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EUGENE THACKER

Soul-Meat-Pattern

There have only ever been three approaches to thinking about life: soul, meaf, and pattery,
Within this trinity is everything deemed to be animate, living, and vital. ‘Soul’ is not just
the Scholastic, theological, personal soul, but the Aristotelian principle of life {psyche}, the
principle of its organization. The vegetative soul of plants, the animate and sensate soul
of animals, and the rational soul of human beings. The hierarchy of souls is not unlike the
Great Chain of Being, a biclogical theology of divide-and-hierarchize By contrast, ‘meat’ is
brute matter, unthinking mechanism, the clockwork organistn, the béte mackine
described by Descartes - animal or machine, it makes no difference, Mechanisrn is, in a
sense, a thinking about life as meat, and meat as lifeless (the Tife that is lifeless is meat or
machine). Finally, distinct from ‘soul’ and ‘meat’ is 1 third approach, that of ‘pattern.’ It
would seem that the emphasis on pattern is a distinctly postmoderr: phenemenon, the
terrain of cybernetics, information theory, and self-organization. But this is only part of
the story. Again, Aristotle the biologist equates form (eides) and ‘soul as the distingidshing
mark between the plant, the animal, and the human; it is in their mode of organization,
how they self-actualize in time (*f it moves, it's alive’). Yet, Aristotle is linked to contern.
porary self-organization research in that neither can explain: how organization ocours,
other than to reiterate that the whole is more than the sum of its parts,

Thus, soul,’ ‘meat,’ and ‘pattern’ form a trinity. The trinity is also a triptych: soul in
the centre, meat on the right-hand side, and on the left, pattern. An image of thought
that continuously switches, swaps, displaces, and replaces the place-holder that
defines life: from psyche to mechanism and animal electricity to the ‘gemmules’ and
‘pangens’ to DNA and the ‘code of life” However, these three approaches do not form
a periodization, with Aristotle’s psyche followed by Descartes’ clockwork body fol-
lowed by the genetic code, Instead, as 2 trinity-triptych, they form a kind of portrait, a
face, a faciality, a field of black holes and white walls, within which and upon which is
often written: life is that whose essence can be deduced and yet whose essence
escapes all deduction’ - soul-meat-pattern, Each of these posits a central, universal,
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of organization that culminates in the living, the organism, 2 life-
ly refer to this as the principle of life, the ce‘ntr‘ai concept tl}:;t str‘;m;
nole field of mvestigation. Each approach differs in its place-ho exs, bu
aW e a transcendental locus that mindmally gua{ranteei a {iescnpatlx;r;
i int and say ‘over theve’ {or perhaps, ‘it’s aliv
of }b?e, ?O mzt}:i?lg ifoiﬁii?ﬁﬁmm thanylr:wa legst). In positing such_gﬂn?i-
A axfizat,ion, the soul-meat-pattern triptych also articulates b?undanes: .hv—
ples - Gfig‘ orgamic-inorganic, animate-inanimate, but also animal-machine,
g "ﬂnaglf hm;an-savage, species, races, populations, and genomes. We can refer
huma‘:_ﬂ'anﬂiic; as boundaries of articulation. Togethey, the principle of life and the
? ﬂfgaf; of articulation aré the two methods through which the West has cease-
o

- Jessly reinvented its thinking about life.

" pxtrinsic Life

There is an inward-turming and an outward-turning aspect of tl’:}ij t:hmk:mg The
i i i ; the outward-turn-

i ing divi ders, and interrelates species and types; .
et 6 bt i it ivi inst the non-living, making possi-

i daries and positicns the living against . 083
g g o i i i ect is metabolic, in

i i - The inward-turning asp
1 mstrumentality, a standing-reserve. ' : g :
iit it processes, filters, and differentiates itself internally; it is the preakdom.m ani
roduction of bicmolecules, the organization of the organs, tfae genesis of ;@emzs 3.1;
Eaces The outward-turning aspect is immunologic, for it anages cukz;r:;r%n ,
exch;.mges and passages; it is the self-non-self disdnctiox;, tdhe on'gan%sm ex;m i gj ti
th its epi ing its milien, the individual body lving in pro
th its envirorment, sensing its miliey, - : '
::her bodies. Nevertheless, there is always something that comphcates b;th a‘spect_s
The inward-turning aspect is just fine until the oumard—m@ng aspect loses d1ts gnfl
on things. Epidemics are an example. An epidemic cannot be 1mc111ted to t‘hein :vz :S :
- i i increasingly, to p

i i to pass between orgapisms, and in :

organista, for its very nature is . d ineeasinghy o e
i ional borders). What is the unit of analy:
o33 species horders {and national -  for a

zirmic? 1Iiikﬁwise the outward-turning aspect is able to manage boundartes without

* problems until the inward-turning aspect is discovered to be an illusion. For instance,

i the outward-tuming aspect is that which posits the individual orga?lilsm as {iisg;lct
i i tal relationship, a standing

i i ent, therefore enabling an instrumen tal

ic;?rvgs vfrizmthﬁ is the iInward-tmming aspect? We would assurne that '1t is 't};e

whole ;pectmm of understanding about that orgardsm - its blologmal, ;J‘hys;r;?i:h;
i isn’ ally a nested, outward-turmang a _

cognitive processes. But isn’t each of these really s

its?;? Whit are the systems, networks, and pathways of tﬁe organism if nc(;t tr:::}t;q

layers of the outward-turning aspect? The mward—turr;llng fand Otmmaccll u tg

i lessly, and it is therefore no

aspects thus complicate each other cease A e not inace :

deicribe their relationship, as Gilles Deleuze does, as one of folc}hng {in-folding, out

folding, an embryology having nothing to do with ‘development %
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Soul-meat-pattern — again, this is not a telos, as if to imply that genetic and inform,

tion technologies are the most advanced mode of inward- and outward-turning, vei
in a time of networks, swarms, and multitudes, it would seem that the third approach
- that of ‘pattern’ - is today dominant in the life sciences (genetics, genornics), heals)
care {biotechnology industry), technology (a-life, artificial intelligence, networks), wa

{bioterror, emerging epidernics) and even alternative scientific viewpoints {biocom
plexity, emergence)* A new, vital pattern pervades systeras of all kinds - global ecang

mies, social systerns, fmmigration patterns, information exchanges, mobile and

wireless communications, and so forth. Despite this, have we rid owrselves of the
divide-and-hierarchize mentality of thinking about life? Is ‘pattern’ simply the new
‘soul? Traditionally, these questions shout the principle of life come under the
domain of the philosophy of biology. But what would it mean to invert the philogo
phy of biology? What would # mean to invert this thinking {soul-meat-pattern) and
this dualistic method (principles of life, boundaries of articulaton), and consider
instead a hivphilosophy? Perhaps it is precisely Tife itself that is the problern, not the
aim or the geal, Instead of considering the intrinsic properties of life, what about con.
sidering life as extrinsic, as always going outside of itself? Instead of centring life (an
essence, an organizing principle), what about considering life at the peripheries -
extrinsic life, a life always going outside of itself, peripheral life?

Biophilosophy vs Philosophy of Biology

What, then, is biophilosophy? To begin with, biophilosophy is not the same as the
philosophy of biology. What is usually refersed to as the philosophy of biology has
both 4 syntagmatic and a paradigrmatic side to it, 2 horizontal and vertical dimension.
The horizontal dimension is the elucidation of universal characteristics of the organ-
istr:, which are perceived to be part of its essence or principle of organization (growth
and decay, reproduction and development, evolutionary adaptation). The vertical
dimension is the development of this thinking historieally in Western thought, from
Aristotle, to natural history, to Darwinian evelution, to the new synthesis in genetics
and biochernistry. In general, the philosophy of biclogy highlights and extends the
philosophical dimensions of biological knowledge. Issues pertaining to evolution, bio-
logical determinism, dualism, mechanisto, and teleology may be considered in the
coniext of the life sciences such as comparative anatomy, physiology, genetics, bio-
chemistry, embryology; germ theory, and developmental systems theory, The philoso-
phy of biology informs the three approaches to thinking about life mentioned above:
soul-meat-pattern. The philosophy of biclogy also undertakes the twofold method of
identifying a principle of life and boundaries of articulation, It can be understood as
an attempt to pose the question ‘Ts the fving different from the non-living? - zn
ontological question - in the context of another question, Ts the study of the living
(biology) different from other fields of study? - an epistemological question,
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biophilosophy simply the opposite of the philosophy of biclogy? Not quite. Bio-
15 D0

nilosophy 8 certainly 2 critique of the triptych. of philosophy of biology. But it is also
S 080

hrough the soul-meat-pattern approach, while taking mgh it c;cl:e
clogical questions that are posed and tha§ often get re -u;:e 0

el concerns over classification. Whereas the philosophy of bio ogéf is
iirith articulating a concept of ‘life’ that would describe the essence of life,

life = multiplicity. Whereas the philosophy of biology proceeds by
the derivation of universal characteristics for all life, piophilosophy proceeds by draw-
e

Lt the network of relations that always take the living outside itself, an extrinsic
ing ©

' diagram as Oppose:

d to intrinsic characteristics. Whereas the philosophy of biciogy

i i singly concerned with reducing
{especially in the twentieth century} has been increasingly

lfe to number {from mechanisim to genetics), biophilosophy sees different kind of
e

urnber, one that runs through life (2 combinatoric, proliferating number, the num:
n -+

ber of graphs, groups and sets). Whereas the philosophy of biology renews mecha-
- DEr f H

iom in order to purge itself of all vitaism (vitalism’ is.one of the cuzsie *;ig)}cdi h{i
gcﬁogy) biophilosophy renews vitalism in order to purge it of all theology (ana

] r ¢
sense nuraber is vitalistic)

+4 Tife’ not A-Life

The difficulty with the philosophy of biology — as with nearly aii ph'iiosoﬁhicaéf t}n;z}ilte
ing of ‘the animal’ — is to resist the anthropomorphist of our thinking about . :S e
apgproach of the philosophy of biology, the approach of sload—meat-;;?tter.z;lc;z and
that it is not only isomorphic Wi ,
raises up the concept of the human so . : o
i ife (life i cle and ‘mere life’ as the oa
¢ it may rise above life (1ife itself as the pinnacle .  th ;
tflc:aun;aﬁorz). This has 2 numbes of effects on our thmlungh;bo;t fife, for it sx;nizaﬁa;_
{ the Great Chain while also reservmg
ously places the human at the top of 1ai : me e
i i his is the tired dramna of the ,
i istinct, non-animal place for the human. T . 0
j‘:r zlzcil;artcaking of the animal, natural, biological world, and yet meesisantly stéimlcgl
above and beyond it, producing abstract knowledge-systems, ‘constx?lcz}g .Vg: Stzrrlm
life, aspiring for the spirituat {recall Heidegger's thesis concerning animal Zlyn )ek one
is v!voridles:, the animal is poor-in-world, and the hurpan is sfvorld—bml ing). :
drama that is by turps tragic and absurdist. Contemporary jmo-art practices can §
understood as a commentary on this drama, producing dadaizst marnmals, extra ears,
i ivi ‘ iological sabotage.’
ss with wings, activist crops, and “fuzzy biologic g . _ .
? gBioghﬁosoihy implies a critique of all anthropomorphic concept.mn; of life a]?;:;zlz
it possible to think this non-anthropomorphic hfz:? Are “f det)fr;llme 03;611; raf -
’ ') i ‘pultiplicity’)? The pr
supolant an old term (‘pattern’) with a new one ‘m . :
Sirgfnly 2 nominalis one, not simply a game of logic; the problem‘ is the very Ea:;r;
Yetween Tife’ and ‘thought’ {both Georges Canguilhem and Michel Fouca
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that the most accurate concept of life would be life itself). Biophilosophy is an approack;
to non-human life, non-organic life, anonymous life, indefinite life - what Deleiga

calls ‘a2 life The trick 35 to undo conventional biological thinking from within, Biop
losophy focuses on those modes of biclogical life that simultaneously escape the

being exclusively biological life: microbes, epidemics, endosymbiosis, parasitism;;
swarms, packs, flocks, a-life, genetic algorithrms, biopathways, smart dust, stoartmobs
netwars - there is 2 whole bestiary that asks us to think the life-multiplicity refation

Lifeis X

The central question of the philosophy of biology has to do with an essence of fife, 2
- ‘principle of life’ What is life? Life is X ~ whatever X happens to be, eidos, mechanism,
life-force, selection, code The concept of Tife itself promoted by geneticists during
the post-Second World War era (the genetic ‘coding problem’) was a renewal of a con-
cept articulated by Aristotle in De anima as well as his ‘biological” treatises. The impli.
cation of the very concept of ‘life itself is that ‘life’ is One, Whatever it is, life is one
thing, essentally one thing, for otherwise we could not say, Life is X." Even when Bife
reveals its contradictory nature, that contradiction is the ineffable key to life An
example is animal motility. Aristotle posed the question. “What makes the animal go?
- that is, from where does its energy come? The probiem was picked up by the appli-
cation of thermodynamics to aniral physiology, with talk of animal ‘electricity’ and
‘Irritability” and “vital forces.” Soon: there was an ineffable Tife force’ coursing through
the animal, enabling # o counter the laws of thermodynamics.
Today a similar process is happening with studies in self-organization and emer-
gence The question has changed, but its form of the problem is the same: ‘How do
simple local actions produce complex global patterns? The effects of self-organization
can be analysed forever (e.g., ‘ant colony optimization’) and they can be applied to
computer science (eg., computer graphics in film, telecommunications routing). But
a centzal mysticism is produced at its core, for if there is no external, controlling factor
(environment, genes, blueprints), then how can there be control at all? Again, life
itself’ the ineffable, the absent centre, In this sense life follows the laws of thought: it
is self-identical (whatever is living continues to be so until it ceases to be living), non-
contradictory (something carmot both be living and non-iving), and ejther is or is not
{something either is or is not living, there is no grey zone to life). It is in this senge that
life” and ‘thought’ find their common meeting point. Biophilosophy implies a cxi-
tique of the dialectics of Tife itself’ Tt abandons the concept of life itself that is for-
ever caught between the poles of nature and culture, biology and technology, human
and machine Instead, it develops concepts that always cut across and that form net
works: the molecular, multiplicity, becoming-animal, life-resistance, and so forth. But
the point is not to simply repeat deleuzianisms, but rather to fvent or diverge: the
autonomy of affect, germinal life, wetwares, prevital transductions, organismic soft

control, abstract se%,
mathematico
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molecular invasions, geophilosophy, and what Deleuze calls ‘the
“biological systems of differenc/tiation.”

g, Time, Number

te philosophy of biclogy is an epistemological endeavour, while biophilosophy is an
Thep

.2l one. The philosophy of biclogy asks, ‘Whici} category?’; bu?i}hllosoph;;
ontol?glﬁ d or affecting?’ Biophilosophy ceaselessly spins cut ontologies, none o
e Affzfteone of them lasting. An example is the following: perhapat what Hex‘de-
them?f;;lt;;l to as the defining philosophical concem of modernity - Being or dasein -

e d inte one of the guiding concerns of the new millenniurn: the prob-

has permutate

t istineti i t the
' Jematic of life itself’ or the z0e/bios distinction. We are no longer worried abou
e

grand metaphysical concerns of Being, Time, and the Onei) Bio;;%ﬁioso;h;;z t:iicpsfrm[ﬁz;
i - not Being but tae probie
ion and transmutation of these concerns — 1 : oble < of
'ta ?fﬁ 1 concern that asks us to rethink the concept of the vital and vatah‘sm. Sﬁ&?}j
gi: c'oncem with Time has become an interest in variation, tran;foznf;ﬂon, c = ;g,aCh
iti i ifterence
i iti he repetition of the different and the difter
difference and repetition {¢ ‘ : iference of cach
i t, becoming, ang the
ition ). The contemporary interest in the event, : etz
rq.}eur;ogzrﬁher variations of this. Finally, the imperative of the One(; ti:i: Be'mg 15;
P biect is singular, that identity is the identiiication o
i tis singular, that identity
One, that Time is One, that the subjec . ‘ e
{the Other in ethical thought - all o
the One, even the StTange sameness o ok
ion: what would we have to do to the concept .
e e ey his 15 th stion 4 by Deleuze’s Difference
i posed oy
nd the One-many dichotomny? This is the que : ‘ :
:z?{epeﬁﬁan but it is alzeady there in Plato’s Parmenides— Hair, mujfdand Cizrtgz jg:;i
’ iplici beyond the One-many? Could such 2
a concept of multiplicity that moves : . e
ist a si fati ‘number’ (quantity vs quality, extensity vs in A
resist 2 sizple denunciation of Dum! Sy v e
icat implication? If there is a concept of number that runs throug !
e ptcion) i if mudtiplicity is related to kfe, is
iplici roliferative, pervasive number), and if multip .
ttif;i?tayﬁ{jir?g number — a vitalist matheme - that would move out of .the pal'illlesgphy ;Jf:
i ind - ? Tnstead of what Alain Badiou calls the spu
hiclogy’s trinity of soul-meat-pattern? , t
bemgz:n the guantitative and qualitative, the closed and ge open, num:;:ezr;ds ?&1@
i i d the One thus get recorm
* is there an animal number? Being, Time, any : : Las’
fltsilii ftEt)ﬂcizning and number, which in turn ask us to consider or reconsider vitalism,

the virtual, and moultiplicity.
Other-than-Life

The philosophy of biology poses the question, Whatlis life?’ In 'dcnn{g };E: ]glvzzvi:zz
rarely asks the inverse question, ‘What is not-ife?” Certainly; death is not: o
rack, the chair, the clouds. What about the corputer, lunch, or a mt.mn»zEl S-j_ﬁ’_cati{m 7
not-life a5 well? What about a doil? Memories? There is a whole negative cias
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notlife tmplied in the positive question, ‘What is life?” Better yet, rather than the ques.
tion of what is notlife, we can pose the question of the life that becomes notife, z

other-than-life, a becoming-non-living. Four, preliminary, examples follow,

i Swarm Intelligence

“Swarm intelligence’ is a term currently used to describe an interdisciplinary research
field that combines the biological studies of ‘social insects’ with cornputer science
{especially software algorithms and multi-agent systems).4 Just as a group of insects
that are individually ‘dumb’ are abie to collectively self-organize and forage for a food
source or build a nest, so can simple software programs or robots self-arganize in
groups and carry out coraplex tasks. This local actons-global patterns approach is said
to display ‘intelligent’ or purposeful behaviour at the global level, But we can also
question and repurpose the term ‘swarm intelligence,” for the tendency in this think-
ing is to always search for 2 higher-Jlevel unity which would be the guarantee of 0Iga-

nization and order,

Call it a ‘superorganism’ or a ‘hive mind, the implication is that purposeful activity
can only occur through a process of meta-individualizing all group phenomena, sub-
jecting the many-as-maany to 4 renewed concept of the One. Action roust come after
individuation, not vice versa, However, the unique thing about insect swarms and
other anirmal groups (packs, focks, schocls) is not fust that there is no leader, but thar
there is something akin to a fully distributed control. Thus, the political paradox of
insect societies - how to understand this halance between control and emergence,
sovereignty and multiplicity? And thus the paradoxical question of the field of swarm
intelligence - can it be coded? Can one, in fact, engineer distributed control? Or are
we stuck at the level of passive observers, limited in our ability to identify swarm
intelligence, but helpless ta enact it? What would have to be done to the concept of
action in order to make of swarm intelligence a political concept? If there is a swarm

intelligence, the ntelligence’ would surely have to be 2 frustratingly anonymous,
non-anthropomorphic intelligence, the intelligence of a life”

2 Headless Animality

The philosophy of biology is not only concerned with the unity of life {‘Life s X'), but it
ties this unity to the individual organism. Whether in natural history’s classifications,
Darwinian speciation, or the study of genomes, biology always begins from the individ-
ual. The individual is the starting point, the basic unit of study. Throughout aff these lev-
els, the organism has remained central Organisms not only foun spedies, but they are
also formed by molecules and cells; orgarisris are the ideal point of mediation between
the microscopic and macroscopic views of life. Thus, i is no surprise to find philesophy
raising the human above the animal based on the comparison of individual organisms.
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-<totle, Descartes, Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau the individual organism is the
_Fozsi‘.»:asm uz:Lit through which the human is raised above the animal, the beast, the sav-
s i e case when groups are concerned.

e i:z:saiygxle privileged %:Tasepstudy, perhaps the paradigmatic case c?f the
. f;;an. Indeed, political thought has often contrasted the hw and the: ms‘ecti
mt" ty on this point, Hobbes notes that while both humans and insects are sacial,
peer s can lay down rights to establish a sovereign. Marx notes that insects also
o uild, but humans are able to abstract and plan before building. Thus,

d b .
Pmiugizzs are individuals, Groups are composed of individuals that pre-exist them,
eve

meta-individuals { ‘species,’ ‘Taces’).

| mc;ir;:pasrzh:l:;seezzsii:? group animals, the multiplicity-animals of p:fcks, flocks,

<. Yes, swarms can be understood to be composed of indivildual msedfs. But
swmriif.war;ns packs, and so on are actually inversions of the organism? What if they
Wha‘t tznces u; which the many pre-exist the One? An army ant swarm d?es have a
- mfm enetic aspect to itz there is a swarm front, a bivouac, and bajfanchmg paths.
motrs%m%ns packs, flocks, and schools are also defined precisely by their shageles.sness
:;é Eormle;sness. They have no ‘head’ let alone a face’ Tllney are headless azxirfgz
acephalous anirnality. They are animality without head or tal, polysensory, poly-
tive, ‘amorphous but coordinated.”

3 Melecular Molecules

To begin with, we can suggest that molecules aze not ‘moleculaf.' As n}z)risensr.casl :1;
 this sounds, it is important to understand the molecule as one naw toh e sexl';e o
wnits of composition and analysis: the organism, the crgan, t’he tissue, 5 cell, e
molecule, Each science of life is not just a noun (anatomy, biclogy) btllt 50 V‘?hv {{ris
(anatomizing,’ ‘biologizing’) in whick the living is bolth anal'ysed and bf.xﬂt u%d‘ a

the smallest unit of compesition? This is also the first um.t o? analysis. I?m 1;1g ﬂ:.llp;
breaking down, The process of indiviciuan;n is czntr;l htfo :cinnkmg about life, whethe

i “building blocks of life’ or the ‘code of life.

- b;;:;u;?:lniz;ls ‘pfwezs of ten’ in biology, a huge, c‘ntoiogical nﬁc'roscoi that}
stratifies individuals (the ‘DNA makes RNA makes protems,‘ and p'{Gt{!]leS T 3; us
mantra of molecular genetics). But what if all this has no.thmg to do with sz : El:, or
with strata, or with layering? There is a whole forgotten insFory of mole‘culazfd io ogg
which de-emphasizes the search for ‘the’ molecules {proteins or IlHC].E?lC ati s) an
instead focuses on the relationality of melecules, their network dynazmcs,_ 1eg texlxll‘;-
poral existence on the ‘edge of chaos’ {biocomplexity). Onlthe one hand, bio olgy ﬂt; g
us that molecules build up and break down {some proteins break down mo t; e;i
others build up). But, on the other hand, a cursory look at 'nucro.bes shcwvcsi ;s ' e; Ir}a{ai
ical herizontality of molecules: symbiotic bacteria, contagious viruses, and honz

gene transfer between microbes.
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An epidemic is molecular, but it is also social, technological, economic, politic
Networks of infection, yes, but also networks of contagion, transportation, vaceing
ton, quarantne, and surveillance This compression of networks, this topologs
intensification, is not the resuit of molecules, but it is ‘molecular.’ This microbial g
has nothing to do with scale (micro- vs macro-), but it s at once local and global. Eye
the common biological processes of gene expression, cell metabolism, and membray
signalling routinely create linkages and reladions (microbe-animal-hurpan), or rathe
they produce univocity-through-assemblages.

4 Lifelike Death

We speak excitedly about the ways that new technologies are Tifelike, meaning the way
that technology — something devoid of life - is able to display characteristics or behay.-

gory of repre.

iours that for us approximate life. But it is never clear if the lifelike is a cate
sentation {the lifelike quality of the ‘oval portrait’), performance {‘never mind the man

behind the curtain’), or simudation (‘what is real, Neo?’), Our awn obsession is to con. -

stantly desire and yet worry about the lifelike: we want our phones to speak to us, by
only if they say the right things. In popular culture, science fiction repeatedly plays out

these scenarios where we produce a technical life in our own image, a fusion of technal. .

ogy and life in which the hurman constantly reproduces itself. Perhaps another approach |

to the lifelike is not to do with life or technology at all, but the hfelikeness of death,
There is, in fact, 2 whole dernonclogy of the Bfelike to be considered, In popudar culture,
genre horror gives us many examples of lifelike death: zombies (the living dead), vam-
pires (the undead), the phantasm (the disembodied spitit), and the demon (the pos-
sessed life). This is the lifelikeness of life passing away, going beyond itself, exiting itself,
It is no mistake that these fgures of lifelike death are often inhabited by fearfully ambiv-
alent agents: viruses infecting the living dead, the ‘bad blood” of the vampire, the phan
tasm enslaving my memory, and the demonic tearing of soul from body. Lifelike death is
not the celebratory lifelikeness of our intelligent machines, but the ambivalent attitude
towards a life that should not be living, an untholy life. This lifelike death is aporetic lfe:
the dead that walk, the immortal being that is also the basest of animals {bats, rats), the
materialized spirit, the farmdliar face distorted beyond recognition, Perhaps there is a
technoscientific side to this after all. For, would not the Hmit-case of lifelike death be the
pomt at which the organic can: no fonger be distinguished from the inorgaric, the mate-
rial from the fmmaterial? This is the domain of nanotechnology, the idea of inorganic
life, programumable matter, an undiscovered ‘occult media.’

Ancient Life (o, the Biology of Cthulhu)

‘Biophilosophy for the twenty-first century’ is an ambiguous statement. Biophiloso-
phy does not begin with information networks, biotechnologies, nanotechnologies,

“dentity}
- decay) — & common

ment
: 1;)11 city 25 another "
iufinitely dense and mobile

. 'g'lﬂéi Sbgjqzéical life bas come to be the foundation of our emerging ‘biopolitical
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misconceptions to address. Biophilosophy is not a naive f'smbrace of “hlfe, a ef:h zatw _
Atruistic holism of 21l life on the planet. It is, however, 2 rigorous quespom?g o et
fold methad of the philesophy of biclogy {principle of life, boundaries o a;z ; ﬁon;
and the divisions that are produced from this. Biophilosophy always_ asks : ’V\Z ; ; re ;ﬁ ons
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 of biclogy and the biclogical-biomedical definitions of life. Biophitosophy is not simply 2
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new vitalism, arguing for the ineffability and irreducibility of life’s description, Yet, this
petbaps the most frustrating and ambivalent aspect of biophilosophy. Biophﬂosoph'y}
an attempt to draw out a political outology, but it is also politically agonistic, even 3
thetic. There is no ressentiment in. biophilosophy; only 2 commitment to a “vital polif
accompanied by this ‘molecular-wide’ perspective. Biophilosophy picks up and reinvig
rates the ontological questions left behind by the philosophy of biology: Why ‘Bfe”?

: Hypervims: A Clinical Report

rHIERRY BARDINI
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| " and everybody knows that the Plague is coming
- Everybody knows that it’s moving fast
» Everybody knows that the naked man and woman

: sust a shining artfact of the past. .
e ‘ Leonzrd Cohen, "Everybody Knows.

AeT)

the high degree to which AIDS, terrorism, crack cocaine, o computer viruses mobﬂiz.e
" the popular imagination should tell us that they are more than anecciot.al occurrences in
an irational world. The fact is that they contin within them the logic of our system:
these evengs are merely the spectacular expression of that system. They all he?v w© .the
same agenda of virdence and radiation, an agenda whose very power over the Enagina-

tion is of a viral chazacter.? ’ ,
Jean Baudrillard, ‘Prophylazy and Virulence.

At the dawn of capitalism’s fourth phase, the hypervirus awoke
Poisonous parasite, undead, ubiquitous and omnipotent.

At the beginning of the 1980s, the logistic curve of the hypenfiﬂrxs‘ (the “virus’ wrﬂs)
- passed its first critical point {i.e, second order inflexion), Materizlizing t_he cybernetic
convergence of carbon and silicon, it infected computers and humans alike at unisrec:
edented levels. From this point on, an explosive diffusion in ’postmade.m culture
emerged, eventually it plateaued near saturation, redefining culture as a viral ecology.

. Roowm for one more inside, Sir.

Trueffilse but remarkable identities:

“Virug' is 2 virus: virus is a reflexive name

The virus is the quintessential Kantian thing-fo-itself.
The hypervirus is the quintessential Dawldnsian meme,

A



