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This brief presentation will center on two concepts: the concept of 

singularity (henceforth, Sing) and the concept of primitive intelligence 

(henceforth, PI). For purposes of this paper these two concepts form 

an immediate string of subcorrelation, namely, post-singularity 

(henceforth, PSing+-) and traditionalism (Td+-). 

We can define singularity as with David Chalmers and Vernor Vinge as 

a point in the evolution of human intelligence where its powers can be 

theoretically assigned an infinite computational value. This notion of 

singularity is quite similar to the notion of determination-in-the-last-

instance (henceforth, DLI), originally coined by Francois Laruelle, the 

originator of the concept of non-philosophy. About non-philosophy 

and its relation to my paper I can only briefly outline its relevance to 

my topic.  

Laruelle’s non-philosophy forms a discreet background to my critique 

of AI in the sense that what I deem to be problematic in the concept of 

technological singularity is a concern that I personally trace to 

Laruelle who has raised a similar concern in a number of occasions. 

Laruelle has responded to this concern by rhetorically entertaining the 

possibility of a philosophy that can transcend the paradoxicality of 

human decisions. This he thinks is possible by assigning a figure of 

philosophy that can make decisions utilizing all the cognitive 

algorithms available to a given computational system. Laruelle 

describes this figure as A Phi, roughly, Artificial Philosophy.  

This non-philosophical figure of philosophy (one can otherwise 

describe it as a post-philosophical figure of philosophy but Laruelle 

insists that it is non-philosophical in the sense of a science of 

philosophy) is theoretically assigned a function of curing the illness of 

philosophy in terms of saturating the algorithmic operations of the 

human subject by ‘determining-it-in-the-last-instance’, that is, to 

produce a ‘cloned’ subject (henceforth, Cl) capable of existing in the 

most impossible way possible as a free subject whose capability to 



decide is no longer problematic. This is because decisions cease to be 

informed by the so-called circular loop, roughly expressed, the return 

to the authorial function of the subject whose self-certainty is now put 

to question. This has been so since the birth of the concept of the death 

of Man (following the death of God, in Nietzsche’s examination of the 

history of Man) who seems to have exhausted its capacity for non-

computational self-referentiality.   

Curiously this concept of DLI may appear to be compatible with Ray 

Kurzweil’s concept of ‘evolution by other means’ as a form of 

radicalizing a notion of human progress. Give and take a number of 

considerations both Laruelle and Kurzweil offer a technological figure 

of a subject which results from this kind of evolution: for Laruelle, this 

figure of the subject is the Cl, the cloned person or person-in-one that 

can perform DLI or determination-in-the-last-instance; for Kurzweil, 

an enhanced evolution, from biology to intelligence, produces 

immortality for conscious entity.  

Building on this correlation, we can argue then that non-philosophy is 

to the capability of the human subject to make decisions in the sense of 

liberating itself from the circularity of non-computational self-

referentiality as evolution by intelligence is to the capacity of the 

subject to radicalize its cognitive autonomy in order to become 

transcendent to the organic limitations of existence. These two figures 

of the subject aim at one thing—singularity, plus or minus (for 

Laruelle because the determination-in-the-last-instance leaves a 

considerable historical margin of error) and strictly a plus function 

(for Kurzweil in the light of the optimism of AI that evolution is 

pushing toward its radical limit). The progressive radicalization of the 

singularity of these subjects constitutes its post-singularity. But there 

are obvious differences.  

Whereas for Laruelle this subject is restricted to the promise of human 

flourishing within a community of philosophers who cease to be 

philosophical because within their community decisions are made and 

thus the circularity of philosophizing becomes a thing of the past, for 

Kurzweil this subject is constitutive of the possibility of a 

computational population becoming immortal as a conscious entity. 

For Laruelle this subject is the agency of A Phi or artificial philosophy. 

For Kurzweil this subject is the consumer of technological singularity 

that is determined in the last instance by artificial intelligence which is 

incremental in nature, hence, the equation AI+ evolving into AI++ 

and so on and so forth as long as the universe supports this massively 

incremental evolution. At first glance, Kurzweil’s project seems more 

appealing to humanity whose hunger for progress and enjoyment of 

life can be quenched by the aid of technology. As with Chalmers and 

Vinge and Kurzweil we can list a number of advantages of this 

technological singularity: steady supply of food, cure for all types of 

human diseases, unbroken supply of energy to light up and power our 



homes, schools, industries, etc., and perhaps, the end of human 

violence.  

This singularity is different from what Laruelle to a certain degree 

promotes. The key to understanding this is in what I propose to call 

primitive intelligence (PI) and its traditionalism (henceforth, the 

following equation: PI is ASing+–  PSing+-). The traditionalism of PI 

is here reinscribed in terms of radical immanence.  

As with Laruelle this traditionalism supposes an anterior immanence, 

anterior even to the act of presupposing that there is a starting point, 

meaning, the anterior immanence of life or the immanence of the One, 

hence, singularity, “as already given and as already determining its 

own positing,” to quote from Laruelle. Before the act of auto-

positioning and auto-presupposing of the human subject, or in Ray 

Brassier’s description, before the “decisional autos of self-

positing/self-donating circle of doublet” that treats itself as the 

starting point of all positions (space) and meanings (temporal 

statements), this immanence is immanent already to itself. Laruelle 

describes this as the unilateral duality of radical immanence.  

It is not a return to Descartes nor to Kant, rather this duality has ‘only 

one side’, that is, the side of the Cl, which Laruelle also means by the 

person-in-one that is, the subject ‘cloning’ (henceforth, Cl+-) the 

anterior immanence in terms of auto-positioning itself and auto-

presupposing existential meanings on the plane of immanence. 

However, this cloning has an unfortunate history. Since the dawn of 

human subjects cloning has been too oblivious to the traditionalism of 

all immanent presuppositions, which means for us the primitivity of 

intelligence that performs this auto-positioning and auto-

presupposing. This cloning or the performative function of the subject 

is oblivious to its own operation, its own reflective function to the 

extent that it mistakes itself to be both within and outside the loop of 

auto-positioning and auto-presupposing. For Laruelle, this marks the 

trademark circularity of all hitherto existing philosophies that 

culminates in the circularity of the philosophies of Kant and Hegel, 

Nietzsche and Heidegger, and Derrida and Deleuze, and seriously, all 

philosophies since Plato. 

Laruelle rhetorically posed the possibility of A Phi or Artificial 

Philosophy to approximate this cloning subject in terms of liberating it 

from the paradox of non-computational self-referentiality by bringing 

this subject into a realization of its immanently cloned nature, its 

artificial nature, so to speak. And because intelligence is the site of 

active cloning in the sense of auto-performativity this subject is 

already an artificial intelligence, a natural machine. Nonetheless, this 

does not mean liberating the human from obliviousness to become 

superhuman, rather this realization is a radical return to a primitive 

form of awareness which is ‘already there’ but whose function is 

greatly ignored. Indeed, it has been ignored by philosophy to which 



incidentally the singularity aims of AI now relate in the manner of 

extracting from philosophy its last determining instance. Hence, the 

post-singularity dream of artificial intelligence. 

But as we earlier proposed this PSing dream of AI (PSing+ or AI++ for 

Chalmers, Vinge and Kurzweil) is immanently dependent on PI. In 

Laruelle’s strict terminology, this dependence is revealed by the 

impossible function of the subject that by simply existing has already 

cloned the anteriority of immanence in terms of auto-positioning and 

auto-presupposing (henceforth, App). App is already a machine to its 

own subjective experience but a machine not as an auto-maton, rather 

as uni-maton. An auto-maton is of course the exotic goal of AI dream 

obviously premised on the assumption that the subject can become 

infinitely auto-functioning as if the subject is not infinitely auto-

functioning from the outset. Uni-maton is, as Laruelle emphasized to a 

certain degree (but we are taking his pronouncements quite liberally), 

a realization of the machinic, cloned, or artificial nature of the 

immanent subject, the identity-in-one that needs only to make a 

decision in order to become fully transparent to its immanent 

clonality.  

However, this call for decisiveness most specifically relates to the 

oblivious attitude of humanity concerning what human nature is. At 

the heart of this oblivion is the paradoxical concept of the human 

subject. This notion is initiated and continually nurtured by 

philosophy which promotes the idea that the nature of the subject is 

irreducible to any form of transcendence. This idea is however 

anchored on personal interests of philosophers whose business since 

Plato is to radicalize the difference of the philosophic from the non-

philosophic and the extra-philosophic. It is interesting to note here 

that in ancient Greece, the philosopher is known as someone who is 

different. But this assumption of difference is for Laruelle laced with 

self-contradictions.  For one thing, philosophy will not survive if it is 

not reducible to its own assumption that it has to elect as transcendent 

to other assumptions, hence, the taken for granted fact that philosophy 

is anti-reflexive while it projects itself to be reflexive in terms of its 

faith in the democracy of assumptions. 

At present, this identity-in-one is estranged from itself. Among others, 

it lacks a fully transparent recursive App to bring out the functional 

repetitive nature of the human subject similar in form to the recursive 

loop of processing machines like ATMs, etc, granting that these causal 

autonomous machines are the techno applications of the organic 

clonality of the subject whose full recursive potential remains opaque 

to its own immanent experience.  

Relative to this state of obliviousness it appears that the human 

subject has not been cloned yet! Nevertheless the subject does not 

need a machine to clone itself. It is its own machine. It is cloning itself 

since it became a subject in the form of App. To argue more pointedly, 



the one in which the subject/identity forms a unilateral duality 

(identity-in-one) is a self-cloning machine but clones itself on behalf of 

the One whose immanence is self-explanatory. The immanence of the 

One relates to the subject in terms of its potential to be incrementally 

repeated (cloned, that is) which is the function of our plus sign in 

PSing that relates to the One (this time phenomenally conceived, thus 

PSing +- in the sense that all PSings are redacted regardless of the 

value or non-value of singularity or the One-ness of immanence), and 

also its potential to be repeated vis-a-vis the number of temporally 

predictable defeaters that can go in the way, hence the function of our 

minus sign.   

In other words, the singularity and post-singularity dream of AI 

concerning the infinite explosion of intelligence miss the whole point.  

First, this infinite explosion cannot happen outside of the 

traditionalism of primitive intelligence in which the identity-in-one or 

the cloning subject has long ago reached a state of post-singularity 

(recall the approximation of ASing to PSing in an indefinite correlation 

mediated by the plus minus sign whose value is undecided relative to 

the singularity value of the immanence of the One that in itself cannot 

be singularized except by a gratuitous decision, an accidental rupture 

that prolongs itself as a matter of survival). Any state of post-

singularity that follows from this immanent movement of the Cl is 

however context-sensitive and time-dependent but whose 

representational form remains closed off to the subject’s awareness. 

The point is we have not yet made a decision in order to go past the 

human stage to the posthuman which can represent the absolute value 

of post-singularity, but owing to its absolute dependence on the 

immanence of the One is helplessly governed by the recursive function 

of cloning, hence will clone itself until it reaches a state of singularity. 

But this singularity can only leave an opening for another state of 

singularity which is immanently a differentially transcendent form, 

indefinitely transcendent to its former state, hence, may be stated in 

terms of an undecidable post-singularity. Yet since any awareness of a 

new state in this condition can only be accessed by a cloned subject 

and as long as the subject is cloned this post-singularity is never 

something beyond the value of say Y which in itself is a cloned figure 

of something like X as a totally indifferent value, that is, a non-value to 

itself and as such possesses its inherent vulnerability to something like 

an accidental intervention (of a value that can clone, Y). In this sense, 

the subject does not need to be more artificial, or artificial plus plus 

plus however much one can wish to repeat the plus sign in order to 

achieve an awareness of its artificiality.  

The drive toward the singularization of artificiality in terms of 

radicalizing PI by means of an incremental approach to intelligence is 

inspired by something else, other than by way of a misconceived 

assumption that evolution can proceed by other means as if evolution 

does not do so. To be more realistic this other means of AI can only 



indicate other ways for AI to differentiate its claims from the claims of 

other disciplines concerning the nature and direction of human 

civilization. 

Much of AI’s PSing dreams are indexed on the assumption that 

evolution can proceed by other than a primitive artificial algorithm 

with respect to the computational potential of the cloned subject. 

Evolution always happens by other means, so to speak. It does not 

happen absolutely by itself.  

Let us here imagine that evolution is time where evolution is X and 

time is X+-, granting the fact that time can only be approached by 

means of the temporal performativity of a cloning subject who as 

cloning is evolving in and through time. Taken as a unilateral duality 

evolution and time become unilaterally differentiated which can 

‘phenomenally’ appear as a unity (that is, X and Y [where Y is taken 

from the former X+-] altogether from the standpoint of Y, that is, the 

liberated X+-, hence, Y is the site of an opening for individual 

phenomenal existence; Y as the site of a temporal rupture where x+- 

dissolves into Y by means of risking a founding act, the founding of a 

world, or simply by existing). But it is a unity without the 

presupposition of original unity (X and Y from the standpoint of X) 

because the cloning subject (Y) that indexes unity to a notion of time 

has only accidentally emerged and at that late in the cosmic 

evolutionary scene. The emergence of the cloning subject therefore 

inaugurates the temporal phenomenality of evolution by other means, 

meaning, other than the non-evolutionary phenomenality of evolution 

(the non-relation of X and Y) without the redaction of a cloning subject 

which now relates to time as incremental and recursive, etc. etc. This 

means that the emergence of the cloning subject inaugurates the 

temporal phenomenon of evolution by other means, meaning, other 

than the non-evolutionary phenomenon of evolution which can be 

expressed as the non-relation of X and Y or the relation of X and Y 

solely from the standpoint of X which is inaccessible except through Y.  

In other words, X can be accessed through the decision of a cloning 

subject (which is Y).  

Second, the realization of ‘immortality by conscious entities’ 

announced by Kurzweil (perhaps, the highest conceivable immanent 

ceiling of post-singularity by infinite intelligence explosion) secretly 

indexes the notion of human evolution to a deeply anthropic principle 

which states that humanity is the teleological expression of X and Y 

propositions of evolution and time. This means that the temporal 

conclusion of evolution is the highest singular importance of humanity 

vis-a-vis the entire universe of creation. This means also that AI 

secretly endorses the immanent value of philosophy that takes the 

human subject as irreducible. Ironically, it will be completely 

irreducible in terms of infinite self-replication when the subject 

becomes an immortal conscious entity. 



Here, immortality stands for the irreducibility of a subject to mortality. 

Philosophy’s notion of human irreducibility therefore only exists in 

form not in substance. But it can take many substances. Within these 

substances the form called humanity or the human is infinitely 

replicated, for instance, as software. 

While it condemns philosophizing to the degree that it contributes to 

the slow advance of humanity the singularity dream of AI however is 

needlessly provoked by philosophy’s declaration that the subject is 

irreducible. This by means of radicalizing the cognitive algorithm of 

the human subject until it reaches a stage where it becomes totally 

transcendent to the irreduction of philosophy but essentially reducible 

to philosophy’s assumptions concerning the human subject.  

AI is therefore similarly driven by the interest of difference, that is, the 

logic of proving one’s case against, the logic that philosophy has 

mastered since Plato. If only on these terms Kurzweil’s dream of the 

immortality of absolute computational population by means of post-

singularity AI technology can prove to be a lip service to humanity. It is 

first and foremost driven by personal interest, thus one can imagine 

Chalmers, Vinge and Kurzweil trumpeting the interest of the elite, 

those who differ from the rest of us, but also those who differ from the 

previous elitism of philosophy. The latter can be assigned to pure 

epistemic discourse. But the consequences of the former deserve 

immediate attention and critique.  
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