition
to this, the imago is also split between the mechanical and the ocular.
In childhood, the mechanical is represented by the “bad” Coppelius
who “has screwed off his [Nathaniel’s] arms and legs as an experiment,”
while the “good” father, who intervenes to save Nathaniel’s eyes, rep-
resents the ocular. At university, Coppola is the bad optician, while the
professor is the mechanician who created Olympia/Nathaniel. Surely,
Freud is correct to say that “both the mechanician and the optician
were the father of Nathaniel (and of Olympia as well).” However, what
this chiasmus has produced is a destabilization of identity.””

Freud does not seem to be aware of the destabilizing force of the
chiasmus. Or, if he is aware, he strives, at the end of the footnote, to re-
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duce that force by an appeal to Hoffmann’s own life. Freud attempts to
accommodate the notion of subjective identity in the short story to its
author’s own identity. However, if such a move to biography is resisted,
then the full implications of Freud’s chiasmus will come to the fore.
Repetition will be shown to be a function of the chiasmus, having de-
cisive implications for the origin of identity. The chiasmus undermines
the originator of identity. The identity of the “good”/ocular father as op-
posed to the “bad”/mechanical one in the first series is refashioned in
the second series as “good”/mechanical and “bad”/ocular fathers. This
refashioning is mediated by what the father creates: Nathaniel in the
first series and Nathaniel/Olympia in the second. The father in the first
series privileges sight and its representations in consciousness. Con-
versely, the second series privileges determinism over representation.
The identity of the father, regardless of whether he is the “good” or the
“bad” one, is always given vis-a-vis the offspring’s privileging either the
deterministic or the representational genesis. However, no strict causal-
ity is thereby established, since it would be equally valid to conceive of
the offspring’s identity as given by the father. The “good”/ocular father
generates Nathaniel in the first series, and the “good”/mechanical fa-
ther generates Nathaniel/Olympia in the second series. The father gen-
erates the son’s identity, but, in an anachronism that eschews teleology,
the son also creates the father. Freud’s equivocations in the footnote
about how the identity is generated stem from an impetus to stabilize
identity in the face of the vertiginous movements in Hoffmann’s story.
However, whereas the given identity is in each case secured, the identity
of the giver of identity remains unstable. Thus, if the giving of identity
is viewed from the perspective of its being given by the offspring, then it
is easy to deduce who the “good” and who the “bad” father is. Simulta-
neously, the identity of the offspring remains an open question, a slide
from one position to the next, from the “real” Nathaniel to the “fantas-
tic” Nathaniel, from the “sane” Nathaniel to the “insane” Nathaniel,
and from Nathaniel to Olympia. The same effect can be observed if the
father is taken to be the giver of identity. In this case, the offspring’s
given identity is secured in both series—in the first series it is Nathan-
iel, and in the second series it is Nathaniel/Olympia. But the identity
of the father remains unstable, sliding from “real” father to “fantastic”
Coppelius, from the “rational mechanic” Spalanzani to the “optical sor-
cerer” Coppola, from the benign to the nefarious father. Therefore, the
origin of identity creates a chiasmus that undermines the origin’s claim
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to be the source of a causality that secures identity. A teleology that can
only secure its effects, but not its causes, is no teleology at all.*®

While Freud is attuned to the complexities that arise from the “divi-
sions of the father-imago,” as he calls them in the footnote, and while
he is also aware of the complexities that arise from the identity of Na-
thaniel and Olympia, Freud nevertheless has not fully grasped the im-
plications of the chiasmus that he has suggested. The logic of the chi-
asmus dictates that, since neither conception of a single origin can be
given priority in the genesis of identity qua identity, the conception of
identity includes both. Or, more accurately, it does not include either,
since any single origin has been denied. What this denial does is to
reintroduce negation. However, negation is now transformed. It is no
longer a negation of something, a drawing of a line of exclusion. Rather,
negation becomes a region—the nothing region, the formal region of
relationality—within which subjectivity unfolds. Thus, the logic of the
identity of the same has been replaced by a logic that locates identity
in terms of relational differentiation. The meaning of repetition radi-
cally changes within the new conception of identity. Repetition is no
longer that material element that is inherent in a cause, only to come
to the fore in the effect. When Freud said in the first sentence of the
footnote that the material elements presented in a fictional manner
can be reconstructed or repeated (Freud’s word was wiederherstellen),
this should not be understood as saying that identity can be recovered
from something suppressed, that it can be reconstituted or recuperated.
Rather, the repetition that subjective identity demands is a productive
one, a wieder-herstellen. The product is new—singularity is retained—
but this new product is a repetition to the extent that it springs forth
from an “original arrangement.” Origin is thus both formal, the rela-
tional differentiality that allows for repetition, and productive, since
the repetition is a product.

The contention here is that this differential origin is what gives the
identity of the doppelgianger. Further, it gives an ontology of the sub-
ject. This has definite implications for conceptions of the doppelganger
that emphasize loss as its essential feature. The logic that would have
ascribed a notion of loss in the chiasmus of subjective relations in the
“Sandman” would have operated somewhat as follows: as already in-
dicated, in the two series of the divided father-imago the identity that
remains unstable is that of the giver, the identity of the origin. The first
move in the logic of loss would have been to point out that this insta-
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bility is impossible to erase, given that the move from cause to effect
would forever be lacking. The lack resides in the fact that the connec-
tion between the exteriority of the mechanical and the interiority of the
representational ocular can never be fully reconciled. The second move
would be to explicate this abysmal loss as an endless reflexivity, a sub-
ject standing in-between mirrors, in a mise-en-abime that destabilizes
any meaning given to, or given by, the subject. Finally, it would have
been concluded that the doppelginger subject is pathologically relative.
What this logic of loss is relying on is precisely the identitary logic of
the same. The irrecuperability of meaning or subjectivity assumes that
such a recuperation is possible. However, this can only be asserted by
assuming an identity of what has been lost. Contrary to this dialectic of
loss, the chiasmic logic retains causality and teleology as a productive
impossibility. The infinity that the impossibility of causality creates is
here the organization of the original relations. Those relations need no
definite content and thus are not dependent on sameness. And they are
productive because, as already shown, they allow for repetition. When
this productive impossibility is articulated in terms of the ontology of
the subject, the result is the doppelginger, the product of the repetition.
The doppelgénger’s subjective ontology is generated by a chiastic or dif-
ferential identity. What persists on the site of relationality as the site of
identity is an asymmetry—the chiasmus—that resists any attempt to be
stabilized or foreclosed.

Perhaps the best characterization of this identity is as “unsinnig
zwanghaft,” the words that Freud uses to characterize Nathaniel’s love
for his unleashed complex.® Identity is a senseless necessary connec-
tion, a compulsion to create an image of oneself, which, however, is
both nonsensical and impossible to contemplate (unsinnig). This com-
pulsive identity, more of a repetition really or a compulsion to repeat
(Wiederholungszwang), is forever moving and unable to fix onto a sin-
gle image or object. It is the very structure of iterative identity, not its
object or content, that is designated in the footnote as the castration
complex—the structure that Freud introduced at the beginning of the
footnote as the “original arrangement” of the “material elements” of the
story. Within this structure there is no conclusive metonymic substitu-
tion of proper names. Instead, the proper names function as the meta-
phors that make the unfolding of the structure possible. Castration, as
that structure, is the name that subjective identity has taken when it is
no longer possible to construe it as a correspondence, but when identity
is understood as the relations that persist within the structure itself.
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In the footnote, the image and its signification have indeed attained
a structure in which they are infinitely rearrangeable. And, the expres-
sion of this structure gives the subject its identity. The uncanny then is
not the product of the object, but the threat that the subject experiences
within that structure, as the subject surmounts genetic teleology. Fur-
ther, the uncanny, insofar as it is a feeling that already participates in
the continuous becoming of the self, produces one’s own self-identity
in language. An identity, moreover, that is differential, given by rela-
tionality, or, as Freud has put it early on in the essay, “wir selbst Fremd-
sprachige sind,” our self-identity is given by a language that is foreign,
differentiating our own subject* In Freud’s discussion of the doppel-
ginger, which immediately follows his explication of the “Sandman,”
there is also a nexus between identity and repetition. All that is needed
for Freud’s doppelgdnger to be accommodated within the structure in-
troduced by the footnote, is to understand the “limitless self-love [un-
eingeschrinkten Selbstliebe]™* not in terms of primary narcissism but
in terms of the “original arrangement” of the castration complex. The
self-identity, with its “splittings, divisions and substitutions [Ich-Ver-
dopplung, Ich-Teilung, Ich-Vertauschung],®* produced by self-love is
impossible to restrict, precisely because its origin is in a universal ar-
rangement that can never be fully encountered en face, it is in a state of
perpetual becoming and incompletion.

Having shown that it is possible to retain both singularity and in-
finity in an extrapolation of Freud’s notion of the subject, a return can
now be made to a point alluded to regarding the different versions of
repression in Freud’s work. Discovering an articulation of the doppel-
ginger in Freud that is compatible with Jean Paul’s is anachronistic in
two respects. On the one hand, it affirms the nonlinear chronological —
that is, nonoriginary—arrangement of castration in the footnote, and,
on the other, it reads “The ‘Uncanny’” through Freud’s late understand-
ing of repression, anxiety, and the castration complex. Having already
looked at the former, a brief glance at the latter is now called for. At this
juncture, it should be noted that Samuel Weber has demonstrated that
it is possible to read “The ‘Uncanny’” through the theory of castration
published from 1926 onward. The key to such a reading is to view anxi-
ety as that which produces repression. Thus it is related to the castration
complex, which is the paradigmatic anxiety. “The castration complex
now appears as the nucleus of the Freudian theory of the uncanny.™:
Not only is this a move beyond the primacy of narcissism on which the
earliest theory that derived anxiety from repression had to insist. Fur-
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ther, it precludes a conception of subjectivity as “fully self-conscious.™*
And, therefore, it leads beyond a repetition of narcissism based on iden-
tity and to repetition as “the articulation of difference, which is equally
a dis-articulation, dis-locating and even dis-membering.”™s The subject
produced by the structure of castration cannot be pinned down to ei-
ther the mechanical or the ocular. Instead, it is articulated by the rela-
tion of the two as they unfold in the subject’s materiality. There is no
steadfast identity, but only regulative difference. Castration becomes
the infinite, the original arrangement, toward which the subject strives
in its singularity.

Although Weber does not pursue his analysis explicitly in terms of
the absolute self, it can easily be reinscribed in that register. The crucial
point of Weber’s reworking of the uncanny is that as a feeling it can
never be given absolutely. As such, it is antirepresentational, something
that always exceeds a specific subjective feeling: the uncanny as impli-
cated in the structure of castration exceeds affect on the phenomenal
level. This structure finds expression in language or, more precisely, a
certain type of linguistic expression, which Weber explicitly associates
with Walter Benjamin’s extrapolation of the allegory in the Trauerspiel
book. The nothing—the negation, the “No”—within this structure of
subjectivity then figures in a double gesture: as the repression of the
structure of castration that, however, is only ever present in its very re-
pression, that is, in its allegorical expression (Benjamin) or ambivalent
opposition (Freud).”®

The nothing, in this construal, is allowed to return, but it is a noth-
ing akin to Jean Paul’s nothing of the doppelginger. Its exceeding of
subjective affect is a function of the excess in language over mere signi-
fication. This excess transgresses all the limits that are established in re-
lation to the subject and that create a topography of the self that allows
for interpretation. Further, this is an excess over the absolute subject,
that is, the subject that can posit its immediate self-identity only when
its parameters are strictly defined. In this setup, the negation returns,
but now the nothing is the region of excess that the subject transverses,
mindfully walking on the thin line between the blinding light of im-
mediate self-consciousness and the blind negation of repression. It was
stated earlier that this subject’s compulsion is its insistence on trans-
gression. But perhaps this is not a proper transgression, since, if the
doppelginger’s normal state is the overcoming and undoing of the lim-
its, then what there is here is a transgression of transgression; a redoing
of the limit, not as a fixed line, but as the liminal zone of transgression.
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The limit is the nothing zone of the subject—the doppelgénger. The
doppelgdnger is this liminal subject that allows for the relation between
image and signification to be infinitely repeated, while that repetition,
in turn, allows for the subject’s differential identity.

“DOUBLE ACTS” AND TRANSFORMATION

The liminality of the doppelgdnger can be expressed by saying that the
subject has a dual relation to openness. There is a formal openness that
is insubordinate to content and thus infinite. And, the material mani-
festations of this openness are of necessity finite and to that extent lim-
ited. By holding these two types of openness together, the critique of
loneliness can give a place to the subject. And it is in this place that the
reversal enacted by the doppelgdnger makes sense, as the necessity of
the finite for the infinite. The relations established there are precisely
what the liminality of the doppelgénger denotes.

However, an aspect of the relationality at the heart of the defini-
tion of the doppelgdnger remains obscure: namely, whether the very
notion of relationality demands a process of delimitation of the two
areas between which relations develop. In other words, is a demarca-
tion required between the infinite and the finite? Are these two sepa-
rate realms, with different laws and established borders? Or, are these
two realms, to the extent that they are delimited at all, merely delimited
by each other? This is an important question since it pertains to the
ontological constitution of the doppelgdnger. At the beginning of the
previous section it was claimed that formal openness takes precedence
over empirical content. Such a claim might be construed to imply that
ontological relationality presupposes two distinct realms. This is not
the case. If the differential identity of the doppelginger is to be adhered
to, it has to be the unfolding of the relation between infinite and finite
in such a way that both the relation itself, as well the infinite and the
finite, are presented in the event of their relationality, that is, the inter-
play between singularity and repetition. This is what is meant by the
liminality of the subject. What the liminal precludes is the positing of
a negativity that points to a presupposed transcendence governing the
subject. There is no transcendence established by, or establishing a, hi-
erarchical ontology.

The precedence of “form” over “content” in regard to the doppelgén-
ger was meant to indicate that a genetic, causal, or teleological narrative
is unable to attain to the “white nothing” and the narrative structure
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implied therein. This is a structure that is not shackled by content but
rather unfolds as a gesture in the event of the relation between the lim-
itless and the limited. However, what has to be resisted is any attempt
to completely deny the genetic any access to that event.”” As has already
been intimated, the reversal of the “white nothing” is made possible
only by the appropriation of the nothingness that is overcome. A ge-
netic narrative still has a function to play. It is just that this function is
not the dominant one—precisely because openness, not domination, is
originary: that is what the precedence of the formal aspect of the ontol-
ogy of the doppelgénger indicates.

A clearer delineation of the infinite-finite relation is needed. How-
ever, this task is not to be pursued by examining the differential aspect
between the two. This formal difference has already been pursued in
the previous section. Rather, what is required is to look more closely
at the relation from the point of view of finitude or negativity. What
has to be shown is that there is still a residual transcendence in the fi-
nite. However, this is a transcendence only to the extent that it allows
for the crossing over from the finite to the infinite: a transcendence as
porosity that makes liminality possible—and hence a transcendence as
the condition of the possibility of transformation. (Here, the emphasis
is on the allowing. The crossing should not be assumed to have been
completed or that it can be completed. Instead, what is allowed is that
gray area that attains to both finitude and infinitude where the dop-
pelgdnger subsists.) What was previously described as uncanny is this
porous transcendence—transcendence as the overlapping of the lim-
its and as the threat that this overlapping poses to the subject. There is
an assertion here of the untenability of absolute feelings, too. As such,
the liminality in question is part of the ontological explication of the
doppelganger. However, the ontology is not exhausted here but is fur-
ther determined by a close examination of the finite elements. These
are the elements that constitute the narrative. Their link to ontology
manifests itself in two ways: first, as the issue of technique and, second,
as the question of disciplinary differentiation. As it will be shown, Fich-
te seeks to deny transformation through the operation of a transcen-
dence. This transcendence from the infinite to the finite will be pre-
mised on an “alien element” that will not properly belong to either. This
will lead Jean Paul to conclude that a sharp opposition between infinite
and finite is untenable. Even when such an opposition is posited, as is
the case with Fichte, still the opposition undoes itself. And this self-un-
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doing, this transformation, always takes place in materiality. This is the
import of technique: being or form is transformation.

In the very first sentence of the Clavis, in the prologue that precedes
the presentation of the doppelgdnger’s letter, Jean Paul seeks to explain
the way that the Clavis differs from Titan—the novel to which it is an
appendix to the appendix. From the very beginning, the differentiation
between literature and philosophy is posed: “The Clavis is primarily the
last part in the comic appendix to Titan; but it is detached from the old
nais in order to move freely and over limits, where the corpulent Titan
can never follow it.”® The metaphor of the “old nais” is crucial in un-
derstanding what Jean Paul claims here. As the editor of the Simtliche
Werke explains, “nais proboscidea” is a kind of snail whose hind part
is sometimes detached and continues to live on its own. Therefore,
if the Clavis Fichtiana, as its placement and name indicate, is indeed
a cipher to the novel and to Fichte, this is not to be taken as a rupture
between philosophy and literature. The “cipher” to the philosophy of
Fichte is a transformative process, so that philosophy and literature are
not hermetically separated, but rather the latter turns into the former—
the snail/literature lives on as philosophy. And, given that the Clavis
does not pretend to be philosophy either—or, at least, to be what Jean
Paul refers to as “pure” philosophy,**° and today is referred to as repre-
sentational philosophy—the former can also turn into the latter. Thus,
what the metaphor of the snail asserts is transformability itself. There
are no clear lines separating literature and philosophy. Just as the dop-
pelganger is liminal in character, so also the link between literature and
philosophy that is posed through the doppelginger is also liminal, a
link on the margins of both literature and philosophy where the margin
that belongs to one is spontaneously transformable into the margin that
belongs to the other. It is as if the novel Titan cannot follow the Clavis,
because the Clavis “deconstructs” the novel, no less than it also “decon-
structs” the philosophy of Fichte.

To disclose the implications of this move, it is necessary to follow
closely the text. The very next point raised in the Clavis, which Jean
Paul esteems to be the finest achievement of the Clavis, is to have shown
the untenability of Fichtean philosophy. This is done in a way that ex-
trapolates technique with reference to the transformation introduced
by the snail metaphor. The argument is that technique can be under-
stood either as a trick, or as the process of transformation. Both con-
ceptions hinge on the way completeness and liminality are understood,
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which in their turn are linked to Jacobi’s polemic on the nothing and
negativity in Fichte. Therefore, for Jean Paul, technique has clear impli-
cations for ontology. Now, technique as trick designates Fichte’s asser-
tion of the independence of philosophy, that is, philosophy as a realm
that is governed by reason and sharply delimited from other discourses,
such as literature; however, this assertion is premised on the assump-
tion of the existence of the other discourses, from within reason itself,
despite the fact that the very independence of reason makes such an as-
sumption illegitimate. It transgresses its self-imposed limits, forgetting
the independence of reason—and therein, precisely, consists the trick.
In other words, the infinite cannot separate itself from the finite with-
out presupposing the latter in such a way that the finite is entangled in
the infinite and the latter’s independence is shattered.

Conversely, transformative technique does not simply assert limin-
ality and hence eschew the independence of philosophy. This kind of
technique has to be understood as a form of ironic appropriation of the
other kind of technique. In a passage quoted above, Jean Paul explained
that as soon as the doppelgénger tries to present “something stylistical-
ly difficult” it reverts to “comedy.” The same point is also made in the
prologue, but there it is given an additional quality. Jean Paul proclaims
his respect for Fichte and idealism, but then he indicates that he also
makes use of the “Belgian mischief” of ironic praise.** Now, however,
Jean Paul adds that this does not merely raise the issue of interpretation;
it also shows that the doppelgianger’s “confluence [Zusammenschiitten]
of comedy and seriousness” demands that each reader or reviewer sepa-
rate the different ingredients and thereby arrive at the conclusion that
“he can only grasp what is serious through what is comic.”** In other
words, it is a particular type of interpretation: an interpretation that
calls for an understanding of the serious through the comic, but with-
out the rejection of either of the two ingredients. This interpretation is
generated by the ironic narrative that is amenable to it.*** It is precisely
the narrative that overcomes the demand for a causal explanation.

Caution is necessary here. This ironic narrative that makes up the
Clavis is not to be understood in a sense of dialectical usurpation. What
is praised, and thereby ironized, is not overcome in the sense that the
irony becomes part of a progress toward a specific telos. This would re-
quire a detached subject that observes and supervenes over such a prog-
ress. This would turn irony into a mere rejection that seeks to substitute
one position for another, and thus eminently ironizable itself. Instead,
what matters to Jean Paul is a nondialectical type of irony.** Thus, the
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doppelgdnger in the letter that forms the main part of the Clavis con-
tinually affirms the nonliminality of the subject by persistently taking
up the Fichtean position. But this very affirmation is equally and si-
multaneously a denial—a denial not only of what has been affirmed but
also a denial of what is being denied, a denial of absolute denial, which
only turns it in the affirmation of the original affirmation. However,
this new affirmation is transformed by being implicated in the move-
ment of ironic whirl, for it can no longer be identified squarely with
the philosophy of Fichte but has now become part of the process of the
reversal that divests content and makes identity differential. In other
words, transformative technique presents the full consequences of the
other’s position, but only if that position is capable of being completed
and thereby occluded.

To recapitulate, the finitude that gives the doppelgdnger its limin-
ality is explicable in terms of narrative. This appears in two respects:
as the nonpriority of literature over philosophy and vice versa, and as
technique. Further, technique is also split between trick and transfor-
mation, and the split is dependent on the way that completeness fea-
tures in technique. Technique as trick starts with incompleteness, as
the independent realm of reason, and then poses a separate area of
completion. The narrative that features in this kind of technique is in-
herently teleological, a causal narrative that seeks to deduce the genesis
of the finite from the infinite. Transformative technique, on the con-
trary, is the manner in which completion is achieved only by revert-
ing to incompleteness. Transformation’s narrative structure is mark-
edly different. Although there is an appropriation of the teleological
narrative, this appropriation should not be seen as a form of dialectical
process. Rather, it is a narrative in crisis. The word “crisis” retains here
its full denotative force. It indicates, on the one hand, the threat that
transformation raises to a linear narrative, which is the condition for
the transformation to take place. On the other hand, “crisis” harks back
to its Greek etymon, denoting the moment that krisis, or judgment, is
possible. This latter aspect of crisis, as already shown, is responsible for
the genuine political motive in the critique of loneliness.

Yet, despite this explication of technique and the status of disciplines,
the link between the two remains opaque. How does technique lead to
a nonhierarchical relation between philosophy and literature? Or, how
does the reciprocity between literature and philosophy demand a cer-
tain narrative technique? A short answer will assert the ineliminability
of crisis, both as the kind of narrative that cannot be eliminated and
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as the ineluctable presence of the political. The latter has already been
demonstrated as the critique of the absolute feeling of loneliness, but
the former needs to be further examined in Jean Paul and specifically
in the way that the Fichtean subject is ironized by the doppelgénger.
The point has to be made by explicating further the dependence of sub-
jectivity to variant narrative structures. Crucially, a teleological narra-
tive presupposes a subject divided between subjectivity as the actor in
the independent realm of reason and an acting agent, either as doer or
narrator, in the finite realm where finitude unfolds. This division lies at
the heart of the metaphysics of self-reflection that legitimates teleologi-
cal narrative—a metaphysics that is exemplified by Fichte’s idealism. To
the contrary, given its formal difference, such a division is incommen-
surate with the ontological structure of the doppelgénger, as it has been
explicated with reference to the uncanny. It is precisely by asserting this
difference and the force of denial embedded in it that Jean Paul turns to
technique and shows the trickery in Fichte’s system.

After introducing transformation as the snail metaphor in the open-
ing paragraph of the Clavis, Jean Paul claims that his major achieve-
ment is one of technique. This achievement, however, figures as a cri-
tique of the Fichtean technique. In Jean Paul’s formulation, the Clavis’s,
and hence the doppelginger’s, greatest achievement is “to break down
the Fichtean idealism with the apodictic existence of the alien with-I
[fremder Mit-Ichs] on which it supposedly rests.” It is crucial to un-
derstand what Jean Paul means by the expression “alien with-1.” Such
a term does not appear in the Wissenschaftslehre. Indeed, there is a de-
rogatory tone; the very collapse of the Fichtean system depends on this
alien element. The meaning will be become clear by moving into the
next paragraph. “Fichte’s so-called idealistic idealism lives in the ab-
solute to the extent that. .. there is just no other access into the fini-
tude and existence (easily reversing from them to the absolute) without
the unmeasurable dogmatic leaps, flights and misconceptions, which
were exactly what called for explanation, but which want to be the ex-
planation themselves.”¢ Jean Paul has absorbed Jacobi’s criticism that,
insofar as there is a division between spontaneity and receptivity that
derives from an absolute I, the division posits either a god or a deified
subject. There is no way to bridge the gap, except with a leap, Jacobi’s
salto mortale, that merely assumes what it is meant to prove. From this
perspective, it is evident that the “alien with-1” is but der Ich, the cor-
porealization of the Fichtean das Ich, which led to the demise of the
doppelganger in the Titan. Jean Paul is well aware that, strictly speak-



The Critique of Loneliness 59

ing, der Ich, or the “alien with-1,” is not to be found in, and cannot be
assimilated to, the Wissenschaftslehre. Jean Paul’s point is that der Ich
or the “alien with-I” is nevertheless assumed in the Fichtean system. So
long as the I is absolute, it can never be reconciled with existence, unless
a sleight of hands occurs—and it always, and of necessity, does occur.
A philosophy that seeks to achieve the completion of knowledge and
to eliminate deception by absolutizing the categorical functions of the
I is nevertheless destined to include a deception—and this is a trick, a
technical manipulation. As Jean Paul puts it: “Philosophy best deceives
us by double acts.”*” And he adds a footnote to explain what a “double
act,” or Steftenstiick, is: “Thus calls the conjurer those tricks for which
he requires a second person.”® The conjurer is Fichte.

Nonetheless, why is this mere trickery? Why does the “double act”
compel the move to transformative technique and reciprocity between
literature and philosophy? The reason is to be discerned in the nothing
and negation in the Fichtean system. First, the absolute loneliness and
nothingness critiqued by the “white nothing” require the trickery of the
Steftenstiick in order to operate. As the doppelgéinger expresses it in the
concluding words of the Clavis, cited at the beginning of this chapter:
“There is consciousness in me only of my highest Not-Consciousness.
Inside me the mute, blind, concealed and labouring demogorgon, and
I am he himself.” The “demogorgon” at work within the self is indeed
the same as what Jean Paul calls the “alien with-I” at the opening of the
Clavis. This citation from the end of the Clavis further highlights that,
through the critique of loneliness, the doppelgdnger has appropriated
the Fichtean position. There is no distanced and independent subjec-
tivity posed by the doppelgianger; instead of a dialectical sublation, the
doppelgdnger is denying what it has affirmed. The argument here is that
this denial is not merely a rejection of the adversary’s position. Rather,
the denial is the demonstration that that position is already implied in
the denier’s positions. In other words, Jean Paul seeks to show that the
critique of loneliness is already implicit in Fichte’s philosophy.

To demonstrate that, Jean Paul has to offer not merely a refutation,
but also to proffer a positive presentation of the relation between the
two positions. This is precisely the transformative aspect of technique.
After identifying the “double act,” or Steftenstiick, in Fichte’s technique,
Jean Paul observes:

[T]his absolute I-ness, so far as it is the ground of its ground, I would
certainly deny, as well as its grounding; so that eventually not only
nothing is left over—that would be too much and already determined,
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because nothing already excludes the All—but also infinitely less than
nothing and infinitely more than all, in short, the groundlessness of the
groundlessness.**

It will be recalled that, according to the first principle of the Science of
Knowledge, the 1 posits itself absolutely, that is, subjectivity becomes
the “ground of its ground” in the pursuit of cognition. To escape this
pure self-grounding, the I also posits a not-I, the negation of itself, as its
second principle. Through the interaction of I and not-I, or their limita-
tions, the absolute I will access objectual reality, according to the third
principle. Jacobi’s criticism pivots around the second principle. If the
negation of the I, the nothing, is measured in comparison to the abso-
lute I, then the nothing is “infinitely less” than the absolute I implied in
the not-I. And, if the negation of the I is measured in comparison with
the rest of the world, then the not-I is “infinitely more” than what is
outside the absolute I already implied in the not-I. Jacobi observed that,
by taking the nothing as a substance, then the “infinitely less” merely
defines God, while the “infinitely more” deifies the subject. The self-
grounding has been undermined and the whole edifice is crumbling.
But this is not all. Jean Paul makes the additional point that this double
nothing indicates “the groundlessness of the groundlessness.” This is
precisely the liminal space that Jean Paul extrapolates later in the text
as the “white nothing.” The point, however, is that the very grounding
leads to groundlessness. The two different nothings, requiring a das Ich
and a der Ich, ultimately assert only one nothing that is rearticulated as
the liminality of “the groundlessness of groundlessness.”

A philosopher might object that Jean Paul is doing considerable vio-
lence to Fichte’s formulation, given that the distinction between the two
nothings is absent from the three principles of the Wissenschaftslehre.
Nonetheless, the objection is unfounded. Jean Paul is a very close read-
er of Fichte, so much so that he follows Fichte’s argument all the way,
only to distill from the conclusions the consequences that Fichte him-
self is unwilling to extract—as if Jean Paul pretends to have been duped
by the conjurer, only to point out at the last moment the hidden person
who has made the trick of the “double act” work. In fact, the distinc-
tion between the two nothings is drawn later, at a crucial point in the
first version of the Science of Knowledge, and it is a distinction at the
heart of the division between subjectivity and the subject that the dop-
pelgédnger seeks to overcome. To understand why Fichte has to assume
a second nothing, it has be remembered that the opposition between
the absolute I and the not-I is enacted within independent reason it-
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self. It is not a dialectical opposition in the Hegelian sense; rather, it is
a pure opposition. This compels Fichte to demonstrate the manner in
which cognition of objects is made possible. Fichte’s argument is two-
fold, and it rests on the conception of the action of a divided subject.*
The first move is made within the theoretical part of the Wissenschaft-
slehre, that is, the part that is still within the independent reason. The
pure opposition between absolute I and not-I, as it is enacted by the re-
productive imagination, is continually taking place. Nevertheless, this
indefinite occurrence will never determine the self, unless there can
be something external to it. In other words, from within reason, an
obstacle or check, what Fichte calls the Anstofs, compels the absolute I
to assume that there can be something outside itself. But this is not to
arrive at the object yet. Instead, the very opposition between absolute I
and not-I relies on the possibility that the opposition will be carried out
outside the self. In Fichte’s formulation: “The objective to be excluded
has no need at all to be present; all that is required . . . is the presence of
a check on the self, that is, for some reason that lies merely outside the
self’s activity, the subjective must be extensible no further. Such an im-
possibility of further extension would then . . . give it [the I] the task of
setting bounds to itself.” But this is not to place the not-I in the world,
apart from the absolute I. Rather, this task is “merely the requirement
for a determination to be undertaken within it by the self as such, or the
mere determinability of the self.”** From the perspective of theoretical
consciousness, all that is possible is mere determinability, or the real-
ization that the external is possible.

It becomes clear at this point why the concept of action is so crucial
for Fichte. His coinage of the term Tathandlung was meant to include
both the pure subjective element, the Handlung, as well as the objec-
tive element, the Tatsache."'> The subject is divided between intelligence
and freedom." The check forces the subject to this realization, and thus
the distinction between subject and object arises, which facilitates the
transition to the practical part of the Wissenschaftslehre. Even so, what
is still needed is a transition from mere determinability to real deter-
mination. Herewith comes the second move to Fichte’s transcendental
argument, which is also the moment when the distinction between the
two nothings is made. The argument proceeds with an examination of
the absolute positing activity of the I. There is an infinite and unlimited
pure positing I that “apart from it there is nothing.” But this also means
that “the self includes everything, that is, an infinite, unbounded real-
ity.»+ This latter act of positing can no longer be pure, since it refers to
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the world, encounters resistance, and thus is an “objective activity [ob-
jective Thitigkeit].™ Now, from the point of view of the practical, the
conclusion that determination requires an object is reinscribed as the
necessity of an object for determination to take place at all. This rein-
scription is accomplished by the infinite “striving [Streben]” of objec-
tive activity, so that now it appears that striving is the condition of the
possibility of pure activity: the practical is the foundation of the theo-
retical. ¢ Fichte summarizes his argument as follows:

The absolute self is absolutely identical with itself . . . nothing therein is
distinguishable, nothing manifold; the self is everything and nothing,
since it is nothing for itself, and can distinguish no positing or posited
within itself.—In virtue of its nature it strives . . . to maintain itself in
this condition.—There emerges in it a disparity, and hence something
alien to itself. (That this happens, can in no sense be proved a priori,
but everyone can confirm it only in his own experience. . . . ) This alien
element [Dieses fremdartige] necessarily stands in conflict with the
self’s striving to be absolutely identical; and if we fancy some intelli-
gent being outside the self, observing the latter in these two different
situations, then for such a being, the self will appear restricted, its forc-
es rebuffed. . . . But the intelligence positing this restriction is not to be
some being outside the self, but the latter itself."”

It is this “alien intelligence,” which cannot be proved but that does all
the proving, that Jean Paul has termed the “alien with-1,” the “mute,
blind, concealed and labouring demogorgon.” In the passage from the
Wissenschaftslehre quoted above, Fichte is acutely aware of the dis-
tinction between the logical nothing in intelligence and the ontologi-
cal nothing vis-a-vis reality. Elsewhere, he is even aware of the deifica-
tion of the I due to the substantiation of the nothing that Jacobi was
to accuse him of.'® His argument is that, by starting with the onto-
logical nothing, the self has the capacity to observe both these acts—
the pure and the objective activities—and to distinguish them, where-
by self-limitation becomes an act of freedom; the self is given a world.
Transcendentally, the two nothings are interdependent, determinable
by each other. All that is needed for this to work is the presence of the
“alien element” within the self.

The trickery of this maneuver is that it leads to the conclusion that
ultimately both these nothings are nothing. They cancel each other out
through the mediation of the “alien intelligence,” which Fichte would
later call the philosopher. In section 1 of the “Second Introduction to
the Science of Knowledge,” Fichte says: “In the Science of Knowledge
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there are two very different sequences of mental acts: that of the self,
which the philosopher observes, and that of the philosopher’s observa-
tions.”" The subject is divided between intelligence and will by assign-
ing different qualities to the nothing and to the negations of the self.
While this self persists in its division, the philosophical [—unprovable,
yet part of everyone’s experience, according to Fichte—assumes a privi-
leged point of view that is supposed to unify the self. Yet, this unifica-
tion is premised on forgetting that the structure of the divided subject
had already given specific qualities to the nothing. By hiding the philo-
sophical I, the “alien intelligence,” behind the absolute I, Fichte makes
the two nothings lose their metaphysical qualities; he annuls them and
instead turns them into quantities of this hidden self. “If the self did
more than strive, if it had an infinite causality, it would not be a self: it
would not posit itself, and would therefore be nothing. But if it did not
endlessly strive in this fashion, again it could not posit itself, for it could
oppose nothing to itself; accordingly it would be no self, and would
therefore be nothing.™>* This more and less than nothing, which Jean
Paul referred to in order to indicate the trickery in Fichte’s argument,
disrupts the forward movement of Fichte’s exposition. There is a perfid-
ious shuffle in Fichte’s argument. Whereas the negation of the second
principle signified the logical nothing, and the nothing introduced with
the objective activity of practical consciousness indicated the ontologi-
cal nothing, now the nothings suddenly lose any metaphysical valence.
The two nothings at this juncture are no longer philosophical concepts,
since they could not be any more determinable than the unprovable
“alien intelligence,” the “alien with-I” or der Ich, which they quantify.
The nothing has become a turn of phrase, a lexical expediency, an in-
stance of literature at a pivotal point of the Wissenschaftslehre. The con-
sequences are dramatic: for what is now substantiated in language as
well as philosophically substantialized is the “alien intelligence” that
legitimates the two nothings. The Fichtean progression from the center
of the absolute I’s universe to the objective word is dependent on that
alien I. The argument that supposedly leads to the world is premised
on a linguistic arbitrariness that seeks to conceal itself as the story of
the triumphant genesis of the world through the I—that is, it conceals
itself using the guise of teleology. Whereas this construal of nothing-
ness provides for Fichte the foundation of this system on practical con-
sciousness since it becomes the condition of the possibility of the “alien
intelligence,” what it proves for Jean Paul is the “groundlessness of the
groundlessness.”
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It is critical to realize the full impact of the disagreement between
Fichte and Jean Paul. The force of Jean Paul’s objection is to have grant-
ed everything to Fichte, to have accompanied him all the way to section
5 of the Wissenschaftslehre where the priority of practical consciousness
over theoretical consciousness is established with recourse to striving.
And to have even accepted that priority. Yet, while Fichte concludes
here that the I has now found and founded its world, Jean Paul on the
contrary observes that the only thing that the I has found is the absence
of foundation. The progression of the I is not merely stemmed or cur-
tailed; rather, it is retroactively shown to be no progression at all. Al-
though this progression is expedient in that it has brought philosophy
to the fore, the retroactive reworking that irony allows has a destructive
force that undoes progression and teleology. Thus, through irony, liter-
ature is installed at the edge of philosophy.>* The two cannot be wrested
apart—and yet each holds it own part, its own narrative. The trick in
Fichte’s technique has been to install literature where there was suppos-
edly only philosophy. A trick that was premised on a divided subject
that was to be united by what was “alien” to it. However, the trickster
is found out, and what he had sought to construct is transformed—not
to its opposite—just merely transformed to a state where transforma-
tion is possible. In other words, what follows from Fichte’s argument is
transformation—not transcendence. But this is also a transformation
of Fichte’s own argument, since transformation takes place in the par-
ticular, not in the pure realm of reason where the I posits itself abso-
lutely. Transformation is formation.

The full impact of Jean Paul’s irony, then, if it is rigorously pursued
to its logical conclusion, can only be that Fichte himself had also ar-
rived at the doppelgénger’s conception of subjectivity—with all the im-
plications that this entails: the formal differentiality of the subject and
the narrative of crisis that belongs to transformative technique. The phi-
losopher is the doppelginger who affirms the independence of philosophy
with the use of literature, and thus in the same stroke denies that inde-
pendence. Thus, it is not only the Clavis that asserts the reciprocity be-
tween literature and philosophy, but also the Wissenschaftslehre itself—
and despite itself. Jean Paul’s conclusion, then, articulated in the guise
of a “definition” of the doppelgénger, is this: the doppelginger is the sub-
ject that cannot be denied. Sure enough, the doppelgianger can have dif-
ferent manifestations, each with its own unique characteristics, as what
follows attempts to demonstrate. Yet these characteristics are given by
what attempts to deny them. They are given by the linear, teleological
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narrative to which the doppelganger responds by transforming it. And
they are also given through philosophy’s attempt to secure the identity
of the self-reflexive subject, that is, to deny literature by making it an
“alien element”—that “alien element” can always return at the end in
the guise of the doppelgianger.

The liminality of the doppelgidnger and its dual relation to open-
ness is reflected in the transformations introduced by the doppelgin-
ger. Transformation figures as difference and separation. The former
indicates the presence of the transformability of the doppelgdnger, the
differential relations that are its ontological constitution. The latter is
the doppelgdnger’s narrative that criticizes and thereby transforms
what seeks to deny it. From the point of view of difference, the dop-
pelginger cannot be denied, since it is an ontological structure of rela-
tionality. From the point of view of separation, the doppelgédnger itself
cannot deny but can only assimilate through technical transformation
what it criticizes. This is, then, the liminal place that resists absolute
denial—the place created by the reversal of the “white nothing.” What
matters for an understanding of the doppelgédnger is the staging of this
liminality.



CHAPTER TWO

The Subject of Modernity

Law and Temporality in
Alexandros Papadiamantes

Out of the dull strength and power of the animal the human spirit tries to
push itself forward, without coming to a perfect portrayal of its own freedom
and animated shape, because it must still remain confused and associated
with what is other than itself. This pressure for self-conscious spiritual-

ity ... is the symbolic as such which at this peak becomes a riddle. It is in
this sense that the Sphinx in the Greek myth, which we ourselves may inter-
pret again symbolically, appears as a monster asking a riddle. The Sphinx
pronounced the well-known conundrum: What is it that in the morning
goes on four legs, at mid-day on two, and in the evening on three? Oedipus
found the simple answer: a man, and he tumbled the Sphinx from the rock.
The explanation of the symbol lies in the absolute meaning, in the spirit.

HEGEL, Lectures on Aesthetics

...AND...: THE DOPPELGANGER AS THE SUBJECT
OF MODERNITY

A reworking of denial so that it can never be absolute is the linchpin
of Jean Paul’s doppelgidnger. Fichte, as it has just been shown, needed
an “alien element” within the absolute I which, however, had to, but
could not, be denied. Jean Paul highlighted that that alien part, the “de-
mogorgon” inside the subject, is like a conjurer’s trick. In addition, the
unraveling of the trick is also the debunking of absolute denial, and
hence the elimination of absolute loneliness. The lament about loneli-
ness at the end of the Clavis paradoxically implies that there is no last
man. Hegel, who had been a student of Fichte’s, also objected to the
positing of this “alien element.” The introduction to his Phenomenology
concludes with the following programmatic statement: “The experience
of itself which consciousness goes through can, in accordance with its
Notion, comprehend nothing less than the entire . . . realm of the truth
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of the Spirit. . . . In pressing forward to its true existence, consciousness
will arrive 