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Or What’s Behind the Move from the First Non-Philosophy to the 
Second

François Laruelle probably first came to the attention of Anglophone 

philosophers when his project of non-philosophy was described by Deleuze and Guattari 

in their What is Philosophy as “one of the most interesting undertakings of contemporary 

philosophy.”1 This assessment is finally starting to be shared by those outside of the 

Francophone world and works are beginning to be translated, yet even a philosopher as 

penetrating and skilled as Deleuze appears to have misunderstood the nature of non-

philosophy. Misunderstandings are easy to come to with non-philosophy since it’s aim is 

nothing short of a radical mutation of the very practice of philosophy. So when first 

encountering Laruelle’s texts one may feel like they’ve fallen into a parallel dimension of 

contemporary philosophy. Much is familiar, but an unfamiliar and strange turn of phrase 

here and there, the completely different syntax of the prose, reveals to us that this is our 

not our universe, something is different here. So our task today is to help prepare you so 

that you’re a little more acclimated and a little less prone to misunderstandings. 

First, there is the question of the name non-philosophy itself. Today Prof. 

Laruelle will take us into a second phase of non-philosophy, so what exactly has been 

going on in the first phase? It is important to say at the beginning that non-philosophy is 

not an anti-philosophy. Rather, it is the intentional mutation of the practice of 

philosophical thinking using axioms. The way Laruelle develops non-philosophy is 

striking in the range of discourses he interacts with, from science to psychoanalysis to 

religion and anthropology, and it is striking as well in the audacity and abstract 

complexity that characterizes its development.2 One of the easier ways to begin 

                                                
1 Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, What is Philosophy, trans. Hugh Tomlinson and Graham Burchell 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1994), p. 220, footnote 5. 
2 Perhaps the lack of English translations of Laruelle’s work is to be blamed on that audacity and 
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understanding Laruelle’s non-philosophy is through the history Laruelle himself presents 

in his Principes de la non-philosophie rather than attempting in a short space to detangle all 

the abstractions in his work. In his history he details the impetus of his work, which he 

calls Philosophy I, through its developments in what he calls Philosophy II and III. I will 

end the short history by providing my own reading of the shape of the most recent

phase, Philosophy IV, which Laruelle began after publishing Principes de la non-philosophie, 

as well as some speculate on the shape of the second non-philosophy (is this Philosophy 

V or have we left this way of thinking now?). In this way we will begin to see how non-

philosophy is practiced, rather than what it means, what it does rather than what it “is”. 

For Laruelle presents non-philosophy as something that should be practiced 

autonomously, rather than written about as if non-philosophy offered us the new true 

path. Indeed, he has constructed his non-philosophy in such a way that is rather difficult 

to write about it without thereby practicing it. 

As I’ve already said, in Principes de la non-philosophie Laruelle locates three distinct 

periods of non-philosophy, Philosophy I-III, that he thinks responds to the triadic 

structure of philosophy itself (understood by Laruelle to find its essence in the 

philosophical decision, which Reid will talk about a bit more).3 In his own estimation the 

work of non-philosophy, where philosophy is finally striped completely of its pretensions 

and taken as a simple material that one can work with, does not truly begin until 

Philosophy III. Philosophy I is characterized, by what may be described in a Deleuzian 

way, as Laruelle’s apprenticeship in philosophy. During this period he wrote highly 

original, critical and subversive secondary works on the history of philosophy; specifically 

a work on the neglected spiritualist Félix Ravaisson, works on deconstruction, and on the 

philosophy of Nietzsche over and against that of Heidegger. In his own words this 

period should be understood to have “placed itself under the authority of the Principle 

of Sufficient Philosophy”, meaning he places himself under the tutelage of the 

philosophers, he took them at their word and did as they did.4 However, even at this 

stage of his work, the interests of his future work were forming. He continues on to say, 

that at this stage he

“already tried to bring out certain themes that would not find their definitive 

form, a transformed form, until Philosophy III: the individual, its identity and 

multiplicity, an experience that was transcendental and productive of thought, the 
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theoretical domination of philosophy, the attempt to construct a rival 

problematic to that of Marx, but one mostly on the terrain of Nietzsche and 

through Nietzschean ways.”5

While the work here prefigured in an indefinite form the problems that Laruelle 

continued to consider well into Philosophy III, it’s true addition to the project of non-

philosophy was the discovery of the Principle of Sufficient Philosophy. According to 

Laruelle the Principle of Sufficient Philosophy can best be understood as a largely 

unacknowledged pretension found in all philosophical endeavors declaring that everything 

is philosophizable. In the end this faith in the sufficiency of philosophy masks a correlation 

between philosophy and the appearance of the Real found in the various regional 

knowledges philosophy is dependent upon (science, art, politics, psychoanalysis, etc.) and 

allows the philosopher to confuse the philosophy-of-X with X itself. That is philosophy 

comes to be confused with the Real itself, rather than seeing that the X of philosophy-of-

X is actually a reflection or hallucination of itself. 

Philosophy II marks Laruelle’s break with thinking under the conditions of this 

philosophical (self-)sufficiency, but that break is, he tells us, “more than a break or more 

than a new primary decision, it is the subordination of the non-philosophical decision to 

its immanent cause, the vision-in-One”.6 There are two terms that need explication here: 

the philosophical decision that always remains outside of what philosophy can think 

(hence why it is called non-philosophical) and vision-in-One. Reid will be taking us 

through the philosophical decision in more detail as well as the operation of the vision-

in-One, what Laruelle calls unilateralization, so I will only briefly touch on them here. 

Laruelle tells us quite simply in his Dictionnaire de la non-philosophie that, “The philosophical 

decision is an operation of transcendence that believes (in a naïve and hallucinatory way) 

in the possibility of a unitary discourse of the Real.”7

In order to overcome the narcissism that arises out of the hallucinatory splitting 

of immanence Laruelle situates the philosophical decision in its immanent cause – the 

vision-in-One. The vision-in-One is equivalent to the Real, meaning that when one 

thinks from (rather than about) the Real then one is thinking from the vision-in-One as 

radical immanence. Laruelle appears to be intentionally obscure about what the One is
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6 Ibid. 
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because non-philosophy aims to renounce the philosophical desire-for-the-One or the 

thought-of-the-One that always subordinates the One to Being.8 One can, however, 

come to know from-the-One when one begins to realize that all discourses persist 

through the vision-in-One, but do not in themselves constitute the discourse on the One. 

The One is radical immanence itself and thus the vision-in-One is immanent to the One 

itself. Thus Philosophy II was founded on two complimentary axioms: “1) The One is 

vision immanent in-One. 2) There is a special affinity between the vision-in-One and the 

phenomenal experience of ‘scientific thought’”.9

Here we already see Laruelle’s appeal to science, which Laruelle will develop in 

more detail for you today, but in a climate where philosophy, specifically post-

Heideggerian philosophy, seems concerned with understanding how philosophy can limit 

science, how it can respond to the crisis of the sciences, Laruelle’s appeal to science may 

strike us as particularly scientistic or misguided. That is not the case, and I will try to 

explain why. For Laruelle, much like for Badiou (a philosopher perhaps more familiar to 

us today), science should not be confused with the debasement of science within 

capitalism where science’s power is confused with the power to create profit. Instead, 

science is here meant in a somewhat older sense as theoria, but also as knowledge that 

solves problems that knows things through their use, through “taking them in hand”. In 

Philosophy II Laruelle begins to use this understanding of science on philosophy itself. 

This is explained in an interview with Philippe Petit entitled “Peace to the Philosophers!” 

Laruelle responds to a question regarding how peace can be had between the antagonistic 

positions of philosophers saying, “My problem: how to be neither Greek nor Jew? Only 

science can render all philosophies equivalent.”10 The task begun with Philosophy II is 

looking at the various warring philosophies from a scientific image (the vision-in-One) 

that renders all philosophies equivalent in treating them as material (this is not a moral 

judgement, this is not the destruction of the philosophies anymore than our 

understanding gravity destroyed the power of religious explanation, it simply reveals that 

explanation as insufficient to this task, or that our understanding of the human brain or 

genome necessarily means the destruction of human personhood).

To summarize, Philosophy II is where Laruelle first develops the scientific 

practice of non-philosophy, a vision-in-One, and confronts philosophy with science. The 
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shift from Philosophy II to III is subtler than the one that marks the move from 

Philosophy I to II. Laruelle came to regard the second axiom of Philosophy II, which 

stated that scientific thought had some privilege in thinking the Real via an affinity with 

the vision-in-One, as a mere reversal of the reigning post-Kantian epistemico-logical 

hierarchy. This reversal ultimately constituted a “ruse of philosophy” that allowed it to 

refuse “to surrender to the real”.11 Philosophy III begins with the suspension of this 

second axiom of Philosophy II in order to begin thinking from the radical autonomy of 

the Real – not as a reversal of Philosophy II’s valorization of science, but in order to free 

the Real from all authority, even that of science. Laruelle summarizes the history up to 

this point writing, 

“If Philosophy I is intra-philosophical and if Philosophy II marked the discovery 

of the non-philosophical against philosophy and to the benefit of science, 

Philosophy III frees itself of the authority of science, in actuality from every 

hierarchical philosophical spirit, and takes as object the whole of philosophical 

sufficiency. It corresponds thus paradoxically to the self-affirmation of 

philosophy, but “negatively” or finally for the suspension of it over all.”12

Philosophy III is then the proper start of non-philosophy nearly freed from the vicious 

circle of the philosophical decision. It has three major concepts that arise from the 

axiomatic suspension of Philosophy II’s second axiom: force (of) thought, dualysis, and 

unified theory.13 It is from these two concepts that the positive project begins as 

differentiated from its negative and critical forms found in Philosophy I and II. 

The concept of force (of) thought is complex, but some understanding can be 

had if one understands its more prevalent philosophical precursor found in the Marxist 

conception of labour power. According to the Marxist ontology labour power constitutes 

the movement of historical materialism and labour power in itself is not reducible to a 

worker’s functions or output. In capitalism this labour power is alienated from the 

worker by his creation of a product that is then given a value outside of the product itself 

as crystallized in the form of money. The force (of) thought is similar in that it is the 

organon or means though which the Real possess a causality of the One which avoids 

alienating itself in its material. Now, in slightly more familiar language, the force (of) 
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12 Laruelle, p. 40. 
13 Laruelle, pp. 40-1. I read the parentheses framing the “of” to suggest that this is a unified relationship 
between force and thought rather than one being primary over the other. Thus the substantial meaning 
of the “of” is suspended. In my own creation of the population (of) thought and ecosystem (of) thought 
I make use of this parenthetical, recognizing as I do so that it can appear distracting and pretentious. I 
can only ask the reader’s charity in reading it as a technical use of syntax that indicates this suspension.



thought is the means through which our thinking can proceed from the Real without 

confusing, or alienating, the Real with the thought. The force (of) thought is autonomous 

as relative to the Real. That is because the force (of) thought is a clone of the One, rather 

than its production or reproduction into some material form proper to it. In this way it is 

productive of thought in a circular manner, but in such a way that it contains the essence 

of the Real without adding or subtracting anything to it.14 What is most important about 

the force (of) thought is its alien status. The force (of) thought appears as an alien or 

Stranger from outside of the philosophical situation, that is to say from outside of the 

structure determined by the philosophical decision, and in so doing provides an 

occasional solution to certain problems in philosophy. In short the force (of) thought is, 

as Laruelle says, “the first possible experience of thought”.15

By locating the invariant identity of philosophy as that which produces dualisms 

(Being and beings, One and the Many, Difference and Identity, etc.) Laruelle crafts the 

practice of dualysis to match it. As a scientific practice over philosophy Laruelle hopes to 

retain the essence of philosophy (just stripped of the false beliefs or hallucinations 

regarding it) and so must retain these dualisms as the material that the non-philosopher 

makes use of. Analysis means breaking things up into constitutive parts, whereas dualysis 

holds the dualisms intact so that it can identify and show the function of each aspect of 

the dualism. One side of the dualism will always ultimately (or what Laruelle calls in-the-

last-instance) determine the other.

Finally, there is the concept of unified theory. By that Laruelle means a unified 

theory of science and philosophy, of ethics and philosophy, of psychoanalysis and 

philosophy, of religion and philosophy, etc: 

“The unified theory substitutes for the affinity of science and the One, the 

unilateral equality of philosophy and science, of philosophy and art, of ethics, 

etc., in the eyes of the One and introduces the democratic motif into the same 

thought rather than as simple object of thought.”16

The democracy (of) thought is ultimately an axiom and not a conclusion. One must 

begin as if a unified thinking of X and philosophies were equal in the sight of the One in 

order to attempt and think outside the problems inherent to philosophy due to its 

enclosure in the structure of the philosophical decision. By treating thought as if it were 

democratic, rather than a thought of democracy, one begins to truly think from the One, 
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as the One is itself outside of any unitary discourse and is instead the universal discourse 

found in regional discourses. 

With the publication of Le Christ futur. Une leçon d’hérèsie Laruelle inaugurated a 

new stage of non-philosophy, Philosophy IV. It is here that Laruelle appears to have 

finally escaped from the self-sufficiency of philosophy present even in Philosophy III’s 

constant reference to precursors in metaphysical systems like Cartesianism and Marxism. 

With Philosophy IV Laruelle has begun to apply the scientific image begun with 

Philosophy II to the unified theories themselves. Thus, the practice of dualysis is 

practiced in Future Christ on the tradition of messianism so prevelant in European 

history. In other words, Philosophy IV is the expansion of non-philosophy to the whole 

range of regional knowledges that form the human practice of theory, though it is 

important to remember that this expansion is nothing like philosophy’s imperial 

expansion for non-philosophy is always setting itself and the unified theories it creates 

the condition of humility as relatively autonomous before the Real.

This is clear too with his recent turn to the “generic”, which is central in his 

lecture today. In Introduction aux sciences génériques he defines the generic as “a type of 

science or understanding that is sufficiently neutral and stripped of its particular so that it 

is able to add to other more determined types and co-operate with them, transform them 

without destroying them or denying their scientific character.”17 In other words, in the 

new phase of non-philosophy philosophy is again confronted with science so as to deny 

it its spontaneous sufficiency, but this time science too is mutated, stripped of its 

positivity, and so the non-philosopher is able to treat scientific material as simple material 

too, there is no philosophically based faith in science here anymore. 

So, what is this parallel dimension we’ve fallen into? What characterizes it? It is a 

world deprived of all hierarchy, of all the illusions of hierarchy, an alien world that, like 

our world, demands fidelity. But this is no longer a fidelity to events that appear in the 

world, but fidelity to the equivalency of all knowledge before the Real. This is a world 

where what is actually is, even the virtual is actual here, but that can only be known by 

taking it in hand and working with it. 
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