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forward: "Stupidity exceeds and undercuts materiality. runs loose, wins a few rounds,
recedes. gets carried home in the clutch of denial —and returns. "] 7| Stupidity is not
just "bad” thinking or cognitive. calculative error. Itisn't simply mistake: 743=13. It is
much more and much less than those banal lailures of information retrieval and
calculation. Stupidity is "essentially linked to the inexhaustible . . fit] is that which
fatigues knowledee and wears down history."| 5] Stapidity 15 heavy. dull, and slow,
with no mterest other than to have no interest . .. no thinking . . . only to advance
procedure and format, ending in the perpetual violence that is the ineluctable status
quo. The future of theory, then, will be, like the future of everything else, stupid. but
not completely.
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2."Duh™ is an evocation of the obvious and an instantiation of discourse's panse or failure,

but not the pause or failure of thinking. "Duh" demonstrates the interval between the
"constative" and "performative” aspects of language. To this extent, "duh™ is a eritical,
performative figure within the space of theoretical inguiry. "Duh™ is para‘extra-
erammatical, yet it provides meaning throngh a performance of the nor there or the

it. More than a simple phenomenon of speech-act theory. "duh" draws
language into deconstructive operations: or, as Paul de Man writes in Allegories of
Readings, "|there can be no text without grammanr: the logic of grammar generates
texts only in the absence of referential meaning, but every text generates a referent
that subverts the grammatical principle to which it owed its constitution"[-4] He
continues that "[wlhat remains hidden in the evervday use of language. the

not getting

fundamental incompatibility between grammar and meaning, becomes explicit when
the linguistic structures are stated."| 3] "Duh™ becomes the "subversive duh” as it
means ntof there or ot geing it and performs the possibility of "something” nor ihere
or "something” not gotten, The "subversive duh” enacts and betrays its own stupidity
by marking its own allegorical structure and necessary relatonship to knowing and
not knowing.
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forward: "Stupidity exceeds and undercuts materiality, runs loose, wins a few rounds,
recedes. gets carried home in the elutch of denial —and returns."| 7| Stupidity is not
just "bad” thinking or cognitive. calculative error. Itisn't simply mistake: 7+3=13. It is
much more and much less than those banal failures of information retrieval and
calculation. Stupidity is "essentially linked to the inexhaustible ... Jit] is that which
fatigues knowledge and wears down history."| 8] Stupidity 1s heavy. dull. and slow.
with no interest other than to have nointerest . .. no thinking . . . only to advance

procedure and format. ending in the perpetual violence that is the ineluctable status

quo. The future of theory, then, will be. like the future of everything else, stupid, but
not completely.
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Dear Mr. Taylor,

I am terribly sorry for my prolonged e/abseyce—l have
been out of the country and find myself besieged by
deadlines and political activities. I hope you are
well and deeply apologize for the rude appearance of
my silence: I am truly swamped.

Very warm greetings,

Avital Ronell
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Ihere are several reasons why "Know yourself” has obscured
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M Western society. We find it difficult to base rigorous morality
should sive oursehves more care than anything else in the world, we
Ives as an immorality, as a means of escape from all possible rles.

speets external law as the basis tor merality. How then ean respeet for
behavior in relations with otheie. i ﬂlu_ -‘nlwrnur.s ofa social morality w hiq:h seeks the rules for aceeptable
for in o with others, Since the sixteenth century, criticisim of established morality has bhoen

Illlflt‘l i the mame of the importance of recognizing and knowing the self. Therciore it is Ii'l'l" d :I~| to se
concern with onesell as compatible with morality, "Enow thyselt™ IIEIQUZN('IIVI('(I *Take care l:"'l I% ll " becal
p‘;n' morality, a morality of asecticism, insists that the self s that which r‘--m' can 11-;"(1"( M
\I-»llll,'.\-k'::)|"]:|l- I.L.l‘h()fl .-.s.r,'h..u.t: I.T ll.u-.(_n clical philosophy from Descartes to Husserl, knowledee of the self (the thinking
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2."Duh™ is an evocation of the obvious and an instantiation of discourse's pause or Failure.
but not the paunse or failure of thinking. "Dub" demonstrates the interval between the
"constative” and "performative” aspects of language. To this extent, "duh™ is a critical.
performative figure within the space of theoretical inquiry. "Dub™ is para‘extra-
grammatical, yet it provides meaning through a performance of the not ihere or the
rof gerting it More than a simple phenomenon of speech act theory, "duh" draws
language into deconstructive operations: or. as Paul de Man writes in Alfegories of
Readings, "[t/here can be no text without grammar: the logic of grammar ecnerates
texts only in the absence of referential meaning. but every text generates a relerent
that subverts the grammatical principle to which it owed its constitution, ]| He
continues that "[w [hat remains hidden in the evervday use of language. the

fundamental incompatibility between grammar and meaning, becomes explicit when
the linguisue structures are stated.”| 3| "Duh™ becomes the "subversive duh” as it
means nof there or et gerting i and performs the possibility of "something” not theie
or "something" not gotten. The "subversive duh” enacts and betrays its own stupidity
by marking its own allegorical structure and necessary relationship to knowing and

not knowing.
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been its attribute: Thompson has effected a substantiation of the attribute. for there is
no stupidity without monument. Flagging the ancient. he answered a call that was no
put out. The naive and insolent arrogance that consists in responding where no
response is invited is an effect of monumental arrogance.|]12]

stupidity as an anti-method of research. The point to be made here is that throughout
Stupidiny Ronell rewrites "stupidity” as a confrontation with a theory of "refusal"[27|
cither as a refusal of the "commanding neurosis” to see itself or the refusal 1o accept
that which Franz Kafka describes in "The Refusal” as a staius gito in which "jolur
officials have always remained at their posts."| 28| The desire for or displacement or
refusal of the "right referent” is the space joining stupidity and theory. Stupidity seeks
and linds a "right referent" and theory refuses it. Theory seeks the hiatus and stupidity
retuses that with even greater force. Ronell's Stupidiry gives us Kant's. Nietzsche's.
Wordsworths, Heine's, Kafka's. de Man's, Derrida's, Deleuze's. Musil's. Heidegger's,
Paul’s. Lacan's. Treud's . . . refusal and acquiescence of and to stupidity.

more and more sporadic and difficult to observe: "Acts of stupidity where no respml-sc
is called for. whether by carving huge childlike letters into an Alexandrian column or.
in the same neighborhood, answering the call of God as if you were the one being
summaoned (Kafka's Abraham)—these are reflexes of stupidity."[ 13] "Reflexces ul'.
stupidity.” to continue the "bodily" discourse surrounding stupidity. respond "to a call
that was not made."| 4] Ronell asks. "but how. precisely. can we know™?" This
"knowing" is posed in the negative. in the study of the predicament one who responds
as if the call were "meant for him." For Ronell. the perverse tourist Thompson finds
some resonance with the "primal father.” Abraham. The stupidity of A braham. just as
the stupidity of Thompson, appears as a call to be answered or a "cut.” Thompson cuts
his response to the call of eternity into the Pompey column as Abraham. first, cuts his
response to God in himself’ (circumcision) and, secondly, into Isaac (uncut cut):
"Abraham. primal father, turns into a kind of Thompson who has imposed his name in
an act of monumental error."| 13|

—

e

22. Now. therefore, | am known 0 ye by my name Nuit, and to him by a secret name which | will give

i him when at last he knoweth me. Since | am Infinite Space, and the Infinite Stars thercof, do ye also
thus. Bind nothing! Let there be no difference made among you between any one Lhing & any other
thing; for thereby there cometh hurt.

7. The difficulty with "stupidity” and Stupidiry is that the subject of inquiry escapes
explanation. Stupidity. inherently. occupies a non or pre-discursive space —a space
not under the dictates of cognition. "That's just stupid” points beyond discourse to the
nonsensical. In other instances, "that's just stupid” underscores the complete
transparency of something. The two nodal points of "stupidity" create a vacuum in the
center, an ongoing tension in which stupidity, more than knowing, determines the
logic of a series of events or ideas. Stupidity has a brute force AND a philosephical
trace that can be associated with the Ocdipal Father and the law of mimesis:
"Incapable of renewal or overcoming, the stupid subject has low Qedipal energy: he
has held onto ideas. the relics and dogmas transmitted in his youth by his father."| 16]
Ronell, referring to the work of Jean Paul. examines the role of the "dummnikopf
reader." a mimetic reader, one "remain|ing| loyal to the text."[17] More troubling than
"loyalty" is the "dummbkopf reader's" "deadly repetition.” a repetition leading (o a
mechanical reprocessing of the text within rigid cognitive boundaries: "T'he stupid are
unable to make breaks or breakaways: they are hampered even on the rhetorical level,
for they cannot run with grammatical leaps or metonymical discontinuities. They are
incapable of referring allegorically or embracing deferral.”| L8] This blindness to texts
1s also a blindness to others and oneself. "The stupid cannot see themselves."[19] and
this invisibility allows stupidity to pass imperceplibly across the world. "avoiding the
screening systems of philosophy."|20] If stupidity travels unnoticed. then what can be
done about it? Capitulating to stupidity betrays our Enlightenment impulse to "wage
war” on error and superstition. Are we not historically obligated to fight stupidity.
especially the eross stupidity that accompanies the petty dictates of everyday life?

e ——————

T answer.” Deleuze's call is false, :mead_y unanswerable: it requests that .which is
impossible. making visible that which is invisible. Ilowcvc:r. in ncc_epun_t_'.t.l.lc_ il
impossibility of the task Ronell rescts the parameters. n_mkmg.th_e (im)possibility an¢
inevitability of stupidity the hiatus to be confronted: "Never Iul}mg h‘mne. upublc ()
score. language is engaged in a permanent contest: it tests itsclf continually ina match
that cannot even be said to be even or altogether futile because the fact remains that _
this match is ongoing. pausing occasionally only to count its loses."] 24] This seems to

- Multiple Personality Order.



some should not exit. Rather than risk exposing the "structure” of stupidity.
"disciplinary neurosis” rushes in at this precise moment to blind the reader to the
dubious nature of the isomorphic relationship between language and world. This

methodology, absent any specific data, is consistent with a widely available "mode” of

literary and philosophical analysis that "cheats" the inquirer into thinking that no

other possibilities exist, To a larger extent. this "maode” is the dogma of the humanitics |

and the obstacle o theory in the past, present. and Tuture. Stupidity obstructs theory
with information: and, this gathering of information becomes research, an anti-
theoretical endeavor 1o make the world clear and simple [ 36}

"'.\ N Y a A1 The lacen y acas ! . U H
notice tacked to her door. The lesson from these "ordeals' and others is that when

stupidity refuses theory something complex oceurs—stupidity acts contrary 1 its own

stupid impulse. Theory forees stupidity to become "theoretical " to, contrary
Ron'cll' argues, see itsell or part ol itself. In other words, stupidity reveals its own
stupidity by drawing a contiguous line of thought from rhetoric to world. cither in

| e " o mrr e Bt - . 5 3 N 2
eviction” notice, rejection of a theory manuscript ( "the fad of theory is over™. or in a

!lc};':'lll\"a‘ tenure ballot ("His/her courses are too theoretical for our students”
mstances. stupidity seeks reluge in "simplicity." a simplicity that it unavoidably

complicates by its own act of referral to a homogencous reality that does not exist

1o what

dlt

I have spoken of three Stoie techniques of the self: letters to friends and disclosure of selfs examination of self and

Fwant to consider the thivd Stoie technique, askesis. not a disclosure of the seevet self bul i remembering.

[ addition to letters, exat

The Greeks characterized the two poles of those exercises by the terms melete and gvmnasia, Melele means

“meditation”, according to the Latin translation, meditatio. It has the same root as epimelesthal, It is a rather

vague ternt otechnical term borrowed from rhetorie, Melete is the work one undertaok in order ta prepare
discourse or animprovisation by thinking over useful terms and arguments. You had to anticipate the real
situation through dialogue in vour thoughts. The philosophical meditation is this kind of meditation: It is

coniposed of memarizing responses and reactivating those memaries by placing oneself in a situation where one

<

can imagine how one would react. One judges the reasoning one should use in an imaginary exereise ('Let us

suppose.. ) in order o test an action or event (for example, "How would 1 react?"). Imagzining the articulation of
’ : |

possible events 1o test how vou would react - that's meditation.

At the apposite pole is symnasia "o train oneself”). While meditatio is an imaginary experience that trains /
= - 4

Lhought, gymnasiais training in a real situation, even i it's been artificially induced. There is a long traditioy
J

behind this: sexual abstinenee, physical privation, and other rituals of purification.

oy’ y : »in the ex
ination, and askesis, we must now ovoke a fourth technigue

IF. the interpretation of drezms,

amination of the

o ;fnl;\. e sulfering, to show shame. to make visible humility and exhibit modesty - these are the main features of
punishiment. . =

) I these

conscienee, including a review of what was done, of what should have been done, and comparison of the twa, Now /

/
/
4

Failure into the ongoing process ol a dialectic. But a dialectic. segmented by repeated
negations, can never dance'. We might say, reinvoking the improbable pas de deay of
Nietzsche and Hegel, that a dance, as contestatory match, can never be a dialectic but,
being ensaged in a fundamental (misymatch. must.in a more Beckettian sense. go on
and on. seeking referent and refuge. It is not so much that it casts about for the "right

referent,” as Paul de Man puts it. but that language as contest posits such a thing in

the dominant losic of the text-world. Why can't the stupid see themselves? Why does
Deleuze "call” for making stupidity a transeendental problem? Why does Ronell ‘
answer the call? The answer: theory. The “stupid reader” 15 2 reader without a sense of
difference. a sense that the world and text open onto multiplicitics, not just
"interpretations” of historical. sociological. and biugrapl?icztl data. which are
extensions of a primary "Cogitaiio.” To see oneself entails an awareness of
espacement--an interval between sensation and cognition as the early .
phenomenologists through Merleau-Ponty have contended. l\:‘lnrc to the point.
"theory" resists the neurotic, often times mindless, reproduction of the same f“
something different. This resistance. as Paunl de Man has written. places rczuImg.
against itsell as both a resistance "to" a form of unity and a resistance "Il'r(?m" a form
of unity: "There can be no text without grammar.” There can be no stupidity without
meaning. since meaning is grammar of stupidity.

answers the call of theory. a call to refusal, but nota retusal
as forced on him. leaving him with both
(he awareness and unawarencss of stupidity. Isaac, al the end t.:l‘ R'nna:ll's <lud}'. seems
to be the Tuture of theory as he stands in the middle ol sumrlln.n}_' in excess of his own
place in God's universe. Is it a blessing or a curse? Are we to live by flllolllm' faw, @

or a law of the ridiculous? How would we phrase it without

this sense. it is Isaac who
of one's own. The refusal. the displacement w

law of refusal.

sounding . . . stupid?

the 1978 World Series?"” Information, retrieval, information, retrieval. The same
mstrumentalist or mechanical cognitive exercises appear across cognate helds in the
humanities with a more direct antagonism to theory manilesting itself as a nceessary
"instrumentalism." In the service ol institutional monotony and mediocrity
instrumentalism rises on stupidity's tide. leaving theory on the shores ot ruin. What
would it mean to refuse this? To refuse not only the "facts” of stupidity but also its
structure? A refusal would demand the creation of discourses needed to force stupidity
(o betray its own simplicity, its own place of refuge in thinking. Here one can just as
casily refer to Deleuze as Ronell (1o be a disloyal reader) for a first discourse that
refuses stupidity:

The philosopher. the scientist. and the artist seem to return from the land of the dead.
What the philosopher brings back (rom the chaos are variations that are sull infinite
but that have become inseparable on the absolute surfaces or in the absolute volumes
that lay ont a secant [sécant| plane of immanence: these are not associations of
distinet ideas. but reconnections through a zone of indistinction in a concept. The
scientist brings back from the chaos vartables that have become independent by
slowing down, that is to say, by the elimination of whatever other variabilities are
hable to interfere. so that the variables that are retained enter into determinable
relations in a function: they are no longer links of properties in things. but finite
coordinates on a secant plane of reference that go from local probabilities to a global
cosmology, The artist brings back from the chaos varieties that no longer constitute a
reproduction of the sensory in the organ but set up a being of the sensory. a being of
sensation, on an anorganic planc of composition that is able to restore the ifinite | 51]
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A. Ldon't feel that it is necessary to know cxactly what Tam. The miaim interest in life und work'is to Become
someone else that vou were not in the beginning. If vou knew when you began a bouk what vou would say al the
cnd. do vo think that you would have the courage to write it? What is true for writing and for a love 1‘cl}x(iuu.\hip
i‘“,“'““ also for life. The game is worthwhile insofar as we don’t knenw what will be the end. My field is the historv
of thought. Man is a thinking being, The way he thinks is related to society, politics, cconemics, and history and is
also related to verv general and universal categories and formal structures. Bus thought is something other than
societal relations. The way people really think is not adequately analvzed by the universal (':nc_qnt‘:c-;nf'logic.
Belween social history and formal analyses of thought there is a path, 1 lane — mavbe very narrow — which is the
path of the historian of thought. ) :

Q. In The History of Sexuality, you refer 1o the person who “upsets established laws and somehow anticipates the
coming freedom.” Do you see vour own work in Uhis light?

A, No. For vather a long period, people have asked me to tell them what will happen and to give them a program
tor the future. We know very well that. even with the best intentions, those programs beeome a tool, an mstrument
of oppression, Roussean, a lover of freedom. was used in the French Revolution to build up i model of social
oppression. Marx would be horrified by Stalinism and Leninism. My role — and that is too cmphatic a word — is
to show people that they are much freer than they feel, that people accept as truth, as evidence, some themes which
have been built up at a certuin moment during history, and that this se-called evidence can be criticized amnd
destrayed. To change something in the minds of people — that's the role of an intellectual.

evervone would have answered ves, What Tam afraid of about humanism is that it presents a cerlain form of our
ethics as wuniversal model for any kind of freedom. 1 think that there are maore secrels, more possible freedoms,
and more inventions in our future than we can imagine in humanisim as it ts dogmatically represented on ever
side of the political rainbow: the Left, the Center. the Right, ) 53 '

To place openly 'Love sets Free' as the premisses for any
~ order in society, means a shift from transforming the marginal and decadgpt
(fluctuating, subject, instant) into the arena of what is considered the traditional
values of pure love (consistent, object, static).
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