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FOREWORD

This book, Event and Decision: Ontology and Poalitics in Badiou,
Deleuze, and Whitehead, brings together a diverse group of scholars who
address the philosophies of Alain Badiou, Gilles Deleuze, and Alfred
North Whitehead as they relate to a concept of the event, ontology and
politics.

In order to locate this book as an event, to describe its beginnings and
now final formation requires first, a look back to the beginnings of the
Whitehead Research Project. Roland Faber, founder of the Whitehead
Research Project (WRP) in 2007, and Henry Krips, both of the Claremont
Graduate University, initiated a conference on the concept of the event.
Because part of the mission of WRP is to explore and analyze the
relevance of Whitehead's thought in dialogue with contemporary
philosophies, it made sense for the first international conference to be on
the connections/disconnections of Whitehead with Deleuze and by
extension of both from Badiou.

The conference as an event in its own right became a moment where
each participant, from their own diverse background and interests, and in
the forcefield of these three thinkers, addressed the question of the event.
What arose was a rupture of evental theories coming from a multiplicity of
different directions. Some authors were of the Badiouian persuasion, who
in considering the Badiou and Deleuze split, naturaly confronted
Whitehead. Others, beginning with Whitehead/Deleuze encountered
Badiou in what seems like an im-practica and impossible union.
However, as the event itself unfolded, thought was pressed and stretched
to consider the three together, influencing some authors to re-imagine the
Badiou and Whitehead/Deleuze split as bridgeable. Yet, the conference
and this book does not end in a simple joining of the three. If there is a
word to describe this volume, it is tension. In-between these three thinkers
of the event there is adways a tension, an event in itself, that marks a
difference and rupture that allows for novel approaches to philosophy,
politics and life. Event and Decision, then can be described as the in-
between of this tension.

“The cry of the event,” so Deleuze writes, sounded three times in the
history of philosophy: the Stoics, Leibniz, and Whitehead. It was a cry
that exclaimed, “Everything is Event!” A radical stance, indeed! What
about “things,” “mind,” “matter,” “society,” “culture)” “art,” “the
cosmos,” and our daily life? If all is event, what does it say? What is
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important and what has value if there is nothing permanent, lasting, or
stable? What isimportant and valuable besides the process through which
reality is decided?

For Whitehead event is the realization of becoming, the actualization
of the “groundless ontological ground” of creativity, the process of self-
decision on possibilities yet undecided, the aesthetic and ethical impulse
of existence; for Deleuze it is the expression of Life without possession,
bodies without organs, the virtual or actual reality of singularity and
novelty. For Badiou, on the other hand, the event breaks from the
situation, in which we always count (reality) as one, multiplicity as united.
Making a difference begins with a revolution; it erupts as decision.
Consequently, for all three thinkers, the event necessitates a radica
politics that critiques social bodies, cultures, and art.

The first section of the book includes essays from Justin Clemens,
Oliver Feltham, Hollis Phelps, Jeremy Dunham, James Bradley and Keith
Robinson. Clemens and Feltham demonstrate that ‘“the event’ is not
simply a concept for Deleuze and Badiou, but instead a name for that itch
of unreason that stupefies thought, that forces thought to a standstill,
demanding new forms of thinking which themselves cannot be resolved
except at the cost of inconsistency (2).” Clemens and Feltham used the
work of Deleuze and Badiou to highlight the nature of philosophy. They
creatively play on the tension of proper names and proper philosophy to
work out notions of what is philosophy while addressing the nature of the
event.

Phelps in his essay “Absolute Beginnings...Almost: Badiou and
Deleuze on the Event” meticulously elucidates the event in Badiou,
offering also contrasts between Badiou and Deleuze. According to Phelps,
“Badiou’s primary objection to Deleuze is not redlly the One as such, but
the way in which the equation of the event with becoming in the latter’'s
thought tends to deny the possibility of a radical break with or
reorientation of being. In short, Badiou sees Deleuze’ s thought as limiting
with respect to real change (39).” However, for Phelps the contrast
between the thought of Badiou and Deleuze may not be as great as Badiou
imagines. “The doctrines of intervention and evental recurrence and the
subjective figure of the resurrection, it seems, imply a certain creative
repetition of past events. If thisis the case, then we can begin to see how
the digunction between Badiou and Deleuze might be lessened, since
creative repetition is the way in which Badiou seems to define the
Deleuzian event (48).” Considering creative repetition pushes us also to
think about Whitehead's place or non-place within this triad of evental
theory.
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Robinson brings the three together on this point in “Between the
Individual, the Relative and the Void: Thinking the ‘Event’ in Badiou,
Deleuze and Whitehead.” He writes, “Thus for Badiou, Deleuze and
Whitehead there is then finally a difference in terms of how one describes
the event of the new as process. For Badiou process is a subjective control
of time, essentially atemporal from the perspective of Deleuze and
Whitehead, an absolute beginning and incomparable singularity. For both
Deleuze and Whitehead the process of the event of the new is the
relentless advance, “to the crack of doom” as Whitehead says, of the
creative and eternal repetition of time: the imperceptible limit or vanishing
point between the past which is no longer and the future which is not yet,
the presents that pass and the pasts that are preserved in a splitting
endlessly repeated (113).” One could argue that Badiou, by defining the
Deleuzian event as creative repetition, defines it in Whiteheadian terms.
For al three the concern for the new is a political concern: without
newness there will not be a break from the past (Badiou) or a place for
creativity (Whitehead and Deleuze).

Dunham also highlights the importance of creativity and novelty in the
work of Deleuze and Whitehead. While Robinson focuses on notions of
repetition to elucidate the necessity of novelty in a politics of the event,
Dunham approaches such a concept through the problem of essence in
these two thinkers. “The Problem of Essence in Deleuze and Whitehead”
focuses on the relation between Deleuze and Whitehead's theory of
essences and their theory of the event. “What Deleuze and Whitehead
offer usis acritical theory of essences capable of avoiding falling into the
traps of this falacy [tracing the transcendental from the empirical] and at
the same time escaping the problems of necessity, a theory in which
essences become events (51).” In the end, Dunham concludes that the
importance of both Deleuze and Whitehead is their contribution of a
theory of novelty. “Both theorists rather provide a conception of the
importance of “not-being” and of essences which are powerful,
ontologically dynamic but productive of novelty rather than necessity
(77).”

Bradley's essay, “The Triune Event: Event Ontology, Reason, and
Love" approaches the subject from a different angle. Attempting to move
beyond the evental theories of Badiou, Deleuze, and Whitehead, he places
Charles Sanders Peirce's theory of the triune event into the equation.
According to Bradley, Peirce’ s theory of the triune event aligns itself with
the evental theories of Badiou, Deleuze, and Whitehead on at least one
common point of convergence: they all represent a speculative
metaphysics.
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The second section of the book considers the essays of Jeffrey Bell,
Michael Halewood, Roland Faber, Helmut Maassen and Henry Krips.
Halewood in his essay, “Badiou, Whitehead and the Politics of
Metaphysics’ considers the thought of Badiou and Whitehead as a way to
think the political alongside of metaphysics. According to Halewood, “the
importance of the ‘truth’ of their [Badiou and Whitehead' 5] accountsisthe
extent to which it can shake us from the complacency or difficulty that the
modern culture of thought has bequeathed us (175).” For Halewood, “In
the accounts of Badiou and Whitehead, metaphysics, as a description of
the general conditions of what comes to be, is a description of the field of
forces and events which populate and constitute the present, and tend
toward the future. Thisisthe politics of metaphysics (176).”

Faber addresses politics from a dightly different angle. He develops an
“onto/palitics’ in his essay “’ Amid a Democracy of Fellow Creatures —
Onto-Politics and the Problem of Slavery in Whitehead and Deleuze (With
an Intervention of Badiou)” that “can be considered as a place of
indeterminacy in between the questions “What is (as ontological
activity)?’ and “How can we act (regarding human polis)(178)?" Faber
“demonstrate[s] in which way[s] Whitehead and Deleuze in particular
have engaged this “inter/face” of ontology and politics without falling into
simple solutions of derivation or causation of one by the other but also
without any simple negation of their inter/connection.” Faber’s explication
of the Whiteheadian khora becomes the means by which onto/politics
transforms and eradicates lavery. “It is the place of the transformation of
multiplicity into minority and the becoming-minoritarian into becoming-
democratic. The khora is the “place” of radical equality by inclusion
releasing a democracy of all fellow creatures. It is the “placeless place” of
the transformation of onto/palitics into eco/politics of the care for freedom
and equality. In this sense, its potency is that of becoming a root metaphor
for the eradication of lavery.”

Jeffrey Bell and Helmut Maassen help the reader understand the public
aspect of the event. Bell challenges Badiou's critiques of Deleuze and
argues that “Badiou’s critique of Deleuze relies both upon a
misunderstanding of Deleuze's theory of the virtual and, more
significantly, upon atheory of multiplicities (or theory of the pure multiple
for Badiou) that sets forth an understanding of ‘events’ that Deleuze
rejects, and rejects precisely because it forecloses upon the possibility of a
thought of singularities that moves beyond the actualities of ‘what is
(124).”" Bdll thinks with Deleuze on ways in which to creatively
overcome the injustices of capitalism: “...one thing is certain for Deleuze
— the current economic and social system of capitalist control presupposes
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the very conditions it seeks to avoid (i.e., schizophrenia), and it is
precisely the reluctant, stuttering embrace of these conditions that will
allow for the overcoming of the system (152).”

Maassen's essay “Practica Philosophy in Badiou and Whitehead”
considers the ethical conseguences of both respective philosophies. On
some levels, he attempts a Whiteheadian reading of Badiou, especialy
Badiou’'s work on the French Revolution. Maassen produces a creative
tension that can be seen when he writes the following: “Structure and a
‘positive’ universal outline of a community may be developed in a
description of past events, as Badiou does himself, when referring to the
French Revolution, the October Revolution, etc. In a truly Whiteheadian
sense, this structure and universal outline should be described as the
Adventures of Events (236).” Maassen by reading Badiou, via Whitehead,
allows for a novel interpretation of Badiou that has not yet arrived within
these fields of study. Usually, the readings are performed in the opposite
direction, Whitehead read through the lens and Deleuze and Badiou's
critique of him.

Krips, on the other hand, in his essay “The Politics of Badiou in
Lacanian Register: From Absolute Singularity to Objet-a” approaches
Badiou’s theory of the event from a Lacanian perspective. Such a reading
has severe consequences for Badiou's theory of the event. “My central
contention will be that “Events’ in Badiou's sense of the term involve
close encounters with Lacanian “objets a (241).” Krips argues that such
encounters create anxiety, which the subject then attempts to defend
himself or herself from in a process Lacan calls “sexuation.” After Krips
elucidates his Lacanian claims, he proposes a double critique of Zizek's
charges against Badiou's theory of the event. “My final diagnosis of
Zizek's relation to Badiou: rather than merely misreading Badiou's
politics, Zizek pervertsit to the point that it loses touch with the domain of
the political (255).”.

Catherine Keller, David R. Brockman, Adrian Parr and Graham
Livesey round out this volume with their own particular contributions to
the themes of this book. Keller in her essay “Contracted Contemplation:
Unfolding the Event in Whitehead and Deleuze’ creatively addresses
Deleuze' s notion of the fold and its theological and political effectuations.
For Keller, “the fold will appear as at once an enfolding and unfolding of a
cosmos, by any element of acosmos. | will begin to draw out not only the
theological but the political energies implicit in that cosmology, that
chaosmos. The relational multiplication of the folds and of the event,
indeed of the event-fold, may implicate the present conversation in
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transdisciplinary fidelities exceeding the modernist anti-theism that makes
the conversation possible (263).”

Brockman provides a rare examination of the event. In his essay
“Encountering ‘the Event’ as Event: Transforming Christian Theological
Reflection about Religious Others.” Brockman provocatively thinks about
two different events, one being his event as a Christian encountering
religious others, particularly Zen Buddhism and his encounter with the
work of Badiou. For Brockman, the second event allows him to critique
and understand the first event. Namely, Brockman elucidates the ways in
which his encounter with Badiou, Deleuze, and Whitehead' s notions of the
event have aided him in making theological sense out of the first event.

Parr in her essay on the “Politics of Secular Forgiveness’ explores the
collective trauma of the event of 9/11. According to Parr, “the position |
am taking is that any conceptual apparatus is doomed if it remains
insulated within the hothouse of theory, it needs to as Deleuze once
advised treat concepts as tools, and use these to engage with concrete
historical circumstances. Hence, what | am offering the reader is just that:
to use a combination of conceptual tools offered by Deleuze and Badiou in
an effort to articulate a political and ethical distinction between two
different kinds of remembrance (302).” In the end, Parr enables the reader
to think anew about the way in which the process of forgiveness portrays a
fidelity to the event itself.

Livesey, in his essay “Event Theory and Creative Agency,” looks into
the implications of Deleuze' s theory of the event on “ contemporary design
agency or practice (316).” He creatively imagines the ways in which these
theories influence architects and urbanists. “ This is of particular interest to
architects and urbanists who tend to understand a more oppositional
relationship between structure and space, or material and function. This
activates the concept that all structures continuously change, and that
space, time, material, and force create an effective and affective condition.
The unified theory of event attempts to overcome dualism, and
encompasses space, time, material, properties of al events, along with the
interrelation between events and those who experience them (325).” What
Livesey provides the reader of this book, is a creative way to see these
three thinker’ s theories of the event at work in the real world.

Humanity is surrounded, whether we admit it or not, by a multiplicitous
event cycle. Each person and thing brings their own personal event into
their experience of an event outside of themselves. The convergence of
this multiplicity creates our complex world - a complexity not defined as
aporia or impossibility, but rather infinity - that is always aready still
creating. Event and Decision offers the reader live evental theory, which
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mirrors the event of three philosophers—a mirror that, it is hoped, will
show you something foreign, something different from what you know as
yourself. The glimpse of this “something different” makes reading this
book easy. The only impossibility isto lose your way.






A PROLOGUE ON THE IMPROPER
PLACING OF THOUGHT

ROLAND FABER

Where does (a) philosophy begin? Where does a book on a philosopher
begin? Where does a book on three philosophers begin? As a book on
philosophy presupposes a topography of “somewhere,” we must comply—
whether we decide differently or hinder such an event (in not writing such
a book or any book at al)—with Archytas of Tarentum’s axiom that to be
(at all) is to be in (some) place (cf. PR 40)." This book, as it collects
thoughts on philosophy, collects not only the subjects of its inquiry—
Alain Badiou, Gilles Deleuze and Alfred N. Whitehead—and not only a
group of philosophers thinking with these philosophers (individually or
collectively)—as this book began with a “somewhere” that was a
conference at Claremont, California (Whitehead Research Project: Event
and Decision: Ontology and Palitics in Badiou, Deleuze, and Whitehead,
Claremont Graduate University, 2007). But in the very medium of their
presentation to you, the reader, it places all of them (and us) “somewhere.”
Does this very medium of presence in this book at the place of reading (or
at least potential reading) not presuppose adready an ontology of place,
placing, emplacement? And is such a presupposition warranted by the very
philosophy of these three philosophers or, at least, their placement in this
same “somewhere’—be it the place of the conference, the book, or the
very presumed thought-space in which they (against their will) are
gathered for our pleasure or pain?

Is the very event of their togetherness not improper to either of their
philosophies? And to us, the collectors and readers, who might care about
not their togetherness, but their separation, or their hierarchy (established
or to be established), or their mutual destruction (because of the relevance
of other philosophies we care more about), or even because we do not care
at all (because we think that philosophy is irrelevant or at least in the
impersonation of these three, or their respective mutua irrelevance)?
Maybe, we think, it is not that we must place all philosophy, but that we
place these three together that is improper? Maybe this book is not only a
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presupposition of “place” as improper but makes “placing” improper by
the togetherness of precisely these three thinkers?

If it is an improper place, then, in which, and only in which, we can
encounter their togetherness—maybe its “ present” is like an advertisement
that invites us to some immora (by given standards) encounters with
goods or people or ideas or objects of desires and aversion? But what,
then, avoids in this seduction by, or aversion of, such a“place” makes us,
the readers, a mere forced moment of the clash of the three—out of
voyeurism, masochism, or sadism? And why should we care in this place
(and as long as we are participating in it, we are situated in it by reading
this book) to find ourselves in an encounter, an improper encounter by any
given external measures or internal preferences? Maybe the seduction is,
or could be, the improper, that which in their togetherness, and ours with
them, is the unthought that we might (wish to) seek in all thought? Maybe
it is, with Walter Benjamin, the shock of their constellation that, as the
political texture of thought, liberates that which we might (want to) seek in
al philosophy—the “non-philosophical” (cf. WP 218)? At least, once
more, in the event of the happening of this improper place—in our patient
or impatient plunge into its givenness—we have accepted a beginning: the
beginning, once more, of philosophy.

Maybe it is only as such a placing that it is a book not on philosophy,
or on a philosopher, or on the “interrelation” of three philosophers and
their respective philosophies, but a book that invites us to think on our
own. If thinking is always an act that constitutes thought, however, then it
isa“thinking with” in which this book become a place of philosophy.

While this placing is an event that cannot be justified by a presupposed
logic of necessity—being itself a decision by us to emplacement, to a
topology of contours of never empty places of thought—it has,
nevertheless, its beginnings. Every place, and in this place the togetherness
of Badiou, Deleuze, and Whitehead, has its becoming. No place is just
given, even if it is an event presupposing no logic of placement. In this
place in which the three philosophies come together, they become because
of this placement and they have become already—not from an ideal
ontology of placement, but from the becoming of their very thought that
allows (and cannot hinder) them to be placed with one another.

The “logic” of this placement is multiply engendered, but never by a
mere possibility or the power of any controller of such a place to do
whatever they want; rather by the actuality of their thought as they place
themselves in a philosophical space that is virtually, and as a virtue,
inescapable, as even mutual ignorance of the other’s philosophy is part of
the philosophical landscape. But this is sill an abstract space of
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association: it is inescapable because of the problems, concepts, methods,
professional associations, and even the directions these thinkers share. It is
the inescapable acquaintance with one another that necessitates such a
placement, even if it is avoided or refused or differently imagined by the
thinkers of their thought. In many ways, our three philosophers are related
by such complicated inescapability, athough they might not be obvious
and, hence, taste of deliberate or arbitrary constructivism of improper
places.

Notwithstanding these accusations, which will be asked especially of
the “threeness’ of togetherness or better this “threeness’ by making it an
improper placement, it is the very becoming of their thought that
necessitates a real, not an ideal, unavoidability. In an ideal world or
manyness of worlds, al three philosophers exist in their own thought-
universe, only connected by the political means of the murder of the tyrant
or the ignorance of the irrelevant or the exclusion of other-thinking beings.
And many of us, at any given time, might be tempted to follow these lines
of displacement, to be sure. Resisting multiple reasons of isolation,
diversion, and departure, and only then, we might be ready to set aside
resentments and enter a placement that is not based on such
presuppositions of power. Instead, it would vibrate within an eros of
improper embrace of the ugly, the strange, the unexpected, the dirty, and
the poisonous. In other words, such a placement would lift the measures of
security we built around what we think is proper and important and that
which otherwise is only derivative minor, midget, inferior, or, at best a
rival that we have to get rid of in order to stay in the light of our own
truths.

What then—in such an event of placement—is the logic of the
togetherness of Badiou, Deleuze, and Whitehead? In short, it is becoming—
in the multiple of its inappropriate meanings. the (repeated) beginnings of
any philosophy in the realm of philosophy, for one; the enfoldings of
thought in its own topological localities that (to the shock of the creative
mind) are always already shared, for two; and the unavoidable, but always
hidden (or hided), inconsistencies of its attempted autarchy, for three.

The most obvious of these becomings of philosophy—spacing the
three in question—is that of heritage or inheritance or contiguity. Nothing
is continuous between philosophies, except the unavoidability of becoming
amember of athought-place in which inheritance is not the relationship of
the older to the younger (a discipleship) or of the younger to the older (an
act of grace of forced immortality), but instead is a relationship of disgust
by the “One”’ to not be the only thinker in this realm. One might see the
becoming of a philosophy in the realm of philosophy as a continuous
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striving to become the only thinker, appropriating the shared space as
one’'s own. Others are only invited as inferior figures, material to which
the origina thinker is the origin as form is to matter, or as a target for
annihilation, negated as if they never existed, or as gracefully kept alive
with one's own thought-blood in order to avoid the fall into oblivion
(ilusion)—Heidegger’s lethe, the truth of which (aletheia) must be held
hovering over its own nothingness. In the mourning not to begin within
oneself, in this becoming, a philosopher may overcome this disgust and
may treat inheritance as placement—not as tempora survival or
annihilation or grace of power, but as a shared place of thinking. In this
placing, again, a philosopher might release, instead of admit, other
thinking as placement of co-origination of thought before the autarchy of
self-consistency.

Our three thinkers are not examples, but indicators of such a complex
place of becoming. Forced to restate this hidden complexity of “place” as
“relations,” we would say that two such relations between the three are
self-inflicted and, hence, in their own logic, unavoidable works of
placement. Deleuze, in placing himself in the heritage of philosophies, not
only begins philosophy with his own emplacement with Kant, Hume,
Bergson, Nietzsche, Leibniz, Spinoza, and Foucault—in the form of books
on philosophers as places of philosophy; more secretly, he aligns himself
with Whitehead at points of rupture (unexpectedly and, therefore, even
more forcefully) as the subtext of his own thought. From all of them,
Deleuze takes his bastard child into a foster care of thinking:
transcendental empiricism, virtuality, univocity of being, becoming, and
power; polyphonic foldings, (planes of) immanence, and living structures.
What he finds in this orgy of co-origination of his own images of thought,
he also finds in Whitehead. Or conversely, he finds a place for his thought
with Whitehead no less than with the others on whom he has written
books. And as such a place and child, parent and sibling, Whitehead stays
with Deleuze in his later books—from The Logic of Sense to What is
Philosophy?—as a recurrent witness of the event of thought and Deleuze's
emergent thinking on the event.

The other rather obvious, but drastically different “relation” (if such
exists) within the shared place of philosophy is that of the struggle for
autarchy or, maybe, even more pointedly, anarchy: Badiou’s denunciation
of Deleuze as his opposite and the placing of his own thought in resistance
to modes of thought that are subject to a history of philosophy that does
not pertain to the event of his own philosophy. Again, it is the thinking of
the event in the event of his thought that generates Deleuze' s placement in
Badiou. This placement, however, is a profound rivalry, a becoming of
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annihilation. Deleuze, “in the place” of Badiou's own thought, is precisely
the ever-as-old archenemy in the shared place of the thinking of the event.
Having finished with Deleuze in his Gilles Deleuze, Deleuze' s recurrence
in Badiou's later thought—especially his review of Deleuze's Le Pli in
Annuaire philosophique—is barely more than a remnant of a dead body in
the process of decomposition.

In a classica posture we could say that these emplacements—of
Deleuze in Badiou and of Whitehead in Deleuze—are like “internal
relations’ insofar as they congtitute the place of interference where
Whitehead in Deleuze and Deleuze in Badiou, respectively, become in
their shared place with the excluded other either in bastard fostering or
philosophical murder. In a striking resonance, although of course for
different reasons, the reverse emplacements of Deleuze in Whitehead and
Badiou in Deleuze would behave like “externa relations.” We cannot
expect Whitehead to share the same temporal space with Deleuze; but this
“silence” of Deleuze in Whitehead is by no means not speaking to their
shared place of thought. Moreover, Whitehead sheds light on Deleuze's
thought not only from beyond, but from within and, hence, begins to
reveal anew his own thought-place by co-inhabiting expected and
unexpected coagulations with Deleuze. At the same time, each thinker
loses his own space as means of autarchy. Deleuze's silence on Badiou, in
its own turn, is a speaking fact that envelops the silence on his murder by
Badiou. It is aimost as if their shared place was aready aways there,
unaffected, and could not be annihilated. Only in Deleuze's external,
inaccessible autarchy from Badiou, in which he disappears, he remains
present, and painfully so.

The placement of Whitehead with Badiou (or Badiou with Whitehead)
is the most obscure and, in a sense, the most obviously missing. The
reason for this displacement can only partly be understood in terms of the
external and internal lines of becoming of philosophy between the three
thinkers—the inheritance between Whitehead-Deleuze and the rivalry
between Deleuze-Badiou that puts Whitehead apart from Badiou by both
inheritance and rivalry. Within the necessity of becoming placed within a
shared philosophical space, Whitehead and Badiou are not poised to be
named together either by themselves or by us;, we might even fed that
such togetherness is poisoned from the outset. Nevertheless, in today’'s
landscape of multiple philosophies neither decide they on their own terms
nor we on basis of our feelings. Rather, being such an unexpected
“complacement,” it might emerge as the most sparkling of the three
relations, the most unthought, the one in which the unthought can be
spaced anew: phenomenology versus metaphysics; the status of objects
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and subjects; the crux of qualities, relations, and teleology; the place of
mathematics and logic in relation to ontology and category theory.

Maybe improper placing (in thinking the unthought) must seek the
weakening of the directionality in such hierarchical orderings of inclusive
and exclusive, internal and external placements? Maybe the crack of
novelty arises only in partly negating the actua “complacements’ (if they
happen at all) of the three through inheritance and rivalry, silence and
murder, disgust and (anxiety of) oblivion? What is the reflux of the linear
placements of Whitehead within Deleuze and of Deleuze within Badiou in
the backward placement of Deleuze in Whitehead and Badiou in Deleuze?
It is precisely the emphasis on these reverse but unexplored placements
that might release, in a strange togetherness, the event of a novelty yet
unthought in inheritance and rivalry, silence and murder, disgust and
(anxiety of) oblivion. But this counter-flow of the place of the unthought
will only speak if the complications of the linear placements are
recognized, in the first place—and even this, in its necessity and its
relevance, is in question and in this sense an issue of the becoming of a
dimly contemporary consciousness. While this book intends to open the
place for such a consciousness, it also wants to hint at that which already
transcends it: the reverse placements of Deleuze in Whitehead, of Badiou
in Deleuze, and of Badiou in Whitehead.

Today, linear placements are becoming anew, justifying a revision of
given judgments by association and sedimentation. For instance, that
Whitehead is an old-school rationalist, that Deleuze is a poststructuralist,
that Badiou is a Maoist, and so on. It is always beyond their own
statements and that of their followers in a displacement of linearity of
inheritance and rivalry that such sedimentations are questioned and the
clouds on top of the sedimented peaks begin to shift again. The
Whitehead-Deleuze placement has become a shared place only recently: in
the work of some of the participants of the Claremont Conference—
Catherine Keller's edition of Process and Difference,? Keith Robinson’s
edition of Deleuze, Whitehead, Bergson,® and my own edition of Secrets of
Becoming: Negotiating Whitehead, Deleuze, and Butler* as well as being
part of investigations of Jeffrey Bell’s Philosophy at the Edge of Chaos®
and James William's Encounters and Influences—and beyond, for
instance, in John Rajchman’s The Deleuze Connections,’ Isabel Stenger’s
Penser avec Whitehead,? and Steven Shaviro’'s Without Criteria.’ The
Deleuze-Badiou axis is, of course, a virulent one in circles of Continental
philosophy and was present to the conference through trandators of
Badiou's work into English, Oliver Feltham and Justin Clements—for
instance, of Badiou: Infinite Thought (cf. IT) (with its Deleuze-
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connections)—and beyond, as explored in the interrogations of Peter
Hallward’s Badiou: A Subject to Truth.™

By considering these directed placements of inheritance and rivary, it
has become obvious that both are deeply rooted in questions al three
philosophers were asking or harbored in places of their philosophy in
which they develop a shared space: their emphasis on novelty, event,
multiplicity, and becoming as sites of thought that must interest current
discourses in ontology and politics alike. Immediate questions arising
from this flux are, for instance, these: What are the implications for an
understanding of Deleuze’' s work (as awhole) if we take into account how
deeply he was influenced by, or better, how thoroughly he recreated
Whitehead? When in Difference and Repetition Whitehead's Process and
Reality is valued as “one of the greatest books in modern philosophy” (DR
284-5) on the grounds that it develops empirical-ideal categories and
notions not subject to the idealist/empiricist divide, Whitehead's avoidance
of the repetition (or differentiation) of the Same directly relates to
Deleuze's concept of difference (itself). When Whitehead in Deleuze's
Preface to the American edition of Dialogues appears as the inspiration for
Deleuze’'s empiricist-pluralist outlook, this shared anti-rationalism that
claims that “abstraction does not explain but must be explained” initiates
“search ... not for an eternal or universal, but for the conditions under
which something new is created (creativeness)” (TRM 304) that directly
instigates Deleuze's concept of multiplicity. When in his discussion of
Leibniz and Spinoza Deleuze links his own “transcendental empiricism”
with Whitehead (in much the same way as Whitehead) to Kant, he claims
Whitehead's (and Bergson’'s) quest for the conditions of the possibility of
novelty his very achievement (cf. TF 81). When in What is Philosophy?
Deleuze finds Spinoza's “ affects’ in Whitehead “prehension” (WP 154), it
is through this mediation that he reconstructs concepts from feelings and
feelings as events.

Instead of a space of coalition of Deleuze and Whitehead against the
presumed and often repeated death of metaphysics or philosophy proper—
which for Deleuze made Whitehead the last victim of the turn to language
with followers of Wittgenstein—the rivalry of Badiou with Deleuze
supposes such a death to be an illusion. Badiou is occupying the “same”
place as Deleuze by differentiating himself within the same situation as an
event that is indiscernible, except in the regrouping of the “same”
generalities in which he would become the event of the situation, creating
itself from its place as true novelty. Badiou questions the poststructuralist
preferences of language over metaphysics (the generic), of interpretation
over against truth, of difference over the Same, as that which Deleuze,
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against his own grain of thought, had actually intended and negated at
once. Too much and too little, too late! Gilles Deleuze, the book, is a place
of ravaging Deleuze in his own preferences—a liberation from Badiou's
place; atheft from Deleuze's place; a repetition at least, a novelty at best.
Deleuze is not what it seems: on difference he stays within the realm of
the same; on multiplicity he stays in the realm of the One; on the event he
remains old-school precisely by invoking the “list of thinkers of the event
... (the Stoics, Leibniz, Whitehead...)” containing “only names that we
could just as well cite in reason of their opposition to every concept of the
event: the declared adversaries of the void, of the clinamen, of change, of
digunctive separation, of radical rupture, of the Idea” (RLP 173). In all of
his novelties—difference, multiplicity, novelty, and creativeness—
Deleuze (with his witnesses) remains bound, for Badiou, to the One, the
Same, the “relational production” of only secondary novelty (a repetition
of the past, the same, the one). Deleuze presupposes this “evil” of
philosophy that—as Zizek muses—presumes “that nothing at all is
possible, that we cannot really change anything, since we are basicaly
condemned to the world the way it is.”** This One remains “theological”
since theology, for Badiou, is the sanctification of the One. This
philosophy cannot think “the multiple without one”—as Badiou declares
in “Un, Multiple, Multiplicité§(s)”—and must fall back into a “mystique
naturell” (OMM 14). Badiou's counter-thought of multiplicity,
digunctively, only from itself, without any One, before it is counted as
one, leads him in Being and Event to mathematics, set theory, and its
philosophical elevation to the status of ontology.

Open questions, open spaces, rather—the reverse placements, no less:
inclusion and accusation become elevation and rebuttal. If Whitehead is
consciously seeking novelty, is his metaphysics, as some of his followers
(the so called “process philosophers’) might think, really a classica
metaphysics of meta-physical entities, as real as, even more rea than,
physical entities? Or does it exhibit a Kantian move, naming critical
“objects’ of conditions of possibility or virtuaity? Is, then, Whitehead's
“critique of pure feding” (PR 113) a transcendental conceptuality of the
event, of the very happening of novelty beyond and out of relationality
(prehension)? Is he pushing thought back from all abstractions, all
grounds as abstractions, al generdlities, transforming necessities of the
“eternal” (eternal objects) into instigations of the finite, the becoming, the
growing together, the concrescence, of the actua happenings (actual
entities)? If Deleuze is conscioudy drawing his imagery from “the
figural”*? (poetry) instead from the formal (mathematics)—the grand
escape of Badiou from Heidegger (cf. BE 10)—can this “restriction” not
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also be seen as the opening of ancther, rather than a repetition of the same
place of thinking—a virtual instead of a possible place? Might Deleuze's
experimental, experiential, but non-phenomenological, cosmological
outlook, his “vitalism” of the kind that is non-biological (which appalled
Badiou), not really become an alternative, saving the virtual event of the
chaosmos in counter-rebuttal of all possible worlds that Badiou is refusing
Deleuze by imagining ontology as mathematical set theory and category
theory asitslogic of many worlds—Logiques des mondes?

And in between: the undeclared inheritance and rivalry, elevation and
rebuttal, or maybe even more, the virulent (not to say virtual) co-spatiality
of Whitehead and Badiou. Where to begin? In what place? How do we
place Whitehead’s formalization of mathematics in logical symbolisms
(with Whitehead's connotation to language and interpretation) in Principia
Mathematica in relation to Badiou's other formalization of set theory in
the Zermelo-Fraenklin system (without interpretation and before any
language) as employed by Being and Event? How, in light of Whitehead's
later work, does mathematics and logic relate, given Badiou's reversal of
mathematical logics as local topology of mathematics? How do we
understand Whitehead's deep mistrust of logics and mathematics in
Process and Reality as a means of formulating axioms for ontology (and
philosophy per se) that are of any general worth? How do we value
Badiou's and Whitehead's striving for “the general” (generalities or the
generic) in a way that formulates a logic of “al possible worlds’ in
Badiou's Logiques des mondes contrary to their restriction in, and
differentiation from, philosophy in Whitehead's Adventures of Ideas,
where they are only serving as rules of consistency of ever new
generalities in a virtualy novel (cf. Al 235)? How does Whitehead's
basically inconsistent (ever digunctive), creative universe account for
mathematics that, as Whitehead declares in his last article “Mathematics
and the Good,” emphasizes the patterns of actuality “in abstraction from
the particulars which are patterned” (MG 680%%)? On which grounds and in
what place can we evaluate Whitehead's preference for mereo-topology in
his understanding of scalar and vector theory in Part IV of Process and
Reality over against set-theory, and on the grounds of whose “Platonism”
of multiplicity: Badiou's mathematical ontology of pure multiplicity and
the void or Whitehead's of regionalization of mathematics as pattern of
virtual extensionality of the Platonic khora?**

In the complacement of the three, the lines of division between them
and the subtraction of the others from the purity of the one that occupies
the place of philosophy become less clear. Maybe Deleuze is, as Badiou
says or as he exists in Badiou's memory, the philosopher of the One,
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“reflexive, negative, analogical and transcendent” (DCB 116), thereby
following Descartes clarity, Hegel’s negation, theological analogy, and
idealistic (Platonic) generality? Maybe Deleuze is a mystic—especialy in
hislast piece “Immanence: A Life” (IM 35-3)—since he cannot escape the
imaginary of the mystics of medieval thought (Nicolas of Cusa, Meister
Eckhart) whom he studied and held high as invoking “zones of
immanence” in the all-occupation of the One—as, for instance, in Two
Regimes of Madness (cf. TRM 261-5) and What is Philosophy? (cf. WP
44-9). Maybe the “death of God” that both Deleuze and Badiou subscribe
to is not what disconnects them from one another through the accusation
that Deleuze is not firm in his destruction of the One while Badiou is the
messiah of nihilism of the void of digunctive, inconsistent multiplicity?
Maybe it connects them both with Whitehead in unexpected ways as
Whitehead was making virtually the same claim as Badiou, but precisely
against Descartes’ clarity: that not only the One is what has to be attacked
within the whole philosophical tradition, but that it was identified with the
divine, generating a theology of the One?™ Maybe it is a question of
Simmung—in the sense of Heldegger—that in the face of nothingness we
react differently in either identifying or dismissing the divine with the one
when we identify or dismiss the one as ultimate—leaving us with
(Epicurus’) void, (Plato’s) khora, or (Spinoza's) all-chaos? It al might be
a question of the status of subjectivity—on what basis it is objective as
event, as actua entity, as decision, as innovation, as creation—aways
hovering over nothingness that defines it as a ruse of the void, khora, or
chaos.

What to make of the adoption or accusation of “poststructuralism” if
Deleuze's philosophy is cosmology—as is Whitehead's—and as is
Badiou's “logics of (al) worlds’ (and why is it not still in the tradition of
Hegel's Science of Logic)? What to make of Whitehead's striving for
ultimate generalities in which only the event is ultimate, but omnipresent
and housing all generic abstractions, over against Badiou's “rationalism”
in which the generic is indiscernible in any situation except for the event
that cannot be caught in it, but is its own creation—in this situation being
a God-like creation ex nihilo (Badiou's “creationism”)? And what to make
of Whitehead's more time-like events (“epochaly” distributing an
irreversibility of time) over against Deleuze’'s more space-like events as
emplacing a “plane of consistency” through which they nomadically
move, while Whitehead's events (actual entities) are immovable because
they are nothing but becoming and perishing? And how does this
continuum of cosmological events relate to Badiou’s rare philosophical,
human, events in love, science, art, and politics—as revolution, passion,
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invention, and creation? How about the concept of truth beyond
interpretation (as being) in Badiou over interpretation without truth (as
being) in Deleuze and interpretation tolerating truth as a means of
intensity (in becoming) in Whitehead? And, finally (for now, without any
claim of completeness), how do we account—in the mutual encounter in
the space of the three—unequivocally for their stance toward language as
the place of philosophy: with Badiou being repelled by all-language and
negating mathematics as language; with Whitehead, on the other hand,
being a mathematician his whole professiona life, thinking of
mathematics (and its formalization) as language (although on a more
general level as languages); and with Deleuze constructing philosophy as
the event of conceptualization—Dby, at the same time, being in the “same’
place of exclusion from the linguistic turn and not being identified with
Derrida s signification?

Another complication arises. al of these named placings are political
(if not in nature so by relevance)—and in al three cases improperly so.
What are we to think of Badiou's Maoist inclinations, his refutation of
liberal democracy, and his revolutionary outlook of society that
philosophy is not but facilitates? What do we make of the fact that
Deleuze never developed a political philosophy athough the political by
implication is what nomadism, becoming minor or minorities, becoming
uncountable (especialy in light of Badiou's counting-as-one) is all about?
What, by any measures, was Whitehead's politica theory, at least
implicitly, if we see this self-identified “Victorian” Englishman make the
ontological statement that the “pure conservative is fighting against the
essence of the universe” (Al 274)? Was the vivacity of Deleuze's and
Whitehead’s embodiedness of “society” and “multiplicity”—the organic
and the orgiastic—in cosmology hindering a distinct politics that Badiou’s
fidelity to the revolutionary event was cutting loose? Or must the political
become a cosmological event to avoid its pure creationism of
anthropocentric superiority? Thinking of the ecological imperative: is it
cosmological or political; is it ill-conceived (as an implication of
liberalism) and rather necessitated by a commitment to multiplicities?
Does Badiou avoid the tyranny of the event? Does Deleuze's “nomadic
war-machine” avoid anti-state terrorism? Does Whitehead's “organism”
avoid the misuse of fascist-infested “harmony” (that Nietzsche's “life”
was subjected to)? And do these dangers not enclose one another or circle
back in an “ecologica” reflux into the other ideologies anyway? How to
differentiate—and why should we differentiate—ideology from philosophy,
fanatism from thought, powers of manipulatory illusions from ideas?
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It isin this complex, improper place that at the Claremont Conference
and in this book—with the invitation of thinkers and practitioners of
thought who are their own places—that others intervene, stirring up the
emplaced place (as if it was not yet unsettled and unsettling enough).
Substreams of other philosophies appear, for instance, Hobbes, Nietzsche,
Bergson, Peirce, Heidegger, Derrida, Lacan, and Zizek, contaminating any
purity of the three (which was never pure to begin with); new themes burst
forth: stupefaction, triadic logic, mysticism, foreign “uses’ of the “event-
theories’ (if there is such a thing) within other fields: mourning, religion,
architecture, undermining any suspicion of a closed place that the three
would “represent”; unexpected conversions happen from all sides:
revolution, love, society despite al rivary and digunction. That such
improper placements are made will only harden the suspicion to any
fraction of followers that it was al “true” that they thought about the
others and that the presuppositions of “making place” for the superiority of
the one or the other or of pairs of these three was redlly and actually
warranted.

What makes this place, this emplacement, of the three thinkers even
more “improper” can, maybe, most improperly be said by a philosophical
witness who has nothing to do with any of these thinkers. A thinker, who
is convinced of the integrity of the philosophical space despite all turns
especially in poststructuralism, the linguistic turn, and the relativism of
cultural studies. Maybe the place of the three is in the very situation of a
place that Arthur C. Danto names the space of philosophy proper with its
questions of the one and many, the real and the ideal, the concrete and the
abstract, of truth and illuson? In his modulation of the place of
philosophy, nothing is divided, but everything is in any philosophy
different to such an extent that virtually the cosmosis newly created in any
philosophy as a whole. In Connections to the World,'® Danto makes the
outrageous claim that the difference between philosophies is irrelevant
within the world, but also different from any difference within this world.
On the one hand, it constitutes a difference that is absolutely different
without any “relation” between any philosophies—because any philosophy
occupies the whole space of thought to connect to the world as a whole
(whatever that means besides that it cannot be part of itself or cannot be
“represented” in itself). On the other hand, such absolute, irrelated, and
exclusive differences do not make any difference to the (physical) world in
which we live. These “differences of a different sort than those that divide
pairs of things that happen to resemble one another a great deal such as
identical twins’ (CW 8-9) are “the philosophical way of dividing up the
universe,” very differently—namely, “different in kind"—"from the way



