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As you know, for Carl Schmitt, the very essence of politics is to 

clearly distinguish between friend and enemy.  But finally, the difficult 
question is the relationship between the two, precisely when the 
distinction is clear.  Even in the case of war, the question of this 
relationship is a complex one.  And this complexity is the complexity of 
the action of negativity.  For example, in a foreign war, you must often 
destroy the forces of the enemy, and destruction is certainly the most 
radical form of negation.  But in many civil wars, it is unclear whether 
the goal is to destroy the enemy, which is a part of your country, or only 
to dominate it, like in the class struggle, for example.  In this case, the 
negation of the enemy is not in the radical form of destruction, even if 
civil wars can sometimes be more bloody and cruel than foreign wars.  
Another example: You can know that a country is your enemy, 
sometimes in a strong sense, and nevertheless be allied to this country 
against another enemy more dangerous in the pure present, even if the 
first enemy is more dangerous in the future.  Tactically, during World 
War II, Germany was the principal enemy of the United States.  So the 
United States was an ally of the Soviet Union against Germany.  But in 
fact, strategically, the Soviet Union was a more important enemy of the 
United States than Germany.  You have here a very complex political 
sequence, where a very strong negation is involved, and in some sense, 
dominated by a weaker negation. 

But, what exactly is the difference between two or more negations?  
Is it possible to negate more or less?  Is not “negation” the clearest 
example of something absolute?  After all, it is the sense of the famous 
principle of non-contradiction.  If I say the proposition P, I say 
something absolutely different from the proposition non-P, that is: if the 
first is true, the second is false.  We see here that a concrete political 
problem can only be formalized in a new logical framework, where the 
word “negation” has different meanings, and where the relationship 
between negation and affirmation can be exposed in different ways. 
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In my philosophical vision, in a given world, we have something 
new only if the rational or conventional laws of this world are 
interrupted, or put out of their normal effects, by something which 
happens, and that I name an Event.  Clearly, the consequences of this 
event sustain a negative relationship to the laws of the world.  For many 
sophisticated reasons, I name a Truth, or an evental-truth, the 
multiplicity composed of these consequences.  So we can say that a 
truth, in a first sense, is a part of the world, because it is a set of 
consequences of the event in the world, and not outside.  But in a 
second sense, we can say that a truth is like a negation of the world, 
because the event itself is subtracted from the rational or conventional 
laws of the world.  We can summarize all that in one sentence: A truth 
is a transgression of the law.  “Transgression” first signifies that a truth 
depends on the law, and second is nevertheless a negation of the law. 

For example, a revolution, conceived by Marx as a political truth, 
is the affirmative revelation of the hidden laws of society: class 
struggle, contradictions, economic power.  But it is also the destructive 
transgression of all these laws: collective economy, dictatorship of the 
proletariat.  But how is it possible for a negation, above all, for a 
destructive one, to be also the most affirmative knowledge of the very 
essence of society?  The question finally is: What sort of negation is 
involved in transgression?  What sort of immanent negation is 
represented by the process of a truth in a world?  In what sense is the 
distance between Event and Law thinkable in the form of negation? 

To understand all that, we must clarify the purely logical problem 
of negation which is also an ontological one.  The best is to begin at the 
beginning.  One of the most famous and obscure texts of the whole 
history of philosophy is Book Gamma of Aristotle’s Metaphysics.  In 
this book, Aristotle explains that thinking in general is ruled by three 
fundamental principles.  The first one is the principle of identity.  
Formally, a sentence is strictly equivalent to itself.  It has the same 
truth-value.  The second one is the principle of non-contradiction.  It is 
impossible to assert simultaneously, in the same context, the proposition 
P and the proposition non-P.  And the third one is the principle of the 
excluded middle.  If you have a proposition P, either P is true, or P is 
false; that is, either P is true or non-P is true.  We cannot have a third 
possibility.  As a consequence of the excluded middle, we have the 
principle of double negation: Negation of negation is equivalent to 
affirmation. 

But it is only the beginning of the story.  We can say that the 
principles of Aristotle define what we name today the classical 
negation, which is the core of classical logic.  And the classical negation 
is not the only logical possibility concerning negation.  Philosophically 
it is evident.  Hegel, for example, affirms that negation of negation is 
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not equivalent to the immediate affirmation.  It is much more the 
concept of first affirmation, its reflexive existence.  So the logical 
framework of Hegel is not a classical one. 

But formally, in the context of mathematical logic, it is also true 
that classical logic is not the only possibility.  In fact, we can return to 
Aristotle’s two laws of negation: first, the principle of contradiction; 
second, the excluded middle.  We have automatically four 
“possibilities”: 

1. The negation obeys the two principles.  It’s the classical logic. 
2. The negation obeys the principle of contradiction, but not the 
excluded middle. 
3. The negation obeys the excluded middle, but not the principle of 
contradiction. 
4. The negation obeys neither the excluded middle, nor the principle 
of contradiction. 
The fourth possibility is in fact the complete dissolution, under the 

name of negation, of all potency of negativity.  It is an inconsistent 
logical framework.  But we know today that the three other forms are 
consistent and propose logics as interesting as the classical one.  The 
second is the intuitionistic logic, created by Brower and formalized by 
Heyting; and the third, the paraconsistent logic, created and developed 
by the Brazilian school, and notably by the great logician Da Costa. 

Take once more the image of war.  In classical logic, first, you 
cannot have at the same point and at the same instant your troops and 
the troops of the enemy.  Second, at a spatio-temporal point of the 
battlefield you have either your troops or the troops of the enemy.   
There is no third possibility.  In intuitionistic logic, the first remark is 
the same.  But at a spatio-temporal point of the battlefield, you can have 
neither your troops, nor the troops of the enemy, nor the troops of a 
neutral country.  And in paraconsistent logic you can have at the same 
point either your troops or the troops of the enemy; but also your troops 
and the troops of the enemy, but never something else. 

In fact the potency of negation is weaker and weaker when you go 
from one to three.  With four, the negation disappears, every negation is 
negated without exception.  Why?  Because the destructive power of 
negation diminishes.  In classical logic, the negation of P excludes not 
only P itself, but any other possibility concerning the contents of the 
proposition P.  In intuitionistic logic, the negation of P excludes P itself, 
but not some other possibilities which are in fact somewhere between P 
and non-P.  In paraconsistent logic, the negation of P excludes that sort 
of space between P and non-P, but not P itself.  So P is not suppressed 
by its negation.  Like in Hegel’s dialectics, P lies inside the negation of 
P. 

With all that in mind, we can return to the problem of the 
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transgressive strength of a truth, or of an event, in regard to the law.  In 
my own ontology, a thing is a pure multiplicity without any qualitative 
determination.  The general laws of a world are not laws of the things 
themselves.  They are laws of the relations between things in a 
determinate world.  I name the inscription of a pure multiplicity in the 
relational framework of a world its “appearing” in this world.  So, all 
laws, physical or biological or psychological, or juridical, are laws of 
appearing in the context of a singular world.  In this context, a thing not 
only is as a pure multiplicity, but also exists as an object in the world.  
This distinction between being qua being and existence, which is also a 
distinction between a thing and an object, is fundamental.  Always 
remember that a multiplicity is as such, in a mathematical or ontological 
context, and exists, or appears, in a concrete world. 

It is clear that the logic of being qua being is a classical one.  That 
is because the composition of a pure multiplicity is extensional.  What 
does “extensional” mean?  That the difference between two 
multiplicities is defined point by point.  Two multiplicities are different 
if and only if there is some element of one multiplicity which is not an 
element of the other.  So we have immediately the two classical 
principles.  First, define P as a multiplicity, or as a set.  Define non-P as 
the set of all elements which do not belong to P.  The result, by 
extensionality, is that non-P is absolutely different from P.  P and non-P 
have nothing in common.  So it is impossible to find something which is 
simultaneously in P and in non-P.  So the principle of non-contradiction 
is true.  Second, every element which is not in P is in non-P, by 
definition of non-P.  So there is no third possibility: something is always 
either in P or in non-P.  And the principle of excluded middle is true. 

Now, appearing and existence present a completely different case.  
In a determinate world, a multiplicity can appear more or less. 

A multiplicity can appear in the light, or be in the shadow.  A 
multiplicity can exist in the world with a fatuous intensity, or with a 
terrible weakness.  Often, we have infinite degrees of appearing, and 
finally, infinite degrees of existence.  There is a sort of univocity of 
being, but an equivocity of existence.  Certainly, we have the principle 
of contradiction, because a multiplicity cannot simultaneously be 
existing and not existing in the same world.  But the principle of 
excluded middle is not true in general.  Suppose that you have a 
maximal degree of existence, which affirms the clear and complete 
appearing of a multiplicity in a concrete world; and suppose that we 
have also a minimal degree of existence, which affirms that a 
multiplicity is in the world, but does not appear, or does not really exist 
in this world.  Between these two extreme values, we can often find an 
infinite number of intermediate, which affirm that a multiplicity neither 
appears absolutely in the world, nor disappears completely.  So, if P is 
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“appearing,” and non-P “not appearing,” it is not true that the choice is 
only between P and non-P.  We have the choice of a lot of third 
possibilities.  So the principle of the excluded middle is false. 

It is a very important result: the logic of being as such is classical; 
the logic of appearing, or of existence, is intuitionistic. 

So, if the great field of the law is always a concrete world, or a 
concrete construction, its logic is not classic.  If we take “law” in its 
strict legal sense, we know that perfectly well.  If the sentence P is 
“guilty,” and non-P “innocent,” we have always a great number of 
intermediate values, like “guilty with attenuating circumstances,” or 
“innocent because certainly guilty, but with insufficient proof,” and so 
on.  A great number of the movies of Alfred Hitchcock are devoted to 
the dim space opened between complete innocence and evident guilt.  
The conclusion would be: the true philosophical subject of these movies 
is that the logic of existence is not classical, but intuitionistic. 

And that is why the negation is weaker in appearance than in pure 
being.  If in mathematical ontology I say: the set P is different from the 
set non-P, it is absolutely true, in the context of a classical logic.  But, if 
I say in a concrete world “I am not guilty,” maybe it is true, but it is 
practically never absolutely true, because everybody is guilty, more or 
less.  It has been a great invention of Judaism and of Christianity to 
formalize this point by the theory of original sin and of redemption.  
Everybody is expelled from the earthly Paradise because everybody is 
guilty.  Everybody can be saved, and enter the celestial Paradise, 
because Christ is innocent.  Certainly, God as such pertains to classical 
logic: between his existence and his non-existence, there is no third 
possibility.  But the religious logic is clearly intuitionistic.  The most 
important proof is the invention, by subtle thinkers of the thirteenth 
century, of Purgatory.  The opposition of Paradise and Hell was 
logically too classical.  With Purgatory we have in fact a large space for 
the third possibility.  It is because God is an ontological concept, but 
religion is a question of human existence in a concrete world. 

Now, we have to appreciate the third fundamental notion.  After 
being, pure multiplicity and classical logic, after existence, appearing in 
a world and intuitionistic logic we have event, creative novelty and the 
three different logics, classical, intuitionistic, and paraconsistent. 

The details are a little more complex.  To be complete, we must 
define first an event at the ontological level: what sort of multiplicity is 
an event?  And after that, we must define an event at the 
phenomenological or existential level: how does an event appear in a 
determinate world?  Today, and for you, I simplify the matter.  I 
suppose that an event is a sudden change of the rules of appearing; a 
change of the degrees of existence of a lot of multiplicities which 
appear in a world. 
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The crucial point is the change of intensity in the existence of 
something the existence of which was minimal.  For example, the 
political existence of poor workers in a revolutionary event; or the 
formal existence of abstract figures in a modern artistic event, and so 
on.  I name an “inexistent” of a world a multiplicity which appears in 
this world with the minimal degree of intensity, something which, in 
this world, appears as nothing.  The question for an event is: what is the 
destiny, after the event, of an inexistent of the world?  What becomes of 
the poor worker after the revolution?  Are abstract figures, which before 
the artistic event were not acceptable in a work of art, now essential 
means of creation?  We have here three possibilities. 

First, the strength of the change is maximal.  The test is that among 
the consequences of this change, we have the maximal value, the 
maximal intensity of existence, for an object which was an inexistent, 
which appeared with the minimal degree of intensity.  The poor worker, 
who before the revolution appears as nothing in the political field, 
becomes the new hero of this field.  The abstract painting, which was 
purely decorative before an artistic revolution, becomes an essential 
trend of the history of arts, and so on. 

In this case, the logical framework of event and truth is classical.  
Why?  Because we cannot have an effect stronger than its cause.  So it 
is only if the existence of the event is itself maximal that the minimality 
of the inexistent can be changed into maximality.  The whole world, 
from the point of view of the event and of its consequences, is formally 
reduced to the duality of minimal intensity, or inexistence, and maximal 
intensity.  And that sort of world, with only two degrees of intensity, is 
always classical.  We shall say in this case that the change is a true 
event, simply, if the context is clear, an Event. 

Second possibility: the strength of the change is intermediate, 
neither maximal, nor minimal.  The test is that the inexistent takes an 
intermediate value, more than minimal, less than maximal.  The poor 
worker appears in the political field, but it is not at all a new hero of the 
field.  The abstract figures can be used in painting, but they are not 
really important.  In this case, the logical framework of the event, and of 
its consequences, is clearly intuitionistic.  There is no obligation for the 
event to be of maximal intensity.  In fact we can have a new 
intermediate value for the inexistent with the same value for the event.  
The strength of the event is not a fixed one.  So the event is 
substitutable by other moderate changes.  Between this event and the 
sad “nothing happens,” there exist a lot of different possibilities.  We 
can say that a revolutionary politics is classical, but a reformist politics 
is intuitionistic.  I name this change a weak singularity.  That is: 
something happens, but without radical effects, and in the general 
respect of the hierarchy of degrees of appearing in the world. 
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In the third case the strength of the change is not perceptible at the 
level of the inexistent.  After the change the degree of existence of all 
inexistents of the world is always minimal.  The poor worker is nothing 
more in the political field than a poor worker, abstraction is always 
nothing in regard to representation and so on.  Here the logical 
framework is paraconsistent.  Why?  Because we can have a sort of 
indecidability between event and non-event.  Yes, something happens, 
but, from the point of view of the world, everything is identical.  So we 
have event and non-event simultaneously.  And there are no new values 
between affirmation and negation, because the world is exactly the 
same.  The principle of excluded middle is true, the principle of 
contradiction is false; so we have a paraconsistent logic.  We say then 
that we have a false event, or a simulacrum. 

The lesson is that, when the world is intuitionistic, a true change 
must be classical, and a false change paraconsistent.  So the relationship 
between law and event is intelligible only if we clearly distinguish the 
three different meanings of negation.  A truth, as a set of consequences 
of a change, is certainly transgressive in a classical context.  But if the 
context is intuitionistic, the world continues with the same general laws, 
with some differences in their application.  And if the context is 
paraconsistent, the change is only a fiction. 

We can do a purely logical exercise concerning the presidential 
pools, in France this year, in the States next year.  Are these pools 
events?  Is there in them a political truth?  What is the logical context?  
Classical?  Certainly not.  Nobody thinks that with Segolene Royal or 
Hillary Clinton, the poor African or Mexican worker will become a new 
political hero.  So the choice is between intuitionistic or paraconsistent.  
My own conviction is that pools, today, in our world, are always of the 
third type: false event, paraconsistency.  Seeming like a contradiction, 
but being like an identity.  But everybody knows that I am an ultra-
leftist.  So after all, you can be courageous intuitionistic men and 
women. 

 


