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At the onset of modernity ‘singularity’ has been a dominant theme of human progress. In the 17th 

century it inspired Descartes to anchor human knowledge on distinction and clarity, isolate truth from 
falsity, certainty from the unreliable. In modern science Copernicus, Galileo and Newton made 
singularity, in the guise of mathematics, a key to discovering the physical laws of the universe. This in 
effect became a sort of foundation utilized by modern societies in building a new order of things which 
itself presupposed a delicate order of human existence.  

 
We emphasize delicate in order to stress the kind of singularity that has rendered existence more 

open to either manipulation or a certain kind of withdrawal, that is, a withdrawal from existence which 
can itself be manipulated. 

 
On the one hand, what is at risk of manipulation has permitted science to reduce the human to 

an empirical construct. But at the same time that this empirical reduction creates a condition where 
humanity can become a thing of the past, it also offers humanity at present a way out of poverty and 
human diseases; also, easy access to knowledge, more leisure time; more efficient tools of self-
empowerment; cheaper, safe and renewable source of energy, among others that science can generate for 
human flourishing.1 On the other hand, the delicate order of human existence also bears on science a 
moral weight such that even science is limited by what Italian philosopher Giorgio Agamben calls homo 
sacer—a “life that can be killed but not sacrificed.”2  

 
Ironically, the empirical life that science stands to singularize, as in reduced to a technical 

manipulable object, can only be reduced to a certain degree so long as it does not sacrifice the human 
quest for immortality. In other words—so long as science does not sacrifice human life to incurable 

                                                             
1 Science can be strictly categorized as an episteme which along with poiesis constituted for the Greeks the 

domain of revealing (aletheia). Techné which originally is a skill, art, craft, or a mode of doing or making is therefore 
the fundamental mode of unconcealment of both episteme and poiesis. It is in this sense that techné is originally on the 
order of truth that is at the same time poetically engendered in which case a ‘world’ that is revealed in the process is 
enframed for purposes of dwelling in the meaning it unconceals, hence, the notion of technological enframing 
(Gestell). However, modern technology’s enframing or mode of revealing is not poetic. Heidegger describes modern 
technology to be “[putting] to nature an unreasonable demand that it supply energy, which can be extracted and 
stored” (Martin Heidegger, The Question Concerning Technology and Other Essays, trans. William Lovitt [New York: 
Harper & Row, Publishers, 1977], 296). Modern technology reveals a world to be used and not a world that invites 
contemplation of our connection to the Real, to the disclosive essence of being; a world that reveals our ontological 
relation to something that still remains a mystery. It reveals a world that can be conquered. Take note that the 
moment science offers something beyond the knowledge that it discovers, beyond episteme, there it becomes more 
than the techné that it is as Heidegger was the first to critique in the 20th century.  

 
2 See Giorgio Agamben, Homo Sacer: Sovereign Life and Bare Life, trans. Daniel Heller-Roazen (Stanford: 

Stanford University Press, 1998), 83. 
 



diseases, to unscientific death by which we mean a kind of death that medical science has not codified 
yet. In the final analysis, science as it translates itself to techno-science, to bio-technology and as 
practiced in medical science aims to ‘kill’ what is defective in the human as it stands for the human, until 
the human is emptied of the defective, emptied of finitude.  

 
 

Speculative Realism and the Fate of Science and Philosophy 
 
On the much complicated side of philosophy there is a principle of “sufficient philosophy,”3 a self-
reductive philosophy to which all axioms of philosophy may be reduced. This principle is brought to 
attention by contemporary French philosophers Quentin Meillasoux and Francois Laruelle. Meillasoux is 
the force behind today’s so-called called speculative realism4 while Laruelle is forcing continental 
philosophy today to renounce the circularity that has since Kant defined its discipline.5 
 

Speculative realism critiques philosophy’s failure, among others, to think of the absolute in the 
most serious manner possible by electing finitude as the ultimate obstacle to thought. Meillasoux calls 
this failure the failure of ‘correlationism’ which may be described as follows: the obsession with finitude 
produces a finite object of study that dictates the direction and activity of finite thought. In other words 
it is a never-ending cycle of reflection which constitutes philosophy’s concept of decisionality. It is a 
decision that tells philosophy it cannot think beyond finitude, beyond the noumena, beyond the thing-in-
itself, the absolute. As a result, it has lagged behind science that has chosen for itself the absolute as the 
object of scientific study.6  
 

                                                             
3 Laruelle lengthily describes this principle: “It expresses philosophy’s absolute autonomy, its essence as 

self-positing/donating/naming/deciding/grounding, etc. It guarantees philosophy’s command of the regional 
disciplines and the sciences. Ultimately it articulates the idealist pretension of philosophy as that which is able to 
at least co-determine that Real which is most radical. The counterpoise for this pretension, the price of this self-
sufficiency, is the impossibility for philosophy to constitute a rigorous, non-circular thinking of itself, one which 
would not beg the question, that is to say, a theory. . . Philosophy never goes beyond a widened cogito, an 
immanence limited to self-reflection or to self-affection. . . Philosophy therefore manifests through this nothing 
more than its own existence and does not demonstrate that it is the Real to which it lays claim, nor that it knows 
itself as this pretension. Implicit in its existence is a transcendental hallucination of the Real, and in philosophical 
‘self-knowledge, a transcendental illusion” (See Francois Laruelle, “A Summary of Non-Philosophy,” trans. Ray 
Brassier, in Pli 8 [1999], 139).  

 
4 See Levi Bryant, Nick Srnicek, and Graham Harman (eds.), The Speculative Turn: Continental Materialism and 

Realism, ed. (Melbourne, Australia: re.press, 2011). 
 
5 Ray Brassier, one of the initiators of the speculative realism movement, is responsible for introducing 

Francois Laruelle to the Anglophone world, via his dissertation, still unpublished but available in the internet. (See 
Ray Brassier, Alien Theory. The Decline of Materialism in the Name of Matter [Phd. Diss., University of Warwick, 2001). 

 
6  Meillasoux blames Kant for effectuating this philosophical attitude toward the absolute. Harman’s 

summary of Meillasoux’s philosophy is helpful for a short demonstration of Meillasoux’s position in this aspect: “At 
the precise historical moment when science was leaping forward and seizing the absolute, Kant enslaved 
philosophy to a model of finitude that still dominates philosophy today” (See Graham Harman, Quentin Meillasoux. A 
Philosophy in the Making [Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2011], 10). See also Quentin Meillasoux, After Finitude. 
Essays on the Necessity of Contingency, trans. Ray Brassier [London: Continuum, 2008]). The blame on Kant has 
something to do with the irreducibility of the noumena to human knowledge.  

 



But even science is trapped in a certain form of self-sufficiency. We can describe it as the 
principle of sufficient science.  This principle of science has a reversed Kantian direction: If for Kant the 
thing-in-itself cannot be known, for science the absolute can be known by rediscovering the physical 
time of the anterior, the beginning of the universe.  

 
Yet in Kant this absolute is told it cannot arise beyond its capability to posit itself. From there it 

becomes impossible, as Albert Toscano puts it, to “establish the very criteria that might make (the 
knowledge of the absolute) possible to disqualify irrational tendencies.”7 The philosophic declaration of 
the unthinkability of the absolute actually signals the end of metaphysics, yet it does not license an 
opportunity for philosophy to be reborn. As Meillasoux contends in After Finitude: Essay on the Necessity of 
Contingency, his most important work so far, “[By] forbidding reason any claim to the absolute, the end of 
metaphysics has taken the form of an exacerbated return to the religious.”8 

 
This criticism of philosophy is also shared by Francois Laruelle who advocates a non-philosophy. 

For philosophy to decide vis-a-vis the paradox of the absolute it must properly consider the non-
philosophical conditions of its own discipline. Laruelle says: 

 
Humans are without philosophy—not just men without qualities but men who are 
primarily without essence, yet all the more destined-for-the-world or philosophy 
without having decided or willed it. Philosophy has always wanted us and we have been 
obliged to consent to it—but have we ever wanted philosophy?9 

 
The philosophy in question here is its theoretical practice of paradoxicality. Everyday humans 

make decisions and therefore transcend the paradoxicality that philosophy has always wanted them to 
exhibit. This is the principle of sufficient philosophy which guarantees the business of philosophizing. 
For this business to continue philosophical practice must continue to produce paradoxes which must 
remain unsolved. The same applies to science: a true science is a non-science (Nietzsche’s gay science is 
undeniably a prototype) but which science has to decide for itself, to decide non-scientifically. Science 
cannot discover the absolute if the absolute will remain couched in scientific terms. Science will only 
continue to rediscover itself.  

 
Indeed, there is a common undecidability that science and philosophy share. This undecidability 

makes for an easy target of manipulation—a target of political economy.  
 
 

The Singularity of Political Extraction  
 

Political economy is another singularity yet a powerful singularity. It is a larger singularity that may be 
described as the techno-singular ambition of capitalism in the post-modern world.  
 

                                                             
7 See Albert Toscano, “Against Speculation, or, A Critique of the Critique of Critique: A Remark on 

Quentin Meillasoux’s After Finitude (After Colleti),” in The Speculative Turn: Continental Materialism and Realism, ed. 
Levi Bryant, Nick Srnicek, and Graham Harman (Melbourne, Australia: re.press, 2011), 85.  

 
8 Ibid.; see also Meillasoux, After Finitude, 45. 
 
9 See Ray Brassier, “What Can Non-philosophy Do?” in Journal of the Theoretical Humanities 8, (2003), 2: 188. 
 



In effect global political administration or capitalism aims to extract from science its radical 
expression in techno-science. We mean techno-science as the kind of scientific knowledge or practice 
chosen to promote the idea of radicalizing 1) the presence of human consciousness in evolution, and 2) 
the concept of a self-organizing humanity that wishes to immortalize its presence within the immanence 
of the present. This kind of presentism is a form of abstract resistance to the absolute truth of extinction, 
or entropy that predetermines life on earth.10  

 
Nick Land, author of the Thirst for Annihilation: Georges Bataille and Virulent Nihilism, tells us that this 

resistance is exemplified by Kant’s moral philosophy. Kantian morality functions as a systematic denial of 
entropic dissolution; or in a more immediate sense of cosmic evolution, a denial that the solar system can 
go extinct and that the present is simply a step towards an absolute end. Kant denied extinction to be 
possible on account of his two controversial postulates: 1) the noumenon is unknowable (we can take it 
from here that the noumenon is the absolute knowledge of the extinction of the solar system), and 2) If 
there is God, human existence is guaranteed of immortality.  

 
Kant represents the side of philosophy that articulates a post-human future in the guise of the 

coming of the kingdom of ends. This kingdom will come because God exists and that God exists is proof 
that Man is immortal. That Man is immortal in turn becomes a guarantee of the coming of the singularity 
of the future, the post-human in, once again, a kingdom of ends. In other words, the human at present has 
an eternity to spare in which case the present is vulnerable to the intervention of political economy (with 
no eternity to spare because every kind of economy is always threatened by scarcity). Compared to the 
eternity of philosophy, political economy has a more aggressive aim of singularity, a techno-singularity.11  

 
Techno-singularity means the radical limit of intelligence where humans will be replaced by 

machines.12 Australian philosopher David Chalmers describes the idea of evolution by computational 
intelligence as the incremental progress of artificial intelligence or AI in an increasing degree of 
singularity, hence, the equation of AI progress from AI to AI+ to AI++. When singularity reaches AI++ it is 
argued that a point of transition is imminent, from the human to the post-human.13 The post-human can 
be described as the possibility for consciousness to be immortal through the highest functioning degree 

                                                             
10  See Nick Land, Thirst for Annihilation. Georges Bataille and Virulent Nihilism (London and New York: 

Routledge, 1992), xviii. 
 
11 Instead of techno-singularity we are arguing for a concept of singularity in a Deleuzean sense, that is, 

outside of the techno-scientific currency that this concept has gained in singularity literature (promoted by Vinge, 
Chalmers, etc.). This Deleuzean concept of singularity is an important conceptual bridge to our argument for a 
machinic posthumanity, extensively discussed in Hardt and Negri (cf. n. 15). Deleuze describes singularity in 
relation to the unpredictability or ideality of an event: “What is an ideal event? It is a singularity or rather a set of 
singularities or of singular points characterizing a mathematical curve, a physical state of affairs, a psychological or 
moral person. . . [Yet a singularity] is essentially pre-individual, non-personal, a-conceptual. It is quite indifferent to 
the individual and the collective, the personal and the impersonal, the particular and the general—and to their 
opposition. Singularity is neutral” (See Gilles Deleuze, Logic of Sense [Columbia: Columbia University Press, 1990], 
52).The neutrality of this singularity is cast against the predisposition of political economy to reduce the subject 
into a technical concept, to emasculate it by isolating it from an unassignable nature, its aleatory character. 

12 See Vernor Vinge, ‘The coming technological singularity. How to survive in the “post-human era’, in 
Whole Earth Review (1993). 

 
13 See David Chalmers, “Singularity. A Philosophical Analysis,” in Journal of Consciousness Studies, Vol. 17, 

(2010), 7-65. 



of AI which can replicate consciousness to infinity. The replication will be smooth since the stumbling 
block to infinity no longer constitutes a hindrance, the body that dies.  

 
Incidentally, it is the same body that biotechnology, for one, attempts to rid of human defects, 

ultimately of anything human. For techno-singularity the post-human must be disembodied, a pure 
consciousness. It is in this light that techno-singularity also attempts to erase the imprint of time. The 
body which contains the imprint of time dissolves into pure consciousness.  

 
In other words, by taking over the game of evolution techno-singularity hopes to ‘kill’ the 

sickness of humanity in favor of the post-human that cannot be sacrificed anymore to any form of 
singularity14, including time. That is, both the time of the past and of the future; hence, the singularity of 
political economy is an attempt to eternalize the present. On the level of something like political desire 
this makes political economy a powerful anthropocentric singularity insofar as the eternalization of the 
present advances a notion of the human at its utmost radicalized limit, an achievement of its teleological 
project of immortalizing the human presence that is infinitely replicative in cosmic life, which also 
explains its interplanetary drive to occupy other habitable zones in the Milky Way and beyond.  The 
immortalization in question here is the ironic requirement of ‘killing’ the human in favor of a replicative 
posthuman human. 

 
To this extent philosophy agrees to ‘kill’ the human by simply being obsessed with a certain 

notion of sanctity attributable to the ground that makes existence possible, namely, finitude. In 
Heidegger the closest attribute of this ground is thrownness (Geworfenheit). Geworfenheit is not the human 
but the condition of possibility of the human. The human is taken for granted in the thrownness of being. 
Dasein is not even the human. It is the structure of existence that any human being possesses. Any human 
being regardless of its existential condition is a being-in-the-world. The human, if at all it can be posed, is 
the being-to-come. The human at present is a result of an invention, a construct; realistically speaking, a 
politico-economic construct that is engendered out of the indecisional capability of both science and 
philosophy to frame the human, thus leaves the politico-economic to frame it. Nevertheless, while it 
denounces the condition of present existence, philosophy is always tempted to defend that existence 
which gives philosophy a distinct character, namely, it is always unsure of its own positions.  

 
Political economy takes advantage of this indecision by radicalizing philosophy’s silent 

indifference toward existence. If the goal of philosophy is to create the conditions for the being-to-come 
to finally come, poised against the undesirable condition of existence at present, then philosophy may not 
find it abhorrent to cast the human in favor of the post-human. Another question that imposes itself is 
this—do we want the singularity of political economy to immortalize this techno-philosophy?    

 

                                                             
14  We can instead argue for a machinic posthumanity within the context of Hardt’s and Negri’s 

Foucauldian promise of future biopolitics. In Empire Hardt and Negri stress their argument for a posthumanity that 
does not take technology to be the driving force of emancipation rather the very conditions of possibility of 
negating techno-capitalism from within: “The task will be accomplished primarily through the new and 
increasingly immaterial forms of affective and intellectual labor, in the community that they constitute, in the 
artificiality that they present as a project” (Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri, Empire [Cambridge, London: Harvard 
University Press, 2000), 218]. Hardt and Negri are banking on the possibility of extracting the promise of “potential 
metamorphosis,” a transformation of the human to the post human, from “the common experience of new 
productive practices and the concentration of productive labor on the plastic and fluid terrain of the new 
communicative, biological and mechanical technologies” (Ibid.). This echoes Marx’s description of capitalism 
digging its own grave.  

 



Techno-singularity/techno-science/techno-philosophy or the Postmodern Singularity (post-
singularity, in any case) premises itself on a unique conception of human nature. It is basically informed 
by the idea that humans are replicating machines15, though replication at present is hindered by the 
existence of organic bodies. It is important to note here that post-singularity is an attempt to recast 
evolution in human terms. We have been accustomed to believe that humanity is a second nature, but the 
success of techno-singularity lies in how this second nature can become the only nature at work. We can 
wonder if there will still be a necessity for a second nature against which the only nature at work can 
raise itself. The nearest variable we can imagine that can take the place of second nature is the machine. 
But post-singularity idealizes the machine as the only nature at work. This leaves us with one possible 
variable that can take this place—death. Therefore, it sounds logical to argue that evolution by non-
biological or strictly intelligent means can immortalize consciousness. But if death is no longer a threat in 
a society of immortals there is one remaining variable that can take the place of second nature.  

 
There is no question that in an evolution administered by humans, to become immortal remains a 

choice. Therefore, it is also a choice not to become immortal. It goes without saying that the foil to 
immortality is the existence of mortals. By their choice to sacrifice immortality in favor of finitude they 
constitute a foil to the continuity of the immortal circuit. They are the ones who can break the circuit by 
unplugging the system. Call it the revolution of Man. So it is all the same as in one’s mortal past where 
human contradictions are not lacking. The question that imposes itself is “Why dream of becoming 
immortal?”  

 
The answer lies in the limit of technology itself, a mode of revealing performed by the politico-

economic enterprise. It is in this sense that Heidegger was right when he said that technology is nothing 
on the order of the technological.16 The limit in question is the life it can kill but cannot sacrifice. 
 
 
Towards a non-political economy 
 
But as Meillasoux emphasized, it seems that the philosophical is to blame over the unchallenged progress 
of post-singularity by surrendering to science the pursuit of the absolute which in turn pursues the 
absolute but devoid of a philosophic programme, that is, to answer the question—why is there being 
rather than nothing?  

 
As a result the question has become the task of religion to answer. The alliance of the political 

and the religious in medieval humanity expressed this failure most obviously. In the turn to modernity 
the emphasis accorded by political economy to the separation of state and religion only widened the 
scope of this failure: the absolute is awarded to religion without state intervention. All this time the 
present is left to the care of political economy that creates a temporal mixture of technology and doxa, 
reason and unreason. No doubt the present that we exist in is distinctively pathological.  
 

It is important to stress here that our present ecological crisis is already threatening to push the 
present time of humanity into its radical limit of presence. We cannot hope otherwise that political 
economy can reverse this trend. It is deeply rooted in self-interests which are firmly rooted in the 

                                                             
15 Cf. n. 14. 
 
16 As Heidegger emphasized, enframing is originally—“Nothing technological, nothing on the order of a 

machine. It is the way in which the real reveals itself as standing-reserve” (Heidegger, The Question Concerning 
Technology, 23). In the sense of original enframing, revealing or destining is “never. . . [a] fate that compels” (Ibid.). 

 



temporal structure of the present. They are what the present is made of, what techno-singularity hopes 
to immortalize; or, what philosophy inspired by Kant aims to singularize. This also makes Kantianism a 
form of techno-singularity. 

 
How to arrest this techno-singularity is the urgent task of the day. But a task most especially 

addressed to what Antonio Negri and Michael Hardt, in their most influential book so far, Empire, 
described as a “figure of transversal,” or rather, the “foundation of every possibility of humanity,”17 the 
poor. The poor that political economy has reduced into a technical manipulable value. That is to say, the 
poor that philosophy promised a kingdom of ends. The poor that science has abandoned to the care of 
political economy. 

 
But it is the poor that is in no real need of philosophy, as François Laruelle would have put it. 

And as the “foundation of every possibility of humanity” the poor takes the place of the absolute. Its 
power is absolute. Around the globe, and especially in the Arab region, this power is building the 
foundation of the possibility of a new humanity. A new humanity is a posthumanity where philosophy 
and science have become the complements of what they are, as non-philosophy and non-science, in 
which case it may be argued that political economy has dissolved into a non-political economy.  

 
  

                                                             
17 Hardt and Negri, Empire, 156. 


