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Introduction: e Logic of Magic and
the Magic of Logic

Introduction

e main purpose of this book is to formulate the basic principles of Gilles Deleuze’s
logic by means of the concepts and tools made available by contemporary logics. In
particular, we consider the potential applicability of fuzzy, intuitionistic, and many-
valued logics for this purpose, in conjunction with their corresponding philosophical
stances (for instance, monoletheism, dialetheism, and analetheism). Despite the fact
that Deleuze wrote two books with “logic” featuring in the title, there has yet to be an
extensive treatment of his philosophy of logic. We consider rst one possible reason
for this, namely, that it is impossible or at least counter to Deleuze’s philosophical
project itself, so any attempt to conceptualize his logic using one or another formal
means is doomed to fail from the start. We next note the possibility that instead
Deleuze was really just critical of classical logic, and all the while he was developing
some sort of non-classical logic, which has since lain deep in his thinking and so far
has not been fully uncovered. e ultimate purpose of this book is to support the more
controversial claim that Deleuze was a dialetheist whose logic is best formulated using
a many-valued system with truth-value “gluts.”

Deleuze: From Magician to Logician

“ e Great Sorcerer” is an epithet Gilles Deleuze earned at Vincennes where he'taught.
Indeed, “the sorcerer” is a gure that carries great weight in Deleuze’s philosophy.
Sorcerers are agents of becoming: they wield the “power of the false,” which propels
their heterogeneous groupings through mutational developnients.

Sorcerers also live on the fringes under a veil of secrecy. eir knowledge and
practices are hard to penetrédté&low, many of us—myself included—nd the
practices, techniques, and symbology of contemporary logic similarly alluring and
yet exceptionally challenging to penetrate. Logicians can appear to us much like
magicians or sorcerers, with their mysterious scribblings and rapid, o en perplexing
transmutations of these cryptic inscriptions. With regard to appearances at least, we
do not need to stretch our imaginations too far to move from the image of the logician
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It should also be emphasized that Deleuze himself wrote two so-called logic books,
e Logic of SenseandFrancis Bacon: e Logic of Sensatiddut these texts will not
play too great a role in our present endeavors, with the exception of a few important
sections from_ogic of Sense reason for this is that | plan on dealing with these
texts in much greater detail in two forthcoming books on Deleuze and logic. e next
volume will focus on his philosophy of experience and the third one on his philosophy
of language. In this present volume, however, our attention is directed more exclusively
to the basic logical principles of Deleuze’s philosophy of thinking and metaphysics.
And the conclusion lists the topics we will cover in the forthcoming volumes.

Deleuze and Logic

For the remainder of our introduction, we will look at Deleuze’s comments on
contemporary logic in general and on non-classical logic in particular. A erward, we
will brie y introduce the non-classical logics that will form a part of our study, with a
focus on many-valued logics along with Priest’s philosophy of dialetheism.

Logic: What-What-What?

For Deleuze, the “logic” he names in his book titles is likely not limited to the formalized
kind, given the lack of such material within these works. Nonetheless, that does not bar
us from uncovering the basic logical principles and thinking built into these and his
other writings. But what, a er all, is logic? Graham Priest tells us: “ e point of logic is

to give an account of the notion of validityhat follows from what In other words,

logic is primarily the study of how our conclusions follow properly from our premises
or valid reasoning.

Yet, in Deleuze’s philosophy of thinking, he is not especially concerned with
determining valid inference, and so it might seem at rst that nothing interesting
can be done in terms of formalizations of Deleuze’s logic. Nonetheless, as Lapoujade
notes, for Deleuze and Guattari, “philosophy consists in the creation of concepts,’
which is thus “the production of logics, given that a concept is never created alone
but always in conjunction with other concepts”; and, therefore, “to create a concept
entails creating the logic that links it with other concef3tSd this in fact is one way
we will look for a logic in Deleuze, namely, we will ask, how might we articulate,
using certain formal means, the ways that for Deleuze concepts are interrelated
in their formation or creation? Posed another way: what can be said about the
logical properties of conceptual compositions and the way they arise? Here we will
reconceive the logic question “what follows from what?” to instead be something
more like, “under what logical conditions can concepts arise in the rst place?” is
is our task in Chapter 3.

e second way we will here uncover a logic of Deleuze is by seeing how certain
logical principles underlie his metaphysical thinking. As Priest explains, logic and
metaphysics constrain one anotAdiow this can happen becomes abundantly clear in
Chapter 1 when we see how the restrictions of Russell’s classical logic pose constraints
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Classical Logic

Deleuze, on rare occasions, speaks of “classical llogjicjug classiquebut it is not
precisely in reference to what now conventionally gets that ffeBoeet us give some

clari cation to how we will understand classical logic, because that will allow us to
better assess if Deleuze’s criticisms of logic are directed at all logics or just to classical
logic.

Despite its name, classical logic should not be understood simply as a logic dating
back to Ancient Greece, although some of its basics principles were also discussed and
developed back then t8dlt rather is traced to more relatively recent philosophers,
especially Bertrand Russell and Gottlob FfegeChapter 1, we will look at a more
formal account of classical logic. For now, it will suce to note, as Deleuze does,
that it adheres to certain principles, most famously the Principles of Identity, Non-
Contradiction, Excluded Middle, Bivalence, Double Negation, Explosion, among
others. (We will always refer to them as “principles” rather than using the more currently
conventional term “laws,” simply to avoid unwanted connotations in the Deleuzian
contexts.) For instance, the Principle of Excluded Middle constrains our thinking such
that when we have a disjunction of a proposition and its negatior-f\), at least one
disjunct must be true. So, in accordance with the Principle of Excluded Middle, of the
two disjuncts in “either it is raining or it is not raining,” one must be true. (us, we
cannot say that there are ever cases where neither one is true, like intuitionists claim,
as we will later see.)

With its rise in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, classical logic saw
great success compared to its predecessors, and for that reason it came to be the
“received” kind. It is likely the type of logic you learned from your introductory
courses or books or that at least may have been impressed upon you by certain socially
accepted standards of reasoning (for instance, in an argument, you are not permitted
to contradict yourself). As such, certain philosophical values associated with classical
logic also came to be rmly held by many philosophers, as for instance a prohibition on
contradiction and an adherence to a strict true/false bivalence, with no room for there
to be any other optior’§ Nonetheless, logics that reject or reconceive the principles of
classical logic do not create something illogical any more than changing some of the
axioms of geometry creates something non-geometrical; consider for instance non-
Euclidean geometriésAnd if, as we will contemplate, classical logic is faulty in many
philosophically important respects, then classical logicians could be the irrational
ones, with non-classical logicians exercising superior reasoning.

Non-Classical Logics

So, despite classical logic's great successes, we will see that it falls short in a number
of ways, and non-classical logics have proven to be preferable as responses to those
failings. Priest notes a number of “anomalies” that classical logic is incapable of
handling su ciently, including Russell's paradox and the irrelevance of expl&sion.

Yet, because certain newer non-classical logics can handle these and other anomalies,
Priest proclaims that “the time is objectively ripe for logical revolution’; that is to say,
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warrants, or con rms my thought or assertion that the soup is boiling. us
thought or assertion, which | experience, is compared with evidence, which
| also experience, rather than with reality or the world, which | allegedly never
experience as it is in itself. Another word for such direct experience is “intuition.”
Accordingly, the resolve to restrict semantics to entities that can be made evident
to direct experience is calleduitionism.*

One important feature of intuitionism is that the Principle of Excluded Middle
does not hold in it, because there are certain propositions for which we do not have
warrant to either assert or refute them. is is one matter that interests Deleuze with
regard to intuitionism, along with its notions of a calculus of problems, undecidable
propositions, and negationless mathematics.

Many-Valued Logics

One of the principles of classical logic, the Principle of Bivalence, can be understood
as requiring that every proposition be either at least true or false, but not both true
and false (as such, it is something like a combination of the Principles of Excluded
Middle and Non-Contradiction¥? But such a restriction can create di culties in our
philosophical thinking about certain fundamental notions, for instance, change and
becoming. Consider an alteration: a match is struck, and its wood turns to re. e
question is, when does the change take place? One answer is that the change occurs
just at the rst moment there is re (Figure 0.1, right). But in that case, the change
already happened. e alteration exists in the past and cannot be found in that present
moment. Yet, what if we say instead that the change takes place right at the last moment
there is wood? But in that case, we likewise still miss the change, because it has not yet
happened (Figure 0.1, le ).

One promising option would say that there is an intermediary period where its
status is indeterminate (Figure 0.2, le).

Figure 0.1 A depiction of a match's change from wood to re, whége)(the change is
thought to happen in the initial state oight) in the resulting state. In both cases, we miss
the transition.
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Figure 0.2 Le : A change occurring during a period of indeterminate transitRight:
One occurring when both contradictory states of a airs hold simultaneously.

In this case, it would be neither simply wood nor simply re. As a physical state,
it is not obvious how to conceive what happens during that transitional period.
Regardless, it presents a new problem. By postulating this intervening period, we
have created yet another change that we need to give an account for, namely, how
we moved from the state of wood to the period of transition. If yet again there is
another state of transition (intermediate between the state of wood and the rst
postulated state of transition), then we could have an in nite regress, where each
newly posited transitional state will need yet another intervening one preceding it
to account for how it is arrived upon, and so on inde nitely. (Note that you will also
have this problem even if you conceive the transition using fuzzy logic, with the state
descriptions admitting of degrees of truth.)

Yet, assuming these problems can be solved, this could illustrate a case where
we reject the Principle of Excluded Middle, because we would have formulations in
which neither a proposition nor its negation is true. And so, for instance, during the
transitional phase, the statement “ e match is wood” is not true, nor is “ e match is
not wood (in that it is re)” a true statement. But, there are other sorts of propositions
that more strongly suggest that they lack the values of true or false. For instance, there
are meaningful statements where the terms do not have denotations that allow the
propositions to be easily evaluated as either true or false. Priest gives such a possible
instance:

One sort of example concerns “truths of ction” It is natural to suppose that
“Holmes lived in Baker Street” is true, because Conan Doyle says so; “Holmes’
friend, Watson, was a lawyer” is false, since Doyle tells us that Watson was a doctor;
and “Holmes had three maiden aunts” is neither true nor false, since Doyle tells us
nothing about Holmes'’ aunts or uncfés.

e other sort of propositions that seem like good candidates for being neither true
nor false are “future contingents,” which we examine in Chapter 8.

Returning to our match illustration, we might instead say that there is a moment
when it is both wood and re (Figure 0.2, right panel) under the reasoning that as
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a transition of states, it must be said of the match that both statuses would need to
somehow be in e ect. is, of course, presents a contradiction. It is both wood and
not wood at the same time (and likewise it is both re and not re at the same time).
us, under this reasoning, we do not adhere to the Principle of Non-Contradiction in
the fullest way, and we have statements with both truth-values: “ e match is wood” is
both true and false when it is changing from wood to re.

Given their particular usefulness in thinking about Deleuze’s logic, we will explore
such many-valued logics in a number of the chapters of this book. However, it is not
very clear how familiar Deleuze was with these logics. He was aware enough to know
of their early formulation, starting in the 1910s with C. S. Peirce’s work onfthem.
And he mentions a sort of three-valued logic as a solution for the problem of future
contingents'® Yet, overall he does not devote too much thought to them explicitly
(in fact, in one course lecture he mentions many-valued logics, but leaves them
aside, because he says they would take all year to‘¢éua)nowhere does he deal
speci cally and extensively with a three-valued logic that allows for contradictions.
e fact that he does not do so leaves open the possibility that perhaps, had he
known more about them, he may have either used them to articulate his logic or at
least explained why they fail to do so. In the end, we will nd that despite Deleuze’s
critical remarks, many-valued logics in general are still very good candidates for
understanding his logic.

Deleuze Contra Logic

With these very general distinctions in mind for classical and non-classical logics, let
us look at the criticisms Deleuze and Guattari have for logic to consider whether they
apply to all logics whatsoever or just particularly to classical logics, with certain non-
classical varieties escaping his criticism. In this preliminary stage of our analysis, we
will only be able to look briey at a couple of their complaints; note that the matter
is not as simple as it may seem at rst and point to the sections where we explore the
issues in more detail. e purpose here is merely to show that we cannot simply take
their criticisms at face value.

Does Heterogeneity Defy Logic?

Deleuze and Guattari, when discussing the heterogeneities involved in “transformations
of becomings,” claim that for such becomings, “there is no preformed logical order”;
instead, they follow “alogical consistencies or compatibilifiéstm this we might
suspect that for Deleuze and Guattari, no logical account can be given for becoming
or heterogeneous composition, because there is in fact nothing logical about them, or
at least, there is something about them that will defy any reasoning. Yet, as we noted
above, we cannot really say that a metaphysical notion, like the one they have here
for becoming and composition, is “alogical,” if by that we mean its conceptualization
involves no logical assumptions. As we will see in Chapter 2, it will seem that in fact their
notion of consistency, while not involving the logical “consistency” of classical logic,
could be understood instead as involving a sort of “paraconsistency” of a non-classical
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insofar as non-classical logic can take our thinking in such directions, the fact that
they implement propositional forms should not be so catastrophically problematic
for us. Moreover, a survey of recent debates in modern logics shows them to be at the
forefront of contemporary philosophy, because they cut into the most fundamental
assumptions of our philosophical thinking. And most certainly Priest’s philosophy of
dialetheism should be considered as a philosophical concept creation in the Deleuzian
and Guattarian senseé.

In sum, it is an open question whether or not Deleuze’s logic can be understood
in terms of non-classical logics. It has now been more than y years since Deleuze
published his booN,ogic of SensAre we not long overdue for such an exploration?
at is what we now proceed to do.

Overview

Let us here take a quick survey of the path we follow in this book. In Chapter 1,
we begin with Bergson's and Russell's accounts of motion to illustrate how a
philosopher’s metaphysics and logic mutually constrain one another. We then see
how Priest's dialetheic approach to paradoxes of movement and change can be helpful
for understanding what Deleuze calls the “paradox of pure becoming” en in
Chapter 2, we explore Deleuze'’s and Guattari’s philosophy of heterogeneous becoming
and composition, with a focus on their concepts of coalescence, consistency, and
conglomeration, which they obtain from Eugene Dupréel. And we also give some
attention to how they here employ their notion of the sorcerer. All of this will give us
occasion to examine their remarks on fuzzy logic. A er that, we turn toward Priest's
dialetheic account of “gluonic” composition to see how it can better serve us in our
understanding of Deleuze’'s and Guattari’s conceptions of heterogeneous composition
and of the loss of personal identity and proper name. Using this notion of compositional
consistency, we then in Chapter 3 look at Deleuze’s idea of transdisciplinary thinking
along with his and Guattari’s account of the composition of concepts. In Chapter 4 we
turn to Deleuze’s remarks on negation and disjunction to see what logical properties
he takes them to have, in order to assess which logics are most suitable to those
conceptions. We further that discussion with Deleuze’s bifurcational account of time
in Chapter 5 by looking at his portrayals of Leibnizian incompossible worlds and
Stoic ethics. Following that, in Chapter 6, we will examine Deleuze’s and Guattari's
comments on intuitionism, with a focus on the rejection of the Principle of Excluded
Middle, undecidable propositions, a positive mathematical conception of di erence,
and a calculus of problems. In Chapter 7 we tackle Deleuze’s notion of the power of
the false, beginning with his idea of aberrational movement, and in Chapter 8, we
continue that discussion with his characterization of “the falsi er” who creates the
New through falsi cation. at chapter ends with the strongest case that can be made
for dialetheism in Deleuze’s thinking, namely, his conception of godless or “demonic”
incompossibility. In the conclusion | will reiterate my reasoning for why dialetheism

is the best overall t for Deleuze’s logic, and we lastly will preview the topics of the
forthcoming volumes.
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Dis-Composition and
Dis-ldenti cation






Becoming Dialetheic: e Logic of Change

Introduction

e rst main sort of non-classical logic we will examine is many-valued logics in
the context of certain paradoxes of becoming, change, and movement. We will begin
with Henri Bergson's philosophy of change and motion and then examine Bertrand
Russell's critique of it, along with his proposal for a “mathematical” explanation of
movement. is will set us up for Graham Priest’s dialetheic account of motion, which
will illustrate for us the many-valued logics we are considering. And nally, we will
see that Gilles Deleuze’s “paradox of becoming” is more or less suited to such a many-
valued logic. Our aim here is twofold. In the rst place, we will draw out from Bergson's
conception of becoming certain properties that hold for Deleuze’s becoming as well.
And in the second place, these discussions will provide us with an intuitive illustration
for reasoning that uses many-valued logics.

Method and Philosophy in Bergson and Russell

As we enter into the critiques Russell levels at Bergson's conception of motion and
change, we will notice that much of this disagreement comes from their taking opposite
approaches to philosophical thinking itselBoth express a dissatisfaction with
how philosophy was conducted up to their times, and both think that philosophical
thinking should strive for precision. But they dier on the best methodologies
for properly attaining precise conceptions. And, as we will see, this distinction can
in uence whether we conclude that motion and change are composed ultimately of
motions and changes or of xed positions and states. To clarify the di erence between
Bergson's and Russell's views on philosophical thinking, we will brie y compare their
ideas in talks they give on the issue, namely, ones collected in BesgSoedtive

Mind and in Russell®ur Knowledge of the External World as a Field for Scientic
Method in Philosophy

Russell's Philosophical Types

Russell divides philosophy into three trends, of which only the third is satisfactory for
him. e rstis the classical tradition, which has not yet caught up to contemporary
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standards of modern science. Like pre-Socratic philosophers, they hold that by
means of thinking alone they can give accounts of the real world, and the failure of
this approach is seen from the fact that some believed they could prove, using just
their reasoning, such far-fetched claims as: all reality is one, the world of sense is mere
illusion, there is no such thing as change, and so on. And they were so trusting of
reason that they thought no contrary observations should challenge their conclusions.
is trend continued from Ancient Greece through the Middle ages, then featured
prominently in the thinking of Kant and Hegel, and is still found in the thinking of
Russell's contemporaries, for instance, with F.H. Bradley, despite the success of the
sciences, which suggest a much di erent picture of the w&lidssell rejects this style

of philosophy, because he believes we should rely also on empirical hdings.

Russell's second trend of philosophical thinking is “evolutionism,” under which
he classi es not only Darwin and Spencer, but also (perhaps oddly) Nietzsche and
Bergson. In contrast to the ‘“classical tradition,” evolutionist thinkers believe strongly
in the power of science, especially biology, to provide us with knovil@dgeat a
certain point in this trend's history, it cast aside a teleological assumption of a xed end
to evolutionary developments. According to Russell, for Bergson this is because such
an assumption places limits on “the absolute dominion of change,” which itself calls for
evolutionary variation over time to be channeled in no particular direétion.

Russell's third kind of philosophy is “logical atomism,” which is the one he here
advocate$.Russell says that philosophy should, like with the classical tradition, use
logical reasoning to analyze “familiar but complex things” to “help us to understand
the general aspects of the world,” but he holds that this thinking should be connected to
the sciences, especially mathematics, physics, and psychology, by providing them with
fruitful hypotheses.One particular way philosophy can make such a contribution,
Russell says, is in the analysis of space and time in order to provide a reconstruction of
these conceptions. However, he clari es, “I do not think the reconstruction required
is on Bergsonian lines, nor do | think that his rejection of logic can be anything but
harmful” Russell claims, rather, that he will adopt “the method of independent inquiry,
starting from what, in a pre-philosophic stage, appear to be facts, and keeping always
as close to these initial data as the requirements of consistency péetomigver, as
we will see, Russell's account of motion and change might in fact place him to some
degree in the “classical” camp. Yet, before we further clarify Russell's methodology and
ndings regarding space and time, let us switch for a moment to Bergson's approach
to philosophy.

Bergson’s Intuitional Philosophy

In Bergson's assessment of contemporary philosophical thinking, he nds that it lacks
precision whenever it is disconnected from the reality it is meant to account for, and
this happens when it is too formalistic and abstract:

What philosophy has lacked most of all is precision. Philosophical systems are
not cut to the measure of the reality in which we live; they are too wide for reality.
Examine any one of them, chosen as you see t, and you will see that it could apply
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equally well to a world in which neither plants nor animals have existence, only
men, and in which men would quite possibly do without eating and drinking,
where they would neither sleep nor dream nor let their minds wander [...]. e

fact is that a self-contained system is an assemblage of conceptions so abstract, and
consequently so vast, that it might contain, aside from the real, all that is possible
and even impossibfe.

e sort of philosophy Bergson is a er, then, is one that is in direct touch with the
immediate, real world: “ e only explanation we should accept as satisfactory is one
which ts tightly to its object, with no space between them, no crevice in which any
other explanation might equally well be lodged; one which ts the object only and
to which alone the object lends its&lfAlthough science allows for such precision,
philosophy is not always so capable of it, and philosophy has so far been especially
inept at studying real duration, which “eludes mathematical treatridntdrder for
philosophy to adequately think of such matters in a way that is tied directly to their
reality, it should employ “intuition.” By means of it, we may obtain

a truly intuitive metaphysics, which would follow the undulations of the real! True,

it would not embrace in a single sweep the totality of things; but for each thing it
would give an explanation which would t it exactly, and it alone. It would not
begin by de ning or describing the systematic unity of the world: who knows if
the world is actually one? Experience alone can say, and unity, if it exists, will
appear at the end of the search as a result; it is impossible to posit it at the start as
a principle. Furthermore, it will be a rich, full unity, the unity of a continuity, the
unity of our reality, and not that abstract and empty unity, which has come from
one supreme generalization, and which could just as well be that of any possible
world whatsoevef

Bergson's Intuition of Duration

We thus need to understand what “intuition” is for Bergson. It is speci cally the
awareness of what is in your mind’s immediate, present “grasp”: “Intuition [...]
is the direct vision of the mind by the mind” with “nothing intervening”; it is “all
consciousness, but immediate consciousness, a vision which is scarcely distinguishable
from the object seen, a knowledge which is contact and even coincidémzbvwhen
the mind turns its direct inner “vision” upon itself, what does it then intuit within its
immediate grasp? Bergson says that it views the continual ux of real duration, which
is moving that very same mental grasping itself. In this ux of consciousness, “there is
no feeling, no idea, no volition which is not undergoing change at every moment: if a
mental state ceased to vary, its duration would cease to ow.” us the mind's “state;’
were it so, is at any time “itself nothing but chaffge”

So, in other words, philosophical thinking should begin with intuitive givenness,
which is always fundamentally an awareness of “the indivisible and therefore substantial
continuity of the ow of inner life,” “the uninterrupted prolongation of the past into a
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could be therdt would be there if it stopped; but if it should stop there, it would no
longer be the same movement we were dealing with. It is always by a single bound
that a passing is completed, when there is no break in the passage. e bound may
last a few seconds, or days, months, years: it matters little. e moment it is one
single bound, it is indecomposaBle.

However, whenever the movement does stop, we can go back, look at the spatial
interval it crossed, and divide that traversed space itself up in any way we choose just
like we can with a geometrical line, which is of course composed of a simultaneous
series (and not a temporal succession) of points.

is sort of mental activity for Bergson is the work of the intellect, which always
seeks the xed points of space when trying to understand motion and thus “refuses to
considertransition?* which is the real “substantiality” of motion and chafiges
conception concerns “far less the living movement itself than a dead and arti cial
reorganization of movement by the miriélBergson even goes so far as to say that
there are no real fornt$.And there are not even self-contained ‘things” that are
changing or moving; for, there is only change it8éifany are averse to this idea,
because such a notion of a formless, thingless, and purely alterative world gives such
people a profound sense of vertigo; however, “change, if they consent to look directly at
it without an interposed veil, will very quickly appear to them to be the most substantial
and durable thing possibl&”

Bergson and Cinematic Kinematics

Bergson further elaborates this conception of reality with his notion of the
cinematographic “illusior’” He does not mean by this the way that a rapid succession
of still images can appear to show continuous motion, on account of the phi-
phenomenon, the persistence of vision, or whatever else is used to explain such an
illusory impression of movement. For Bergson, the cinematographic illusion is rather
the misconception that the real continuous motions that we do directly perceive can
be decomposed into static states or positions, like the sequence of frames along a
strip of motion-picture Im; and even more generally, it is the erroneous idea that any
change whatsoever can be broken into immobile parts or xed states. He illustrates
with the example of Iming a marching army regiment. e cinematographic
mechanism tries to reproduce its movement by taking “a series of snapshots of the
passing regiment” and throwing “these instantaneous views on the screen, so that
they replace each other very rapidhBut each frame is just a still-image photograph
that gives us nothing of the regiment's movement. e impression of their motion is
generated arti cially by means of the rotating gears of the projector, whose steady,
mechanical turning imposes upon “all the gures an impersonal movement abstract
and simple,movement in generawhich captures nothing of the unique “inner
becoming of things” that was inherent to the “passing reality” originally given in the
soldiers’ motiong®
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But if each moment of the arrow’s motion is indivisible, it will not have enough time

to move beyond the space of its length. Hence the contradiction: by assumption, the
arrow, for every moment of its ight, is in motion (and thus is never at rest), but by our
reasoning, we also conclude that the arrow is at every moment at rest (and thus is never
in motion during its ight). As Bergson summarizes:

Take the ying arrow. At every moment, says Zeno, it is motionless, for it cannot
have time to move, that is, to occupy at least two successive positions, unless at
least two moments are allowed it. At a given moment, therefore, it is at rest at a
given point. Motionless in each point of its course, it is motionless during all the
time that it is moving®

Bergson diagnoses the cause of the paradox in our faulty philosophical reasoning:
we have the intuition of becoming and change in sensible reality, but we insist that
there must be an underlying intelligible reality that is even more real and that is an
unchanging substrate to sensible variations: “Beneath the qualitative becoming,
beneath the evolutionary becoming, beneath the extensive becoming, the mind must
seek that which de es change, the de nable quality, the form or essence, tHéNand.”
thus divide the arrow’s motion into xed positions, whigj de nition will exhibit no
motion. e paradox, for Bergson, results when we override our correct intuitions of an
indecomposable motion with our intellect's erroneous spatialization of its mov&ment.
So we come to the absurd conclusion that the ying arrow is always motionless when
“we suppose that the arrow can elvein a point of its course”; rather, “the truth is
that if the arrow leaves the point A to fall down at the point B, its movement AB is as
simple, as indecomposable, in so far as it is movement, as the tension of the bow that
shoots it#

What this means for Bergson is that we will never be able to account for motion using
our intellects, whether by beginning with just still states and building up to transitions
or by beginning with transitions and breaking them into a series of stops; for: “there
is more in the transition than the series of states [...]—more in the movement than
the series of positions”; and overcoming this faulty sort of reasoning requires that “we
reverse the bent of our intellectual hatfits”

Russell against Intuition

Russell also diagnoses the cause of our problems with understanding motion and
change as being a failure in philosophical reasoning, but exactly in the opposite
way as Bergson, namely, that we have not properly used our intelecighand
instead have relied too much upon our mathematically inept intuitions. Bergson
says that we need to guide our intellect with our intuition; Russell claims we must
help our intuition follow what our intellect tells ¢isHe says for instance that the
intellectualized idea of motion as being made of points makes us feel, intuitively,
that such a motion must be a jerky, discontinuous motion rather than a smooth,
continuous one. is feeling, Russell claims, should not be trusted, because it results
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Russell's Mathematics of Motion

Let us take a brief look, then, at what, according to Russell, philosophers like
Bergson should have learned already from the mathematicians. Perhaps the most
important mathematical property of the continuum for Russell's account of motion
is its “compactness” or density: between any two points there is always &rBtler.

this means that {1} there are no in nitesimally small intervals between points, and
thus that although intervals are in nitely divisible on account of this density, the
divisions will never arrive upon an indivisible inter¥als is important, because

it means that no matter how many times we divide an interval of motion, we never
can ultimately arrive upon intervals that—no matter how small—cannot be further
broken down. {2} ere is no “next” point or moment To understand why this is so,

rst suppose that rather there are in fact in nitesimal gaps and think of one of them.
It will be bounded by two points, with none intervening. at means the point on
the farther side is the “next” point. But if there are no in nitesimal distances, then
no point will have such an immediate neighbor. It will only at best have a closer and
closer neighbor, but never a “next” one. is means that motion, being continuous in
time and space, never “jumps” to any next point without having crossed an in nity of
points in between them:

Imagine a tiny speck of light moving along a scale. What do we mean by saying
that the motion is continuous? [...] if we consider any two positions of the speck
occupied at any two instants, there will be other intermediate positions occupied
at intermediate instants. However near together we take the two positions, the
speck will not jump suddenly from the one to the other, but will pass through an
in nite number of other positions on the way. Every distance, however small, is
traversed by passing through all the in nite series of positions between the two
ends of the distancé.

{3} And so similarly, there are no njtpointless “gaps” in the continuum. While this
might seem like something we can take for granted, it is not entirely obvious how this
notion works in Russell's argument, given some of his other claims. Russell rejects
the actual in nite, which could have allowed for in nitesimal, and thus indivisible,
not- nite intervals Without such in nitesimals that could be seen as terminating
the division process, might there not be an in nite regress in which all that our
divisions ever result in are more nite gaps? For, under Russell's conception, there
is always a nite distance between any two points, no matter how close you make
them, and thus, a continuum will always be decomposed into nite gaps even under
an in nite division. But Russell does not conceive it this way. We may show him a
nite gap, and he will just nd some point within it that will divide it into smaller
gaps. is means that there is no precise place anywhere along the continuum that we
can point to and that is not located at some determinately speci able location. us
everywhere in the continuum are just points, and there is no gap without a point in
it. However, it is still another matter whether or not that allows us to readily conceive
how this makes all nite intervals evaporate in such a way that there are ultimately
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Figure 1.1 Russell's “at-at” account of motion. e object is always at a specic single
position at a given point in time, but never in two places in the same moment, and never at
no determinate location (by being for instance in a pointless gap between locations).

And if during some interval the object is continually the same position
throughout this duration, it is at rest: “When di erent times, throughout any period
however short, are correlated with di erent places, there is motion; when di erent
times, throughout some period however short, are all correlated with the same place,
there is rest®

Contrast this with Bergson’s conception, where each phase of a change somehow
“melts” or “blends” into the others, and the whole alteration is indecomposable into
extensive partd.For Russell, however, there are nothing but exclusive, discrete, and
extensively separated and isolated parts. But then, what constitutes the “glue” or
“bridge” across all the positions that allows for the smooth transitions that Russell
insists will still be there? If there is such a binding principle, it would perhaps be the
sum of all the extrinsic relations held betweendthat determinations, that is, their
holding perfectly ordered relations in a continuous series that admits of no gaps.
Russell notes that this is not a very intuitive conception of motion, because we might
insist that a movement must be composed of smaller movements and not of discrete,
mutually exclusive, and static elements. To help us better adjust our expectations
for a conception of motion that initially runs up against our intuitions about space
and time, Russell has us consider how “a friendship, for example, is made out of
people who are friends, but not out of friendships; a genealogy is made out of men,
but not out of genealogies”; thus, “a motion is made out of what is moving, but
not out of motions® In other words, the compositional parts of something are
not in every instance homogeneous or commensurable with the greater thing they
constitute. Hence, it is not inconceivable that movement is made of nothing more
than immobile parts that are mutually exclusive and extrinsically related, which is
precisely Russell’s claim.

us for Russell, there is no intrinsic state of motion, and so Zeno, with his arrow
paradox, got it at least half right. Zeno is correct in saying that the arrow at no time
during its motion is moving. But he is wrong to conclude that it cannot therefore
move from pointA to B. According to Russell, had Zeno the conceptual resources
of contemporary mathematics, he would have known that on account of the nature
of in nity and the continuum, motion is completely conceivable as being made of
positions, none of which exhibiting motion in itself. As Russell notes,
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opposite claim: “A cinematograph in which there are an in nite number of Ims, and

in which there is neverrgxt Im because an in nite number come between any two,

will perfectly represent a continuous motiéhl’et us determine now more precisely

how Russell's conclusion can be seen as following from his classical logic assumptions.

A Classical Logic of Becoming

To better illuminate the main logical issue that interests us here, let us look at Russell’s
uncharitable criticism of Bergson's account of motion. First, Russell states that Bergson
makes the following claim: “No series of states can represent what is contifiuous”
is is not exactly what Bergson argues in his discussions of motion. In the rst place,
he does not speci cally object to the idea that a compact series of spatial points can
represent a linear continuum as it is understood in the modern mathematical way.
So if by “states” Russell is referring to the moving object’s positions at the points of
space along its trajectory, Bergson may not be disagreeing with him there, because
he does not say that, mathematically speaking, those points cannot be understood as
composing such a spatial continuum. However, if by “states” Russell means something
more like states of a airs during a qualitative variation (hot to cold, for instance), still
the critique does not seem to apply to what Bergson is saying. What Bergson claims
is that a series of states cannot represahiaage(and a series of positions cannot
exhaust a motion). Bergson does say that change and motion are continuous, but
he does not claim that it is solely on account of that continuity that they cannot be
divided. Rather, he argues that because duration is of such a di erent kind than space
and the mathematical continuum, it is not really commensurable or correlatable with
them; and thus, it cannot be properly divided by means of them. In other words, a
more faithful rendition of Bergson's position would be “no series of states can represent
what is durational” and not, as it is in Russell’'s version, “no series of states can represent
what is continuous.” So this part of Russell’'s critique might be attacking Bergson on an
issue that does not factor into the main thrust of Bergson's argument.

e second way Russell uncharitably interprets Bergson is with Bergson’s claim that
the moving object never “occupies” a point but at best can only be gaisktthrough
it. Russell speci cally cites Bergson applying this reasoning to Zeno's paradox of the
arrow, where Bergson argues that we would only conclude that the arrow never moves
“if we suppose that the arrow can elein a point of its course” and “if the arrow,
which is moving, ever coincides with a position, which is motionless. But the arrow
neveris in any point of its course.” Rather, Bergson continues, the best we can say
is that the arrow “passes there and might stop theFedm this Russell infers that
Bergson therefore is “denying the claim that the arrow is ever anywhere,” as Russell
puts it’® But what does Russell mean by this? Is he suggesting that for Bergson, the
object, when it is moving, leaves the physical world of extensive bodies, then magically
appears again at its destination, when it is then at rest? Or is there any other way that
we can come to this interpretation of Bergson that the moving object has no location
whatsoever? Surely Bergson acknowledges that the object is found in a certain spatial
zone while it is moving, and all the while it is not to be found outside that zone. at is
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end, motion is le as a mystery that has slipped outside our mental grasp. But does
Bergson’s account fare much better?

To answer that question, let us summarize our ndings regarding both philosophers,
drawing from one of Russell’s observations about knowledge: “All knowledge is more or
less uncertain and more or less vague. ese are, in a sense, opposing characters: vague
knowledge has more likelihood of truth than precise knowledge, but is less ®&seful”
We might observe something similar to this in our evaluations of Bergson and Russell
on the issue of motion. Bergson's account is intuitively compelling, but it is too vague
to give us a clear grasp of what is going on with respect to the moving object’s spatial
properties. Russell's account is absolutely clear and precise, but it goes against our
intuition that movement can only take place if there are spatial transitions that really,
physically occur. Russell gives us no such conception, saying there are no transitions in
the rst place. Let us turn now to Priest, who uses non-classical reasoning to provide
an account of motion that is both precise like Russell's and intuitive like Bergson's.

Priest and Dialetheic Motion

Russell, we saw, simply takes it for granted that physical motion and change cannot
involve contradiction. Now, is it any coincidence that his account of motion, based on
these classical logical principles, would be so odd and counter-intuitive? As we noted
in the introduction, nothing forces us to adhere adamantly to the principles of classical
logic, and if anything, the paradoxes of motion give us reason to reject them. Russell
would not permit an object to be in a place and not in a place at the same moment.
But dialetheists, who allow for contradictions in certain circumstances, have more
freedom in this regard. Priest de nes dialetheism in the following way:

Dialetheism is a metaphysical view: that some contradictions are true. at is,
where - is negation, there are sentences, propositions (or whatever one takes
truth-bearers to be)A, such thaA and-A are both true. Given thét is false i

(if and only if) its negation is true, this is to say that there are Asmich are

both true and fals@.

To illustrate how this might work for motion, Priest gives the following example:

As | write, my pen is touching the paper. As | come to the end of a word I Ii it
0. At one time it is on; at another it is o (that is, not on). Since the motion is
continuous, there must be an instant at which the pen leaves the paper. At that
instant, is it on the paper or &%

Let us follow now how Priest makes these sorts of circumstances more formally precise.
We will think of it as an event that could be studied in physics. So we might call the
pen—paper situation a “system,” nansethat can possibly be in two successive states,
calleds, ands, which will mean for us “on the paper” and “o the paper,” respectively.
We will consider an exact instaff, marking its transition from one state to the other.

Let us compose the sentence “the pen is on the paper” and cadl itegation, - ,
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they can have none as well). For this reason, it would be useful for us to expand the
de nition of monoletheism to mean not only the view that statements can have no
more than one value, but in addition that they must also have at least one value. (Note
that such a conception does not go against the “mono” pre x. It simply sees it as
involving both a restriction and a requirement of one truth-value.) is will make it
easier for us to draw the sorts of comparisons we will need in order to analyze Deleuze’'s
logic. So | ask that you please accept this additional sense to the term, at least in the
context of this booK’

Returning to our illustration, we are now le with the fourth option, (the pen
is both on and not on the paper). A dialetheist might say that the paradox here is
not a result of imprecision in our description but rather that physical reality itself
contains true contradictions. e greatest obstacle to accepting this is if one refuses
to conceive the world they live in and the language they use as containing irreducible
contradictions and inconsistencies. But without this exibility, they might struggle
to give a satisfactory account of one of the most basic features of our life and world,
namely, that in them there is constant change. And not only are the other options
problematic, the dialetheic one in addition provides a way to conceptualize the reason
for change. For, we might think of the irreducible contradiction in a dialetheia as
corresponding to something like an inner tensionirgensity e contradiction
can be seen as calling for a new status or as expressing the motive or impulsion to
bring one about. But if there are no contradictions in the world, would not everything
somehow always be in a state of stasis or rest, similar to how Russell was conceiving
motion in something of a self-defeating way? However, a conception of motion as
involving contradiction portrays the situation as one whose “imbalance” or “tension,”
so to speak, “calls for” or “pushes toward” a resulting change of place. Priest, in making
a similar point, quotes Hegel as saying “contradiction is the root of all movement and
vitality; and it is only in so far as something contains a contradiction within it that it
moves, has an urge and actiVity.”

Science of Logics

Before we continue with Priest’s dialetheic account of motion, we should brie y talk
about logical systems corresponding to the monoletheist, analetheist, and dialetheist
stances. We will render these technical matters into a simplistic and visual format,
while the endnotes will clarify issues which are thereby being neglected. One of the
main purposes of the following is to point out some of the complications in specifying
appropriate logics for each view, which will help us justify taking a simpler route when
analyzing Deleuze’s logic.

We said in the Introduction that logic is a study of validity, and validity is a matter
of what follows from whawe will formulate the systems so that they all have the
same standard of validity, which is the following: an inference is valid if none of
the possible truth-value assignments for its propositional components can make the
premises true and the conclusion not true. (More precisely: an inference is valid if
none of the possible truth-value assignments for its propositional components can
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Figure 1.2 Classical logic as corresponding to the monoletheic view (in our extended
sense) that propositions are only at least and at most just true or false.

Figure 1.3 e validity of the Principle of Identity in di erent logics.
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Figure 1.4 A three-valued logic with “gaps,” corresponding to the analetheist view that
propositions can be neither true nor false (and following ukasiewicz's three-valued

logic, ).

Figure 1.5 e validity or invalidity of the Principle of Excluded-Middle in di erent logics.
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Figure 1.6 A three-valued logic with “gluts,” corresponding to the dialetheist view that
propositions can be both true and false (and following Priest’s three-valued R)gic,

Figure 1.7 e validity or invalidity of the Principle of Non-Contradiction in di erent
logics.
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As we can see(A e-A) is valid inLP, because it is always at least true. Also notice
that in the analetheist’s logic, this formulation of the Principle of Non-Contradiction is
not valid. is introduces some complications. It could be that we are using the wrong
formulation for the Principle of Non-Contradictioti,or we may be choosing the
wrong logic for each philosophical stance. But let us be clear rst labwiitis valid
in LP. e formula -(A é&-A) will always be at least true in it, but wheis both true
and false, then(A e-A) is also false along with being true. And note that this validity
of the Principle of Non-Contradiction does not mean that.ithe contradictory
formulaA €-A must always be just false (as it would be in classical logic). For it too
can be at least true, when it is both true and false. ese are di cult matters that can
take us into technicalities we might prefer to avoid, but we can at least see that while
the Principle of Non-Contradiction can be said to be valitlfnthere can also be
true contradictions in this logic, and so perhaps what a dialetheist is rejecting here
is the way the Principle of Non-Contradiction is thought to entail a restriction on all
contradictions whatsoever.

And what about this principle failing in the analetheist’s logic? Does that mean
in such a logic, contradictions are permitted? As we will see later in Chapter 4, an
analetheist’s logic may in fact be understood as prohibiting contradictions, if it validates
something called the Principle of Explosion. In that discussion, we will obtain another
way to distinguish these three sorts of logics, depending on whether they are complete
or paracomplete, and consistent or paraconsistent.

But this is enough technicality for our present needs. One purpose of it was to
show some of the issues that come up when trying to specify a non-classical logic for
analetheism and dialetheism. With regard to our purposes here, these more technical
matters are secondary to our primary aim of determining in more general terms what
category of logic would best re ect Deleuze's logical assumptions. For that reason, |
will speak for instance of a “dialetheic logic,” meaning generically one that a dialetheist
would advocate, without getting into its technical speci cs. ese terms of course will
then be used in a somewhat vague way. But we will have enough to do just making the
general, logical determinations regarding Deleuze's philosophy, and the debate over
the technical details will have to be le for another occasion.

Priest’s Dialetheic Account of Motion

We turn now to Priest’s account of motion, which will make explicit use of logical
contradiction rather than prohibit it. We begin rst by considering the “Russellean”

or “orthodox” account. As we noted, according to Russell, moving objects are at some
location at some time, but never in no location or in two locations at once. With this

in mind, Priest formulates the “Russellean state description” of motion. Consider an
object whose various positions at certain times are described by some function. In
the Russellean account, at some given point in time, the object is only at the location
determined by the function, and not anywhere else (Figure 1.8). So the one statement
that says this is true, and all the other statements saying that the object is elsewhere at
that time are fals¥.
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Figure 1.8 e precise and exclusive time—space determinations in Russell's account of
motion.

Priest then articulates the concern we might raise regarding this Russellean state

description of motion with respect to its “counter-intuitivené8gtir a moving body,

as for example the arrow in Zeno's paradox, “at any point in its motion it advances not
at all. Yet in some apparently magical way, in a collection of these it advances. Now a
sum of nothings, even in nitely many nothings, is nothing. So how does it &b it?”

Opposed to this is the “Hegelean” account of motion. Priest quotes the following

from Hegel'sScience of Logic

External, sensuous movement itself is contradiction's immediate existence.
Something moves, not because at one moment it is here and at another there, but
because at one and the same moment it is here and not here, because in this “here;’
it at once is and is not. e ancient dialecticians must be granted the contradictions
that they pointed out in motion; but it does not follow that therefore there is no
motion, but on the contrary, that motion éxistentcontradiction itself®

e reason why for Hegel motion implies a contradiction is because the exact location

of

moving objects cannot be localized during very tiny intervals of'finfriest

explains Hegel's reasoning as follows:

Consider a body in motion—say, a point particle. At a certain instant ofttiihe,
occupies a certain point of spagegand, since it is there, it is not anywhere else.
But now consider a time very, very closgteLet us suppose that over such small
intervals of time as that betwetandt «it is impossible to localise a body. us,
the body is equally at the place it occupig¢2a#( * x). Hence, at this instant the
body is both ak and atx «and, equally, not at either. is is essentially why Hegel
thought that motion realises a contradictitf.
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But Hegel here is working with a notion of the continuum that is potentially problematic,
mathematically speaking. Priest's account will retain Hegel's basic insight that “the
localisation of the object is impossible over very small times,” but he will reformulate
it in a more mathematically rigorous way, which he calls the “spread hypothesis™ “A
body cannot be localised to a point it is occupying at an instant of time, but only to
those points it occupies in a small neighbourhood of that fith86 at some speci ¢
point in time during the object's motion, there would be a tiny spread of neighboring
time points around it during which the object would be found at all points within a
tiny spread of space (Figure 119).

Statements saying that the object is found outside that miniscule spread of space
during that tiny interval of time will be just false. But there will be a number of
statements saying that the object is occupying one or another point within that spread,
and all of these will beoth true and false. us, “at t a number of contradictions are
realized %

To be in motion at an instant, then, according to this account, is to have an
inconsistent state description at that instant. Objects in motion are at one place at
one time, and another at another. But this is not su cient. is would be equally

true of an object at rest at each of these places. To be in motion at a time, an object
must both be and not be at a place at that tfhe.

And we should note that this “instant” for Priest is not de ned as the in nitesimal (it is
rather an arbitrarily small intervaly’ so it does not fall victim to Russell's criticisms
of theories of motion that use such an imprecise and outdated mathematical concept.

Figure 1.9 Priest’s account of motion with an arbitrarily small time—space spread, where
the object both is and is not at all the intervening places.
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us, Priest’s dialetheic picture has the precision of Russell's account, given that it
also is formulated in a clear, propositional, and mathematically precise way. But it has
the intuitive appeal of Bergson's account, in that it conceives motion as involving an
occupation of a region during which the transition takes place. And it furthermore
gives a sense of the how’s and why’s of motion, namely, that by being at two di erent
places at once, there is a sense of the moving object as having an “urge” that could be
thought of as “pushing” or “impelling” it out of its immediate bounds. Hence, as Priest
notes, “dialetheism allows time to be both inconsistent and'feal.”

Deleuze’s Paradox of Pure Becoming

Deleuze makes a fairly similar claim with regard to what he calls the “paradox of
becoming,” and here we will see hints of dialetheism in Deleuze’s philosophy. He refers
us to scenes in Lewis Carrolice’s Adventures in Wonderlamchen Alice’s size
increases, and this will serve to illustrate the paradoxical logic of the “pure event” of
becoming and the loss of identity and proper name. Let us rst recall these fantastical
scenes.

At the beginning oflice in Wonderlangdshe is chasing a er the white rabbit into
a very deep hole, falling down it for a remarkably long time. At the bottom, she nds
herself in a hall lined with locked doors. One door stands out. It is only about 15 inches
high, and she nds a tiny key to open it. She then drinks from a bottle labeled “DRINK
ME” and as a result suddenly shrinks to a height of 10 inches. But in the meantime, she
had le the tiny key on the table top, which she can no longer reach. Fortunately, at the
bottom of the table is a cake whose decorations say, “EAT ME.” A er doing so, she then
grows to a giant size, barely able to t now in the®Fall.

ese variations do not just give her the impression that she is a di erent size. ey
are enough to make her feel like a di erent person altogether:

Dear, dear! How queer everything is to-day! And yesterday things went on just
as usual. | wonder if I've been changed during the night? Let me wask:

the same when | got up this morning? | almost think | can remember feeling a
little di erent. But if I'm not the same, the next question is, who in the world am
I? Ah, that's the great puzZlé!

And when Alice tries to recite a poem she knows, “her voice sounded hoarse and
strange, and the words did not come the same as they used*o do”

With this loss of her sense of self, Alice then proceeds to wonder if she has taken
on any of the completely di erent identities of the other children she knows. She
decides she cannot be one of them, named Ada, because, as she reasons, Ada’s “hair
goes in such long ringlets, and mine doesn't” Alice next wonders if she was changed
to a di erent child, Mabel, who is much less knowledgeable than Alice is. She then
tries to recall the things she normally knows by heart yet nds it all coming out
in confusion: “London is the capital of Paris, and Paris is the capital of Rome, and
Rome—nothat’s all wrong, I'm certain!” As she now seems to know just as little
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Figure 1.10 Alice becoming larger and smaller simultaneoti8ly.

It is at the same timé) the same strokéhat one becomes bigger than one was
and one is made smaller than one becomes. is is the simultaneity of a becoming
whose characteristic is to elude the pre¥ént.

But in what sense does this becoming “elude” the present? If it is doing so, then
perhaps that is because it is not determinately located within a strict now moment.
e becoming would then seem to be reaching or tending beyond it somehow. at
strongly suggests that it is dissimilar to Russell’s at-at account of change. But how
exactly are we to understanding this sort of a leaning into a future that is still yet to be
(like her already being in a smallness relationship to a size of 10 meters, which she has
not yet attained)?

In one of his lectures on Kant, Deleuze uses similar language when discussing the
temporal structure of the present instant:

e instant is the premonition that something set in the future [...] is in fact
already here. You live an instant when, all at once, you take something to be
forthcoming—that is, as eventual, probable, or certain—all while, in another way,
you discover it is already here. In other words, the instant is the future’s being “on
this side.” It is the immanence of the futid®.

If he is thinking along similar lines here, then he may have a conception of becoming

where in some way, it will always go beyond the present by being in the act of already
becoming what it will become. So that suggests some sort of a dialetheic conception
regarding the temporal properties of becoming; for, Alice in one sense is expressing
the states she is in during some moment, while at the same time, a future state has









Enter the Puddingstone: Demonic Gluonics

Introduction

Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari characterize becoming and composition in terms
of fuzzy subsets, which involve a “special logic” with regard to how items come to
be included in them. We will now look at this characterization by rst noting the
“theological” context that Deleuze and Guattari place them in, namely, how sorcerers’
pacts with demons and the “becoming-animal” that this involves characterize the
heterogeneity of becoming and composition. We next analyze Deleuze’s and Guattari's
notion of the “consistency” of such compositions by examining the source of this
concept in Eugéne Dupréel’s philosophy. With that in mind, we can better evaluate to
what extent the logic of Deleuze’s and Guattari’s notion of heterogeneous composition
is a fuzzy one. What we will nd is that instead Graham Priest’s dialetheic, “gluonic”
account of composition better captures the logical properties involved in Deleuze’'s
and Guattari’s notions of consistency and becoming.

Demonic Deleuze

Running throughout Deleuze’s discussions on composition (and also on time and
falsity) is a “theological’ dichotomy that he employs to characterize some basic
principles in his philosophy of becomihgn the one side is the gure of God, the
principle ensuring that the world is whole and complete, that identities and essences
remain distinct, that the true is discernible from the false, and that events unfold
continuously, linearly, and coherently. On the other side is the Devil (or “Anti-
God") along with a number of the Devil's cohorts and likenesses, including demons,
sorcerers, Dionysus, and the Antichfisey are the principles ensuring that the
world does not stagnate but rather is always open to radically original additions on
account of deviations in identities and discontinuities of developfastwe will

see, without this “demonic” factor, there can be no real temporality for the world,
according to Deleuze.
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Satan and the Sorcerer

e sorcerer’s role in this is to give physical expression to the demonic forces of
deviance so to bring about new compositions in the world. ese demonic in uences
are introduced into the workings of the world by means of pacts that sorcerers make
with devils?

In certain Black Magic rituals, for instance, the sorcerer (Figure 2.1, top le)
summons a demon (bottom le ) while remaining protected in a magical Goétic Circle
(top middle). e demon is held in a magical Triangle of Solomon (top right), while
the sorcerer negotiates an agreement with them. e sorcerer then obtains the demon’s
services in return for becoming the demon'’s servant a er the sorcerer’s death. e pact
is then signed in blood by both parties (bottom middle), thereby sealing the pact and
entering the sorcerer and demon into unbreakable bounds of mutual service.

As Manly Hall notes, sorcerers with demonic pacts try to avoid death at all costs
so to avoid their eternal, infernal servitude. ey realize that “life is maintained by the
aid of a mysterious universal life force which is the common property of all creatures,’

Figure 2.1 Sorcerers’ demonic pactfop le : A sorcerer at workTop middle: e

Goétic CircleTop right: e Triangle of Solomon.Bottom le : e Baphomet (“pseudo-
Deity,” “god of falsehood,” and “creator and rival of GoBYttom middle: Father Urbain
Grandier’s pact with devils, whose signatures Il the bottom half, used against him in trial
but likely a forgeryBottom right: ibault's dealing with the Wolf-Devil®
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that participants relate in packs and crowds, Deleuze and Guattari employ their notions
of “alliance,” “illicit union,” and “unnatural nuptials” in contrast to “ liation.” Unities
constituted by liation could be for example families united by their blood ties, which
homogenize them on account of their common descent and shared family features. In
packs, however, heterogeneous members bond by means of alliances and pacts, which
link them together in their coordinated functionifgMoreover, packs have dynamic
composition on account of the members’ statuses and relations varying over time,
which also thereby alters the group’s characteriStks Deleuze and Guattari explain,
a pack is¢ontinually transforming itself into a string of other multiplicities, according to
its thresholds and dodié.

A point to emphasize on the deviance of becoming is that we should not be
misled by the example of ibault's becoming-wolf to think that a becoming involves
a predetermined future state that the alteration is moving toward, like going from
human to wolf. As Deleuze and Guattari explain, “to become is not to progress or
regress along a seri€sijecause “there is no terminus from which you set out, none
which you arrive at or which you ought to arrive'aRather, “what is real is the
becoming itself, the block of becoming, not the supposedly xed terms through
which that which becomes passé&eleuze elaborates by noting that “the question
‘What are you becoming?’ is particularly stupid. For as someone becomes, what he is
becoming changes as much as he does hirfisdB#toming, then, is more basically
a “becoming-other,” without that otherness being determinately established even in
that movement of change itself:

Becoming can and should be quali ed as becoming-animal even in the absence of a
term that would be the animal become. e becoming-animal of the human being

is real, even if the animal the human being becomes is not; and the becoming-
other of the animal is real, even if that something other it becomes?ts not.

In other words, becoming operates under such a profound and pure deviance that it
is a fundamental corruption or disruption without aims or ends, because what one
becomes is “unforeseen and nonpreexist8®$ such, it is neither progression nor
regression, neither an evolution nor a devolution, but is rather what Deleuze and
Guattari call an “involution”: “Becoming is involutionary, involution is creative. [...]
To involve is to form a block that runs its own line ‘between’ the terms in play and
beneath assignable relatioffs”

We see a similar notion of the non-predeterminability of becoming in Bergson's
notion of the possible. In * e Possible and the Real,” Bergson elaborates on his notion
of “the continuous creation of unforeseeable novelty,” and he characterizes possibility
in terms of an “unforeseeable nothing which changes everythiRgmarkably, for
Bergson, the possible rst comes to be only in its actualization. For example, prior
to Hamlet being written, it had not yet existed in anyone’s mind. Only aer it was
composed can we retroactively look back in history and say it could have been
written at an earlier time, had only someone thought of it thars, when asked
by a newspaper reporter what he thinks the next great work of drama will be like, he
replied, “If I knew what was to be the great dramatic work of the future, | should be
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writing it"2® e world unfolds unforeseeably because we cannot even now guess what
will be created in the world later, and becoming is originating in the sense that what it
creates can have no origin outside or beyond its present act of being created.

To conclude this section, we should clarify that not all of Deleuze’s writings and
talks on theological matters involve a strict God/Devil distinction with a preference
for the demonic. IrDi erence and Repetitiorhe mixes the two principles by saying
that “God makes the world by calculating, but his calculations never work out exactly,
and this inexactitude or injustice in the result, this irreducible inequality, forms the
condition of the world? In other words, a “deviant” element is already built into this
conception of God. Elsewhere Deleuze claims that when he is asked if he believes
in God, he emphatically replies, “yes!” although it is more speci cally a Spinozistic
conception of Go& So we should be careful not to take Deleuze’s emphasis on
the demonic and occult too literally and conclude that he is sacrilegious or satanic.
Nonetheless, we need to come to terms with these elements in his thinking, because
they factor in prominently in his accounts of falsity and becoming in particular. And
as we will see later in Chapter 8, the work of the Devil and sorcerer as falsi ers is not
an injurious or negligent deception of others in the sense of maintaining a true reality
concealed behind a false appearance; rather, it is a matter of creating the New by means
of a particular way of combining the imaginary and the real through artistic means.
Moreover, this is bound up with Deleuze's revolutionary politics of creating a people
to come. us, Deleuze’s use of the gure of the Devil is not an advocacy for unethical
behavior, although it could involve breaking norms, conventions, or rules that might
hinder valuable or needed creations.

Watch and the Puddingstone: Dupréel's Consistency

is heterogeneous bonding into packs by means of pacts is a notion that Deleuze bases
in Belgian philosopher Eugéne Dupréel's concepts of “consistency,” “consolidation,’
“concretion,” and “coalescence” on the one hand, along with “interval,” “intercalation,’
and “precariousness” on the othighut with some slight modi cation in emphasis, as

we will see. Dupréel de nes the “consistency” of a being as its capacity to maintain its
identity throughout the variations that result from its interactive relations with other
beings, although things’ consistencies also can vary somewhat as they undergo a degree
of transformatiort® O entimes, Dupréel notes, things become more homogeneous as
they build consistency on account of similar items having shared powers of acting and
being acted upon, which under certain in uences can Iter away dissimilar beings with
other powers of a ection. For instance, Dupréel has us consider a mass of sand, gravel,
and large stones under the shared in uence of wind. e sand will blow far away in
the same direction and may all deposit in the same depression, while the gravel will
move only slightly away, and the large stones will remain in place, thereby creating
three distinct bodies of “similar8”is homogenizing process tends toward creating
“solids” where the consistencies and individualities of the constituent parts give way to
the consistency and unity of the whole agglomerated unit, as the parts assimilate and
bond togethef?
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In biological beings, however, many heterogeneous parts can come to operate
together so to increase the consistency of the whole creature yet without thereby
causing the parts to lose their own consistencies and individualities. So, the parts of
living beings cohere despite operating distinctly and uniquely, and like with Canetti’'s
packs, the whole group of parts bene ts from that internal diveéfs@pnsistency,
then, does not always require homogeneity, and, in fact, the beings with the highest
degree of consistency are biological creatures, on account of how their internal
di erentiation enables them to self-repair and adapt to adverse in uéfces.

In Dupréel's philosophy, consistencies are formed by means of the process of
“consolidation,” which occurs when an arrangement is transferred from an exterior
supportinto the interior of the consolidate such that it comes to sustain that arrangement
independently® For instance, a laborer making a crate will hold the wooden slats in
their proper place rst with their hand and then secondly nail them together, thereby
consolidating the parts into a completed box that sustains this structural arrangement.
Here the exterior support system from the laborer’s hand is transferred into the crate’s
own structure as it consolidatésSuch consolidations or “crystallizatiofigif spatially
related partsqonsolidés de coexist@rare formed naturally as well. Dupréel illustrates
this with the formation of puddingstone.

Here pieces of intare xed in place within binding materials by the soil and gravity
(Figure 2.2, le ). As the binding matrix material solidi es, a solid rock is formed which
no longer relies on the exterior supporting factors to maintain the compositional
arrangement of the pebbles now set in the stone (Figure 2.2, middle). e result is
a conglomerate with pebbles of varying forms and tones bound by a grayish cement
(Figure 2.2, rightj® a fusing of heterogeneity.

ere are also consolidations of successive processassplidés de successibor
instance, the parts of a watch are assembled by the watchmaker, spatially consolidating
it, but then its movements are synchronized with the turning of the world, making it also
a consolidation of successiiio illustrate, Dupréel has us think about the characters
in Jules VerneBrom the Earth to the Mook&ven if while on their journey the earth
stops spinning or changes speed, still their watches will maintain a synchronization
with the earth’s former motioff.Lifeforms, with their heterogeneous compositions of
disparate organs and complex rhythms of biological processes, are natural instances of
such spatial and temporal consolidatidhsis we see that consistency is not a matter
of homogeneity among physical parts and self-sameness over time. In fact, Dupréel

Figure 2.2 Puddingstone formationLe and middle: Puddingstone consolidatida.
Right: A puddingstone slice (© East Herts Geology Club. Photo by Jane Tubb, used with
permission).
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consistency they obtain by consolidating. is would be the opposite of what we saw
with Dupréel's sand, gravel, and stones examdelidi cation. All the sand particles

are inherently apt to coalesce, and the di erent properties of the gravel pieces make
them be inclined to separate from the sand grains, when the wind blows upon both of
them. However, under certain geological conditions of conglomerate formation, both
the sand and stones could possibly fuse into a puddingstone, whereby that inherent
aptness to separate is overpowered by a stronger force of binding.

For Dupréel, what demands more philosophical attention with regard to
consistency is not so much the identical elements shared by various consolidated
parts, which may be thought of as serving as “bridges” between them; rather, he insists,
we should be more attentive to the gulf that any such “bridge” is apparently crossing
over®® And we should lastly note that for Dupréel, there are many sorts of relations
that could fuse parts into a consolidation. For instance, what gives consistency to all
of the cards in a card game is not some physical material like cement binding pebbles.
It rather has more to do with factors such as the signi cance that the gures drawn
on them have with respect to the rules of that particular game and also the pleasure
the players obtain in playing the game, which is what makes the cards continue to
be distributed, recombined, and shu ed all togetffeEven something like a song
obtains a consistency through a sort of social memory. e song’'s composition may be
originally stored on the music sheets and in the original performances, but it becomes
learned by many others, who then replay it, theseliyirally consolidating the song.

Even if the music sheets are destroyed and the original performers’ instruments are
broken, the song can still maintain its consistency, as it continues to be performed
by those who learned t.We note this example especially because the sorts of
heterogeneous compositions that Deleuze and Guattari o en have in mind are ones
involving social organization.

Fuzzing the Stone: Consistency in Deleuze and Guattari

Let us look brie y now at how Deleuze and Guattari implement Dupréel’s notions of
consistency, consolidation, and interval in their account of heterogeneous composition.
ey de ne consistency more in a geological than a logical séhswiting that
consistency is “the ‘*holding together’ of heterogeneous elerfidrit®’ Dupréel, then,

what concerns them mostly with consistency is the adhering of relatively incompatible
parts. Furthermore, Deleuze and Guattari emphasize—as we saw Dupréel do as well—
that in order for there to be such a consolidation in the rst place, there needs to be
an interval between the components (otherwise there are no distinct parts that might
fuse in the rst place). ey see the consolidation primarily apracesshat happens
during those intervals when connections and groupings are made spontaneously and
non-deterministically. “Consolidation,” they write, “is not content to come aer; it

is creative® To build from Dupréel's example of the consolidating song, we could
note that the singers who learn the melody might add their own accentuations and
colorings, as oen happens with folk music that spreads across diverse cultural
geographies. ese re-characterizing details are not in the original music sheets.
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As A. J. Marshall, their source, writes: “ e notes of other birds are so woven into the
display-song that [...] the observer [...] has no clear idea which notes are ‘borrowed’
and which are part of the caller's own varied repertéliras we can see just how

much fuzzy aggregates for Deleuze and Guattari are a “synthesis of disparate elements”
of many di erent kinds (in the case of the stagemaker’s performance, it is not just
notes, but colors and shapes t&o).

But whatpreciselylo Deleuze and Guattari mean by “fuzzy” here? In another place,
they also refer us to fuzzy logic, which is built from fuzzy set tfebey.us now
examine fuzzy subsets and fuzzy logic, in order to determine whether or not we can
understand Deleuze's logic as being of a “fuzzy” kind.

Logic of Fuzz

One notable application of fuzzy sets and logic is with vague predicates, as we saw with
“sorites” paradoxes involving continuous changes, like growing from child to adult.
To get an initial grasp of a fuzzy set, consider Nolt's illustration of the predicate “red”:
“Some things are wholly and genuinely red. But others are almost red, somewhat red,
only a little bit red, and so on. So, whereas fresh blood or a red tra c light might be
fully a membenof the set of all red things, the setting sun might behakbway a
membeiand a peach onslightly a membéf In the case of the maturing child, at what
precise moment in their lives does the person leave the set of children and enter the set
of adults? Perhaps there is a period when they are partly in one group and partly in the
other. L. A. Zadeh, a pioneer of fuzzy subsets, de nes them as ‘“classes with unsharp
boundaries in which the transition from membership to non-membership is gradual
rather than abrupt™ To clarify why this is unique, Arnold Kaufmann notes that under
classical assumptions regarding sets, “there are only two acceptable situations for an
element: being a member of or not being a member of a subset [...] of a reference
set”; however, an element in a fuzzy subset is “a member [...] only in an uncertain
fashion.”™ More precisely, the membership to a fuzzy subset is “weighted,” meaning
that it belongs more or less to it, and not, as under classical assumptions, entirely to it
or entirely not to it”

Let us look a little more at how all this works. Suppose we have a set with these
items:stop lightsunsetpeachbanana And we consider a subset of it, namely, of red
things. We will ask this question for each member of the main set: is the thing also a
member of the subset of red things? If yes, we write 1, and if no, we write 0.

{1} Are stop lights red things? Yes: 1
{2} Are sunsets red things? Yes: 1
{3} Are peaches red things? No: 0
{4} Are bananas red things? No: O

is distribution may be satisfactory in certain contexts, but in others it may not be.
(For instance, a painter who is depicting a peach may want to use some red to color
it, even if in the end it is not apparently a red object.) Instead, we may assign values
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Gluing Di erence

e context for Priest's “gluonic” theory of composition is the problem of giving a
consistent and precise account for unity, because any attempt to do so raises a number
of di cult paradoxes. We have parts, and we have the whole that they compose. What
we seek then is “something that binds the parts into a wfdlet, we quickly nd

that this “problem of binding” is not easily solved. Priest calls this binding factor the
“gluon,” which belongs to the uni ed thing. Now, since we can refer to it, it is a thing in

its own right. But in being a thing all of its own, is the gluon (the cohering factor) also

a part of the whole in the same way the other parts are? For instance, in a house, is the
gluon simply like the mortar that binds the bricks together and helps give the building
its structure? If it were, then it would no longer serve to explain the uni cation of the
other parts. For, we now need to explain what binds that gluon itself with the other
parts® In the house example, if the gluon is simply the mortar between the bricks, we
still need to nd another gluon in between the mortar and the bricks to explain what
binds them, and were it always to be another object part, then we never will arrive
upon the ultimate binding factd?.So the gluon is both an object and not an object;

it thus can be conceived as a dialetheic éhtiynd it does not help, Priest argues,

to simply think of the gluon as aetationshipbetween the parts” that accounts for

the thing’s “con guration, arrangement, structure, or some stfdhdr, in instances

of physical objects, we now have the even greater metaphysical problem of explaining
how something non-physical (the relationship) can bind physical things together.

To solve these and related di culties in accounting for how parts bind into wholes,
Priest proposes that we apply a dialetheic logic to the notion of the gluon and that we
modify the logical properties of identity. Classically, identity has three properties when
it is understood as a relation. 8¢ exivity. Something is identical to itself, s& a.

{2} SymmetryIf something is identical to a second thing, then the second is identical
to the rst: ifa = b thenb = a. And {3}transitivity. If a rst thing is identical to a
second thing, and that second thing is identical to a third, then the rst is identical to
the third as well; so&=b andb =c, thena = c.** But Priest’s conception of gluons will
make use of a sort of identity that insteadads-transitive

So let us see informally how the gluon works. Suppose we name a uni ed object’s
parts with the letters, b, ¢, andd. And in his diagram, Priest symbolizes the gluon
with p (the character fozhongin Chinese andhuin Japanese, meaning ‘“center,’” as
Priest explains¥. It is what binds all the other parts into the uni ed whole. If the gluon
were entirely distinct from the other parts (in the sense of not being identical to them),
there would always be room for another gluon to intervene between the rst gluon and
the given parts, which leads to the sort of regress we saw before. So in order to close
“the metaphysical ‘gap’ that otherwise would stand between the gluon and the parts;’
we need to make the gluon be identical to them, and thus “there will then be no space,
or need, for anything to be inserté#l”

Yet, although the gluon is identical with all of the parts, it is non-transitively so. We
can depict it by having all of the parts equal the gluon, but none of the parts equaling
one another (Figure 2.3).
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Figure 2.3 Priest's diagram for the gluonic structure. e gluon, symbolizedpasis non-
transitively identical with all the other parts,b, ¢, andd, but they are not equal to one
another?’

Priest then gives an analogy to explain why the identity here is not transitive. We
think of how the mortar binds the bricks without making them one singular, solid
brick. Similarly, the gluon binds the parts by being identical to them, without making
those parts be identical with each otfdSobrick 1= the gluon, andrick 2= the
gluon, butbrick 1is not thereby identical farick 2 ey maintain their heterogeneity
and Dupréelian “logical distance,” so to speak. In other words, the logic of the gluon,
being that of non-transitive identity, makes it such that parts can cohere without
thereby reducing any part to the other or homogenizing the heterogeneous parts in
any way.)

To understand how this is a dialetheic conception, we need to think of identity
in terms of the logical operation of material equivalence (symbolizedAvithen
two propositions are materially equivalent (for instarceAC), then they have the
same truth-value. So let us rst suppose a classical situation (corresponding to the
monoletheist view as we are de ning it here, namely, as the belief that propositions
must be at least true or false but not both). We will draw a circle for a domain of true
propositions, and another circle for a domain of false ones.

Beginning with a classical, monoletheic logic, we will satigatandC are in the
true domain, and is in the false one (Figure 2.4, le ). We can now calculate where
the materially equivalent formulations will be located on that basis. If two propositions
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Figure 2.4 Material equivalence in a monoletheic (classical) and a dialetheic logic, showing
the second to be intransitiveA(“AB” is at least true B AC” is at least true, bulX* AC” is
not at all truef®

share the same domain (being both true or both false), then their material equivalence
will be in the true domain. And if they are found in di erent domains (with one being
true and the other false), then their material equivalence will be in the false domain.
Now sincéA is in the true domain, we can rstly say thapA is also in the true domain.
As this will always be the case for any proposition, we see that material equivalence
in classical logic i exive And sinceA andB are both in the true domain, we can
say thatA AB along withB AA are both in the true domain. And so itsigmmetric
too. And nally, sinceA, B, andC are all in the true domain, we then also havaB,
B AC, andA AC. Material equivalence in classical logic is thassitive.But let us
now consider dialetheic logical assumptions, under which we can have propositions
that are both true and false. We will overlap our truth and falsity domains for this
double status, and let us say #as just trueCis just false, bl is both true and false
(Figure 2.4, right). As we can see, even in the “both” domain, identity and symmetry
hold. Yet, we notice here a case where transitivity does notthdiB.is at least true
(it is still found in the true domain, even though it is also in the false)Bafa@ is
also at least true, bAt AC is not at all true. So under dialetheic assumptions, material
equivalence is not transitive.

Priest next gives a standard, Leibnizian de nition of identity. e basic idea is that
if two things have exactly the same properties (neither more nor less than the other),
then there is no di erence between them, and they are identical or equal. In symbols,
Priest formulates it &8

a=bif and only if EX(Xa AXb)
Let us consider a simpli ed explanation of it. On the le side we teawd” So we are

determining what is needed for an objadio be equal or identical to an objéxct
On the right side is some symbology that is more complicated than we have dealt
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Guattari seem to be saying. In other words, this partial membership is what allows
the virtual note to be an optional inclusion in the actualization of the song. eir
complaint was that we should not assign its degree of membership some determinate
value (or determinate range of values). But if we use a dialetheic sort of reasoning,
we might say that it is both included and not included, and by doing so, we are not
specifying how much. It is still not entirely clear, however, how this sort of a dialetheic
conception would apply to Deleuze and Guattari's fuzzy aggregates. Recall that the
“special logic” of fuzzy inclusion is one that operates “at the level of processes a ecting
the fuzzy set®So, part of their reason for ultimately rejecting fuzzy set theory is that
there is a dynamic element in the inclusion process which is not expressed adequately
by partial, determinate values. It seems the parts need some sort of indeterminate
freedom to enter and leave the aggregate, to be more or less a part of it, at di erent
times. e dialetheic conception that we used for change and becoming, then, could
be useful for characterizing this dynamic element, because insofar as a part is entering
or leaving an aggregate, in that process, it is both included and not included at the
same time.

But even if this is not what Deleuze and Guattari have in mind for the “special
logic” of fuzzy aggregate inclusion, we can still see the usefulness of Priests
gluonics for understanding the other aspects of the logic of heterogeneous
composition and consistency. Let us continue this analysis to see how it can further
elaborate Deleuze’s concept of heterogeneous becoming and the loss of the proper
name that is involved in it.

Who's Alice Now?

Of course all life is a process of breaking down.
F. Scott Fitzgerale

What we have been saying about gluonic composition works as well for a “temporal”
composition, where you have di erent temporal parts that are bound together, like the
phases in a process. ese temporal parts can also be seen as being bound by a dialetheic
gluon, and this will account for the consistency of a thing that changes properties
over time and could even change its identity, all while remaining bound together
temporally. Suppose Alice begins small and grows large. Regarding her beginning
state, let us just writ8afor “Alice is small.” At the end, she is not small anymore, so

we have-Sa Of course, as Deleuze reminds us, Alice is not smaller and larger at the
same time. But because the becoming binds successive moments together, in a sense
thebecomingnvolves smaller and larger sizes, as Bergson explained. Suppose we think
of that becoming, which binds the phases together, as a temporat®§labmeans

this gluon is both smaller and larger, and it binds together two versions of Alice.

e next matter we should address is Deleuze’s claim that Alice loses her identity
and her proper name. is is a little perplexing because Deleuze’s conception here
seems to undo itself. On the one hand, we think of it being Alice who has grown to
the larger size, but on the other hand, we are saying that this is not Alice who has






Sorcerous Conceptions: Deleuze's Philosophy of
inking

Introduction

Gilles Deleuze’'s notion of philosophical thinking is bound up with his concept of
consistency. First we examine Deleuze’s transdisciplinary and neurobiological notions
of philosophical thinking. We next look at what constitutes a philosophical concept
for Deleuze and Félix Guattari, in terms of its heterogeneous “endoconsistency and
exoconsistency.” Lastly, we evaluate the extent to which this can be understood as a
dialetheic conception.

Philosophy from Death to Creation

ere is more that can be said to elaborate on the role that heterogeneity plays
in Deleuze’'s portrayal of philosophical thinking. His comments regarding
transdisciplinary studies and the neurobiology of cognition shed light on the
“distances” or “intervals” that are involved in the components and processes of
thinking. e following material is a bit “lighter” than the other issues we have been
wrestling with, and our treatment here might seem a bit super cial, given that we
will not criticize or analyze Deleuze’s claims too extensively. For instance, we will not
scrutinize the scienti ¢ merits of his statements regarding neurobiology. Our purpose
here is simply to take stock of the other ways that Deleuze nds the heterogeneity in
thinking to involve a sort of di erential tension, about which we have been noticing a
potential “dialetheic” element in its conception.

To build toward Deleuze’s transdisciplinary notion of philosophical thinking,
let us begin with a fairly recent controversy over the value of philosophy and
the humanities. At a conference in 2011, Stephen Hawking, echoing part of his
co-authored booke Grand Design, announced to the world that “philosophy
is dead? His reasoning: it no longer serves its purpose of contributing to human
knowledge, a job that physics has proven much more adequate at providing. As
Hawking and Mlodinow write:






Deleuze’s Philosophy of inking 69

It is this sort of curiosity in other disciplines and in new ways of using our minds that
Deleuze thinks is vital for philosophical thinking.

Deleuze and Transdisciplinarity

According to Deleuze and Guattari's celebrated de nition, “philosophy is the discipline
that involves creating conceptsih fact, as Deleuze explains in a talk entitled, “What
is the Creative Act?,” every discipline is de ned by its own unique acts of creation,
which are very dierent in each case. For instance, scientists create functional
correspondences between variables, painters create blocks of line and color, Immakers
create blocks of movement and duration, and philosophers create coficagts.
despite our conventional prejudices, “science is no less creative” than the arts.
Deleuze emphasizes that this means there are boundaries around the disciplines that
make it so that one eld cannot actually enter into another’s domain. And so, despite
its reputation, philosophy does not “re ect upon” the other elds, as if it somehow sits
above them and can contribute to them. A person does something substantial in a eld
to the extent that they are performing that discipline’s acts of creation. A philosopher
thinking about painting and thereby creating concepts has done nothing to advance
painting. Only philosophy would gain new creations that way. And the philosopher
can only contribute to painting to the extent that they invent new blocks of lines and
color, which is not normally the philosopher’s proper actwity.

is would seem to suggest that Deleuze thinks the disciplines should ignore
each other, but in fact he believes that in order for any of them to make great leaps
of progress, they still need to have encounters with one another, and here we will
see that the heterogeneity and distance between the disciplines are the basis for their
disjunctive synthesis (the logic of which we will analyze in the next chapter). People
working in each eld, although being unable to cross into the other ones, can still go
up to the limits of their own domain and seek out how the other elds are working on
similar problems or issué$By pressing up against the boundaries of other disciplines
in this way—and by also trying to communicate whatever they can with regard to some
similar problem they both share—they can generate a sort of “energy” that disrupts the
habitual patterns in the other person's thinking. is disruptive force then aids each
party in fashioning new creations in their own domain. As Deleuze explains:

It is not when one discipline begins to re ect on another that they come into
contact. Contact can be made only when one discipline realizes that another
discipline has already posed a similar problem, and so the one reaches out to the
other to resolve this problem, but on its own terms and for its own needs. We can
imagine similar problems which, at di erent moments, in di erent circumstances,
and under di erent conditionssend shock waves through various : gldsiting,

music, philosophy, literature, and cinema. e tremors are the same, but the elds
are di erent®

Deleuze employed this idea in his teaching too. He notes how “in the traditional
arrangement, a professor lectures to students who are acquiring or already possess
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Figure 3.1 Transdisciplinary encounter$op le : Delaunay'®ortuguese Womai916)

Top right: Diagram of the gure light made (diagonal lines) in the Michelson-Morley
experiment® Bottom: Moving light in Grémillon'se Lighthouse Keeperg¢© Films du
Grand Guignol 1929. All rights reservét).

concept of “the fold” from his book with that same name. Originally, he considered
this notion to be a philosophical one. Yet, following its publication, Deleuze received
letters from people of all sorts of backgrounds who each proclaimed for their own
reasons, “Your story of folds, that's éisDne instance is the society of origami folders
who said, “We agree completely. What you are doing is what we do.” Similarly, surfers
wrote to him and also claimed that what they do is “the fold”: “We never stop inserting
ourselves into the folds of nature. For us, nature is an aggregate of mobile folds, and we
insert ourselves into the fold of the wave, live in the fold of the #ave”

A Rivalry of Friends

To further characterize the tension between the disciplines, we will look now at how
Deleuze, following Blanchot, claims that “friendship is a category or a condition of the
exercise of thought® Deleuze notes that etymologically in the word “philosopher”

is “friend”; the friend of wisdom. He continues, “ at's the problem Wfhat is
Philosophyavhat does ‘friend of wisdom'” meait®Bince the philosopher is a friend

and not a bearer of wisdom, that means he/she cannot de nitively be said to have
wisdom but perhaps is simply someone who “tends toward wistiém Deleuze and
Guattari write: “friends of wisdom” are “those who seek wisdom but do not formally
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possess it? Rather, they are “claimants” to wisdom, “striving for it potentially rather
than actually possessing®it”

Yet, since there are many such claimants—recall for instance Stephen Hawking
claiming wisdom for physics, snatching it from the hands of the philosophers—they
are rivals to one another, even though they are also friends to the shared thing they
strive for: “Friendship would then involve competitive distrust of the rival as much as
amorous striving toward the object of desiféiere again we see a conception where
things are in a relationship of tension or “ag8rgs for instance di erent academic
disciplines (philosophy, science, religion, etc.) laying claim to wisdom, while also they
must directly encounter one another and mutually benet from the “shockwaves”
that will result. As we noted, doing this means that one must go to the limit of their
knowledge and have some genuine curiosity about what the other disciplines are
doing. us, Deleuze thinks, the philosopher “is someone who lays claim to wisdom
without being a wise man,” and by having fruitful encounters with other disciplines,
philosophers must then lie at the “border between knowing and non-knowing. It is
there that one must settle in order to have something té°say.”

e Philosophy of Pinball

Deleuze further elaborates his notion of the friendship of the disciplines and the
action of thinking by discussing the physical workings of the brain. Deleuze, in fact,
thought very highly of the neurosciences. He claims that they help us understand
how concepts are formed, since “thinking and the brain are absolutely intertt#ined.
us, he says that he believes “more in the future of the molecular biology of the
brain than in the future of information science or of any theory of communication”
and that neurobiology appears even “to have a more certain future than mentalist
psychiatry®* He also explains that he prefers neurobiology over psychoanalysis
and linguistics, since these other two elds limit themselves to just their own
“ready-made concepts,” while neurobiology is freer to uncover the structures and
mechanics involved in brain activity by devising its own new methods and*ideas.
In certain cases Deleuze and Guattari specically reference Steven Rose’s
Conscious Braiand Delisle Burns'® Uncertain Nervous Systepso we will look

more at these in uences on their thinking. In Deleuze’s and Guattari’s writings on
the brain's physiology and functioning, they are mostly concerned with the following
four topics: {1} the discontinuity of the neural paths, {2} the non-hierarchical and
a-centric (“rhizomatic”) structure of the brain, {3} the “chaotic” uncertainty of the
brain’s computational operations, and {4} the creation of new connections between
parts of the brain.

Let us look rst at Deleuze’s comments on the basic structures and dynamics of the
brain. He says that under normal conditions, where no notable or original thinking
is taking place, the brain’s signal transmissions are operating like how balls bounce
around in a “pinball machine,” and in a Imed interview he uses hand-motions to
indicate the rapid, complicated, and chaotic movements of the signals (Figufe 3.2).
Here he is referring to a sort of random, “noisy,” spontaneous ring of the netirons.
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Figure 3.2 Deleuze showing with his hands how “when there are no ideas, the mind works
like a pinball machine.Liabécédaireirected by Pierre-André Boutang © Sodaperaga and
Montparnasse 2004. All rights reservéd.)

And also, under these normal cognitive circumstances, the signals for the most
part move through “pre-formed paths” all while the mind is thinking with “ready-
made association§”is is a sort of automatic, mechanical way that the brain can
operate. We might think of when we are performing a habitual action, like traveling to
work. We may arrive at our destination without really noticing or considering anything
special and thus without performing much notable cognition at all. But even under
such conditions, the circuits are not directly continuous like in electronic circuits.
ere are “micro- ssures” or “cuts,” which are the synaptic gaps where the signals are
transmitted chemically, and Deleuze relates them to non-associative thinking in the
mind.*® us, cerebral information processing is not just mechanically associative,
because “the process of association increasingly came up against cuts in the continuous
network of the brain®™

ese gaps are one element that add randomness into the brain's operations and
therefore into thinking, Deleuze says. As Rose explains, whether or not a neural
signal is transmitted across the synaptic gap “depends on the sum of all the events
arriving at this point at a given time,” including the threshold level that must be met,
the magnitude of the incoming signal, and the chemical composition of the synaptic
gap® Yet, Rose continues, there is “uncertainty in this system,” on account of the
“chancebombardment by spontaneous neurotransmitter releasis already adds
an unpredictable variability into our neural operations, suggesting perhaps that our
brains are never working exactly the same even when in similar situations or when
processing similar data. us, Deleuze writes: “Everywhere there were micro- ssures
which were not simply voids to be crossed, but random mechanisms introducing
themselves at each moment between the sending and receiving of an association
message: this was the discovery of a probabilistic or semi-fortuitous cerebral space,
‘an uncertain syster’Also, what adds to the complexity of the neuro-computations
is that the neural paths are arranged in a sort of jumbled mass. Even though each
neuronal node may have many paths branching away from it like the roots of a tree,
those roots all connect to many other such nodes with their own roots that as well
connect to countless other such nodes and o en circling back upon thenfSelves.
ese complex, noisy operations of a neural system make it what Burns calls a
“random nerve networlke® For this reason, Deleuze and Guattari conclude that the
brain's processing system is a-centered, non-hierarchical, and “rhizomatic” rather
than tree-structure®
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Yet not only is the brain a discontinuous, decentralized jumble operating non-
deterministically, it also is capable of altering its own structural features and
computational dynamics. Deleuze discusses how new physical and operational
connections in the brain can be made between its distant parts. He makes an analogy
with what in mathematics is sometimes termed the Baker's Transforrffafimknead
bread dough, a baker may stretch the ball of dough until it is atter, then fold that
stretched slab back upon itself, and lastly rotate the new ball and repeat the steps. As
Prigogine and Stengers write when explaining the mathematical transformation: “We
take a square and atten it into a rectangle, then we fold half of the rectangle over the
other half to form a square again. [...] Each time the surface of the square is broken up
and redistributed.” In this way, “the baker transformation transforms each point into a
well-de ned new point” (Figure 3.3J.

Deleuze sees this bringing together of distant points as being what happens in
our thinking and likewise in our brain's physical operations when we conceive an
idea: “Aren't there two points that at a particular moment, in a particular stage of my
idea—I cannot see how to associate them, make them communicate—and as a result
of numerous transformations, | discover them side by sitle?”

As we noted before, it is not our task here to evaluate the scienti c merits of
Deleuze’s claims regarding neurobiology. We simply want more elaboration on how
he thinks heterogeneity plays a role in thinking. ese neurobiological accounts
can at least serve as metaphors if nothing else, because Deleuze thinks that there are
parallels between them and the ways that the mind works when forming new concepts.
Speaking of the di erent ways that we may taxonomically classify things, he says that
“in any classi cation scheme, some things which seem very dierent are brought
closer together, and others which seem very close are separated. is is how concepts
are formed® And similarly he says elsewhere regarding cinema that “creating new
circuits in art means creating them in the brain f8&&t us turn now to Deleuze and
Guattari’s further elaborations on the concept’s heterogeneous composition from their
book,What Is Philosophy?

Figure 3.3 A simpli ed depiction of the Baker’s Transformatiéin.
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Dupréelian Concept Consistency

For Deleuze and Guattari, every concept must have$artich may have come from
other concepts in di erent context$But, there is a exibility to this composition like

we saw before with fuzzy aggregates: “ e concept is whole because it totalizes its
components, but it is a fragmentary whéfe&nd also, every concept will relate to
others in its own context, and in that way they “link up with each other, support one
another, coordinate their contours, articulate their respective problems, and belong to
the same philosophy, even if they have di erent histofes.”

e internal parts of the concept are held together on account of their
“endoconsistency”; it is what makes these components be ‘“distinct, heterogeneous,
and yet not separabRE”e reason for this is that each internal part of a concept
“partially overlaps, has a zone of neighborhood, or a threshold of indiscernibility, with
another one?” In this way, “components remain distinct, but something passes from
one to the other, something that is undecidable between them. ere is amltbat
belongs to botlka andb, wherea andb ‘become’ indiscernible. ese zones, thresholds,
or becomings, this inseparability, de ne the internal consistency of the coffdept.
accordance with the overlapping zones that make parts be indiscernible or undecidable,
there is also movement or uidity of some sort between the components: “ e concept’s
components are neither constants nor variables but pure and siamgonsordered
according to their neighborhood. ey are processual, modufar.”

To illustrate this variable and overlapping structure of a concept's endoconsistency,
Deleuze and Guattari o er this example: “ e concept of a bird is found not in its
genus or species but in the composition of its postures, colors, and songs: something
indiscernible thatis not so much synesthetic as syneidetic. A conceptis a heterogenesis—
that is to say, an ordering of its components by zones of neighbori&um. what
constitutes the concept for a particular kind of bird has nothing to do with a genus—
species de nition that takes the form: it is a bird (genus) that is di erent from the
other birds in some distinguishing way (species). It would rather be a matter of {1} its
component conceptual parts, like those for the way that it looks and behaves, along
with {2} the way those conceptual parts overlap and interrelate. And the “concept”
itself for this type of bird is to be understood somehow in terms of the movement
that is made in conceptually passing through these parts: “ e concept is in a state of
survey in relation to its components, endlessly traversing them according to an order
without distance. It is immediately co-present to all its components or variations, at
no distance from them, passing back and forth through tiie&dbn we will examine
a more detailed illustration, but for now we should notice that the concept for Deleuze
and Guattari, being something that moves through all of its parts and is always co-
present to all of them, involves a sort of self-relationality. It should also be noted that
one way Deleuze and Guattari characterize this movement that is both everywhere
and also moving from one place to another is that it has an “in nite speed,” which
seems to suggest a dialetheic notion of movement where something can be at two
distinct places in the same moméht.e concept is de ned by the inseparability
of a nite number of heterogeneous components traversed by a point of absolute survey
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at in nite speed Concepts are [...] forms whose only object is the inseparability of
distinct variations™

Now, at the same time, a concept has an “exoconsistency” with other concepts it
relates to, meaning that it is bound up with them in a similar way. So, endoconsistency
is a matter of zones of overlap, and exoconsistency is a sort of “bridge” to other
concepts. us “zones and bridges are the joints of the concégs we can see,
Deleuze and Guattari seem to have kept their Dupréelian notion of consistency for
their explanation of concept composition, being that it is characterized in a way that
reminds us of a fuzzy aggregate.

e Cartesian Aggregate Self

Another, more detailed illustration Deleuze and Guattari o er is the concept of the self
in Descartes’s cogito argument, which they reformulate as “myself who doubts, | think,

I am, | am a thinking thing’® Within this concept, they identify three conceptual
regions: a zone of doubting, a zone of thinking, and a zone of being. And the concept,
which is the concept of the self or I, passes through each of these zones uently on

Figure 3.4 e overlapping structures in Descartes’s concept of the Belf.
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Logic of Otherness: Negation,
or Disjunction?
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Alternance and Otherness

Introduction

Gilles Deleuze is explicitly against using the notions of negation and contradiction
for understanding his concept of armative synthetic disjunction, which would
suggest that it is not a dialetheic conception. We will rst examine a recent treatment
of negation in Deleuze’s philosophy, namely, Andrew CDigik Deleuzeto bring

to light a possible non-classical re-interpretation of Deleuze'’s idea of negation. We
next work through the way that Val Routley and Richard Routley (now Plumwood
and Sylvan) distinguish classical and non-classical logics on the basis of how
negation and contradiction operate in them, and by means of this, we will then
examine paraconsistency and paracompleteness in certain non-classical logics. A er
that, we learn from Graham Priest how negation in dialetheic reasoning should be
distinguished from denial, which will help us determine that Deleuze's criticisms
against negation are at least aimed at classical negation but not certainly at dialetheic
negation. Deleuze prefers an “armative” and “non-exclusive” sort of disjunction
that involves “alternance” rather than con ict, which he elaborates through the idea
of disjunctive syllogism in Immanuel Kant and Pierre Klossowski. We will work
through those accounts and see that again they too seem to involve a dialetheic
conceptualization.

Must Negation Be Dark?

In Dark DeleuzeAndrew Culp studies negational elements in Deleuze’s philosophy,

but he does so with a focus on their political implications. Because his treatment
of certain notions can help us clarify the logical issues at hand, let us just initially
take a quick look at parts of his book. Culp rejects the predominant “joyous” sort of
interpretation of Deleuze’s texts in favor of a “dark” reading, which is more suited for

successfully enacting a communist revolution to ultimately set the world on a better
course. Culp's dark Deleuzianism, then, aims to “rehabilitate the destructive force of
negativity by cultivating a ‘hatred for this worldid that we can bring about “the end

of this world, the nal defeat of the state, and full communfsm.”
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Deleuze’s logic. Nonetheless, this is not meant to be a monstrous contortion of Deleuze’s
thinking. Rather, it is an exploration of the possibility that Deleuze was using a sort of
non-classical logic without being aware of its formal features.

Augmentation as Negation: Routley and Routley’s
Non-Exclusive Otherthanness

We turn now to Routley and Routley’s article “Negation and Contradiction,” along with
related texts by Priest, which will enable us to distinguish di erent types of negation.
With these concepts in hand, we will attempt to determine which sort of negation
Deleuze is averse to and which, if any, could be useful for understanding the logical
properties of a rmative synthetic disjunction.

Routley and Routley note that throughout the history of logic there have been
competing models of negation, each rising and falling from prominence during
di erent periods. eir method for distinguishing types of negation involves examining
the role it is thought to play in contradictory formulations of the sort “something and
its own negation,” which, using our particular notational conventions, we are writing
asA é-A. atrole is determined by seeing what a philosopher claims can be inferred
from A e-A, which thereby indicates which model of negation the philosopher uses.
Whatever is said to be inferable from a formulation is called its “logical content,” and
the di erent theories understand a contradiction-forming negation as having one or
another e ect on logical contefi.

e rst model of negation says that fromA €-A we can infer nothing: nd@, not
-A, and not anything else at all. It is thus calledctircellation modebecause the
negation ofA is understood as cancelling (destroying, erasing, deleting, neutralizing)
the content ofA. is model of negation was used in the connexive type of logics in
Ancient and Medieval timé§We might think of-A’s content as being an antithesis of
that of A’'s, such that their combination pushes both contents out of the world; or, we
might think of their contents simply becoming eliminated in some other destructive
sense (Figure 4.1).

e second logical theory of negation says that fréme-A we can infer any other
arbitrary formula we want, no matter how unrelated or absurd, and in fact we can infer
everything else whatsoever. is is tfexplosion modeif negation, because from one
contradictory formula bursts forth inferentially every other formula, including all other
contradictions B €-B, C €-C, and so on), thereby creating a thoroughly inconsistent
and trivial world** is sort of negation is used in classical and intuitionistic logfits.
Routley and Routley provide as one sort of classical de nition of negationAhat
holds in a world if and only i/ does not hold in that worl. is view on negation
can also be calledcamplementatiomodel!” because the logical content-@ may
be understood as being everything whatsoever that i&.riat illustrate, Routley and
Routley have us consider the topside of a record album, which we consider here as
A. lts classical negation, then, would be everything else in the world that is not that
one sidé? If we picture the contents &f and of-A as taking up some “territory” in
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Figure 4.1 Negation as cancellation destroys both contents.

Figure 4.2 Negation as explosion (including classical negation) is exclusive and exhaustive.
It yields an unrestricted otherthanness, and its contradictory pairing yields a thoroughly
inconsistent and trivial worléf.

the domain (understood as a geometrical space of a diagram, or alternately, as a set
of things, or as a sum of propositions), then the entire domain is covefecebp
(Figure 4.2}°

is classical model of negation has unfortunately been considered by many as the
only legitimate one in the recent century ofsOne of its greatest disadvantages and
counterintuitive features is that, as we noted above, by havamgl-A in the same
world, we thereby have rendered the world not just inconsistent in this limited way
but in fact entirely and thoroughly so. is means that in classical logic, contradictions
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Figure 4.3 Routley and Routley’s diagram for negation as non-exclusive restricted
otherthanness. It can yield an inconsistatherthanwithout eliminating eithef®

Paraconsistency and Paracompleteness

At this point let us elaborate and expand upon these notions of explosion, completeness,
and consistency in the context of monoletheism, analetheism, and dialetheism. Recall
from Chapter 1 that {1} the monoletheist view, under our own expanded de nition,

is the belief that propositions must be at least true or at least false but not both, {2}
the analetheist view holds that some propositions may have no truth-value at all,
and {3} the dialetheist view says that some propositions can be both true and false.
We matched these views to logical systems, but we encountered some complications
with them. Dialetheism rejects the prohibition against contradictions, but the logic
we considered (Priest®, Figure 1.6) validates the Principle of Non-Contradiction
(Figure 1.7). However, we also found that this validation does not necessarily entail
a prohibition against all contradictions whatsoever, as there can be contradictory
formulations that are true as well as false. e analetheic logic we consideyed (
Figure 1.4) did not, as we expected, verify the Principle of Excluded Middle (Figure 1.5),
which prohibits valueless statements, but it also did not verify the Principle of Non-
Contradiction. Now, it seems a little odd that the dialetheic logic veri es the Principle
of Non-Contradiction, while the analetheic logic does not. We suggested at that time
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Figure 4.4 e production of a thoroughly trivial and inconsistent world on account of the
Principle of Explosion.

that nonetheless such an analetheic logic in e ect prohibits contradictions, on account
of explosion. We will now look more closely at some of these technicalities, because
they will help us better grasp the philosophical importance of the logical notions of
paracompleteness and paraconsistency.

As we noted above, a logic that validates the Principle of Explosion would allow
you, on the basis of a contradiction, to infer any proposition you want, no matter
how irrelevant. Recall from Routley and Routley that in a classical logic, from the
contradictionA €-A you can derive not onl§ and-A but additionally any other
B, C, etc. that you want, along with their own negations (soléeB, C €-C, and
so on)* is creates a thoroughly inconsistent and trivial world. To depict this, let us
make a box that lists the truths in our world (Figure 4.4, le ).

Suppose in our reasoning we a rm thatis in our realm of true things, for instance,
to use one of Priest's examples, we note that “ e Queen is fidtdw, suppose also
that later in our reasoning we somehow assert the negation of that statement: “ e
Queen is not rich” From this, under our monoletheic or analetheic logics, we can
validly infer any other proposition we wish, no matter how irrelevant or improbable,
like “Pigs can y” and “e Moon is made of green cheese,” along with, even more
absurdly, the negations of each of these propositions.

We can see why this is so when we make use of the evaluation rules for the truth-
values of formulas in these logics. In our truth evaluation tables, we look for rows
where the premises are all at least true and the conclusion is not at least true. If such
a row exists, then the inference is invalid (and valid otherwise). As we can see, in
the monoletheic, classical logic and in the analetheic “gappy” logic, there are no such
lines, so the Principle of Explosion is valid in them (Figure 4.5, le and middle). But
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Figure 4.5 Validity or invalidity of the Principle of Explosion in various logics.

in the dialetheic logic, the contradiction can be both true and false while the arbitrary
conclusion is just false, and thus explosion does not hold in such a “glutty” logic.

is will help us now better grasp what it means for a logic to be paraconsistent or
paracomplete. To visualize their senses, think of our worlds of facts, and let us make
two subdivisions, the realm of truths and the realm of falsities. In a monoletheic,
classical logic, which is bivalent, all propositions fall within either the realm of truth
or the realm of falsity (with the negation always going into the opposing domain). So
it is consistent, meaning that both a formula and its negation are never together in the
true realm. And it is complete, because all formulas fall within one of the two realms
(Figure 4.6, le).

In an analetheic logic, however, we can have formulasBlikeour example,
which fall neither under the true nor under the false domains, and its negation will
also then fall on the outside. At least in comparison to the expectations of classical
logic, it is not entirely “complete,” because not everything ts nicely within the two
classical truth categories. Instead, it is said to be “paraconipl¥es,” it is still
consistent, because no contradictions are found in the true domain (Figure 4.6,
middle). In dialetheic logics, there can be formulas, like &jhgre, that fall under
both the true and the false domains, making their negations also be in both domains.
Since we have both a formula and its negation in the true domain (they are also
both in the false one too, in those cases), it is not consistent, at least to classical
standards (where formulas are always just in one box and the negations always just
in the other). And so they are said to be “paraconsistent” [§diEmetheless, they
are complete, because no formulas fall outside these regions of truth and falsity
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Figure 4.6 Consistency and paraconsistency, along with completeness and
paracompleteness, used to distinguish various logics.

(Figure 4.6, right). is gives us a more convenient way to distinguish these three
options. A monoletheic, classical logic is consistent and complete; an analetheic logic
is consistent but paracomplete; and a dialetheic logic is complete but paraconsistent.
Now there is also the option for the logic being both paraconsistent and paracomplete,
and we would get a situation where there could be both {1} formulas that are neither-
valued and {2} other formulas that are both-valued (recall Figure 4.3, where the
formula and its negation overlapped, but there was still room outside the two). We
will learn that this could be the easiest and safest way to conceptualize Deleuze’s
logic. In the conclusion, however, we will discuss how the dialetheic elements seem
ultimately to dominate in his thinking.

e Negation Deleuze Denies, and the Negation Deleuze A rms

As we noted, Deleuze does not want us to use the concept of negation to understand
a rmative synthetic disjunction, which a rms di erence. And also, iDi erence and
Repetition he explicitly rejects the use of negation for understanding di eféiBe.
before we can begin our analysis, we need to see how denial and negation are not
coupled in dialetheic reasoning like they are in classical, monoletheic reasoning.
Denial as Priest and other non-classical logicians Hakl,a speech act, and
its opposite isssertionwhich can also be understoodasmation :*° “One must
distinguish between the illocutory acts of assertion and denial. e former indicates
the acceptance of something; the latter its rejection. [...] We all nd ourselves confused
sometimes, endorsing contradictory views that are not acceptable to us. We nd
ourselves asserting p ang. But we do not deny f3us,

when a dialetheist asserts “ e liar sentence is true; the liar sentence is not true,” the
second utterance is not meant to convey to the hearer the fact that the dialetheist
rejects the rst sentence: a er all, they do accept it. e second sentence conveys
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with regard to a bifurcating temporal structure that he articulates by co-contextualizing
Leibniz and the Stoics on the issue of fate. And for this notion of bifurcation, we should
rst see how Deleuze regards disjunction as being a matter of “alternance.”

Deleuze and Alternance

e marvellous fact that meets us in thought when we take determinations such
as these by themselves, is that each one is turned round into the opposite of itself.
Heget’

We will now examine what Deleuze has to say about the three main classical principles
of logic. is will help us to better grasp how he understands contradiction and
disjunction, which for him involve opposition and alternance, respectively. is
discussion comes almost exclusively from his lecture courses, so at certain points
his account may not seem thoroughly or completely conceived. Yet, it is one of the
rare places that Deleuze discusses the principles of logic at great length, so it will
nonetheless be of great value to us here. Fortunately, Daniel Smith has already given
us a great retelling of it, which we will refer to frequently for clari cafi@wur own
unique task, however, will simply be to extract from this material the logical ideas that
are of particular concern for our present purposes.

is account comes in the context of what Deleuze calls “ gures of thought,” which
are very general modes or images of thinking. He says that every person, including
every philosopher, thinks under one or another gure of thodgRbr instance, one
such gure is thought as labor and the thinker as a sublime worker. Deleuze next tells a
story of how the three main principles of classical logic—Identity, Non-Contradiction,
and Excluded Middle—are seen in major developments throughout the history of
philosophy, which can itself be understood also as a movement through di erent
gures of thought®

More speci cally, Deleuze will show how a philosophers attempts to thiank
real or the existenthereby involve one or another gure of thought. He explains this
philosophical problem in the following way. We normally nd that we cannot think
the real, existent thing itself; we can only conceive of possible things. For example,
we can think of an ox or a unicorn. It does not matter to the content of the thought
itself whether or not they actually exist. e concept of the unicorn would not change
in the least if in fact an existing one is someday disco¥elisdmeans that our
thought just conceives the thing’s essence, which is what the thing is independently of
its existence; and thus, to think the thing is to only conceive its possibility (i.e., what
it would bewereit to exist)?? For this reason, philosophy has always regarded the
existent as taking a position exterior to the representation or concept. So when we say,
“the thing exists,” what we are doing is positing the thing as having a status of being
outside its concept or representation. But when we say, “the thing does not exist,” that
means we are saying it is something that depends solely upon its conceptualization or
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Figure 4.7 Top le: Single shot with light/dark opposition, in Wien€abinet of Dr
Caligari(© Decla-Bioscop 1920. All rights reservadjp right: Single shot with light/dark
alternance in Bressomsary of a Country Priestliddle row: Sequence shot with light/dark
oppositions, in Langkletropolis(excluded are simple black shots interspersed between the
bright ones) (© Universum Film 1927. All rights reserv&dtom row: Sequence shot
with light/dark alternations, from Bressolsary of a Country Prieg®© Union générale
cinématographique 1951. All rights reservétl).

But in certain other directors, like Grémillon, Dreyer, and Bresson, there are also
light/dark patterns, but without the oppositid#.We can see this in single shots,
where for instance light and dark can alternate as our eyes journey into deeper levels of
visual depth (Figure 4.7 top right). Or light and dark shots can alternate successively;
and, Deleuze claims, even when they seem to unify or resolve in gray (Figure 4.7,
bottom row), it is not a dialectical unity, because there is not some new quality that
results from the combinatiot¥® is sort of alternance of things that are other to one
another—but not oppositionally so—is better characterized as a “heads or tails” set of
alternate options that can ip one to the other without them being in a direct combat
with homogenizing or destructive results. So even light and dark, which are normally
understood as opposing one another, can be seen instead as simply interchanging, like
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dialetheic negational operation that yields it. Let us turn now to Deleuze’s discussion
of disjunctive synthesis to obtain more clari cation on how he understands logical
disjunction.

e God of Logic: Kantian Disjunctive Syllogism

We have been noting that logic is a study of valid inference, but so far we have not
really dealt with any inferences from premises to conclusion. (We have only worked
with logical truths or tautologies, which can be seen as inferences without premises.)
Deleuze does, however, take special interest in the inference called “disjunctive
syllogism,” in the context of Klossowski and Kant.

Let us rst see why we will again need to translate Deleuze’s writings on this matter
into other terminology in order to place this discussion into a modern logic context.

e main issue is that the sort of disjunction Deleuze is commenting upon is not
the one that is currently used the most prevalently in logic, so there is the potential
for some confusion regarding his terminology. ere are two logical operators (or
“connectives”) that are considered disjuncti?é@Ve o en employ each of them in our
normal reasoning, and both are expressed with “or” in English. One kind is exclusive
disjunction. If you haveA or B with the disjunction being exclusive, the whole
disjunction will be true only if just one disjunct is true (and not both). Consider a pea
and shell game with two shells and one pea. We can say, “ e pea is undér shiie

pea is under shdll” It cannot be neither, because the pea has not slipped out from the
shells. It cannot be both, because we have not added another pea. But it must be under
just one of the shells, because that is how it was originally placed, and it remained
within that particular shell, even though we may have lost track of where it now is.

e other kind of disjunction is inclusive disjunction. It also says that one of the two
disjuncts must be true. But what makes it di erent is that now the disjunction can be
true even when both of its disjuncts are true. Suppose you cook for a person, and they
eat your meal very quickly. You might think: “Either they are very hungry or they really
like our cooking.” We think that it has to be at least one of the two possibilities, because
otherwise they would not eat it so quickly (perhaps we can tell they are not faking their
appetite). But it could also both be true that they like our co@idghat they happen
to be very hungry at this time.

We need to clarify this distinction, because it has bearing on how we translate
Deleuze’s commentaries on disjunctive syllogism. A straightforward translation will
not work, as the sort of disjunction that is used most commonly in contemporary logic,
and particularly for disjunctive syllogism, is inclusive disjunctidwhich, as we will
see, is not the kind Deleuze really has in mind for this inference. So with the inclusive
disjunction, which allows for both disjuncts to be true, the disjunctive syllogism works
like the following: “eithe’A or B; not A; thereforeB” So in our cooking example,
suppose you learn that your guest has been very well fed today. We could then draw
the following inference: “Either they are hungry or they like our cooking; they are not
hungry; therefore, they like our cooking.” We know it must be one of the two, so since it
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b for fruits & vegetables,for grainsd for meats, aneé for dairy. Kant also gives an
example that divides the entire domain into just two complementary partitions: “If, for
example, | make the disjunctive judgment, A learned man is learned either historically
or in matters of reason, | thereby determine that these concepts are [...] parts of the
sphere of the learned man, but not in any way parts of one another, and that taken
together they are all complet&We might depict that by dividing the sphere into two
parts,c andd, whered is understood as everything that is ndthe darkened area
labeled *c” Figure 4.8, right).

On the basis of this divided structure, Kant says that we can draw inferences by
means of the disjunctive syllogism. As we can see, when using exclusive disjunction,
we can infer both the negation of one from the a rmation of the other, and also the
a rmation of one from the negation of the other. is is because, it is a contradiction
to a rm both judgments, as one is completely exclusive to the other: “In consequence
of theprinciple of the excluded middike two contradicting judgments cannot both
be true, and just as little can they both be false. If the one is true, then the other is
false, and conversel§?’(Note here that there also seems to be the Principle of Non-
Contradiction at work in this conception.) us the disjunctive syllogism allows us to
“infer either (1.) from the truth of one member of the disjunction to the falsehood of
the others, or (2.) from the falsehood of all members but one to truth of this®one.”
And as we will soon see, what especially concerns Deleuze is the rst inferential move,
where the a rmation of one disjunct entails the negation of the others.

is logic material of Kant is important for grasping how he implements
disjunctive syllogism in hiSritique of Pure Reasomhich is what Deleuze speci cally
comments upon. For the notions involved here, we need rst to grasp the element of
“conditioning” in Kant's conception of syllogistic reasoning. Let us look at what Kant
writes, and then we will illustrate it: “In every syllogism | think rst a rule rftlagor)
through the understanding. Second, | subsume a cognition under the condition of the

Figure 4.8 Kant's diagrams of judgmentise : A categorical judgment structure, where
some item is included in a category that is itself included in a broader caldighiie:

Kant's depiction of a disjunctive judgment where the sphere is divided up completely into
mutually exclusive part4’Right: A depiction for how the a rmation of one disjunct is a
negation of the complementary remainder.
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consistent logic where all propositions about it are either true or false, but not neither
or both. Yet, as we will see now, Deleuze is more interested in a logic that breaks out of
these restrictions, which he elaborates by means of the demonic and Antichrist gures
in Klossowski.

e ldol of Baphomet: Klossowski's Demonic Disorder

One text in particular that Deleuze uses to illustrate the breakdown of God’s order
of exclusion and the rise of an Antichrist/demonic inclusive order is Klossowski's
e Baphomet. e Kantian theologizing of exclusive disjunction is important for
Deleuze, because he contrasts this divine exclusivity with a demonic factor that will
infect disjunction with a “becoming-ma#? We saw this notion once already with

the paradox of pure becoming as illustrated by Alice’s loss of personal identity from
her transformation. Let us look now at how Deleuze elaborates this notion through his
commentaries on Klossowski's novel.

It is a story about the Knights Templar in France around the time of their sudden
and o cial dissolution, brought about by Pope Clement V, under pressure from King
Philip IV, who wanted to escape his great debts to the Templars. King Philip schemed
to have the Templars, under the pain of torture, confess to practices of sodomy and
sacrilege, including spitting on the cross and worshipping an idol named Bapfomet.

In fact, we encountered Eliphas Lévi's famous artistic rendition of the Baphomet in
Chapter 2 (Figure 2.1, bottom le ). ere is a satanic allure to the image, and the
idol itself, according to Lévi, is a “pseudo-Deity,” a “god of falsehood,” and a “creator
and rival of God?® Let us look more closely at the story Klossowski tells, as it will
allow us to specify exactly why Deleuze rejects a classical notion of disjunction and of
disjunctive syllogism.

ere are two main sections of the story. e rst one narrates events—partly of
historical accuracy and partly fabulation—occurring in France and leading up to the
dissolution of the Templar order that we mentioned above. What is important for us
in this section is that there is a young man of the age of fourteen, Ogier, working as
a page to certain knights, serving them both formally and in their bedchambers. His
being in this position was arranged intentionally by his mother in order for her to raise
accusations of sodomy upon the Order. (is would ultimately result in the mother
reclaiming some lands her deceased husband bequeathed to the Order, supposing
that the accusations would ultimately help lead to the Order’s dissoltffigkny
young Ogier’s seduction of the Templar men was facilitated in part by some sorcery
conducted by one of his tutors. ( is sorcerer tutor was able to make the Templars have
dreams about the young man, causing them to desire!ffins)section of the book
ends with the King's troops capturing the Commandery where all this takes place.
Now, shortly before that event, the boy undergoes an initiation ceremony that makes
him a squire. Yet the circumstances are complicated (in fact, it is originally supposed
to be a trial for the boy and his treacherous mother), and the young man ends up being
hanged (by murder or suicide; it is not speci &d).
























Truth and Bifurcation: Leibniz and the Stoics

Introduction

For Gilles Deleuze, temporality bears a bifurcational structure. We will rst see how
he explicates that notion in the context of Gottfried Leibniz’s philosophy of possible
worlds. Aer that, we examine his similar elaborations using llya Prigogine and

Isabelle Stengers's account of bifurcation points and Jorge Borges's “ e Garden of
Forking Paths.” And we end with a detailed examination of the way Stoic “prohairesis”
can introduce forkings in time, despite Stoic fatalism.

Incompossible Leibnizes

In the 24th section of Deleuz&sgic of Sensen “e Communication of Events,’
he elaborates on a rmative synthetic disjunction in the context of Leibniz's notion of
incompossible worlds, which we will sketch out now in brief.

We begin with Leibniz’s notion of individual substance, which in one sense is
something whose notion has a unigue and complete set of predicates, meaning that
no other substance has the same baed also that they completely determine the
individual substance, such that it cannot be confused with any étivets.these
predicates include temporal determinations; that is to say, not all of the predicates are
true at the same time, but rather certain ones might be true for particular times and
not for others’ As a possible example, consider how you yourself have a predicate
determining when you were born. is also means that your parents have predicates
determining that they meet some time before your birth.

Given that the predicates can be assigned more or less arbitrarily, Leibniz says
that there are many possible biblical Adams, with each having its own unique set of
predicates.Deleuze observes that one sort of possible Adam would have the alternate
predicate of not being a sinrfeAnd as we noted before, o entimes the predicates
are relational (like your parents meeting), so the complete concept of an individual
substance can inform us about all the other individual substances implicated with it in
the same world, such that from one you can deduce all the others, as if each is a mirror
to the entire world or a di erent point of perspective surveying an entire town.

An individual substance is possible so long as any of its predicates do not contradict
any others that it has.ink for instance of the classic example of a contradictory
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Now, before creating the actual world, God calculated all possible worlds made of
compossible individual substances, and, using freév@ibd chose the “best of all
possible world$? which would be the one with “the greatest amount of es$éand’
the “greatest possiblariety, but with all the order there could be” and thus with “as
much perfection as could &

Another important idea in Leibniz's thinking is a notion of theergencéetween
incompossible worlds. Suppose there are two worlds, one being ours. All the individual
substances in our world have counterparts in the other world, and these corresponding
individual substances share the same temporally determined predicates, up until the
time of Adam’s sinning in our world. But in the other world he never sins. is situation
can be understood as the worlds being convergent up until the moment when Adam
sins in our world, a er which they diverge in di erent directions of development; for,
Adam the sinner in our world is incompossible with the innocent paradise remaining
in the other world, just as innocent Adam is incompossible with the fallen beings of our
world. As Leibniz writes: “If, in the life of any person, and even in the whole universe
anything went di erently from what it has, nothing could prevent us from saying that
it was another person or another possible universe which God hadtolvoséhthen
be indeedanother individual?® Leibniz illustrates this divergence of incompossible
worlds by having us consider two time intervald3, during which he is in Paris, and
B-C, following immediately a er, when he goes to Germany. Yet, he then wonders,
what would happen were he not to make the journey to Germany and instead remain
in Paris during intervaB-C? at could only happen were the worlds to diverge, with
there now being two separate worlds and two distinct Leibnizes, one being in Paris
in the rst world and the other being in Germany in the second world (Figuré®5.1).

John Nolt, when explaining modal tense logic by means of Leibnizian possible
worlds semantics, gives the following similar scenario:

| wake up on a Saturday; several salient possibilities lie before me. | could work
on this book, or weed my garden, or take the kids to the park. [...] Yet my choices
a ect the world. If | spend the day gardening, the world that results is a di erent
world than if | had chosen otherwise. Leibnizian metaphysics, then, can be seen
as a widening of our vision of possibility from the part to the whole, from mere
possible situations to entire possible woffds.

Figure 5.1 Were Leibniz to stay in Paris instead of going to Germany, he would be another
Leibniz in another world.
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Figure 5.2 A diagram of temporalized world divergence, based on John Nolt's “A Picture
of Time” diagrant®

Nolt diagrams this divergence of possible worlds with a tree-like gure, where the
branches represent points when a decision causes worlds to disjoin (Figure 5.2).

Now, suppose that Adam's consequential decision was not necessitated by God's
selection of predicates. is would mean that prior to his choice, he is missing
the predicate “sinner” and is also missing “not sinner” Leibniz calls such an
underdetermined Adam a “vague Adam,” because Adam's notion here encompasses
more than one individua®, and Leibniz says there would thus be “sewdisalnctively
possible Adams?

Nevertheless, Leibniz's God does not leave anything up to chance; for, “God does
nothing disorderly® us for Leibniz there can be no vague Adams, and you yourself
are not vague either. For, when God selected our world, God already knew all the
predicates for each individual substance and thus all the choices Adam and y8u make.
Here the actual world can only follow one path with no real chances for divergence at
any point.

When explaining armative synthetic disjunction in this context of incom-
possibility, Deleuze suggests that we remove God from the Leibnizian picture, such
that given all the ways our world can diverge at any moment, none of them have been
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decided in advanc®.is means that incompossibility no longer serves “to exclude
events from one another” by means of “a negative use of divergence of disjdhction.”
As we noted before, in Deleuze’'s account, exclusive disjunction serves to deny one
member while a rming the othe?® And under these “negative rules of exclusion,” to
arm both members would mean that “their di erence is denied,” which can involve
synthesizing them in such a way that they become idetfttical.

For example, under Leibniz's assumptions, the armation of two worlds is
equivalent to identifying them as one and the same. Suppose we think we have two
worlds, and we arm both of them as being true or actual worlds. It cannot be that
one diverges from the other, because God excluded all variants except one. But if they
are entirely convergent, then there is no di erence between their laws and substances,
and thus under Leibniz's law of identity they would be identically the same &r all.
Our world, for Leibniz, never admits of any incompossible divergences or incomplete
determinations.

Finally, recall God's criteria for selecting the best of all possible worlds: it is the one
with the most essence and variety. Suppose we subtract God but keep these criteria in
place. Would not a world in which divergences somehow enter in a real way, like Adam
being both a sinner and not a sinner, have additional essence and variety on account of
the extra predicate that is otherwise excluded?

Forks in Time

Before moving on, it would be useful for us to see how Deleuze nds this bifurcational
structure of incompossibility in other contexts, which will help us elaborate his
thinking here. One is a scienti c model from llya Prigogine and Isabelle Stengers’'s
Order Out of Chad®€ As an introduction to the notions here, rstimagine that we are
running a faucet at a low enough level of ow that the water falls in a straight column.
We then very gradually increase the ow until suddenly—when we reach a critical
moment in the increase—the smooth column becomes chaotically turbulent. Given
what we said regarding instantaneous changes in Chapter 1, it would seem possible
that there comes a moment of transition when it is both steady and turbulent in the
same instant of alteration. Yet, here we are to think of the ow as being caught in two
states in yet another manner. Before even making that transition, it enters an unstable
state where it has two possible directions of development, but there is no way we can
predict which one it will take. To further describe these sensitive transition-points in
complex systems, Prigogine and Stengers quote J. C. Maxwell:

e system has the quantity of potential energy, [...] which cannot begin to be so
transformed till the system has reached a certain con guration, to attain which
requires an expenditure of work, which in certain cases may be in nitesimally
small, and in general bears no de nite proportion to the energy developed in
consequence thereof. For example, [...] the little spark which kindles the great
forest, the little word which sets the world a ghting, [...] the little spore which
blights all the potatoes [..5.
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Prigogine and Stengers explain that there are systems that when reaching such a
“singular point,” they can develop in one of two di erent directions of evolution. For
example, in certain chemical systems, if you increase one parameter, for example, the
concentration of a chemical, the system is pushed further and further away from a
state of equilibrium. If pushed far enough, it reaches a “bifurcation point” where, for
example, the spatial distribution of that chemical can follow one or another opposite
path of con guration, with the choice being entirely unpredictable (Figur¢s.3).

In fact, in some complex systems, there can be bifurcations of bifurcations. As
Deleuze writes, all of the forkings “constantly split up any state of equilibrium and
each time impose a new ‘meander’, a new break in causality, which itself forks from the
previous one, in a collection of non-linear relatich&tigogine and Stengers say that
“the ‘historical’ path along which the system evolves as the control parameter grows
is characterized by a succession of stable regions, where deterministic laws dominate,
and of instable ones, near the bifurcation points, where the system can ‘choose’
between or among more than one possible futdrarid so each singular “choice”
opens up yet more and more possible bifurcation options, depending on which path
is taken (Figure 5.4).

Figure 5.3 e indeterminacy of variation at a bifurcation point

Figure 5.4 Multiple indeterminate branching variatio®s.
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Deleuze further elaborates on the structure of simultaneously branching paths with
Borges'’s short story, “ e Garden of Forking Patislt describes a Chinese monk’s
un nished manuscript for a novel with this same title. e novel went unpublished
because it was incomprehensible. e chapters did not proceed just sequentially. A
following chapter would be like an alternate version of the same prior one: “In the third
chapter the hero dies, in the fourth he is ali¥Each of these variations is like one of
the possible paths the chemical system can choose; however, in the case of the novel,
the story chooses all possible lines of development at the same time:

“e garden of forking paths” was the chaotic novel [...] forking in time, not

in space. [...] In all ctional works, each time a man is confronted with several
alternatives, he chooses one and eliminates the others; in the ction of Ts'ui Pén,
he chooses—simultaneously—all of them. He creates, in this way, diverse futures,
diverse times which themselves also proliferate and*ork.

us, “all possible outcomes occur; each one is the point of departure for other
forkings. Sometimes, the paths of this labyrinth converge: for example, you arrive at
this house, but in one of the possible pasts you are my enemy, in another, my®friend.”
For this reason, the structure of the novel is

an in nite series of times, [...] a growing, dizzying net of divergent, convergent
and parallel times. is network of times which approached one another, forked,
broke o, or were unaware of one another for centuries, embedigesssibilities

of time. We do not exist in the majority of these times; in some you exist, and not
I; in others I, and not you; in others, both of'us.

In Chapter 8, we will return to this structure of overlaying, incompossible, and forking
times. But let us look now at how such bifurcations can be found in Deleuze’'s account
of Stoic ethics and temporality.

e Stoic A rmation of Negational Fates

e important idea we will arrive at in this section is a Stoic moral notion involving
our fatalistically disjoining the course of time, like changing the trajectory of an arrow
while it is already moving in another particular direction. Yet, to give such an account,
we need to implement other notions from the Stoics’ richly intricate philosophical
system, which we will review now only in bffef.

Reasoning Stoically

As Deleuze reminds us, in the Stoics’ philosophical system there are three main
divisions: logic, physics, and ethics, which, according to Emile Bréhier, “are indissolubly
linked together since it is one and the same redsgo¥ which in dialectic binds
consequential propositions to antecedents, which in nature establishes a causal nexus
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and which in conduct provides the basis for perfect harmony between agtioets”

us look then at how these three domains are bound up. We begin with thef? logic,
because all three branches are concerned ultimately with aginwe will limit
ourselves to just three issues in Stoic logic relevant to our discussion: conditionals,
correspondence theory of truth, and sayables.

One of the Stoics' greatest contributions to logic involves their theory of
conditionals, which are propositions of the foiim.. then ...; for, the Stoics were
the rst to develop a sentential logic for treating the two parts of the conditional (the
antecedent and the consequent) as being propositions rather tharft®&iovg. while
the Stoics do specify a certain sort of conditional as being a “causal prop®sition,”
nonetheless, it is, according to Cicero, the conditional form in general that the Stoic
Chrysippus used when explaining fate, divination, and cau¥ahityd as Victor
Goldschmidt notes, this can involve a sort of temporality simply in that logical form,
because the antecedent of the conditional is understood in terms of antecedent
causality; thus, it comes prior to the consequent both log&adlyemporally in the
causal seri€s.

e next logical notion is that for the Stoics, a proposition is true only if it holds for
what is happening right now in the present. Suppose we say, “It is day.” en “if it really
is day, the judgement before us is true, but if not, it is false”

And the nal logical issue is the Stoic notion of the “sayable.” In this logical context,
it is what is being said of or a rmed of something, and it is expressible either as a bare
predicate or as a complete propositidAs we will later see, the sayable is not what is
directly signi ed by a sentence. Rather, it is something like the “sense” of a proposition,
which can be said to be true or f&s@/hen dealing with the problem of discussing
ine abilities, Priest describes a similar sort of entity:

Logicians normally take semantic values [like true and false] to be assigned to
sentences. Sentences are nokie of thing that can be ine able; so we now have

to think of our semantic bearers, not as sentences, but as propositions or states
of a airs—something about which it makes sense to say that they are or are not the
content of some sentefice

Corporeality

e second main division of Stoic philosophy is their physics, which will involve matters
of cosmology, theology, and metaphysics as well. e Stoics, notably for their time,
located all reality in the present corporeal wétldet, even bodies need to exist at
times and places, which are not themselves bodies. is is one reason why the Stoics
created another category of entities, the incorporeals, which have thinghood but not
reality or being? In addition to time and place, the other incorporeals are void and
the sayabl&. Rather than existing or “belonging,” incorporeals are said to “suBsist”
Also notable for their timé&, the Stoics reject nal causality and favor an active,
energetic sort of e cient causality as being the primary sort; for, as Sextus Empiricus
observes, “a Cause would seem to be, according to them, * at by whose energizing
the e ect comes about’; as, for example, the sun or the sun’s heat is the cause of the wax
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being melted or of the melting of the wé&XYet, as Goldschmidt explains, this does not
mean that there is no nal end to the cosmos that it is moving toward progressively.

e end result is certain and in fact was built into the rst causal act as being the
necessary nal outcome of the cosrffollamely, the world will end in re, and out

of that con agration, every time, God will create the world &ieAmd the events
between con agrations are ordered fatefully and providentially by the divine wisdom
and benevolence of God, who sets that course in motion with the rst causal, world-
creative act, and the sequence of events that follow are ordered rationally by a chain of
linked cause®. us Providence, which is God's will, and Fate, which is the series of
causes, are one and the same, because things unfold causally and are yet in accordance
with God's wise and good intentiofts.

Moreover, even between con agrations, the world remains composed at its
very basis by this rational, designing re that is nothing other than God, Gé&dself.
Physically speaking, re is a tensile element, meaning that its pressures or tensions
can alter without it coming undone, and God creates the world by condensing parts of
re down into elements with lesser and lesser tengilfjtst is air, which is still quite
tensile, and then earth and water, which are so lacking in tensility that they cannot by
themselves remain self-cohesit€ire and air mix to form breath gmeum&® and
pneumais the tensile mixture that binds water and earth together such that composed
entities can sustain as mixtures of these four elerffents.

Pneumapervades the entire cosmos, thereby endowing every part of the physical
world with God's divine intelle¢t. And pneumaalso serves as the whole world's
binding principle, being something like a dynamic “glue” that holds the world
together?® and by means of its inward and outward springing movenigptgguma
enables the universe to be “interactive with it&&lfi”inanimate objects, theneuma
is calledhexisor tenor, which means that the object it binds together can move but
only by external force. In plants tpp@eumais calledphysis such beings can move
on their own but only by growing outward from one place. ppeumain animals is
calledpsycheor soulf! But note that for the Stoics, the soulpasuma is corporeal,
and there is corporeal interactivity between soul and body: “When the soul feels
shame ... the body turns réfCreatures with soul can move about on their own
accord, because their soul is capable of impression and motion by ifipifek.
among rational creatures like humans, there is a component of our soul, located in our
heart® called the “leading” or “commanding” part, which rationally coordinates in
our body its impressions, reasoning, “assents,” and imptlses.

Incorporeality

Before we can elaborate on those notions, we need to understand how the world
presents its sensible and understandable rational nature. Bodies are de ned by their
capacity to act and be acted upon in their intermixings, as incorporeals cannot interact
with or have any direct causal in uence on the corporeal vorad the tensions

of the pneumawithin a thing determine its physical properties, like the density of
stone and the whiteness of sil¥eYet o en the mixtures are such that even though

the distinct yet intermixing objects become thoroughly interspersed throughout one
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another, they still maintain themselves somehow and can be separated again, like how
“re as a whole passes through iron as a whole while each of them preserves its own
substancée® ink for example of when a hot iron touches wood shavings, and thereby
the re leaves the iron to then mix with the wo8d.

Now, while at any moment the iron has a certain temperature on account of the
conditions of the mixture, we would not readifribute hotness to the iroff.Rather,
what is attributed to the iron is a certain temporalized activity where the interactions
and intermixings of bodies bring about pneumatic changes and thus property changes
over time. So instead of “hot” being attributed to iron, we rather think that its interactive
intermixings are an activity that involves its getting hotter. Linguistically, the Stoics,
according to Bréhier, consider such attributive predicates as being expressible by verbs
rather than adjectivé® as in “the tree greerf8 As Deleuze writes:

e attribute is not a being and does not qualify a being; it is an extra-being.
“Green” designates a quality, a mixture of things, a mixture of tree and air where
chlorophyll coexists with all the parts of the leaf. “To green,” on the contrary, is not
a quality in the thing, but an attribute which is said of the tfing.

So using the Stoics’ re and iron example, we would not say, “the iron is hot” but rather
something to the e ect of “the iron is heating up”

Stoic Time

At this point we need to address a matter regarding Stoic sources in relation to our
present task. So far you may have observed that these Stoic notions are a little vague
and complicated at times. In fact, nearly all of the original Stoic textual sources have
been lost, and much of what remains are fragmentary in nature and can possibly
be unreliable in certain cases when the Stoics are being paraphrased for the sake of
criticizing their views$? Yet, despite the fragmentary, incomplete, and inconsistent
nature of the available sources, one still obtains the impression that the Stoics
produced an innovative and coherent system. us, the project of explicating their
system in a more complete manner involves suggesting ways to Il in the gaps and
to untangle the inconsistencies and ambiguities. We need to mention this, because as
John Sellars has shown, it is misleading when Deleuze speaks of the Stoic philosophy
of time as involving the two varieties of temporality, Aidn and Chrénibss more
accurate to say that this is Goldschmidt's interpretative invention that he proposes to
explain certain conceptual ambiguities in their accounts of time. But for now we can
put that objection aside because our interest here is in Deleuze’s implementation of
Goldschmidt's innovations, which are quite useful in understanding the conceptual
ambiguities in the texts.

One especially confusing matter arises from the Stoics’ claim that the present
interactive intermixing of corporeals immediately and directly causes incorporeal
event-predicates (sayables), which themselves have no causal power on cofporeality.
So, what is still missing from this picture is an account for how present factors can be
causally linked to e ects in the future, because it would seem from what has been said
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that all causation has its e ect strictly in the present. Anthony Long and David Sedley
diagnose and resolve this problem in the following way:

Nor are we told the metaphysical nature of a causal chain. For example how, if
causes are bodies but e ects are incorporeal, can there ever be a chain of cause
and e ect? We will have to take it that it is not a simple cAaBiC, whereB is

the e ect ofA and the cause @, but that the cause @fis the body of which the

e ect B hascome to be predicapkting as cause because of the corresponding
quality which it now possesses. For example, if | strike a match, which in truth
sets my house on re, | am the cause to the match of the predicate “burning,” and
the burning match, a body, is then the cause to the house of the same ptedicate.

Let us use instead the Stoics’ similar re and iron example but expand it in accordance
with Long and Sedley’s model. Suppose now that we have three bodily mixtures each
expressing their own predicate: re + iron causing “heating,” hot iron + hammer
causing “ attening,” and attened iron + grindstone causing “sharpening” (Figure 5.5).

Using Long and Sedley’s wording, we would say that the cause of the current
sharpening is the bodily mixture of at iron with grindstone, where the prior predicate
attening has “come to be predicable” of the current at iron. But how does that
extension of the causality beyond the present corporeal cause take place, such that
the predicates come to be distributed across time? ey must somehow extend past
the given corporeal present. As this will be important for the bifurcational structure
Deleuze uncovers, let us take a closer look at the Stoic theory of time.

As we noted, the designation of an Aidn and a Chronos time is Goldschmidt's
terminological innovation to help us understand a conceptual ambiguity in the Stoic
account of time. But in the end, what will prove most remarkable in Goldschmidt's
theory is not their distinction but rather the way these metaphysically incompatible
components of time mutually contaminate one another.

Goldschmidt focuses on certain passages about time attributed to Chrysippus,
where just one word for time is usetifonos However, time in general—along with
the more speci ¢ temporal notions of past, present (now), and future—seems to be

Figure 5.5 How can future events result from present ones if all causes have only present
e ects?
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assigned inconsistent properties: time is limited and unlimited, present and not present,
real and irreal (existing and subsisting), and in nitely divisible and expandable and not
in nitely divisible and expandabfé.

Goldschmidt splits apart these property pairings into separate sets and assigns
them to two sorts of time, borrowing a term from Marcus Aurelius to designate one of
them?® Chronos time is the durational present which is always limited but whose nite
boundaries can expand or contract to any other nite ¥fAeis the time of corporeal
interactive mixings. And Aidn time is the eternal stretch of time going on limitlessly
into the past and future. It is the time of incorporeal event-predicates (Figure 5.6,
corresponding to the two horizontal levels in Figure B5).

Yet, despite their metaphysical distinction, the two sorts of time are co-contaminated
and also co-dependent for some of their own temporal properties. e chronosian
present obtains its temporal quality of being durational by always having some past
and future within it, lling it out extensively; also, it can absorb more of that aidnian
past and future outside its bounds by expanding outward ifftbéaiénian eternity
obtains the temporal quality of being an actual occurrence by “accompanying” the
activities of the chronosian present and borrowing from their ré&igor example,

a month is both an incorporeal measure of time and the actual corporeal movement
of the moon around the earth. In other words, the moon's corporeal motion can

continue on for the month it takes to circle the earth only on account of there being an
incorporeal temporal extent that its motion can last for. And, the incorporeal measure
of a month (being 27 or so days in length) can obtain such a particular temporal
quantity only by means of the moon's actual corporeal movement, whose physical

Figure 5.6 Aidbn and Chronos time in Deleuze’s reading of Goldschmidt, here based loosely
on Sellars’s diagrantf$( ey have been stacked vertically to indicate the co-contamination
that Goldschmidt is trying to explain with this distinction.)
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Figure 5.7 e duration of a present activity corresponds to the end of the incorporeal
predicate that is expressed throughout that activity. Ends are nested deeper and deeper into
Fate, corresponding thus with longer and longer present activities.

To Cooperate with Destiny by A rming Creative Falsity

With all this in mind, let us return now to the issue of how we are informed about
the world and thereby react to it appropriately. is raises questions regarding moral
choice, and so we have arrived nally at the third branch of the Stoic system, their
ethics. Suppose we observe someone named Cato, who is walking, and thus this
corporeal mixture in the world causes there to be the incorporeal event-predicate
“walking.*'! e visual data of this activity are conveyed to our eyes by means of
the disturbances in the air betweentiisere is something like a set of “tentacles”
branching out of the soul's leading part to all the sensory organs such that it can be
receptive to the external pneumatic motidtisis produces “sensory impressions”

in the leading part of our soul, but they are fragmentary in natt8n, the leading

part rationally organizes the sensory impressions by means of the conditional form
(if ... then ... ) to create a “rational impression,” which is organized in accordance
with the incorporeal sayable (the event-predicate) that is being expressed in the
external event and that is also being expressed in our corporeal concEphiang.
because our impressions are normally veridi€and since we assent to whatever

we regard as trué’this sensory and conceptual process results in the leading part of
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Figure 5.8 Stoic moral choice introduces divergence into the course of time on both the
aionian and chronosian levéfs.

that our alternate impulses and actions introduce into the world. As Deleuze writes,
“ e [Stoic] sage wishes to ‘give a body’ to the incorporeal e ect, since the e ect
inherits the causé#* And this, as we see, involves the co-contamination of Aién and
Chronos time (Figure 5.8).

We thus have a dialetheic form: Epictetus is both attracted to the other person and
not attracted to them, although this negation is not exclusive. In order to insert this
alternate path, we need to a rm an event-predicate that at one point is not yet true but
that then comes to be true by means of this a rmation; for, the very a rmation and
assent to it thereby produce corporeal and incorporeal bifurcations. It is an a rmation
of a dialetheic negation, but that also means that logically it involves an a rmation
of a falsity; for, in a dialetheia, both the formula and its negation are thought to be
both true and false. In our example, the counter-impression whose event-predicate
we a rm does not yet have its full impulsional actualization the very instant we rst
arm it, and in that sense it has a falsity to it. us, this dialetheic a rmation of the
false has what Deleuze callspgbwrers of the faldgecause by means of a rming such
dialetheic negations, one can participate in “the creation of the!Néwe have much
more to say on this matter in Chapters 7 and 8.)
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Yet, we still have not explained how this sort of causality rejects necessity while
keeping fate. What we may have noticed in these matters of moral choice is that the
outcome depended not just on one factor, namely, the necessarily given impression,
but as well it depended on whether or not there was an additional factaltetimaite
impressiont*® Chrysippus’s theory of antecedent causality thus involves what Cicero
calls “co-fated” causes: situations in the world that were determinately caused
may not themselves be causally su cient to bring about certain other particular
outcomes, and instead, additional causal factors must accompany them to ensure
that determination¥” So, many causal outcomes are decided by the contingent
combinations of causal factors. For instance, consider Epictetus’s example again
(Figure 5.9).

ere is the given impression, which was caused by necessity. Call this Aause
And our rational faculty’s decision not to intervene we will call cBuseEpictetus’s
example, the e ect would be that we impel our bodies toward this attractive person,
and let us call this outcome. HereA andB are co-fatal causes, because neither
one alone was enough to determingalthough their combination was su cient.

But suppose we instead make a di erent selection. In this case, our rational faculties
intervene. Call this alternate cau€elts result, , is that we impel our bodies away
from the attractive person. So regardless of whether itois that in fact results,

in both cases there is a su cient rationale, namely, th&t caused b andB, and

is caused by andC. is means that for Chrysippus, everything is still fated,
because for every event there is an antecedent causality that su ciently accounts for
the outcome. Furthermore, whenever the mechanistic causality is sidetracked, as in
Epictetus’s example, it is done so on account of a rational deliberation, which also
provides rationale for the alternate outcome. Nonetheless, all this implies that time’s

Figure 5.9 Stoic co-fatality can be understood as involving bifurcational antecedent
causality®









Wisdom without Logic: Intuitionism

Introduction

Another strong possibility for formulating the principles of Gilles Deleuze’s logic
would be intuitionistic logic, which is based upon intuitionistic mathematics. Deleuze
and Félix Guattari are directly interested in the following three issues in intuitionism:
{1} a calculus of problems in place of an axiomatics, {2} undecidable propositions
along with a rejection of the Principle of Excluded Middle, and {3} constructivism and
non-negational thinking, especially with regard to negationless mathematics. Before
working through each of these issues, we begin by examining the social and political
context of the notions of axiomatics, problematics, and undecidability, because
Deleuze claims that it should lie at the basis of their conception. In the end, we will
nd that intuitionism is not an entirely attractive option for understanding Deleuze’'s
logic, given certain di culties regarding a rmability and assertability of undecidable
propositions.

Formalization and Its Malcontents: Axioms of Control,
Flows of Rebellion

We begin rst with Deleuze’s general notion of axiomatics. While Deleuze retains much
of the conventional sense of the notion of axiomatics as it is in mathematics, logic, and
science, we will need to place it into a broader conceptual context involving social,
political, and economic matters. is is because, for Deleuze, the “true meaning” of
axiomatics is to be found in its social contéxasd that sense should serve as the
“model” for our understanding of mathematical axiomati&a while it is tempting to
start with the familiar meaning of the term “axiomatic” and use it to grasp Deleuze’'s
own seemingly less precise conception, a more faithful approach would start rst with
the social sense and construe the mathematical one somehow in terfns of it.
Deleuze’s discussion of axiomatics in relation to problematics, in the context of
intuitionistic undecidability, comes primarily from th@apitalism and Schizophrenia
books he co-authored with Guattari and also from his lectures related to these writings
inthe 1970s. is presents a di culty for us here, because the terminology and concepts
in these works are bound up in a complex and intricate conceptual network that makes
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it challenging to isolate particular notions and su ciently de ne them independently

of their related ideas. However, our purpose here is not to explain all of the important
concepts in these works. We are concerned more simply with the logical principles that
may run across them. And given how basic and fundamental such logical principles
tend to be, they can become more or less evident to our examinations even from
an overly simpli ed account, and, in fact, even more readily so. As such, | will take
liberties to exclude certain related and important concepts, including territorialization
and some psychoanalytic sorts of notions, as vital as they may be in this discussion. For
our logical purposes here, we simply need a general sense for what Deleuze means by
axioms, problems, and undecidabifity.

e Capitalist Axiomatic

Deleuze understands an axiomatic to be system of axioms that serves to coordinate
heterogeneous “ ows’In the context of political economy, he characterizes ow in the
following way: “a ow is something, in a society, that ows from one pole to another,
and that passes through a person, only to the degree that persons are intefceptors;’
with an interceptor being, more precisely, “a point of departure for the production of
a ow, a point of destination for the reception of a ow, a ow of any kind; or, better
yet, an interception of many ows$Deleuze and Guattari use “ ow” with a very broad
sense; there are ows of, for instance: bodily uids and bodily outgrowths, energy,
desire, materials, associations, people, animals, seeds, production, words, breaks,
goods, currency, food, and othérslows are regulated and encoded with certain
values and signi cances by meansade$ Deleuze gives a simple example: hairstyles
code the ows of hair on our heads such that they t to certain signi cances, as there
are styles following a “widow code, young girl code, married woman code” ané’so on.
In this context, an axiom is understood to be something that places ows into
relations with each othétAnd axioms, even social ones, have in some way a linguistic
nature, in that they somehow take the form of “operative” statements. is would
seem to mean that the statements are doing something, namely, they are operating
upon the ows, a ecting them and their relations somehéve clearest example
that they give for an axiom expressed in the form of an operative statement is one
used in a di erent context, but let us mention it here for the sake of illustration. It is
the masochistic “training axiom.” When training a horse, the master riding it will use
pain in order to transmit new forces of control upon the horse’s instinctive forces in
order to regulate them. e training axiom sayDeéstroy the instinctive forces in order
to replace them with transmitted foréés axiom here is an operative statement that
conditions the ows of forces of the human trainer and trained animal, interrelating
them such that the trainer's ow of transmittable forces regulates the horse’s ow of
innate forces, thereby shaping the ow of the horse’s behatiBrg. for the most
part, their examples of axioms do not give instructions but rather simply place things
into relations, as for instance, “Axiom |: e war machine is exterior to the State
apparatus® (So perhaps under this statement mode of articulation, the training
axiom might be formulated as something like, “Instinctive forces are replaceable by
transmitted forces.” But given our ultimate interest in logical sorts of axioms, we really
need not delve deeper here on this matter.)
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Figure 6.1 Le : e axiomatic of money that conjoins ows of labor and capital, by means
of wagesRight: e rebel ows that escape that axiomatic.

together? In the case of the capitalist axiomatic, the result of the conjugation of ows
of capital and labor was the growth of a proletariat class that was of great size and
was absolutely central for the functioning of the system, thereby endowing it with
substantial powéet us besides the labor and capital ows, which are kept within the
con nes of the system, there is an additional, escaping ow, the rebellious ux of the
growing labor class and its discontent with its exploitation. Deleuze emphasizes that
this ow arises from the capitalist axiomatic while escaping its grasp at the sar#fe time.
We might depict something of its nature using three axes, with the ow of labor unrest
from a growing proletariat escaping this axiomatic like a line moving o into a third
dimension, away from the axiomatic’'s current capacity to contain it by relating it with
the other ows (Figure 6.1, right).

Yet the capitalist axiomatic is remarkably adaptable, and it did not end with this
early crisis of labor unrest. Whenever rebel ows threaten its integrity, it simply adds
new axioms to bring them into stabilized relations with the other ows in the capitalist
systent® Deleuze mentions labor unions as one instance of this. ey obtain their
legitimate place in the capitalist system by means of axioms that bring the rebel ows
of labor unrest and subversion back into the greater system. eir now legitimized
negotiations, for example, allow workers to obtain increases in compensation for
their labor, which is then pumped back into the market, only to boost the capitalist
system's growth and stabilffyAnd so for a time, the capitalist axiomatic persevered.
Nonetheless, as Deleuze notes, every new axiom that serves to corral a rebel ow will
only thereby create new ones that will again threaten to destabilize the system. His
illustration is the rise of “precarious” work, like subcontracted, under-the-table labor,
which is taking the place of long-term, waged labor, on account of the labor union
axiom eventually creating a demand for cheaper, more temporary sorts of employment
within developed nation®.(And time will tell how the capitalist axiomatic will adjust
its ows to the current rise of “gig” economies.)
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e History of Axiomatics and Problematics

What we should note then are two general tendencies: one aims to integrate all ows,
including rebellious ones, and to maintain the integrity of such a coordinated system,
while the other nds means for escaping such a con ning system and, as a result,
might undermine it or at least pose a subversive threat to it. Although for Deleuze
these matters are social, political, and economic, as we said above they have bearing
on other domains, including systems and practices of knowledge production. In other
words, the pressures of social axiomatics foster e orts among its intellectual laborers
to produce systems of knowledge that tame the thinking process and leave little that
is uncertain or undecidable, in order to cultivate in the populace a mindset that
inclines them toward supporting the social axiomatic’s similar values of stability and
integration?® us, Deleuze nds a direct correlation between the rise of axiomatic
capitalism in the nineteenth century and the beginnings of our modern conception
of mathematical axiomatiés.For instance, in Weierstrass's dierential calculus,

its dynamic conceptualization—originating in Leibniz and Lagrange—is replaced
with a static one: the di erential is no longer understood in terms of a process, and
mathematical notions like limit, threshold, and “movement-toward” are stripped of
their dynamic meaning®. Put another way, Deleuze thinks that such “axiomatic”
conceptual creations in the sciences and mathematics re ect e orts to encourage people
not to think in ways that might disrupt the capitalist status quo. And just as we saw
with the capitalist axiomatic, when scienti ¢ axiomatics stray rebelliously from their
regulative con nes, they are brought back into the system by means of new #&xioms.
For instance, Deleuze says that in the twentieth century, rebel ows of knowledge
in the eld of indeterminist physics escaped axiomatic science. is worried many
scientists, who subsequently strove to axiomatically bring those escaping ows back
into their more regulated systef.

Deleuze calls such rebellious trends in science and mathematics “problematic” ones,
with intuitionism being one instance. Yet, to more fully grasp what interests Deleuze in
the intuitionist sort of problematizing mathematics, we should brie y see how he nds
such confrontations between axiomatic and problematic approaches to mathematics
in three di erent epochs, namely, in Ancient Greece, in the seventeenth to nineteenth
centuries, and in contemporary tim#és.

In Ancient Greek mathematics, Deleuze locates the problematic current in
Archimedes, and the axiomatic in EucfidDeleuze notes, however, that Euclid’s
deductive system is not properly axiomatic in our current sense, and Deleuze instead
calls it an axiom—-theorem systéfrtere, we use theorems to de ne the essence of
a thing, and on that basis we deduce its properties. Consider for instance Euclid’s
de nition of the circle?” “A circle is a plane gure, bounded by one continued line,
called its circumference or periphery; and having a certain point within it, from which
all straight lines drawn to its circumference are equal” (Figure 6.28 lerpm this
de nition, along with other related notions, we can deduce as one of its necessary
properties that “if a point be taken within a circle, from which more than two equal
straight lines can be drawn to the circumference, that point must be the center of the
circle” (Figure 6.2, righ€p.
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Figure 6.2 Le : Lines in a circle from center to periphery as all being dRjiggat: Finding
the center of the circle with two equal straight lifies.

Problems, however, are not matters of essences but rather of events, because in this
case, something is done to a thing, like a painful surgical operation. Deleuze’s rst
example of this is taking a triangle and nding out what happens to it when you cut
out one of its angles. He further elaborates on the contrast between the axiomatic—
theoremic and the problematic approaches with Proclus’s discussion of two opposing
schools of mathematics, namely, the school of Speusippus and Amphinomus on the
one hand and that of Menaechmus on the othéccording to Proclus, the school
of Speusippus and Amphinomus held that the theoretical sciences are concerned
with eternal things, which never come into existence. Problems, however, propose
to bring into being something that did not exist previously. us, they conclude,
“theorems” is a better designation than “problems” for the things that theoretical
sciences are concerned with. So when we ourselves construct an equilateral triangle,
for instance, we are not so much creating the objects themselves as much as we are
just “understanding them, taking eternal thiragsifthey were in a process of coming
to be*? e followers of Menaechmus, however, were not concerned with the eternal
essences of things but rather with constructing them and testing for their properties
and seeing what relations they bear to other things:

e mathematicians of the school of Menaechmus [...] thought it correct to
say that all inquiries are problems but that problems are twofold in character:
sometimes their aim is to provide something sought for, and at other times to see,
with respect to a determinate object, what or of what sort it is, or what quality it
has, or what relations it bears to something else. [...] the followers of Menaechmus
are right because the discovery of theorems does not occur without recourse to
matter, that is, intelligible matter. In going forth into this matter and shaping it, our
ideas are plausibly said to resemble acts of produ€tion.

In related contexts, Deleuze uses as illustration the Euclidean de nition for a straight
line in contrast to the Archimedean one. Euclid de nes a straight line as “a line which
lies evenly with the points on itséff/Proclus says that from this de nition of a
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straight line we can gather that one of its properties is that it is the shortest distance
between two point®. is may be debatable’f but let us just suppose for the sake of
our illustration that we can deduce this property from the de nition of the straight
line’s essence, to make a clear contrast with what Deleuze says about Archimedes’s
de nition of the straight line. Archimedes, rather than de ning the essence of the
straight line, instead, according to Deleuze, gives instructions for how to dfaw it,
simply by de ning it as the shortest distance between two pBilst what also
makes it di erent is that the straight line here, Deleuze says, is understood as the
limit of the curved line. So imagine a curved line being gradually bent straight while
keeping its endpoints xed. As it does so, the length of the curved path between the
points gets shorter. At the limit of its being a straightening curve, it is the shortest
distance between the two endpoifits.

What is important here is that for Deleuze, the Archimedean problematic approach
involves a mutational deformation of a gure, in this case, of a curve being warped
into a line. Deleuze comes to this interpretation by drawing from Jules Hodel,
who argued that Archimedes's famous de nition of the straight line as the shortest
distance between two points was given not so much for the sake of de ning straight
lines as much as it was for de ning and measuring cdf\Ws. consider for instance
Archimedes’s famous “method of exhaustion,” applied in determining the area inside a
parabola. We inscribe a triangle within it, whose area we can determine. ere will still
be space under the parabola that is not covered by the inscribed triangle. Within those
unaccounted for spaces, we then make smaller triangles, adding their areas to the sum,
and so on, until the triangle spaces reach the limit when they are arbitrarily close to the
full parabola spacéHolel notes how the outer boundaries of all these triangles also
approximate the curve at this limit (Figure 63).

Under this conception, it is not the straight line that is being de ned by the curve,
but the curve by the straight line, or more precisely, by an in nity of in nitesimally
small straight lines. Again, what interests Deleuze in this Archimedean, “problematic”
sort of geometry is that gures enter into an “event” where they are deformed and
thereby metamorphose into other gures that are incommensurably heterogeneous
with their starting formations, like straight lines becoming curves and vice versa
by warping or multiplying them inde nitel§? In other words, unlike the axiomatic

Figure 6.3 Archimedes's method of exhaustion seen as approximating a curve from the
addition of straight line%'
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approach that would rst tell us the essence of the straight line, and on its basis we infer
that one of its properties would be that it is the shortest distance between two points,

we instead posit that a line be drawn as such, and on that basis we alter it to make it
become a curve, and from a curve back to a straight line, placing each at the mutational
limit of the other.

Deleuze’s other example of a problematic sort of surgery operation in mathematics
will take us to the next historical stage of this distinction between axiomatic and
problematic tendencies in mathematics. In this illustration, we consider taking a cone
and slicing it apart with a plane, and seeing what we obtain, which of course are the
conic sections (circle, ellipse, etc.; Figure 6.4, top right). Deleuze locates this sort of
“surgery” in the mathematics of the eighteenth century and speci cally in Desargues’s
book, Dra Project for Grappling with the Events of the Encounters of a Cone and a
Plane®® Deleuze notes Desargues'’s work with stone-cutting (also in its relation to the
“minor geometry” of the Freemasons or Knights Templars), where the cutting of stone
sections is a physical event that changes the forms of the objects (Figure 6.4, le and
bottom right). Here, the size and shape of the stone are problematic. When masons cut

Figure 6.4 Conic sections seen as involving cuts into stbaee: Stonemasonry cuts from
Bosse’s book on Desarguksp right: Conic section®Bottom right: Conic sections as cuts
into physical cones.
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or round the stones, the new geometrical properties are not derived from an essence but
rather from transformative and a ective evefttén contrast to this era’s problematic
sort of geometry is Descartes’s more “axiomatic” approach with his analytic geometry,
in which spatial intuitions are replaced with more symbolic, algebraic formulétions.
Deleuze’s third era of the development in the axiomatic and problematic tendencies
in mathematics is the contemporary one, which, as we noted above, begins with
Weierstrass, and it culminates with Hilbert's formalist project; and the problematic
tendency nds expression with the intuitionistic and constructivist mathematics of
Brouwer, Heyting, Griss, and Bouligand, who demanded that “mathematical ows”
go beyond axiomatics by questioning one of the principles it retained, namely, the
Principle of Excluded MiddI®.

Modern Axioms and Problems

We will now look more closely at how Deleuze understands the natneglwmatical
axioms and problems in this most recent epoch, drawing from a number of his sources.
Let us rst consider his examples of mathematical axioms, which he presumably
draws from the Nicolas Bourbaki grougschitecture of Mathematicse point

Deleuze makes using this text and its examples is that an axiom is so fundamental
and generically formulated that it can operate in di erent mathematical domains of
realization®® For instance, Deleuze reads the axiom that gives us what in arithmetic is
the value for zero and what in a study of motion (“the ‘composition’ of displacements in
three-dimensional Euclidean spaééf} called “identical displacement” (where there

is no change of place):

Axiom A: ere exists an elemente, such that for every elemert one has
e+Xx=x+e=x.%

Here, theeis arithmetically O, because when added tbdoes not change the value of
X, and similarly, in terms of spatial displacement, there is no change of place (it would
be something like a null movement, so to speak; Figure 6.5, le).

e next one gives us the additive inverse number; when you combine a number
arithmetically with its inverse, it yields 0. And it gives us “inverse” displacement, which
is like combining one motion with another that takes you back to your starting place:

Axiom B: Corresponding to every elemegqtthere exists an elementsuch that
X+Xe=xe+tx=e%

Here, sincewas given as a zero or null value, the combination of an arithmetical value
or displacement with its inverse value gives you null (Figure 6.5, right).

Deleuze notes that the di erent, heterogeneous modes of realization of the axiom
in the di erent domains (arithmetic versus geometrical displacement) are isomorphic,
meaning that the parts retain the same structure, which is formulated in the more
generic axiom. As Robert Blanché writedxiomatics:
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Figure 6.5 A depiction of a motional interpretation fdfe ) an axiom de ning a null
value and forrfght) an axiom de ning an inverse value.

ese concrete realizations of an axiomatic system are cattedels [...] An
axiomatization thus lends itself [...] to di erent realizations which can be taken
from elds of study very far removed from the initially given domain. us, what
we are now concerned with is a plurality of interpretations or concrete models of
one and the same axiomatizatfn.

Deleuze uses these examples to make the point that there can be a heterogeneity of
types of states all operating conjointly in the global capitalist system. ey are all
brought together functionally on account of an isomorphism whose structure is
delineated in the capitalist axioms, and this is because they can have heterogeneous
modesof production while all sharing capitaligtiationsof production® As Deleuze

and Guattari write:

To the extent that capitalism constitutes an axiomatic (production for the market),

all States and all social formations tend to bedsomaorphidn their capacity as
models of realization: there is but one centered world market, the capitalist one, in
which even the so-called socialist countries participate. Worldwide organization
thus ceases to pass “between’ heterogeneous formations since it assures the
isomorphy of those formatiorfs.

In one of his course lectures, Deleuze follows up on this topic with a discussion of
the idea of a limit for the number of axioms in a system when it becomes “saturated,’
meaning that the addition of any other axiom will cause the system to be contradictory.
He relates this idea of axiomatic saturation to Marx’s notion of capitalism always
pushing its limits, with reference to a crisis of ows of raw materials, among other
capitalist crise¥.

Immediately following this idea, Deleuze turns to a crisis in the history of
axiomatized mathematics, namely, the problem of the sizes of iffiigre Deleuze
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explains that non-denumerable sets have a power that made them escape their
own axiomatics, referring to the speci c case of the non-denumerable power of the
continuum® To clarify these technical matters, let make use of Roger Vergauwen's
excellent explanation of Cantor’s diagonalization method, which will help us see how
the in nity of real numbers exceeds that of the natural and rational numbers. e

rst idea we need is of a one-to-one correspondence between sets, especially between
some given set along with a set of natural numbers, which serves to enumerate the rst
one. For instance, we might place into a one-to-one correspondence the set of Benelux
countries with the limited set of natural numbers {1, 2, 3} (Figuré’.6).

Two sets arequivalentvhen they can enter into such a one-to-one correspondence
with each othef! A set is nite if there is a one-to-one correspondence between it and
a set of natural numbers that terminates at some speci ¢ number, and its “power” (also
known as its “cardinality” or its “cardinal number”) is that speci ¢ natural number-
count of its member&.So in the above Benelux example, its cardinal numbéeg is 3.
However, some sets are in nite and that is de ned in the following way. First suppose
that we place the set of all natural numbers into a one-to-one correspondence with
the set of all even numbers ( gure 6.8.even numbers are a “proper subset” of
the natural numbers, because the even numbers are included among the natural
numbers, but there are natural numbers that are not among the evens (namely, the
odds). Now, even though the evens lack many natural numbers, still the one-to-one
correspondence maintains itself, as neither set has a nal number. A set is in nite if it
has this property, namely, if it can be placed into a one-to-one correspondence with
one of its proper subsets.

As we noted, Deleuze’s concern with all of this are the non-denumerable sets
that escape their axiomati®sA set is denumerable if it can be placed into a one-
to-one correspondence with a set of natural numbers (which enumerate it), and
it is denumerably in nite “if it stands in a one-to-one correspondence with the set
of natural numbers™® Now, the continuum can be numerically represented by the
real numbers. And Cantor’s diagonal arguments show how the real numbers can be
produced from correspondences between sets of numbers formed with the naturals;

Figure 6.6 A one-to-one correspondence illustration between the set of Benelux countries
and the set of natural numbers (from Vergauwén).
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Figure 6.7 A one-to-one correspondence between the set of natural numbers and the set of
even numbers (from Vergauwefs).

and yet, they still exceed the power of the naturals, even though they are both in nite.
Let us consider the way that Vergauwen lays this out, which gives a concrete illustration
to the formulations Cantor provides in “On an Elementary Question in the eory

of Manifolds.” To keep matters in line with Deleuze’s commentary, we rst should
consider axioms for constructing the natural numbers, so let us use the Peano axioms
as Blanché lists them:

. Zero is a number.

e successor of a number is a number.

. Di erent numbers do not have the same successor.

. Zero is not the successor of any number.

. If a property belongs to zero and if, when it belongs to a given number it belongs
also to the successor of that number, then it belongs to all numbers (Principle of
Induction).”™

aswN R

What interests Deleuze is how the diagonalized number escapes the “con nes” of
the coordination of the two sets. Now, given the parallels here with his notion of rebel
OWs escaping social axiomatics, it is tempting to think of the diagonalized number
as such a ow. But we should be careful here, because mathematically speaking, none
of these series of numbers are thought of as having any sort of temporal character to
them which would admit of a ow in their generation. Yet, as we saw from the long
list of diverse kinds of ows, it could still be that—although a mathematician might
not understand these series of numbers as ows—perhaps they still would fall under
Deleuze’'s and Guattari's broader conception of them. So let us, cautiously, apply this
notion of “ ow,” with the understanding that it could also be regarded mathematically

” o,

in terms of an “expansion,” “progression,” or the like. (Note that, as we will see in the
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Figure 6.8 An illustration of Cantor’s diagonalizatiohe : A correspondence between
real and natural numbers (based on Vergauwen’s illustraéfi@ight: e diagonal number
escaping those correspondences.

next section, under constructivist assumptions, the natural number series and the
real number decimal expansions can be understood as involving an in nite series
of operations that our minds must perform and as such t better under this idea of
numerical ows.¥!

Using Peano’s axioms, we could list an in nite series of natural numbers going
downward, which we might consider to be a “ ow” of numerical values, in Deleuze’s and
Guattari's sense of the term. Beside each natural number, we make another sequence of
real numbers, always placed into a one-to-one relationship with our downward natural
numbers. e real numbers can be expressed with in nitely long decimal sequences,
which is how we are writing them here too. So the decimal expansions going to the
right without end can be seen as another such “ow,” so to speak (Figure 6.8, le ).

For our purposes here, we arbitrarily consider some place along the series. To keep
things simple, we choose the fourth place, but the list always continues a er any place
you look at. Now, starting with the rst decimal of the rst real number, we change
it so that it is certainly not the sariftdn Vergauwen’s illustration, if it is not 1, then
we change itto 1, and if it is 1, we change it to 2. us we get the diagonal sequence
3.12188

And we next ask ourselves the following questions. Can this new number 3.1211
be the one corresponding to natural number 1 (namely, 3.5827)? No, because we
intentionally made the rst decimal be di erent. Can our new number be identical
to the second real number in our list? No, because we intentionally made its second
decimal be di erent. is will hold no matter where you go in the sequence of natural
numbers that progress downward. We pick any place, obtain the diagonal number,
and it will by design not be in the sequence up to that point (Figure 6.8, right). But
what if you simply place the diagonalized number as the next real number in the
series (thereby “capturing” it among the “regulated ows,” as it were)? at will not
solve the problem. We can still nd yet another diagonal number that will not be
contained in that list, following the same procedure, now applied additionally to the
new number in the list. To summarize, the natural numbers are denumerably in nite,
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and we have attempted to use the naturals to count the reals; yet, because the reals will
always in this way exceed the natural numbers, the reals are instead non-denumerably
in nite. ey (and thus the continuum) have a power that exceeds that of the natural
numbers. Again, for Deleuze, this is simply an illustration of how even in mathematical
axiomatics, just as with social ones, there will always be something that escapes the
axiomatic system even though that something springs from it in accordance with its
own axioms.

Deleuze notes that the problematic trend in contemporary mathematics, particularly
intuitionism and constructivism, is interested incalculus of problemsvhere the
Principle of Excluded Middle is rejected as a logical law. Here, mathematical notions
are seen as “problems;” because they are understood initially without a truth-value
assignment, and in some cases that status of undecidability may hold ind&niely.
will turn to these concepts next, but let us rst conclude this section about Deleuze’s
commentary on the axiomatic and problematic currents in the history of mathematics
by showing how the intuitionist notion of problems is continuous with the sort that
Deleuze located in previous epochs. Andrei Kolmogorov writes thatdfmutus of
problems is formally identical with the Brouwerian intuitionistic,1agid, instead of
de ning what a problem is, he lists some examples:

To prove the falsity of Fermat's theorem.
To draw a circle passing through three given pointg, ¢).
Provided that one root of the equatiax’ +bx+c= 0 is given, to nd the other ofie.

In other words, a calculus of problems involves an experimental sort of testing that
will bring mathematical entities into being by means of constructions. is is similar

to what we saw with the problematic trends in the Ancient Greek and Early Modern
times. Intuitionistic logic, which deals with problems rather than propositions, sees
logical operations in terms of suchadculus of problemsis, Kolmogorov writes: “If

a andb are two problems, them eb designates the problem ‘to solve both problems

a andb) whilea - b designates the problem ‘to solve at least one of the proalems
andb. [...] -a designates the problem ‘to obtain a contradiction provided that the
solution ofa is given® Let us now look more closely at intuitionism, as it is a strong
contender for explicating Deleuze’s logic.

Intuitionist Philosophy

e Nature of Intuitionism

As we noted, for Deleuze, the axiomatic trends in mathematics, science, and logic
operate within the broader capitalist axiomatic, which calls for a mode of thinking that
seeks stasis and the continuation of the given system by harmoniously incorporating
rebel ows rather than seeking to undermine the system by means of them. And
against this axiomatic approach Deleuze contrasts the problematics of intuitionism
and constructivism. us, perhaps it is more than a mere coincidence that the founder
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of contemporary intuitionistic mathematics, L. E. J. Brouwer, had some concerns that
overlap with Deleuze’s regarding the sort of formalistic and axiomatizing mathematics
of his time, namely that it is a product of a corrupted worldview that is responsible for
the destruction of nature. According to Walter P. van Stigt, Brouwer in his early writing
“Life, Art and Mysticism” “rails against industrial pollution and man’s domination of
nature through his intellect and against established social structures, and promotes a
return to ‘Nature’ and to mystic and solitary contemplatf@@onsider for instance this
opening passage from the text in question in which Brouwer laments the engineering
that tamed the natural hydraulic forces and reclaimed some land in Holland:

Holland was created and was kept in existence by the sedimentation of the great
rivers. ere was a natural balance of dunes and deltas, of tides and drainage.
Temporary ooding of certain areas of the delta was a part of that balance. And
in this land could live and thrive a strong branch of the human race. But people
were not satis ed; in order to regulate or prevent ooding they built dykes along
the rivers; they changed the course of rivers to improve drainage or to facilitate
travel by water, and they cut down forests. No wonder the subtle balance of
Holland became disturbed; the Zuyder Zee was eaten away and the dunes slowly
but relentlessly destroyed. No wonder that nowadays even stronger measures and
ever more work are needed to save the country from total destruction. What is
more surprising: this self-imposed burden is not only accepted as inevitable but
has been elevated to a task laid on our shoulders by God or inescapdble Fate.

As van Stigt notes, Brouwer saw the sort of application of science and logic that
superimposes “a mathematical regularity on the physical world” as the source of all
evil®® Brouwer writes,

Life of mankind as a whole is an arrogant tearing up and devouring of its nest on
this pure earth, messing up its mothering growth, gnawing and mutilating her and
making her rich creative power sterilgtil all life has been swallowed up and the
human cancer has withered on the barren planet. e sickness of mind which has
caused this, and which has turned men into madmen, they call “understanding
the world.*®

Brouwer's critique of the arti ciality involved in such applications of axiomatized
mathematics is part of his overall philosophy and is tied to his mathematical project
of seeking foundations that are not in such formal axiomatics (or arti cially generated
symbolic mathematical systems) but are rather in our immediate and intuitive mental
activities.

Historical Context and Development of Intuitionism

Let us rst de ne intuitionism, using van Stigt’s thorough and succinct description.
He says that it is “a philosophical trend that places the emphasis ordithdual
consciousness the source and seat of all knowledge” rather than on arti cial symbolic
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systems. He continues, “Intuitionism stands in contrast to a more general rationalistic
and deterministic trend that denies the possibility of knowing things and facts in
themselves and restricts human knowledge to what can be deduced mechanically by
analytical reasoning.” Instead, intuitionists base their knowledge on a “de nite faculty
and act of direct apprehension, intuitich.”

And with regard to its development in the history of Western philosophy, van Stigt
traces basic elements of intuitionistic philosophy back to Ancient Greek thinkers like
Aristotle, with his notion ofhousbeing “a special faculty of direct apprehension,
an active faculty that is indispensable in the creation of primary concepts and rst
principles as well as at every step of the thought prééef&sd Descartes, van
Stigt claims, “can rightly be claimed to be the father of modern Intuitionism,” on
account of his break from basing knowledge in authority and instead grounding
it “rmly in the individual mind of man. He starts from ‘self-awareness’ and [...]
insists that every form of knowing ultimately requires an act of immediate mental
apprehension, ‘intuition” Descartes'’s intuitionism is further developed by other
French philosophers coming a er him, culminating in Henri Bergson's philosophy,
which, as we saw in the rst chapter, “raised Intuition to the faculty of grasping the
spiritual and changing reality, distinct from Reason, the analytical mind, which
probes the material and static reality.”

Yet, it is not until Brouwer’s formulation of his intuitionistic philosophy in the context of
“a new crisis in the foundations of mathematics,” as Hermann Weyl put it, that intuitionism
found its contemporary formulatio?¥Weyl, in fact, considered Brouwer’s new intuitionistic
innovations as constituting a “revolution” in mathematfdrouwer aimed to reconstruct
mathematics “as pure, ‘languageless’ thought-construgtios.it was not an axiomatic
approach that would ground math in formalized axioms, as Hilbert was doing at this time,
nor is it a logicist approach that would base math ultimately in logical principles, structures,
and operations, as Russell and Frege were Hdilanetheless, certain important logical
consequences do follow from Brouwer’s constructivist and intuitionist philosophy, most
notably a rejection of the Principle of Excluded Middle.

Brouwer the Intuitionist Philosopher

To arrive at Brouwer's mathematical innovations, let us rst examine how they are
rooted in his broader philosophical views. He thinks that there is a series of three stages
that we go through in our mental life by which consciousness moves “from its deepest
home to the exterior world in which we cooperate and seek mutual understatiding.”
But this development, for Brouwer, is a degradation, as it progressively moves away
from its original, pure, beautiful, and good state to a corrupted and evil one, like we
saw above in his criticism of applying rigid and static mathematical structures in a
destructive and negligent way to the uid dynamics of the world arouA¥ us.

e rst, “naive” stage in this deteriorative development has two phases. Our
consciousness is originally in a state of “stillness,” and this comes prior to our
perceptual activit}f* But our consciousnesses in this stage “oscillate slowly, will-lessly,
and reversibly” between stillness and our awareness of the sensations that'%# have.
is by means of these sensations that we experience “the initial phenomenon,” which is,
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Constructivism

At this point, let us note the constructivist element of Brouwer’s intuitionistic
mathematics. As we can see, mathematics involves acts of free creation springing from
our primordial intuition of time, and they are made by us as “Creating SubBjécts.”
On that foundation, the whole of intuitionistic mathematics is construtfefls

van Stigt elaborates: “Brouwer’s preferred term is ‘building’ (Dbtmnwven rather

than ‘construction, a building upwards from the ground, a time-bound process,
beginning at some moment in the past, existing in the present, and having an
open future ahead? But what this means for Brouwer is that all of reality and
truth as we know it are contained in these mental constructiéris.conditions

many important mathematical ideas, like in nity for instance. Since our minds can
only construct large sets by adding members one by one, that means in nite sets
in intuitionism can only be denumerably in nité® is can be contrasted with
formalist mathematics. Brouwer explains that for formalists, the notion of some
real number between 0 and 1 is understood as the “elementary series of digits a er
the decimal point,” while for the intuitionist it means: the “law for the construction

of an elementary series of digits a er the decimal point, built up by means of a nite
number of operationg? Intuitionism, as a sort of constructivism, holds that there

is no objective reality, and thus truth is the result of our applying an “operation to a
successful outcome, not in virtue of any correspondence with any such [objective]
reality,” as Stephen Read put®it.

Returning now to Brouwer's stages of inner development, the second one is the
isolated causgbhasé?? and it is here that we see the beginnings of the movement
into immorality. Our minds, on account of their one-many structures of time-
consciousness, make sequential pairings of successive moments. We might think of
them as something liké-B, C-D, E-F, G-H, ..., where the rst term of each pairing
can be a cause of its e ect (the second term). Brouwer calls them “iterative complexes
of sensations? But what we nd is that not every new pairing is absolutely unique.
We 0 en encounter repetitions of similar pairings, ltkeiching re—feeling pairus
our sequences o en have a form that is something more likeGMB A-B, A-B.....
Similarly to David Hume's claims, we consider such repeating combinatiors like
above as bearing a causal relation, because, as Brouwer explains, we come to think that
“if one of its elements occurs, all following elements are expected to occur likéwise”

For Brouwer, this sort of causal reasoning is what provides the grounds for us
to conduct certain kinds of immoral actiot¥8One condition for this is a scienti c
sort of attitude to the causal sequences, whereby we ignore qualitative di erences
between them and force them into a generic and arti cial, but practically e cient,
formal relationshig?é It also involves our minds implementing a “non-instinctive”
sort of intellectual action whereby we make pragmatic value judgments that determine
which causal sequences are the most useful for bringing about an end that wé& desire.
Brouwer thus calls the results of these calculative mental operationsry act%'?

He explains:

Human behaviour includes attempts to observe as many of these mathematical
sequences as possible, in order, whenever in the real world intervention at an
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In fact, in an early essay, Brouwer claims that language is not actually able to
communicate something new to other people; rather, “language can only be the
accompaniment of an already existing mutual understandihg.”

What language can do, however, is manipulate other people, bending their actions
to suit our will and desire. On the most primitive level, humans impose their will upon
others to in uence their actions using simple gestures and emotive vocalizations. But
complex social organizations require more than such a “simple cry”; instead, spoken or
written signs of request or command are used manipulatively within a system of “laws,
rules, objects and theorié$”

Brouwer on the Language of Logic

Let us look now at Brouwer’s notion of logic, because we will soon depart from Brouwer
and move to his successors Griss and Heyting. For Brouwer, to articulate a logic is
to observe and describe certain regularities in thinking, but the question for him is:
where is it that these regularities are properly loc#feBfouwer of course thinks

that they are found in our intuitive thinking and should not be arbitrarily selected and
arti cially built into a formal, symbolic system, like formal logic d&ssing what he

calls a logico-linguistic methdef*

Now, Brouwer’s being against formalization of course means he was against
axiomatic conceptions of mathemati¢s-e de nes axioms in the following way: “For
some familiar regularities of (outer or inner) experience which, with any attainable
degree of approximatiorseemed invariable, absolute and sure invariability was
postulated ese regularities were calledxiomsand were put into languagé®And
when we make deductions on the basis of axioms, we are not grounding those derived
theorems in our intuitive experience; and thus, even if they follow logically, that does
not mean we can rely on their being tiéfeAt best, they may only provide us with “a
vague sensation of delight arising from the knowledge of the e cacy of the projection
into nature of these relations and laws of reasonthgt fact, as we will soon see,
when our means of using certain logical principles to infer new things produces ideas
that do not correspond to any intuition we can have, that indicates for the intuitionist
not that we are lacking in mathematical imagination but rather that the logical laws
being implemented are not valid.

Brouwer and Logic

Formal logic, like axiomatic mathematics, also involves symbolic languages, which,
as we observed, Brouwer considered to be superuous to our original, intuitive,
perfectly precise, languageless mathematical thinking. And thus he regarded the
task of fashioning a formal articulation of intuitionistic logic to be “an unproductive,
sterile exercise,” according to Heyting, one of his students who did in fact produce
axiomatized formulations of intuitionistic logi® Yet, while Brouwer was mostly

indi erent to formalizing intuitionistic mathematics and logic, one thing that he is
more clearly against is generating a formal system on the basis of axioms and the
principles of classical logic, which have been massiymedo be valid® e reason

why this is problematic for Brouwer is that not all of these classical principles prove valid



Wisdom without Logic: Intuitionism 157

under intuitionistic assumptions and procedures. Yet, in axiomatic, formal systems,
the classical principles of logic @i cially andarbitrarily imposed, which is what
provides these systems with their particular, classical logico-linguistic regularities in
the rst place!™ One famous and important example of a classical principle of logic
that lacks an intuitive source is the Principle of Excluded Middle. (Recall that according
to one formulation, this principle says it is always true that either a proposition or its
negation is true.) is means that in our reasoning, we can at any time, including from
the very beginning without prior premises, asgert -A. To understand why the
Principle of Excluded Middle is intuitionistically invalid (in other words, that it is not
always true no matter what), we should examine rst how mathematical truths can be
constructed intuitionistically.

We said that for Brouwer, we construct the natural numbers on the basis of the
many-oneness structure of time-consciousness. Brouwer also says that going hand in
hand with this early stage of mathematical thinking is the intuitive notion of a species,
which is something like a subset that is understood in terms of certain properties
shared by all of the subset's members.

We will now see why for Brouwer, logic is no more than patterns found primarily
in our mathematical, intuitive thinking. He says that what we normally consider as
truth and falsity for propositions, and validity and invalidity for inferences, is really
more basically a matter of mathematical operations that implement species and set-
inclusion. So think for instance of the structure of a subject—predicate judgment:
“Socrates is mortal.” To see how this is really a mathematical structure, let us rst
consider our own numerical illustration. We begin with the natural numbers that we
have constructed. We secondly form a species (a subset) of the natural numbers, the
evens, whose common distinctive property is that they are exactly divisible by 2, and
they can be constructed by beginning with 2 and reiterating the procedure of adding
2 over and ovéf? e set of evens, as we can see, is nested within the set of natural
numbers (Figure 6.9, top).

Figure 6.9 Constructively determining the truth or absurdity of a mathematical statement.
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Figure 6.10 Constructively demonstrating the truth or absurdity of categorical syllogisms.

Figure 6.11Brouwer’s example of a proposition that demonstrates the intuitionistic
invalidity of the Principle of Excluded Middle.
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on for the most part), his thinking here seems to tend more toward the dialetheic
than the analetheic, even though he regards the included middle to be a matter of
undecidable propositions in the intuitionistic sense.

Di erence as Distance: Negationless Mathematics

Another interest Deleuze takes in intuitionism is with G. F. C. Griss’s negationless
intuitionistic mathematics. Let us rst see the passages where Deleuze discusses it, in
Di erence and Repetition

e important enterprise of a mathematics without negation is obviously not
based upon identity, which, on the contrary, determines the negative by the
excluded middle and non-contradiction. It rests axiomatically upon an a rmative
de nition of inequality (+) for two natural numbers, and in other cases, upon
a positive de nition of distancee( ¢) which brings into play three terms in an

in nite series of airmative relations. In order to appreciate the logical power of
an a rmation of distances in the pure element of positive di erence, we need only
consider the formal di erence between the following two propositions: <if is
impossible, thema =b’; ‘ifais distant from every numbemhich is distant fronto,
thena=b’. We shall see, however, that the distance referred to here is by no means
an extensive magnitude, but must be related to its intensive 8¥igin.

Let us now examine Griss's ideas so that we may better interpret, one by one, these
somewhat puzzling claims.

In a sense, Griss takes an even stronger constructivist stance than Bfoawer,
that he not only would say that undecidable propositions are inconceivable; moreover,
he holds thaany negated or absurd notion is inconceivabte

On philosophic grounds | think the use of the negation in intuitionistic mathematics
has to be rejected. Proving that something is not right, i.e. proving the incorrectness
of a supposition, is no intuitive method. For one cannot have a clear conception
of a supposition that eventually proves to be a mistake. Only construction without
the use of negation has some sense in intuitionistic matherifatics.

So for Griss, a constructed proof should use no negations, which then eliminates the
possibility of proving something by meansrefluctio ad absurdurargumentation.
For, neither the original assumed negation nor the absurdity that might result is
constructively conceivable, and thus they should not be included as vital elements in
a proof. As Heyting puts it, Griss’s “main problem is to nd a substitute for reasonings
which involve negation; simply banishing these he would leave but insigni cant
ruins e

Let us then look rst at how Griss constructs such negationless proofs. He illustrates
by contrasting them to negational proofs that use negative de nitions r@oltietio ad
absurdummethod. He has us consider a geometrical problem. We have a ttighig@
with a bisecting lin®E, and the segments conform to the following proportionality:
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Figure 6.12 Griss’s example of a constructive proof without negation.

CA:CB = CD:CBEWith that being the case, our problem is the following: is the bisecting
line DE parallel with sid&B (Figure 6.12, le )?

e negational proof, in the rst place, uses a negative notion of parallel lines,
namely: “parallel lines (in a plane) are lines whichot interse¢t® And second, it
uses theeductiomethod, where it negates the conclusion by assuming thaDBes
and AB arenot parallel. And next it infers a contradiction from this (in this case, it
rst deduces that we can obtain a pdimearE that is not identical to it, and later we
conclude contradictorily that these two points at di erent locations must also coincide
in the same placé¥y

Now, for the constructive proof, rst note that parallel lines are instead de ned
non-negationally as: “such lines, that any point of one of them di ers from any point of
the other oneAnd this, again, presupposes a positive de r(itena de nition without
negation)of di erence relative to poirit€® In the end, this amounts to de ning the
same entity that the negational de nition does, because if every point on one line is
di erent from every point on the other, that means they nowhere intersect (and thus
at no place share a point at a juncture). What is important here is that the negational
property of parallel lines, namely, being lines that do not insect, is something that we
infer from their more primary positive de nition of having all points di erent from
one another.

And rather than deduce a contradiction forreductio argument, Griss's non-
negational proof will construct a positive equivalence that will prove that the lines in
the triangle are parallel. Here, we draw a new line, starting from the same beginning
point D, but in this case, we take this line to be by de nition parallel (Figure 6.12,
middle). From this we can infer the sort of proportionality that is equivalent to what
de nes the original bisecting line that is under question. us the parallel line is equal
to the line under investigation, and therefore it is likewise parallel with the triangle side
(Figure 6.12, right}®* Griss o ers another illustration to show how a problem with a
negational formulation can be given a non-negational one: “Which rational numbers
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Figure 6.13lllustration of complementary sets.

and if it is absurd for any of the odds to be in the set of evens, then even and odd are
“‘complementary” sets, meaning that they exhaustively divide the larger set that they
jointly compose, such that anything excluded from one subset is necessarily included
in the other. Brouwer describes such a complete complementary of sets in the following
way: If a, band c are species of mathematical entities, if fudiad b form part of

¢, and ifb consists of the element which cannot belong & thenaconsists of the
elements afwhich cannot belong 1'% To illustrate this, consider a set of numbers,
1,2,3,4,5, 6. is would be likepeciesio Brouwer’s formulation. And let us divide

this setup into a set of evens and a set of odds (Figure 6.13).

e odds would be like speciea and the evens likepecies.tNote that on account
of their complementarity, whatever does not belong helongs td, and whatever
does not belong tb belongs t@. As we will see, Griss will de ne the natural numbers
in terms of their di erences from one another, with that di erence being understood
positively as their belonging to a complementary set, rather than their not being equal,
and this will also yield a positive notion of disjunction.

In de ning the natural numbers, Griss rst has us take distinguishability and identity
as equally fundamental notiof$,and on their basis we derive the mathematical
relations of equality and di erence (inequalityj.ey are not further de ned in these
texts, so it is not absolutely clear and obvious how distinguishability in particular is
conceived without any negative elements to that conception. But let us return to this
issue a er seeing how Griss constructs the natural numbers.

To construct the natural numbers, Griss has us begin by imagining a selfsame
object: “Imagine an object, e.g. 1. It remains the same, 1 is the same as 1, in formula 1 =
1% Next we imagine another object that is distinguishable from the rst one. We call
it “2”: “Imagine another object, remaining the same, and distinguishable from 1. e.g. 2;
2 =2; 1 and 2 are distinguishable (from one another), in formal2, P« 1% ese
numbers 1 and 2 form the set {1, 2}. So if some unspeci ed number belongs to this set,
eitheritis 1, or otherwise, it is 2. And since they each belong in complementary subsets,
if one member of the set “is distinguishable from 1, it is 2; if it is distinguishable from
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concerned at rst that Griss is painting a picture of what Deleuze calls an “order of
God” where the entirety of the world is already divided up completely into exclusive
parts that are mutually determinable using exclusive disjunctive syllogism, we see now
that instead the whole can never become permanently complete for Griss.

With all this in mind, let us see how Griss de nes the equality of natural
numbers without negation or absurdity. He has us recall Brouwer’s formulation: “If
it is impossible, thak is not the same ds thena is the same d%"2® Griss then
reformulates this negational de nition for equality in the following negationless way:
“If for two elementgand b of {1, 2 ... m} holds: ae c for each e b, then & b”; and
also more compactly aa *cfor eactc «b : a=b"?1

To see how this de nition works, suppose we have the following problem to solve.
We begin with two unspeci ed natural numbers in a constructed set, and we want to
know whether or not they are equal. Griss's negationless formulation says that if they
are both distinguishable (unequal) from precisely every other same number in the
set, then they are equal to one another. In other words, two numbers are equal if they
share all the same di erences or distinguishability relations to the other members. is
means that they stand outside the set of all other numbers except their own, and thus
they share the same uniqueness property. If we think of a simplistic case where we have
three numbers, with 1 and 3 included, treeandb would be equal if they are each
di erent from those other terms (in this caseandb both stand for 2) (Figure 6.14).

Figure 6.14 An illustration of Griss’s equality of natural numbers on the basis of shared
di erences.
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between 3.47 and 3.48. And so on, in nitely, meaning that it converges ultimately on
the precise value of that number, despite the fact that we may not be able to actually
write out every decimal in its expansion in some cases. (In others, we can, as for
instance 0.999 repeating converges upcffl.)

Griss uses a similar sort of conception for determining real numbers, and it lends
itself to spatial intuitions, which we will employ here to keep matters simple, even
if a little imprecise. He has us think of intervals between two values, with the value
between them being called their “lengtfiNext we consider an in nite series of such
intervals, each one narrower than the previous one. is means that the approximating
intervals will ultimately converge upon a determinate value, which is the real number
value for that sequence (Figure 6.15, right). Griss de nes equal real numbers as ones
for which the corresponding intervals everywhere overlap at least a little, no matter
how far you go down the chain. is means that they will nowhere diverge and thus
they ultimately converge upon the same value. If real nuralzergb are equal in this
way, we writeax = b. But, if for the corresponding intervals #andb there comes a
point in the sequence a er which they begin to lie apart from one another and thus no
longer overlap, sharing no space in common, thandb are said to be “apart” from
one another, symbolized as™ b (Figure 6.16j%

Now, recall from the abouBi erence and Repetitioguotation that Deleuze says
that this apartness relation is “a positive de nition of distanees)(which brings
into play three terms in an in nite series of a rmative relations” Here, to be more
typographically accurate, it should probably read™() and not (¢ ¢). But what is this
double apartness relation, and what is the in nite series of a rmative relations that are
involved in it?

Having de ned the dierence between real numbers, Griss's next challenge is
de ning their equality non-negationally. As Heyting notes, “One of the main properties

Figure 6.15 Approximating intervals.
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Figure 6.16 Griss's non-negational de nition fodi erent real numbers on the basis of
their distance.

of the apartness relation is: if it is impossible that b, thena = b. is contains
again the negation and hence must be replaced by a positive préPé&togé that
in the previous conception of identity, real values were said to be equal if their
approximating intervals doot diverge anywhere. Griss needs a de nition of equality
where this lack of divergence is instead construed solely with positive notions.
Heyting formulates Griss’s solution in the following way, which is similar to the one
Griss gave for the equality of natural numi&tsnly now we are employing a notion
of apartness: “If every real numhethat is apart frona is also apart frorb, then
a = b2t In other words, two real numbers are equal if they are both distant to all
the same, in nitely many other real numbers (Figure 62%7is would seem to be,
then, what Deleuze was referring to with regard to the “in nite series of a rmative
relations.”

But Deleuze’s interest with this is not in the extensive distances between the real
number values along the continuum. For, he continues, “ e distance referred to here
is by no means an extensive magnitude, but must be related to its intensivé*érigin.’
Before some value, like 1, can have an extensive unit distance to 2, it must already
have an intensive “distance” in some sense. In certain important respects, this sounds
similar to what we saw with natural numbers when constructed otherthanness was
a precondition for any speci c value to be placed into a relation of di erence with
another one. So in other words, the extensive distance between two number values is
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Figure 6.17 Griss's non-negational de nition of the equality of real numbers, based on
shared distances.

not already there from the beginning. It comes about only by means of the construction
of the second value. And for that construction to be made, rst there needs to be a
self-othering that happens in the original value (or set). is internal otherness or

di erence, by means of the constructive operation, comes to expand the value (or set)
outward, and it creates a new complementary place for the next value in a larger set.
In that way, the intensive di erence in the rst valudf-othering without yet another

is the more primal origin for the extensive distance that is constructed on it&“basis.
Yet, this notion of intensity, especially in a mathematical context, is something we will
analyze to a much greater extent in the next volume.

So as we can see, this particular aspect of intuitionism that interests Deleuze is
not a matter of undecidable propositions, and it is also not so obvious how we might
discern a “logic” to it. It could be that it involves paracomplete, analetheic reasoning,
in the sense that the world of facts is not entirely given or givable at the beginning, as
new numbers and other mathematical constructions can be continually added. But
this paracompleteness is not entirely obvious because, according to Griss, we can only
form such new conceptions once they are positively constructed in our minds. And so
it is not as if we can say the world of facts has propositions that are neither true nor
false, because any such propositions cannot be under consideration in the rst place.
For instance, suppose we want to say that when we just have the set {1, 2}, that means
3 is outside the set, and so we have a sort of paracomplete, analetheic situation (for, we
might reason, propositions about 3 will be neither true nor false, as they have a non-
existent referent.) However, we only could have had such a 3 that is mentioned in these
propositions if we had already constructed it, thereby entering it into the set of existing
values. So again it is not certain that Deleuze’s conception here is analetheic. Another
important aspect of the non-negational intuitionistic mathematics is that real number
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False Movements

Introduction

e notion of falsity and its creative powers occupies an important place in Gilles
Deleuze’s logic. We will examine rst false motion, which, generally speaking, is the
unpredictability of becoming, understood as involving deviating movement. A erward,
we consider Deleuze’s de nitions for truth and falsity, and lastly we examine the role
that “having done with judgment” plays in this conception.

e Being of Falsity

We turn now to Deleuze’s philosophy of truth in the context of his notion of the
falsi er's power of the false. ere is some variety in the array of conceptions and
de nitions Deleuze employs here for truth, falsity, and the falsi er, so some initial
cataloging will be in order before we tie the ideas together. Yet, before moving on to
the more pertinent cinematic context for these notions, let us brie y note a conception
of falsity that Deleuze o ers in a lecture on Spinoza from shortly before his work on
cinema. Here Deleuze rst notes a conventional notion of truth and falsity as belonging
to judgments that are either adequate or inadequate to an extra-linguistic reality; for
instance, we hold a real piece of gold and say “it is gold,” and thus the statement is
true; or we hold a piece of fool's gold, make the same assertion, and here the statement
is false. But Deleuze proposes a di erent notion of falsity that he claims has nothing
to do with judgment. We take the piece of fool's gold and put it to a test by placing it
into interaction with other bodies to determine its powers of a ection, namely, we
touch it, bite it, and apply acid to it. Of course, it fails the test for gold. Yet, before we
even evaluate the test results and pronounce that judgment, its actively failing the test
is thebeing falsef the fool's gold itselfDeleuze’s account here is still not entirely
straightforward, because the fool's gold is armatively iron pyrite and passes the
tests for that mineral. It is only false insofar as it holds out the appearance of being
something it is not, as having the potential to confuse us about its identity. While this
de nition of falsity is not exactly congruous with the ones bound up with the powers of
the false that we turn to now, it is still useful for showing us how for Deleuze, truth and
falsity can berhanners of beifigind not simply truth-values for assertions.
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Errant Motion

In Deleuze’s cinema courses and writings, the rst notion of falsity that appears is
“false movement.” Initially it is used with Bergson's pejorative sense for motions whose
temporal parts are understood as spatially related and imnidbdeiever, from the
preface to the English edition@ihema land from lectures coming a er the original
publication of that book, we see that Deleuze will use the term “false movements”
(faux mouvemenysfor the “aberrant movements'mpuvements aberraftghat

occur in transitions with a “false continuityfa(ix raccorjland that are the creative
movements in the world’s constant changintp grasp these notions, we should
briey review their Bergsonian context and cinematic illustrations.Cheative
Evolution Bergson claims that science tries to isolate systems to restrict its study to
just their inner workings. But “the isolation is never complete”; for, any “so-called
isolated system remains subject to certain external in ueh&xh system is in fact
bound up into a larger one that mutually a ects its workings, and “these in uences
are so many threads which bind up the system to another more extensive, and to this
a third which includes both, and so on,” thereby transmitting “the duration immanent

to the whole of the universe”—that is, of the “Whole” itself—all the way “down to the
smallest particle of the world in which we li¥&eleuze locates this sort of inner—
outer exchange between Whole and smallest part in the way directors relate what is
shown in the visual frame with what is implied to be outside it, using as one example
D. W. Grith's e Massacre (1912)’

Here the thread connecting the nested systems begins from a child’s terror, given
in a close-up of her face (Figure 7.1, right), then continues through the erce and
desperate ghting of the besieged settlers who are protecting that child, shown at a
mid-shot (middle panel), and nally extends out to the attacking natives encircling
them on horseback, seen at an extreme long shot (le panel). For Bergson, even though
the Whole is an entire sum, that does not mean it is fully complete. For, it is durational,
meaning that time “bites” into it, and so it is always in a process of generating the new
and unforeseeabfeAs Deleuze notes, it gpento the fourth dimension, time&.e
Whole is thus “the Open,” because the entirety of the given does not complete the
world: at every moment it is already changing to something else not determinable by
what is presertf And because there are “threads” running from the smallest parts to

Figure 7.1 Shots at di erent scales showing nested systems of interactivity, from D. W.
Grith's e Massacre (© Biograph 1912. All rights reservét).
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Figure 7.2 Shots from Eisensteins General Line (e Old and the New) (© Sovkino
1929. All rights reserved.

stood up. Standing—he jumped. Motionless—he md¥eBlit following the joyful
faces in that sequence, Eisenstein creates even more drastic jumps. e imagery goes
from the realism of this scene to the metaphoricity of water fountain jets suggesting
a great ow of cream, then to images of numbers indicating a membership increase
(Figure 7.2, panels 7 and 8), and in lost footage, there are even changes from black and
white to colo® A er that sequence, we see there has been a movement or change in
the larger world: in stark contrast to the opening scenes of rural poverty, we are then
shown a modern, successful collective farm (panels 9 and 10).

Now, although this sequence shows a drastic shi in the movement of the world,
it is not false movement in the strongest sense. For, it has a dialectical structure that
in the end preserves organicism. One reason for this is that what is to come is already
built into what is now happening, on account of it following a repetitive, and somewhat
predictable, dialectical movement of opposites. us, although there are brief intervals
between contrasting shots when change takes place, the outcome is not entirely
undetermined. And for Eisenstein, the local dialectical and revolutionary changes still
form a higher “organic unity” of history that is like a spiral pattern of revolutionary
turns, which, although being open at both ends, maintains its same structure as it
expand$* For Deleuze, falsity would not simply be a discontinuous change to an
opposite state; rather, it is an aberration in the movement of the Whole, a veering away
that is not initially directed by a logic of oppositions, even though they o en fesult:
“False continuity is neither a connection of continuity, nor a rupture or a discontinuity
in the connection. False continuity is in its own right a dimension of the Open, which
escapes sets and their parts. [...] Far from breaking up the whole, false continuities are
the act of the whole [...3¥For this slightly stronger sense of falsity in the movement
and duration of the Whole, we turn now to Deleuze’s work on the powers of the false.

Erroneous Falsity
Deleuze begins his 1983—-4 cinema courses, which he entitles in the rst session

“Truth and Time: e Falsi er,” with two main de nitions for truth and falsity, on the
basis of which he characterizes the power of the false and gives four de nitions for



False Movements 181

the “falsi er,” the wielder of that powé&tBy means of these conceptual innovations,
Deleuze challenges the conventional notion of truth by placing a greater emphasis
upon a dierent sense for what can constitute the true, namely, the New, which is
created by means of the power of the false.

e rstde nition for truth and falsity concerns a set of pairings, the most prevalent
of which is the real and the imaginary, but it includes as well: essence and appearance,
actual and virtual, objective and subjective, physical and mental, and world®and 1.
Deleuze emphasizes that here the true is not simply the real (or essence, etc.), and the
false is not just the imaginary (or appearance, etc.). Rather, the true is somehow the
distinctionbetween the real and the imaginary, and the false ¢stifiesiorof the two.

When we e ectuate such a confusion, we fall into éfrdere again, Deleuze uses the
notion of the “organic” by calling this “truthful” or veridical distinction between the
real and imaginary the “organic form of the tréfe® organicism here has partly

to do with the way this conception of truth is built upon a self-consistent and self-
continuous world, as errors or falsities would introduce inconsistencies into the world,
making it double over upon itself with combinations of facts that cannot both be true.
Deleuze illustrates this with Worringer's distinction between organic lines in classical
ornamentation and Northern lines in Gothic ornamentatbn.

In organic, classical ornamentation, the lines, although varying, do so in a
way that follows a certain regularity and consistency, thereby forming a coherent
whole (Figure 7.3, le). In Northern lines, however, the direction of the movement
is perpetually ruptured as it twists and turns unexpectedly like a lab¥#imtha
continuous “movement of decompositiGhthat is “whirling [...] in a formlessness,”
as Deleuze describes it (right padel).

To grasp the distinction between the real and the imaginary in the organic form
of the true, we should note that in his course lectures, Deleuze gives two sets of
de nitions for them: one regards a notion of modi cation and representation, and
the other is built from Bergsordatter and Memory e rst is not completely
developed in his lectures and does not enter entirely intoilgsna Zook a erward.
However, it will prove useful for drawing needed distinctions later, so let us render it
into a formulation convenient for that purpose. e real and the imaginary are here
understood as two functional poles of the im&ge.imaginary corresponds to the

Figure 7.3 Worringer's ornamentation typelse : Organic lines in classical ornamentation.
Right: Inorganic, Northern lines in Gothic ornamentati#n.
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interpretation regarding this schema. He rst notes how for Bergson mental acts do in
fact extend outside of present consciousness, on its “fringe,” because they exist in the
future and past in connection to the present one. And he next claims that this fringe
of the imaginary and the fringe of the real (what is out of view) somehow overlap in

a shared “fringe of indistinctiod? While the details of this conception are unclear

at this point, we will see in the next chapter that the falsi er as a clairvoyant seer
senses in this fringe how the present movements of the world might diverge in new
directions.

Formless Falsity

Deleuze’s other main de nition for truth and falsity is that the true is what has a
form and the false is whatever lacks féfriaving a form means there are certain

de nitional judgments about it that are in principldg droi) universal and necessary;
however, if they can vary per person or over time, then it is formless and thus false.
While it may seem odd to say that an entity is false rather than non-existent, we might
recall that for Deleuze, truth and falsity can be modes of being for entities in some
sense, and this is one of them. Deleuze clari es with some illustrations. e rstis the
triangle, which is true, because it has a form, as evinced by the fact that any time you
think a triangle, you cannot deny, for instance, that it has three angles equaling two
right angles. e second example is that a human is a rational animal, because this
applies necessarily and universally to all humans that ever were or that ever may come
to be# But the third example is of something formless and false, namely, the chimera.
Here Deleuze playfully narrates his own rendition of a Platonic sort of didfdgite.
Socrates asks one person, “What is the form of a chimera?” ey reply, “A chimera has
wings, hooves, and big teeth.” But then he asks the same question to a second person,
and they instead say, ‘A chimera is toothless and has ns rather than wings.” Socrates,
here in Deleuze’s fabulation, then adds that he himself saw a chimera with altogether
di erent features than the ones given in these two descriptions. Since its form is
endlessly variable, it cannot really qualify as a form, which needs to be universal and
necessary, and hence chimeras are formless and false. We will return to this notion
of formless variability in the next chapter when discussing how such variations can
instead creataewforms.

Truth Undone

As these judgments hold whenever they are made, no matter when, they implicitly
endow forms with an eternal or “in nite” in temporality. In “To Have Done with
Judgment,” Deleuze claims that this sort of placing of verdicts into an in nite future
is in fact one of the conditions for any judgment in the rst pfdda.a moral or
juridical context, to judge someone guilty means that in all moments for the rest of
time, no one can change the fact that this person is guilty of that crime they had once
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Figure 7.4 e hero of Welles's e Lady from Shanghaiescaping his guilty verdict by
creating mayhem (© Mercury and Columbia 1947. All rights resetved).

committed. It is to make a determination about someone that becomes eternally a
part of their essence or form. Here Deleuze employs the gure of God as being the
one we sin against and within Whom our eternal guilt remains an in nite d&hft
one of the requisites for falsity to have its unique creative power is that we must be
done with leveling judgments and instead let matters settle themselves more on the
level of immediate, physical interactiVity.

Deleuze gives a cinematic illustration. e hero of Orson Welleskady from
Shangha{1947) is on trial, being framed for murdBut before his guilty verdict can
be handed to him, he swallows a bottle of pills (Figure 7.4, le ), causing a ruckus in
the courtroom. He is then taken to the judge’s o ce where he creates more chaos by
ransacking it and beating those holding him there (middle panel), nally sneaking out
undetected (right panel). What is important here is that the hero does not reverse his
judgment to the “true” one but rather changes the physics of the situation to make it
impossible to level any judgment upon him in the rst place, redirecting the unlawful
forces acting upon him back into the courtroom. us “Welles constantly creates
characters who are unjudicable and who have not to be judged, who evade any possible
judgement,” and hence “the ideal of truth crumbtéSimilarly, we might think of
the chimera example. If we do not make judgments about it that are thought to hold
universally and necessarily regarding what the chimera should always have to be, then
its variability in form is simply a matter of it undergoing metamorphosis. A chimera
might have wings. And indeed, a chimera might also not have wings but rather ns.
How? When it is transforming. If we do away with the judgments that might X its
form, it can be itself and yet at variance with itself in a simultaneous movement of
becoming.

Judgment prevents the emergence of any new mode of existence. For the latter
creates itself through its own forces, that is, through the forces it is able to
harness, and is valid in and of itself inasmuch as it brings the new combination
into existence. Herein, perhaps, lies the secret: to bring into existence and not to
judge. If it is so disgusting to judge, it is not because everything is of equal value,
but on the contrary because what has value can be made or distinguished only
by defying judgment. What expert judgment, in art, could ever bear on the work
to come®









False Creations

Introduction

To more fully grasp the creative power of the false, we lastly examine Gilles Deleuze’s
notion of the “falsi er” To do so, we begin with his concept of the simulacrum in terms

of perspectival deformations. A er that, we work through the main types of falsi ers,
including the fabulist and seer, culminating in the self- and world-creative artist.
Alongside that discussion, we examine the role of time and incompossibility in this
account, noticing a strong dialetheic component to Deleuze’s conception, especially
with regard to his use of Gottfried Leibniz’s “ambiguous signs.”’

Deformation’s Creations

In order to clarify how falsi cation has the power of transformation, we will need to
rst address Deleuze’s notion of the simulacrum and the reversal of Platonism, which
he develops ine Logic of Senseand Di erence and RepetitiorDeleuze notes that
one of Plato’s motivations was “to distinguish essence from appearance, intelligible
from sensible, Idea from image, original from copy, and model from simulaé&iom,’
other words, to ground the organic form of the true. We nd such an exercise in Plato’s
Statesmarfor example, where rst the method of division de nes a statesman as a
“herdsman” of people, and second there is an evaluation of potential candidates who
could ful Il this de nition, which includes not just kings but also merchants, farmers,
bakers, gymnastics teachers, and doét@sleuze calls the candidates ‘“claimants”
or “pretenders” frétendants and he likens them to the rival suiters for a btide.
e task then is to “distinguish the true pretender from the false dnefich is the
“simulacrum” phantasma/ ), 5 by placing the rivals along a scale of trueness
to the form; in the case of the statesman, they would range from “the true statesman
or the well-found aspirer, then relatives, auxiliaries, and slaves, down to simulacra and
counterfeits. Malediction weighs heavily on these last—they incarnate the evil power
of the false pretendér”

Deleuze’s aim is to show that the “demonic chardabéthe simulacrum in Plato’s
philosophy presents a subversive tendency to overturn and reverse this ordering, that
is, to put simulacra on the side of the original and at the top of the hierarchy. In the
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SophistPlato distinguishes two sorts of images. e rst kind is the good cejiy rf/

), which is a likeness of its Idea, and the more general model for its resemblance is
the Idea of the Sanidt. could be a statue for instance that “conforms to the proportions
of the original in all three dimensiorfsYet, Plato notes, were a giant sculpture to have
the correct proportions, “the upper parts would look too small, and the lower too large,
because we see the one at a distance, the other close &t hand.”

us, to make the gure appear with the right proportions to the viewer on the
ground, the upper parts need to be stretched out (Figure 8.1, A). Or suppose the
Parthenon were formed exactly to the desired proportions (Figure 8.1, B). Given its
enormous size, were we standing in front at the middle, our perspective would distort
those perfect proportions (Figure 8.1, C). us, to compensate for this, the actual
structure itself needs to be deformed (Figure 8.1, D), such that it appears with the right
proportions (again, Figure 8.1, B). And as Vitruvius noted, the sides of large columns
were made to bulge out so that they appear with straight lines (Figure'8 Hefge
an icon, the “good” copy, only shows its “true” proportions from God's point of view,
in nitely far away where parallel lines will always appear as patallel.

However the simulacrum, the second kind of image, like the intentionally distorted
sculpture, only has the e ect of resembling the Idea, which it does “underhandedly,
under cover of an aggression, an insinuation, a subversion, ‘against the father,
and without passing through the Idea,” as Deleuze pdtsSitmulacra, then, “are
precisely demonic images, stripped of resemblahéamtl because the simulacrum
is not constituted by its resemblance to the form, its de ning characteristic is its
“dissemblance” to it, taking the Other rather than the Same as its Hhod®rl, if
the simulacrum is de ned by this di erence to forms, then it must have something
absolutely unique about it; and thus the simulacrum is itself constituted by its
originality among all other models and copielloreover, in its act of creation, this
original component of the simulacrum has no respective form or prior model against
which it can be judged and evaluated in terms of resemblances, and so it is not a
“degraded copy”; and furthermore, in its raw newness, it has not yet been copied,
so it is not initially a model. But a er its creation, it has “a positive power,” namely,
“the highest power of the false,” to become a model and original that expresses new

Figure 8.1 Deformations of the actual proportions in Greek architecture to correct for
perspectival distortions.
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e Falsi er

e Scale of Falsi cation

We are now su ciently prepared to see how the falsi er employs the power of the
false to create the New, which is a more profound sort of the *triie ve will later

see, Deleuze dierentiates various roles for the falsi er, but rst we should note
distinctions that can be made regarding their levels of power. e least powerful
falsi er is the truth-seeker or veridical persdhgmme véridique ey aim to avoid
deceiving others and being deceived themselves by trying to keep the real and the
imaginary distinct and thereby also never giving the false the form of the true, that
is to say, never mistakenly attributing universal and necessary features to something
that lacks thend” Nonetheless, as Nietzsche notes, if there is no world other than the
one before us that we can sense and that is always in a process of becoming, then the
veridical person is only lying to him or herself, and they may even end up deceiving
others inadvertentl§# Furthermore, the value of seeking such truths is called into
question when it raises unfortunate costs, which Deleuze illustrates with Welles's
Touch of Evi(1958).

Here a law o cer, Vargas, catches the police captain, Quinlan, planting evidence
to frame a suspect (Figure 8.2, le ). Vargas becomes determined to uncover Quinlan’s
long past of committing such crimes (middle panel). But in his obsession to do so, he
neglects his wife who is kidnapped, drugged, and framed for murder by Quinlan and
his associates (right panel). Vargas is a veridical person, and his judgment of life in
accordance with the organic form of the true is a result of a deeper sickness, a rejection
of the possibilities of life. Quinlan, a “higher person” who judges without laws and
truths, exercises more power, but it too is a sickly kind. What ultimately groups veridical
people and higher people together is that the forces they implement are only applied
to others and to themselves “in a single, uniform and invariable*aytNelles’'s
Mr. Arkadin, the title character tells the tale of the frog and the scorpion. e scorpion
wants to cross a river and asks a frog for a ride. e frog does not trust the scorpion,
who nally convinces the frog by noting that if it stings her on the way over, both will
die. Nonetheless, the scorpion stings in the middle of the river, explaining that “I can't
help it; it's my character,” which she was powerless to cffa¥gegas only knows
how to obey and enforce the law; Quinlan only knows how to x evidénge.

Figure 8.2 Crimes and investigations in WelleE&gich of Evi{© Universal 1958. All rights
reserved}?
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even this higher power does not know how to transform itself, and will to dominate
is therefore ultimately a weakness rather than a manifestation of will to power. e
highest power is instead the power of the false, which “knows how to transform itself,
to metamorphose itself according to the forces it encounters, [...] always opening new
‘possibilities™

Truth and Time: e Falsi cation

At this point, we will need to address some of Deleuze’s comments on logic that have
bearing on his philosophy of time. We will be dealing here with some old and di cult
philosophical problems, namely, future contingents and the Master Argument. Given
our purposes, we will not get into the complexities and textual sourcing of these
problems too much, and speci cally we will not evaluate the accuracy of Deleuze's
textual interpretations on these matters. Doing so would prove to be a very complicated
task, and it would not further our primary aims anyway, which are to assess Deleuze’s
own logical thinking. So we will see what sort of logical ideas he expresses in his
commentaries, and we will follow his account closely, which we take from a couple of
his course lectures on cinema and truth. Here we will nd some of his direct criticisms
of many-valued logics. But as we will see, we will need to translate what he says into
the sort of modern logical terminology that we are using here, and in the end we will
nd that not only is he not expressly criticizing a dialetheist view, he may also in fact
be favoring one.

Deleuze’s main philosophical point in these commentaries, similar to what we saw
in his discussion of the principles of logic in Chapter 5, is that classical logic works
just ne when we are dealing with eternal essences, but we run into problems when
we apply a classical notion of truth to certain matters involving time. And one of his
purposes for using this illustration is to introduce his notions of the falsi er making the
past be not necessarily true and also making the impossible follow from the possible.

e problem of future contingents gives us good reason to think that there are
truth-value gaps. Future contingent statements are ones that can be uttered now but
for which there presently are no facts that make them either true or false. Priest o ers
this as an example: “ e rst pope in the twenty-second century will be Chirfése.”

It is impossible to say with certainty whether that statement is true or false. Another
example, which is a classic one, is whether a sea battle will happen tofhblemv.

we again see how logic and metaphysics mutually constrain one another. For, there
is a view that if future contingent statements must be either true or false, just like
every other statement, then that involves a fatalistic stance, because it means all future
events are determined well in advance and cannot be changed. So if we believe that
the Principle of Excluded Middle must be valid no matter what, this can constrain our
metaphysics to a fatalistic kifd.ose who want to avoid this fatalism may want to

take the analetheic position and say that future contingents are neither true nor false.

e Master Argument, like the problem of future contingents, is about time and
fatalism. But before we continue, we should note Deleuze’s logical assumptions here.
He says that the argument is called the “Master” argument, because it is concerned with
the question of whether the future is “Mastered” (or “Dominated”) by the Principle
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for instance, for all the pressures and circumstances of the battle situation to compel
the generals to engage their navies, but what determines if they make that decision is
a matter of a cofatality, namely, whether they assent to those impulses, or, by means of
their reasoning, act on alternative ofies.

Regardless, in all this discussion of Stoic physics and metaphysics here, Deleuze
never clari es what it means for the past to be not necessarily true. Is he saying that
for Cleanthes, the past is fated but not necessitated? It seems also that this illustration
can be seen as showing that the past is necessitated but not fated. Or is he making a
di erent point? Deleuze does not specify what he has in mind here for how this solves
the problem. But making that determination was not his main purpose anyway. He is
using this illustration as a starting point for formulating his own conception for how
the past can be made not necessarily true. We will examine that notion in the following
sections, but the basic idea is that the falsi er can do things in the present which call
into question what really was happening in the past and perhaps even assign di erent
causal origins than were previously known to be there. is is a matter of exercising the
power of the false, so let us turn now to this concept.

Falsi er as Fabulist

“ e evokers of the devil must before all things belong to a religion which admits
a devil, creator and rival of God. To invoke a power, we must believe in it. Given
this rm faith in the religion of the devil, we must proceed as follows to enter into
correspondence with this pseudo-Deity:
MAGICAL AXIOM.
In the circle of its action, every word creates that which it a rms.

DIRECT CONSEQUENCE.
He who a rms the devil, creates or makes the devil”
Eliphas Lév

Deleuze de nes the power of the false as the indiscernibility or undecidability of the
real and the imaginary (and essence and appearance, actual and virtual, etc.), which
happens when they coalesce or consolidate in the Dupréelian sense where they
remain distinct yet fused into what Deleuze calls a ‘“crystalline formation” rather than
an organic fornt> One way Deleuze illustrates how a falsi er can bring about this
indiscernibility and undecidability is with New Nov&lquveau romannarrative and
description, which can bring about disorienting shi s from the real to the imaginary

by cycling them one a er the other so rapidly that it becomes impossible to tell which

is which. Deleuze has us consider a velodrome bicycle race where the cyclists have
been circling around very fast for so long that we lose count of their laps, meaning that
even if one racer is right behind another, we still cannot know which of the two is the
leader, as the one behind could actually be almost a lap or more ahead in tli& count.
A cinematic example Deleuze uses for this is the fun-house mirror scene at the end of
Welles'se Lady from Shanghai
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e re ections of the real people bounce around a series of mirrors making the real
and the imaginary gures indiscernible. Yet, they remain distinct; for, otherwise the
characters would not keep shooting the images in hopes of eventually killing the real
one (Figure 8.3.

Deleuze elaborates how this indiscernibility works by employing Jean Ricardou’s
notions of “capture” and “liberation” from his theoretical study of New Novel
narration® Capture occurs when something in the story is rst shown to be real
and then in the exact same scene it is also shown to be imaginary. For instance, in
Alain Robbe-Grillet's novdProject for a Revolution in New Yogk elaborate scene
is described involving characters committing various actions, so it cannot be a still
picture, and yet we are next told it was the image on the cover of a book. is captures
the real scene into the imaginary one in the pictukéberation is the inverse of this:
what begins as something imaginary is then shown to be real. For instance, again in
Project for a Revolution in New Yoakman looks into the decorative wavy lines on
a door and imagines in them a bound woman, but immediately a er we learn it is
also something that is actually happening behind the door, thereby liberating this
fantasy image into reality.To see how capture and liberation transitions can cycle so
as to become undecidable or indiscernible, consider the opening sequences to Robbe-
Grillet's Im Trans-Europ-Expre$$966).

Figure 8.3 Real and imaginary images cycling too quickly to discern which is which, in
Welles'se Lady from Shanghai(© Mercury and Columbia 1947. All rights reservéd).

Figure 8.4 Capture and liberation of images in Robbe-Grill@fans-Europ-Express
(© Como 1966. All rights reserved).
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Figure 8.5 Narrative falsi cation in Robbe-Grillete Man Who Lies (© Como 1968. All
rights reservedy.

an incorrect description but is rather a description that transforms and bifurcates the
story world, which it does by forcing into one narrative ow a set of incompossible
worlds, none of which are discernibly the “real” &h&nd “contrary to what Leibniz
believed, all these worlds belong to the same universe and constitute modi cations of
the same story? Somehow this Liar, while sitting in the inn, is both in a world where
he just came from the battle and jointly in another world where there has been some
years since, with both of these worlds coinciding indiscernibly and undecidedly in
one same image or event.

ese forking falsi cations, by mutating the story world and deviating its movement
into alternate routes, make the path that the world is now heading down no longer be
the one that will necessarily prevail. us falsifying, crystalline narration generates
“contingent futures,’ like the classic example we saw before of the naval battle that either
will or will not take place tomorrow, depending on how things proceed beforé’then.
Likewise, these contradictions in the present call the past into question, like the Liar
in e Man Who Lies who constantly tells contradictory things about his past, and we
never can judge what had actually happened. us, remarkably, such narration creates
contingent pasts well, despite our intuition telling us that the past cannot be changed
and is thus necessa&tyAll this happens by making the present itself be contingent,
that is, by making it such that the way things are now proceeding need not necessarily
be how they currently continue. For, as we noted, if we do away with judgment and
create the New rather than seek the organic true, movements can open into unforeseen
directions. In sum, then, the movement of the world that “forks and keeps on forking”
into incompossible futures also passes “throinglompossible presentsturning to
not-necessarily true pa&tdt is in this way that “the powers of the false which weave a
narration [...] take e ect in ‘false movement””

e Past at Never Was

Deleuze further elaborates on this notion of contingent pasts with Maurice Leblanc’s
novella,La vie extravagante de Balthazble mentions it in his Leibniz boole

Fold and he even summarizes the whole story at great length in one of his #ourses.
He also works through the entire plot of a IBubterfugéFaux-fuyant} for similar
purposes. Let us just consider them brie y, along with a contemporary illustration









202 e Logic of Gilles Deleuze

can look back to that rst day and think that while it seemed as if its value was trending
upward, that little uptick was just a small part of a larger downward movement. So
it was really in a downward movement back then, even though it appeared with an
increase for that particular day. But then, suppose for that year, a er its monthly ups
and downs, it ultimately has gone way up. So now we see that in fact, on that rst day,
we were right to think that it was trending upward, and we were wrong a er a month
to think it was instead heading downwards. e reason | mention this sort of example

is that with Deleuze we are dealing generally with notions like events and movements
rather than with static states of a airs. e value of the currency may have been some
determinate amount at a given time. But even its former movements, now in the past,
have certain tendencies of variation that can change retroactively depending on how
events unfold as time goes forward. In this limited sense, we can change the past—
not its concrete, temporally xed states of a airs—but the directions it was moving.
Deleuze, when asked if he is a pessimist, says, “No, I'm not at all pessimistic since
| don't believe in the irreversibility of situations. Take the current catastrophic state
of literature and thought. To me, that doesn't seem grave for the fiithve might

also think of problems like our current ecological decline. We cannot change the
destruction we have done in the past, but moving forward we can set things on a path
that ultimately improves ecological conditions better than even before the twentieth
century started, thereby making the past declines of that century be expressions of
broader movements of improvement.

Falsi er as Clairvoyant Sorcerer-Seer

To produce the bifurcating falsi cations like the ones we have been examining above,
the falsi er would rst need to somehow have a guiding sense that things can be
otherwise. Deleuze here uses a notion of clairvoyant sesyante It is distinct

from normal vision Yision), in that the alternatives the falsi er “sees” (metaphorically
speaking) may not be visibly clear. It is something like a sorceress looking into a murky
crystal ball or caldroff. As we noted before with Bergson in Chapter 7, there is a
“fringe” of present consciousness in which past and future mental events are situated,
and these other moments are evoked capriciously and discontinuously. ere is also
the fringe of physical things outside the ones that we are directly seeing, and they
instead are connected to one another by logical, law-governed relations. We now will
see how these distinct regions can overlap. e falsier uses clairvoyant seeing to
make the physically real take on a logic of caprice, endowing a playful non-necessity
and logical discontinuity to what is physically before us, and the imaginary future
will in turn take on logical connections to the present such that it can follow from
what is happening now, like how the hallway follows logically from the door that we
are presently observing. is playing with the real and concretizing the imaginary in
their shared “fringe of indetermination” allows the world to move in actuality down
deviant paths of becoming that are not determinately built into their given physical
dynamics And the clairvoyant “seeing” here is the ability to look at how things are
and have an indeterminate “ h sense” for the ways that things can be happening
otherwis€? is is hence another reason why the sorcerer is such an important gure



False Creations 203

in Deleuze’s philosophy. As Eliphas Lévi explains, the magician “realises beforehand
the Possible, and invents even the Impossiblafid, by using “the soul's eye, [...]
forms are outlined and preserved; thereby we behold the re ections of the invisible
world” By means of this clairvoyance, the magician can change the course of events in
this world and even “modify the seasons” or “drive death away from the fiving).”
sorcerers are not mere con dence artists selling you a false dream or tricking you to
believe that the imaginary is the r&aky are rather “metaphysical scamps,” using

a term Deleuze borrows from Melvilles Con dence Man:* they make the world

move falsely by combining, on the one hand, the capricious power of the imagination
with, on the other hand, the law-governance of the physical world that necessitates that
actual outcomes will result from what is happening now.

Nevertheless, this does not mean that there is no con dence artistry involved in
the falsi er's cra. For Deleuze, metaphysical scamps believe not in another world,
but in the otherness of this world, that is, in its power to “incompossibilize” itself, so
to speak, by introducing deviant alternatives into its movements. ey a rm “a world
in processand “attempt to transform the world, to think a new world or a new man
insofar as thegreate themselveSimply believing in this new world would make it
too imaginary and unobtainable. Rather, the con dence artist as a metaphysical scamp
has more precisely “con dence” in the newness of this world, which means having
a trust in the ways it may transform through deviafioRor instance, as Deleuze
suggests to us, the metaphysical scamp with the highest power of the false in Melville’s
e Con dence-Man, namely, the colorfully dressed Cosmopolitan, convinces his
companion to believe that his stool doubles as a life-preserver and to have trust in its
alternativeness, and hence more broadly, to recognize that what our vision can perceive
is little compared to what our clairvoyant seeing can envisage in the world's’givens.

us, the sorcerer as clairvoyant seer must not only indeterminately “see” that things
can be otherwise, but the deviations they sense must be “persuasive” in order to earn
our con dence in theni® And note that falsi cation is not for Deleuze a sort of moral
or political degradation. In fact, the falsi er with the highest power is endowed with a
“goodness” and “generosity” from the “bene cent” power of the félfer, the forces
of deviance that the falsi er lets loose express the cry of the people to come. In these
matters of minoritarian peoples, Deleuze o en cites African-American culth&s.
propose an illustration for persuasive clairvoyant seeing that creates con dence in
the bene cent deviance of this world, consider when the American civil rights leader
Martin Luther King, Jr. boldly and eloquently proclaimed his dream of a racially non-
segregated South. Such a people did not yet exist. It was a falsi cation. But they cried
out in his voice, and his clairvoyant vision of an incompossible South was so deeply
persuasive that the long arc of history began bending toward that justice.

Falsi er as Self- and World-Creative Artist

We will now examine the falsi er with the highest power of the false, the self- and
world-creative artist, whom Deleuze contrasts with the art forger. Part of this
conception builds upon what we said regarding the simulacrum and its perspectival
distortions. Suppose you are looking at a circle, directly down at it from above. It will
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appear perfectly circular, of course. Now, as your angle of vision is moving down to
its side, it will appear as a gradually narrowing ellipse. In projective geometry, even
open gures like parabolas can take on the closed form of ellipses. Deleuze, following
Michel Serres's commentaries on Leibniz, notes that these and other gures are
metamorphoses of the circle, all generated by changing persp&gtives.

Yet, since these metamorphoses suppose there being something outside the point of
perspective, and thus, only @gpearances anamorphically altered but not necessarily
its form, | suggest a modi cation to Deleuze's account that builds from his notion of
the simulacrum. Suppose we have a conic section that is a circular slice. And consider
like before that we take a perspective above that circle such that it appears perfectly
circular. Not only does this keep the circle’s appearance the same, it also has done
nothing to change the conic form we began with (Figure 8.6, le conic section).

is would be like the remarkable feat of painting a replication of a great work of art
that remains uncannily faithful to it. For instance, John Myatt makes such incredible
paintings, like his rendition Vermee@irl with a Pearl EarringFigure 8.6, bottom le
detail; original, top le ). is would be seeing the artistic work and style from the same
perspective as the original artist, analogous to viewing the circle from above.

Now, if an art forger were to create and sell such a replication, their fraudulence
would of course be discovered right away, supposing that the original is still
somewhere in existence. So art forgers, like Elmyr de Hory, who is featured in
Welles's: for Fakg1973), painted works in the exact style of great painters, but he
creates his own contents in keeping with the artist's preferences. e paintings were
so good that they fooled museum curators into mistaking these imaginaries for reals
and misjudging them as true works, because the paintings ful lled the criteria for
the essence of that painter’s form and style. For these sorts of forgeries, Deleuze also
cites “Van Meegeren’s false Verme&flVe might consider then for example one
of van Meegeren's forgeries of Vermeer, entidgeS8upper at Emmausas creating a

Figure 8.6 Changing perspectives as transformatlom: Detail from Vermeer'&irl with

a Pearl Earringabove a detail from John Myatt's recreat®im| with a Pearl Earring (in
the style of Johan Vermeé®) John Myatt, 2012, used with permissidvijddle: Same
detail from Vermeer'&irl with a Pearl Earringabove a detail from van Meegeren's forgery
of Vermeer’s style ire Supper at EmmausRight: Detail from Velazquezisas Meninas
above a diagrammatic representation of a detail from Pic&sdaiith a Mandolin(used

in place of hisas Meninasariations to depict something of their stylistic deformatiéffs).
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We can now grasp the four characterizations Deleuze gives for the falsier.
{1} Falsi ers fabricate the “crystalline image” in which the real and the imaginary
become indiscernible, like we saw with New Novel crystalline narration and
description. {2} ey are the ones who pass through the facets of the crystal, as with
Robbe-Grillet entering the crystalline image3rahs-Europ-Expressieaning above

all that falsi ers themselves are transformed through their falsifying acts of création.

{3} Falsi ers make the impossible follow from the possiBBeleuze later modi es

the wording to say that falsi ers make tileompossibléllow from the possiblg?

But given all that we have learned so far, we might be surprised that Deleuze did not
further say that the falsi ers make the incompossible follow fromctmpossible

For, as we have seen, falsi ers take a self-consistent world and add incompossible
deviations into it, thereby making the incompossible come out of the compossible.
And lastly, {4} falsi ers make the past not necessarily true, meaning that while it may
seem that we are moving on a path that was determined by the movements of the
world leading up to now, instead, by bending the current movements, we nd that
we were never in fact going in the directions of those past movements &lyway.
other words, we change our past origins or orientations by shi ing where we are now
headed, as we saw with past contingency.

e Garden of Ambiguous Adams: Crystalline Time

We should nish this chapter by assessing how Deleuze’s philosophy of falsity and
incompossibility t within our discussion of logic. To do this, we will rst expand on
some Leibniz-related notions that we mentioned before, namely, vague Adams and
the convergence of incompossible worlds, and we will add another one: ambiguous
signs. is will allow us to assess whether or not Deleuze’s conception of coalescent
incompossible worlds involves a many-valued sort of logic, and if so, if it is dialetheic
or analetheic.

Recall again that for Leibniz, everything in our world is entirely determined from
the beginning, because God calculated all possible worlds and chose ours as the best
one. at means, for any predicate you can possibly assign to a being in our world,
either it is certainly true for that being or its negation is true, and thus there are no
“vague” beings, like “vague Adams,” whose missing predicates mean that they could
be the Adam in more than one world. For instance, the Adam in any world, whether
ours or some other possible one, either will certainly sin or will certainly not sin by
eating the forbidden fruit. But this also means that by thinking of the Adam in our
own world in a vague way by subtracting some of his predicates, like removing “sinner,’
we can thereby have in mind his counterparts in other possible worlds where he did
not sin (along with all the ones where he does sin too). Deleuze, as we have noted,
is subtracting God from this Leibnizian picture, and thus incompossible worlds can
somehow coexist. We saw how this might work in cases of self- and world-creative
falsi cation. When inventing a new style and identity for himself, Picasso is both
himself and not himself at the same time; he is the self that he is and he is the self
he is becoming, which he brought about through creative falsi cation. ese Picassos
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Figure 8.7 Leibniz's ambiguous signs.AB BC, the &s an ambiguous sign for addition
and subtraction, and the formula represents two distinct lines at the same time, line
AB +BCand lineAB-BC.

B is the same in both cases, regardless of vthied are using. So if we subtrB&

from AB, then we get the smaller line, and if we BGdo AB, then we get the larger

line (Figure 8.7, bottom). Leibniz then fashions the ambiguous €kKa imean both
addition and subtraction, and gives the following single formula to represent both
lines:AB BC, which mean$othlinesAB + BCandAB —BC. Leibniz later gives a
more complicated example that is far harder to intuit and illustrate. In brief, he writes
out an “ambiguous formul&® using ambiguous signs and letters that expresses all
the conic sections. Depending on how you specify the ambiguous characters, the
formula will express a hyperbola, or a parabolai®&tc.

Deleuze employs this notion of ambiguous signs to characterize the way that
incompossibility generates new realities rather than excludes them. And he does this
in part by reconceiving Leibniz’s notion of vague Adams as involving ambiguous signs.
A er describing the ambiguous formula for the conic sections that we mentioned
above, Deleuze says that the ambiguity of the signs is what divides the one same
“Event” of this ambiguous formula into the diverse events of each conic section that
may be obtained from it. In other words, ambiguous signs allow for a sort of virtual









Conclusion

Introduction

To conclude, we summarize our ndings, make a case for Gilles Deleuze’s dialetheism,
and preview the topics in the remaining volumes.

What Has Followed Here?

Let us conclude by rst summarizing our ndings:

{1} ere are a number of concepts in Deleuze’s philosophy that are fruitfully
elaborated by placing them into the context of modern logics. We considered ones
that enabled us to examine Deleuze’s logical thinking in terms of basic principles
that it may or may not employ. In particular, we were concerned with ideas in his
philosophies of truth and thinking and in his metaphysics, namely: heterogeneous
composition and becoming; loss of identity and proper name; a rmative synthetic
disjunction and coalescent incompossibility; and the creative power of falsity. We
le out one of his most fundamental concepts, di erence, which presents some
challenges when trying to explicate its Iddieleuze characterizes it in terms of
intensity, which is a topic we address in the next volume, and on that occasion we
will be better able to discuss di erence in logical terms. For now, we might already
see hints of how it could be explicated, supposing that its logic were to be similar
to a rmative synthetic disjunctior?. Putting that matter aside for the moment,
we can say that in all, we have reason to believe that Deleuze’s philosophy may in
fact have a logic to it that, while perhaps it isfalty explicatable using modern,
formal logics, it in the very least can be understood to a greater extent by means of
them, which is something we accomplished here.

{2}Deleuze’s logic is almost certainly non-classical. is assessment is problematic,
however, because, as we saw with his usage of the terms “negation” and
“contradiction,” he normally employs such logical expressions with their classical
meanings. Yet, in his critiqgues of these logical notions, he also seemed to be
instead a rming non-classical counterpart conceptions (for instance, dialetheic
negation), although without stating them by name. It appears that he tried to
articulate his non-classical conceptions by contorting classical notions, like
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of Deleuzian philosophy a®t being a rmative. He wants to release its negational
tendencies by leaving aside the a rmational ones. is is not precisely my battle, but it
gets to the basic question of how we should understand the fundamentals of Deleuze’s
philosophy. Using Culp's dichotomy, we might ask: is Deleuze a philosopher of peace,
harmony, and integration, given its positivity; or, is he a philosopher of destruction and
negativity on account of di erence and disjunction being what is most fundamental?

e reason | do not favor the analetheic interpretation is because it strips out both the

a rmativity and the di erential tension from certain important conceptions. When
Adam is confronted by the serpent, is he neither sinner nor non-sinner? Or is he
both in the same stroke of temptation and deliberation? Deleuze always emphasizes
the di erenceholding between such options. If neither one is a rmed, then how can
the di erence between them have any force or e ect? So put in very generic terms, if
you favor the Nietzschean trend in Deleuze’s thinking, especially with the notions of
plays of forces, con ict, power di erentials, and so on, but you also insist on keeping
the Spinozist and Bergsonist a rmative and creative elements too, then dialetheism
would seem to be your most attractive option. It is for this reason that | rest with my
conclusion that Deleuze’s logic is dialetheic.

Yet, | welcome a debate if you have drawn di erent conclusions. Nonetheless, it
is important for the forthcoming works that we let ourselves acknowledge a strong,
viable option, because that will make the foregoing analyses much less complicated.
Of course we will at times come back to these other logical options and even consider
additional ones. Nothing is entirely decided yet.

And What's to Follow

ere are many related topics that we excluded from our analyses, because they are
more tting for the forthcoming volumes. Let us preview them quickly, so that there is
not a sense that something is being le out. e next volume on experience will examine
dialetheism in Deleuze’s notions of coupled, incompatible sensations, the discord of
the faculties in the new image of thought, time-consciousness, continuously varying
bodily intensities and decompositions (Body without Organs), becoming-animal,
the experience of the Other, machinics, rhythm, analog and digital communication,
and di erential sel ood (including “I is another”). e third volume on meaning

will examine paradoxes (including semantic paradoxes of self-reference), polysemy,
non-sense, minor literature, prelinguistic signaletic material, continuously varying
utterance, cut-up and pick-up composition, the conjunctive “AND” of stuttering, and
meaning disruption, also under the lens of dialetheism.
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