Truth and Utopia

Philip Goodchild
Spinoza . . . says that demonstrations are the “eyes of the mind.” He is
referring to the third eye, which enables one to see life beyond all false
appearances, passions, and deaths. . . . Spinoza . . .believed only in joy,
and in vision. . . . He wanted only to inspire, to waken, to reveal. The
purpose of demonstration functioning as the third eye is not to command
or even to convince, but only to shape the glass or polish the lens for
inspired free vision. “You see, to me it seems as though the artists, the
scientists, the philosophers were grinding lenses. It's all a grand
preparation for something that never comes off. Someday the lens is
going to be perfect and then we’re all going to see clearly, see what a

staggering, wonderful, beautiful world it is . . .” (Henry Miller)
Deleuze Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, p. 14

What have truth and utopia to do with each other? Should we not speak rather only of the
truth of dystopia — even and especially in the context of the highest levels of prosperity
and freedom ever achieved? For if dystopia is invisible to many, it is not, for all that, any
less real, whether in the present or the immediate future. For once the Malthusian
predicament of economic globalisation is demonstrated in the clash between economic
growth and ecological finitude, specifically in the form of oil and natural gas depletion,
then dystopia will soon be upon usalln the brief period of calm that remains, | wish to
pose the following philosophical problem: Is truth subordinate to reason? Or is reason
subordinate to truth? Does truth enter the mind as a result of reason? Or does reason
enter the mind as a result of truth?

In spite of appearances, this is a problem that bears the utmost political
significance. For the choice of a concept of truth that presents itself as politically neutral

is indeed a political choice, full of practical implications. It leads to the subordination of



the environment, politics, morality and religion to a technological and utilitarian
conception of reason that can only know the truth it accomplishes, and rarely the truth it
neglects. The concept of ‘truth’ has been problematic since the work of David Hume,
who demonstrated that the concept cannot be constituted within experience or given an
idea without contradictiof. In the discussion that follows, we shall argue that truth
belongs within the sphere of politics rather than that of reason. We shall propose the
subordination of reason to truth, rather than truth to reason. We shall also suggest that
politics, rather than consisting purely in a convention for extending sympathies and
harmonising interests, may be founded on a third, utopian sphere, where truth appears

once more as the ground of vividness in the imagination.

Modern reason

Truth is subordinated to reason when reasoning takes place through propositions. A
principal component of the propositional model of truth is a Parmenidean hypothesis:
‘truth is true’> For if we are to reason at all, then it would seem necessary that the truth
of propositions, whether assumed or demonstrated, can be treated as true in premises for
subsequent arguments — this is the basis for deduction. Now, the tautology, ‘truth is true’,
is not self-evident. Indeed, all tautologies are falsifications: a subject is identified with a
predicate, and yet a subject is not a predicate. They differ in syntax, as subject differs
from predicate. For a tautology to be true, there would have to be a third term — the
thing, the matter of thought — that is invoked by both subject and predicate. The
Parmenidean hypothesis therefore identifies a problem: ‘the same thing is for thinking

and for being’. What thing is the same for thinking and for being? Under what



conditions does truth prove to be true? The entirety of Western philosophy can be taken
as a series of experiments with possible solutions to such a problem, whether the thing
that links thinking with being is conceived as eternal or drawn from the realm of things,
such as a form or substance (as in metaphysics) or conceived as temporal or drawn from
the realm of thinking, such as a discipline or practice (as in transcendental philosophy).
Any such approach, of course, assumes that we know what either thinking or being is,
and forms its idea of the correlative term from its own presuppositions. It begs the
guestion.

A second component of the propositional model of truth is a Cartesian hypothesis:
the independence of thought from being. For much of the history of philosophy a
contrary Platonic hypothesis had held sway: only the idea is the same for thinking and for
being. Thought could conform to being insofar as it participates in the idea. The
Parmenidean hypothesis that ‘truth is true’ was verified by recollection of the eternal. By
contrast, the Cartesian hypothesis brought a liberation from subjection to the theological
ideas of the True, the Good, and the Beautiful because it could always be suspected that
such recollections were mere simulatrblow could one verify that the True is truly
true, that the Good is truly good, that the Beautiful is truly beautiful? Or even if the
forms are true, how could it be verified that they are truly recollected, that the same thing
is actually for thinking and for being? The Platonic solution had merely multiplied the
Parmenidean problem. If, by contrast, thought is independent from being, then the task
for reason is no longer recollection but construction: the bond between thought and being,

far from being presupposed, has to be achieved.



A third component of the propositional model of truth is an Epicurean hypothesis:
the world is composed of chance encounters and relations between ‘atomic’ facts. The
Parmenidean problem can only be solved on the basis of evidence, where a proposition is
true if it correctly refers to what is in fact the case. Truth is here conceived to be
individual, for the truth of a proposition is given by the fact to which it refers being the
case; it is objective, since the truth of the proposition is independent of the mind that
thinks it; it is egalitarian, in that all true propositions are equally true; and it is passive,
since it is the object for consideration for an active, thinking mind. Reason is grounded
in the transcendental idea of the world understood as everything that is the case. For such
individual truths are permanent, even if the facts referred to are temporary, and individual
truths are universal, since every fact can be designated by a proposition.

We may observe a close congruency between such a common-sense notion of
truth and a common-sense notion of nature as composed as of bits of matter distributed in
a geometric space. Such particles are regarded as permanent, individual, objective,
egalitarian and passive, while the science that investigates the spatial relationships
between particles, geometry, and the science that investigates the temporal relationships
between particles, physics, can in principle give a universal account of all there is. This
is the naturalistic account of the world as a self-sufficient, meaningless complex of facts.
Such a notion provides a paradigm for objectivity in the resistance matter offers to any
changes deriving from our merely thinking about it. It provides a paradigm for a space of
representation of facts, a possible world, in which our propositions may be true. It

provides a paradigm for considering reality as potentially permanent, individual,



objective, egalitarian, passive and universal in a world otherwise characterised by change
and conflict. It provides a paradigm for exclusion of the difference, creation, and faith.

Now, it is notable, as Alfred North Whitehead has remarked, that this common-
sense notion of nature has been refuted in every detail by twentieth-century pHysscs.
also notable, as Gilles Deleuze has remarked, that the model of thought as recognition of
true facts is ‘impoverished and puerifeand contributes very little to the kind of thinking
that is actually undertaken in advanced study: getting the facts straight contributes
relatively little to producing thought that is informed, selective, critical, independent,
significant and creative. Above all, it is highly notable that this common-sense notion of
truth contradicts its underlying presuppositions.

For the propositional model of truth does not, by itself, solve the Parmenidean
problem: it does not explain what it means for a proposition to be true. The proposition,
‘Today is Friday’, is true if and only if today is Friday: propositional truth requires
repetition of the proposition — disquotation merely re-states the Parmenidean hypothesis.
To explain such truth one may attempt to construct a sophisticated philosophical theory
of truth; one may argue that the problem is insignificant since truth is a basic term, and
we largely know how to use it when it occurs anyWay;one may argue that our
language is inadequate to bring forth the presence of the facts to which it aspires.
Nevertheless, it can easily be shown that all attempts to construct an objective truth are
doomed to fail. For the third term, truth, the thing that is the same for thinking and for
being, cannot be demonstrated in being if conceived as an idea under the Platonic
hypothesis, nor can it be manifested in thought if conceived as a being under the

Cartesian hypothesis. According to the Cartesian hypothesis, if thought is independent



from being, then a true proposition remains true independently of whether it can be
known or demonstrated. Yet what remains truly extraordinary is that no beings are
known or demonstrated independently of thinking. Objectivity, like materiality,
necessarily remains beyond thought: it may be designated by a transcendent idea, but its
being cannot be known. For when a truth becomes knowledge, or when it is taken to be
true, thought cannot produce being — for being, being independent of thought, is not
produced by thought. In the transformation of being into thought, the verification of true
knowledge, there is a magical, inexplicable transmutation whereby the object becomes a
subject®® Epistemology, the discipline constructed to bridge this gap, remains a faith in
magic.

It is a disappointment that so few philosophers have followed Hume’s lead when
faced with the epistemological problems of empiricism. Hume’s conclusion was that the
‘memory, senses, and understanding are, therefore, all of them founded on the
imagination, or the vivacity of our ideds. Thus, instead of being content with
probability, justification, or approximation to the truth, Hume delimited reason for the
sake of the independent sphere of morals: it was morality that interested him above all
else'? As Deleuze noted in his reading of Hume designed to liberate empiricism as a
science of human nature from the confines of a purely epistemological doctrine: ‘The
important and principal sentence of theatise is this: “ ‘Tis not contrary to Reason to
prefer the destruction of the whole world to the scratching of my fingear from
dismissing moral concerns from reason, Hume noted that ‘the truth we discover must also
be of some importancé® Reason can only ever be a slave of the pasSidnis; brought

to bear within a pre-existing world, including an antecedent ethics and order df ends.



The same is not to be said of truth. Indeed, writing of his own aberrant philosophical

commitments, Hume wondered:

Can | be sure, that in leaving all establish’d opinions | am following truth;
and by what criterion shall | distinguish her, even if fortune shou’'d at last
guide me on her foot-steps? After the most accurate and exact of my
reasonings, | can give no reason why | shou’d assent to it; and feel nothing
but astrong propensity to consider objectsongly in that view, under

which they appear to né.

Problems of ‘importance’ and ‘propensity’ will prove to be indispensable in
matters of truth. For it is evident that the propositional model of truth cannot confirm its
own truth. It is merely a practice of truth-telling, maintained by faith; it is a political
practice, within its own importance and propensities. Exceeding the facts, it does not
conform to the Epicurean hypothesis. Yet we should perhaps suspend judgement
concerning the propositional model of truth for a little longer. As a faith, we may
examine its credibility; as a process, we may examine its practice. Only as such will we
disclose its true political propensities.

In the first place, this model selects for its idea of the world all that can be based
on evidence. Since truth cannot be definitively verified, knowledge can be taken as such
if it commands assent: it has to be based on evidence that is repeatable, public and
exchangeable. Knowledge is that which is potentially universal: it can be acknowledged

as true at all times and in all places. A truth is therefore for anyone or about anything; as



potentially universal, a truth is anything, it does not matter which. A truth would appear
to be entirely neutral in relation to value. For that which matters, matters to a particular
thinker at a particular time and place; truth may be the truth of that which matters, but
truth itself is independent of value — it does not matter.

In the second place, the construction of knowledge takes place in a temporal
order. Where thinking takes time, a proposition projects a time when thinking will be
complete, when the truth will be known. Indeed, propositions symbolise the time of
thought already completed, the work of thinking done, and substitute an atemporal
symbol for the temporal work of thought. For if the proposition proves to be true, then it
is subsumed under the transcendental idea of the world as all that is the case, designated
by the complete set of true propositions. This world has a constructed eternity as a
perpetual present: true propositions are permanent, and independent of any process of
becoming, any past or future. True propositions belong to the secular order of an abstract
present age. Propositions, although they are only local and partial, project their objects as
belonging to a possible world that is to come — when all may acknowledge all truths, and
all sufficient reasons for what is the case will become evident. Our concept of truth
implicitly requires a projection of this utopia of complete knowledge, transparency,
mastery and freedom. In practice, this symbolisation of the completed work of thinking
is formed in order to save time: instead of thinking through each stage in an argument, we
take the premises of our arguments as already given. The essence of modern reason is
saving time. Yet it saves such time in imagination only: it projects a glorious future,

when all truth will be known, and the work of reason complete and timeless. As such,



truth is entirely neutral in relation to thought; for where thinking takes time, this model of
truth is timeless. As such, truth is independent of time and thought — it is thoughtless.

In the third place, in order to bring about the secular utopia of truth, it is necessary
to short-circuit our expectations, and treat the secular age as already present, here and
now. We project propositions as true, here and now — as hypotheses — before we can test
and correct them. We treat them as if they belong to the secular utopia in order to test
whether they do. Since the universal, secular utopia that underpins objective truth has not
arrived, one substitutes a particular proposition for the universal in anticipation of the
universal. Truth, the universal measure of all things, must be treated as local and partial,
as the particular object proposed. Indeed, whether one believes in the possibility of the
universal, or despairs of attaining the truth, whether one is modern or postmodern,
particular, partial and local truths must be substituted for an abstract universal. This
substitution has extraordinary consequences, leading to a strong propensity to adopt such
a view of truth.

First, since there is no necessity that determines which particular truth should be
substituted for the universal, this structure of thinking can capture all points of view.
Whatever you think, however different or individual, a proposition can be created just for
you. The secular utopia is pluralist and democratic: it would seem that there will be a
place for all. For the substitution of the particular for the universal is a purely formal
structure: it does not initially seem to matter which content will come to fill it. In this
respect, this conception of truth seems to be the most liberal, since it allows the

representation of all possible points of view. As such, it has the most universal appeal.



As a second consequence, however, not all particular propositions are equal. For
certain propositions embody the Parmenidean hypothesis of self-reference: ‘truth is true’.
In this paralogism of pure reason, the universal (truth) is treated as a particuldf (true).
On the one hand objective truth is the measure of propositions; on the other hand,
objective truth is what counts as true. Whoever wishes to know the truth, therefore, must
first know objective truth, for objective truth is the truth through which all other truths
may be known. Although objective truth does not seem to admit of degrees — all
meaningful propositions being either true or false — the proposition ‘objective truth is the
true conception of truth’ has a special privilege, in that it is the proposition upon which
all else is founded. Objective truth determines what is to count as real, even if no one
counts the truth of objective truth as significant. Itis in this respect that it has a self-
universalising power: even if no one thinks about truth, a conception of truth is
presupposed in all thinking. It becomes the supremely significant truth, the transcendent
pivot around which all thinking turns. While the objective truth of a proposition may be
unavailable, one only has to treat a proposition as true, and then objective truth takes on
authority, because others, even if they dispute the truth of a particular proposition, must
do so on the grounds of objective truth. Moreover, one only has to treat a proposition as
false in relation to objective truth, and the appeal of objective truth grows stronger still.
Scepticism, doubt and debate reinforce the appeal of objective truth. Deferral of the
arrival of objective truth actually strengthens the conception of objective truth in the
search for knowledge. There is no objective refutation of the concept of objective truth,

for the objective truth never arrives.
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A third consequence is that there is an ongoing need to understand all aspects of
life under the form of objective truth. Most disciplines within a university constitute one
vast attempt to colonise reality, and to substitute a representation of reality, conceived in
terms of objective truth, for direct interaction with the world. In this work of
colonisation, any thought that does not conform to the quest for objective truth may be
excluded as an interruption; and if truth itself were to act within thinking, this would be
treated as irrational. Any thought that cannot be represented according to standard
academic procedures of argument and evidence must be excluded.

As a final consequence, once all truth has been delegated to a conception of
objective truth, then this conception becomes the source of all truth. By saving time and
borrowing our particular proposition from a future secular utopia, we owe a debt of
gratitude for all our knowledge. It is now up to us to demonstrate that our propositions
will indeed count among the saved who appear in the secular utopia. In this respect, the
fragility of knowledge and the inaccessibility of objective truth are the source of its
strength. If nothing can be proven, then we are under an unlimited obligation to
demonstrate the truth of our propositions. We compete for a truth that is scarce. We
have to make our thought plausible, so that it will be accepted by others, and so that it
will have a chance of representing the universal. In doing so, we are under an unlimited
obligation to make our thought as reasonable and plausible as possible. This debt, this
obligation, grows ever stronger because it can never be discharged.

It is time to take stock. A propositional model of truth promises the world, but it
leaves us with an aspiration for a utopia from which all that matters has been excluded.

The utopia of objective truth is a desert where nothing matters and nothing can live. A
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propositional model of truth promises freedom of thought, but it imposes an infinite
procedure of verification that enslaves thought. Even if utopia never comes, the desert
within grows as the will to truth follows an ascetic ideal. A propositional model of truth
promises an object of thought that is permanent, individual, objective, egalitarian, passive
and universal, but it delivers a transcendent, colonising force. Truth is only delivered as a
promise, as a supreme value, as a speculative value that inflates itself while devaluing all
other values. Truth is only delivered as a debt to the future.

In short, such a model of truth has a propensity to extend itself to infinity.
Moreover, this propensity has not been effectively delimited by the corrections of rational
critique, however cogent, nor by the passions excited by morality, however justified. For,
on the one hand, the propositional model of truth, embedded in science, finds its proofs in
practice through technology. The truth of this model seem to be effectively revealed
through mastery of nature: thinking constructs being. On the other hand, the
propositional model of truth demonstrates its rectitude through political economy.
Economics is the moral discipline founded on an appeal to the evidence, based on the
propositional model of truth. In spite of claims to moral neutrality, political economy
constitutes itself as a morality that displaces competing moral claims. This is clear,
above all, from Hume’s account of the origins of morality in the form of justice, where he
writes of the origins of the morals of private property and contractual integrity as the
essential form of morals as such. According to Hume, since society facilitates an
increase in power through combining strength, an increase in ability through a division of
labour, and an increase in security through mutual aid, it conforms to self-inteRast.

while self-interest is the motive for establishing justice, sympathy with the common good
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is the source of the moral approbation of justicét, then, morality is purely a

convention for the harmonising of passions, political economy is precisely such a moral
set of conventions for maximising self-interest. In practice, the universal value of
political economy, money, is both the supreme value as the means of access to all other
values, and a moral obligation when created by fiat in the form of loans or debts.
Whatever one’s moral sensibilities, the obligations to make profits and repay debts
devalue all other values, since they take priority as pre-requisites for participating
successfully in society.

The essence of modernity is utopian: it consists in the colonisation of the physical
world through technology, colonisation of reason through science and a propositional
model of truth, and colonisation of the moral sphere through political economy. These
three key elements characterise the modern Western attempt to dominate the unruly
forces of nature: the scientific revolution aimed to extract the ideal form of physical law
from the behaviour of matter, in order to subject matter to abstract prediction and control;
the technological-industrial revolution aimed to subject production to the force of the
combustion of preserved organic power, together with management by rational recording,
calculus and communication, in order to maximise efficiency and output; and the
capitalist and free market revolutions aimed to liberate human choice from subordination
to traditional or natural ends. The natural world is mastered by science, technology and
economics. Yet at the turn of the millennium, in each of these domains, the progress of
modernity has run up against insuperable limits. The new sciences of chaos and
complexity demonstrate how the behaviour of matter frequently exceeds all powers of

prediction: science no longer gives mastenfhe ecological crisis demonstrates how
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economic production is dependent upon a broader framework of ecological cycles to
supply its resources and absorb its waste, cycles which can easily become unstable:
technology no longer gives mastéfyThe globalisation of the capitalist free market
economy demonstrates how social and personal choices are governed by autonomous
processes driven by debt, profit, and control of consumer desire, rather than ordered by
humane values and a substantive rationality: economics no longer gives rfiadteey.

order of modernity turns to chaos when it is destabilised by its exterior limits.

Given such a predicament, Hume’s skepticism can indicate a number of ways to
advance our understanding of truth. For Hume wrote of a kind of ‘pre-established
harmony between the course of nature and the succession of ideas’ which he named
‘purposiveness® Even if propositions and objects may not truly agree, the agreement
between thinking and being may consist in an agreement between the principles of human
nature and nature itséff. For a concept of truth, then, one may have to interrogate
concepts of importance, or the social significance of ideas; one may have to interrogate
concepts of belief, or the strength of an idea in the imagination; one may have to
interrogate concepts of purpose, or the orientation of thinking within a wider world. For
if reason is founded in the imagination, then we should not hesitate to imagine the best
conception of truth of which we are capable. It is no longer a question of discovering the
true concept of truth. Itis only a matter of discovering one with importance, credibility,

and purpose.
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Utopian truth

Let us therefore propose a different experiment with truth. The Parmenidean hypothesis
IS utopian: truth is not yet true. The same thing is not yet for thinking and for being.
Alongside thinking and being we do not yet have a third term that unites them, but we do
have a faith in their unity, a utopian aspiration. It is time for philosophy to take this
credit or piety seriously as a potential mediator for being and thought. We need not
pretend to understand how being is mediated to thought. There is an excess in being over
thought that may be gradually disclosed in experience. Only as such can we begin to
think the new. For thinking and being take time. Let us acknowledge the incompletion
of truth. Truth, if it ever is to come, will only become true in utopia. Then let us propose
an alternative utopian vision of truth so as to observe what it yields in expefience.

Our paradigm of true thinking has been deduction. But deduction is a fallacy.
Deduction presupposes the Parmenidean hypothesis that truth is already true. Deduction
presupposes a substantialist metaphysic: that truth is a property and can be contained
within a proposition. What if, by contrast, truth were to be an excess that subsists outside
the proposition? What if, instead of following a linear chain of deductive reasoning, each
step in reasoning were mediated by a multiplicity of causal influences? Deduction
presupposes that truth can be generated by a timeless process of logical inference. What
if, by contrast, truth were to emerge in the temporal process of thinking? What if truth
were to be conceived according to a temporal metaphysics as a rhythm or a performance?
Deduction presupposes that truth is a passive object to be mastered by thought. What if,
by contrast, truth were to give thought an orientation and a potency? What if truth were

to be conceived in terms of faith as a propensity to orient towards that which holds
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importance? The Parmenidean, Cartesian and Epicurean hypotheses exclude the new
from thought. What if, by contrast, truth were always in excess of thought, always new,
yet manifested within thought as an orientation, a process, and a potency? Let us propose
a triple re-orientation of our utopian vision of truth.

A first re-orientation of the concept of truth opens it up to the outside. The
outcome of past experiments with the Epicurean hypothesis is that thinking the true — the
practice that matters most — becomes subordinated to a thought of truth that does not
matter. The thing offered for thinking and for being proves not to be the same. Then let
us propose that truth is that which matters. Such a truth could only emerge in an actual,
embodied life of thought. If truth is never contained and possessed by thought, then, like
matter, it exhibits a resistance to thought. Indeed, truth can only be encountered when
thought meets resistance, obstacles or problems. Thus truth may be considered to be as
separate from thought as extension was for Spinoza. There is no scarcity of truth. Itis
around us all the time, and we depend upon it at every moment. To doubt the existence
of truth is like doubting the existence of thought or doubting the existence of matter.
Truth is the unthinkable that demands to be thought, and so determines all thinking.
How, then, do we first encounter truth? Truth is the very environment of thought. As
Karl Marx put it, ‘Life is not determined by consciousness, but consciousness BY life.’
The link between truth and thought is no longer one of domination, whereby truth is
conformed to the essence of thought, nor one of representation, whereby thought is
apparently conformed to the essence of truth, but one of symbiosis, whereby truth
provides the environment for the arising of thought. If truth is the very body of thought,

then it is felt first of all as a demand or urgency placed upon thought. Instead of thought
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aspiring to an elevated perspective from which it can view the whole, true thinking is
necessarily local, partial and responsive, with the task of addressing that which impacts
most directly and urgently upon it. The universal is abandoned in favour of a multiplicity
of local demands; linear chains of deduction and inference are abandoned in favour of a
complex, multiple determinism; the encompassing of truth within a proposition is
abandoned in favour of the integration of diverse demands in an emergent form;
representation of truth is abandoned in favour of adaptation to a particular environmental
niche. Thought simply grasps what matters as the matter of thought; truth may be the
nutrient, the obstacle, or even the predator of thought — but never the object. If the thing
for thinking and the thing for being are never the same, thinking may at least be adapted
to being.

If thought dwells within truth as its environment, thought need not, for all that,
exclude truth. Indeed, true thinking is also that which matters; thinking belongs within
truth, rather than vice versa. Here again, that which matters within thinking, the truth of
true thinking, remains elusive. If truth is the very body of thought, if true thinking has a
gravity or substance, thought remains inertial and impenetrable. There is something
unthinkable within thought that forces us to think. Adaptation alone is insufficient.
Thinking aims to be thoughtful. There is an immanent element within thought, a degree
of thoughtfulness, an intensity or gravity of thinking, that constitutes a second figure for
the matter of truth. Whether thinking seeks self-preservation, annihilation, power, truth,
the new, or simply to learn from experience, truth drives thought. This drive is the

gravity of thinking.

17



There is also a third body for thought: imagination. Conventional wisdom
assumes that imagined bodies are entirely subordinate to the thinking subject, that the
imagination is one domain where the subject has total mastery. This is because much that
is imagined has little power or consistency; it has to be supported by the thinking subject,
rather than turning to grip thought itself. Yet if thought is not separable from its
environment or gravity, the imagination can function as a lens to focus the forces that
pass through thought. One can draw an analogy between such a focusing of the truth
within the imagination and certain mechanisms in life for preservation of the past and
anticipation of the future. For the intensity of truth itself can be contracted into a material
representation, just as fossil fuels store the energy from myriads of life-forms over
millennia, contracting the past in such a way as to modify the possibilities available for
the future. This is a representation without likeness, a condensation. Six material bodies
for condensing the forces of truth stand out for particular mention: the genetic code,
human language, sovereignty, writing, money, and the silicon chip. Each is merely a
medium; each has its way of ordering transactions through time; each exerts a powerful
force on the surrounding material and mental environment. Now, in a similar way, the
imagination is capable of constructing enduring bodies as a lens to focus thought — the
propositional model of truth is one of these; objects of religious worship are others.

While images may have no intrinsic duration of their own, affects, concepts and percepts
take on a consistency or endure. Bodies of thought, through the imagination, may take on
lives of their own, repeating themselves throughout the thinkers they inhabit. Of course,
most such life-forms pass away over the course of time, but they also rapidly mutate and

give birth to other forms. Truth, then, inhabits these three bodies: external demand,
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internal drive, and imaginative endurance. Only the combination of the three actualises a
thinking of truth. Imaginative endurance coordinates the forces of external demand and
internal drive.

A second re-orientation of the concept of truth opens it up to the temporal process
of change. The outcome of past experiments with the Cartesian hypothesis is that
thinking the true — the practice that is most thoughtful — becomes subordinated to a
thought of truth that is thoughtless. The thing offered for thinking and for being proves
not to be the same. Then let us propose that truth is thoughtful. Truth becomes a process.
Our paradigm of true thinking has been one of saving time. This paradigm has proved to
be wasteful. What if, by contrast, truth were to be encountered in spending time? What
if truth were only known through experience, or an actual time spent in thought? What if
truth were only known though being invested to see if it is capable of focusing and
ordering things? Far from truth being an object of accumulation or acquisition, therefore,
truth only holds value in motion. Truth may be conceived as a process or experiment that
thinking undergoes.

We learn from experience. For it is only in experience that we encounter and
think through the three bodies of truth: its external demand, internal drive, and
imaginative endurance. These are excluded from representation. Let us consider as an
example the medieval proof of contingency remarked by Ibn Sina and Duns Scotus:
anyone who denies contingency should be tortured until they admit the possibility that
they may not be torturéd. Such a thought-experiment concentrates the mind: truth
speaks, apart from reason. Of course, what we learn from experience is not entirely pre-

determined. For the truth of experience lies in its implications, in the tendencies and
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expectations underway within experience, and there are more or less direct ways of
unfolding such implications. On the one hand, experience happens to us. On the other
hand, we are the co-authors of experience, for the outcome of experience depends upon
those implications in which we invest our attention. Thought, far from being independent
of experience, is invested in experience, and emerges within experience. Now, where
experience is always temporal, local and partial, thought abstracts from experience the
implications that have a wider field of resonance. One cannot be sure of having
understood the full implications of any experience. To follow an implication, then, is
always to make a guess, to be re-oriented and directed by the truth that is underway. The
truth of an idea, therefore, is not the way it is in itself, but the implications it is capable of
unfolding when invested in a specific way of thinking. The truth of a thought is the
importance of the external demands and the gravity of the internal drive which it is
capable of focusing.

The implications of this hypothesis are significant. Truth is not merely the truth
of something that occurs in time, the truth of an event or the truth of the new; truth is
implied within the very occurrence of time. The forces of truth — its external demand,
internal drive, and imaginative endurance — are implicated within the force of time itself.
To experience time is to experience truth. Yet such a truth cannot be mastered or
possessed, since any attempt to do so is an attempt to save time and eliminate experience.
Truth is a process of experience that impinges upon thinking so as to produce a re-
orientation of thought. We encounter truth as the force of time itself. As such, we are
required to invert one of our deepest common sense presuppositions about the nature of

time. According to models of agency and causality, the present determines the future,
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and is in turn determined by the past. Such a presupposition is built into all our
existential projects and predictions — we live time in such a way as to attempt to shape the
future. This is the modern utopian aspiration for mastery over time, an aspiration that
places us in perpetual debt to saving time and shaping the future. If, by contrast, truth is
encountered as the force of time itself, then the future flows into the present, pushing
what has been present into the past. Indeed, our most fundamental experience is one of
subjection to time, not mastery over it. The future explicates itself in the present to the
degree that the present is capable of supporting it. The future is a utopian realm of
potential that longs for actualisation. So, for example, with the arrival of DNA, human
speech, the body of the sovereign, writing, money, and the silicon chip we find new
media of time capable of communing with the forces of the future. They are media
enabling the emergence of the new; they are mediums which, rather like a ouija board,
allow communication with the spirits of the future rather than spirits of the past. Once a
medium takes on relative autonomy and consistency, then it enables the explication of
hitherto unknown forces, effecting a complete re-orientation of the life that supports it.
The process of truth in time moves the mind in three directions or dimensions, therefore:
it turns outwards towards experience so as to encounter that which matters; it turns
inwards towards its own implications so as to intensify its gravity or drive; and it turns
onwards so that truth may actualise its own potentialities.

A third re-orientation of the concept of truth, therefore, opens it to a force of
orientation itself. The outcome of past experiments with the Parmenidean hypothesis is
that thinking the true — the practice that is most empowering — becomes subordinated to a

mechanism for verification. The thing for thinking and for being proves not to be the
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same. Then let us propose that truth is its own power — a power unlike any other. Unlike
powers of agency or causality, such a power accomplishes no projects, overpowers no
opponents, and exercises no violence. Unlike the power of critical reason, such a power
undermines no credulities and exposes no interests. For the power of truth is no longer
concerned with mastery over the future or the representation of being. Instead, the power
of the truth is the force of the future or the force of being itself. This force is expressed in
the three bodies of truth and the three directions of time. It operates by producing a triple
orientation of thought, for the force of the future is a force of re-orientation.

In the first place, truth builds its own body through the imagination. This is a
utopian body, a framework for orienting experiences of thought. It constructs a lens to
focus the forces of matter and the forces of time. Philosophy itself is a utopian body, a
mode of orientation. Philosophy is the accumulated wealth of thought. It is a first kind
of knowledge. In the second place, truth expresses actual demands and problems, matters
that demand attention, so that one begins to think. Truth demands a real investment in
experience. The actual life of thought in experience is a second kind of knowledge. In
the third place, truth expresses an adaptation of an imaginative body to the demands of
experience. It effects such an adaptation through the creation of new possibilities of
thinking and new possibilities of life. It enables the potency of life to circulate and to
grow. All such creation is guided by the potentialities of the future, by a dim awareness
that such a circulation and growth of life will be possible. The power of truth is a power
of awareness.

In conclusion, this hypothesis of a triple re-orientation of truth is utopian. Itis an

imaginative construct, a lens for focusing thought. To the question, ‘Is it true?’, one
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would have to defer judgement to the outcome of experience. To the question, ‘Is it
reasonable?’, one must aver that, in any conventional sense, it is not. Reason may of
course seek contradictions and absurd implications in such a conception. Yet such
contradictions are based on a substantialist metaphysic, as though truth were a physical
property excluding contraries from its place, rather like a stone. Such absurd implications
would be based on a model of reason as deduction, as though truth did not change in
every moment of actual thought. Yet our solid world, where substances and deductions
are valid, is built upon an underlying motion: ‘Our houses are built upon an anarchy of
vibrations. We walk upon an anarchy of vibrations. We sit down upon an anarchy of
vibrations.?® Continuity and consistency are effects of rhythm. As a paradigm for
thinking, we must replace a uniform space-time with symmetry and rh{timtruth,

there is neither negation nor contradiction. In actual thinking, beyond representation,
nothing is falsé! There are merely propensities, potencies and orientations. Truth itself
is political.

At first, such a hypothesis would appear to be politically neutral. That truth must
be imagined does not inform us how truth may be imagined, or what forces it may
express. Nevertheless, such a hypothesis lends significance to that which matters.
Importance replaces substance as the meaning of being. Such a hypothesis gives power
to the thinking mind. Gravity of thought replaces the subject as the political agent. Such
a hypothesis responds to the dimension of faith, piety or credit. As a utopian body of
imagination, it is an object of faith. Such a faith is no longer conceived as a belief in
propositions. Instead, such a faith is an ordering of thought in time. The model of truth

functions rather like a musical performance. It is the product of a work of composition,
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collaboration and expression. There is no need for faith to seek resemblance for itself
within such a performance. Instead, it is merely a matter of inhabiting such a model so as
to discover which resonances are produced and which potentials are evoked. If politics
involves the expression of a piety, then such a piety is expressed in a voice that sings
along. Intruth, it is in resonance and collective passion that political power lies. True
analysis evokes, from beneath the obscurantist forces of collective passion, a deeper
resonance, a richer potential, true matter and true gravity.

In utopia, there will be no ultimate distinction between ontology, politics, and
religion. Each will be composed by a triple orientation: towards the outside, or that
which matters; towards the future, and that which is potential; and towards vision and

awareness. Such a utopia affirms the finitude of thinking and the excess of truth.
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in 25 years’ time, global production of oil and natural gas may be insufficient to meet the needs of

agricultural transportation, irrigation, fertiliser and pesticide production, especially given the effects of
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