Philo-fiction and integrative objects

Seminar of The New Center of Research and Practice, September — October 2016

Anne- Frangoise Schmid

annefschmid@gmail.com
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Introduction: Q & A session

The major principle: non-exclusion between philosophies

Construction of philo-fiction nor with critic nor with correction, but with the posture of non-
exclusion. Normally, the rise of a new philosophy is based on critics and on the recognition that the

world is worse (see Badiou in his book on Lacan: Lacan has chance to be dead, because the world is

worst now...)

Condition of possibility: a generic space for the multiplicity of right of philosophies

Course N° 1: Background and the current situation in philosopy

First part: background on philosophy: the inseparability of philosophies, the balance between

invention and harmonization

Text: the obligation for the philosopher and the epistemologist



Second part: The changes in philosophy and for philosophy. The necessity of generic space

Text: The change in philosophy, Tlibingen

Course n° 2: integrative object

First part:

What is a integrative object? Wat is a contemporaneous object? The numerous dimensions of

objects, they are seeing by hypothesis (experimental texts)

Text: On contemporary objects

Second part: the transformation of interdisciplinarity with integrative objects, and return to

philosophy and fiction

Text: Of the collective who comes to idea

Course n° 3: philo-fiction

First part: Importance of a point of exteriority and of architectonic of philosophy to write fiction:



Text: two examples: The philosopher that do not talk

Something red in philosophy

Second part: collective exercise. First preparation of a common text to decipher philosophies as

integrative objects and create fictions

The importance of counterpoint: art of superpositions of different voices

Course n° 4: future in philosophy

First part:
Essay to introduce the future in philosophy and in epistemology

Text: Imagining the future epistemology

Second part: discussion to realize the common text with fictions make the distinction between

invention and fiction.

Course n° 1, september 28th

First part of the course: background

Proposed text: what make the obligation of the philosopher and of the epistemologist: the silence of
the two: we have science by the intermediary of disciplines, the philosophy by the intermediary of

particular philosophies (“hen panta”, in greek language)



To hear silences

Silence, counterpoint and color

Background in philosophy

1) In philosophy: the impossibility to choose between two philosophies was the fundamental
experience, between Descartes and Leibniz

2) Admiration for the two philosophies, the groundbreaking, the inventor of the eternal truth
creation and the philosophies diplomate

3) Descartes invent a new philosophy with a method, for Leibniz this method wasn’t serious, a
baby’s rattle he said. The problem was for him the harmony between philosophies: the truth
was given, even for God. Two posture very different. Invention of the philosophy versus take
care of all philosophies.

4) This difference between invention and equilibration for me is either radically different, either
the same

5) Invention only have not the guaranty that we are in philosophy, so the fiction of the tree, the
roots are metaphysics, the trunk philosophy and the branches the particular disciplines
(physics, medicine and so one). The link between them is generosity, the pass to one concept
to another one is possible by the generosity, because the time is discrete, and doesn’t form a
continuum (creation of the eternal truth). Descartes system is a generous one.

6) Equilibration between philosophies manifests the multiplicity of philosophies as explicit. We
don’t work into a philosophy, but in philosophy with other philosophies. The link between
them was harmony. This harmony is complex one, because the principle of continuity and
the idea of the better world are finally almost the same. Henri Poincaré explains harmony by
Leibniz in the Emile Boutroux edition of the Monadology, saying that by him it was not the
movement who whose is conserved, but the square of movement. If we take the square
root, we have either n either -n. This is a compensation of movements. So harmony. If the
order of reasons is infinite, so can we formulate hypothesis. Leibniz introduce hypothesis in
philosophy.

7) Invention and equilibration can be guided together, because the philosophies are nor more
for us totalities. If we have not equilibrium, we don’t know if our writings are philosophical,
insanities or dreams.

8) We have no more criterion of choice in philosophy, if not subjectivity, sentimentalism,
stubbornness of the empirical. These criterions are perhaps exciting, but they are not
universally valid for all philosophies.

9) So: it was necessary to manifest and to explain the multiplicity of philosophies, and the
changes in the writings of philosophies taking into account the multiplicity, not of one or
other philosophies, but of all philosophies, as a generic point of view.

Counterpoint is the art of superposition of several voices. With the decomposition of the
philosophies into its ingredients, we can practice counterpoint in and with philosophies. | can

superpose Leibniz and Descartes core of thinking to invent and harmonize in and with philosophies. It



is the same between Plato and Aristoteles: one writes dialogues, the other a rhetoric (Aristoteles too

wrote dialogues, but they are lost, as the acroamatic teaching of Plato). Coherence is guaranteed by

a point of exteriority. Plato invents the Idea, and Aristoteles the machinery.

Background in epistemology:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)
8)

9)

The astonishment when | saw that very good scientific students didn’t understand the
concepts of classical epistemology. It was a mystery

So, | went in laboratories, and the contrast was very great. The epistemology is theory-
centered, and the work in laboratories model-centered. Wat is model in classical
epistemology: a mediator, between theory and experience, between theory and
instruments, condition of application of theory, etc.... This interpretation of model is no more
adapted to the current scientific practice. It was a good rest of centered-theory
epistemology.

So, | see models as occasion to extend epistemology. An epistemology who is no more
supported on an history of given cases in history of science, but we invent an epistemology
who becomes a common sense between philosophies and sciences (not only by models)

So it was necessary to explicit the main hypothesis of classical epistemology. In priority that
epistemology’s concepts have to recover the scientific one’s. This hypothesis seems natural,
but it is a partial illusion. This illusion is consolidated by the idea that there are explicitly a lot
of scientific theories, but implicitly one philosophy of science, as a generalization of sciences.
So the philosophy of science has for object the sciences or their history, as the generality has
concrete objects.

So, it was necessary to change the scale: the epistemology doesn’t have the sciences for
objects, but operators and state of sciences, or better, extension of sciences. These
operators were explained by our common work with Muriel Mambrini-Doudet: fiction
(extension), future (cut), virtual (change of scale).

How can we build a device to apprehend the current sciences, not only past sciences? Muriel
was a president of a great research center of agronomy. It is necessary for this topic to
render their autonomy of the ingredients of sciences: model is not an intermediary (even if
some times it is) between theory and observation, between theory and application,
hypothesis is not an intermediary between empirical law and an abandoned idea, etc. All
these ingredients have autonomy, are not in the reds of the contrasts between theory and
experience.

Counterpoint: the interdisciplinary regime of sciences:

Superposition of fragments of sciences, the possibility of sciences made on interdisciplinary
found (for sample synthesis biology)

So the analysis of fluxes of knowledge. Experimental science are no more sciences with
mathematical device, this interpretation is too simple and fixes the relations between
different disciplines. But they are fluxes between autonomous fragments of sciences.

10) So, how to guaranty the democracy of disciplines in the scientific practice? Method: it is no

more a discipline mother. The GMO are no more the product of molecular biology. Molecular
biology is one among a lot of them, chosen with the help of GMO scientific and social
impacts.



Second part of course: the current situation:

How to write in philosophy when philosophy is multiple and not closed?

1) To extend the ingredients of philosophy: autonomy of principles, of empirical constructs,
philosophies as concrete materials

2) What are new formulations in philosophies? Is it a new style with new philosophies (sample:
aphorism by Nietzsche, lines and nomadism by Deleuze, corners by Derrida, serpentine line
by Ravaisson and Laruelle, etc...)? How to recognize this phenomenon, if it exists?

3) Tointroduce a point of exteriority

4) From multiplicity to collective (Of collective who comes to idea, as God for Levinas)

To introduce the colors in philosophy
How to extend epistemology for future sciences?
Generic epistemology, procedures: A new possibility of conterpoint

Generic, hypothesis, Poincaré’s criterion, integrative object, collective intimacy, operators, matrix
(the dimensions are transformed into variables) to harmonize postures as relations to knowledge and

style, as trajectories between isles of knowledge, superpositions of knowledge.

It is not the same list as in classical epistemology!

1) The decomposition of the philosophy allows to reinterpret and to re-orientate
its ingredients
Principles become hypotheses.

The principles returned to their autonomy become hypotheses. It is not the same. Principles are to
be applied to a specific region of the empirical world, they determine the boundaries of their
application. Hypotheses are transverse, they can separate and to unit in the same time different
principles. There are more interdisciplinary, they aren’t universal nor strictly local, they act in an

intermediary field.

With hypothesis, philosophies can be modelling. It is also possible to superpose different organizing

concepts of the individual philosophies. So, we can superpose the discrete time as in Descartes, and
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the continuous time of the harmonies. So, the approach of time will be acted as the articulation of
different concepts of time, continuous, discrete, computing, quantic, of living being, time of geology,
etc. Idem for the space. It is not only one special space, “sensible”, Euclidean or non-Euclidean, but
the articulation of several spaces. The pass between two type of spaces is made by decomposition
relatively to a language to formalize the space, so sensible space id decomposed to be compatible
with theory of groups, as Poincaré explained in On Foundations of Geometry (in: The Monist, 9 (1898-

1899), P. 1-43, translated in French, 1921).

These articulations of principles transformed into hypothesis form no a general idea, but a common

who permit a transverse pass between the different philosophies.

The empirical becomes complex

The empirical is the correlate of the principles of a philosophy.

After decomposition, the empirical is always a series of different empirical states. If a particular
philosophy rises, she critics the empirical of precedent philosophies and establishes her proper one.
So the empirical world is always complex. It is an obstacle and it is in the same time on what the
philosopher rests. This is the complication of empirical. Ben Woodard says of the stubbornness of the
empirical. It is impossible to escape from the empirical, it is always there somehow or other, as

prerequisite, as outcome and as obstacle, and the three in the same time.

So to explain empirical, one philosophy in isolation to her alone is not enough, it is necessary to have

a multiplicity of philosophies.

Empirical world isn’t equivalent to real world. Empirical worlds are interpretations of philosophies.

Without real world, there is no possibility for philosophies and their interpretations. The real is



indifferent to the philosophical interpretations, it is the radical point of exteriority. Without the real,

it is no possible to construct points of exteriority concerned by the philosophies.

The transcendental becomes multiple

It is the link between the principles and the empirical. It is the guaranty of the unity of a philosophy

understand as isolation.

With the multiplicity of philosophies, transcendental becomes variable and multiples, it constructs
trajectories and relations between heterogeneous elements. Trajectories are as model. The
important point is to show that there is almost one trajectory, but it is not necessary to extract one

particular (Cf Poincaré on models).

With this approach, it is possible to model philosophy as a two/three steps asymmetric
process. The multiplicity of philosophies associates different asymmetric processes. They form
partial unknown common.

The asymmetry could be explained with style.

2) What are new formulations in philosophies?
Can we identify new formulations in rising philosophies?

They are the combinatory artefact of an understanding a state of discourse of philosophy as
reflecting as the mirror of the “reality”, over the empirical world. In the classical philosophies, they
impact an “order of reasons” that does be a good mirror of the external world. The style is
determined by the manner we think: is the empirical world is internal or external to philosophy? This

is the question.

So to see the style of a philosophy, we need a point of exteriority. It is possible to take an element of

a philosophy, for sample, the politics by Plato, the mechanics by Kant, the human sciences for



Derrida, etc, to turn it in a point of exteriority for each philosophy, as Laruelle made with quantum.
So the posture is the relation of this philosophy to the point of exteriority, and the style the

trajectories between philosophy and the point of exteriority, trajectories in a common as X.

If we take philosophy and exteriority as contraries, each philosophy contrasts them differently. So
Nietzsche invent the aphorism as the synthesis between contraries. We can insist on the relations or
on the terms. There are philosophers who immerge the terms into relations, as Deleuze or Gilbert
Simondon, who is the philosopher of the technical world as milieu or medium. The style consists to
extend the relations and to organize meetings between these relations. In a contrasted way, Russell
gives equal importance and autonomy to the relations and to the terms. This conduct to a style were

clarity is the more important value.

If we deconstruct philosophy, it is possible to superpose the two methods in a no-classical way for
the understanding of empirical stubbornness. The empirical world would be explained alternatively
by the two methods. Medium (we are in the world) and clarity (the world is objectively given)

together would be a new unknown style in philosophy.

But for this, it is necessary to render to all ingredients of philosophy their autonomy, and to suspend

the given relations between them.

3) How to introduce points of exteriority
Think together multiplicity of right of philosophes and a generic space for them. So the pass between

a philosophy to another can be made by decompositions of philosophical propositions as a manner

that decomposed propositions can be compatible with other philosophies.

This is not a transformation of one philosophy to another one, who cannot take in consideration the
multiplicity of right, only particular series of philosophies (for example Spinoza, Nietzsche, Bergson,

Deleuze, or Aristoteles, Saint Thomas, Spinoza, Russell and aspects of analytical philosophy).



These series can be a point of exteriority of a rising philosophy — so it is a new philosophy.

But with a generic space, these series are particular, not radical to explain philosophy, and the point

of exteriority would be a condition for a theory of philosophy, not for a new one.

4) From the multiplicity to the collective

Who is the philosopher in this multiplicity? It is an extended individual, a person and a character in
philosophic theater. But he can be too the intensive subject of philosophical creation, who
transforms the sets of trajectories as method. It seems impossible to separate these two subjects,
these correlations between character and subject are an element of philosophical regime of creation,

intern and extern to the discourse.

A creator of philosophy is linked with other creators, in another way that in literature.

5) Real world versus empirical world

Real world escapes and no escapes to the empirical world, it forms the same difference between

philosophical invention and philosophical fictions.

The proposed text: how to change philosophy?

And discussion

Collective step 1

Create a common, a “collective intimacy” of the group, in writing together exquisite philosophical
fiction. A possible point of exteriority would be, for example: the lost philosophy. Or: the sever

philosophy, or the cheerful philosophy, etc.
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Example of fiction (October 1th) The sadness of the severe philosophy

A severe philosophy would no longer use metaphors, because she believed that metaphors and the
ornaments of discourse were a bad transformation for philosophy. Philosophy could no longer be a
good mirror of reality. It had to become a very clear order of reason. So she dreamed about a
philosophy without artifacts.

But enter a human. He sees and hears the philosophy, but does not understand her. Her language
was one of a stranger or a god, where the levels of discourse were no longer distinguishable. He said
to the philosophy: use a language as mime, with metaphors! As painting, as music! Philosophy tried
to answer. But her answer was no more just speech, - to say is to do was one of her principles -, but
another action, the digging of a cave, along the lines of Plato. The words used in philosophy turn into
reflections, and they are separate from the Ideas carried by the words.

Philosophy become very sad, she could not continue to be severe, the reflections have colors! Not
only the black, as the schellingian cows in Hegel’s phenomenology, but luminous flashes of diverse
colors, all words have a proper shade of the rainbow. So Plato was ordered: Put out the light!

Without the light, philosophy began to hear strange sounds, her words came to have life of their
own! They spoke back to her. They turned into obstacles against which she collided.

This collision decomposed philosophy. She understood, perhaps too late, that the words are only
ingredients of language. Metaphors do no irreparable damage at all. Was there still time for her to
extend her principles from an autonomy of severity to the complexity and stubbornness of the
empirical. We are always waiting for the human philosopher who would be willing to gather the
sparks of this severe philosophy to honor Plato’s cave.

Thanks to Péguy (“qu’on me parle d’une philosophie sévere”), to Plato, to Austin, to Hegel, to
Spinoza

Charles Péguy, Note sur M. Bergson et la philosophie bergsonienne, Cahiers
de la Quinzaine, avril 1914, pp. 82-83.

Exteriority point: human
Invention: the different forms and mutation of philosophical language (words into colors and sounds)

Fiction: digging a cave, decomposition of a philosophy to exteriorizing and enriching her ingredients,
relationships with generic space for philosophy (so the thanks are part of the fiction)
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Introduction

September 2016, 24th

Explanation of two principles

Principles:

Principle of generosity: condition of possibility of passage from one concept to another, from

a theory to another — see Descartes

Principle of non-exclusion: The rise of a philosophy almost always rests on the critic, correction
or amelioration of another. Here, our principle to give rise to philosophies is the non-exclusion

principle.

(cf. Jean-Louis Galay, Philosophie et invention textuelle. Essai sur la poétique d’un texte

kantien, Paris, Klincksieck, 1977 — see at the end, the signification of the « non”).

The combination of the two above principles have for conditions the recognition of the
multiplicity of right of the philosophies and the creation of a generic space for the

philosophies.

Course n° 1: background and changes in philosophies

September 2016 28th

First part of the course: background
Proposed text: what make the obligation of the philosopher and of the epistemologist: the
silence of the two: we have science by the intermediary of disciplines, the philosophy by the

intermediary of particular philosophies (“hen panta”, in greek language)
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To hear silences

Silence, counterpoint and color

Background in philosophy

10) In philosophy: the impossibility to choose between two philosophies was the
fundamental experience, between Descartes and Leibniz

11) Admiration for the two philosophies, the groundbreaking, the inventor of the eternal
truth creation and the philosophies diplomate

12) Descartes invent a new philosophy with a method, for Leibniz this method wasn’t
serious, a baby’s rattle he said. The problem was for him the harmony between
philosophies: the truth was given, even for God. Two posture very different. Invention
of the philosophy versus take care of all philosophies.

13) This difference between invention and equilibration for me is either radically different,
either the same

14) Invention only have not the guaranty that we are in philosophy, so the fiction of the
tree, the roots are metaphysics, the trunk philosophy and the branches the particular
disciplines (physics, medicine and so one). The link between them is generosity, the
pass to one concept to another one is possible by the generosity, because the time is
discrete, and doesn’t form a continuum (creation of the eternal truth). Descartes
system is a generous one.

15) Equilibration between philosophies manifests the multiplicity of philosophies as
explicit. We don’t work into a philosophy, but in philosophy with other philosophies.

The link between them was harmony. This harmony is complex one, because the
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principle of continuity and the idea of the better world are finally almost the same.
Henri Poincaré explains harmony by Leibniz in the Emile Boutroux edition of the
Monadology, saying that by him it was not the movement who whose is conserved,
but the square of movement. If we take the square root, we have either n either -n.
This is a compensation of movements. So harmony. If the order of reasons is infinite,
so can we formulate hypothesis. Leibniz introduce hypothesis in philosophy.

16) Invention and equilibration can be guided together, because the philosophies are nor
more for us totalities. If we have not equilibrium, we don’t know if our writings are
philosophical, insanities or dreams.

17) We have no more criterion of choice in philosophy, if not subjectivity, sentimentalism,
stubbornness of the empirical. These criterions are perhaps exciting, but they are not
universally valid for all philosophies.

18) So: it was necessary to manifest and to explain the multiplicity of philosophies, and the
changes in the writings of philosophies taking into account the multiplicity, not of one

or other philosophies, but of all philosophies, as a generic point of view.

Counterpoint is the art of superposition of several voices. With the decomposition of the
philosophies into its ingredients, we can practice counterpoint in and with philosophies. | can
superpose Leibniz and Descartes core of thinking to invent and harmonize in and with
philosophies. It is the same between Plato and Aristoteles: one writes dialogues, the other a
rhetoric (Aristoteles too wrote dialogues, but they are lost, as the acroamatic teaching of
Plato). Coherence is guaranteed by a point of exteriority. Plato invents the Idea, and

Aristoteles the machinery.
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Background in epistemology:

11) The astonishment when | saw that very good scientific students didn’t understand the
concepts of classical epistemology. It was a mystery

12) So, | went in laboratories, and the contrast was very great. The epistemology is theory-
centered, and the work in laboratories model-centered. Wat is model in classical
epistemology: a mediator, between theory and experience, between theory and
instruments, condition of application of theory, etc.... This interpretation of model is
no more adapted to the current scientific practice. It was a good rest of centered-
theory epistemology.

13) So, | see models as occasion to extend epistemology. An epistemology who is no more
supported on an history of given cases in history of science, but we invent an
epistemology who becomes a common sense between philosophies and sciences (not
only by models)

14) So it was necessary to explicit the main hypothesis of classical epistemology. In priority
that epistemology’s concepts have to recover the scientific one’s. This hypothesis
seems natural, but it is a partial illusion. This illusion is consolidated by the idea that
there are explicitly a lot of scientific theories, but implicitly one philosophy of science,
as a generalization of sciences. So the philosophy of science has for object the sciences
or their history, as the generality has concrete objects.

15) So, it was necessary to change the scale: the epistemology doesn’t have the sciences
for objects, but operators and state of sciences, or better, extension of sciences. These
operators were explained by our common work with Muriel Mambrini-Doudet: fiction

(extension), future (cut), virtual (change of scale).
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16) How can we build a device to apprehend the current sciences, not only past sciences?
Muriel was a president of a great research center of agronomy. It is necessary for this
topic to render their autonomy of the ingredients of sciences: model is not an
intermediary (even if some times it is) between theory and observation, between
theory and application, hypothesis is not an intermediary between empirical law and
an abandoned idea, etc. All these ingredients have autonomy, are not in the reds of
the contrasts between theory and experience.

17) Counterpoint: the interdisciplinary regime of sciences:

18) Superposition of fragments of sciences, the possibility of sciences made on
interdisciplinary found (for sample synthesis biology)

19) So the analysis of fluxes of knowledge. Experimental science are no more sciences with
mathematical device, this interpretation is too simple and fixes the relations between
different disciplines. But they are fluxes between autonomous fragments of sciences.

20) So, how to guaranty the democracy of disciplines in the scientific practice? Method: it
is no more a discipline mother. The GMO are no more the product of molecular
biology. Molecular biology is one among a lot of them, chosen with the help of GMO

scientific and social impacts.
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Second part of course: the current situation:

How to write in philosophy when philosophy is multiple and not closed?

5) To extend the ingredients of philosophy: autonomy of principles, of empirical
constructs, philosophies as concrete materials

6) What are new formulations in philosophies? Is it a new style with new philosophies
(sample: aphorism by Nietzsche, lines and nomadism by Deleuze, corners by Derrida,
serpentine line by Ravaisson and Laruelle, etc...)? How to recognize this phenomenon,
if it exists?

7) Tointroduce a point of exteriority

8) From multiplicity to collective (Of collective who comes to idea, as God for Levinas)

To introduce the colors in philosophy

How to extend epistemology for future sciences?

Generic epistemology, procedures: A new possibility of conterpoint

Generic, hypothesis, Poincaré’s criterion, integrative object, collective intimacy, operators,
matrix (the dimensions are transformed into variables) to harmonize postures as relations to

knowledge and style, as trajsetcries between isles of knowledge, superpositions of knowledge.

It is not the same list as in classical epistemology!

6) The decomposition of the philosophy allows to reinterpret and to re-orientate its
ingredients

Principles become hypotheses.

17



The principles returned to their autonomy become hypotheses. It is not the same. Principles
are to be applied to a specific region of the empirical world, they determine the boundaries
of their application. Hypotheses are transverse, they can separate and to unit in the same time
different principles. There are more interdisciplinary, they aren’t universal nor strictly local,

they act in an intermediary field.

With hypothesis, philosophies can be modelling. It is also possible to superpose different
organizing concepts of the individual philosophies. So, we can superpose the discrete time as
in Descartes, and the continuous time of the harmonies. So, the approach of time will be acted
as the articulation of different concepts of time, continuous, discrete, computing, quantic, of
living being, time of geology, etc. Idem for the space. It is not only one special space,
“sensible”, Euclidean or non-Euclidean, but the articulation of several spaces. The pass
between two type of spaces is made by decomposition relatively to a language to formalize
the space, so sensible space id decomposed to be compatible with theory of groups, as
Poincaré explained in On Foundations of Geometry (in: The Monist, 9 (1898-1899), P. 1-43,

translated in French, 1921).

These articulations of principles transformed into hypothesis form no a general idea, but a

common

who permit a transverse pass between the different philosophies.

The empirical

The empirical is the correlate of the principles of a philosophy.
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After decomposition, the empirical is always a series of different empirical states. If a
particular philosophy rises, she critics the empirical of precedent philosophies and establishes
her proper one. So the empirical world is always complex. It is an obstacle and it is in the same
time on what the philosopher rests. This is the complication of empirical. Ben Woodard says
of the stubbornness of the empirical. It is impossible to escape from the empirical, it is always
there somehow or other, as prerequisite, as outcome and as obstacle, and the three in the

same time.

So to explain empirical, one philosophy in isolation to her alone is not enough, it is necessary

to have a multiplicity of philosophies.

Empirical world isn’t equivalent to real world. Empirical worlds are interpretations of
philosophies. Without real world, there is no possibility for philosophies and their
interpretations. The real is indifferent to the philosophical interpretations, it is the radical
point of exteriority. Without the real, it is no possible to construct points of exteriority

concerned by the philosophies.

The transcendental
It is the link between the principles and the empirical. It is the guaranty of the unity of a

philosophy understand as isolation.

With the multiplicity of philosophies, transcendental becomes variable and multiples, it

constructs trajectories and relations between heterogeneous elements. Trajectories are as
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model. The important point is to show that there is almost one trajectory, but it is not

necessary to extract one particular (Cf Poincaré on models).

With this approach, it is possible to model philosophy as a two/three steps asymmetric process.
The multiplicity of philosophies associates different asymmetric processes. They form partial

unknown common.

The asymmetry could be explained with style.

7) What are new formulations in philosophies?

Can we identify new formulations in rising philosophies?

They are the combinatory artefact of an understanding a state of discourse of philosophy as
reflecting as the mirror of the “reality”, over the empirical world. In the classical philosophies,
they impact an “order of reasons” that does be a good mirror of the external world. The style
is determined by the manner we think: is the empirical world is internal or external to

philosophy? This is the question.

So to see the style of a philosophy, we need a point of exteriority. It is possible to take an
element of a philosophy, for sample, the politics by Plato, the mechanics by Kant, the human
sciences for Derrida, etc, to turn it in a point of exteriority for each philosophy, as Laruelle
made with quantum. So the posture is the relation of this philosophy to the point of
exteriority, and the style the trajectories between philosophy and the point of exteriority,
trajectories in a common as X.
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If we take philosophy and exteriority as contraries, each philosophy contrasts them
differently. So Nietzsche invent the aphorism as the synthesis between contraries. We can
insist on the relations or on the terms. There are philosophers who immerge the terms into
relations, as Deleuze or Gilbert Simondon, who is the philosopher of the technical world as
milieu or medium. The style consists to extend the relations and to organize meetings
between these relations. In a contrasted way, Russell gives equal importance and autonomy
to the relations and to the terms. This conduct to a style were clarity is the more important

value.

If we deconstruct philosophy, it is possible to superpose the two methods in a no-classical way
for the understanding of empirical stubbornness. The empirical world would be explained
alternatively by the two methods. Medium (we are in the world) and clarity (the world is

objectively given) together would be a new unknown style in philosophy.

But for this, it is necessary to render to all ingredients of philosophy their autonomy, and to

suspend the given relations between them.

8) How to introduce points of exteriority
Think together multiplicity of right of philosophes and a generic space for them. So the pass
between a philosophy to another can be made by decompositions of philosophical
propositions as a manner that decomposed propositions can be compatible with other

philosophies.

This is not a transformation of one philosophy to another one, who cannot take in

consideration the multiplicity of right, only particular series of philosophies (for example
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Spinoza, Nietzsche, Bergson, Deleuze, or Aristoteles, Saint Thomas, Spinoza, Russell and

aspects of analytical philosophy).

These series can be a point of exteriority of a rising philosophy — so it is a new philosophy.

But with a generic space, these series are particular, not radical to explain philosophy, and the

point of exteriority would be a condition for a theory of philosophy, not for a new one.

9) From the multiplicity to the collective

Who is the philosopher in this multiplicity? It is an extended individual, a person and a
character in philosophic theater. But he can be too the intensive subject of philosophical
creation, who transforms the sets of trajectories as method. It seems impossible to separate
these two subjects, these correlations between character and subject are an element of

philosophical regime of creation, intern and extern to the discourse.

A creator of philosophy is linked with other creators, in another way that in literature.

10) Real world versus empirical world

Real world escapes and no escapes to the empirical world, it forms the same difference

between philosophical invention and philosophical fictions.

The proposed text: how to change philosophy?

And discussion

Collective step 1
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Create a common, a “collective intimacy” of the group, in writing together exquisite
philosophical fiction. A possible point of exteriority would be, for example: the lost philosophy.

Or: the sever philosophy, or the cheerful philosophy, etc.

Example of fiction (October 2016 1th)

Example of fiction (October 1th) The sadness of the severe philosophy

Example of fiction (October 1th) The sadness of the severe philosophy

(English with the help of Ira Monarch, Carnegie Mellon University)

A severe philosophy would no longer use metaphors, because she believed that metaphors and the
ornaments of discourse were a bad transformation for philosophy. Philosophy could no longer be a
good mirror of reality. It had to become a very clear order of reason. So she dreamed about a

philosophy without artifacts.

But enter a human. He sees and hears the philosophy, but does not understand her. Her language
was one of a stranger or a god, where the levels of discourse were no longer distinguishable. He said
to the philosophy: use a language as mime, with metaphors! As painting, as music! Philosophy tried
to answer. But her answer was no more just speech, - to say is to do was one of her principles -, but
another action, the digging of a cave, along the lines of Plato. The words used in philosophy turn into

reflections, and they are separate from the Ideas carried by the words.
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Philosophy become very sad, she could not continue to be severe, the reflections have colors! Not
only the black, as the schellingian cows in Hegel’s phenomenology, but luminous flashes of diverse

colors, all words have a proper shade of the rainbow. So Plato was ordered: Put out the light!

Without the light, philosophy began to hear strange sounds, her words came to have life of their

own! They spoke back to her. They turned into obstacles against which she collided.

This collision decomposed philosophy. She understood, perhaps too late, that the words are only
ingredients of language. Metaphors do no irreparable damage at all. Was there still time for her to
extend her principles from an autonomy of severity to the complexity and stubbornness of the
empirical. We are always waiting for the human philosopher who would be willing to gather the

sparks of this severe philosophy to honor Plato’s cave.

Thanks to Péguy (“qu’on me parle d’'une philosophie sévere”), to Plato, to Austin, to Hegel, to

Spinoza

Charles Péguy, Note sur M. Bergson et la philosophie bergsonienne, Cahiers

de la Quinzaine, avril 1914, pp. 82-83.

Exteriority point: human

Invention: the different forms and mutation of philosophical language (words into colors and

sounds)

Fiction: digging a cave, decomposition of a philosophy to exteriorizing and enriching her
ingredients, relationships with generic space for philosophy (so the thanks are part of the

fiction)
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Course n° 2 : The integrative objects

October 2016 5th

Introduction

Remember the methodological requisite: The opinion forms a continuity with the
fundamental chosen facts or objects, the sharing supposes cuts and harmony in the
adaptations and take care of all the opinions, without depending from them, even than they

are contradictory.

Condition to apprehend integrative objects: “Collective intimacy”. When we work together, if
we share only what we know, nothing take place. It is also necessary to build and share what
we don’t know, the “state of non-Art” (Ecole des Mines de Paris, C-K Design Theory). So the
individuals are transformed by the experience. The collective intimacy provokes the trouble

and not the doubt.

“Intimate collective” was first a concept of ethno-psychiatry (Lucien Hounkpatin, Avner Perez,
Henny Wexler-Czitrom and al.). It is too the experience of the Ethical Committees: every
participant expresses himself on a problem on which his speciality is only very partially

relevant (see Marie-Geneviéve Pinsart, president of the bioethics committee in Belgium and
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philosopher). The question concern no more the opinions of the participants, but the mode

and the functioning of the sharing.

| transposed the “intimate collective” into “collective intimacy” in sciences and in philosophy,
when we take care of their multiplicity. The new objects of science are no more possibly
understood with one discipline and no more with a conjunction of disciplines, with a point of

convergence. So was born the idea of integrative object.

| transposed also the economical concept of “common” (Elinor Ostrom) to philosophies and

sciences.

Propose: During this course, we will create together collective intimacy writing philosophical
fictions. Its suppose an idea of the structure of the philosophy, and also the thought of small
pieces of philosophy, the philosophy in small pieces. Fictions are dynamical trajectories
between the idea of philosophy and fragments, that we can invent and extend. These pieces

of philosophies can be constructs with other media than discourse, as you like.

A fiction is a sort of a triangulation between the philosophies ¢,a ¢, ., and their supposed
relationships to the real, who precedes them. The philosophies ¢, can include fragments of

sciences, fragments of art, fragments of technology.
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First part: What is an integrative object? Wat is a contemporaneous object?

Generic epistemology is object oriented. Object is the point of exteriority to manifest the
ingredients of science and different knowledge. Without object, epistemology is limited to
theories. It is necessary to take in consideration the “stubbornness of the empirical” (Ben

Woodard) to extend epistemology of the fort of the theory.

Complex objects: suppose convergence of numerous disciplines

versus

Integrative objects: this convergence is no more possible

The convergence builds some coherence for the complex objects. We have to build another

coherence for objects without coherence by convergence of the disciplines.

The consequence is that there is no more definitive synthesis of these objects, we have to
invent some epistemological instrument to see it, the generic space. We suppose that objects
have numerous dimensions, which are disciplinary dimensions, so they are not manipulable.
These dimensions can be seen by hypothesis, and | propose the writing of experimental texts
to manifest these dimensions when we work on the Genetically Modified Fish (GMF). They
were very similar to fictions, the point of exteriority was the social and philosophical impact,
the invention, the formulation of new hypothesis, the structure was the generic

epistemological frame.

Just as the concept of ‘uncertainty’ has passed from the margins of science into its heart, that
of the non-synthesizable is beginning to afford a certain methodological access to created

objects (GMOs, the product of nanotechnology, of synthetic biology, etc.) and objects of study
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(obesity, depression) which involve numerous disciplines and which do not converge. We need
to invent scientific methods that will allow the construction of methods of invention within

this non-synthesis.

The numerous dimensions of objects, they are seeing by hypothesis (experimental texts).

So GMF is not a fish + a genetic manipulation!

But an “X” whose properties are distributed in an unexpected manner between the different

disciplines.

The difference between modern and contemporary art

To be distributed: the text of Robin Mackay in the Thyssen-Bornemisza Art contemporary on
Simon Starling, Sternberg Press, 2012, pp. 18-19, Re-prototypes, Triangulations and Road

Tests.

For Robin, the integrative object made the difference between modern art and contemporary

art.

Object of modern art can be “open” (Umberto Eco, Open Work), but they don’t be integrative.
Cf. The Madonna on the craters of the moon (on urbanomic.com). The Klavierstucke de
Stockhausen are open, the themes can be interpreted by the pianist in the order he likes, but

it is always Stockhausen who made the unity and the synthesis.
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Not philosophy of art, but art-philosophy, were art transform the regime of creation of
philosophy, philosophy as part of art, the modelling of philosophy with arts, music as model
for philosophy (Laruelle), superposition of the layers of a painting as a model for philosophy.
But in return, art is itself multi-disciplinary. During a discussion after a talk of Robin Mackay in
Paris, Ecole des Mines on April 26™ 2016, it was a conclusion from the presents artists.
Contemporary art is open and multi-disciplinary (sciences, philosophies, computer sciences,

artificial intelligence and so one).

Text: On contemporary objects

Second part: the transformation of interdisciplinarity with integrative objects, and return to

philosophy and fiction

To approach interdisciplinarity, lets expose the diverse methods to design an object.

The methods to design the objects
To understand more precisely the integrative objects, we propose to present the different

methods for designing objects (Ecole des Mines de Paris):

1) We take a given object in the known series, and we add to it a new property

EX: we choice a particular chair and we add more comfortability (topology)
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2) We build a space with the combinatory of two heterogeneous properties
Ex: we cross comfortability and lightness and create a space of possibilities, and we
choice one particular (combinatorial analysis)

3) The object is understood as an unknown, or an impossible object. To treat this, we
have to build two distinct space, one without property of being truth or false, without
logical properties, the space of the concepts, the other with logical properties, the
space of knowledge (C-K Theory of Design, Armand Hatchuel)

The object is an X. We imagine collectively a list of properties, and, by hypothesis, we
remove an important one. So, we have to convening new unexpected knowledge to

build the new object.

The first method is mono-disciplinary, the second more large, the third explicitly
interdisciplinary. For example, if we repair un metro with the first method, we use the method

specialized for metro. If we use the third method, we can use ways of aeronautic.

If we understand GMF with the first method, we go to a cognitive and ethical impasse. GMF is
so imagined as the product of molecular biology, and after the other disciplines come when
there is an impediment, and the ethics comes at the end as a social arrangement. This is a
manipulation of ethics. The design of multidimensional objects with the first method is the
condition for “Kampfplatz”, as Kant said, between the persons who give agreements to GMF
and who don’t. More than thirty years with the same arguments and the same rhetoric. A bad

repetition.
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The
meth
od of
“with
out”
The “classic objects” come undone: a cockpit is not any more limited by the hull af the plane,
the lake is not determined anymore by its edges, tires by the rubber, the mathematics by the
demonstrations, etc. These objects can be formed by the method of “without” to become

interdisciplinary.

Course n° 3 : Philo-fiction

October 2016 12th

Nota bene: fiction is often understood as a narrative and a removal and distance from the real.
In this sense, narrative is a fiction. Here, fiction is not defined by narrative nor removal. It is a
pass from one real to another with an external occasion. It can be narrative in the fiction, but

it is not the narrative who make the fiction.

Fiction is not only invention, a counterpoint of heterogeneous layers of philosophies. It is

invention with a point of exteriority, in a horizon where the structure of philosophy is explicit.

If we take in consideration the methodological principle at the beginning of course n° 2:

31



Methodological requisite: The opinion forms a continuity with the fundamental chosen facts
or objects. On the contrary, the sharing supposes cuts and harmony in the adaptations and

take care of all the opinions, without depending from them, even than they are contradictory.

The narrative builds a systems of continuities. Here, fiction jokes with continuities and cuts in
another level than make a narrative, because the structure has to be explicit. So, we decipher
the philosophies, as in course n° 1. And we propose trajectories between philosophies and a

point (radical or not) of exteriority.

Fiction is a frame larger than Design of objects (cf. course n° 2, on interdisciplinary regimes).
It is not only the link between concept, knowledge, purpose, but between philosophies,
sciences, design, arts, ethics and a non-standard purpose. They are in the same time
trajectories and the fragments of structures, streams and fluxes with the cuts in the structures.
Lines and terms, alternatively lines and terms (as in Bertrand Russell, relations and terms —
the principle of the exteriority of the terms), and terms immerged into the set of lines (as in

Gilles Deleuze and Gilbert Simondon).

Elements of history:

Poincaré and Russell use fictions in philosophy of sciences.

Poincaré: fictions are in use in the disciplines that are nor strictly speculative (as arithmetic),
nor strictly experimental (as experimental physics), in the disciplines were repetitions were
not sufficient, or were the experimental truth is not relevant. See: Science and hypothesis. So,
it is possible to have several geometries, Euclidean, non-Euclidean. He demonstrates that
there is a bijection between the continuous groups of the mathematician Sophus Lie, who are

infinite, and the geometries, so the number of geometries are too infinite, and Poincaré create
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one. But we have no empirical criterion to be able for distingue if we are in the Euclidean space
or not. We have no criterion to know if the distance between | and the sun is greater than the
distance between | and my desk. To write physics in the Euclidean language is just a

commodity not a necessity.

Fiction is here to show the multiplication of geometrical structures and a sort of relativity

between them — Poincaré wrote a theory of relativity the same year as Einstein.

For Poincaré repetition has no limits: 1+1+1+1.... Until infinity

Russell: fiction is relevant for numbers. If we understand numbers as existent as in the sky of

Plato, numerous contradictions are rising.

Fiction is here to avoid contradictions. It is not a first choice for Russell, he was preferring to

see the number in a platonic sky.

For Russell the repetition is more complex, and has a limitation: the principle of complete

induction is the definition of finite numbers.

The two solutions are very interesting, fiction for extension, and fiction for replace
universality. Fictions are in the multiplicity of intermediary fields, they are not universally nor

strictly local.
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In fictions, philosophies and sciences come always twice

As a discipline

As a fragment

The fiction is a link between the two, occasioned by a point of exteriority

For my fictions on Urbanomic, the point of exteriority were the lost films, the discipline,
philosophy, the fragments, the philosophers as | thank just after. The narrative is decomposed
between them. So cut is a characteristic very important of fiction, cut and extension, in the

same time.

In the fiction somewhat red in philosophy, the philosophy is represented by the theater
(Leibniz theater), the fragments are the characters, the point of exteriority is the color. With
the color, we have almost a art-philosophy. The text with the Urbanomic/Gwandju fictions is
as part an Essay to introduce colors in philosophy (see Kant’s Essay to introduce in philosophy
the concept of negative quantity- 1763). Philosophical counterpoint of colors. As sounds

perhaps? For Laruelle, music is a model for philosophy: numbers and fluxes.

Formalism of and for fiction

CxKunderK orOxK/K

Wy “under”:

1) To avoid philosophical reversibility (between concepts, between philosophies).

Reversibility is a philosophical device, by the methods of dialectic, topology. To have
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same theory of philosophy, it is necessary to suspend the reversibility, to have a
manner to isolate philosophies.

2) More important. If we work with fragments, fragments of sciences, fragments of
philosophies, we need some coherence between the super-positions. We can choice a
particular discipline to assure the coherence, a discipline who is use no for positive
results, but for partial unification. So, in O x K / K, the two K are not exactly the same.

3) | can have “psychosis” as O, psychoanalysis for x K, and for example thermodynamics
as /K (to understand affects as quantities).

4) So, the more exact formalism is:

5) Cxx P(K)/K"

Reset of the method of “without”: P(K) — 1
This method was developed independently in the same time in three fields or practices. To
enrich the concept, decompose it in several properties, and by hypothesis remove an

important one

1) In Anglo-Saxon Philosophy of mathematics. The mathematics without demonstrations,
music or dance
Mathematics without Foundations, Science whithout Numbers (Hartry Field, 1980),
Mathematics whithout Truth (Field, 1990), « Mathematics without Numbers »
(Geoffrey Hellman, 1989) « Structuralism without Structures » (Hellman, 1996).

« Truth whithout Facts » (Field), « Mathematics with no Objects »
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2) Toin Design: The tire without rubber: a tire designed for introduce new knowledge to
replace the properties of rubber. The chair without feet is a ribbon

See Armand Hatchuel, Benoit Weil, Pascal LeMasson

3) In non-philosophy or philosophy non-standard: Philosophy without transcendental,

non-standard philosophy

Without and fiction: Importance of the under-determination.

Typically, the philosophy is characterized with her over-determination. She is not simply art,
but she is dealing with art, she is not simply technology, but she is dealing with technology,
she is not simply ethics, but she ids dealing with ethics, etc. etc. So, if we cannot describe
directly philosophy, we can in an indirect manner by her over-determination. It is a system of

limitations and continuities.

Limitations comes naturally, it is the moral of knowledge and ethics.

With fiction, the problem is a different one. We can under-determine philosophy with arts,
ethics, technology, science, etc. We have so art-philosophy, arts for philosophy, the
transformation of philosophy by the arts, arts as models for philosophy, very multiple

solutions more subtle and delicate than philosophy of and return.

We have ethics for philosophy, technology for philosophy, etc. for a regime of creation in
philosophies. With this, we can construct points of exteriority, and take in relation with

philosophy as discipline and fragments of philosophies. We have the conditions of fiction.
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New approach of super-positions

Super-positions can characterize in intern manner the disciplines.

| develop an idea of layers of the ethics. (See: Epistémologie des frontieres, Epistemology of

boundaries — Paris, Pétra, 2013). To be worked separately and together:

- An abstracted and empty: the respect, for the recognition of the dignity, without
cultural denotations (they can provoke exclusion between the humans)

- Theoretical: The different values

- Conditions of application: The black boxes: invention of languages to exchange
between people

- Strategic: the different scenarios: present to becomes, it is continuity (in French:
avenir), or future to present, it is cut (in French: future).

- Device for evaluation (Ethical Matrix, ethics of the discussion)

The ethics is no more exclusively a consciousness for the individual and collective subject, but
a knowledge of the boundaries of knowledge. It is compatible with the idea of interdisciplinary

developed in course n° 2.

For philosophies:

The respect of the dignity of philosophy: principle of non-exclusion

The different concepts (as values)

The condition of application: the superposition of fragments of philosophies
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The strategy: no more philosophy of future, but a future to transform philosophy

Evaluation: a matrix developing concepts and values in abscissa and the diversity of

philosophies in ordinate axis. This gives an orientation to invent in philosophy

Truth, hypothesis, conjecture, objects, visibility in sciences

Communs et expansions | VétritTruthé Création d

Hypothese

Conjecture

Collective intimacy Shared in a Cut on the Continuity between The objec
device or a continuity, hypothesis and more ma
place modification of the  future by a subje

Virtual The objec
Change of Change of register Fusion between the synthetizal
level, variation in the same field future and the cloud
of grain of the of non-knowledge
concept of
truth

Intention Objective
Continue Broken continuity Virtual extended apparence
vision between by a  scientific continuity unity of th
objectivity and element
object

Trajectory Generic and Meeting with  Projection of a Dynamics
mobil truth another trajectory trajectory in the objects
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Local/generic Truth without Truth with fission Shooting truth

discipline and not truth with
immerged into  fusion
a common

Complement to the matrix
The matrix is a collaboration Muriel Mambrini-Doudet and AFS. It is a combinations of
concepts of classical epistemology with concepts of generic epistemology. They aren’t

exclusive (always the principle of non-exclusion, see the introduction of the course).

The matrix is not a picture in two dimensions. The dimensions are numerous, until to be a

sphere.

The combinations are numerous, no reversible, no commutative. When we combine collective
intimacy with truth, it is not the same when we combine truth with collective intimacy. So the
matrix is a device to invent and multiplies the intermediaries, and to develop interdisciplinary.
Scientists of different discipline can invent the content of the sections, and we can create so

a fiction between the disciplines.

We can combine the different answer of the representatives of disciplines in the same sections
and so describe indirectly science and not only disciplines (see course n)1 on the silence of
science in the talkative disciplines. We can superpose the answers and build an orientation

between classical epistemology and the generic one.
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This matrix can be used in several and numerous situations.

History of the matrix:

1) Nottingham University by the biologist Ben Mepham and collaborators, Kate Millar,
etc. It is often use in Europa when we act an experimentation on animals, to create
collective intimacy and transform the posture about the animal. In abscissa the values
(dignity, justice, equity, beneficence, ...), in ordered axis, the partners (researcher,
pharmacist, citizen, consumers, ethicists, ethologist (for representing the well-being of
the animals), etc.

More the values and the partners are numerous, more the orientations are visible.

2) In non-standard philosophy. Philosophy cannot understand completely by herself, so
we need some other knowledge. Laruelle choice was for quantic, because the change
of level. Quantic have not natural objects, but states and operators. After treating
philosophy (without authority) and treating quantic (on the main concepts), he build a

matrix under the quantic (nor more reversibility)

See the very new book of Anthony Paul Smith, Laruelle, Key Contemporary Thinkers, 2016:

On the 4% of the cover: “Francois Laruelle's non-philosophy or non-standard philosophy
represents a bold attempt to rethink how philosophy is practiced in relation to other domains
of knowledge. There is a growing interest in Laruelle's work in the English-speaking world, but
his work is often misunderstood as a wholesale critique of philosophy. In this book Anthony

Paul Smith dispels this misunderstanding and shows how Laruelle's critique of philosophy is

40



guided by the positive aim of understanding philosophy's structure so that it can be creatively
recast with other discourses and domains of human knowledge, from politics and ethics to
science and religion. This book provides a synthetic introduction to the whole of Laruelle's
work. It begins by discussing the major concepts and methods that have framed non-
philosophy for thirty years. Smith then goes on to show how those concepts and method enter
into traditional philosophical domains and disempower the authoritarian framework that
philosophy imposes upon them. Instead of offering a philosophy of politics or a philosophy of
science, Laruelle aims at fostering a democracy of thought where philosophy is thought
together and equal to the object of its inquiry. This book will be essential reading for students
and scholars interested in contemporary French philosophy, and anyone who wants to

discover more about one of its foremost practitioners”

3) Matrix was used by Muriel Mambrini-Doudet and me in generic epistemology.

4) After, we generalize this practices, with colleagues of Carnegie Mellon (Eswaran
Submaranian (engineering) and Ira Monarch (philosophy), and we form the “fictilis
ensemble”. We concourse in a fictional conference on fiction, and we give several talks
in Ecole des Mines de Paris, International colloquiums on Design). Collective intimacy
and shared memory are the fundamentals of our collaboration.

5) And with Paris Chrysos (Dr., specialist on gestion and management, vice president of
board of patents in Greece) and Elsa Berthet (Dr., ecologist, INRA and AgroParisTech,

before McGill University) we create matrix to understand structure of governance.

These three sets of working are not published yet. But they were in numerous conferences,

even in Russia.
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Links between matrix and fiction: fiction is an operator

Matrix gives materials for the fictions. We can have with matrix a lot of:

Cx x P(K)/K"

Fictions so can extend the knowledge, the trajectories, the intentions. Fiction becomes an

operator, and not a piece of narrative.

Course n°4: Essay to introduce in philosophy and in Epistemology the concept of Future

The future is in general introduced by a way of a particular topic: the future generations, the
preservation of the Earth, or with slow science or at the contrary accelerationnism. Is it
possible to create another approach for the future, without an over-determination? For this,

we have to develop some methodological considerations on models and scientific rigor.

Does future escape from the scientific rigor? Are the future generations just an ethical and
political program without philosophy? Are they in the same time ethical and scientific? Can

the future be reduced to scenarios?

For this, | have to explain first more precisely the role of opinions, because they are often

mixed with the scenarios of future, and can create problems if we don’t care.

Characteristics of opinions
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1)

Note on the opinions: remember the question on continuity in sciences. Continuities
have to be cut, in the articulations of disciplines. Opinions are formed by continuities

between facts and generalizations, almost always spontaneous, without cut.

2) The opinions are interesting - if not exciting -, but only collectively. The opinion of a

3)

4)

person has no importance in his isolation, it is just a point on a surface. Collective
opinions are important to see trends and tendencies. We have to treat these trends as
independent of the individual opinions — if we have rigor. Anyway, it is necessary to
keep a great prudence.

With the medias, we have to search new philosophical formulations to make clear that
a philosopher never gives his or her opinion (it is the same problem as in Ethical
committee, we see before, or see the fiction of the philosopher who did not talk). In
media, some philosopher takes a role of intellectual about current events, and use
philosophical concepts, in a purpose which is not a philosophical one, or which is not
a question of philosophical regime of creation.

Opinions are social vapors and perfumes and fragrances, we cannot live without the
trends of opinions. But we have to build the difference between science, philosophy,
and these sets of fragrances. To give our opinion or to share these trends, are not the
same. Facebook is a crucial experience for this. We perceive the mix, after we have to

analyze, with hypothesis.

Pass by the models and the question of representations

The question of model is a question of infinite discussions. Is it a true interpretation of a
theory, as in mathematical logic? Is it an abstraction from the real or from the stubbornness
of the empirical? Alain Badiou, in The Concept of Model (1969; and he repeat the same in reed.

Paris, Fayard, 2007) said it is only the first who is a model. So, ethnology, as which of Claude
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Levi-Strauss, with structure and models, is a pure ideology. It was terrible for biologists, as
Jean-Marie Legay, cf. L’Expérience et le modéle. Un discours sur la méthode, Paris, INRA, 1998,
who were modelling about the plants end the growth of the plants: no one general theory can
explain that, as Kant said (it would not be a Newton of a blade of grass), and it was necessary
to modeling with fragments of different disciplines, embryology, physiology, ecology,
mechanics, botanic, etc. Was biology a pure ideology? Althusser condemn the contradictions
produced by interdisciplinary, but his view, as that of Badiou, rests on a science reduced on
theories and not on models or other ingredients of science. The theories could be
contradictories, but the models? We talk in the precedent course on hyper-compatibility. In
the theories, they are right. But science is no more only theory and fact, she too model and
data, super-positions of fragments, whose coherence is given by an under-determinate

discipline.

Prejudged on models

1) Modelis a representation
The model is the device to remove contradictions, to conjugate different knowledge. To avoid
contradiction and rigor in science, it is a very important condition: to understand that models

are not representations.

Representation suppose a continuity from somewhat transformed into a fact and a
generalization, who permit a superposition of images. Models didn’t rest on continuities, as if
simulations reproduce continuities and representations. To make a model, choice parameters,
define relations between these parameters and take a relationship with device of observation

or measure. You can choice theoretical parameters or observational ones.
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Models are different from theories, they come in multiplicities. These multiplicities rests on
different hypothesis, sometimes contradictory on the same topic. It is normal with complex
and with integrative objects. If we have a model, we have an infinity of models. No one could
be a best approach of the reality: this prejudice is the source of false theories (for example,
we take a particular model and we form a prediction with a continuous generalization from
this one model, or from another set of given data. Models of the Earth are not representations

of the Earth (from geologist Jean Goguel, in: Encyclopedia Universalis, on Model).

See: Poincaré, preface of the course on Thermodynamics (1892): “ The general laws of
mechanics are independent from the mechanisms to whom they apply”. So we cannot have
scientific results if we generalize without cuts and without assure compatibility between
theories. We have only an opinion, not science. So we have to use with a great prudence
examples, who can be an occasion for generalization without understand differences between
opinions and science. Cut is linked with the problem of independence of the ingredients of

sciences. So, with rigor for the super-positions of fragments of sciences.

Why Poincaré talk about mechanical models in thermodynamics or theory of electricity — one
suffice, but without thinking it is the unique one, or the best, or the best proximity with real,

etc.? Because to have a model demonstrate the compatibility between the theories.

And see too the Richard Feynman’s course on Mechanics, he shows why the search of

mechanisms for gravitation leads to false theories (in French edition, tome 1, p. 98 — just after

the exposition of Newton’s laws of gravitation).

2) Model is a mediator
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Cf. Mary Morgan & Margaret Morrison, eds., Models as mediators, Cambridge UP, 1999. (The

introduction is very interesting).

Models are a long time described as mediators, between theory and experience, etc.
Mediators between contraries. It is a misunderstanding, because the concept of contraries is
philosophical, not scientific. Obviously, models function occasionally as mediators, but it is not
their fundamental characteristics. There is too some autonomy of the ingredients of science.

The structure of contraries it a projection of the philosophy on the sciences.

NB: Now in France we have a great literature on models: Franck Varenne, Amy Dahan-
Dalmenico, Marc Silberstein and & al., - AFS (from 1998 in The Age of epistemology, who is
now translated in English by Robin Mackay)

In English:

- "The Question of Common Sense in the Epistemology of Theories and the
Epistemology of Models", in Dariusz Lukasiewicz et Roget Pouivet (eds), Scientific
Knowledge and Common Knowledge: the big Divide ? Bydgoszcz, 2009, p. 97-116.

- With Denis PHAN et Franck VARENNE (2007), « Appendix 1 - Epistemology in a
Nutshell: Theory, Model, Simulation and Experiment », in : Agent-based Modelling
and Simulation in the Social and Human Sciences, D. Phan et F. Amblard (ed.),
GEMAS Studies in Social Analysis Series, Oxford, The Bardwell Press.

Scenarios are modeling but not representations
Scenarios are the more general device for present the future. They are not representation to
explain the future. As models, scenarios are not representations, they are some paradigms

which serve as symbols to understand the present world.

46



Future is often explained by a multiplicity of scenario. No one is more close than another one

of the future, as for models.

Is it possible to have a philosophy of scenarios? Perhaps it is close to possible worlds, a world
with a parameter and another where this parameter is changing, an example in analytical
philosophy is a world were kangaroos have a tail, a world where they have not, so they would

be head over heels. But these let escape the idea of future.

Is it possible to introduce the concept of future in the philosophy? What is philosophy to do
this? A sort of common sense very speculative. The speculation is not a narrative, but a
manner of internalization of heterogeneous objects with a logic of contradictories (the
primacy is put on the terms) and methods of distancing (the primacy is put on the relations).
Scenarios are not an object of philosophies, because these logics and methods would be
confused, and they would turn into something else, as science-fiction. It is more exact to say
that scenarios are models for particular philosophies. The consequence is that there are
scenarios of philosophies rather than philosophies of scenarios. There is future for philosophy,
but it is difficult to imagine the philosophy of future. Similarly, there is an ethics for philosophy

(future generations of philosophies), and not a philosophy of ethics, who is simply ethics.

Is the future in philosophy similar as in science-fiction?

Here, philosophy is very close to science fiction, who talks about the future. Science fiction is
too speculative, but as a narrative, where the heterogeneous objects are not always
internalized. The differences are in the links build between the heterogeneous elements. The
universe is a sort of generic space for the narrative of science-fictions. Science-fiction empties

the universe and the world, transforms it in heterogeneous points of exteriorities, adds
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characters and constructs narratives. In classical philosophies, universe is sharing into
philosophy, and becomes internalized. Fiction permits to externalize elements of a philosophy
in a generic space. Nevertheless, the philo-fiction is not exactly the same as the science-fiction.
We have to take care of the structure of philosophy and to the philosophical materials, who
cannot be completely transformed in points of exteriority, philosophy would be disappearing
as philosophy. Because the necessity of the tradition in all philosophy, some traits of

philosophies are given, even they are unknown.

Perhaps the philosophy cannot internalize the future without transform it as given indirectly

by scenarios and over-determinations.

Is it possible to treat the future in another way than over-determination?

Future is combined with scenarios, with risk, with prospective, with statistics, with the
uncertainty, etc., in the way of over-determination. They are important and useless. Can we

take the future differently?

Cf.in French, : Jean-Noél Missa et Laurence Perbal eds., Les Philosophes et le Futur, Paris, Vrin,

2012.

The conditions for its proposal, to take in care the followings:

1) We have to distinct future and time. Future is not simply a tense, but a mode too.
2) Establish the conditions to introduce future in philosophy
3) Future cannot be a commonplace, usual knowledge, as a set of true or false supposed

proposal, according to probability, on a given state.
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4) Future is not the same of becoming. Becoming rests on a continuity between present
and itself. Future introduces cut. There are “drops” of the future in the present, said
Laruelle.

5) We cannot escape from these characteristics: opacity, non-being, changing of genre
and level of knowledge, because we add an unknown.

6) We cannot escape to a future, and we desire a future in the same time.

7) The future is a kind of strange attractor

8) The future escapes the throw of the dice.

9) The future is as much in the source as in the outcomes

Hypothesis: there is an “ethical” method to treat the future, different from those

philosophical.

An Ethics of future for being without qualities, by the way of under-determination, as in

generic epistemology.

We can think about future with extensions with under-determinate discipline. It is an
extension without return, when the future X was given, it is not anymore reversibility between
future and the concepts which allow to describe it. The future is in emulsion: “futurality”, and
translations of disciplines. Theories of Design, philosophy non-standard and generic

epistemology.

What brings future to philosophy and epistemology:4

1) A practice who doesn’t depend of the past
2) Arelative autonomy of the ingredients
3) Strengthen the essential value of hypothesis

4) Ethics of future is no more linked with object, but with no-object
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Future is a limit for an epistemology oriented-object, but an open limit enabling the design of

new objects and new philosophies.

A matrix to imagine the future

Present, past and future are not immediately comparable, even by the idea of time. The time can be
considered as discrete (Descartes, computing with iterations), or can be considered as continuous
(Leibniz, common sense view of life and of ego), or can be explained with retentions and pro-tentions
as in phenomenology. Present is a state and a dynamical and open “hole” and a place for phantoms,
past is a middle platform for known events, future is a cut that drops in the present. Super-positions
are not predictable, they build chimeras. Chimera is the vision of future, who can enlighten the
present and the past. It is a dance or a music, with continuities and cuts, between phantoms, avatars

and chimeras.

Present (dynamic Past (middle platform) | Future (operator)
hole)

Philosophies Eternity and Philosophical tradition | Unknown counterpoint
multiplicity of as a unifying platform between unexpected
philosophies, without | for rising concepts and empirical
comparing nor inter- | philosophies/Possibility | stubbornness/protension
understanding/ of comparison concept | and retension in the
extension by concept tradition of philosophies

Sciences Interdisciplinary with | Disciplinary or New scientific unknown
modeling, simulation | specialized fields/ objects
and rigor without History of science and Hyper-integrative
disciplines/ technologies objects/

Human and social Invention of regimes of
sciences creation

Arts Integrative objects History of art Cuts between Opacity
and asymmetrical Archeology/ and light, space and
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openness without Subjective models of figures/ “non-art” (“non-
concepts/ re-appropriation of “ is an operator of
transfigurations of past extension)
ordinary life

Products Phantoms who Avatars, who can have | Chimeras with mix
create the current a new life, as between all fields
characters phantoms or chimeras

Multiplicity: When we introduce the future into philosophy, we change the known concepts as X, so

we have to use propositions of other philosophies to approach it.

Fiction: When we introduce new scientific objects in philosophy, we give a point of exteriority for
philosophy. It is a beginning of philo-fiction (the unity of a particular philosophy is no more

guaranteed by herself).

Invention: When we introduce non-art in philosophy, it is a beginning of invention (the philosophical

counterpoint is transformed)

A method to invent “new” with associations?

Itis possible to build from individual associations to an objectivity. It is a method to distinct
fragrances, explained at Ecole des Mines de Paris par Dominique Ropion, who is the
creator of Pure Poison (Dior). The art of creating finite continuities to build differences in
sensations. To each sensation, he writes a list as complete as possible, of associations with
the fragrance. The lists become more and more multiple and diverse. After several years

with this severe discipline, Ropion was able to make the distinction between 2’000
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fragrances. So the “great noose” can exchange by phone on fragrance to create a new one!
The chemistry does not be sufficient. Associations can cut the generality provoked by a

unique word.

So, another possibility of philo-fiction: create associations of concepts extracted from a
philosophy, repeat it with another, etc. Choice a point of exteriority, recombining the

associations thinking about the non-exclusion principle.

Matrix-philosophy_art_science

AFS philosophies Sciences arts

Invention How Philosophy arrives to | Science with Layers with Style of with,
us and transforms itself new concepts sense and sign/ | Continuities
into and new independence with creation,
another/Counterpoint of | methods/ of sense and invention et
infinity of concepts and independence of | signs and new super-
stubbornness of concepts and unexpected positions of
empirical, no reducible to | new layers layers
one another combinations,
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creation of the
object X
unknown
Fiction Philosophy without Science without | Sense without Style of
transcendental/ facts and data, sign/ “opera” without,
transforms the fiction new (=the fictive Creative cuts
into thinking of another interdisciplinary | totality of art) in continuities,
level and genre, quantum | rigor/ take care of style of future
possibility in philosophy Multiplication of | each singular
interpretations work without
with the help of | dependence of
models without | them in
dependence isolation
from a special
one
Point of Philosophies leave central | Create Assure the Integrative
exteriority places for the horizon, objectivity/Need | distinction styles
acceptation of the and respect the between Continuities
multiplicity of point of common world | and cuts
philosophies/Philosophies | exteriority and artefact together orin
search to internalize creation/art alternation
points of exteriority approaches and
goes away from
the points
Postures Invitation of all non- Exclusion of the Distinction Set of styles of
philosophical trends in non-scientific between work integrative
Ethics? philosophical thinking no | elements and that works in objects and
symmetrical with non- acceptation of all | real and lines of sharing
exclusion of philosophies | disciplinesin a common world
in a generic space democratic and the lame
mood work who
create an
esthetical
accord and
judgement
without
concept

So we have to drop future in our collective work, it is possible with collective intimacy!

Take care of your philosophy!
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