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Kenneth J. Knoespel

DIAGRAMS AS PILOTING DEVICES
IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF GILLES DELEUZE

_ The enacity with which Deleuze returns to scenes of meanin 2 that combine
. language and geometry shows itself in the organic metaphors he uses to plot his
conceptual lerrain. However, it is above all the diagram that provides (he pilot-
- ing device for his continuous mapping of conceptual topography. If we wish,
| we may compare the place given 1o diagram in the graphic laboratory of his
writings to Heidegger's work on conceptual taped . Bul singe the diagram con
evade such a hermeneutic sirategy, it is better approached in the daily traffic of
cience and technology where diagrams appear so common that they are
rendered invisible. Here, diagram plays a double role by displaying axiomatic
igor at the same time thal il works as an agent for reconceptualizing or recon-
1guring knowledge. For Deleuze, diagrammatics — perhaps even a diagram-
miatology, if we think of a project directed toward the ways diagrams function
n multiple forms of discourse — emerges from the Montaigne-like setting of
is writing that asks how meaning becomes shaped before our eyes. Whether
- we consider his readings of Kant, Spinvza, Leibniz, Nictzsche, Bergson, Proust
r Kafka, we find not simply a revaluation of the history of thought but a
comparative discourse that challenges readers 1o trace the shifts, jumps, and
lips encountered as one moves from one symbalic form to another. Rather
than conceptual trajectories of individual biographies, Deleuze’s readin g track

surveillance of the cross-mappings that enable his own work within the traffic
f concepis.
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The ways in which diagrams work 1o cast meaning are in ample evidence in
the daily practice of mathematics even though the graphic operations through
which mathemaltics is taught and diought are often pushed to the margins of the
history of the discipline. Diagrams hardly stand as isolated figures but are
placed within a narrative sciting. They become — orare intended to become —
part of a structured argument, We may think of mathematics as a process of
building logical modalities that cntail the representation of diagrammatic
space. It is quite tue that our scientific conception of space is thoroughly medi-
ated by diagrams. Just as we can define a taxonomic stueture for the genre of
story problems, we can identify calegories for diagrams. A broad distinction
can be made berween ephemeral and professional applications. Doedling on a
napkin, or the idiosyneratic sysiems of a Feynman are in a category separate
from the diagrams of wextbook traditions. Even here, however, it is not possible
to make a rigorous distinction, And indeed it would appear that rigorous
distinctions will become increasingly difficult as we follow diagrams into the
experimental space of the monitor. Whether one looks at Tartaglia, Galileo,
Newton, or Leibniz, cphemeral manuseript diagrams — napkin doodling —
are placed in the realm of biography rather than that of mathematics. This is o
mistake because it removes the site of invention from mathematical discourse,
Not surprisingly, the success that mathematics has had in pushing away its
narrative and graphic material has contributed to its mystification. By mapping
the ways meaning emerges from our diagrammatic shaping of conceptual
space, Deleuze not only suggests strategics for demystifying mathematics bul
provides examples For a cognilive discourse that traverses multiple disciplines.

After looking at several settings that are necessary For an inquiry about
Deleuze and diagram, 1 turn my attention to Delewze’s archeolopy of Baroque
diagrammatics, My comments conclude with several observations on the Ways
in which the concatenation of diagram within architecture provides means for
approaching a discourse on technology,

I. A Setting for Diagram

The first extensive reference to diagrams occurs in A Thousand Plateaus
(1980) where it appears in an inventory of semiotic tols useful in a project of
intelléctual cartography. Diagrams are simple drawings or figures that we think
with or think through. The idea of thinking through a diagram is crucial not
only because a diagram provides order and stability bul because it is & vehicle
for destabilization and discovery. Just as a rich terrain is negotiated between the
dilfercnt meanings of the word plot in English, multiple valences surround the
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word diagram or diagremme [Sudypoppe] io Gl‘eck: TJ'I.E mﬂt verh of
diagramma [Buaypdyewv] does not simply mean something which is rnrarkcd
out by lines, a figure, form, or plan, but also carries a secondary connotation of
marking or ¢crossing out. Such a meaning is inherent in the word dueeypddo (in
contermporary Greek the verb Sierypadov means o write somec:nc off 2}, The
connection between making figures and making them disappear is more ﬂ?aln a
philological curlosity because it suggests writing On a wax tablet where Wt‘l!m‘g
with a styfus would involve erossing over the marks that had be?‘aﬂ drawn Pﬂ?"’l'
ously. In his sense, diagramma embodies a practice of ﬁgurmg,ndieﬁgurl'ng,
refiguring, and prefiguring. What is interesting is that diagram participates in a
gensalogy of fgures that moves from the wax tablet to the computer screen.
From a phenomenological vantage point, the Greek setting of diagram‘ sugfgcsts
that any figure that is drawn is accompanied by an expectancy that it will be
redrawn., Within such a dynamic framework, such expeclancy must also be
seeompanied by an understanding of the ways in which diagram can shift in
status. Here diagram may be thought of as a relay. While a diagram may .hav::
been used visually 1o reinforce an idea one moment, the next it may provide a
means of sceing something never scen before. Because diagrams mark a
gesture or momentum toward definition, they function as vehicles that emplot
and invite elaboration through narrative. It is also quite appropriate to think that
disgrams provide wehicles for seeing how  visual dis‘coume. is fmtuallg.r
comprised of a genealogy of figures that trace the generation of meaning. E:rr
example, a map might be thought of as & diagram that has forgoten it is doing
work, We may cven extend this idea to artifacts that become ust:“,d as example:-_;
An example might be approached as a diagram that has bctn discarded afier it
has been « thought through ». There are important imp!im.i[rlons here because
the agents thought of within the setting of distributed cognition may have very
different valences depending on who is using them.

For Deleuse, the diagram driawn or printed on a page remains a rélay or
transitory vehicle to other struciures Wit:!'liﬂ the cagniti\ic process. Although the
meaning of a diagram can be fraumed by its setting, and its meaning enforced by
the narrative in which it is placed, it may al 50 serve as an agent for cnnq;e!:.m al
mapping. As & consequence of the linkages it craates, Deleuze and Guattard eall

the diagram an abstract machine :

Defined diagrammatically in this wiy, an gbsteact machine is ncthnIr d:n infrs}.
structure that is determining in the last ingtance nor a l{ansfc-cndfin:% d:'i that i5
determining in the supreme instance, Rather, it plays a piloting le. m ediagram.
matic ar ﬂb&‘[rﬂcl machine does nod fnction o represent, 'E-"';FI'I Sj:!mcir}llﬂg real, ‘FH.'!I
rather consruels @ real that 15 yol to COMmE, 3 new fvpe of reality. Thus when it
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conslittes points of creation or potentiality it does not stand ougside history bue

is instgad always « prior o= history. (Deleuze and Guattari, 1980, p. 142, my
emphasis)

Conlrary to any preconception that would limit diagram to pedagogy as a form
that might be used to graphically encase an argument in geometry, Deleuze
stresses the way thal diagram functions as a vehicle that engenders pronoia or
that sees into the fulure by intimating a horizon of thought. Rather than seques-
tering or policing the diagram in an axiomatic grid, Deleuze repeatedly empha-
sizes the ways diagrams work to generate a kind of cognitive sweep that extend
the possibilities of thought. Yet it is the axiomatic control of diagrams within

mathematics that both situates and controls whatever presuppositions we may
bring to them.

Mathematical wriling systems were axiomatized, in other words, restratified,
resermiotized, and material flows were rephysicalized. Tt is as much a political as
ascientific alfair : seience muse nor go crazy. Hilben and de Broglie were a5 much
politicians as scientists, They reestablished order. An axiomatization, a semioli-

. zation, & physicalization, is not & disgram bt in fact the opposite of a diagram.
(p. 143, my emphasis) >

Diagram’s potential « to drive science crazy » sharpens ils imporance. From a
Latourian vantage point, the diagram may be defined as either a stabilizing
agent within ready-made science or as an agent that combines both rhetorical
and mstrumental functions within a domain of science in the making. Deleuze
would focus even more on the schizophrenic identity of diagram and see it as
an agent that could carry both identilies at the same time, The double role that
diagrams embrace.as piloling devices should be refated to the earlier discussion
of signifying chains in Anti-Edipus (1972). Recognizing Lacan’s own interest
in mathernatics and with topology in particular, Deleuze and Guattari stress the
ways that non-Euclidean geometrics offer a revelatory vehicle within the
psychoanalylic process ¥

it is an entire system of shuntings atong cerlain wracks, and of selections by lot,
that bring about partially dependent aleatory phencmcna bearing close resem-
blance w a Markow chain. The eecordings and ransmissions thar have come from
the internal codes, from the outside world, from one region o another of the
J‘Gfgfxnism, all inigrseet, following the endlessly ramified paths of the great
#!Sjunﬂ.iw synibesis. IT \his consritutes a system of writing, il is a writing
inseribed on the very surface of the Real : a strangely polyvocal kind of weiling,
never a discursive one; a writing thal constinues the entive domnain of the ‘real
inorganization’ of the passive syntheses, where we would seareh in vain for sume-
thing that might be labeled the Signifier — writing thai ceaselessly composcs and
decompases the chains into signs thal have nothing that impels them o became
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signifying. The one vocatien of the sign is tn produce desire, engincering it in
every direction, {Deleuze and Guattari, 1972, p. 39) '

The reference to Markov chains resonates with subscquent references to
« schizophrenic mathematics, uncontrollable and mad desiring-machines »
(p- 371-372) and Cantor's struggle with insanity : « every child is a little scicn-
fist, a little Cantor » {p. 100). Here Delevze and Guattar remind vs of the ways
the study of mathematical pedagogy complements developmental psychology.
Although the point had been clinically established by Piaget and others, Lacan
refocused attention on miathematics, and particularly non-Euclidean geometry,
as another point of access for psychoanalytic discourse. Allention was focused
as well on the 1easion belween mathematical play and the axiomatic control
required by a rigorous, professional mathematics. As Foucault ms‘shr}wing al
the same time, the history of discourse is replete with the legislation of what
are deemed acceplable forms of human expression. An example of tension
between practice expericnced as liberating and shameful appears in the Fandom
movement of images recorded by Montaigne, for they could appear as a symp-
tom of instability or as an insight into the mental process. In a similar way,}hc
gencration of diagrams can hover schizophrenic-like between mathermatical
discourse and something emerging that remains to be defined. As vehicles that
both carry phenomenological momentum and trigger mechanisms l:.heu su'ilve to
control or direct their application, diagrams mark important sites for the inter-
seclion of invention and control. As such, the diagram may be r:nmpurcdlto
linguistic forms such as metaphor. One practical consequence of such inguiry
is the development of projects that open mathematics 1o l.'[E.‘-V(.‘-]t_Im?lﬁntH]
psychology and phenomenological analysis, in the recent work of C-eurgc
Lakoff (cf. Lakoff and Nunez, 2000). Finally, diagrammatics does _nm [:it:r!am
only to the use of drawings in scientific or technical disr:nu::sc. but 1dem1ﬁv..:$ a
cogmitive inguiry into the use of graphic figures in the mediation _of meaning.
From such a vantage point, figures are not neutral but reveal matrices through
which meaning is negotiated on an individual and social level. Because they
identify the cognitive space in which meaning is gencrated, they can bfnh
personalize and sociulize meaning. What the Renaissance regarded as Lt]rlamkmg
in pictures is not simply allcgorical but an indication of pattern recognition al}d
patiern manipulation in the cognitive field. Although :img_mrr_a may be U-‘*C_*?]_ mn
private ways, it is also frequently a component in distributed cognilion
{cf. Hulchins, 1995).

The question of how we navigate in our cognitive experience of the lexts we
read becomes reworked in Whar is Phifosophy 7. Here concepts work M\E?l‘i:
sions of diagrams and begin to work within imagined mental landscapes ©. A3
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envisioned by Deleuze, the plancs along which our thought occurs are
construcled through our experence of reading and thinking and are often
inhabited by mental figures that participate in our own logodramas. My own
cognitive constructions of Montaigne or Deleuze would be examples. Accord-
ing to Deleuze and Guateari, « [clonceptual personae are thinkers, solely think-
ors, and their personalized features are closely linked o the diagrammatic
featurcs of thought and the intensive features of comcepts » (Deleuze and
Gualtari, 1991, p.69). The personified figures animating philosophical
discourse from the Romean de fa Rose to the dialogues of Leibniz remind us that
what Deleuze has in mind is not unusual. His emphasis shows that such person-
ifications are omnipresent in our mental worlds and that their presence marks
nodes that we connect through the agency of diagram. Philosophy itself
depends on the continuous diagrarmmatic plotting of concepts :

Philosophy prescnis three elements, each of which fits with the othier two but must
be considensd for irself : the prephilosophical plane it must lay out (immanenee),
the persuna or personat it taust invent and bring to life (insisience), and the philo-
sophical concepls it must create (consisteney). Laying oul, invention, and creat-
ing comstitute the philesaphical trinity — diagrammatic, personalistic, and
intensive feamres, {p. 76-77)

Since the practice of philosophy assumes a continuous interaction between
wiiting and thinking, philosophy appears not unlike the writing of & novel or
drama, where the development of thought also takes place in stages. What is
striking is that diagram has a function analogous to constructing a plot for 2
narrative argument, Once diagram has completed its prephilosophical sk of
mapping a conceptual space, the diagrammatic nodes must be animatad with
figures who speak in coherent and consistent dialogue,

Although Deleuze refers frequently to mathematics, it is especially his
colleague Gilles Chételet who bring meticulous atlention to the diagram in the
archeology of geometry in his book Les Enjenx di mobile (1993} 8. Chitelet's
book is remarkable exactly for the ways it would have readers recognize the
contortions embodied in a history of mathematics written from the vantage-
point of theorems rather than from a combination of theory, practice, and appli-
cation. In effect, for Chatelet, our relationship to mathematics has been
explained only halfway. To activate our understanding of intuition, invention,
dnd discovery in mathematics we need to relearn that the space of mathematics
has been mediated not through theorems but through diagrams. By arpuing that
mathematics embodies a rich display of cognitive patterns, Chitelet creates an
archeology of geometric diagrams that resomates with generations of work.
Certainly, one ground is provided by neo-Kantian epistemology (Cassirer),
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another by the efforts of phenomenology 1o describe mathematical operations
{Husserl, Merleau-Ponty, Bachelard, Heidegger, Derrida), and another by the
pragmatic semiotics of Pierce. Michel Serres (1974) and more recently Brian
Fotman (1983, 20000 alse mediate these questions 3. A further sciting for the
work is provided by visualization within our evolving electronic environments,
Although it may initially appear a misstep to compare Chitelet with Derrida, 1
think the comparison not only appropriate bul instructive, A major feature ?f
Derrida’s work is his ongoing conversation with mathematics, rc;l'.-rcmnmli in
his commentary on Husserl’s Origins of Geometry. But while Derrida’s project
has involved language and the multiple strategies that have bmfn used 10
encompass language, Chitelet’s project involves the ways entailment hEIkS
worked in the description of geometric space. Both are drai.:m mlmumcms in
which the use of language or mathematics becomes sclf—f‘ctercmml. Both arc
interested in graphology or the lechnologies wcmai_c not just to remermber bEIl
through which we think. For Chélelet, in particular, diagrams work as prosthetic
devices that become vehicles of intuition and thought.

In his preface to the first edition of the Principia (1687}, Mewton wriles that
geometry is « founded in mechanical practice » (Newton, p. 103, E_:.vcln Ihmfgh
he literally means that geometry relies on the :mnuu.i arte, I_\icwmn s discussion
shows that he belicves that such mechanical ability uinmatcl:‘; dependslon
one's capacity to comprehend natural law, In other words: ane's :rm:chamcal
abilily 1o draw is shaped by one's capacily to lranslﬂ.l(f Gnc“: 5 graphic p{eﬁcnce
in nature. The Mewtonian mechanic takes inspired dictation. Ne.wtcml s argu-
ment is all the more remarkable given the extraordinary degrec ;0 which he is
obsessed by the graphic representation of his own ?hnught . Tbe almost
continuous celebration of Newton's axiomatic accomplishment Ia!u:l ils separa-
tion from his own obsession with the mediating presence of wiiting technolo-
gies is symptomatic of the histories Deleuze and Chﬁlelcikxmu]d reup-.:}:l. Fa;
from being a simple register of 2 mechanical process, diagrams Wm.- xas
means for mathematical discovery, What Mewton ascribes 1o lijclnpltjfﬁlts —
and what has become a factor in the mystification of mathcnlwh?s — i3 mi:cr
a manifestation of his interaction with the shapes, marks, scribblings, ?.kelc;vzz
on the paper now before us. What often is talkcn for gmnh.:d, — ;.v-hztl; -
regarded as « seralch paper » — becomes a significant means for mal wn; e
exploration, It is revealing that, at the same time.that Newlfm AssUImes e
seendent authorily and even authorization for his work, his own manu?cl pf

work is lilled with masses of scratch paper. Indeed, from the \:anlagc Emn.i-{:
seventeenth-century mathematics, Leibniz's own fully consclous an active
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interest in the importance of the graphic media used in thinking marks an
important difference between his work and Newion’s,

Work with diagrams hardly occurs in isolation but is a practice that involves
a complex interaction of patterns. The complex field in which such modeling
occurs may be compared to reading that cannot be reduced to grammar bul
must include the ways we process the metaphor clusters through which we
move (ef. Knoespel, 1999b). Metaphor is not a figure as much as a veelor or
plot line which takes in an amount of space. In the layering of concepts
explored by Deleuze, diagrams function as vectoring tools that probe meaning
by testing or suggesting connections. With this topographical survey of
Deleuze’s mapping undertaking in mind, I will turn my attention to a particular
study that takes us further into diageammatic fisldwork.

IL. Diagrams and The Fold

Through its very title, The Fold (1988) acknowledges a metaphor long used
within Western hermeneutics %, The multiple variations on the word « fold », as
cither an infinitive or a noun, refer 1o the allegorical practice used to formulale
levels of understanding that could be manipulated by sharing with a select
group the partieular code that would permit a figure or enlire narrative to reveal
special meanings '% As explored by Deleuze, the practice of folding extends
well beyond its delimiting use within elassical rhetoric, to function as not so
much an interpretive method as an active formulation that includes multiple
levels of discourse. The Fold shows Deleuze engaged in a practice of slicing
through the Bareque archive in ways that embody the very practice for which
he had celebrated Foucault (of. Deleuze, 1986). Again and again, Deleuze asks
his reader to connect matter from multiple landscapes. The book is not,
however, a heterogeneous collection of images but is remarkably ordered. Iis
order comes in part from an accumulation of references to the Baroque that
work as vehicles of familiarization, in part from the developed allegory of a
Baroque building. Above all, order comes from its strategy of shaping a multi-

tude of diagrams thal form a progression of piloting devi-::és which seemt to fill
the air almost as vapor trails that suggest a movement in the sky.

Dieleuze maps the Baroque through his reference to aesthetics and a history
of styles. A partial list of references includes : Tintorelio (p. 30, 753, El Greco
(p. 30, 34, 122), Caravaggio (p. 31, 115), Walillin (p. 32, 123), chicroscuro
(p. 32), Uccelio (p. 34), Manncrism (p. 36, 53, 36, 67), the Baroque cancefto
{p. 42), Lanfranc (p. 121, 124}, Il Rosso Fiorentine {p. 1213, Zurbardn (p. 121},
Bernini (p. [21), Joseph Christian (p. 122}, Jean Goujon (p. 122}, Spinarei
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(p- 122), Corradini (p. 122), the Barogque as « the unity of the ans » (p. 123),
Tesauro's La Lunetre d'Aristote (1655 [ p. 126]), « concertant » style in music

{p. 132), Rameau {p. 135). What is striking is the standard nature of the discus-
ston. One gquotastion will suiice |

[13 we¢ weant 1o 1est the definition of the Baraque — the fold o infinity — we
cannot be lirpited to masterpicces alone ; we must dig into the everyday recipes of
mades of fashion (hat change a genre, For example, the object of the still life is
the study of folds. The usual formula of the Bareque still life is : drapery produc-
ing folds of air or heavy clouds; a ablectoth, with maritime or fluvial folds;
jewelry that burms with [olds of firc: vegetables, mushrooms, or sugared fruits
caught in their earthy folds, {p. 123)

The seventeenth-century references deployed throughout the book resonate
almost like honing devices o a host of more recent and contemporary ones
Pierre Boulez (p. 33, 82, 163-64), William Burroughs (p. 164n); John Cage
(p. 136), Chrisio (p. 161n), Jean Cocteau (p. 155n), Debussy (p. 136), Walter
Gropius (p. 35), Henry James (p. 20, 22), William James (p. 20, 1083, Joyee
(p. 1), Kandinsky (p. 14), Klee (p. 14, 15, 35), Le Corbusier (p. 28), )’fxd:olf
Loos {p. 35), Jackson Pollock (p. 27), Proust {p. 139), Thomas de Ql..hnﬁ‘f:}l'
{p. 94), Robert Ravschenberg (p. 27) Swckhausen (p. 136, 137), Richard
Wagner (p. 136). The linkages between the seventcenth century and lll‘Hb l.ﬂsl
two centuries function both as historical plottings and diagrammatic piloting
devices, These scatterings invite us to imagine linkages between the Barogue
and the modern (botween Leibniz and Deleuze) and o create synchronous
planes that shape the book as another version of the Barogue house.

Tntroduced with a diagram in chapter 1, the Barogue house is de.wc;ib?d alzr,
having iwo fevels. Deleuze draws the architectural analogy [rom Leibniz :2,
who in turn draws the figure from Locke's description of a cantera abscira 14,
The analogy works as a schematic and is similar to (he multiple d}agmms that
represent faculty psychology in the Jate Middle Ages and Renalssance. Tlm
significant differences in the diagram included in the French Iami Ame1ncaln
editions must also be acknowledged {Figure 1]. While the Amnerican versionis .
a simple printed diagram, the original is hand-drawn by .Dclrcualrc himself. A
comparison als¢ shows that the diagrams arc scaled in entirely dlﬂ'crc]_lt ways.
The three explanatory kabels which accompany the :.lialagram are plnnt:::d -\n
English but hand-written in the French. While the Amcrican edalen mdicatl.:is
that one side of the roof is missing, the hand-drawn diagram In lt:lc, lfranb 1
edition shows the structure as completely roofed-in, The difference ts mpor
tant because the printed diagram implies that the Baroque structurc ha.i ?11
opening when Leibniz and Deleuze referto the closed nature of the structure =
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Figure La. Gilles Deleuze, Le Pli - Leibniz e le barogue, original cdition,

Paris, Editions de Minuit, 1988, p. 7.
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The dialogue from which the diagram is constructed provides an instance of
figurology or logodrama within the philosophical terrain 149

Phil, « The undersianding is nol much unlike a elaset wholly shut from light,
with only scme lgle openings left, w Tet in external visible (images]; would the
limages] coming into such u dark room bot stay theee, and lie so orderly as to

he found upon occasion, it would very much resemble the understanding of a
an. »

Theo, « To increase the resemblance we should have to postulate thay there is a
sprean in this dark room (o receive the speeies, and that i 15 not uniform but is
diversified by folds representing items of innate knewledge: and what is moere,
that (his screen of membrane, being under tension, has a kind of elasticity or
aclive foree, and indeed that it acts {or reacts) in ways which are adapted both to
past Folds and to new ones coming from impressions of the species. This action
would consist in cenain vibrations or oscillations, like those we see when a coed
under tension is phicked and gives off something of a musical sound. For not enly
do we receive images and traces in the brain, but we form new ones from them
when we bring ‘comples, ideas’ o mind; and so the screen which represents our
hrain st ke active and elastic. This snalogy would explain reasonably well what
goes on in the brain. As for the soul, which is a simple substance or ‘monad” :
without being extended it represents these various extended masses and has
perceptions of them. » (Leibniz, 2.11. paragraph 144- 145)

As Deleuze puts il, « Leibniz constructs a great Barogue montage that
moves between the lower floor, pierced with windows, and the upper floor,
blind and closed, but on the other hand resonating as if it were a musical salon
translating the visible movements below into sounds up above » (1988, p. 4).
Delenze returns to the allegory in chapter 8, where he notices that for Leibniz
different and distinct functions must be associated with each floor :

Cine scwralizes the world, the other realizes it (... ). For Leibaiz, the two Moces are
and will remain inseparable; they are teally distinet and yet inseparable by dint
of a presence of the upper in the lower. The upper fMaer is folded over the Tower
floor, One 3% not acting upen the other, but one belongs t the other, In 4 805 of
a double belonging. The soul is the principle of life through its presence and not
thraugh its action. {p. 119)

The Leibniz house works as a diagrammatic machine, Rather than a slatic
image that would argue that coherent constrpction rules will lead _sur]ist'u:
coherency in a building, Leibniz (and Deleure) discover in the atchilectural
model a structure that provokes a continuous set of configurations that would
devise strategies for rendering the exchange between the two floors 17, The
strategies set forth by Delevze amount to a progression of diagram.q that
would navigale between them. Besides the diagram of the Leibniz analogy
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itgelf, the fifteen diagrams in the book amount 1o an ongoing diagrammatic
commentary on the relation. between the two floors. The race of diagrams
also provides glimpses at the set of dynamic relationships that are expressed
in the logico-mathematical relationships throughout the book. When we
consider these components together, we see that Delevze shaped the book as
a group of matheo-poetic problem sets for which there is no absolute answer.
Instead, the problems work as exercises that provide an evolving capacity for
insight. « The theater of matler gives way to that of the spirits or of God »
{p. 11).

The profusion of diagrammatic and narrative plottings in the book not only
demonstrate the essay-like quality of the work but show that its space also func-
tions as a medium for iracing the thought process. Deleuze makes one wonder
what Montaigne's essays would have been like with diagrams ! What repeate-
dly draws Deleuze is a fascination with a thought process enfolded upon iiself.
Like examples, diagrams can contirm, extend or subvert a thought process.
Deleuze and Leibniz remind us that these all happen simultaneously, not
simply in our interactions with each other but within our own thought. Rather
than thinking of the diagram as a static figure, we should regard it as a trace of
a mental process that we may pursue through cognitive or phenomenclogical
analysis. For Deleuze, the form marks the departure point for inquiry into
process. For Deleuze and Leibniz, tapping the trace or process of thinking has
social implications as well, for figures such as diagram and enth YINGTIC &re not
only controlled through axiomatic functions but are translated into expressions
of social control and authority. Diagrams and enthymemes are important
because they can be-used to transgress the apparent limits or margins of unders-
tanding : « {Wle use theme maxims without having them explicitly in mind, [r
is rather like the way in which one has implicitly in mind the suppressed premi-
ses in enthymemes, which are omitted in our thinking of the argument as well
as in our outward expression of it » (Leibniz, 1.1.4 section 77), In effect, our

thought process may be unconsciously shaped by the examples that we have
accumulated :

What appears is that we are liaked — almost fixed — Lo requisites @ even the
definers that we allain, in arithmetic or in geometry for exam ple, have valuc only
through analogy, and are in fact the inner charasters of & presupposed domain
Tthus the first numbers whose converging series are sought). The theorem, the
demenstration as 4 concarepation of definitions, can appeal to syHopgistic form;
bt we go by « enthymemes », which hold anly Tor syllogism, and which work
by means of « inner suppressions », ellipses, and problematic shoricus,

l...]
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Leibniz remarks that concatenations of syllogism or definitions are a
« fabiric ». But « there exists an infinity of other more composite Tabrics »,
folded Tike their entfymemes, that are always available for cur use. Even the
purcst syHogistic fabric has been falded according to difTerent specds in think-
ing. [deas are so Folded in the soul that we can’talways unfold or develop them,
just ag things themselves ane inextricably wrapped up in nature. (Deleure,
L9R8, p. 48-49)

In his book De arte magnetica (1643), the sevenieenth-century polymath
Anasthasius Kircher describes a thought experiment in which a stal:uc, located
on a stage, is placed on movable pedestal operated by a magnet hidden from
the audience [Figure 2). When the magnet is turned beneath the floor of the
stage, a figure standing on a wheel located on the stage floor also Iulms. To
complicate his experiment, Kircher notices that multiple mirrors behind the
statue generate a scemingly infinite number of reflected images from !]?c
vantage point of individuals seated in the audience. Kircher's splepdld
Baroque experiment reminds the reader that there are multiple ways of view-
ing phenomena but that, unless one comprehends the fundamental elemcqls of
cause and eifect defined by (he magnet, the andience will be kept guessing.
The multiple images of the turning figure offer an analogy for thctendiessly
varied perception of truth: « It is not a variation of truth according to the
subject, but the condition in which the truth of a variation appears to the
subject. This is the very idea of Barogue perspective » (Deleuze, 1988, p. ?:GI}.
The images flickering on the inset mirrors also give an analogy to the multiple
principles that attract Leibniz :

Leibmiz loves principles, and he is probably the only philosopher who invents
them endlessly, He invents them with pleasure and enthuaiasml, and }'ne Fﬁran-
dishes them like swords, But on the other hand, he plays with principles,

multiplies formulas, varies their relations, and incessantly wants (0 « prove »
thetn as if, lovine them too much, his respect for them wete lacking. (p. 43-

A4)

For a moment Deleure dramatizes the principles and sets t'EEem on a stage. « If
the principles appear 10 us as cries, it is because each one 5’3?5'15 the presence
of a class of beings (hat are themselves crying and draw attention to themselves
by these cries » (p. 44), These cries arc the multiple fonms of writing that so

attracted Leibniz.
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Figure 2. Anasthasius Kircher, De arte magnerica (1643), n.p. (D.R.).
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Our work with diagram and metaphor is enveloped in a narrative process
that not only carries ideological significance but also registers the cognitive
hierarchics in which we think and build. Deleuze is above all interested in scal-
ing the macro and micro phenomena that participate in constituting a whole.
Cominunication in a traditional sense is only a part of this, for what Delcuze
has in mind incledes material or physiological relationships that constitule
different levels of human life. It is this shunting back and fonth between
language and mathematics, the shilling between organic and inorganic struc-
tures, that makes the book feel so cxperimental. The book works like a collec-
tion of lenses that render visible not a single world picture but the multiple
chains of thought which constitute our understanding at any single moment in
time. While Deleuze might be regarded a5 a cryptographer, such an image
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should not be formed simply from an idea of ars combinatoria but should
include one adept in reading and constructing multiple cireuit diagrams.
Dieleuze must nat be viewed as a Faustus-like magus who knows the most
secrel writing but far more as a Montaigne-like figure who seeks Lo trace the
inscriptions that move before him.

ITL Technologies of Extension

As we move through the conceptual landscapes traced by Deleuze, 2
continuum emerges that allows us to plot the relationship between diagram and
concept. Compared to the verlical contimuum or hierarchy of the Leibniz house,
still related (o seventeenth-century cosmological drawings, the continuum
described by Deleuze has a horizontal erientation, Rather than being oriented
toward greater abstraction as common representations of the «Chain-of-
Being», Deleuze’s own use of dingram describes a movement toward
tncreased specificity and cven reification. It is a continuum sealed to work not
between ideas sand God but between ideas and technology. The question of how
we think through, translate or cxtend between different symbolic codes — the
problem of shifling between the narrative and diagrammatic matter of mathe-
matical discourse — was of utmost imporiance for Deleuze. I noticed above
how the word diagram bears a notion of the technologies of writing. Diagrams
— and here diagrammatics would be more accurate — challenge us to consider
more than wax wablets and the cross-mappings of philosophical texts. Rather
than thinking of isolated diagrams that so casily conform 1o an instrumental
idea of technology, we need to think of the ways that diagrammatic series
embody techno-scientific networks. Beeause diagrams are always part of a
process, whether viewed from a coghitive or social vantage point, they are
central o a theory of emergence,

Architecture offers a laboratory for the study of diagram and emergence,
because of the multiple and Eayered figures that mediate the ereation of astrue-
wre (cf. Rajchman, 1998 and 2000). Constructiom plans are not only dlafgram—
matic arrays or compilations but are thernselves cnabled through their oW
diagrammalic genealogies. Although a struclure embodies not only a design
process but a construclion process, one continues o be struck by the degree 1o
which the history of architecture has favored the design provess — the t'or_ma-
tion of the aesthetic object — rather than the process of construclion. The idea
of architecture is strengthened by a fuller ynderstanding of ““.! ways That
diagrams function in all aspects of design ancl wnstruction: [?lagrams arg
crucial to the desigm process but also mark the reaulation of building construe-
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