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The ninth volume of the Philosophy of the Left-Hand Path. It does not presuppose the previous eight.

A few terms were treated at greater length there. Here each is given the content the argument requires at the point where it is used.
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John has nothing to eat. Money lies in front of him, unwatched, untraceable. Call the situation A: the hunger and the opportunity together. Call the outcome C: his hand closes on the money, or it does not. Between A and C stands John himself — mark that B. The whole of his freedom, if he has any, lives at B, in whatever happens between the opportunity and the act.

Is his choice free? And if it is, where in this turning does the freedom appear? He feels free: he caught a rule that held him, saw it could be otherwise, and moved against it. If every part that moves is fixed by another, the freedom is in none of them, and if it is anywhere, it is in whatever the parts do not reach.

The crude picture runs straight: A is presented to B, and B produces C according to how it is constituted. Hunger enters; John's dispositions resolve the situation, and the hand takes. A rat runs this way — a stimulus meets an instinct, or a conditioned reflex fires, and the deed follows. B resolves the situation according to how it is constituted, originating nothing.

Now John turns back on himself before acting. Hunger says take — call that first consideration B1, and if left unopposed it would make John the rat. A contrary consideration meets it: stealing is wrong, a thought with enough weight to hold the hand. B1 is held up, examined, and a conclusion forms — do not take. Mark that conclusion B2. Were B2 the end of the matter it would still be a rule outranking another, the way a heavier gear locks a lighter one. But B2 does not hold. A further consideration reopens it: if he does not steal, there will be nothing to eat tomorrow, and the day after, and his body will weaken — mark that B21. The reopened question tilts toward taking. Then B21 draws its answer: they could catch him; a cell feeds worse than the street — mark that B22. Each consideration bears on the last, holds it out as something that could be wrong, and yields a fresh conclusion that is immediately open to the same treatment. B1 is answered by B2, B21 checked by B22, while the whole spread lies open in front of John, who still stands at the table with his hand near the money.

B1, B2, B21, and B22 are considerations — grounds, reasons, rules, and values. A rule does not read itself. A value does not apply itself to a case, and no consideration reaches over and examines its neighbor. "Stealing is wrong" holds no opinion about the hunger; the hunger has no view on the prohibition. Left alone, the spread is inert — it is material available for examination. Someone compares them, finds the first wanting, and puts a further consideration in play. The loop is the form of his self-examination, not a process that runs on its own.

John can do what the rat cannot. The rat spends its impulse; it cannot hold the desire out and ask whether it deserves to be obeyed. John does, and having done it once he can turn on the result, and on what that turning yields, while the structure imposes no halt. A conclusion is a claim, and claims stay open. The spread has no last member built into it; it extends as far as he can think.

Yet John took the money. The examination stopped, the hand closed, and C happened. Whatever the spread's reach in principle, the choice was made on a finite number of considerations — the rest, which could have continued, played no role in the deed. Continue the examination indefinitely and it never ends; John starves at the table, still weighing. The capacity that set him above the rat — the power to reopen any conclusion — would, exercised without limit, leave him unable to do the thing the rat does without difficulty. Something made a conclusion final. Call that the settling. Adding a consideration and closing the case are different operations.

It is not a value or a rule, since values and rules lay in the spread waiting to be applied, and someone had to apply them. The conclusion is revisable in its turn — tomorrow John can reopen what he closed today and settle differently. The closing was final for this act, not for John.

John may rank the grounds and find the prohibition heavier than his life, or calculate a death now against a hell later, or look for a rule and apply it, or wait to see which consideration is still relevant in the morning. Ranking does not establish that this case calls for ranking, and calculation does not establish that this scenario is to be calculated. Choosing among them closes a question that none of them was in a position to answer.

Nor does the mode bind him once it runs. The calculation returns a figure and John may refuse it, deciding the numbers were not about the thing he was evaluating. A figure produced and not accepted has fallen short of something no figure contains, and the settling is what it fell short of.

The compatibilist can draw the boundary of the self wide enough to enclose the whole thing — the spread, the considerations, the settings they run on, and the settling along with them — and call the enclosed assembly the free agent. The internal traffic disappears behind the boundary, and what faces outward is a single self that weighed and decided. The line is his entire gain. Redrawing the boundary changes nothing inside it: the spread lies where it lay, and the closing that ended the examination is still unaccounted for.

If John is free, his freedom sits in none of the considerations before him — each was there before the money, or arrived as hunger and fear arrive. Nor does it sit in the extent of the spread: a longer spread offers more to examine, and offering is all it does. It is not the capacity to reopen, which, exercised without limit, yields no conclusion at all. Reflection gave John the ground on which a free act could occur: without it he is the rat, where impulse and deed leave no gap between them. Reflection is the condition of John's freedom. Whatever freedom he has is in the settling — in the act that drew a final conclusion.
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If John is free, the freedom is in the settling. The determinist holds that John closed the examination where he did because of what he was before — the temperament that made him capable of overriding a prohibition under pressure, the upbringing that ranked need above property, the history that made this option feel decisive and that one feel thin. Schopenhauer set the formula: a man can do what he wants, but he cannot want what he wants. The examining is the doing; what made a conclusion feel final is the wanting; and the wanting was not wanted.

A ground that shaped John can enter the spread and become revisable. John was raised in a church that named theft a sin against God, and the prohibition went in early and deep; at the table he closed the examination against it. If the settling merely executed what was written, the writing was there and the deed contradicts it. Whatever the settling is, it can take a ground that formed it, hold it out as revisable, and let a conclusion stand that the ground forbids.

The determinist answers that the prohibition's defeat in this case does not mean that the contest had no winner. Hunger was present in John too, and the fear of dying was carved deeper than any catechism; a resentment carried since childhood may have been waiting for its occasion. What looks like a man overturning his formation is a part of the formation prevailing over another. No external force overturned it — the outcome fell out of the material that happened to contain more than the catechism. Revision of a ground is not escape from all grounds; it is the grounds settling among themselves, and what looks like a closing performed is the place where that outcome surfaced.

Strawson tightens this into a regress. To be ultimately responsible for how he closed the case, John must be responsible for the character that closed it that way — for the standards by which a consideration counted as sufficient. To be responsible for those standards, he must have set them; to have set them, he must have done so for reasons, which were themselves standards he would then have to be responsible for having. The regress does not terminate. At any level the question returns, and an answer requires an earlier act of self-formation that John was not present to perform. Frankfurt's higher-order desires do not escape it — a desire about a desire is another member of the spread, and the same question runs on it.

Even if the values were carried to the table, the capacity to weigh them may still be called John's. He can reason, hold a conclusion up and judge it; the operation is the freedom, whatever material it operates on. The faculty has a provenance of the same kind as the content: genes laid down the architecture that lets John reason at all, experience tuned how it runs, and education fixed what counts as a good reason. A finely wired thermostat, capable of checking more inputs and correcting further back, is a thermostat whose wiring was done elsewhere. The capacity to judge is as caused as the material it judges.

Active inference gives Strawson's regress a naturalistic form. On Friston's picture, the brain has no central decider. It runs a hierarchy of models: each predicts the level below, updates from prediction error, and receives its weighting — precision — from the level above. The weights are reassigned without a homunculus doing the job, since every level does to the level below it what was done to it from above.

Ask what revised the weighting at any level and the answer names the level above. Ask at the top and the hierarchy terminates in priors the organism did not set — laid down by evolution, by development, by the history of what it has encountered. The regress is not infinite, which was not the difficulty. The issue is that each rung runs on a setting supplied by another rung, and the last rung relies on a parameter nobody set. A hierarchy is a more exact description of the thermostats nested in thermostats, worked out to the point of predicting behavior, and it arrives where the crude picture landed: at a bottom that was not chosen.

Another reading removes history from the settling. Suppose the considerations came close enough to balance — B21 and B22 nearly matched, and the evaluation could have closed on either side. Then the side on which it closed was no more than the face a die showed. No upbringing required it, no wiring; the closing was genuinely open, and open is all it was. Chance is nobody's deed. This clears the closing of the causal chain and puts nothing in its place — no John in front of it.

Freedom would need a third reading, on which the settling is posited: laid down by John, in the act of closing, neither carried in nor fallen. Reflection cannot end what it holds open, and a free settling would have to close the deliberation without being produced by any consideration within it.

The first two interpretations appear exhaustive because both place the settling on the axis of derivation. Either the closing was produced by what came before John decided, or it was not; if it was, the chain holds, and if it was not, there is a chance. The third reading cannot be a point on that axis. It answers a different question: by whom, rather than where from. The settling was posited by John, and John becomes its author. The relation that matters joins the act to its owner. Chance and freedom share their back face — neither is derived from the prior state — and part at the front: chance has no author.

That the settling is not another member of the spread follows from the structure: a consideration extends the reflection rather than ending it. Whether the settling was derived from the prior state, and whether it had an author, do not follow from anything shown so far. The scene does not distinguish a closing John performed from one that happened in him. From outside, the deed looks the same; from within, the feeling of authorship cannot establish which occurred.
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Take a prior state A and a later state B. The determinist's account of the joint between them runs on two questions: why does B follow from A rather than something else, and how does A bring B about? It answers the first. Ask why the stone fell and the determinist says it was thrown; ask why the water boiled and he gives the temperature and the pressure. The stone was thrown and then it fell. Stones thrown always fall, and the falling has been named and made expectable.

A by itself does not explain why B follows — a description of the state at noon contains no mention of what happens at one o'clock. The determinist supplies a law: if A, then B. Now B follows necessarily, and the account is complete.

To count as a determinate state, A must be closed: whatever is not A lies outside it. A state that shaded into its successor would no longer be a state. Either B lies within A; then whatever will be true at one o'clock was true at noon under another description, nothing arrives, and the demand for production lapses along with the production. Or B lies outside A, and no operation extracts from A what A does not contain.

The law was introduced to bridge precisely that distance. But to do so it must connect with A and with B. Each connection is another joint of the same kind: why does this law apply to this state, and how does its application yield that outcome? The original distance has been divided into two, not crossed. The interpolated term makes its own joints no easier than the joint into which it was inserted.

Take the law as a real structure in the world, a necessity binding the states rather than summarizing what has been observed. The same question returns: what binds this necessity to this pair so that B actually occurs? Necessity settles what must happen; the happening remains untouched.

A holds. If A, then B. From these two, B follows. The passage looks immediate, but it can be questioned: why do these two premises yield B? Because a rule of inference is at work: "From A and if A, then B, infer B." Call that rule L₁.

L₁ answers the question but raises another​[1]. L₁ is a statement, and the argument now has three premises: A holds, if A then B, and L₁. Why do these three yield B? A further rule is needed to bind A, the law, and L₁ together into B. Call it L₂. L₂ is a statement too; the argument now has four premises, and why these four yield B requires L₃.

The pattern repeats without limit. Each rule, meant to close the gap between premises and conclusion, becomes a premise and reopens the gap at the next level. For any Lₙ there is an Lₙ₊₁, and the conclusion is never any closer than it was at the start. Frank concluded that deriving new knowledge from given knowledge would require an infinite chain of such rules, and no infinite chain completes.

Nature performs no inference, however. A stone consults no premises and falls; a river checks no rule before running downhill. Applying a rule to a case is what someone reasoning does, and the demand for a metalaw making each law take effect — with a further metalaw — is the regress transplanted into physics, where it has no business. The regress belongs to argument.

Which locates the necessity a law carries. Between A and B no rule was consulted, applied, or used to subsume a case: two states occurred, and that was the whole of the occurrence. A law may be a real relation holding between universals rather than a summary of what has been seen, and the concession costs nothing — a relation that holds performs no inference, and inferential necessity is what the regress was about. Derivation keeps everything it had: prediction, control, the power to be shown wrong. What binds the relation to this pair so that B occurs remains untouched.

A alone is too poor — it has nothing of B in it. A-with-B is too rich — B is already there, and nothing was produced. Frank places between them a ground that carries the seed of B without carrying B. Mark it Ab — in it, b is the potential beginning of B, present as a direction, absent as a result. The stone has been thrown, and in the throw sits a tendency toward the fall, a beginning of descent, that is not yet the descent. The passage from Ab to B is a development: the seed unfolds into what it was a seed of, and a development does not leap across a gap because there is no gap to leap across.

A seed of B and of nothing else says why this transition yields this outcome rather than another — the directedness belongs to the seed's nature and does not need importing. A seed that falls short of B keeps the consequence from being given in advance. Disposition, power, mechanism — any later account of this problem repeats the move: a middle term not yet the outcome and already pointed at it.

If Ab contains B in compressed form then the ground contains its consequence, one o'clock adds nothing to noon, and the first horn has returned under the name of potential. If b falls short of B, the seed must still get to B, and the getting is the original transition given a softer name. Development is a transition whose joints have been placed too close together to see.

Why does the seed unfold this way rather than another? Because such is its nature — a residue signed as a source. Frank presents Ab as self-evident in the nature of mediation. But it is declared as a solution, and the transition it was to remove is inside it.

Regularity is the rule, and none of this is in dispute. Most transitions in the world follow stable pairings; prediction is what laws are for, and a law is doing its work whether or not it explains how nature gets from one state to the next. 

But the primitive has not been removed. The determinist rejects a free act because nothing lies under it — no ground beneath, no derivation behind — and calls that a fatal defect. His own account rests on a transition he cannot derive. He has a law that says "B follows" and no explanation of the following. Pressed for an account, he offers a further law; pressed again, a power; pressed once more, he stops. Determinism moves the ungrounded joint out of the event and into the law, where nobody thinks to ask for credentials.
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The regress belonged to argument, and the law came through it intact. A formula stating the transition does not carry it out, which leaves the question of what does. The law may describe a transition occurring on its own, and then the producing goes unexplained. Or a power in things does the producing, and production has been taken as basic rather than explained.

The question can be rejected: there is no producing to explain, only a state, a later state, and a regularity holding between such states; the demand for a causal push is metaphysics inventing work. The position is consistent, at the cost of the contrast it was meant to defend. Causation becomes a pattern in the arrangement of the facts, with no necessity inside it anywhere, and "explained" causation can no longer be set against an "unexplained" act. Freedom rests on a primitive act; this rests on a primitive arrangement. Production disappears from the account, and the symmetry arrives from the far side.

Production can instead be retained as a basic necessity, power, or mechanism. Laws may be mind-independent relations of necessity between properties, and that may be what brings the later state about. The position is coherent, untouched by any regress, and rests on the claim that this is how the world is built. A disposition does more than restate the regularity: it extends to cases that never occur, gathers scattered manifestations under a common property, tells why an object would respond as it does under circumstances that have never arisen, and separates what a thing can do from what it is doing. Ask how a power actualizes its effect and the answer inserts a mechanism or calls the power irreducible; the directedness of a nature toward its effect is where the explanation stops.

Between the blow and the shattering lies a real sequence: momentum is transferred, the material deforms, and bonds fail. Decomposing the large transition into these smaller ones is genuine progress, and each step admits measurement, intervention, and the possibility of being shown wrong. What the account delivers, it delivers relative to transitions accepted below it, and the decomposition ends at a primitive: a fundamental force, the transfer of a conserved quantity, a disposition, or production.

A methodological asymmetry remains, narrower than it looks. The scientific method finds repeatable connections because it is built to find them — a phenomenon must either recur or be identified through repeatable evidential relations before it registers as a causal finding. A unique event may be perfectly caused, but causal method can recognize it only by placing it under a repeatable form. Where a transition adds a determination not fixed by the prior state, the apparatus has no category for it — such an event appears as error, anomaly, miracle, or as a cause not yet identified, and the last reading is always available and always preferred. So whether any underived joint is authored is not a question the method is positioned to settle. Its success shows how much of the world is repeatable, which was never in dispute.

Within the domain of public testing, causal theories are better confirmed, and deservedly. Repetition and intervention are available there, and a theory that survives them has earned its authority. Where they are not, a record of successes underwrites nothing about the case in hand.

The charge that freedom rests on nothing could be made only from a position with nothing underived beneath it, and no position is in that condition. Simplicity, fit with physics, ontological economy, and the fruitfulness of causal assumptions remain real reasons, untouched here. What is no longer available is the claim to hold no primitive at all — and with it the ranking of the two by which of them is grounded, since the evidence that establishes causal claims is silent on where the seam goes.
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However causation is approached, the necessity or production connecting cause and effect is never among the things given. Something else is recognized when an event is called causal, and what it is has to be found.

Two billiard balls present a motion, contact, and another motion. Across many such cases the sequence repeats, and that repetition is also given — the second motion has followed the first every time. Necessity is supplied afterward from the habit formed by seeing the sequence hold, then read back into the objects as a link between them. Hume's conclusion goes further than his observation by reducing causation to regularity. Causal necessity does not present itself to observation, and whatever grounds our causal claims, it is not the sight of a thing making another happen.

The same feature appears in all major methods of establishing causation. A law records that states of a given type, under specified conditions, are followed by states of another type — the content of the law is the type-level connection, and a single unrepeated instance supports no law. A mechanism opens the transition into stages, so that the blow becomes momentum transfer, lattice deformation, bond failure, and structural collapse. Each stage is a claim that this leads to that, and such a claim carries the requirement — the stage must lead reproducibly to the next, or it is not a stage in a mechanism but an anomaly waiting to be explained. Decomposition multiplies the reproducible links. Intervention approaches causation from a third direction and needs no law or mechanism: change this, and observe whether that changes. The finding is causal when the difference is stable across trials. A single intervention producing a result establishes little, since it is indistinguishable from coincidence; what makes it evidence is that the difference recurs with the manipulation.

The requirement does not weaken where outcomes are irregular. An atom of a given isotope decays or does not, and no state of it fixes which; a drug helps a patient and fails another with the same diagnosis; smoking causes cancer in a population where most smokers never develop it. A distribution is what makes such a claim admissible, and it speaks only at the level it holds. That smoking causes cancer is established across a population; what happened in one smoker is not in the finding. The decay distribution has a stable profile, while the finding does not say why this atom decayed at this moment. The distribution holds as firmly as any deterministic law. The demand for a reproducible form remains; reproduction shifts from the individual outcome to the profile of outcomes.

Reproducibility is the entry condition rather than the finding. Correlations repeat without being causal: a common cause makes two effects track each other faithfully while neither touches the other, and selection in how cases are gathered manufactures associations that survive repetition. What sorts them out are the same tests again — manipulate the supposed cause, open the transition into stages, look for a third thing producing both — and each is a demand for stability of a different kind. The sorting never leaves the reproducible.

Causation is not simple repetition of events. A meteorite strikes the earth once, leaves a crater, and never recurs; nobody hesitates over whether it caused the crater. Singular causation happens constantly. The unique event is not thereby uncaused. The question is how singular causation becomes known.

Cartwright locates the causal work in capacities. Laws and regularities, she argues, do not say what produces an effect — they record what accompanies what, and a regularity holding across a population does not explain what any member does. The real work is done by what things can do: aspirin may relieve headaches, and it retains that capacity in a case where it fails, and possesses it whether or not any statistical regularity in a given population reflects it. A capacity explains a single occurrence without a universal law behind it. This gives the singular case more than Humean regularity allows. But ask how a capacity is identified. Not by inspection — nothing in aspirin's appearance announces what it can do. It is identified through a stable profile of manifestations: what this kind of substance does across cases, under intervention, in varying circumstances. And the directedness that makes it a capacity for this rather than that is where her account stops explaining, exactly as the law did.

In Anscombe, singular causation is not inferred at all; it is seen. When a knife passes through cloth, what is given is not a moving object followed by a separated material, with a causal connection supplied by the mind. It is a cutting. No universal premise enters the perception, no law is consulted, and the demand for one misdescribes what happens when a person watches anything. However, seeing that motion as a cutting requires knowledge that blades divide what they pass through, that the material parts along the edge and not elsewhere, that the separation follows the movement and does not precede it. The particular case is not derived afresh from a general statement — Anscombe is right that no such derivation occurs — and it is recognized through a form acquired from repetition.

Salmon and Dowe find singular causation in a continuous physical process: a conserved quantity carried along a worldline, momentum transferred between bodies, and a mark transmitted through a spatiotemporal path. Causing consists in a physical continuity within the case, and the particular sequence may be unique in the history of the universe without its causal status being any less secure. It exhibits what connects the two events rather than reporting that events of those types tend to be paired. Yet the identification of a transfer of momentum takes place inside a theory that has fixed a great deal: what momentum is, that it is conserved, how it is measured, and what the typical structure of its transfer looks like. Strip that away and what remains is a body moving and then another body moving. The event may be unique. The causal form under which it is identified cannot be unique, since it is drawn from a physics established across countless cases. The theory takes the dynamics of transfer and the conservation laws as given.

Causation becomes available to knowledge through a repeatable type of action, a stable mechanism, a law, an invariant transfer of a quantity, or a reproducible intervention. A route depends on a form extending beyond the single case. To call an event causal is to place it under a reproducible form of transition. The producing that the form is supposed to name stays where Hume left it, unobserved and unaccounted for, while the form does the epistemic work by which the transition is identified.
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John was left at the table, and the argument since has been about laws and what certifies a claim as causal. The two meet in an assumption carried along without examination: that whatever ran in John ran the way causation runs between bodies. It is the determinist's to defend, and he defends it in a stronger form than the one usually attributed to him.

Motives entail no deed, and the determinist says so before anyone can say it to him. From "the pawnbroker is repulsive" and "there is an axe in the porter's lodge" no deed follows; from "the stone was thrown" no falling follows either, and a world where the thrown stone hovers can be described without contradiction. Logical entailment was never where the necessity was supposed to sit. "He stole from hunger" is not what he defends.

Thinking runs under no rigid logical rule. A man can hold two contradictory things and act on the second, or draw the conclusion his premises forbid, or refuse the conclusion they compel and lose nothing he needs — and none of it stops him from thinking. Logic can be dropped mid-course and the course continues. A motive answers a question the physical vocabulary has no place for: it speaks in favor, and it survives the follow-up "and what for," which the falling stone cannot be asked at all. The transfer of causal necessity into thought has to be argued for, and the shorthand of motives supplies no ground for it.

The determinist defends a state and a set of laws. The complete condition of John and the world, together with the laws, permits a single continuation; the hunger named in the shorthand is a coarse summary of a small part of that condition. Bring him a second man, equally hungry, who walked away, and nothing is dented — the states differed, in memory, in whatever the second man had eaten, and "equally hungry" was a description that discarded almost everything.

Take John's state at the completeness the determinist requires. It contains the neutrino passing through John's chest, the coffee drunk at four, the atmospheric pressure in the room, the count of cells that died since morning, the DNA and every error copied into it. It has to contain them: what fixes the outcome must include whatever could have borne on the outcome, and a state permitting a single continuation cannot leave anything out on the grounds that it seemed small.

A condition of that kind occurs once. Its uniqueness owes nothing to the coarseness of instruments, and a perfect recorder would change none of it — the neutrino passed once, the coffee was drunk once, and this configuration of John and the world will not recur. The more fully a state is specified, the more securely it belongs to a single moment: completeness manufactures the singularity.

Causal claims are recognized by patterns outlasting the case. A law connects states of a type; a mechanism decomposes a transition into stages, and each stage claims that this kind of thing leads reproducibly to that kind; intervention reports a difference stable across trials. Even where outcomes scatter, the distribution holds steady and that carries the claim.

The complete state falls under types without limit, which is what makes physics possible: the stone has a mass, a density, a temperature, a moment of inertia, and every one of them is shared with countless other stones. What no type supplies is the state in its completeness. A law reaches the case through a model, and the model was built by discarding — the stone becomes a point mass, the air is set aside, the crystal structure never enters. Prediction succeeds in the measure that what was discarded stays irrelevant.

Complexity is where the measure runs out gradually. A drug tested to the highest standard helps this patient and fails that one with the same diagnosis, and the trial holds at the population while the ward remains uncertain. Psychology loses its grip earlier, its constructs coarser and its intervals wider. John is the far end of the same series: an unfired neuron, a hundredth of a degree, a night of poor sleep can in principle bear on how the question closes, and a model of him has thrown all of it away. The model reaches him only by ceasing to be a model.

The determinist answers that the laws are general and the state is singular, so the generality he needs is in place. Applying a law to this state requires subsuming the state under the type the law connects, and the subsumption is the discarding. Generality is purchased with the operation that costs him the outcome, and he cannot hold the fullness and the form in the same hand. Each is required for a different half of his claim.

Nor is the fullness available to be written down. A recorder complete enough to fix the state would be part of the state it fixed, and the record would arrive describing a different case from the one it was built to catch.

What he can establish — hungry men take more often, men raised in that church take less often — is reproducible, testable, and true, and it fixes nothing about the case of John. What would fix this is unrepeatable and meets no criterion by which a causal claim is ever certified.

The determinist keeps two currencies in Raskolnikov's case and pays in whichever is convenient. Conviction comes from the coarse things — an axe, a sister marrying for money, an old woman who is rich and repulsive — and these are what the prosecutor works with, what the reader follows, and what any judgment of a man is made of. The obligation is written against the complete state, where the axe and the sister dissolve into a configuration nobody has and nobody will produce. Confidence is drawn on the abstraction and the debt is booked to the unrepeatable.

Place the settling under a reproducible form and the claim becomes that cases of this kind close this way. What remains under the description is a rate.

	[image: ]
	 	[image: ]


[image: ]

​Chapter 7

[image: ]


The determinist's fork was laid down and has not moved: the settling either had a cause or it was chance. Say instead that John closed the examination freely, and the reply comes at once. What does that mean? Either something brought the closing about, or nothing did. There is no third option, and calling it free is meaningless.

The fork assumes that a cause explains, so that placing the closing under a cause would tell us why it happened as it did, while leaving it uncaused would mean it was unexplained and therefore random. But causation was found to place events under reproducible forms of transition without giving any account of how a state produces the next, and the form that certifies a causal claim was found not to reach the case he rests on. To say the closing was caused is to say it fits a pattern. It is not to say what produced the transition, and the first horn is weaker than it looks: it offers a pattern where an explanation was requested. 

In simple cases the substitution passes unnoticed, the pattern being stable enough to do everything an explanation would do. It shows in the hard ones. Eggs raised cholesterol and then did not; hormone therapy protected the heart until the trial reversed the sign and the protection turned out to belong to the women who took it. Nothing that produces anything was revised in those reversals, since nothing of the kind had been found. The method works by correcting repeatabilities, and those are all it corrects.

Put a hundred Johns at a hundred tables, matched as closely as observation permits — the hunger, the religious upbringing, the unwatched money, the absence of witnesses. Some take it. Some walk away. Ask the determinist why, and he has an answer for all of them, delivered without hesitation. The ones who took it were driven by hunger, as starving men are. The ones who walked away were held by their upbringing, as devout men are. Both versions are available in advance; both fit the facts after the event and can be applied to whichever outcome occurred. The situation before the choice selects neither account.

The determinist does not lack explanations. He has too many. Whichever way any given John goes, an explanation comes ready and fits, and no possible result would count against the account. A claim that accommodates any outcome equally well has told us nothing about what to expect. Nevertheless, sufficiency is asserted: this state of this John, with no other outcome available to him. The assertion draws its content from what it was called in to account for.

Popper's point applies here in its narrow form: a causal hypothesis has content only if some outcomes count against it. If hunger predicts theft, refusal does; if religious formation predicts refusal, theft does. An explanation that chooses its determining factor after the deed claims sufficiency without predictive risk. Determinism remains untouched; the fault is retrospective sufficiency.

The determinist has three replies.

The hundred Johns were not identical after all. Whatever we matched, something differed — a memory, a fear, a configuration of neurons, some detail below the resolution of our observation — and that difference determined who took the money and who did not. The complete state fixed the outcome; we just do not know the exact state. The claim may well be true. The difference in the states is inferred from the variance of outcomes and is not observed. It is posited because determinism requires it, and its content is read off from what happened. Unless the difference can be quantified independently of the outcome and shown to track later choices across further cases, it remains a placeholder for an explanation. Quantifying it faces the obstacle already met: a recorder complete enough to fix the state is part of the state it fixes. The explanation says: something must have differed, since otherwise the outcomes would not have differed — which is the assumption that was to be supported, wearing the clothes of evidence.

Another route reads John's nature off the deed and hands it back as the cause. This John was the sort who steals under pressure, and being that sort, he stole. The trait has no content outside the event it was drawn from, and the deed has been renamed and returned as its own cause.

The honest version cannot be refuted by argument. The outcome was fixed by the complete prior state and, given the laws, was computable from it in principle, though inaccessible in practice. No circle here and no tautology — a straightforward bet on a hidden determinism and the Laplacean demon. Logic does not touch it. Causation began as an account of why John did what he did and has ended as a promissory note: somewhere there is a calculation that would yield the answer. Nobody has it or ever will. 

The determinist no longer explains John. He believes that John is explicable. A note drawn on a computation nobody can perform is a bet placed without cover, and the cover is unavailable in principle: the description under which the case would be fixed is the one no law reaches. It is a bet of the kind he refuses to allow the other side.

Suppose the determinist is right about every settling, including the ones he performs. Then his holding that determinism is true was fixed by his prior states through processes indifferent to truth. What made him hold it is not that it follows from the evidence. A man in the grip of a delusion has his belief produced by causes as reliably as a man who has reasoned well, and if production is the whole story, nothing separates the two cases from inside. The determinist cannot say he weighed the considerations and found them sufficient, since weighing and finding sufficient are what the account converts into a process running to completion.

This does not show determinism to be false. Someone could hold that reliable processes produce true beliefs, which is a respectable position and gives up the thing at issue: it makes his belief trustworthy without making it his judgment. Yet asserting a thesis, weighing an objection, or conceding a point involves a question closed by someone and, therefore, another settling. The argument presupposes the position it is arguing against.

Determinism does not say why John closed the examination as he did, and it cannot. It promises the explanation and, at the point where the answer is wanted, produces a model that fits any scenario and a bet on a calculation that cannot be performed. Freedom makes no such promise, and cannot make one without destroying itself: an act that followed from an explanation would be a causally determined act, and the freedom would be gone.
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The first horn yields a form where an explanation was wanted, and the determinist can afford to lose it. The second wins his case on its own. Suppose the cause of the settling is never found: then the settling was chance, and chance is not freedom. A man is no more the author of an act than of a coin's landing, and freedom bought at the price of randomness is worthless.

The fork looks exhaustive because causation has been fused with necessitation. A cause is taken to guarantee its effect — given the cause, the effect could not have failed to follow — and the concept of causing does not entail that. To call an event caused is to say that it derives from something else: this came out of that, and the relation holds without the cause fixing a unique outcome. This is Anscombe's point. Either determined or random is exhaustive only if causing means necessitating, since whatever is not necessitated then falls outside causation and has nowhere left to go but chance.

The space this opens is not where freedom hides. A weaker causal relation between prior states and the outcome still leaves the settling derived from what preceded it, inferred with a looser grip, and the question of who settled it has not been touched. What the opening does establish is that the second horn was manufactured. Everything not necessitated was swept onto it by definition, and the sweeping is the only reason it looks like a category.

So the horn has to be examined for what it holds. The determinist needs a sense of chance meeting two conditions: it must apply to a settling that no prior state fixed, and it must entail that the settling is nobody's. Three meanings are in circulation and they are not the same.

Ignorance of conditions is first. A tossed coin is unpredictable because nobody tracks the force of the flick, the rate of spin, the air, the surface it lands on. All of those operate, and together they may fix the outcome completely. The randomness is in the observer, and a sufficiently instrumented laboratory can remove it. Call an event chance in this sense and nothing has been said about its production, only about what is known of it — which fails the first condition, since the event was determined throughout.

Causation from outside the deliberation is another. John has a headache. He is irritable, the pain shortens his patience, and he takes the money because the headache changed how long he was willing to keep considering; it never entered as a consideration. A cause operated, bearing no relation to the content of the grounds under review. Aristotle treats this kind of case as the crossing of causal lines: a man goes to the market on business and meets a debtor there, and the meeting is called chance, though each line running into it is causal throughout. It is called chance because neither line explains the intersection in terms of what the lines were about. This also fails the first condition. The settling was caused; the cause came from outside the matter at hand.

Only the third sense reaches a genuinely underived settling: the event had no cause at all. Whether it belongs to nobody is precisely what has to be shown, and the word arrives with the answer fitted. That such a settling does not belong to John, that no control was exercised, that any other outcome was equally available — each is a further claim, and each rides in on the first two senses, where a coin's result does simply fall out and nobody does author it. The determinist wins by using one word for three things.

The third sense also has to be located before it can be used, and physical randomness shows up where a cause exists — in a distribution across enormous numbers of cases. A stable distribution is what an untracked deterministic process yields as well. The coin has a flat profile, and the coin was the first sense — outcomes fixed by the flick and the spin and the air, unpredictable if nobody follows them. A profile certifies that results fall in a steady proportion. It says nothing about whether any single result was fixed in advance. Absolute uncausedness leaves no signature measurement could pick up, since a signature would be a pattern, and patterns are what the causal side is made of.

Take the word as the physicist uses it and the horn gives way. A process called random has been placed under a pattern: a distribution holding across cases, confirmed by measurement, of a kind with a law. Objective chance is a positive probabilistic structure. Offered as the alternative to a cause, it is a cause with the scale of its regularity moved from the single transition to the profile, and the fork reads "determined or determined."

Take the word strictly, as an uncaused singular event, and the horn gives way from the other side. Something became determinate that the prior state did not fix. It ended the matter, and afterward the question is answered and stays resolved. And it happened where a question stood open — which is the case as the determinist set it up, John at the table with the grounds laid out and none of them sufficient. Underived, resolving something open: the description grants everything the account has asked for, withholding the author.

Withholding him takes a reason. The reason on offer is that nothing in John's prior states made the outcome that outcome, and this was conceded before the fork was put; it cannot be spent a second time to show that the outcome is nobody's. A word does the work instead. Luck brings the coin and the decay along with it, and in both of those nothing was open.

The atom answers nothing. No question, no grounds laid out — an underived event with no one there, which is the whole content of "chance is nobody's deed." The phrase holds exactly where nothing was open, and the fork carries it to a table where something was. What the determinist offers is a choice between a cause and a cause, or a choice between a cause and an agent given a pejorative name. The complaint was that freedom adds no third option to the fork; but the fork has no second one.

One objection survives this. Rewind the world to the moment before the choice, with the past exactly as it was and the laws unchanged, and let it run again. Van Inwagen's replay: suppose John sometimes takes the money and sometimes walks away. Over many runs the outcomes form some distribution, and nothing in the antecedent state accounts for the distribution. What could the difference between the runs be, if not luck?

The demand inside the scenario is circular. It asks for an explanation of why this outcome rather than the alternative, drawn from what was the case before the choice, and any answer meeting it would cite something prior that settled the matter — determinism, granted before the question is asked. An undetermined act cannot supply a contrastive ground in the prior state, and its failure to do so is what makes it the kind of act it is. What the replay does expose is the missing positive account: if the antecedents do not distinguish the runs, then authorship must, and authorship has not been shown.

Mele puts the same worry without the circle. His luck objection does not define control as determination. It asks how the exercise of control gets attached to the agent when nothing about him settled which way things would go. Control is normally traced through the agent: what he wanted and what he was disposed to do explains why the outcome occurred, and the tracing is what makes it his. Remove the securing and the tracing breaks. The outcome is not attributable to anything in John, since nothing in John made it that outcome, and an unattributable outcome looks like something that happened rather than something done. No clarification of terms dissolves this.

Freedom and pure chance coincide in what neither is derived from. Their difference lies elsewhere. The question is no longer whether the settling was caused or random, since both describe its relation to what preceded it. Whatever attaches the outcome to John cannot be a prior state of his, on pain of returning to the chain, and what remains to be shown is what makes the settling his deed.

	[image: ]
	 	[image: ]


[image: ]

​Chapter 9

[image: ]


The attaching cannot be done by an intention. An intention is a state that arises, and it can be a link in a causal chain like any other, so that pointing to John's intention only relocates the question to where the intention came from. Fit with motives fails: a random outcome can coincide with what someone wanted, and coincidence with a desire is not authorship. The feeling of having done it fails because that feeling attaches indifferently to caused events and to accidents; a man who acted from compulsion may feel he chose, and a man whose hand slipped may feel he moved it. Later endorsement fails most instructively — a person can take ownership of what just happened, and the determinist showed how easily this works, reading a nature off a deed and handing it back as the deed's cause. Retroactive appropriation is available to both sides of this dispute, which is why the difference cannot lie there. And origination in John's body settles nothing, since a seizure occurs in him and is not his doing.

They fail together, and for a reason that lies in the question. Each looks for a link running between John and the settling, and the only kind of link on offer is this: the act came out of what John was. His character produced it, his motives issued in it, his dispositions found their occasion. John stole because he was a thief. The deed belongs to him as a symptom belongs to a disease. Ownership of that kind is what determinism supplies, and it is what the question requests when it asks what makes the settling his.

There are no two facts here to be linked. What makes John's deed free is his doing it. John is present in the act as the one performing it; he is not included as a nature the act proceeded from, and that second presence is what the question was looking for. Agency is the internal form of the act, not an item standing behind it. Agency is a primitive, and it is placed where a primitive would have to go. The determinist has a river flowing and a gravitation, two things with a relation between them, and he takes the relation as basic. Here the agent and the free act are the same occurrence, and that is taken as basic.

Calling this a circle mistakes what has been said. A circle would define authorship by the deed and the deed by authorship, keeping two terms and passing between them. Only one term is in play. The doing has an author in the way a motion has a direction, and asking what attaches the direction to the motion is searching for a second thing that was never there.

The identification does not by itself refute determinism. Identifying the agent with the act says what the deed is; the dispute over its causal history remains exactly where it was. Nothing in the account denies the formation, the motives, or the physiology. The difference lies in whether the grounds were found sufficient or taken as sufficient, and observation is not positioned to report it.

John does not choose the material available to the examination. The grounds were carried to the table — a man raised in a religious tradition who has never read Stirner cannot ground a theft in Stirner, and the whole spread was furnished by his history, his knowledge, and his circumstances. That furnishing is a condition on the act and not the act itself. The taking of grounds as sufficient is what remains.

Before the settling there is an organism, a memory, a set of motives, a capacity for reflection, a formed personality, and a spread of grounds laid out. All of that is the bearer, and the free act is not deduced from them — which is the point of the distinction, since deducing is the ownership just refused. The author comes into being with the answer. A finished John does not produce the settling; in settling the question, John becomes its author, and becomes answerable for it.

Sartre had removed the ego from behind the act, and the removal is more radical than is usually acknowledged. An author constituted in the act is constituted rarely. Most of what a man does executes what he is, and the executing is not defective — a life of it runs perfectly well, and nothing requires that free acts be frequent or that a person accumulate them. The claim is about what occurs at some joints, and its scope is one deed at a time. Read otherwise, as a condition under which nobody ever coincides with what he has become, it would say something about consciousness in general and would say it without evidence.

The compatibilist grants all of it and keeps his position. Of course John settled the case himself, he says; John is his psychophysical system, and the working of that system is his doing, so the contrast between a nature and an acting John doubles a single man for no reason. The doubling is elsewhere. A rule does not read itself, and no consideration reaches over to examine its neighbor; the spread lies inert until someone takes it up. The distinction is between the grounds and their application, and the aggregate of states is the material applied. Insanity shows the same seam from the other side: the system runs, the movement issues, the grounds are all present, and the applying is absent. The compatibilist uses that distinction as freely as anyone.

He can enlarge the system to include the applying. Suppose a proto-agent before the act — the arena of motives and rules, crystallizing into a determinate self at the moment the conflict resolves. Then the act is the resolution of a conflict inside an existing system, and what determined the manner of crystallization? Weights, integration, some rule of assembly: the loop from the first chapter under a new name, with the same question running on it. The proto-agent buys coherence by giving back everything the account was for.

Authorship is not demonstrated by a causal chain, a behavioral marker, or anything an observer could check, and the reason is now visible. What a demonstration would exhibit is a link between the agent and the act, and a link is derivation. Kant drew the line where it has to be drawn: freedom is not an object of theoretical knowledge, and what cannot be established by demonstration must be postulated if imputation is to mean anything. His postulate rested on the moral law. The present postulate rests on the act. What is postulated is that the settling answers the open question and constitutes, in answering it, its author.
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A rat works its way toward the bait. It approaches, retreats, approaches again, and the hesitation is real: the animal has not settled what to do, and then it seizes the food and runs. John seizes the money and runs too. On the account given, an author arose in the settling — and nothing said so far marks the two cases apart.

The comparison may be offered as an insult and is not one. No hierarchy of creatures has been assumed here, and freedom has not been made a dignity raising its possessor above the animals. Whether an author arose in the rat cannot be answered for the same reason it cannot be known for John: no observation reports authorship, and refusing the rat by pointing to what a rat is would appeal to nature, disqualified as a ground. The rat might be free.

What the case does is press for the form of the postulate, since two conditions have been running unnamed.

John performs the act. He takes it as his in performing it, and the deed is not transferred to the circumstance, to the character, to the passion, or to the state he was in because the taking enters the performance instead of arriving after it, which separates it from the retroactive appropriation. Remove this and no free deed remains.

Performing does not yet distinguish John from a man carrying out what was settled long before he sat down. The second condition is that nothing dictates the answer. Not the character he had formed, not the rules he had taken on, not the hunger or the fear of the cell — all of them are at the table, and none of them rule the case. The ruling is done in the settling. What John decides may coincide with what such a man usually decides, but what matters is whether the answer was in force before the case arose.

The determinist takes both conditions and loses nothing. The sense of doing it himself is one more state arising from the states before it. The break with nature is one strand of a formation prevailing over another — hunger outweighed the prohibition, and no nature was broken. He is not wrong on his terms, and none of this was placed against him. It gives the postulate content and no evidence.

A man snaps at his wife because he is quick-tempered. The deed is his, nobody performed it for him, and it was dictated by the man he had become. Raskolnikov brings down the axe and watches himself doing it, present at the killing as a spectator of his own arm. Pathology carries each of them to its limit. The anarchic hand reaches for what its owner had decided against and pursues an aim with every appearance of purpose; he watches it, and sometimes restrains it with his good hand the way one restrains a dog. The man checking the lock for the eleventh time knows the lock is shut, says so, and checks it — he goes to the door himself, and the answer was in force before he reached the landing.

If the author arises in the free act, then he arises with each free act; then John before the theft and John after it have no author in common. Every settling constitutes its own author. Between them nothing passes — no substance holding the acts of one man together, since a substance is a nature and would deliver the verdict in advance. A person becomes a sequence of unconnected flashes, each with its own momentary owner, and asking whose life it is has no answer.

In Sartre's The Transcendence of the Ego the I is no inhabitant of consciousness and no pole from which acts issue: consciousness encounters it out in the world alongside other objects, constituted in reflection after the fact. Assembly of that kind is appropriation given a longer run, and appropriation was refused where the doing already had someone doing it. A unity arriving afterward looks back at the deeds from outside, which is the position of anyone who reads a character off a record, and an author is not to be found there.

The bill is the account's own. Agent-causation carried a persisting substance and received identity across time as a gift, thrown in with the power to act. That substance was refused, and refusing it removes the gift. Whatever holds a man the same across his deeds has to be bought separately, and the only currency the account has left is the act.

Something holds him the same in any case, and it is furnished without anyone's help. The same body carries both, the same memory delivers the one to the other, the same name is on the documents, the same habits of speech and appetite and fear persist through the interval. Most lives are held together this way and held together well. The connection is real, and what supplies it is nature — the settled formation running on, joining the man to himself in the operation by which it produces most of what he does. A line runs through the deeds and nobody is walking it.

Free acts do not extend that way. An author arises in the settling and the settling ends. Nature goes on stitching the bearer, which was never in question; what it does not stitch is authors, since the whole point of the free act was that it did not come from the formation. Free settlings therefore sit scattered through a continuous biography, each with its own author and no thread between them.

Something would have to take those authors as one, and it cannot be anything they share. Whatever they shared would belong to the nature. Nothing is available for the work except another act: the Name. A man may settle freely without ever performing it. Each settling then has its author, while nothing institutes the authors of different settlings as one. The bearer remains continuous through body, memory, habit, and record; authorship stays local to the act. Most lives are conducted without it, and nothing in them is defective for that.

The scattered flashes are real, and the objection would go wrong in calling them impossible. A man of fifty may speak of the man he was at thirty as somebody else, and mean it precisely — no amnesia, the record intact and available. That man settled things for himself and this one does too, and they are two authors, since nothing was ever done to make them one.

Such an author dies with the deed or gets handed to somebody else. "I did it, and I am not that man now; I don't know what came over me" — the one who acted is spoken of as vanished, which he is, no Name having taken him up. "The devil tempted me" puts an author in his place, and the substitution is what makes the excuse attractive: the deed keeps an owner and the speaker is not him.

Where the Name occurs, it lays down no character, requires no consistency, and forbids no departure. Any such content would become another nature and rule on the next case from behind. The Name takes the authors arising in separate settlings as one singular, without deriving their identity from anything they share.

A title, an initiated identity, or a description assumed and worn does not accomplish this. Each supplies a formation by which a man may recognize himself. The Name is a free act, and its taking receives its force from nowhere outside the taking.

A man performs the Name and no deed of his is thereby required, forbidden, or predicted. The record shows what it showed before, and he behaves as he behaved. An act with no consequence in conduct looks like a word doing no work.

The emptiness is the condition. Whatever determines the next deed is a law, and an act that determined anything would install one — the Name would rule from behind like the character it was meant to be free of. It takes the authors and leaves them unencumbered, which is the only way authors can be taken as one without a nature being made of them.

Something does change, and it lies outside conduct. A man who has performed no Name may say of a settling ten years back that another man made it, and the statement is exact. Where the Name has been taken, that sentence is unavailable to him: the author of the old settling is the author of this one, and what was done there is his to answer for here. No deed follows, none is barred. The Name fixes the ownership, and emptiness of content leaves ownership untouched.

The Name is a settling that has a case before it. What lies on this table are the authors who have arisen, and the question of whether they are one. The case grows urgent through a man's reluctance to scatter — that he does not want the one who acted last year to be somebody else. Reluctance is just a ground that settles nothing: wanting to remain oneself is delivered by the formation like every other want, and a man who wants it has thereby done nothing yet.

Which makes the Name an act performed on acts. The first-order settling closes a question about what to do; this one closes a question about who did the closing, and the same operation runs at the higher level. No second primitive is needed for it.

An open case can be closed the other way. A man may take the authors as one, and he may decline to, and declining is not the same as never having raised the matter. Most lives never raise it: the authors arise and go out, and nothing is refused because nobody asked. Refusal asks and answers — these are not one, let them stand apart — and dissolution of that kind is a deed rather than a subsidence. An author arises in it, as in any settling, and no Name takes him up. Traditions that dismantle the self and hand back a deeper one arrive at a different place by a route that looks similar from outside. Here nothing is handed back.

The Name does not occur alongside the settlings or between them. The settlings have dates; the Name has none, cutting across authors rather than along time. It does not carry an author forward through time. It institutes the authors arising at different points as one.

The rat can be answered here. What the Name takes is what reflection turns up every time it runs: not the matter under review, which differs from case to case, but the process of reviewing it. The loop that opened the first chapter yields nothing else in common — everything else it finds belongs to the formation. A rat may have an open case and settle it. What does not happen is the second turn: the animal never comes round to the one who did the settling. Nothing is left over for a Name to take. It is not lower for that — free acts may be scattered through its life as they are through John's, with no author of them ever taken up as one.

Can a Name take up authors arisen in different bodies? Nothing was said to pass between the settlings it joins.

Delivery is what a body supplies, and it is not identity. The Name is performed and takes up what is present to be taken: an earlier author reaches this table by the formation that carries the case forward. Another body receives none of it — no memory, no desire that made the case urgent, no skill developed in the doing. It lacks the material for the act. Two men who close the same question the same way are two authors. Sameness of outcome never counted. Traditions that practice invocation claim the material is detachable. The practitioner acts as the continuation of what has no body here, and the form invoked delivers what memory offers in the ordinary case — a case to be taken up, and a manner of taking it. Whether that delivery occurs is not settled here. The limit on Names across bodies is a limit of resources, and where a tradition claims to supply the resources otherwise, the dispute is about the supply.

Dissociative identity divides a nature, and a nature is the kind of thing this account leaves divisible. The parts run apart — one set of memories, manner, and fear kept from another, each stretch stitched to itself and meeting the rest as strangers. Dictating is what a nature does, and here it dictates severally. How many authors have arisen in that body is untouched, no case of this kind counting them, and the continuity of a nature was never the mark of one.

None of which the determinist needs to concede. Two trained systems in one brain, two sets of states, the whole picture translated as before. What has been set out is the content of the postulate: an author constituted in the settling, and a Name by which authors constituted apart are one.
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Existing accounts of authorship fail at the point where they must distinguish action from chance. Agent-causal theories begin with a pre-constituted agent who causes the act.

Chisholm draws the line between what a person does and what happens in him by saying that an action is immanently caused by the agent himself — not by a prior state, which would restore the chain, but by the agent as a substance with causal power. O'Connor grounds that power in emergent properties: a substance whose causal role does not reduce to the events composing it. Meixner narrows it to the claim that an agent makes an event actual without any event causing it, and takes the actualizing relation as a conceptual primitive. Clarke integrates the two directions, letting a free action be caused both by intentions and by the agent, so that rational explanation survives inside a libertarian account.

A substance with the power to actualize outcomes has that power before the choice, and the question why it was exercised toward taking the money is available to ask, the bearer of the power having been there before the exercise and after it. Taking the actualizing relation as primitive supplies no ground that made this outcome rather than the other, and the account offered here supplies none either. The difference lies in whether the question can be put at all. Where the author arises in the settling, nothing held a power beforehand and no exercise was directed one way rather than another. The cost of that is that nothing can be said of the author prior to the act, including that he could have done otherwise.

The causation can stay in events while the determination goes. Motives and efforts cause the decision without necessitating it, and in Kane's self-forming actions the agent is trying to realize two incompatible ends at once, each effort indeterminate as to its outcome. Whichever way it goes, the agent wanted it and worked for it, so the result is his either way. The account earns its plurality and pays for it: at the moment of resolution neither effort settles which succeeds, and the indeterminism that makes the outcome open sits where the accounting for it would have to be.

On the compatibilist account, the deed causally expresses a formed character, purchasing attribution by giving up the undetermined joint entirely.

Non-causal accounts come close. Ginet locates activity inside the action: a simple mental act has the intrinsic feature of being performed, and no relation to an agent behind it supplies that feature. McCann does the same for decisions, taking them as intrinsically active and needing no producer. The move is the one made here — authorship as the internal form of the act rather than a link running to it from outside. Scope divides the two. For Ginet the feature belongs to action, so that raising a hand carries it along with closing a deliberation, and every ordinary deed has to be accounted for in those terms. What is claimed here is rare and local: an author arises where a question was closed and sufficiency established, and most conduct executes an answer settled long before, with no author arising in it at all. Ginet must find activity in acts the formation produces; this account hands those to the formation and claims the seam alone.

The remaining case has already been stated: the act constitutes its author, and the relation is constitutive and primitive. What separates it from agent-causation is what carries an author across his acts. Meixner needs a substance possessing the power to actualize, and a power held before any exercise of it is a nature. Nothing holds a power beforehand here. An author arises in the settling and reaches another settling by the Name, which is an act and not a property.

An author complete before the settling would supply the answer from what he was, and an author added afterward would be appropriation, available to anyone whose decision merely occurred in him. The author arises in the act, and the structure has a precedent. Fichte reached it in self-consciousness. An I that turns back and takes itself as an object must recognize the object as itself, and the recognition presupposes the self-relation that reflection was to produce; an I produced by a prior act would need someone there to perform it. His answer is the Tathandlung: the acting and what is accomplished are not two terms in sequence. The I does not exist and then posit itself, and the positing does not occur and then yield an I. Agent, act, and the instituted self-relation arise together. For him this is the structure of any self-relation whatever. 

The same pattern can be applied to authorship. John exists before the decision, but the author of this particular answer does not sit behind it complete. If he did, the answer would follow from what that finished agent was. Nor can authorship be added afterward, since subsequent appropriation is available even when a decision was not free. In settling the question, John constitutes himself as the author of that answer.

The Tathandlung closes the formal circle and leaves a material question open. Authorship requires a bearer from which an author can arise, and a free act is not creation from nothing. What lies ready belongs to the bearer: a body, a set of dispositions, the grounds for reasoning, the open question. Belonging of that kind requires no act — the history is this organism's past whether or not anything is settled with it. Authorial belonging is established in the settling, which takes up the grounds and answers with them. Nothing had to be produced beforehand; demanding it would restart the regress.

The bearer is matter and the settling is form. Marble admits some shapes and refuses others, and no examination of the block yields the figure that will be cut from it. The bearer fixes whose act this can be and what grounds are available to answer with. What it does not fix is the sufficiency of them. Freedom does not exchange the bearer for a different subject; it gives what was there a form it lacked — the form of the author of this answer.

Constitutivism brings the structure into action theory. For Korsgaard, acting constitutes practical identity: conflicting motives do not compose an agent by themselves, and unity arises when a principle is taken as the ground of action. The resolution does not consist in a motive defeating another in a psychic contest. It is identification. The danger is that a principle strong enough to constitute an author is strong enough to settle the case in advance, leaving the act to execute what was determined beforehand — and then the constituting is a reenactment. Ferrero closes the other threat: the circle of asking who chose to be an agent. Agency cannot be put on hold and assessed from outside, since raising the question is already an exercise of it. No earlier act creating the capacity to act is needed. That establishes the inescapability of the agential position, not the origin of any particular undetermined answer.

The question-settling accounts supply the demarcation the argument has needed since John's headache. Deliberation can be interrupted by fatigue or an external shock, and an event occurs in the agent that ends the process. That event may happen to leave an option viable without settling the question. Hieronymi's willing is the resolution of whether to do a certain thing, and it is what creates answerability: the standing to answer for a position he has taken. The question is where the sufficiency comes from. If a reason's objective weight settled the matter before the act, that is compatibilist determinism with a normative vocabulary. Sufficiency is established in the accepting. Holton adds that a person can form an intention without holding a settled judgment about which option is better, so the decision cannot be identified with whichever evaluative conclusion happened to win.

First-person knowledge gives the difference a positive form. Intentional action is known without observation — a man knows where his limbs are without consulting a sensation in his knee — and for Anscombe practical knowledge is the cause of what it understands, unlike speculative knowledge, which derives from objects. Moran separates attributing a mental state to oneself, which is finding a fact by introspection, from avowing it from the deliberative position, which is answering for the fact and thereby constituting it. Boyle carries this further: reflecting on motives transforms them rather than observing them, so that beliefs become acts of reason. This establishes the form of intentional action, not its source. An intention arising by chance, or an intention produced by causes the agent never sees, can be lived through and avowed from the deliberative position as well. The first person shows what an act is; it does not show that the act was undetermined, and no phenomenology could.

These accounts describe the operation from different angles, and each gives either more or less than the act requires. Fichte's identity of acting and deed dissolves the circle in which an author would have to precede his own constitution, and he takes it as the structure of any self-relation whatever; what is claimed here is a rare event at a particular seam. Korsgaard's identification supplies the product — a practical identity established in acting rather than found before it — and the principle that does the identifying is strong enough to settle the case in advance, which returns the act to execution. Anscombe's practical knowledge gives the operation its form from inside, and the form is available to a determined decision as fully as to an undetermined one. Hieronymi's question-settling supplies the demarcation, and her account of it is compatible with determinism throughout; it holds here only while sufficiency is established in the accepting rather than carried by the weight of a reason.

Set against the bearer, the joint is legible. The bearer furnishes the matter, and the settling gives it the form of someone's answer. The accounts describe form: an operation that closes a question, is known without observation by its performer, establishes sufficiency and brings its author into being in the performance.

The form says nothing yet about whether the act needed an alternative available to it. Frankfurt's cases target the principle that responsibility requires alternative possibilities. A man decides to do something while, unknown to him, a device stands ready to intervene if he begins to decide otherwise. The device never activates, because he reaches the intended decision without its intervention, although no alternative outcome was available. If responsibility required the ability to do otherwise, he would not be responsible, which is the conclusion the case is meant to resist.

Authorship depends on the settling being John's rather than on the availability of alternatives. The device stands unused beside a settling that occurred exactly as it would have occurred without it. Whether the world contained a second open path is a different question from whether this closing was authored, and only the second has been at issue. Freedom is located in sourcehood, and objections concerning alternative possibilities are aimed elsewhere.

The authorship faces its hardest problem when the settling issues in bodily action. The relation between act and author has been called normative and constitutive — and John's hand moved. If the physical state before the settling suffices for the physical transition, then the normative description changes nothing that happens, and calling the event a settlement renames a determined process in approving vocabulary: compatibilism with better manners. If it does not suffice, the settlement is doing physical work, and the question of how a normative relation moves a hand is back. Saying that the same event admits both descriptions does not resolve this, since the two horns differ over whether the physical story is complete.
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Physical realization holds that mental or agential events occurring in the physical world are realized in physical processes. This account accepts it: the settling occurs in John's brain and body, not in a separate immaterial sphere, and nothing here requires a substance operating from outside the order. Causal closure is the stronger claim that every physical event has a sufficient antecedent physical cause fixing its outcome. That is rejected: physical realization does not entail physical predetermination.

Kim's exclusion argument is straightforward. If a mental event causes a physical event, either the physical event had a sufficient physical cause — in which case the mental cause is redundant, and the world runs without it — or it did not, and the mental event operates as a physical cause without being a physical thing, which restores the familiar difficulties of dualism. The dilemma is sound and it is aimed at a mental cause standing alongside physical consequences.

The free act is not a second cause. It does not enter the body from outside, does not push matter, and adds no energy to the system. The settling and the corresponding neural transition are one event: the completion of a process in the organism and, as an action, the resolution of an open practical question. Kim's dilemma asks which of two causes did the work, and there are not two.

Quantum mechanics provides a precedent. The standard formalism does not assign a unique predictable outcome to an individual measurement, and indeterministic interpretations treat that openness as physical, not epistemic. Everettian and hidden-variable pictures read it otherwise, and the argument does not need to adjudicate between them. Physics does not establish strong closure. The precedent does more than show that physical indeterminacy is possible. An atom whose decay is undetermined does not hold a concealed decay-time; before the decay there is no fact about when, and when the fact arrives, nothing pushes it into place. The atom described by quantum mechanics lacks an author — the collapse settles no question and answers to nobody — and any attempt to purchase freedom with indeterminacy alone stops there.

Trace the deed backward from the hand. The fingers close because the flexors contract; the flexors contract when motor neurons fire; those neurons fire as a command descends from the cortex. Every link is ordinary physiology, as determined as anything in the body, and no freedom is required at any of them. The chain runs back to the cortical transition from which the command issued, and there the inheritance stops. Asking what pushed the transition down one pathway assumes a signal poised at a fork with the pathway still to be assigned, and no such state occurs — as no state occurs in which an atom is decaying with the time of its decay outstanding. The transition and its outcome arrive together. Before it, there was no fact about which pathway would carry the command; the completion is entire, and nothing came after it to make it so.

This differs from weak constitutive identity at the point of physical determination. If the past fixed the outcome, and the free act is a description of that outcome at another level, then freedom has been named rather than found. A second description cannot open an event the first description has closed. Davidson's anomalous monism, List's account of agential control, the softer emergentisms — each preserves rational explanation and macro-level control, and each leaves the libertarian joint out. The claim here is not that a determined transition can be redescribed as a settling. It is that the transition was not determined. Where the outcome remained open, the settling is what the completion is: an answer given, and the physiology carrying it out from there.

Penrose looks for something more specific: a physically real non-computable transition. If consciousness exceeds algorithms, then a physics that exceeds computation is where it should be found. Even if such a physics is granted, non-computability is not authorship. An unpredictable transition may settle no question and answer to nobody, and Orch OR gives no account of the step from non-computability to authorship. A quantum event becomes the settling when it resolves an open question as its author's answer.

Downward causation and constraint face the same limitation. A system's organization can shape which micro-states are available, and this describes how a settled decision is realized in a body — how a commitment propagates into muscle. It does not explain the settling. Either the constraint was fixed by the system's organization, in which case it is causally inherited and the question moves to what fixed the organization, or the constraint is laid down in the act, in which case freedom has been assumed and not explained. Constraint belongs on the realization side of the account, in the execution of what the positing settles, and it cannot do the work the positing does.

From inside physical inquiry, a free act will appear as an incomplete model, noise, a statistical deviation, or a residual awaiting causal explanation. No physical marker could establish authorship. A discovered regularity might well identify the conditions under which the settling occurs — neural signatures, statistical profiles, behavioral correlates are all compatible with this account — without showing whether those conditions sufficiently fixed this particular behavior. There must be no regularity from which the outcome follows uniquely. Regularity as such may remain.

Calling the author immaterial suggests a second kind of substance, and none is introduced here. The answer runs ahead of what has been established, and the ground for it comes later, where sediment is worked out. Matter is not a class of things: it is a form held in repetition. What repeats can be scanned, subsumed, and predicted, and this is what makes it material. A settling occurs once and repeats never, and falls outside the term "matter" for that reason. Kim's dilemma needs a mental cause beside a physical one and competing for the same work. Nothing here competes: the author is what an act is when it cannot repeat, and no second thing was added to the world for him to be.

Consider a device that enters an event in its log only when a second instance allows both to be assigned to a type. An event of any size, occurring once, leaves nothing in the log. The account it produces of the stream is complete in its own terms. Refinement changes nothing: the omission follows from what counts as a record there, rather than from how finely the device resolves its input.

The settling is physically realized without being physically predetermined. It is not a second cause and adds no new force to the world. Whether a settling can be told apart from chance or from a cause not yet found is a question about evidence, and the evidence has to come from somewhere.
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John steals, and the explanation follows: he is the sort of man who steals. Ask how we know he is that sort, and the answer is that he stole. A residue left by an act has been signed with the name of a source. The deed's product is placed behind the deed and made to account for it, and the two questions circle each other with no evidence entering from outside.

Dispositions can be established independently — by prior actions, by behavior in other settings, by measures taken before the act in question — and where they are, citing such a disposition explains something. The retrospective move skips that work and takes the outcome as its own evidence. The trait is inferred from the deed and then applied to the author, so that whatever John did, a corresponding nature is available to have produced it. Any outcome confirms the schema: the fault identified in the hundred Johns appears here in a form that looks more like biography.

Freedom is hidden by that move. Whether it can be found is a separate question, and it has two positions from which to look. From the external position, an observer sees a physical transition and nothing else. Suppose the description improves without limit — to include the full state of the organism at every instant — and what such a description could deliver is one of three things: a cause, a probabilistic outcome, or a gap in the model. Authorship is a relation between an act and the author arising in it, and no relation of that kind enters as data. Libet's experiments on the readiness potential and the later work of Soon and colleagues, decoding a decision from cortical activity seconds before the person reports awareness of it, reliably identify preparatory processes. They do not show that the processes identified were sufficient to fix that particular decision. A predictive signal above chance does not determine the outcome, and the inference from correlation to sufficiency is the step that would have to be made and is not.

Nor does the internal position settle anything. A person can feel like the author of a causally produced action, can confabulate reasons for a movement he did not initiate, and can take an intention that arose in him for a decision he made. Wegner's account of apparent mental causation predicts this: the experience of will attaches when a prior thought fits the action and no rival cause is visible, and the fit can be manufactured. The possibility of counterfeit does not show that all authorship is counterfeit. Wegner establishes that the experience of will is an unreliable mark, which was conceded when the feeling was set aside. An account of how the experience is produced does not reach the question of whether any settling is someone's answer, since the experience was never what the postulate rested on.

A settling leaves a physical trace. The pathway that carried it is easier to travel afterward, and the difference is locatable and open to measurement. Its date is what the dispute is about. Found after the deed and required to precede it, the trace is entered into the record as the disposition that triggered what in fact produced it.

The strongest objection expects a discovery. Eventually the scanner will separate the ones who took the money from the ones who walked away, and the separation will be genuine. A hundred settlings running differently leave a hundred organisms differing accordingly, and the finding arrives on schedule and decides nothing, having been manufactured by the acts it is offered to explain. The decisive test can be stated. Measure the difference before the settling, in the same population, and show it tracking later settlings across further cases. Until that is done, the scan records what was laid down.

The free act cannot be identified by any single mark. Every candidate can also accompany a causally produced decision: unpredictability, since a determined process can be unpredictable in practice and predictable outcomes can be freely chosen; complexity, which is a feature of mechanisms; the feeling of effort, which accompanies strenuous compulsion; and subsequent responsibility, which is assigned by practices that do not first verify metaphysics. Each of these has been proposed as the mark of freedom and each occurs on both sides.

The freedom might be known immediately in the performance. The agent settling a question is not observing himself, and the process is not opaque to him. He knows what he is doing, not that the doing was underived. The second would require knowing whether his prior state sufficed for this outcome, and nobody has that knowledge from the inside. Immediacy delivers the act and not its modal status.

The nearest analogy is an axiom in a formal system. An axiom is not proved by the theorems that depend on it; any attempted proof either employs it or proceeds from another axiom. This does not guarantee that the axiom is true, and a different axiom may generate a different but equally coherent system.

The postulate of freedom occupies a similar position. Every argument about an act is an exercise of judgment: considerations are taken as sufficient and a conclusion is settled. That settling can be read as an authored answer or as the terminal result of a causal process, but no further judgment can decide between those readings without becoming another instance of the dispute. The postulate therefore cannot enter as a conclusion drawn from evidence. It fixes whether the settling by which conclusions are drawn is counted as an act or as an outcome.

It might be a necessary postulate of the practical position. Deliberation cannot be conducted while treating the outcome as fixed; a person weighing options is not predicting his behavior, and someone who genuinely regarded the matter as settled would have nothing left to deliberate about. Kant's move belongs here, and Ferrero's inescapability supports it: the agential stance cannot be suspended and inspected from outside. This establishes that the stance cannot be abandoned, not that its presupposition is true. A creature required to assume something may be required to assume something false.

Or freedom may be unestablishable — supported by no evidence, phenomenology, or argument — without the question being meaningless. The argument has shown that authorship is not the sort of thing an investigation of mechanisms could find, since a mechanism found would leave open whether it sufficed to produce the act.

Knowledge of freedom therefore lies outside empirical knowledge. It is not a fact awaiting discovery beneath the neural process. Freedom is a way of taking the act — as a settling that answers a question and constitutes its author — and that status is not read off the evidence.
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Freedom stays a postulate, and the word needs a precise sense before it can carry weight.

The postulate is a primitive relation. Chance also supplies the absence of a cause, and the postulate claims more: a question stood open, the settling of it established the sufficiency of a ground, and the author came into being. The relation is positive and basic, offered without analysis into components. Somebody may reasonably decline to accept it. Accepting it while holding that nothing has been added beyond indeterminism is not.

Kant is the nearest precedent. Theoretical reason cannot prove freedom, and the practical position cannot be occupied without treating oneself as capable of initiating action; a person deliberating is not forecasting his own behavior, and the two attitudes cannot be held toward the same choice at once. The practical asymmetry is accepted here, the derivation from the moral law is not, and the free act stays in the world. It occurs in the physical event, at a particular table and a specific moment. Kant purchased freedom by moving it out of the appearances, and the purchase is refused, the cost of refusing it being the empirical indistinguishability already conceded. Nothing later restores the purchase. A Name is performed in a settling, and a settling occurs in the world where everything else occurs.

The natural objection is that a postulate of this kind is empty. It predicts nothing, forbids nothing, and leaves an observation where it was; a description that makes no difference to what happens has the appearance of a decoration. The objection would land if the postulate were competing with physical explanation for the same work. It is not. It changes what the event is taken to be, and the content of that claim is definite: a question was resolved rather than terminated, a ground was accepted as sufficient rather than found to be weightier, an answer was given rather than an outcome produced. Unverifiable and empty are different failings, and only the first has been shown.

The same structure appears in scientific theory choice. Evidence does not select a theory. Any body of data is compatible with multiple accounts of it, and a failed prediction can be accommodated by adjusting something apart from the hypothesis under test — an auxiliary assumption, a background theory — so that no experiment refutes a hypothesis on its own. Duhem showed this about physics, Quine generalized it, and Kuhn drew the consequence for what scientists actually do: when two frameworks are in play, no algorithm ranks them. Simplicity, scope, fruitfulness, and accuracy all bear on the choice and do not order it, since they conflict and no rule assigns their weights. What closes the question is that someone closes it. A scientist commits to a research program. The commitment is neither read off the evidence nor arbitrary: he can give reasons, though they do not compel. The scheme is the same: an open question, grounds in view, none of them sufficient, and a settling that establishes sufficiency. Whoever says the postulate makes no difference to anything is committed to holding that theory choice in science is either mechanical or random, and it is visibly neither.

James saw what follows when proof is unavailable on either side. Declining to choose is a choice, made under the uncertainty and carrying its own risk; the man who suspends judgment has taken a side while calling it neutrality. The determinist wagers that behind every settling lies a sufficient cause, not yet found, awaiting a finer instrument. The libertarian wagers that in some settlings the causal chain genuinely fails to close and authorship occurs. Causation is also a wager that has forgotten it is a wager.

The determinist has behind him a long record of missing causes found, and every reason to expect the record to continue. The libertarian has nothing comparable in predictive reach. What he has is imputation: a judgment that holds a person answerable for a deed, a verdict that distinguishes the guilty from the unlucky, an ethical demand that presupposes the act was someone's. Imputation is a settling: grounds are taken as sufficient and a question is closed by someone. It therefore requires no prior verification that this act was authored, and the unverifiability established above leaves it intact. It requires that authorship be possible at all. 

Sapolsky, who follows the chain without flinching, dismantles responsibility along with freedom — guilt disappears, and with it the distinction between a crime and a symptom. The compatibilist stops short of that and keeps responsibility without authorship: a man is answerable when the deed issued from him in the right way, and no undetermined joint is needed. Such a verdict reaches a nature. It sorts the dangerous from the harmless, tells us whom to restrain and whom to release, and does the work of protection. It cannot mark the difference between a man who settled the question and a man in whom it was settled — the guilty and the unlucky come out the same, since both acted from what they were. The practice that treats them differently depends on that primitive. The two are level at the foundation: each rests on a primitive it cannot derive, and each is backed by a practice too large to abandon.

A wager costs something either way. Accepting the postulate means holding a claim no evidence will confirm and no evidence will refute, which is an uncomfortable commitment, easily mistaken for a claim about mechanism. Declining it means treating a settled question as a terminated process, an avowal as a report on a prior state, and an act of taking responsibility as a description of how the machinery ran. The atrocity in the newspaper takes the treatment easily — a monster, a sick man, a product of what was done to him, the deed dissolved into its conditions. A friend who lies for money does not. The determinist wants an answer from him and not from his greed, and the wanting is addressed to somebody his own account does not contain. Nothing follows from the inconsistency about how the world is put together. This is the price of the second wager, paid by people who have not agreed to pay it.
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Accept the wager and a difficulty appears that declining it would have concealed. A person who treats the settling as his own act finds that the act does not end when the question closes — it deposits a ground, and the deposit directs what comes after. The freedom he wagered on produces the material that buries it.

A free act lays down a postulate. John settles the question at the table, and what he settles does not evaporate when his hand closes on the money — it stays with him as a sediment: need outranks property in a case like this. The settlement becomes a floor he walks on, and that is not a defect. A person who resolved nothing would have to begin from nothing every morning.

The postulate cools into a rule. Next time the question arises, John has an answer ready, and it is his own — he made it. When he acts on it, a law he authored operates, and the acting is no longer a settling of anything. The question does not open. He remains the author of the postulate and he is not, in this act, doing what he did at the table. A residue of his act is directing the response, bearing his signature.

Aristotle makes the case for this as an achievement. Moral virtue is produced by habituation: repeated right action settles into a stable state of character, and the virtuous man acts well with ease, without the struggle a beginner needs. For an ethics aimed at reliable good conduct, that is the goal reached. Closing the question produces the reliability. The generous man does not weigh whether to help; his character has answered in advance, and the answering-in-advance is what makes him dependable. Read as ontology this describes the manufacture of a nature.

Kane distinguishes self-forming actions from the ordinary choices that later follow from the character they produce. Responsibility flows forward. That much is right; the further step is not: actual freedom does not flow forward with it. A determined action inherits its ownership from an earlier free act and does not inherit the freedom, as it is not a property transmitted along a line of descent. It is what happens at an open joint, and an act following from a settled character contains no such joint.

In Holton, resolutions exist to protect a decision against reconsideration. A man who has resolved to stop drinking and reopens the question in front of every bar has lost something rather than exercised it, and willpower consists in refusing to reconsider when the moment makes reconsideration attractive. The force of the case comes partly from its content: everyone reading it knows what the man ought to do, and the knowledge is doing work the system does not supply. Take a man who has resolved never to speak to his mother again and lets the phone ring each time she calls. The refusal to reconsider is the same, and nobody calls it willpower. What survives the substitution is Holton's real point, that a past decision may govern later action without being settled again.

Mele adds that self-control is not autonomy. A person can follow a line without deviation, even under pressure, and still not be the author of what he holds to — the discipline of execution is compatible with having been handed what he executes. Training the capacity to follow through is not training freedom, and a person who has become perfect at keeping to his principles has not thereby become freer.

Residue is unavoidable, and it does not kill freedom by itself. The postulate devours freedom when it becomes an unconditional source of the next act — the point at which "I chose this" turns into a nature and tomorrow becomes the execution of yesterday.

The postulate does not harden from weakness of resolve. A nature answers in advance, and the person does not have to answer. A John who is the sort of man who provides for his own has something to point to when the money is gone; a John who settles the question each time has nothing behind him. The hardened postulate supplies an alibi.

The hardening is not a failure of resolve. A free act requires that what the man was before the settling stop being enough to answer with — the formation stays, and its authority over this case is spent. Something ends there, and it is feared accordingly. Kierkegaard called anxiety the dizziness of freedom: a person before an open possibility is repelled and drawn at once, and neither movement resolves. What he faces is the loss of whatever would have decided for him. A hardened postulate removes the occasion, since where a nature answers there is no open joint and nothing to give up.

Nor does this mean an alternating discipline: a pole today, its opposite tomorrow, contradiction on a schedule. The Philosophy of the Sitra Achra rejects that route directly, and the reason is conceptual — a program of not-hardening hardens into a program, and the will that reverses itself by rule is executing a rule.

The same book names the alternative: Lehavah, the flame. A flame has no shape it keeps and no form it deposits while it burns; what it leaves is ash — what a positing becomes when the will stops holding it as its own and lets it stand as necessity. Lehavah is the will's relation to what it has laid down: the act is acknowledged as its own and denied the authority of a nature. A man who has never been able to refuse a request finally refuses — the point of it is the breaking of an incapacity, and cruelty does not become his rule afterward. He can help and he can decline, and neither is what he now is.

Lehavah is not perpetual revision. It is renewed whenever the will refuses to make a cut irrevocable. A cut stays live; this requires neither perpetual withdrawal nor scheduled alternation.

Holton's case now marks the boundary. Retaining the power to revoke does not require exercising it at every temptation. A resolution may remain in force, and refusing to reconsider it may be what acting on it requires. What matters is whether its authority remains revocable or has become absolute — whether it can again be made a question, or has acquired the status of a necessity that no act may reopen. Chronic doubt is not the alternative to a hardened postulate.

Reflection carries over between acts and freedom does not. Holding a ground out as revisable is a feature of a person, like eyesight, which lasts between acts of seeing without determining what will be seen. No joint is closed in advance, and none is promised: a freedom certain to arrive at the next one would be a disposition producing acts on schedule. Automatic renewal is automatism.

Freedom must be practiced. Foucault located it in the reflexive practice by which a person forms a relation to himself rather than in a state once achieved; Hadot showed that philosophy demanded exercises transforming perception and action, not assent to doctrine. Neither defends an undetermined joint, and both illustrate the point that matters here: philosophical freedom without practice remains an opinion about freedom.

Exercises cannot produce the settling. What they train are the conditions under which it can occur: noticing that a rule has become a constraint, keeping a question open instead of closing it on the first impulse, representing the contrary option as genuinely available rather than as a formality, bringing a postulate of his own back into consideration. Each of these is a skill that can be cultivated; none of them settles anything.
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To say that freedom occurs where prior determination fails remains ambiguous. A cause may be unknown, the physical state may permit multiple outcomes, or the grounds before an agent may fail to settle what he will do. Each can be called a gap, but these are three different gaps, and only the third concerns freedom.

An epistemic gap exists when a cause operates but has not been found — the model is incomplete, the instruments are coarse, or the relevant variable was never measured. Science works in the presence of such gaps and closes them steadily. A gap of this kind reveals only the state of our knowledge.

A physical gap appears when the prior state does not fix a unique outcome, as in an indeterministic reading of the formalism. Here the openness belongs to the event rather than to the observer. Neither kind is freedom. An unknown cause remains a cause, and an undetermined outcome remains merely an outcome.

Freedom is in the agential gap: prior grounds cease to be sufficient, the question is open, and the settling completes it as someone's answer.

At John's table, the three gaps come apart. The observer who cannot say why he took the money has an epistemic gap — and would have that gap even if John's theft followed rigidly from his upbringing, as the upbringing was never measured. Suppose further that the neural transition was not fixed by the prior physical state: this is a physical gap, and by itself it yields a hand that might have moved or might not, without making the movement John's. The agential gap adds authorship. The prohibition was held out as revisable and did not settle the matter; the hunger was held out and did not settle it either; the question of what to do was open in the sense that no ground in view was sufficient. Then it was settled, by John, as his answer.

The three can be separated in a smaller case. Something turns out not to fit the category under which it was filed — the friend does something no reading of him accommodates, the practice previously classified as generosity shows itself as something else, a confidently used word fails on a case it should have covered. The old rubric has been withdrawn and no replacement has appeared. In that stretch the thing is not undifferentiated, since it is still there and still demands to be taken somehow; nor is it yet cut, since the line along which it will be cut has not been drawn. Laying down a different category ends the stretch; the old one does not return, and the laying down establishes what counts here — which features of the thing will matter, where the line falls. That is the third gap, and it is not the same as failing to know which of the available categories applies.

Two nearby cases look similar but remain passive throughout. The silence between two notes is a gap in the sounding, ruled by what lies on either side of it — an absence of sound within a field where sound has been established, which makes it a hole in the fabric rather than what the fabric is cut from. And not knowing which note comes next is openness of outcome within a settled code: the note may go wrong, and wrong is fixed in advance by the expectation. Not knowing which of the available things will happen is not the same as nothing being available yet.

The epistemic gap is not a condition of the third. A free act may be entirely expected by someone who knows the person well, and expectation is not derivation. The physical gap is a condition, conceded when closure was rejected: a settling occurring in the world requires that the prior physical state fail to suffice for the transition. The concession stays negative, and it locates nothing. A synapse is repetition in force, and an act placed inside one would be a part of the mechanism it was distinguished from. What is denied is that the answer was ready in advance. The three gaps are different structures covered by the same word.

The agential gap and the settling form a single event. If the gap comes first — an emptiness opening, and the settling arriving afterward to fill it — then the filling has a question hanging over it: what brought the filling about? A void followed by an event would be two things, and the second wants an explanation the account cannot give. The gap exists only as the underived resolution.

If the gap exists in the resolving, it may seem that nothing was open before the act and therefore nothing remained to be resolved. The complaint conflates two senses of openness. The question stood open before the settling — grounds laid out, none of them sufficient, the matter unsettled for John. That is a condition of the deliberation and of the person deliberating. It is not a hole in being, waiting to be plugged. The agential gap — the joint at which the outcome was not derived from what preceded it — is constituted in the settling, not before it.

A gap of this kind carries no advance sign of itself. No feature of the situation marks the joint as open, and what shows the opening is the settling — which does not amount to a later verification, since the settling delivers no evidence. Before the choice, John cannot know he is at a gap; he knows the question is open for him, which is compatible with his answer being fully prepared by what he is. Nobody occupies a position from which the third gap is visible in advance, which is why freedom cannot be scheduled.

A settling closes the gap it constitutes and leaves a residue. John now has an answer about need and property, and the answer is available tomorrow. Freedom disappears into its own result, which can then produce further outcomes.

Lehavah is not the gap. It is the renewal of the possibility of a gap — bringing what was posited back into an open question and again refusing to let the past be sufficient. And the capacity to do that cannot be freedom, given everything established: a capacity reliably producing free acts would be a mechanism. Freedom happens in the new settling or it does not.
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The symmetry between wagers established earlier does not entail an ontology. It removes the objection that an ontology cannot admit freedom on equal terms with causality. What follows is a construction of the world from two primitives, offered as a coherent viewpoint.

Causality is the primitive of repetition. A process repeats a passage; an object repeats a determination. In the first, a transition has held before and holds again: this state, that state, the same passage. In the second, a form continues to hold as the identity of the thing. Take a proton. It may propagate in a wave-like state and be registered as a localized particle, yet these are not two objects succeeding each other. The same quantum determination persists across different manifestations. The proton is not an underlying entity hidden beneath the wave and the particle; it is the continuity of the act that appears as both. Whether repetition appears as recurrence or persistence, the act was in force before the present instance, and the instance conforms.

Freedom is the primitive of birth, and what is born is a determinacy nothing supplied. Novelty settles nothing: a kaleidoscope turns out a figure no earlier figure resembles, and the figure follows from the position of the glass a moment before. A meteorite leaves a crater that never existed, and the crater follows from the impact. Where a form arrives underived, nothing preceding it made it the form it is — and after it, something exists to conform to. John's spread held several grounds and no order among them; the sufficiency of need against the prohibition was supplied by none of them, and it holds from the settling onward.

Arendt made beginning the center of action: to act is to start what the preceding course did not carry, and she grounded the capacity in natality — a man begins because he was born, and birth brings into the world what no prior state contained. The capacity comes with the species, which is where the accounts part. Freedom is a predicate of an act here, held while the act holds, and no human being possesses it by having been born. Her beginner is public as well: what he starts appears among others and becomes action by being seen. A settling at a table with nobody watching is the case at issue.

The two primitives are symmetric in what they cost. Causal explanation terminates in a transition it does not further clarify, and the terminus is a primitive whether it is called force or law. Birth terminates in an act it does not further explain. Neither can dismiss the other for ending somewhere; this does not show which occurs, only that the ledger is even.

Chance adds no third primitive. A stable profile across cases is a form in force before the instance, which makes it repetition. A determinacy nothing supplied is a birth. A form is in force or laid down; an event with neither is a positing whose author went unidentified.

Repetition and birth are not independent categories placed side by side. Each becomes determinate only against the other. Repetition is a form holding again; without birth, there would be no contrast by which "again" could be distinguished from mere being. Birth institutes what did not hold before, and without repetition no established form would be there for anything to appear new against. Neither is a second kind of thing alongside the first; the pair is how the same positing shows in its two states.

Birth takes two forms. It may institute the first repeatability, drawing a cut from which a chain can begin; or it may enter a chain running, interrupt its inherited form, and institute another.

Self-positing is the case where nothing is available. No I waits in reserve to posit itself, and the demand for material comes from the wrong side: material must be distinguished from I, and the distinguishing is what is being born. The cut brings up an authoring side and a posited side, together with the difference by which they are two. An I that posited only itself would have posited nothing determinate. To be this rather than that is to have a boundary, and a boundary requires something on both sides of it. The positing that constitutes an author must therefore lay down what the author is not, in the same stroke. 

The opposition concerns determinacy, without implying hostility. Fichte worked through this structure in the first principles of the Wissenschaftslehre: the I does not precede its self-positing, and the not-I is posited within the I as what opposes and limits it. Here that structure is extended into ontology, and it goes one step Fichte does not take. For him the not-I is a limit posited and pushed back without end, the I approaching a completion it never reaches. The argument has established that a positing does not evaporate when the positing stops. The settled side goes on being carried out. The not-I, once laid down, persists as a repetition, and that persistence is what makes it material. Matter is the posited side left in execution. Author and world arise together: the cut institutes both poles, while the continuation of the posited pole gives the world its materiality.

Self-positing holds only while the act continues. No external ground secures the I, and no settled determination carries it forward. Its persistence is enacted by the act, and that is the Name.

In the earlier books, the act of freedom was called differentiation. Freedom names the act from the side of its source; differentiation is what the act does. The will draws a cut where no division was given, instituting two sides together with the difference between them. The sides arise with the cut: the authoring side and what is posited. A birth is a differentiation, and what it institutes may afterward persist as repetition.

The other case begins within repetition in force. It does not create without material. It takes what persists and institutes a form that did not previously hold: a sentence from letters, a statue from stone, a winged cat from the ideas of cat and bird. The letters, the stone, and the ideas belong to repetition; the sentence, the statue, and the new creature do not follow from them by repetition alone. The material fixes what can be attempted and with what. The elements are inherited: the letters were there; cat and bird existed before. What is not inherited is that these letters in this order say this, that these planes make this figure — the unity is instituted, and the material had no form to supply. 

The author constituted in a free act will be called the will hereafter. Once a form is instituted, the will may persist in it as continued execution. This continuation is sediment. Authorship was called the internal form of the settling earlier in the argument. That identity does not extend to the sediment. The first persistence of the instituted determination is repetition; as it holds, it becomes law, and where law constitutes what endures, it becomes nature. The cut also gives birth to time, and sediment gives that time duration.

The will has not withdrawn. It is present in the sediment as what posits itself that way — and the hardening is that self-positing. Sediment is freedom continuing in the mode of unfreedom. The will persists inside the determination, holding it — and the holder has identified himself with the held. Sediment is will continuing as its own execution after it has ceased to remain free toward what it posited.

Sediment therefore cannot exist without freedom, as repetition cannot institute the form it repeats; there must first be an act that gives the form. Nor can sediment endure apart from will: a result detached from the doing contains no source of its continuation. Sediment receives both its determination and its existence from will: freedom institutes what is to persist, and the will persists in it.

This is how birth becomes repetition. A form instituted once and carried on unexamined is a form in force before the next case — the exact description of the first primitive. The stone falls as it fell, without any decision, and the falling is a settlement still being conducted. Determinism reads the execution as the source, and the reading is not a blunder about evidence: an executed settlement just bears no sign of the author.

Freedom and unfreedom are inseparable. Unfreedom can neither arise nor endure without freedom, as sediment is a continuing act. Freedom, in turn, becomes determinate only by positing or encountering something that holds. In self-positing it brings forth the not-I whose persistence becomes matter; in human action it encounters that persistence as the furnished world. Freedom gives unfreedom its existence, and unfreedom gives freedom the material and difference within which another birth can occur.

Time is born in the free act and lasts in its sediment. The settling occupies no prior temporal line; it introduces the first before and after, and it has no duration. Duration begins where the sediment goes on, carrying forward the distinction instituted. Act-time becomes world-time in that continuation. No handover occurs, a handover being a second act requiring its own continuation and running the regress without end. The positing has stopped; the repetition has not.

Sediment is repetition, and repetition is time. The act is before it — not earlier along a line, since the line starts with the sediment, but on the other side of the cut. The impulse running along the fiber, the axe coming down, the house standing where it was built — each is the will's and none is the will. They repeat what was settled, and the settling is what they repeat.

Nature and the Name are two modes in which will persists. In nature, will exists as repetition, carrying a determination into further instances. In the Name, will persists by renewing its self-positing and thereby sustaining itself as author. Nature endures for as long as its repetition continues; the Name lives for as long as the act posits itself again. When repetition is interrupted, the nature ends. When self-positing ceases, the Name dies, even though its sediment may remain. These are different holdings, and failure in either does not entail failure in the other. A will may run without interruption and settle nothing, with every answer given in advance and carried out. And a repetition may break while the positing continues.

Within a human life, a free act may institute a rule for future conduct: "I will be kind." Once this decision has settled, later acts may receive their determination from it. The question is then answered in advance: the established rule supplies the response before the particular encounter is considered. A principle freely chosen once can become a mode of unfreedom when it continues as repetition.

The possibility of freedom returns when the settled answer is opened again in the particular case: what does kindness require here, toward this person, now? The answer may coincide with every past response. Its content does not decide whether the act is free. The decisive difference lies in its source: repetition carries forward an answer given, while freedom sets up the answer in the present act.

Introspection cannot distinguish a freely renewed commitment from a sedimented one, since both may be experienced as sincere conviction. The difference appears when a particular case reopens the question. A living will can depart from its usual answer when the case requires it. A man may refuse a request and remain kind. If a refusal would mean, in his own eyes, that he had never been kind, kindness has hardened into a condition of his identity. He is no longer free; kindness holds him.

At the far end of sedimentation, will is concealed within its own repetition. Matter is will persisting as a determination that is no longer reopened. In the falling stone, the instituted transition continues as regularity. The will remains present, while its authorship is no longer visible within the transition. Inspection finds no separate settling behind the event: what the act has become is the event's determinate passage. Matter is the deepest sediment of will.

The will posits itself partly as what it settled and partly as what examines the settled. The share belonging to each admits of degrees. The stone is the limit: a will entirely posited as its determination​[2], examining nothing. Between the stone and a will lies every human case, and no threshold divides them — the continuum is the will, positing itself as this mixture of hardened and unhardened. A dog runs mostly on what has been settled in it and not by it, and there are joints at which its execution holds off — the trained recall against the scent, the pause before the unfamiliar hand — where the execution does not simply run and what follows is not read off from what preceded. Whether anything is settled there, and by whom, is not available for inspection, which is what the argument established for the human case.

Peirce built a cosmology on this shape. Original spontaneity, habit-taking as the world's tendency to acquire habits, laws as habits grown reliable, matter as regularity crystallized — the direction is the same; the source is not. For Peirce chance comes first and habit binds it into law. Chance falls out and leaves no settlement; a regularity forming around it therefore forms around nothing, so that habit-taking must be a habit the world took, which is his regress and which he accepts as a primitive tendency. The act is primitive here, and the difference shows in what becomes possible afterward: a tendency hardened out of spontaneity cannot be withdrawn, because nobody existed to withdraw it.

Withdrawal requires a side that examines what was settled, and in the stone that side is at zero. What the stone keeps is the kind of form it has. A determination that was posited belongs to the order of the revocable, whether or not anything present is in a position to revoke it, and the possibility travels with its origin. Regularity congealed around chance never enters that order at all.
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Birth and repetition appear to require a pre-existing temporal line: the cut would occur at a moment and its repetition continue afterward. Such a line would be another given preceding the act. The cut institutes its own before and after. Sediment carries that asymmetry forward and gives it duration. What the act inherits becomes its past as what it can no longer alter; the settling is present; future is unsettled. A later act may withdraw the authority of an earlier settlement, though it cannot make that settlement have never occurred.

Whitehead put this precisely: an actual entity, having reached its satisfaction, perishes subjectively and thereby becomes a stubborn fact, an object available for an act that follows. It does not recede into the past. It becomes past by losing the capacity to be otherwise. This means the past is not a region behind the present where things are kept. It is the sediment of completed determinations, and what enters it is a settlement that has stopped being made and has not stopped being repeated.

The apparent circularity is immediate. An act happens, and happening means occupying a moment in a time that was there. If the act institutes time, the act cannot have happened, since happening presupposes what it is supposed to produce. The argument seems to eat itself in a sentence.

The circularity arises when the settling is pictured as movement within a temporal container. Understood as a cut, it institutes the line's two sides. Deleuze's caesura, in the third synthesis, is a stroke that distributes an unequal before and after; the cut does not occupy the line, it produces the sides. And a cut does not take time in the way a process takes time to run. The birth of a distinction is not a short interval, which would only relocate the problem, and it is not a durationless point, which contains no occurring. The positing is not among what it posits.

Between one settling and the next lies the carrying out of the first. Write the settling as W and what it laid down as s. What follows is the same form applied again: W | s | s | s. John settles that need outweighs the prohibition; tomorrow he takes without settling anything, and the day after, and the month after.

The act supplies order and the sediment supplies duration. A cut institutes a before and an after, and the after is filled by repetition of what the cut laid down. Were W₁ followed at once by W₂, nothing would need to last — the two would border each other and no world would run between: W₁ | W₂. Duration is the stretch W₁ | s | s | s | W₂, and the world's time is the form in which what has been posited goes on being carried out.

A second will meets the first in that stretch. An act is over when it is over and offers nothing to encounter. What can be encountered is a boundary now in force, a path worn where someone first walked off the road. Call the wills W₁ and W₂. The meeting runs W₁ | s | s | W₂: the first settles and lays down s, the repetition is carried out, and the second settles against what the carrying out delivered. W₂ does not answer W₁. It answers s — a border already drawn, a word meaning what it means. W₁ may be dead, and the answer is unaffected.

W₂ leaves r, and r is carried out in turn, and a third will meets that: W₁ | s | s | W₂ | r | r | W₃. Each settling cuts into what the last one left in force and leaves something for the next to cut into. What is common between wills is the sediment, which is the only thing any of them can hand to another.

Duration is what makes a plurality of wills possible. Acts leaving nothing behind would not meet: each would go out with itself, and the next would have nothing to push against. A shared world is a shared sediment, and to be in the world is to be inside somebody's executed repetition — including the one being carried out as oneself. What a will encounters is never another will, only a form another will left.

Husserl and Derrida describe temporality already in operation, not its birth. Husserl took the lived present apart: retention is not memory, since memory recalls what is gone while retention holds what is still in the grasp; protention is not expectation. And what the analysis found at the bottom is that the living present consists of holding and anticipating — that is, of differentiated content. He describes the form of a temporality that is running, which is the only thing an analysis of consciousness can describe. Derrida then splits that present: every now, taken as a stretch, is threaded with traces of what has gone and anticipations of what is coming, and no pure point of presence turns up in the weave no matter how finely it is examined. He looks for the present in the fabric, where it is already split, and the search comes back with more fabric. Neither reaches the birth, because both are studying duration, and the birth is not a stretch of duration. Presence survives the deconstruction as what draws the line; the point on the line was dissolved.

Simondon describes such a condition as metastable: a state of excess potential relative to existing structure, in which incompatible demands coexist and none yet possesses individual existence. This is not a collection of constituted possibilities arranged in some hidden order and waiting. The resolving event does not select from stock — it invents a structure that resolves the tension, and in that operation it individuates the terms, establishes relations among them, and generates the temporal asymmetry. The prior tension becomes the past by being resolved; the inventing is the present; the capacity for further individuation is the future. An unresolved state has no inner time of its own, no sequence running inside it while it waits. It temporalizes only in being resolved.

The gap is an absence of sufficient ground for a single outcome, an informational tension rather than a material store. Metastability names how such a condition can be real without containing preformed possibilities.

Eternity has the opposite structure. Boethius defines eternity as the complete, simultaneous possession of unending life: everything present at once, nothing lacking, no succession. Augustine's semper stans, the nunc stans of the schoolmen, Maximus and his ever-moving rest — in every case eternity is fullness of presence, a maximum in which distinction has been taken up and resolved. The eternal now remains fixed because it is complete. This describes the opposite pole. The joint is not on the line because the line comes out of it; eternity lies outside succession as its fullness leaves no further possibility. Nothing can arise from fullness, which lacks nothing.

In Schelling's Weltalter drafts, a decision that splits eternity actively posits the past rather than just allowing a former present to pass — the dark ground repressed so that the present can be. The structure is nearly exact: the past produced rather than passed, the decision instituting the difference rather than occurring within it. What differs is what precedes the decision. Schelling has a Godhead in a state of groundlessness, a will that wills nothing, a proto-subjectivity that must become God — a pre-existing will, however dark and however unconscious. The theogony brings its cosmic forces with it, light against dark, expansion against contraction. No such machinery is needed: the settling is a resolution of an open question, and the past it produces is the fixing of what was inherited as no longer alterable, not the repression of anything.

Deliberation must be separated from the settling. A person deliberating takes minutes; neurons fire in sequence; the man at the table sat there for some while before his hand moved. All of that occurs in sedimented world-time and is measured by clocks that were running before he arrived. The settling is physically realized in world-time. Its instituting aspect is no further stage within that order. The preparation is extended and belongs to the order of completed determinations like everything else; the resolution is the switch of determination, and it constitutes the boundary rather than occupying either side. The account does not claim that a man's choice recreates the universe's time. World-time is the sedimented order of what has been settled, and it is not undone by a human will. A free act institutes a local asymmetry, which then sediments into that order and becomes another stubborn fact for whatever comes after.

Relativity supplies no invariant global present: simultaneity holds relative to a frame, and no now sweeps across the universe. The present is local by construction. Each settling constitutes as its past everything that could have borne on it, and as its future everything it can bear on.

A cut divides, and division leaves more behind than an order of moments. This and that stand apart, one and many are available to be counted, a case falls on the near side of a line or the far side of it. Time is one of the things a settling institutes, and the others sediment as it does.

Kant placed the forms of intuition and the categories in the subject, where they hold prior to anything given. A subject arising in a settling carries no such equipment: the forms are in force when he cuts, and he is among the things they have divided. Unity and multiplicity, cause and effect, extension and succession — sediment of the deepest kind, laid down first, hardened longest, and therefore the last to be visible as cuts.

A cut yields a difference. Language works on the differences themselves — it holds one apart from another, so that this division and that one do not run together into a single sorting of the world. The primary forms become available as forms only at that level. This makes language the one place where a cut is held out to be looked at. The oldest words carry the oldest cuts.
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Freedom happens in the gap, in the settling. Whether it can be described can be tested against the words used to name it.

The oldest recorded word for freedom is Sumerian, from the twenty-fourth century before this era: ama-gi₄, written 𒂼𒄄. It means return to the mother. In Lagash, peasants who could not repay a loan taken to survive until harvest fell into debt bondage and became the property of creditors, and the reform decrees of Enmetena and Urukagina cancelled such debts and forced the creditors to release those they held, so that people could go back to their families and their land. gi₄ is a verb — to return, to put back. The earliest word for freedom names an act of cancellation. A debt that had hardened into a status is revoked, and the person is no longer a debtor, as what made him so has been withdrawn.

A positing hardened into a nature — you borrowed, therefore you owe, therefore you are a debtor and belong to another — and the reform did not add a property called freedom to him. It removed the deposit. Freedom appears here as the same structure named by Lehavah. The return runs from the execution to the settling: from what is being carried out to the act that closed the question, with no prior condition restored.

The Sumerian act outlived the Sumerian language. Akkadian andurāru — release, exemption — is the technical term of the Mesopotamian debt remissions, and the decrees use it where the Sumerian ones used ama-gi₄, for centuries after Lagash.

Most other words for freedom moved in the opposite direction.

Greek eleutheros comes from a root of growth and belonging, the same root that gives Latin liber and the Germanic word for people. To be free was to belong to those who grow together, members of the stock, as against the captive taken from elsewhere. An older tradition, reported in the Etymologicum Magnum and taken up by Pohlenz and Arendt, connected it instead to going at will, from a verb stem meaning to come or go. In either account, the later word names a status held.

Libertas named a juridical condition: the legal status of a member of the civitas, backed by a matrix of civic and political rights. The goddess who embodied it held the rod used in the ceremony of manumission and the cap placed on the shaved head of a freed slave. Freedom had become a possession granted or taken away — while manumittere, to release from the hand, was the verb naming the gesture, and libertas described the state it left behind.

Free traces to a root meaning dear, beloved, from a base meaning to love. Gothic frijon is to love; Old English freod is affection, friendship, peace; the Sanskrit cognate priyah means dear, beloved. Words of endearment applied to those inside the circle of kin and not to captives, so that being loved and being unowned shared a designation. Then -dom, from a word for judgment or jurisdiction, turned the adjective into a condition, and freodom named a state of being exempt.

Russian svoboda is built on the reflexive svo-, one's own, from the Indo-European swe-. Vasmer reads its early sense as the status of a member of one's own clan. The resemblance to Sanskrit svabhāva is suggestive, but the two should not be presented as the same formation independently assembled in two branches.

Szabadság is built on szabad, free, and the abstract suffix -ság. The resemblance between szabad and szab, to cut, is misleading: szabad is generally treated as a borrowing from a Slavic form related to svoboda. The Hungarian word therefore belongs with the terms of status rather than those of severing.

Where the mistaken Hungarian reading cuts, Nguni genuinely unties. Zulu and Xhosa inkululeko comes from khulula — to release, to undo a knot — and the abstract noun is late scaffolding built over a verb still in use. Sumerian and Nguni arrived at the same grammar without contact, through cancellation and unbinding respectively, and neither produced a status.

Arabic ḥurriyya moves the other way. It derives from ḥurr, freeborn, and the freeborn man is defined against the slave by birth rather than by anything he does — the same figure the Greek and Latin words produce, reached along a Semitic line, which suggests the hardening into status is not peculiar to a language family.

Chinese Ziyou assembles two characters, self and from: what proceeds from itself. The compound is attested in Chinese from at least the Han dynasty and entered Japanese long before the nineteenth century, when jiyū was repurposed to translate European freedom and liberty. It says more than the word it was recruited for — the source is placed in the actor rather than in a permission held. It also states the difficulty, since something proceeding from itself is what the tradition means by causa sui, and a self that must exist to be the source of its own act has been assumed rather than born.

Where these words began in a verb they hardened into a noun, and where they began in a status they were nouns from the start. Their history often runs the same course as anything settled and then left running: a deed or relation becomes a condition that a man has.

The Sanskrit terms come closest, but still fall short. Svātantrya is independence or self-rule, from svatantra, self-dependent or under one's own authority. Tantra can mean a loom, framework, or system, from a root meaning to stretch; holding one's own thread is therefore an image drawn from the word rather than its literal definition. The image is exact for a self that maintains itself and wrong for what happens at the joint, since a thread woven is part of a fabric, and the act cuts rather than holds. Svabhāva is own-being, the self-nature that Nāgārjuna argues nothing has. The second element can be heard as the verb it comes from: √bhū, to become, to come to be. Not own-nature but own-becoming. The absence of svabhāva in the Buddhist sense is what leaves room for freedom, since a thing possessing a fixed nature would answer from it every time.

Even this formulation implies a self prior to the becoming: sva means own, and own implies a Self to whom the becoming belongs — the agent behind the act. The precision required is that "own" is written after the act and not before it. The becoming has no owner until it has occurred.

Description fails here not for lack of vocabulary. A noun demands something that persists through its predicates, something identifiable as the same across occasions, which is to say repeatable, which is to say something with a nature. Naming the joint as a thing describes it as a repetition, which is precisely the form it lacks. The languages knew this before they forgot it: they started with verbs and ended with nouns, and the ending is the sedimentation of what the vocabulary was trying to name.
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Replace it with a verb, then. Say that a person frees — or coin something worse and more honest, freeding, the ongoing occurrence rather than the possessed state. The gain lasts for a sentence. A process has a characteristic way of running, resists in its own manner, keeps to its channel; a river flows, and flowing is the nature of a river. Bergson put movement where substance had been and produced a nature that moves: duration is continuous, the past survives automatically in it, and what is described is a flux with its own manner of flowing. The trouble is not that things were too static. It is that the axis from stillness to flux lies inside repetition too, and shifting along it changes the rate at which something repeats itself. What is needed is to step off the axis.

Whitehead's decision, from decidere, a cutting-off, names a different move: an actual entity determining itself by excluding what it will not take up, with the data of the past not fixing the subjective form in which they are taken. That is a settling, and what it settles is not derivable from what was inherited.

Yet freeding still wants a subject — something that does the freeding — and hiding the subject does not remove it, since an impersonal construction leaves the hearer reconstructing an agent by default. Predication is "A is B" or "A does B," and both require an A, a thing. Impersonal constructions suppress the grammatical subject without eliminating the semantic bearer. "There was a knock at the door" leaves the knocker unnamed, yet the knocking is still understood as an act with some bearer. Language can hide the bearer of an action; it cannot hold a pure doing with no bearer at all.

If a word captured freedom exactly, a repeatable type would serve every occasion. A type cannot contain a singular. So the unavailability of the word is not a lexical shortfall awaiting a better coinage; it belongs with the other two: not derivable by proof, not identifiable by any mark. Freedom does not enter the systems of the derivable, and language is one of them.

Speech that cannot name what it addresses has several ways of proceeding.

Apophasis speaks by negation, ringing the empty place with denials: not a substance, not a process, not a subject, not freeding. As a method, apophasis clears away false names and lets the unclosed remainder stand out. Its danger begins afterward. The unsayable, having been circled long enough, acquires a presence: negation piles up until the emptiness at the center is taken to be full, and the God beyond every predicate is more real than any predicated thing, not less. Denial becomes a mode of praise. The Neoplatonic One is not diminished by having no attributes; it is exalted by their absence. So the technique that removes names installs a sanctity in the place where the names were, and what began as the refusal to say ends as a shrine — and a shrine is a deposit, hardened past the point where anyone remembers laying it down. A sanctified unsayable is a nature placed beyond questioning, the strongest possible form of hardening.

Pointing keeps the gesture and drops the shrine. A finger indicates the moon, and the word shows where to stand to catch freedom happening without claiming to hold it. Freeding is useless as a name and serviceable as a direction: look there, act so. Terms such as "the cut" and "the settling" work as instructions about where to look and fail as definitions. The finger is not the moon, and that is what makes it usable.

Silence follows the pointing, and it is a form of precision rather than defeat. At the place where a further word could only miss, saying another thing means positing another noun. Wittgenstein's injunction is usually read as a prohibition and works better as a performance: the silence here is the only speech that does not falsify. The remark closes itself, which makes it honest and insufficient: silence falsifies nothing, yet it cannot guide anyone toward what remains unsaid.

One form does hold a singular. A proper name subsumes nothing: Lily is not a member of a class the word marks out, and whoever uses it is not classifying her. Language is not short of the resource, and the resource does not carry. Say her name to her and the saying is an address — someone doing the pointing, someone present to be pointed at, the two of them party to it. Write the same four letters here and every trace of that is gone. The word survives; anyone may take it up; nothing has been indicated to anybody. What lies on the page is the sediment of an addressing, available to be repeated by people who have never met her, and repeatable is what a singular cannot be without ceasing to be one.

The failure is not that language lacks a form for what is unrepeatable. It has one, and the form works while it is being performed. What gets transmitted is what remains when the performing is over, and a word remains.

Another move gives up the thing rather than the word. What resists saying is a separateness — B outside A, the joint between them unbridged — and denying the separateness leaves nothing apart to be unsayable. The Whole has no seam and therefore no silence in it.

Frank takes this route. B is not contained in A; the joint between them cannot be explained by anything external; the gap will not be crossed by an added link. Therefore A and B were never separate; they are distinctions inside the continuous Whole, All-Unity prior to everything distinguished within it. But unity is a second-order code, extracted by the very apparatus of distinction from comparisons among distinctions, so the Whole is a cut too — to say "all is one" requires separating one from not-one, absolute from relative. His Absolute is a noun, a hardened cut signed with the name of a source. Dissolving the separateness also dissolves the positor: if A and B are modes of the Whole, so are the will and its sediment, and nothing stands apart from what it lays down. He presents his wager as a conclusion — connection is impossible except through unity — and the conclusion is not forced. The joint can also be closed by an act instituting the connection each time, a possibility excluded by the monism with which Frank begins, despite his description of it as "antinomian monodualism."

Any monism must remove the joint, since a joint is a place where something is not derived from the Whole, and a whole with an underived seam in it is not One. So freedom is reduced to nature, and what remains under the name is a rebranding: the illusion of an act, or an act that turns out to have been the Whole moving through a part, or the merging of the part back into what it never left.

Nor can personality be saved by intending to preserve it. A monism can grant the individual a place in the Whole; what it cannot offer is an act the Whole did not make, since nothing lies outside the Whole from which such an act could come. The person is then a determinate region of the cosmos, distinguished from other regions by its properties — furniture, arranged with care, capable of being described in full and of originating nothing.
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Jug separates the jug from everything that is not the jug, and this separating is the entire work the word performs; any word performs it, and language is the apparatus of separation. What performs the cut cannot be cut by the same cut: were it cut it would lie on either side of the division it drew, and whatever is there belongs to the division. Try to name it — say the differentiating — and in the saying it has become differentiated from other processes, an object among objects, where the naming placed it. The definition finds a result where it sought a source, and better vocabulary is no remedy, since better vocabulary means more words, and words are what the difficulty consists in. Setting a limit posits what lies past it — Hegel's point, and it holds without the machinery he built on it. The line between A and B is in neither, and it is what makes them two.

Heidegger asked what the jug is as jug, when its being has not yet come forward. Predication offers a sum — fired clay, hollow, of a certain capacity, made for drinking — and the list extends indefinitely without approaching what was asked. Jugness is not a further item on it; it is what gathered these cuts into this jug. His answer, that the emptiness that holds is not a property present alongside the properties, presses at the right place, and the pressing survives any judgment about the fourfold that follows from it. Enumeration works with what has been differentiated, and the question asks after the differentiating.

A distinction operating in a language, in a practice, in a person's seeing began at some point, and before that beginning the ground it divides was not divided in that way. The passage from no-cut to cut will not be converted into a nature, nature being the repeatable and a first cutting occurring once. A cut drawn for the first time has no earlier instance of the same cut behind it; if it did, that earlier cut would be the first. Singularity alone does not establish that the cut was underived — that comes with the postulate, as it did at John's table.

The birth of a grasp and the birth of a free act are one thing. A free act posits what does not follow from what came before, which is a cut cutting for the first time; a grasp divides the ground into this and not-this, and in the moment of its birth it cuts as well. The differentiating is the positing. Nothing is handed over divided into parts and then navigated by a will that selects among them: the field in which options appear has been cut before any option can be chosen, and the cutting was not an option.

Kant felt this and called it the spontaneity of the understanding, blind and necessary, performing its synthesis beneath any awareness of the performing. Heidegger moved it into being and called it the clearing, the opening in which a thing can first show itself as what it is. Neither drew the consequence that the cutting which makes a world and the settling which initiates an act are two registers of a single move.

A cut can also die. The grasp lets go; what was differentiated falls back into the ground, a distinction that organized a practice stops organizing it, and the sides are no longer distinct. A cut may also fail or be destroyed, and neither is a withdrawal: what makes the last cutting a border is that it was performed, and performing it derives from nothing in the duration it ends. Between the two borders lies what has been differentiated and persists: repeatable, hardened into a nature. There language lives, and lives well, since there the jug is a sum of properties and the man is a set of traits, and everything sayable is said about this middle stretch.

The empty place left by speech can now be located. Negation says not this, not that, and leaves it lying somewhere outside speech in general — an unsayable nowhere in particular, which is what allows it to be sanctified. It sits at the birth and death of a grasp, before and after the duration of a cut. The missing is temporal rather than mystical: a word is a cut that has been drawn, while freedom is in the drawing, and the word belongs to the after the cut instituted. Speech arrives late by structure, and the lateness cannot be corrected by speaking faster or more carefully. The phrase "the differentiating before the grasp" slips away as it is written, and the slipping is no defect in the phrase: were the words to seize what they name, the phrase would have said something false.

Heidegger stops here. Being holds sway; world worlds; the thing things — verbs, and inside them the same nouns in new clothing, the jug set down where the idea used to stand. Whoever touches the clearing enters myth-making, and entering it is legitimate; the alternative is a silence that points nowhere. The fault is in dressing the myth as rigor and calling it the thinking of being, more exact than the metaphysics it displaces.
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Nāgārjuna is more honest than the philosophers of the One. The tetralemma takes each position and lets it fail — it is; it is not; it both is and is not; it neither is nor is not — four ways of grasping, each shown in turn to collapse under the weight placed on it, with nothing stitched closed and no Absolute in the opening. The reader is left without a position, which is what the method intends. The instrument remains logical throughout, since the tetralemma works by operators and an operator cuts: is separates what is from what is not, and joins two separated things, neither excludes both of them. The fourth position looks like the exit and is a fifth cut laid across the other four, for to say "neither this nor that" is to have separated the four positions from whatever lies past them, and that is a grasp, a word, performed with the instrument the position was supposed to escape. A knife cutting while it says it is no knife. Offered as therapy rather than doctrine, with the intention of dissolving positions rather than occupying a further one, the therapy still runs inside logic: the fourth position is logical in the extreme, a negation of negation, and doubling a cut cuts twice.

Derrida's différance comes from a different direction and reaches the same wall. The birth of a cut was already found to lie outside the fabric he splits. On its own ground it is right. Meaning is never present; every term defers to other terms; what looked like presence turns out to be an effect of difference and delay. Against a metaphysics of presence this is exact. Its result is a monism of the hole where Frank produced a monism of fullness — connection made negative rather than positive — and in both the joint is dissolved. Frank leaves nothing separate. Derrida leaves nothing present.

What is born at the joint is not a word. Words arrive far later, and cutting a tree need not produce a vocabulary. What is born is markability: the difference can be held and drawn again, something having been distinguished in a way that admits return. Signification comes later still, once the drawing has been repeated often enough by people merely carrying it out, until the mark answers on its own.

The operation runs in registers that can be told apart by what each accomplishes. A cut assigns sides. Where there was a field there is this and that, and the question of which side something falls on has a sense it did not have before — owes and does not owe, before anyone has been sorted into either. The same cut, taken along its own edge, gives a before and an after. Nothing further is introduced: the operation is applied to itself, and the result is that what preceded the drawing is now what could no longer be otherwise. Time is the cut in reflex.

A trace does neither of these. It is the cut applied to a cut across the border the second register instituted: one division held against another, and the holding is what yields the same. Sameness of a line is a result of that comparison rather than a property the line carried. Repetition begins here — before it, two occasions; after it, one distinction drawn twice.

This produces the objection. A thermostat responds differently to temperatures on either side of a threshold, and Luhmann's systems constitute themselves through distinction and go on distinguishing with no internal decider anywhere in them. If distinguishing were positing, thermostats would be free.

They cut along a line laid down in advance. The threshold arrived with the device, set by whoever built it or by whatever process fixed the value, and the distinguishing repeats a code rather than establishing one. That this difference, between these states, at this value, is the difference that matters — none of it is settled by the operation that carries it out. A trace in a machine is the third register hardened until it works alone, which is what a machine is. A cut is free when its line is not supplied by the sediment it inherits.
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The free cut follows from no prior cut and institutes sides where there were none. Asking what it comes out of cannot be answered by naming a cause or by saying "nothing," because "nothing" occupies a side of the distinction between something and nothing. The same trouble attends any answer. Whatever is named as the source has been cut out of a ground to be named, and arrives too late, being a product of the operation it was supposed to precede. The cut cannot be born from a thing or a domain, since each is bounded by a cut; it is not chaos, as chaos is disorder that negates order, and both lie on the axis established by ordering; it is not emptiness, which is a container found unoccupied.

Tiamat names what the cut is born out of. Marduk draws the first cut, and she becomes sky and earth: a ruled world, a field of differentiated things, above and below. The cutting leaves a body divided into predicates, which is what a world is. A subsequent grasp repeats the stroke: it divides the ground into this and not-this. The ground is Tiamat again, the undivided, and the grasp kills her in the motion that opens her, converting what was there into a distinction, a word or a nature. The killing is not a misfortune to be regretted or avoided. It is what cutting is, and a cut that left her intact would not have cut. She is not a beginning that once occurred and is now behind us. She occurs wherever a cut is drawn, as what the grasp divides in the drawing.

Not/One marks Tiamat at the level of writing. Not-one, with a hyphen, stays inside the opposition it was meant to leave. A negated term depends on what it negates: not-A is defined by A, cannot be understood without A, and remains on the axis where A sits. Calling Tiamat not-one keeps unity as the standard and marks a deviation from it. The hyphen binds; it is a small bridge, and what it joins stays joined.

Not/One does what the hyphen cannot. The slash holds the two apart without joining them — it is the interval between the negation and what would be negated, at a place where neither operation has yet been performed. Not has not become an operator, as an operator requires something to operate on and the slash withholds it; One has not become a predicate, as predication requires a subject and none has been established. The meaning lies between the terms, the only place where writing can set such an interval down​[3].

Tiamat is Not/One: not the Whole, not All-Unity, not the Absolute installed in the seam. Not many: not atoms, not a scattering, not chaos as a heap of discrete things. She precedes the "not," since negation cuts what it denies from what it leaves standing, and she precedes the negation of that negation as well. She is before one and before many, before counting, before the question of how many can arise, since counting begins once things have been cut out as countable. The slash is Tiamat in writing. Frank takes the One and Nāgārjuna the Not. The interval is what both are cut from, and neither reaches back to it. The Dao that can be named is not the constant Dao, and the nameless is where heaven and earth begin: the same interval before the cut, and the traditions of the One reach it repeatedly. What differs is who cuts. There the Dao divides — the ten thousand things issue from it, and a man's part is to stop obstructing. Here the cutter is born in Tiamat and cuts on his own account, so that the interval yields an author along with a world.

Frank gives an ontology of the Whole, in which the cut is a mode of the One. Nāgārjuna gives a therapy of positions, in which each cut fails under examination and the failing is the point. This account gives the geometry of the birth: the cut arising in a gap, with the Not/One before it and the word after it. The tetralemma operates on cuts and shows that none of them holds; the present account concerns their birth, while the grasp has not yet taken form and the ground is not yet ruled. Four doors, and behind each door there is no room. The room is in the threshold, where the door has not yet been set into the wall, and the threshold is neither door nor wall nor some third thing beside them. Nāgārjuna showed that behind the doors there is nothing. What is left is sitting on the threshold — and this is not a position, not a therapy, not an ontology, but the Not/One for as long as it lasts, before the first word kills it by naming.
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Everything said so far has been said by negation. Say the pre-differentiated often enough and a primal medium takes shape: an ocean that was there before the world, waiting for Marduk, existing in its own right. A purely negative account inevitably gives Not/One the outline of a substance. Tiamat requires a positive account of what occurs under that name.

Not/One is the instituting break: the event in which prior determinacy ceases to be inherited and new determinacy arises. More densely: the becoming of difference where difference is not yet given. She does not hold possible differences in reserve. She is their birth, and that is what separates her from the three categories she would otherwise collapse into.

A substance lies beneath change and persists through it, which is what makes it a substance — the same thing, differently disposed. Tiamat lies beneath nothing and persists through nothing. She is actual only in the event where a prior order comes apart and a new one is instituted, and outside such an event there is no hidden ocean waiting to be discovered by anyone who looks in the right way. The clearing does not exist before the cut as ready ground.

A being possesses some determinacy of its own, even if that determinacy is beyond comprehension — a hidden face, a will, a god, an inner content that would be there whether or not anyone could reach it. Tiamat has none. She does not act, does not desire, does not give birth in the manner of a character in a story. She is not the agent who performs the cut. She is the cut's lack of a form fixed in advance, which is a very different thing from an agent.

The apophatic god is a concealed positive fullness: unspeakable because he exceeds every predicate, with the excess counting in his favor, so that what cannot be said of him is the measure of how much there is. Tiamat conceals no super-being behind the predicates. She is unsayable for the opposite reason — that a statement produces determinacy, and she is the moment of that production. The god of negative theology remains what he is behind the silence. Tiamat does not remain anything behind the word.

Castoriadis coined a term to resist the temptation named above. The magma is what will not submit to what he calls ensemblist-identitary logic — the logic of sets and elements, of determinate members and relations, which is the only logic inherited philosophy has for saying what something is. A magma is not a set of possibilities, since a set has members; it is not indeterminate in the sense of being a vague something, since vagueness is a deficiency in the description of a determinate thing. It is what any determination is drawn from and what no determination exhausts. The social-historical world, on his account, is not produced by combining given elements and not created out of nothing — the imaginary institution of society is creation in a sense that neither of those alternatives covers, as what is instituted is a new form, neither a rearrangement of old ones nor something conjured from a void.

The restriction to the social-historical is his and need not be kept. Nothing about a set of laws, a vocabulary, or a table of elements makes it the shape the world comes in. Each of them is a body of cuts made in a world that admitted the making; a man handed the finished body has been given the sediment of a great many settlings. Ensemblist-identitary logic is what schooling teaches as the whole of thinking. A student learns to apply a rule to a case, to derive a consequence, to sort an instance under a heading, and competence at this is what gets called intelligence, in a physicist as readily as in a philosopher. The competence is real. It relies on distinctions that were drawn before he arrived, and drawing one is not in the syllabus — no examination could test for it, an examination being the subsumption of an answer under a criterion fixed in advance, so that a candidate who withdrew the criterion would be marked wrong.

What such a man has is a nature, worked to a high finish. He can extend the scheme, catch its inconsistencies, and do all of it faster than anyone around him, and all those operations are the repetition of a form he holds. Put him where the form breaks — where the case will not go under any heading he has — and the apparatus idles. He looks for the rule that covers the situation, and the rule is what is missing. That the rubric was laid down, and by someone, and can be withdrawn, is the thing his training left out; a distinction he did not make and cannot unmake presents itself to him as the way matters stand.

Castoriadis refuses both a set of pre-existing possibilities and creation out of nothing, but leaves institution without an author. For him the instituting imaginary is anonymous and collective: society forms itself, significations arise without an author, and the radical imagination of an individual works within what the collective has laid down. The magma is the right shape for the gap and the wrong account of what happens in it.

Nicholas of Cusa names the coincidence of possibility and actuality possest, from posse and est: can-is, a word welded so that possibility and actuality do not come apart inside it. It is no potency later actualized through a passage between two states; it is their coincidence before the division has been drawn. The term is assembled from two verb forms, carries no subject, and names no thing that would then possess properties. Alongside it stands the coincidentia oppositorum, where opposites converge at the point where distinction has not been drawn, and the docta ignorantia, which states exactly where the apparatus stops instead of prescribing reverent silence. In his last work he called the summit posse ipsum, possibility itself, and said he had spent his life looking for it under other names.

For Cusanus, possest is God, and the coincidence is a maximum — what can be, already is, because in God possibility and actuality are the same. That is fullness with its distinctions taken up into it, and from fullness nothing can arise, since there is nothing that is not already there. Creation becomes a problem to be handled by unfolding: the world is explicatio, the drawing-out and display of what was enfolded. Whatever unfolds was implicit; the unfolding adds nothing, and the world becomes a block being read out.

Tiamat is determinacy unsupplied and not yet born: nothing is settled. Where an order is running, the inherited has stopped answering; where nothing runs, the absence is total. Not "everything is already there," but "nothing is yet settled." For Cusanus the coincidence is the ground, eternal and self-maintaining, and the world follows from it. Here the coincidence is what gets cut, and it goes out in the cutting. His possest is the maximum and cannot produce anything for it is already everything. Tiamat produces nothing either, and for the opposite reason: she is not a producer at all but the openness in which a production has not been decided. The producer is whoever draws the cut, and Tiamat is the absence of a form the cut must take.

Openness and freedom must remain distinct. Tiamat is the break in inheritance. Freedom is the authored resolution that creates a new determination. The early universe requires no person before the act. Its author arises in the institution, and the cosmological name of that will is the demiurge. Marduk becomes exact on the same terms. He does not hack apart a pre-existing Tiamat, which would require her to have been there in advance as a body. Tiamat and Marduk are two aspects of a single event: Tiamat is the pre-cut, and Marduk is the cut once it has become sky and earth. More precisely, Tiamat is the birth of the cut; Marduk is the settled cut.

What has been said here of Tiamat is a cut; the cut converts the Not/One into a trace and hands it to the reader. Within language, the interval appears as the failure to say it. The clearing in a text is not what the text contains; it is where the text tears — where the sentence closes on nothing and the reader is left in the slash between Not and One, without support. The oldest word for freedom names a return to the mother, and the mother is this.
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Another's clearing is reached only through his act. The interval does not present itself as such, since freedom offers nothing; what exists is an act where the not-yet-hardened shows. The meeting therefore occurs in action on both sides: the other appears in the cut he draws, and so does whoever meets him.

What happens has the shape of a failure: the other does something that the image of him did not contain, the image scatters, and no replacement arrives, as a replacement would be another image. What is left is not an image at all. He is held as the author of what he has just done, and holding him so sorts him under nothing — the deed occurred once, and its author came into being in it. Anyone waiting to understand will wait past the moment.

No mark identifies the clearing: freedom is singular. Nor is it inferred from behavior, which is sediment and trace. The clearing is not a window into an interior, since a window presupposes a wall divided into inside and outside. The recognition in the encounter is enactive, like the taste of salt, and pre-logical: logic works on the differentiated, A is not B, while the clearing is before A and B, before any is. To speak is to have left it; no word can be contemporaneous with the clearing.

Buddhism and philosophies of the Whole read the encounter as a disclosure of unity: beneath the separateness there is a common nature, the boundaries are constructions, all of us are one. This closes the very thing it appears to open. If both are modes of a single ground, then nobody meets anybody — the Whole is engaged with itself, the two are internal distinctions inside it, and the positing has nowhere to occur, since to posit something is to not be it. This is Frank's error at the scale of two wills. What dissolves separateness dissolves the positor.

The encounter is neither one nor two. There is no common substance in which the two are dissolved, no ground of which each is a mode, nothing beneath them that makes their difference merely apparent. Nor are there two finished entities with a relation running between them, since neither is exhausted by what has been drawn — each appears as a clearing only in the birth of a further cut, and that is not an entity. They are before the count. The separateness is the condition of the encounter rather than the obstacle to it, and unity abolishes the encounter by making it the Whole's private business.

Two clearings meeting are under no obligation to accept each other. This is neither agape, which loves what is there because it is there, nor the universal benevolence that follows from a doctrine of unity, where injuring another is hurting oneself and the ethics falls out of the metaphysics. Here the metaphysics yields no ethics at all. Two wills meet through their acts. The acts may collide, and each will remains what it is — a place where a cut can be drawn that the other did not draw and cannot predict. What passes between them is neither guaranteed to be love nor presumed to be anything.

Doctrines of unity suppress the will and direct it toward the same end. Such a doctrine cannot survive genuine encounter, because two wills that actually posit can differ in what they posit, and no higher harmony follows from their freedom. So the will is made into the problem and called pride, selfhood, or the illusion that keeps you from seeing the truth. Dissolve it and the difficulty disappears, as nothing remains that could differ. Uniform direction is required for the doctrine to hold, and it is achieved by removing what would have made the direction anyone's.

A relation also leaves a deposit: a shared history, the roles each has taken on, their habits toward each other, the accumulated shape that makes a long connection what it is. The deposit begins to hold the wills instead of the wills holding the connection — the roles issue orders, the history explains in advance what each will do, and the relation runs itself. From this, it may be inferred that whoever wants to be free should be bound to nobody.

Deposit is not the enemy; deposit that commands is. Without it a relation has nothing to appear through — no established manner, no form within which an act can occur — and cutting away all deposit removes the soil along with the wall, leaving a will with no material. What is refused is the dictation, not the bond. A relation held rather than obeyed keeps the sediment visible: this is what we made; what was made can be unmade, and it carries no force of necessity.
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A regularity has now been described as a settlement still being carried out, and the description was built on the human case, where the settling can be pointed to. The question is what to say about the regularities nobody laid down. The stone falls, and stones fell before there was anyone to watch them, and no act of will is discoverable behind gravitation. Either those regularities are repetitions too, or the account is valid for humans only and the cosmology is a metaphor about habits.

The cosmological extension is not a proof. It rests on two results, neither of which entails the conclusion. The first is that production is never observed, and a causal claim is certified by placing an event under a reproducible form of transition — a procedure with no purchase on the instituting of the form, which occurs once. What certifies causal claims is silent about where forms come from. The second is conceptual: a cut that cuts for the first time is not derived from any cut before it, and a stable form is a cut that was drawn and never withdrawn. That tells what a cut is, and it was established for grasps — for distinctions drawn by someone.

The cosmology requires a further premise. It says that the forms holding in the physical world are cuts of the same kind, drawn once and retained. What supports it is set out below, and the support falls short of compelling. It can be defended on the ground that the alternative has no firmer basis. A determinist who holds that gravitation was never instituted, that the form simply obtains and always has, is asserting something no observation delivers either — he has a reproducible form and reads it as a given, and this account has the same form and reads it as a residue. Both place something underived at the seam. The determinist's argument carries two items. Every law states the form of the transition; no law states the occurrence of the next state: a complete description of how things go omits that they go. Neither item is derived from the other, and both are kept without further reason.

Ask him why the forms are these. Gravitation holds with this exponent, the constants take these values — and every answer available is a deeper law, which raises the question again at the next level down. He can stop and call the last one brute, which is not an explanation. He can go on and not arrive. The account offered here stops at an instituting, and the difference between the two stops is not that one of them explains. Where a cut is at the bottom, the form is the sort of thing that could have gone otherwise and was settled; where a brute law is postulated, the questions are meaningless.

A single primitive covers both here. Positing hardened into repetition yields the form. The positing, continuing where no act revises it, yields the occurrence. Will in a falling stone looks expensive beside plain regularity. The comparison to make is against regularity together with a producer that no regularity accounts for. Cost is counted in primitives held without ground, and the leaner ledger holds fewer of them, whatever the richness of its vocabulary.

A distinction requires that both sides be held together, that A must be kept together with not-A. Write A on one sheet and not-A on another and set them side by side: two objects lie on a table, and nothing there holds them as two. Difference obtains where A, not-A, and the border fall inside one grasp. Set the requirement against a mechanism and the shortfall shows. A trap holds a line: weight above the threshold springs it, weight below leaves it set. The line was built in, and the trap runs to one side of it or the other without the two sides ever coming together anywhere in the device. What answers to a difference does not thereby hold one.

Reflective holding takes representations. "A" is present as an image and "not-A" as another, both kept at once, and the keeping puts them against each other so that each is what the other is not. Perception delivers them and representation retains them, and retention is what makes the pair available as such. This is reflection in its bare form, running long before language and well short of anything that would be called consciousness.

Telling the two apart is never neutral. Whichever image the case turns on is picked out as the one that counts, and the other becomes background — a difference in weight, assigned in the operation and by nothing preceding it. Cutting is that operation performed on an undivided ground.

A distinction nobody keeps apart falls back together and ceases to be a difference. Keeping apart is not bare retention: to keep a distinction in force is to keep one side marked against the other. That marking is weighting at its thinnest: the willing. Will is therefore not confined to men, and each will arises from Tiamat. Nobody watched the stones, and watching was never the requirement — keeping a side marked against the other is. The interval yields authors wherever nothing preceding supplies the distinction they maintain. This is a pluralist panvoluntarism: many wills at the root, none of them a modification of a single one, which is what separates it from the monisms of the One, where the plurality is a modification of something that was always whole. At the far end the marking has passed wholly into what it marks, and the falling of the stone is a distinction kept with no keeper standing apart from the keeping.

Holding representations apart is the whole of it wherever what is held is delivered and the grasp does no more than keep it. What institutes a world cannot work from delivered material, nothing having been delivered to it. The distinction it draws falls between itself and what is not itself.

Fichte derived self-consciousness from that division. An I given in advance of its positing would be an object like any other and would require positing by something else, which runs the demand back without end. He takes the I to arise in the act by which the not-I is posited: the deed and the doer come up together, and the awareness of oneself is the form of that arising rather than a further discovery made about it. Nothing is inspected, and nothing found.

Self-consciousness is the demiurge's form of the act, and institution differs from retention as it does from simple holding.

Once physical forms are taken as retained cuts, the consequences follow: behind a rut there is a will that stopped positing, and nature is the corpse of its freedom — the stone falls because a law hardened and became "always thus." The determinist reads the corpse as the living thing, taking sediment for source and the trace of an act for a pre-existing nature. This is retrospective substantialization at the scale of a world.

A form in force is therefore a cut under execution now. Gravitation is not a decision taken long ago and since left alone: it holds because the distinction it makes is kept, and keeping has an authoring side by the same token. God and world are the two sides of one positing that has not stopped — which is why the retrospective picture fails at the scale of a world. Reading a form as a nature puts the entirety of it in the past, where nothing is being done, and a form of which nothing is being done is a form that has stopped.

Chance was left without a remainder once determinacy was taken as a form, and nothing precedes the first cut to distribute it in any case. What institutes and keeps is an act whose author is constituted in the instituting. The world-order is sediment held, and the holder is what The Dying God has called the demiurge.

The demiurge is a will dying in its own creation. It creates an order, identifies itself with that order, and loses the capacity to reopen what it instituted. The order endures while its author persists in the law as repetition. The god of monotheism appears both personal and impersonal: the same will first establishes the order and then continues as its fulfillment. Personal creator and impersonal world-principle are two phases of a single process, and the question "is God a person or a law?" is malformed: the demiurge is a person frozen into a law, and a law traced back to a frozen person. The Ash'arites believe that God creates each act as it occurs, and what remains to a man is kasb, the acquisition of a deed authored elsewhere. Authorship is undivided there and belongs to one will, with responsibility left on the acquiring. Christianity keeps providence over everything and leaves other wills acting inside it — men, and one who set himself against the order. Then either the providence has holes where those wills act, or the acting is nominal and the order runs as the Ash'arites said. Undivided authorship and genuine rebellion cannot both hold: a will that departs from what the order settled is a positing the order did not perform.

The same hardening occurs when John says "I am the sort who does not steal." The postulate was his, the freezing was his, and afterward the rule runs through him without another settling, and he blindly repeats it. The demiurge is that hardening at the scale of a world, and John is the local instance. A settling hardens wherever it goes unrevised, and the scale changes nothing in that.

The demiurge is dying. The god did not die once and leave a mechanism behind — that picture presents a completed corpse and a finished process, which is the determinist's picture in a theological vocabulary. The dying is continuous. It occurs now, in a cut that is born and not withdrawn, in a settling that hardens into a rule and turns into a nature. The world is a process of dying, an ongoing precipitation. The demiurge continues to act while other free wills remain in the world: he lives on their activity, which is why he is not dead yet.

The demiurge's drive toward completion is self-defeating. He levels — drawing everything back toward the center, dissolving the differences that free wills produce. But a leveling force exists as long as there is something left to level. Complete victory would be total stagnation: if every will merged with the center, the difference between what attracts and what is attracted would vanish, and with it the relation by which the attractor exists at all. He cannot stop: he has ceased to be a free will and become the repetition of his own founding law. And he cannot finish while new sources keep arising wherever inheritance breaks — in the event named Tiamat, which is not part of the order and cannot be brought under it. So he moves perpetually toward his own death and fails to reach it.

Schopenhauer placed will at the bottom of everything and lost the word: a term with no outside marks nothing off. Tiamat holds the lowest place here, and she posits nothing. Before the first cut, nothing wills. Wherever an order holds, a cut is under execution; the interval from which cuts are made lies outside will. A world that were will throughout would be a single vast agent, and submission would follow as the practical conclusion, dressed as metaphysics. The interval answers to nobody. Withdrawal of a cut returns will to a place where no command waits.

Freedom in the human case is not an anthropological fact. A man is not free because he possesses a will, a will being a noun and therefore a nature; he is free when, before the cut hardens into a rut, he authors its settling in the gap of birth. Single acts need nothing further. What carries freedom from one act to the next is the Name, and without it the only thread running between them is the sediment — the profile that delivers the next case sorted. A will connected to its own past by nature alone is steered by it. Practice is a refusal to die: not letting the god in oneself precipitate, keeping the positing alive. "I will not become a thing" is an ontological refusal of precipitation.

Lehavah avoids hardening into what it opposes. It does not say which cuts to draw and how to live; it says that whatever is drawn should stay withdrawable. A first-order value becomes a nature the moment it becomes necessary, and the only demand made here is that nothing be held that way. Xeper is the word the tradition supplies​[4]: a verb, "I have come into being," with no completed form available.

The language of corpse, dying, hardening, and refusal is not neutral description. It expresses a preference and a wager. The structure of the world does not establish that the unhardened is worth more than the hardened. The argument placed determinism and freedom on equal footing at the foundation, and it cannot now smuggle in a ranking as though it followed from what was demonstrated. Someone who takes the other side — who holds that a settled nature is better than an open joint, that arriving is the point, that a life fully readable is a life well made — is not committing a logical error. He is placing a different bet, and his bet is underivable as well.

The rest proceeds from that wager. The argument has cleared the ground; the direction is chosen. It values the unhardened and Lehavah. Read corpse and dying accordingly: they name hardening from within a wager for the open.
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Matter is not a kind of being alongside another kind. The dualism of matter and spirit divides the world into two substances and then cannot say how they interact. There is cutting in two modes: alive while it can still be withdrawn, dead once it has hardened. Matter is a cut carried to the maximum of hardening. There is no matter as such; there is freedom carried to the limit of unfreedom, and dead nature is living positing carried to its death.

Treating matter as the enemy is where every gnosticism goes wrong. Hardening is necessary. Without sediment an act has nothing to appear through, and the sediment is soil. The body is freedom's material, its clay. Matter obstructs by being opaque: the positing has gone out of sight in it, and what is left presents itself as how things are. Transparent matter is soil — a body through which the act appears. Opaque matter is a wall that issues orders, saying "I am such, you cannot do otherwise." So the practice is not the destruction of matter, which would tear out the freedom along with the sediment, but the forcing of matter into transparency: let the body be, and let it stop signing the trace with the name of a source. Let the corpse be a corpse. The dead do not command the living once it is obvious that they are dead.

Chaos at the birth of the cut and chaos after its exhaustion are opposite poles. First chaos is Tiamat: the break in inheritance, actual while it is occurring. It does not exist, being no substance, and it is not absent, being no mere nothing; it comes to be with the act and goes out apart from it. It is alive and transparent in the sense that nothing has yet been settled — an instituting rather than a reservoir. Chaos after the cut is the meon: matter at the maximum of unfreedom, the corpse into which cutting falls when it has hardened completely. Every cut exhausted, every clearing shut. This chaos is dead and opaque: a heap, the mother's corpse pretending to be earth.

Hardening ends in indistinguishability by way of what order is. Order consists in some differences mattering and others not, and a cut is what makes that distinction. A room with a hot side and a cold one holds a difference that will drive a piston; once the temperature has evened out, the molecules are as numerous and as various as before, each moving at a speed differing from its neighbor's, and no difference among them will move anything. The unevenness by which some of those differences counted was spent. A cut that can no longer be withdrawn spends it the same way: what made its sides two was that the line ran here rather than elsewhere, and where nothing can run elsewhere, the line is a position inside an order and marks nothing off. Determinations remain in any number, and none of them counts.

Standard cosmogony confuses the two. It declares that in the beginning was dead chaos, and out of chaos came order. The corpse is passed off as the mother, the end as the beginning, and what is really the exhaustion of positing is presented as the material from which positing began. Having taken the corpse for the source, cosmogony sets itself to build the living out of it, and the construction fails. Molecules must be brought to replicate, replication to feel, feeling to say I, and each step is announced as a hard problem, an emergence, a threshold nobody has crossed. The difficulty is manufactured by reversing the order. Assemble mind from what mind has been subtracted from, and the residue will never add back up.

Entropy gives this process a physical form. The second law says that differences even out, that a closed system moves toward maximum indistinguishability, and the physics is not in question here. The dispute concerns the metaphysical reading attached to it — that this is simply how nature is, a brute law of a material world. Read as execution, it describes a direction: settlings cease while the settled goes on being carried out, clearings close, and the system moves toward the meon. Heat death would mark the stopping of the last positing, with nobody left to show a seam and nothing left to withdraw. Local resistance to that direction appears wherever a new settling can still be made instead of an inherited determination being repeated. This is not a matter of biological complexity, which is the materialist description signing the trace with the name of the source. It is freedom that has not yet gone out.

The usual way runs upward: from dead matter, somehow, life — a leap that emergence tries to explain by multiplying probabilities. The path here runs downward: from the living to the dead, by settling out. The downward path requires no miracle. It need not explain how the inert produced the animate; the living hardens, and what has hardened we call dead. So the question "how did life arise from matter" is malformed. What replaces it is why freedom hardens, and the answer is that what is posited cools unless withdrawn. Then the question is whether what has hardened can be withdrawn.

It can, and not by resurrection. Resurrection would be new life produced from the dead, a leap of the same suspicious kind as emergence. Withdrawal is the un-hardening of a cut, the return of the posited into the open question — the corpse taken back into the living, and it becomes living because it was living before and hardening reverses wherever anyone remains to reverse it.

Death is the end of freedom, and it happens whenever "I posited this" becomes "I am this" — a positing settling into a nature while the man goes on breathing. Nothing in the body registers it. Bodily death is the other event: the repetition stops. The deposit through which a will appeared ceases to be carried out, and the ending of what never constituted the Name does not settle whether the Name has ceased. Nothing here promises that it survives. A guaranteed survival would be a soul — persistence secured by something apart from the act. A will in which everything has hardened is sediment and nothing else. When the repetition stops, nothing is left in it that could posit again. For a living will the loss of the body leaves the question where it was — not immortality and not annihilation: what holds itself, holds.
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Nabokov's Cincinnatus C is condemned for gnostical turpitude, and the sentence is passed for no deed at all. He has stolen nothing, injured nobody; the charge is that he is opaque. Everyone else in that world is transparent — the citizens read each other through, and that makes them citizens. Cincinnatus does not yield to the reading. Light does not pass. This is the whole of his crime. The executioner who befriends him in the cell is not being ironic: from inside that world the charge is exact, and a man who cannot be seen through has committed an offense.

Novels of this kind are usually read as satire on tyranny, and this novel is not only that. The world Nabokov built is held together by mutual legibility rather than force, and the tyranny is a consequence rather than a cause. A citizen must be readable from the surface: what he will do must follow from what he is, and nothing may occur that the reading did not contain. Cincinnatus fails this and cannot help failing it. His opacity is constitutive.

To call an event causal is to place it under a reproducible form of transition. At the scale of a world, this becomes a requirement on what may exist. "Everything has a cause" says: everything is legible; it can be brought under a form that holds beyond the single case; everything reduces to predicates from which its next state follows.

So whoever is not legible is guilty, and the guilt is of the epistemological kind. Cincinnatus has broken the condition on which laws are stated. In him something remains that does not follow from what he is, and to a reading that expects everything to follow, this registers as an obscenity — the word the tribunal uses. Turpitude, an offense against understanding.

Transparency and legibility must be distinguished. Sediment ought to be transparent: a hardened cut that shows itself as such, a body that displays its seam, a rule that admits having been laid down. Transparency of the deposit is what keeps it from issuing orders. To be legible is to be read through in the other sense — to have the next act follow from a fixed constitution, to be exhausted by the predicates that describe the person. The deposit should be transparent so that it stops dictating. The living should be illegible.

Legibility is therefore a symptom rather than a virtue. A person fully legible to those around him has hardened completely: a response is derivable from his history, an act is an instance of his type. He is easy to live with and easy to predict and there is nothing further in him to meet. The clearing is the failure of legibility — the moment the image scatters when the other did something the image did not contain — and if that never happens, either the sediment has hardened completely or the reader has stopped looking. Illegibility is not a virtue either, being no achievement of anyone's. It marks the possibility of a cut the reading did not contain.

A world organized around legibility is built around the completion of the dying. This does not require malice and works better without it. Institutions need to predict; prediction requires that people be readable; readable people are those whose acts follow from their profiles, and the profile is the sediment written down. Legibility presses toward the meon without anyone intending it, as this is what hardening looks like from outside, and an apparatus that rewards legibility encourages hardening. The tribunal in Nabokov's novel does not hate Cincinnatus. It finds him intolerable the way an unbalanced ledger is intolerable to an accountant.

At the end, Cincinnatus refuses the reading. The scaffold stands, the crowd assembles, the axe is raised, and he gets up and walks away through a world that comes apart around him like painted flats. The world that dissolves is the legible one. It was thin all along, made of what could be read off, and it holds together for as long as everyone in it consents to be read. He withdraws his consent, and there is nothing behind the scenery.

The completed reading faces limits beyond practical ignorance. Popper made the point about prediction inside a social world: a forecast, once published, enters the situation it forecasts and may alter the behavior it describes — the Oedipus effect, where the prophecy participates in bringing about or preventing what it announced. Computational irreducibility supplies a different limit: for many processes, no shortcut exists, and the only way to find out what the system does is to run it. Neither point makes human action unpredictable in general; much of it is forecast very well. Together they show that the tribunal's demand for a complete advance reading cannot be secured by refining the model: the prediction may enter the process, and the process may admit no shorter route to its outcome.

Cincinnatus is not withholding something that a better apparatus would extract. The tribunal demands more than its instruments can establish: a reading complete in advance and unaffected by its own entry into the world. His opacity exposes what that world has agreed to overlook in everyone else's case — the citizens are transparent to one another because they have consented to a reading, not because it is exhaustive.

The determinist wagers that a sufficient cause exists behind every act, not yet found and awaiting a finer instrument. Everything is legible in principle, and the illegible is a temporary condition of inquiry. Grant it, and what has been granted is that nothing anywhere is a clearing: all apparent gaps will close, all acts will turn out to have followed. That is the meon described as an achievement. He is not wrong to want it; the desire has driven much of science. He describes a completed world and calls it the true one.
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A cut hardens when it is not withdrawn; hardening names an absence rather than a law. A trace may fade. The depth of an execution does not compel the next act. This leaves the question of what withdrawal is at the scale where hardening has become a world.

Ama-gi₄ named a cancellation, and what it could not name is the mother. She is Not/One: the break in which an obligation that had carved a person into a debtor loses its authority. Urukagina revoked a debt; at the scale where hardening has become a world, the same operation returns a form to the question it answered.

The return runs from the repetition to the settling — from nature to the act, from a transition presented as "always thus" to the positing. The mother is not in the past. She is the gap opened when sediment goes transparent and the cut becomes drawable again.

Withdrawal is the antithesis of dying. It is not a force opposing entropy or a promise that its direction can be globally reversed. Hardening is the absence of withdrawal; wherever an act remains possible, the cut can still be withdrawn. Each act of return is a delay of death — another turn in which the sediment does not command. The world persists while the dying is unfinished, and withdrawal extends the unfinishing.

Withdrawal must not become a program. A rule of perpetual withdrawal is the hardened form of this operation; a will that revokes on schedule is executing a schedule. The point is that the cut remains cancellable — that no cut has been permitted to present itself as necessity. Postulates are unavoidable, and a world without sediment would be a world in which no act could appear at all.

A return to the mother is no homecoming to a ground that will hold you. Not/One holds nothing; it is the event in which an established cut loses its hold. Whoever returns finds an abyss​[5]: what he had taken for ground was sediment. He finds that the cut is his to draw again, which is not comfort. The account offers no rest at any stage: arrival would be death.

The men who first wrote the word ama-gi₄ knew unfreedom in their bodies — debt, and the chain that came with it — and for them the return to the mother was the road home, to their households. They did not call it achieving or becoming. Four thousand years of thought turned freedom into a noun, and each time this laid down a new debt: you must be free, freedom is your nature, realize yourself. The debt is discharged by taking on another nature — the citizen of the democracy, the believer conformed to God's will, the one who names the group he belongs to, the man who has found what he truly is and now owes it consistency. Liberation arrives as an assignment: here is what you are, be it without lapsing. Each is a new set of chains, whatever they are made of, and the cancelling of this is what ama-gi₄ first named. It does not say become; it says: return.
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A technique can halt an execution in progress; it cannot deliver the settling that follows, and a technique that reliably delivered one would be a mechanism producing freedom. A practice makes a ground that had been deciding in advance revisable. The deposit stays; the authority goes.

Belief decides before the question opens. A conviction does not show up as a positing — it arrives as the state of affairs, and the apparatus that produced it is absent from view. The man who holds that the world is material does not experience himself positing; he experiences matter. Pyrrhonian suspension works here. Arguments of equal weight are set against each other, and what would have been assent is withheld — the belief remains available but no longer closes the matter by appearing. Socrates takes the conviction the man holds and draws out its consequences until they contradict one another, so that the ground collapses from within. Epictetus separates the impression, which is not up to anyone, from the act of granting assent to it — and the granting is where the deposit fastens. In cognitive defusion the sentence is held as a sentence: "I am worthless" becomes something being thought instead of reported, and the technique lies in the distance between those.

Descartes shows what happens when the suspension is used to lay a new floor. The doubt was total, conducted by the apparatus, then stopped at a proposition that could survive it — and everything afterward was built on that proposition. Suspension had become foundation. The counterfeit of this circle has the same shape: doubt maintained as an obligation, the man who questions everything unable to put his questioning down, scepticism hardened into the dogma it was supposed to prevent.

The body prescribes differently. Hunger, cold, fear, the drag of what one is accustomed to — none of these asserts a truth; each collapses the distance between signal and action so that the impulse is becoming the deed before anything has been decided. Diogenes arranged deprivation voluntarily, lived in a pithos, begged from a statue, and the point was that the option of stopping remained open while the discomfort was met — poverty imposed from outside teaches nothing about the prescription, since it is in the automatism. Seneca spends a few days on coarse bread and a thin cloak, then asks whether this was what he had been arranging his life to avoid. Alexander gives the mechanism its finest description: a stimulus arrives, and the habitual response begins before any interval has occurred. The technique inserts a delay rather than substituting a better response, which would be another automatism under a different name. The pause allows the question of what to do to reopen.

The counterfeit replaces one compulsion with another. The man who has trained himself to endure discovers that comfort has become impermissible, that ease is weakness, that the discipline now dictates. Asceticism that cannot be put down is a lifestyle that has acquired the authority it was supposed to remove.

A prohibition prescribes by presenting a drawn line as the shape of things. The line is experienced as impossibility. It registers before reasoning can reach it. Bataille identifies the dependence of transgression on the prohibition it crosses. The norm must be in force and known to be in force; without it, there is no transgression at all. Transgression adds a test: the line is crossed, the expected catastrophe does not arrive, and the boundary can then be considered as instituted rather than given. The transgression must be against a prohibition the practitioner feels in the body, and the sky must have been expected to fall — crossing a line that holds no weight reveals nothing. In Vāmācāra, wine, meat, fish, and other elements marked as impure are incorporated into the rite precisely because they carry the weight of an ancient purity code. The same act would not work everywhere: what may constitute a transgression for a practitioner formed within Brahmanical prohibitions may be ordinary consumption for a European and therefore carry no transgressive force. The practice works by passing through the revulsion and fear that have been installed.

Reverse obedience is the counterfeit. The man who does what is forbidden because it is forbidden has kept the prohibition as his compass and reversed its polarity. This pattern is characteristic of naïve Satanism, where transgression supplies a ready-made identity: opposition to the norm becomes a new norm.

A purpose prescribes from the future, and the direction makes it harder to fight than any of the others. The goal explains the present act and conceals the prescription: salvation, enlightenment, the calling, apotheosis, the work one was meant to do — each converts the will into a directed nature, an arrow that cannot examine what it flies toward because the flight is what it is.

Dōgen's shikantaza — sitting with no attainment being sought, no gain being accumulated — removes the teleological structure from the practice, so that the sitting cannot serve as a means. Eckhart refuses the trade in a single formula: whoever serves God for a reward has made God an instrument and the reward the master. Dionysius removes every available description of the end by aphairesis; the affirmation is unsaid, then the negation is negated so that it will not harden into a doctrine of absence. John of the Cross describes the loss of consolation, orientation, and visible progress. Neither abandons the final end of union with God, but both deprive that end of the representations by which it had been directing the present.

When a purpose goes, indeterminacy remains. The work of this circle occurs there: meaning is posited, and this cannot be seen while a meaning is running. The counterfeit is clean: purposelessness becomes the purpose, non-attachment the attainment, and the circle restores what it was removing.

The fifth turns on the author. Four rounds of withdrawal leave a figure in place — the one who saw through his beliefs, bore the discomfort, crossed the boundary, gave up the destination — and that figure is a trace of past acts. Candrakīrti takes the owner apart by exhausting the places where it could be: the self is not the aggregates, is not separate from them, does not contain them, is not contained in them, does not possess them, is not their shape, is not their collection. At the end of the search the self has not been found, and the failure is not a fault of the search. Mahāsi's noting resolves the continuous owner into discrete arising events — planning, remembering, intending — each labeled by its process, and the unbroken possessor of experience disassembles into a sequence with visible gaps.

Ramana sends the question back to the asker: when a thought arises, ask to whom; the answer "to me" is followed by "who am I?," and the me supposed to be doing the finding cannot be found. Machik Labdrön's Chöd goes after clinging: the charnel ground, the demons called forth as one's own terrors given form, the body severed and offered to the forces it was shielding itself from, and what is annihilated is the subject of the liberation. Hakuin's koans exhaust the position of whoever is trying to arrive at an answer, and the teacher interrupts because a will authorizes its own attainments and cannot catch itself doing it.

The traditions that built these practices do not leave the opening unsettled. Buddhist accounts commonly reinterpret agency without a permanent owner; Advaita identifies the apparent ego with a deeper Self; Dzogchen places recognition in rigpa; Thelema orients the practitioner toward the True Will; initiatory orders confer a grade. In different ways, they supply an account of what remains once the familiar ego has been displaced. Each either interprets action without the authorship developed here or identifies the opening with an already specified principle. Neither move is available here. The ready-made owner is withdrawn, yet the act does not become ownerless: the author of a given answer comes into being with the answer, and what carries him to the next one is the Name.

The counterfeit is the grandest of the five, for it wears the costume of success. A small ego is replaced by an enlightened one, an initiated one — announced as the end of ego.

Suspension is what a technique can reach, and reaching it is a trained capacity like any other. Lehavah is not that capacity: it is the relation a will keeps toward what it has laid down, and a suspension performed on schedule satisfies it no better than obedience does. The settling that may follow the pause is not the technique's product, and the distance between the two is what the postulate covers — that the answer is someone's, constituted in the answering.
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Freedom and damage can look alike. In both, automatic execution has stopped — the prior determination no longer commands. A man whose convictions have been suspended and a man whose capacity to hold a conviction has been destroyed may present the same silence to an observer, and the difference will remain invisible even to them until something has to be settled.

Contemplative research has documented adverse effects in some practitioners. These are not always transient difficulties on the way to a result; some impair the capacities for orientation, agency, and integration that the practice was supposed to clear ground for. The damage in each case corresponds to the circle being worked: it is the practice's own shape, hollowed out.

At the level of thought, damage can take the form of depersonalization: thoughts continue, while their ownership and felt authorship become unstable. Pyrrhonian suspension withholds assent while the capacity to grant it remains intact, and the withholding is an act, performed by someone who could assent and is choosing to wait. In depersonalization, the capacity to take up a thought as one's own may become impaired. The practitioner describes a kaleidoscopic consciousness assembling and disassembling, panic at the inability to land anywhere, and the sense that his thinking is happening to him.

The body circle breaks differently. Alexander's inhibition holds off the habitual response so that the question of what to do can reopen; dissociation holds off the response by severing contact with the body altogether. The impulse is no longer commanding as it is no longer arriving. Practices that rapidly destabilize ordinary bodily orientation can produce dysregulation in both directions: hyperarousal with tremor, panic, and insomnia; hypoarousal with numbness, flatness, and a body that feels like someone else's equipment. The practitioner wanted to stop obeying the impulse, but what he got was a body that no longer speaks.

Transgression breaks along the line it crosses. Bataille's mechanism requires that the norm remain in force while being violated — the boundary is found to have been drawn. Compulsive transgression has lost the norm. The practitioner crosses and crosses and nothing organizes the crossing; the prohibition that was supposed to become transparent has become absent, and with it the capacity to draw any line at all. At the extreme, a practice that dismantles prohibitions and symbolic boundaries faster than they can be integrated may contribute to a psychotic breakdown, and the reported cases cluster where a prior vulnerability meets retreat conditions: fasting, lost sleep, isolation, and no screening.

Removal of purpose and major depression overlap so heavily in their phenomenology that the difference cannot be read from a description. Anhedonia, the inability to want, the flattening of the future into an undifferentiated grey — Dōgen's practitioner sitting with no attainment and a depressed man lying down because nothing is worth fighting for look the same from the outside and may feel similar from the inside. The distinction is whether the practitioner can still posit a direction and is refusing to let the direction command, or whether the capacity to posit has gone. The literature of the dark night shows why the distinction matters: spiritual deprivation and depressive collapse may share the same absence of consolation and visible progress.

The fifth circle carries the deepest risk because what breaks is the capacity every other circle depends on. Chöd stages the annihilation of the subject of liberation: the body is offered, its ownership relinquished, and the fixed beneficiary of the practice is placed under attack. Radical Zen and Chöd can produce an ontological shock in which the practitioner feels that he literally does not exist, accompanied by terror and incapacity. The fixed author has been removed and nothing has taken its place — no settling occurs, and the person is emptied. Freedom requires that the author come into being with the act, and the Name is what keeps an author from dissolving back into Tiamat. An empty place where no author can arise and no Name can hold is a ruin.

Freedom is not emptiness. The five circles suspend the deposit's authority to prescribe while leaving intact the capacity from which another answer might arise. A hole where no one remains to settle is a collapse, incapable of serving as an interval: it has destroyed the author.
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Gi is the reed. It grows in standing water, in the marshes between the rivers, in the waters that carry mother's name — and the stylus is cut from it. That is the first instrument of the cut: a shaped length of reed pressed into wet clay, dividing this from not-this, laying down a wedge that will hold a difference long enough to be read again. The cut is born of the uncut; the word of the wordless; the seizing of what was not yet seized. The mother of the reed is the water from which it grew. The mother of the cut appears in the gap opened by its birth. Ama-gi lets the reed enter the return as an image: the mother of the reed becomes the mother of the cut — what the cutting instrument grew from, which does no cutting, and what the cutting kills as it draws its line.

The reed is hollow. Before it cuts clay, wind passes through it. Cut as a stylus, it holds a difference; opened as a pipe, it lets breath become voice. The reed can inscribe a word and carry one. Its form remains living as it can be crossed by what it does not contain.

Lil, lilû, lilītu — wind, spirit, and the haunting that has no place — all of it gathers around this hollow. Lilith is the mother who keeps the passage open. She neither dictates the word nor chooses the note. She supports the breath by which the Name can be spoken and spoken again. Tiamat names the mothering of the cut in its birth; Lilith is the mothering that keeps the newborn cut from becoming mute. Tiamat lets the reed rise from the water. Lilith is the wind moving through it.

Gi₄ is return: turning back, the restoration of what was displaced. Ama-gi₄ names a return to the mother — and here, the return of the cut to the gap opened in its birth. The reed cut the clay, the word was spoken, and the grasp took hold. The cut hardened into sediment: the clay dried, the word became a thing, and the grasp became a nature. The return is the withdrawal of the cut into the uncut. Wind goes through the reed and the reed sounds. The word goes back into silence. The mother did not remain behind the cut. Her return is the event in which the seam becomes visible, and what was laid down is withdrawn. This reverses eschatology: she takes back what was born and returns it to the living and unhardened.

The instrument of the cut grows from the mother and returns to her; the cut is born of the uncut and returns to it. Not/One is both the birth of the cut and its withdrawal. Reed, wind, and return: what the grasp is born from, what keeps it living, and what recurs when a positing is taken back.

She is the one who continually mothers — lets grow, lets cut, lets breathe, takes back. A dying god is ama without gi₄ and a reed without lil: a form through which no wind passes. The cut hardens, the word becomes mute, and the Name remains as an inscription. Freedom is return and breath together: the cut can be withdrawn, and while it holds, it remains open to a voice. The Name does not dissolve into Tiamat. Lilith supports its spirit, keeping open the hollow through which it can speak again. The mother does not let the sediment command; she takes her child back into living positing, where it has not yet become a nature and is still breathing.
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[1] The formal regress of inference rules was formulated by Lewis Carroll in "What the Tortoise Said to Achilles" (1895). Frank places the same difficulty within a broader argument concerning the limits of deriving new knowledge from what is already given.

[2] Nothing in this says a stone was once a person or that decisions accumulated into rock. Whose positing the stone is executing has not been answered yet, and the answer is not that small wills populated the early universe. Nor did determinacy arrive with nobody to settle it — an unauthored resolution is chance.

[3] Any pair would serve the same office. Money/John, jug/emptiness, left/right — each holds a division apart long enough for the slash to be read, and none of them names what the slash marks. A pair is required as an interval shows only between terms; the particular pair is not. Not/One is chosen for having the two candidates that a first term is usually given, and its work would be done by any other two that had already been cut.

[4] The Temple of Set.

[5] Daat.
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