
A COSMOS WITH FIVE QUARTERS 
 

1. Experience and order … one implies the other. 
 
There is no dispute that experience constitutes some idea of order, even when that order 
seems minimal or defunct. Even confusion has order, in the presence of an expectation that an 
order has been lost or postponed to some future point. Order is present primarily not as 
something known and describable, but as a guarantee; an invisible, implicit assurance. Order 
is thus a minimum; when it is expanded or interrogated, it tends to fail to keep its promises, 
not being the “order we ordered” so to speak. Order is an idea that pushes into a future 
payoff. Thus, the present of experience, in its reliance on an order that was past or will come 
to be in the future, has temporality built into it; its minimum nature is a product of this 
temporality. 
 

2. Because there is order, even (or especially) when there is no order, symbolizing or 
representing order and its relationship to experience is bound to be problematic.  
 
Consciousness is a kind of representation to one’s self. Again, an instance of a “minimum 
requirement”: the subject, to be a subject, which is to say to be a subject with a world, 
obliges the subject to construct a point of view that, as a point, pulls back from the world or 
selected parts of it. We might say it has to “step out of the stream” to see the stream; it has 
to imagine a forest in order to see an individual tree.  
 

3. The minimal required representation of stepping back is the frame, a distinction, a subtraction, 
which is also a bond, an identification. 
 
The “present” of order, which implies a past and future, and the construction of a stepped-
back point of view, which becomes a means of possessing, means that the content of 
experience is preceded, and defined, by a “mark of distinction” (frame) that in must embody 
several kinds of shifts between opposite states. In terms of temporality, it is a present that 
manufactures its own past and future; in terms of spatiality, it is a reununcation or exile that, 
at the same time, claims and occupies new territory. 
 

4. If order cannot be designated or described by its contents, it must be limited to what, 
specifically, expresses its ability to turn from one thing to another (present to past and future; 
flight–from to capture–of).  
 
The project of symbolizing/representing order must be accredited and corrected by external 
sources. If it is a legitimate descriptive procedure — i.e. a “calculus” — then it must be found 
rather than invented. It must be evident in cases where, specifically, this “combination of 
opposites” function has been noticed and put front and center. This may come from 
philosophical discourse, where the intention to identify such a calculus is made evident from 
the start, as in Kant’s system of antinomies. Or, it may be the case that in art, architecture, 
literature, poetry, etc. the implicit disqualifications allowed by fictionality allow the work of art 
to more directly develop the calculus through the medium of play, a structure that itself allows 
for the simultaneous operation of opposites (Gregory Bateson). 
 

5. The project of discovering a means of symbolizing order, which has become the project of 
discovering a “calculus,” parallels, in its intentions to find something depending on an absence 
of intentions, the structural relations between consciousness and the unconscious.  
 
Representation is to consciousness what the contradictions of a required representation are to 
the unconscious. This is the ultimate “tell” of the calculus, that it is concerned with self-
reference issues but also an example. Also: when representation as a calculus “contracts,” its 
contraction is in parallel with the contraction required to make a point of view. Separation is, 
simultaneously, connection — whether in experience or the description of experience through 
a calculus. 


