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At  the  end  of  the  last  class  I  said  that  if  Plato  abandons 
therapeia in the sense of  épimeleia, ie of  tekhnè tou biou, 
and thus  the dialogical  dialogos dialogique of the duel, it is 
because  in  these  questions,  it  is  a  matter  of  the  devil 
(diable) – who will have a great destiny in the West: it is a matter 
of  the  diabolic,  i.e.  of  diabelein,  which  is  precisely  the 
problem of the REPUBLIC.

The diabolic,  i.e. also the  diachronic, is  what Plato would 
like to reduce with the   dia   of the dialectic   become the dia     of   
analysis and control, by the  dia     of discretisation   and of the 
creation of a synchronic order mastering completely the   dia   
– which is not possible. 

Last year I tried to show that Plato  questions in the  context of a 
preindividual retentional reserve   which, being the object of a   
covert grammatisation,  neither recognised nor seen, and even 
less conceived as such, gives rise to questions – is at the very 
origin of  the question in  the sense in  which it   presents 
itself   as such   in philosophy  .

This grammatisation is not simply synchronising, but also 
diachronising,  and  it  reactivates  collective  traumatypes 
which trigger  a  diachronic    tempest   –  of  which  the political 
problems  of  Athens are  the  effects  (political  problems  at  the 
heart of which Plato's family and Plato himself are implicated). This 
is what the REPUBLIC is engaged against.

*

These questions must be re-examined in our time, ie: in the 
age of a neuropower in the process of emerging: they must 
be re-examined by way of the question of neurology, and by 
taking very seriously 



1. on the one hand what  Plato says here about the soul:

«But nobler far is the serious pursuit of the dialectician, who, finding 
a congenial soul,  by the help of science sows and plants therein 
words  which  are  able  to  help  themselves  and  him  who  planted 
them, and are not unfruitful, but have in them a seed which others 
brought  up  in  different  soils  render  immortal,  making  the 
possessors of it happy to the utmost extent of human happiness» 
(PHAEDRUS, translation Benjamin Jowett).

Note that this text signifies that using the dialectic, ie a manner of 
dialoguing as well as of writing that conforms to Socrates' previous 
prescriptions in the  PHAEDRUS, when he said that one can speak 
well or write well if one submits speaking as well as writing to the 
dialectic insofar as, as we saw in the last class, it is double – both 
analysis and synthesis – , one can and one must inscribe, ie plant 
and sow, make grow, in other words, directly in the soul, which 
is a sort of garden, of fertile terrain, where shoots are produced, 
where ideas grow, one can plant and harvest there something 
which, in reality, we shall now see, is literally a writing, ie 
the cultivation of a reading brain.

2. on the other hand and as a consequence, by taking seriously 
what  Nicholas  Carr says  and  by  basing  ourselves  on 
Maryanne  Wolf  and  on  various specialists  in  reading 
analysed from the point of view of the neurosciences: 
their analyses pose  questions which belong to a general 
organology, by way of which and by which alone is it possible 
to think a positive pharmacology. 

This is why general organology is the principal subject of 
this seminar insofar as it tries to surmount the blockage 
produced in the beginnings of the history of philosophy 
(which thus became «metaphysics») with the REPUBLIC, 
ie after the voyage to Sicily.

Positive pharmacology both is and is not the point of view of 
Plato himself: 

.  it is his point of view to the extent that  he affirms that a 
good practice of writing is possible, 

.  it  isn't to  the  extent  that writing here is  no  longer  a 
pharmakon, a two-faced, double sided, being– in another 
sense than that which designates the economy of  Google (but 



here  we  would  need  to  produce a  pharmacology of  this 
double-sided  economy  typical  of  the pre-contributive 
models created by Google and others – perhaps we will return 
to this subject in the Summer Academy with Alain Giffard): here, 
Plato  considers  writing  as  a  technical  means  whose 
poisonous    side     has been    reduced by the dialectic  , which 
was designed precisely for that – and it is precisely for that 
reason that it is a thought by oppositions.

Let us now read the beginning analyses of Maryanne Wolf; and let 
us see ON WHAT CONDITIONS this pharmacology is POSITIVE 
in  what  it  first  does  to  the  brain, and  how  it  can be 
nonetheless negative, and even how and why it is always first of 
all  negative.  We will  thus  add a counterpart  to  the thesis  that  I 
developed in CE QUI FAIT QUE LA VIE VAUT LA PEINE D'ETRE VECUE 
(Flammarion,  2010)  concerning  the  question  of  the  question,  ie 
concerning the techno-logical calling into question, what I call the 
first blow of the double epokhal reversal, and which ETATS DE CHOC 
(Mille  et  une  nuits,  2012)  completed  precisely  by  proposing  a 
philosophy of shock;

But we shall  see in  this  week's  class – and this will  also be the 
subject of my interventions this year in the Summer Academy – that 
from now on, the shock strategy must be thought in terms 
of  a  general  organology  based  on  and  by  way  of  the 
recurrent states of  shock,  which are always translated at 
the level of the CNS in particular of the  neocortex. But in our 
time, this can be short-circuited, and that leads us to assert that

.  a  general  organology  must  integrate  the  biological, 
geographical and geophysical systems in its investigations 
at  the  moment  of  the  passage  to  the  limits  described  by 
Meadows, Passet, etc.

. the CNS becomes the manipulatable organ of a neuropower, 
which must lead us to pursue the analysis of the passage from 
biopower  to  psychopower  then  to  neuropower  where 
bio- and psycho-powers are synthetised in relation to a 
power over the organs and the organisations conferred 
by  the  generalised  grammatisation which  translates 
itself as a generalised automatisation.

We  shall  see  that  all  this  leads  to  the  central  question  of 
automatisation for which we shall  reread Plato  from this point 
of view.



*

Maryanne Wolf begins Proust and the squid by affirming that  «we 
were never born to read». She shows that  the appearance of 
this invention of writing comes to be written or inscribed in 
the brain itself, if one may say, and above all comes to modify 
its functioning – in a sense obviously different from what Plato 
imagines  should  be  the  writing  directly  in  the  soul  of  the 
prescriptions resulting from the new dialectic, in a sense which, as it 
is  precisely  formulated  by  Maryanne  Wolf,  renders  this  hope 
perfectly illusory, except by    submitting   precisely this writing   
to this dialectic conceived as    TECHNOLOG  Y OF   GRAMMATISATION     
OF NEURONAL   LIFE (WHICH TAKES ITSELF TO BE AN ONTOLOGY)  , ie: 
except by doing    EXACTLY    what he accuses the Sophists of   
doing, but with much more efficient means.

Before going further in this double reading in the soul according 
to Plato and  in the brain according to Wolf (and also according 
to Dehaene who she relies on, as well as to Changeux who supports 
Dehaene),  I  would like to draw your attention to a question that 
Wolf does not pose, but that I will pose soon in reading Dehaene, 
who she cites in several places.

One must in effect pose here the question of the modification of 
the brain in two completely different senses: 

. on the one hand, as organological transformation of the brain 
in  the  course  of  its  corticalisation  (2  million  years)  and  as 
constitution  of  the  cortical  zones  and  of  the  afferent 
subcortical zones – on the preindividual vital reserve of the 
primary layers, including the «reptilian brain»,

. on the other hand, all that concerns what is called  cerebral 
plasticity,  insofar as it leads to the  metastabilising of the 
cerebral organisations  which are to that extent  historical 
and social.

In  both  cases,  technology is  at  play  in  and  with  biology and 
neurology, but the two must not be confused, and above all, we 
shall see why, we must not avoid the immense  question of the 
epistemology of life which is posed with the co-emergence 
of the cortex and of the silex.


